
··> 5. Incorporation of the City's May 2001 Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and 
f.if 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 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 industria/lands, utilize master planning as a tool to efficiently use designated 
industria/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 t() provide for the employment 
needs of its residents and the north county region and to work cooperatively with 
the c,ounty in addressing economic growth issues and providing employment 
opportunities. 

Response: Your support is appreciated. By reserving designating sites for targeted 
industries within the Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR), and by requiring retention of 
sites within the SWIR exclusively for targeted industries, Woodburn intends to 
implement the recommendations of the EOA and EDS approved by the City Council in 
2002. 

~ Woodburn Development Ordinance 
::..· 

·"1 . .--'·New nodal residential zone designations· to implement the new plan 
designations. New land efficiency measures that provide for infi/1, 
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 
a/towable 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/and efficiency for new single-family and mufti
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. 

Response: Your support is appreciated. 

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 industria /lands for non-industrial uses, and requires 
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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 ar(3a will be retained in agricultural 
use until developed for industrial uses consistent with the zone. 

Response: You are correct In noting that land within the SWIR may only be used for 
targeted industries, following annexation, and based on an approved master plan. 
Because land within the SWIR may be used for one of two purposes - targeted Industry 
development (on individual sites or within master planned parks) or agriculture- it is 
reasonable to conclude that such land will be retained in agricultural use until 
developed for industrjal uses allowed within the SWIR district. 

The County is generally supportive of the concepts ofthe 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 ara 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 ·rE~quires 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 tor 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. 

Response: A master plan for the entire SWIR district is required as part of the 
annexation application process for land within the .. SWIR. The master plan must (a) 
demonstrate how lot sizes called for in the SWIR can be provided for designated 
properties; (b) how sanitary sewer, water, stormwater, and transportation facilities can 
be provided efficiently to the entire SWiR area; and (c) how access to individual 
properties and designated employment parks can be provided consistent with the TSP. 
The master plan is conceptual and may be adjusted by the property owner, so long as 
minimum lot sizes required by the SWIR are maintained, and eHiciency of service to 
neighboring properties is not jeopardized. 
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The purpose of Policy E.2.2 is to allow the County to comment on the implications of 
the proposed master plan, especially in terms of County transportation policies. 

3. The Riparian Corridor and Wetland Overlay Zone provides protection standards 
for 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 City's amendments to protect these 
resources consistent with the Environmental guidelines o( the County's Growth 
Management Framework and safe harbor provisions of Administrative Rules. 

Response: Your support is appreciated. The intent of these regulations is to clearly 
map land that may be developed for urban uses, and riparian corridors, floodplains and 
wetlands that require protection. 

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 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 1-5 interchange 
·efficiently, and the County wants to make sure that this efficiency is protected or 
i(J)proved 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 projects within the Woodburn area. 

Response: Your support is appreciated. We appreciate the County's productive 
involvement in the development of the Woodburn TSP. 

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 recognizes 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 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 
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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. ·~f 

Response: Your support is appreciated. We look forward to continued coordination 
with the County, especially regarding stormwater management and transporation 
planning.. · 

Marion County Urban Growth Management Framework · 
Marlon 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 coordimition 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 guideUnes 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. 

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. 

Thank you for recognizing the City's efforts to incorporate goals and guidelines from the 
Marion County Growth Management Framework Plan into tha 2005 Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan. We look forward to working closely with you and your Board in 
amending the current intergovernmental agreement. 

Urban Growth BoundaN (UGB) Amendment Proposal 
Review[ng 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 746 acres of buildable lands 
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within the ~xisting 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 horizQn 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 add;t;onal 
4,753 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/and, 8 
acres of public/semi-public lands, 108 acres of commercial/and and 127 acres of 
industrial land. In summary, 517 acres of residential/and 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/and (520 acres of low density residential, 70 acres of 
medium density), 25 acres of commercia/land, and 430 acres of industrial/and. 
Of the 1050 acres, 188 acres are residential exception lands and 13 acres are 
commercial exception lands. In rough land totals, approximately 1100 acres of 
residential/and (this number would be reduced when constrained lands, right-of
way needs and some of the residential exception lands are subtracted) and 890 
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/and (259 acres of low 
density residential, 178 acres of nodal/ow density residential, 66 ·acres of 
medium density, 51 acres of nodal medium density) and an additiona/210 acres 
of public/semi-public lands which are accommodated on residential lands. 

Response: I agree that the UGB land needs assessment is complex and appreciate 
your efforts to summarize figures found in various documents provided by Winterbrook 
Planning. 

At my request, the residential land needs and supply comparisons have been clarified 
in the 2005 Buildable Land Inventory and 2005 Residential Land Needs Analysis, as 
well as the 2005 UGB Justification Report. The 2005 BLI includes modifications to the 
proposed UGB. Please refer to these documents for more in-depth detail. A summary 
of 2020 residential land needs versus supply follows: 

The existing UGB contains 511 net buildable acres of resident ial land. Identified land 
needs through the Year 2000 total 736 net buildable acres . This leaves a total deficit of 
225 net buildable residential acres. 
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After Comprehensive Plan designation and UGB changes proposed by the 2005 Plan, 
(including reallocation of existing lands inside the UGB to nodal designations, a new 
street system including new arterial streets, and UGB expansion), the residential land 
comparison looks like this: 

Plan Designation Net Buildable Net Buildable Preferred Scenario 
Acre Supply Acre Need Acre·s Surplus 

(Deficit) 
LOR (Low Density 371 217 154 
ResidentiaJ) 
Nodal LOR 220 186 34 
MDR (Medium Density 
Residential) 72 69 3 

Nodal MDR 73 54 19 
VMU (Vertical Mi~ed NA NA 0 
Use)" 
Public and Semi-Public 
(Including Schools. Parks 0 210 (210) 
and Religious Institutions) 
All Residential 736 736 0 

This comparison assumes inclusion of adjacent residential exceptions areas, and 
accounts for the residential units within these areas by reducing LOR need. 

As a result of minor changes to the UGB recommended to the City Council, the 2005 
Comprehensive Plan provides exactly the net buildable acreage identified in the 2005 
Residential Land Needs Analysis. 

Employment land needs are estimated at 627 acres (141 acres of commercial 
land and 486 acres of industrial/and) with industrial/and 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. 
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Response: This is correct. Commercial expansion in the 2005 Plan consists of two 
neighborhood commercial nodes in the southwest and north, and a commercial 
exceptions area to the southeast. The commercial expansion totals 32 net buildable 
acres. Industrial land needs are based on providing an adequate supply of suitable 
employment sites, as recommended in the EOA and EDS. 

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 industri~l sites to accommodate these uses. Analysis by the City 
indicates a need for large parcel sites, generally 20 acres in size or more with 
speciffc target industries requiring sites greater than 50 acres. Overall, the 
majority of target industries identified by the City require sites In the 5 to 40 acre 
range, . with several farge manufacturing and high tech industries requiring sites 
over 40 acres. 

The City industrial/and expansion proposal to the southwest (both west and east 
of /-5) capitalizes on the 1-5 corridor location and proposes a range of sites 
comprising an approximate 440 acre industrial area. The industrial overlay zone 
requires the provision and retention of 11 sites that are 10 acres in size or 
greater, with the largest being one 100 acre site and a 70 acre site. The 
·remaining nine sites are between 10 and 25 acres, with provisions for various ,. 
sites under 10 acres in size. 

Response: The industrial site allocation within the Southwest Industrial Reserve has 
been clarified and revised, based on comments from you and Geoff Crook at DLCD. 
The current SWIR sites are··as follows: 

' . 

Tax Lot Buildable Reserved Estimated Site Land Division 
Number(s) Site Acres Site Size Sizes Permitted? 

Ranges 
52W11 n 300 88 25-50 35 Yes, with Master Plan 

lQ-25 15 approval 
(Darma/OPUS) 10-25 15 

5-10 8 
5-10 8 
2-5 4 
2-5 3 

Subtotals: 59-130 88 
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52W14 Tl200 22 lQ-25 15 No 
52W14Tl600 5-10 7 
(Weisz) 
Subtotals: 15·35 22 
West of I-5 Sites 110 74-165 110 See above 
szw13 n uoo 96 96 96 No, ROW dedication for 
szwt4 n 1soo Southern Arterial and · 
szwt4 n 1600 Evergreen 

(Seibel, Gottsacker, Reserved for Firm ~ 300 
Weisz) employees 

52W14TL800 106 5Q-100 65 Yes, with Master Plan 
52W14 TL 900 25-50 33 approval; ROW dedication 
52W14 TL 1000 2-5 4 required 
52W14 ll1100 2-5 4 
(We!sz) SQ-100 Aae site reserved 
Subtotals: 79•160 106 for Ann > 200 emolovees. 
52W14 TL 1200 4 2-5 4 No 
52W23ll100 46 25-50 35 Yes, with Master Plan 
(Weisz) 5-10 8 approval 

2-5 3 
Subtotals: 32-65 46 
East of I-5 Sites 252 209--326 252 No 
Total SWIR 362 283-491 362 

We also note that there is a qualitative component to the land needs assessment. The 
EOA and ECONorthwesfs October 2003 industrial siting memorandum note the critical 
importance of location (a) in a master planned business or industrial park and (b) with 
direct access to Interstate 5. Thus, site size is a critical site characteristic- but it is not 
the only component. As described in the revised UGB Justification Report, the SWIR 
includes two master planned employment parks- one on each side of Interstate 5-
that are serviceable within a year following their inclusion within the Woodburn UGB. 

Volume 

Target industries that employ large numbers of people and have large site 
requirements (40 acres or more) are highly desirable with a vel}' competitive 
market to locate such industries within a community. Setting aside two vel}' 
large sites (1 00 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 meet the 
needs of targeted industdes once certain sized sites have been utiHzed. 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 some flexibility in both the layout 
of sites, the ability to put sites together should larger sites be needed by a target 
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industry, and to configure and allow for smaller sites to .meet' the majority of the 
site needs. of the targeted industries. By allowing some trexibility in arranging 
sites to meat targeted fndustry 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 industria/lands within the current UGB can also be 
utilized to meet the industrial/and needs of targeted industries that require sites 
under 10 .acres in size. 

Response: Wa appreciate the County's concern regarding the need to provide 
flexibility for the siting of targeted industrial firms. This concern is shared by the Mayor 
and City Council member$. The revised SWIR policies and district provide such 
flexibility by allowing for a range of parcel sizes in master planned employm~nt parks in 
large tracts adjacent to the existing UGB. Land within designated employment parks 
may be divided into a range of smaller and larger parcels~ consistent with an approved 
master plan that retains a range of lot sizes consistent with the EOA. However, under 
the Goal 9 Rule, the City is obligated to protect larger sites (such as the 1 00-acre site 
south of Parr Road) for land-extensive targeted industries that may choose to locate in 

. Woodburn. Although there are very few industrial parcels available within the existing 
City Limits that meet the site suitability criteria of targeted industries, we agree that such 
sites must be accounted for in the UGB a~endment process, and we do account for 
them. 

Residential Land Needs 
. The residential/and 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 me.et 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, inti// 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/and need is for 
approximately 764 acres to meet both the housing demand (555 acres) and 
public/semi-public land needs (21 0 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 
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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 Jess. The housing demand over the planning period can reasonably be 
met by the supply of existing residential/and within the current UGB, the addition 
of residential lands in the nodal overlay area and inclusion of residential areas 
around the golf course to·the north. The mulff-use nature of public lands may be 
somewhat more difficult to account for due to locational factors and the 
neighborhoods that they are intended to serve. 

Response: Residential land need and supply in the 2005 Plan are addressed earlier 
in this letter. The proposed 2005 Plan calls for a UGB expansion of about 930 gross 
acres. There are about 350 gross residential acres, including some of the developed 
golf course In Study Area 2, which provide about 250 net buildable residential acres. 
The residential exception area Is about 120 acres, accommodating about 295 LOR 
units. The SWIR expansion·comprises about 410 gross industrial acres. The 
commercial expansion is about 50 gross acres. The UGB expansion proposed in the 
2005 Plan· meets- but does not exceed -identified residential needs. · 

In determining 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 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 r _i 
studies and are_as is reasonable, though the trend in Woodburn has been an \ 
increase in household size due to demographic characteristics of its population. 
The City's demographics vaty greatly from the state, the region, the county and 
other cities in the area which make comparisons difficult or to iollow 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 fn the analysis for determining dwelling unit needed would result in a 

. lower demand for units within the planning period. 

Response: As the County is aware, household sizes are expected to decrease 
statewide over the next 20 years. Although Woodburn's Year 2000 average household 
size was 3.1, the comprehensive plan calls for increased employment and educational 
opportunities. As household incomes and individual educational levels increase, there 
is a strong tendency for household sizes to decrease. Also, as noted above, Woodburn 
projects an increase in multiple family housing, which is also characterized by lower 
household sizes. For these reasons, we have projected that average household size in 
Woodburn will return to the 1990 average of 2.9 persons per household, which is 
considerably higher than the statewide projected household size of approximately 2.5 
persons per household. We believe this is a reasonable projection, and consistent with 
the overall economic and social policy direction found in the Woodburn Comprehensive 
Plan. As a point of comparison, we note that McMinnville, which also has a large Latino 
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population, based its acknowledged household size projection of 2.54 persons on the 
t~ 1990 Census. 

Woodburn Periodic Review Preferred Growth Scenario (UGB amendments) 
The Marion County Urban Growth Managemen( 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. The$e include the 155 acre 
residantialsxcaption area to the northwest, the 13 acre residsntial 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. 

Response: Your support is appreciated. We agree that ORS 197.298 prioriti~s 
require that exceptions areas be included within UGBs prior to agricultural land. 

2. Expa_nsion of the UGB to the north and southwest to accommodate 
residential/and 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 a/so 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 (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, west of Boones Ferry Road, south of Crosby Road, and east of 
1-5 within the UGB tor residential purposes. The residential /and needs are being 
met through the existing residential/and supply within the current UGB and the 
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other residential lands being proposed for addition to the UGB. 

Response: We appreciate the County's support for expansion into the OGA site and 
to the Parr Road area. Unfortunately, the golf course area has a combination of 
orchards and developed golf course land, located on predominantly Class I and II 
agricuiltural soils~ Therefore, we have recommended to the City Council that the 
predominantly Class I soils east of Boone's Ferry Road not be included within the 
Woodburn UGB at fhis point. 

On the other hand, land to the west of Boone's Ferry Road is of lower agricultural 
quality, with predominantly Class II and Ill agricultural soils. As explained under 
"Residential land Needs" above, Woodburn's residential land supply within the 
proposed UGB, including the Crosby Road area, barely meats year 2020 residential 
land needs. Furthermore, we barely meet the 2020 residential land need with a plan 
amendment that provides for only a 15 year supply of residential land instead of a 20 
year supply, since it is currently·2005. If we were to update the 2002 Buildable lands 
Inventory to 2005, it would show we actually have a shortage of residential land for the 
next 20 years to 2025. We respectfully disagree that the City's residential land needs 
can be met without including the 160 acres within the Crosby Road area. 

3. E><pansion of the UGB to the west and southwest to accommodate 
employment/industrial land needs. 

(.
---.•·,: .. · . . 

The County is supportive of the City's need to expand the UGB to include industrial ( · • · .. 
lands to meet the 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 the site needs of 
targeted industries. As discussed in the section above on Industrial Land Needs, an 
expansion for industria/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/and 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 p~rt of the proposed industrial reserve area as being an intrusion into the 
surrounding farmlands without any physical separation from such resource lands or 
being physicalfy 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 seJVice 
coming to the Willamette Vafley. 

Response: We agree with County staff that the 56-acre site west of Butteville Road 
should not be included within the UGB, because it has predominantly Class II agricultural 
soils and need not be developed in order to serve land with lower priority to the southeast. 
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Your comments were reinforced by those of the Oregon Department of Agriculture and 
-~~- 1000 Friends. 

However, for reasons stated in the May 2005 UGB Justification Report, much of the 
industrial land in the Highway 99E area either does not meet identified site suitability 
criteria for targeted industries, or is .being held for future industrial expansion by existing 
industrial firms. The need for approximately 400 acres of industrial land with 1-5 access is 
justified by the City's EOA and an October 2003 ECONorthwest industrial siting 
memorandum. The SWIR discussion in this letter includes revisions to the SWIR tables 
documenting how land within the SWIR will be retained for site sizes called for in these 
documents . 

. Las, I very much appreciate the thoughtful approach exhibited in your March 21 letter. As 
you can see, we have incorporated many of your suggestions in the City's revised 
proposal. Thanks again for your continued assistance. If you have any questions 
regarding this matter, please contact me at {503) 982-5246. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Mulder 
Director of Community Development 

Enclosures 
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Woodburn Public Works 

ATTACHMENT E 

Memo 
Jim Mulder, Director- Communiy Oevelopmert 

David Tatgeson, Asslstant City Engineer ~ 
Bob Shields, City Attorney ,- • {· 

Aprl15, 2005 

Response to Serres Letter dated March 23, 2008 

The Serres family owns tracts indu~ in an area (Region 4 of the UGB Study Area 
Public Fadlities Analysis) that was evaluated by Public Works, to determine rough 
costs · of providing public water, sanitary sewer, and storm drainage. This memo 
responds to concerns the family has raised in a letter adci"essed 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 developrrlent 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 g-avel packed saeened well with cef1!ent grout seal to just 
above the levet from wtlich the water is drawn. The wells on the Serres property are 
perforated casing with no gravet pack ~nd the seal was done with dirt and cement 
and only goes approximately 20 feet below the surface. Given the heavy agrirultural 
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 5 
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rt~~IP:l.9~vislq_l') P.,~~r1Q·Y{-$,r. ~rom ·w~~_site, has an arsenic concentration of 19 
· · , pPf'~{r:t,, .. ~~ f.~~@l .. ~$0.~ f~ .~r&e;nlp.Q1at is effective in January 2006 is 1 0 ppb. 
·- thlirni.V l&n~· iitarle·OI.-&\e0f8ascri thecitfls proceeding with water treatment 

facilitlu. 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 (2t>· 
federal standard. Again if the arsenic concentration is consistent with other wells on 
the east side a the city, treatment would be re(J.Jired and as discuss~ above· such . 
costs are prohibitive. 

The contention that wens on the Serres property could become part a the City 
drinking water di~bution system is not supported by the infomlation stated above. 

Wat.PS Distribution System 
The letter indicates that a six-inch line is available at the west edge of the Serres 
OM'lership. This line does not have capacity fa' further expansion of service a-ea, 
and wiH not have sufftdent capacity to supply dema1ds when Serres property is 
developed. 

SanHarv 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, whidl has not been desi911ed for e>cpanded service 
area (A major upgrade in the existing pressu-e force main at Greenview will be 
needed if additional flow is to be handled.) The configuration of the receiving WOI'ks 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 plart, 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 1 00-year stom'l was conveyed to a single discharge 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 U1e scope a the Public Facilities Plan, may also influence fu1ure decisions 
about location, size, and cost of drainage facilities. 

Methodology 

M 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. 

• Mulder 411 5105 - Page 2 
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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 a the estimated public facility costs of e><panding the UGB into 
eadl subregion. This analysis was conducted using the attached methodology. This 
metnodology was l:lfliformly applied to each subregia'l. 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. Even when this greater level a detail is applied to Region 4, the 
comparative condusions of the Public Facilities Analysis remain accurate. 

• Muldaf 4115105 - Page 3 Volume 
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Methodology for Calculations • Urban Growth Boundary Expansion 
City of Woodburn- Public Works Department 

April2005 . 

1. Pubic Works provided assistance to Community. Developmert (Comm. Oev) in preparation of estimated 
costs for intrastructure related to proposed expansion of Urban Growth BoundarJ. 

2. Comm. ow determined 8 subareas for expansion. Public WCdcs was provided mapped limits for the 
subareas and proposed land use designation wiUin ead'l .of the areas. 

3. Lard use categories went as Resld8fltial. Convntm:lal, and Industrial. Combin~ons were dNsed bV 
application. of folmUias, withoiA desaibing the location within a mapped area where any partiCular land 
use might occur. 

4. Public WorM was charged with estinating costs for water, storm sewer, and sanitary sewer within the 
boundary of each of the 8 subareas. 

5. The physlca size Qn aaes), c:l each land use for each subarea was calculated using CAD. . 

6. Master Plan aiteria for water consumption, sanitarY sewer flow rates and stonn water runoff were used 
to determine values for each land use. Sizes c:l COI'N8yance facilties were calculated for a1 areas by 
uniformly apPytng def1ved ftow rates. COnceptual gild pattems for distribution pfpes. sewer colledlon 
lines, and storm water rolledlon lines were devised. The concepual patterns were extrapolated and 
reduced to formutas for C08ls to serve on an aaeage basts. Genef'aly, the defiv9rl of service to each 
sub area was considered to occur at one Point of Connection. This simplification did not consider 
marttet-dr1ven development factors that would llkety produce need for a greater number of connedlon 
points In the future, depending on the geographical extent and location c:l demand. 

7. Based on CIP cost recads (maintained by Engineering stall) and System Oevetopnent Charges from 
COnvn. Oev Planning staff, a cost per acre for eadlland use type was derived and are as follows; 

Water Systems: Residential = $9.0KJAC 
Sanitary Sewer: Residential = $1 0.8KJAC 
Storm Sewer: Residential= ~.8KJAC 

Comm.Jlndustrial = $5.1KIAC 
Comm.Jlndustrial = $5.0K/AC 
COmm.Jlndustrici::: $3.6KIAC 

8. Flow rates for these U1ree infrastructure S'jstems are as follows; 

Volume 
Page 

Water System 

Residential = 1,315 gpd/AC (Avg.), 5,130 gpd/AC (Max.), 120,000 !}'2hr. 
CommerdaVIndustrial = 382 gpd/AC (Avg.), 1,490 gpd/AC (Max.), 600,000 g/2hr. 

Sanitary Sewer 

ReSidential= 1,420 gpd/AC 
Commerciavtndustrial = 700 gpd/AC 

• Mulder 4115/05 - Page 4 
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Storm Sewer 

AI areas: 0.5 cubic feet per second (cfs) per aae This emprical value was applied unifonnly, 
regaroless of projected land use, ~ little dif\'eren<:e was dlscemable between runoff 
factors In conditions of a design storm. -

Dlsctlarge fran subareas larger than 150 aaes were anatyzed as Pr1ma~Y Drainage ways, In 
accordance with definitions trcm the Stann Drainage Master Plan (SOMP). Areas greater than 
50, but less th&;0150 acres were descnbed as Secondary Drainage ways. The SOMP Instructs 
that oonveyance systems ror Pmlary Drainage ways accomnodate runoff from 1 OQ-year event. 
Secondary Drainage ways are designed for SG-year ewnts.. The sizes cl pipes were determined 
based upon their estimated slope and approxinate design runoff for the tributary subarea. 

9. The estinates considered that planning has already been made for some major Infrastructure projects 
(mostJy within the current SeNk:e Areas, and shown In a ft.#e-year ptan called Capltallmprovemert 
Program, or "CIP"). CalculationS were pedonned assuminQ that water, sanitary sewer, and stonn 
drainage Caplal lmprovemn Projects shown In tl\e budget for ftscal yeat 2004-20005 were 
accomplished before any of these expansion proJec&s were under taken. 

10. Same infrastructure elemel Its witt\ in the existing UGB would need upgracfmg to serve inclvidual 
expansion subareas. Some d these improvements~ not lnd\lde.d. In the CIP. \Mlere additional 
improvements were necessary to existing systems situated within lhe existing service linits, the cost of 
lmprovemet'ltS was estimated by appllcatlon d histol1c conslruction cost recoms. These costs were 
added to other cost elemera related to pt'O'Iision d -seMc& Within each subarea. Included were water 
booster stations and sanitary sewer pump stations whose locations and Sizes are shown on WOit maps 
that were prepared in course of the woctl. 

• Mulder 4/15/05 - Page 5 
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S.A.P. 
EVALUATION OF WATER REQUIREMENTS FOR UGB INCREASE 

RESIOENTAL COMMERC~NOUS~ TOTAL 
AVERAGE MAXIMUM AVERAGE MAXIMUM RES 

PROP RES COMMJlND DO DO 00 DO FIRfFLOW 
ZONE AC ACRE.AGE 1J15.~GPOJAC 5130.2gpd/AC 311.!gpdiAC 1418.4QpcUAC (2 HRS) 

362 239 476,175 1,857,132 92,995 355,e67 1.8n.132 
2 <436 214 573,514 2,236,767 83,267 318.732 2.351,787 
3 100 234 131 ,540 513,020 91,049 348,520 633,020 
4 3-43 0 451,182 1,759,659 0 0 1,878,~ 

5 0 431 0 0 167,702 S.1,831 0 
6 189 0 248,611 969,608 0 0 1,08i,608 
7 382 128 502.~83 1.~.736 .. ~.805 190,&43 2.07'i,736 
8 457 296 601 , 138 2,344,501 115,174 .W0,862 2.4«H.501 

SU6-TOTAl. 2.269 1,$42 2,98-4,6-43 11,6-40,424 ~.9Q2 2.280.056 12.~.42-l' 

NOTE: Ph~se Il l of WTP bull<l out Will hilve producible pj'oduct of 10.8 MGO and 6.1 MG5torage. 

Original Date lbur. March 18, 2004 
Printed Date .m31200511:1SAM 

.{ ~ 

TOTAL 
COM/I NO TOTAL 

FIRf FLOW MOO 
(2 HRS) WIFF 

955,967 2.933,09i 
918,732 3,275,4~ 

9-4e.520 1,581,540 
0 1.87i,65i 

1 ,24U~31 1,2.1,931 
0 1,08i,ti08 

790.S.3 2,870,380 
1,040,862 3.~.~ 

5,8i6,6S5 18,377,019 



PROP 

ZONE 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 

SUS-TOTAL 

RES 
AC 

362 
436 
100 
3-43 
0 

189 
382 
457 

2.269 

Page 2 of 5 

STORM QRA!N COST ANALXS!S Of EXJENQED BOUNDARIES BY BEGfON 

COM WIND 
ACREAGE 

2;)g 
2 14 

234 

0 
431 

0 
128 
296 

1.5•42 

RESIDENT AL COMIINO 
SO COST SO COST 

PER 
AC 

~ 7.800 .00 

S7.800.00 
S7,800.00 
S7 ,800.00 
~7 .800.00 

S7,800.00 
~7. 800.00 

S7.800.00 

p~ 

AC 

$3,600.00 
$3,600.00 
$3,600.00 
$3,600.00 
$3,800.00 
$3,600.00 
$3,600.00 
$3,600.00 

TOTAL 
JU;SIDENT AL 

COST 

$2,823,600.00 
$3 • .W0,800.00 
$780,000.00 

$2,875,<400.00 
$0.00 

$1,474,200.00 
$2,978,600.00 
$3,5&4,600.00 

$17,5i8;200.00 

TOTAL 
COMIIND 

COST 

~.400.00 
sno.a.oo 
$842.<400.00 

$0.00 
$1,551,800.00 

$0.00 
$460,800.00 

$1,065,000.00 

$5,551,200.00 

TOTAL 

$3,684,000.00 
$4,171,200.00 
$1,822.400.00 
$2.675.400.00 
s1,551,eoo.oo 
$1,.74,200.00 
$3,440,400.00 
$4,630,200.00 

$23,2<18,400.00 

NOTE Co~t per <Sere ll!re buc-d vpon SOC R.apt h15t0f)'. 

---· Original Oa~ur. Match 18,200. 
Printed , .. ,.:: ']131200511:15AM 

,. 

Q (eta} 
BASED ON 
0.5 CFS/AC 

300.5 
325 
1C57 

"171.5 
215.5 
~.5 

255 
376.5 
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SANITARY SMR COST ANALYSIS Of EXJENOEO BOUNOABJES BY REgiON 

RESIDENT A1.. COM/I NO 
SO COST SO COST TOTAL. TOTAL 

PROP RES COMMJINO PER PER ~OENTAL COMAND TOTAL 
ZONE AC ACREAGE AC AC COST COST 

. 
362 239 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 $3,909,600.00 $1 ,195,000.00 $5,104,800.00 

2 <4 30 21 4 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 $4,708,800.00 $1,070,000.00 $5, na.eoo.oo 
3 100 234 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 $1,080,000.00 $1,170,000.00 $2,250,000.00 
.: 343 0 S10,800.00 $5,000.00 $3,704,400.00 $0.00 $3,704,400.00 
5 0 431 S1 0.800.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 $2,155,000.00 $2,1$5,000.00 
6 189 0 S10.800.00 S5.000.00 $2,041 ,200.00 $0.00 S2,CW1,200.00 
7 382 128 S10.800.00 $5,000.00 $4,125,600.00 $640,000.00 $4,765,600.00 
8 457 296 S1 0,800.00 $5,000.00 $4,935,600.00 s1 • .ao,ooo.oo $0,415,600.00 

~U8-TOTA4 2.269 1.5-42 $2 .. ,505.200.00 $7,710,000.00 $32,215,200.00 

NOTE Cost P¥ acre are based upon SOC Recipt history. 

Original Date Thur. March 18, 2004 

Printed Date 4/131200511:15 AM 
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§AN!!ABY SeweR FLOW RATES BY REGION 

RESIOENTAL COMIINO TOTAL 
FLOW FLOW FLOW 

PROP RES COMM11NO Rate Rate TO POe CfS 
lONE AC ACREAGE 1l20 GPOIAC 700GPOIAC PER DAY 

362 239 514,040 167,300 681,340 1.0S 
2 436 214 619,120 149,800 768,920 1.1a 
3 100 234 142,000 163,800 305,800 0.47 
4 3-43 0 487,060 0 487,060 0.75 
5 0 431 0 301 ,700 301,700 0.47 
6 189 0 268,380 0 268,380 0.42 
7 ~2 128 5-42,«0 89,600 632.040 O.Ga 
8 457 296 648,940 207,200 856,1.0 1.32 

SUS-TOTAL 2.269 1,S..2 3.221,980 1,079,<600 4,301,380 C5..66 

Original Oa~hur. March 18, 200. 
Printed~ . '., '·V131200511:1S Nil 
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WATER SUPP!.Y COST 6NALY§IS OF EXJENOEO BOUNDABlE§ BY REGION 

Rf:SIOENTAL COM/I NO 
SO COST SO COST TOTAl TOTAL 

PROP RES COMMIINO PER PER RESIOENTAl COIMHD TOTAL 
ZONf AC ACREAGE AC AC COST ~ 

1 362 239 S9,000.00 $5,100.00 $3,258,000.00 $1,218.&00.00 $4,470,800.00 
2 436 214 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 $3,92<6,000.00 $1,0G1,400.00 $5,015,400.00 
3 100 234 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 $QOO,OOO.OO $1,183,400.00 $2.083.400.00 

• ~3 0 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 $3,087,000.00 $0.00 $3.087,000.00 
5 0 .3, S9.000.00 $5,100.00 $0.00 $2, 188, 100.00 $2.188.100.00 
6 189 0 S9.000.00 $5,100.00 $1,701,000.00 $0.00 $1,701,000.00 
7 382 128 $9,000.00 $5, 100.00 $3.438.000.00 $652.800.00 $4,0i0,100.00 
8 •57 296 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 $4,113.000.00 $1,50Q,GOO.OO $5,022.100.00 

SUS-TOT .&.L 2.269 1 .S-42 $20,421,000.00 $7,864,200.00 $28.285.200.00 

NOTE Co~ pee acre are based upon SOC Recipt hi$l0ry. 

Original Date Thur. t.tard\18. 2004 
Prtnted Date ~31200511:15 AU 
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REGION No.7 

GENERAL: 

REVISf!:D 
JUN .. ~ J, 1004 

• Approximately 379 AC total area. ror evaluation purposes this region is divided 
into 28S AC of Residential and 94 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 topo&f1lphic geo&raphy was considered in wavily 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all ClP projects. identified in the current Master l)lan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension or the existing distribution 

system by approximately 6100 LF of 12-inch diL main looped at a cost of 
$700,000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan usc rates per capita and 2-hour tire 
durations (2.3 MOD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is SJ.O million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current2004 service area) will suppon 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

(:

h .-. · . 
"-'! 

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 Sl 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 $3.5 mi.llion and will generate an 
approximate load of 0.7 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 upsiz.ing the existing collector to 11 42-inch dia. line ot D cost 
of $200,00, approximately 19Q c fs. 

• Estim11ted new collections systems cost is $2.5 million. 
• Analysis ind icates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY : 

5 
1026 

Wotcr Improvements 
Sunitnry Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Toto I 

s 3,700,000 
s ) ,8 )0,000 
5 2.700,000 
$1 0 .230.000 



GENERAL: 

REVISED AREA 
JUNE 3,1004 

• Approximately 21 J 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; ~wer and storm distribution_ and C(!llection systems arc 
based on zoning densities appropri~ttc 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 

DO<:wnents, have been completed. 

WATER PISI&IPUTION SYSTEM; 
• A new distribution system can be looped to the adjacent existing system without 

requiring any a4ditional.distributie>n line between systems .. 
• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 

durations (1.1 MOO). 
• Estimated cost of construction or distribution infrastructure is $1.2 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs arc shown below in the swnmary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• A new collection system would connect to the existing system on the West end of 

S. Woodland Ave. Rowing to 1-S pwnp station. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1.2 million and will generate an 

approlCimate load of 0.2S cfs. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the swnmary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natwal drainage appears adequate to hru1dle outfall(s) to both fingers of Senecal 

Cr. to service this area. Approximately 110 cfs. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $83 8,000. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i .e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improv,cments. estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sani l!li)' Sewer 
Stann Sewer 

Totnl 

$1.200,000 
$1,200,000 
$838.000 
S3.238,000 

Volume 5 
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AUGUST 1,2004 
REGION No. I 

GENERAL: 
• Appro)(imately l 55 AC total area. for evaluation purposes. this region was (.:.· .. -r · 

divided into ISS AC of Residential and 0 AC of CommerciaVIndustrial. 
• Flow rates for water, sewer and storm distribution and collection systems arc 

based en zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land usc and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• When :md where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is hosed on all ClP projects. identified in the current Master Plan 

~umcnts. have been completed. 

W ATBR DISIRI BUIJON SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system caR be looped to the adjacent existing system without 

requiring any additional distn'bution line between systems. 
• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 

durations (0.92 MOD). 
• Estimated cost of construction of distneution 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 SBWBR SYSTEM: 
• A new collection system would connect to the existing system on the West end of 

S. Woodland Ave. flowing to 1-S pump station. 
• 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 wilt generate an 

approximate load of0.35 cfs. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 SeTVice 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 seTVice this area, approximate 77 .5 cfs. 
• Estimated new collect ions systems cost is S121 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 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

Volume 5 
Page ~ 
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$1 ,400,000 
s 1,670,000 
s 1.210.000 
S4.280,000 

.... . 8.·~ 
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ltr .. v 1:-51'~1J AREA 
AUGUST 2,1004 

ltF:GION N·o. 2 
GENERAL: 

~l. • Approximately 257 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region was 
~1' div ided into 2SS AC of Residential and 2 AC ofCommerciaVIndustrial. 

• Flow rates for water, sewer and storm distribution ond collection systems are 
bnsed on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned llllld usc and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. . 

• When and where prnctical 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. 

W AIBR PfSTRI BUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system wilt require extension of the existing distribution 

system by approximately t300LF of 12-inch dia. main loop«! 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 fire 
durations ( 1. l MGD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $ t .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 COMect to the 

existing system at the North end of Boones Ferry Rd. 
• From the Boones Ferry Rd. connection point, approximately 4000 LP 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 S 1.29 million and will generate an 
approximate load of0.28 cfs 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) wilt support 
the improvements. estimated cosl3 are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage appears adequate to handle out fall(s) to upper Mill Cr. to service 

th is area. npproximately 128 cfs . 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $930,000. 
• Analysis indicates the ex isting system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements . estimated costs arc shown bd ow in the summary. 

COST ESTIMAT E SU MMA RY 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

T ut al 

S I ,490,000 
s 1.790,000 
.5.9 3Q~QQQ 
~4 . 2 1 0,000 

Volume 

Page 
5 

1029 



'"I~ Y I o31~ II 1"1. '" 1~1'"\ 

AlJGlJST 1,2004 
I~ EGlON No; 3 

GllNCRAL: 
• Approximately ll AC total nrea. for evmlual ion purposes this region was divided ( ·.:~P.~ 

into 0 AC of Residential and 13 AC ofCommerciaVlndustrial. \./ 
• Flow rates for · water. sewer and stonn distribution · and collection systems ue 

based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land usc and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• When iUld 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 400Lf of 12-inch dia. main looped to the adjacent 
existina system at a cost of S60t000. 

• Flow rues wcro based upon Master Ptan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations (0.74 MOD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructw-e is $66,000. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs nrc shown below in the summary .. 

SANITARY SBWBR 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 S65,000 and will generate an 
approximate load ofO.Ol 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 approximately 700 LF storm sewer conveyance system, Easterly 
to the natural drainage at a cost of S75,00Q approximately 6.5 cfs. 

• Estimated "ew collections systems cost is $47,000. 
• 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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s 126,000 
s 165,000 
tlf~J2,00 
~ 413.000 



REGION No.6 
GENERAL: . 

1<14~ v ~~~~IJ AltEA 
AlJGlJST 2,2.004 

:~t. • Approximately )4 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region was assigned 
into 21 AC or Residential and 13 AC CommerciBVIndustrial. 

• Flow rates for water. sewer and storm distribution nnd collection systems arc 
based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land usc and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates . 

• When and where pr3Ctical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent or other proposed region$. 
• The analysis is based on all ClP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATBR DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 

system by approximately SOO LF of l l -inch diL main looped at a cost or 
$600,000. : 

• Flow rates .w~ based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations (0.23 MGD). 

• 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 SBWER SYSTBM: 
• 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 SJSO,OOO. 
• 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 

th is area, approximately 17 cfs. 
• Est imated new collections systems cost is S21 0,000 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, est imated costs are show n below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMM ARY 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stonn Sewer 

Total 

s 860 ,000 

s 890,000 

S l_l_O.._QQQ 
\ 1,<)60,000 

Volume 
5 
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OENERAl.: 
• Appro)(imately 600 AC total area. For evaluation purposes, this region WllS • 

divided into :360 AC of Residential and 240 AC of Commertialllndustrial. 
• Flow rates for water: sewer a11d stonn distribution and collection systems arc 

based OR zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use ond 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 usc rates per capita and 2-hour tire 

durations (2. 93 MOD). 
• Estimated cost or construction or distribution intiastructwe 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: 

Volume 

Page 

• Thjs region would be expected to require construction of a new li f\ 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 COMcct 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 1.05 cfs. . 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (l.e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements. estimated costs are shown below in the swnrnary. 

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 . I 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. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 

5 

Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 
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$4.480.000 
S6.100,000 
$4,170.000 
s 14.700.000 
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GENERAL: 
• Apprmdmately 6SO AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region was 

divided into 440 AC of Residential and 210 AC of CommerciaVIndustrial. 
• Flow rate$ for water. sewer IUld stonn distribution and collection systems are 

based on zoning densities appropriate to the ossi gned land use nnd Mnster 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 PISTRIBUIION SYSTEM: . . 
• A new .distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 

system by approximately· 1300LF· of 12-..inch die. · main looped· to the adjacent· 
existing system at a cost of S 1 80,000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master P.lan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
duntions (J.J MOD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $5.02 million. 
• Analysis indicatei the existing system (i.e. cwrent 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs arc 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 $5.78 million and will generate an 
approlCimate 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 collect ions systems cost is .$4.17 million. 
• Analysis indicates the cx istin~ system (i.e. current 2004 S(!rvice area) will support 

the improvements. estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMAR Y: 
Water Improvements 
S!lfl itury Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Tota l 

$ 5,200.000 
$ 6,280,000 
s 4,1 70,000 
$1 S.QSO.OOO 
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GENERAL: 
• Approximately 334 .AC total area. For evaluation purposes this· region was 

divided into l 00 AC of Residentiallll\d 234 AC of"Commercialllndustrial. 
• Flow- rates for wuter; sewer o.nd storm distribution and collection systems 111e 

based on zoning densities appropriate to the BSsigned land use nnd 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 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 400LF of 12-inch dia. main looped to the adjacent 
-, ·-- · · ·.. e)dsttng systenf at i eost or S60,ooo:· ·· · ... ,. •· · .... ,, ·· '· · -- · 

• Flow rates were based upon Master ·Plan usc rates per capita and 2-hout fire 
durations (1.6 MOD). 

• Estimated cost or cqnstruction of distribution infrastructure is S2.09 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements. estimated costs are shown below in the suminary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM; 
• This region would require construction of a new gravity system to connect to the 

existing system at lndusarial Pump Station on Industrial Way. (, 
• From the connection point, approximately 450 Lf or collector will have to 

upsized to the Industrial Way Pump Station at a cost of S 100,000. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $2.25 million and will generate an 

appro)(imate load ofO.S efs. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

~e improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage is adequate to handle outfall of only a small ~rtion to upper 

Mill Cr. The bulk of the region would require construction of approximately 3500 
LF of 78-inch dia. pipeline Easterly to the Pudding River at a cost of $l .J mi Ilion. 
approximately 167 cfs. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1 .62 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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s 2,150.000 
s 2.]50,000 

s 2.920.000 
s 7.420.000 



OENEKA!.: 
• ApprOlc.imatcly 343 At: total area. For evaluation purposes this region wu 

dctennined to be all Residential and no CommerciaVlndustrial. 
• Flow rutcs for -water; sewer I.U\d stonn distribution and collection. systems arc 

hasc:d on zoning densities appropriate to the BSSigned lnnd use and Master Plnn 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
5ystcms .. 

• This .region was analyzed independe~t of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on 111l CIP projects. identified in the ctJrrent M11Stcr Plan 

Documents. have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: . 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 

system by approximately II OOLP of 12-inch diL main looped to the adjacent 
existing system at a cost or $1 5.4.000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan usc 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 arc shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER .SYSTEM; 
• This region would require construction of a new lift station, ofT Hwy. 211 then a 

5000 Lf of force main to the WWTP at a cost of S l.S million. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $3.70 million and will generate an 

approximate load of0.7S cfs. 
• Analysis indicat~ 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 approximBtely 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 $2.68 million. 
• Analysis indicates the cxistinl! system (i .e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the i mprovcments. estimated costs arc shown ~low in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
S tonn Sewer 

Total 

s 3,240,000 
s 5,200,000 
$5.000.000 
S I 3,440.000 
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GENERAl.: 
• Approximately 430 AC total uea. For cv11luation purposes this region was 

assigned into 430 AC of CommerciaVlndustrial and no Residential. 
• Flow rutes for water. sewer and stonn distribution IUld collection systems arc 

based on. zoning densities appropriate to the assigned llllld use IUld 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 analysi!l is based on 1111 CIP projects. identified in the cllrrent Master l)lan 

Documents. have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMi 
• A new distribution system will require extension of tho existing distribution 

system by approximately 3600LF of 12-inch dia. main looped at a cost of 
ssoo,ooo. 

• Flow rates wen: based upon Master Plan usc rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations ( 1.24 MOD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution inJiastructure is $2.20 million. 
• Analysis indicates tho 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 coMect 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. J 6 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. pipelint! Easterly to the 
Pudding River at a cost of $2.0 million, approximately 216 cfs. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost isS 1.55 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 Estimotc Summary: 
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Water Improvements 

Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$ 2.700.000 
s 3,26{),000 

$ 3,150.000 
S 0,1 I 0.000 
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GENERAL: 
• Approximate-ly . I<)() AC total area. ·For evuluation purposc!i this region wa.s 

assigned into 190 AC of Residential and no Commercia:JIIndustrial. . 
• flow rates for water. sewer and stonn distribution ~d collection systems are 

based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plnn 
consum ptionlcontri bution 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 ClP projects. identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents. have been completed. 

WATER PISIRIBUTION SYSTEM; 
• A new dlstribution system wHl require extension of the existing distribution 

sy#em by approximately SOOOLF or I 2-incn dia. main looped at a cost of 
$600,000. ~ .. 

• Flow ntes were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations (1.09 MOD). . 

• Estimated cost of construction or distribution infrasttucture is $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 of0.40 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, ~stimated costs are shown below in the sununary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to South Mill Cr. to service 

this area. approximately 95 cfs. · 
• Estimated pew collections systems cost is $1.47 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service !lfca) will support 

the improvements , estimated costs are shown below in the swnmnry. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
SaniUlry Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

s 2,300,000 
s 2,640.000 
s 1.470,000 
s 6.410.000 
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GENERAL: 
• Appro~timately 5 I 0 AC total Btca. For evaluation purposes this region wa-. 

divided into 380 A<.: of Residential and 130 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 
• Flow rates ror water; sewer and stonn distribution and collection syst_cms nrc 

based on zonina densities appropriate to the assigned land use ·and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• When and where pructicul topo~VUphic geography wos considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of oth9r proposed regions. 
• '[be analysis is based on all CIP project!. identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents. have been completed. 

WATER PISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension or the existing distribution 

system by approximately 6100 LF of 12·inch diL main looped at a cost or 
$700.000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2·hour fire 
durations {2.17 MOD). 

• Estimated cost or construction of distribution infrastructure 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 swnmary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region will require construction of 1000 LF of new gravity sewer line to 

coMect to the existing system at the South end of Harvard Sl at a cost of 
sso.ooo. 

• The existing gravity collection system at Harvard Sl would require being upsized 
for approximately 3300 LF to I-S pwnp station at an c~imated cost of $250,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $4.77 million and will generate an 
approximate load oft .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 pew collections systems cost is SJ.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: 

Volume 5 

Page 1038 

Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

s 4. 790,000 
s 5.100.000 
$ ).640.000 
S I 3.530.000 
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OENE&AL~ 
• Appro"imatcly 750 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this reHion was 

divided into 457 AC of Residential and 296 AC of CommerciaUinduslrial. 
• Flow rates for water. sewer and storm distribution and collection systems arc 

based ol\ zoning densities appropriate to the assigned lond usc and Master Pion 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• When and where practical topof.Vtlphic geography wllJ 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 

Documen~. 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 usc rates per capita and 2·hour fire. 

durations (l . .S MOD). 
• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $5.62 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

tho 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 upsizing 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 (Le. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage appean 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 mi II ion. 
• 1\nulysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improv~ments. estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sunitnry Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$5,620,000 
$6,670.000 
$4.630.000 
s 16.920,000 
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Introduction 

How to Use This Plan 
The Woodburn Comprehensive Plan is the controlling land use document for the 
City and its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). From a land use perspective, the 
comprehensive plan is like a state or federal constitution: it provides the legal 
framework and long-term vision for implementing plans and land use regulations. 
The Woodburn Comprehensive Plan has been found by the Land Conservation & 
Development Commission (LCDC) to comply with the 14 applicable .. Statewide 
Planning Goals," which are, in effect, state planning requirements that must be 
met by each city and county in Oregon. 

The Woodburn Comprehensive Plan includes two volumes: Volume I includes 
goals and policies that provide specific direction in ma1c.ing "quasi-judicial" land 
use decisions; i.e., decisions that require judgment in the application of general 
policies to specific situations, such as zone changes, anneJtations, conditional use 
pennits 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 poiicies in making a 
decision. Policies that are written in permissive language (e.g., "should," "may," 
"encourage") indicate the preferred direction of the City, but are not binding on 
the Council. 

Volume I also includes the comprehensive plan map, which indicates on a parcel
specific basis, what land uses will be allowed in the long-term. Where Volume I 
plan policies conflict with the comprehensive plan map, the specific text of these 
policies shall control. 

Legislative land use decisions (e.g., changes in the text of Volume I or to the 
comprehensive plan map that apply generally to the City, and not to a specific 
property or small group of properties) adopted by the City Council must also 
conform with Volume I goals, policies and maps; or affected goals, policies and 
maps must be amended by the City Council to be consistent with the Statewide 
Planning Goals. 

Volume II of the Woodburn Comprehensi ve 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-significan t stream corridors and the 
justification for the Woodburn UGB is included in Volume II. Thus, Volume II 
forms a part the ·'legislative hi story" that supports the goals, pol icies and plan 
map. 
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Planning History 
This Plan first was developed during the period from December 1976 through 
March 1981. It was revised through the Periodic Review process in 1988-1989 
and was amended again in 1996. It is intended to guide the development and · 
redevelopment of Woodburn for the neltt 20 years - untit ·approximately the Year 
2025. Hopefully, through following the Plan the City will maintain and enhance 
the present quality of life enjoyed by the approximately 20,000 people who call 
Woodburn their home. The Plan is also intended to comply with the requirements 
of state law, and the Land Conservation and Development Commission Goals and 
Admlnistrati ve Rules. The Plan has been coordinated with the Goals and 
Guidelines expressed in the Marion County Growth Management Framework 
Plan, adopted in 2003. Volume ll 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 plan was extensively amended during the Periodic Review process, which 
extended from W9il-1997 through ~2005. and culminated in the Woodburn 
~2005 Comprehensive Plan Update. The primary focus o( the periodic 
review process was economic development and the Council'"s determination to 
provide a sufficient industrial land 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 firms. 

Other important objectives of the 2004 ameHdmeHt package?005 Comprehensive 
Plan Update include: 

• Completion of the City's Periodic Review process ; 
• Coordination with Marion County's Framework Plan ; 
• Providing adequate transportation connections; 
• Providing an adequate buildable lands for a range of housing types and 

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

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

Natural Setting 
Woodburn is a town of approximately 20,000 persons located midway between 
Portland and Salem in Oregon's Willamette Valley. Woodburn is 17 miles north 
of Salem and is 30 miles south of Portland. Its location is cen tral wi th respect to 
transportation corridors running north and south in the Mid Wi llamette Valley. 
Interstate 5, the major north-south freeway through Oregon, runs through 
Woodburn's City limits on the west s ide of the City. Hi ghway 99E, a secondary 
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major north-south transportation 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 railroad tracks that run either through, or in close 
proximity to it; Southern Pacific Railroad which runs through the center of town 

_ and around which Woodburn was originally built, and the Burlington Northern 
Railroa4 which runs north and south just west of the present City limits. Due to 
the location of these major transportation routes, Woodburn has extreme! y 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 approximately 187 feet above sea level, 
located in west Woodburn. The lowest point in the present City limits is 
approximately 148 feet above sea level, located on the point where Mill Creek 
drainage channel leaves the City limits. While this gives a relief in the City of 40 
feet, most 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° F_in July. Precipitation varies from an average of 
6.9 inches January to .03 inches in July. Another indication of the marked 
difference in precipitation rates between seasons is the number of days with a 
cloud cover. January averages 24 cloudy and 4 partly cloudy days as compared to 
7 cloudy days and 9 partly cloudy days for the month of July. Winds are generally 
from the south for 10 months of the year except for July and August when 
northerly winds are the rule. Wind velocities range between 6.2 and 8.7 miles per 
hour. 

The soils which have developed in this climate are of two associations, Amity silt 
loam and Woodburn silt loam. Both of these formations are found throughout the 
City in all areas except drainage channels. These soils are capability unit Class 11 
established by the Soil Conservation Service. The drainage channels contain 
several different types of associations, most commonly Bashaw clay, Dayton silt 
loam and Concord silt loam. These soils are extremely wet and boggy and are 
generally Class III and Class IV soi ls. 

Because of the flatness of the terrain around Woodburn and also because of the 
basically stable physical environment there are very few limiting factors relating 
to urban development. The only two of any significance are floodplain areas 
which occur around the Mill Creek drainage area and unstable soils. Fortunately, 
for the most part these unstable soils occur in the floodplain areas. They are 
mostly of the clay type soils which occur in the low drainage areas and 
insuffi cient to provide foundations for normal structures. VoJume 5 
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Woodburn's Historical Context 
Prior to human settlement, 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 fll' 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 s~~ gullies a~d extending out into the flat areas, one 
would have found thick growth of firs and. o~, 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 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. There are no known · 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 to other locations. Woodburn provided habitat 
for wildlife and was likely the site of Native American settlements. Treaties 

. signed in 1854 and 1855 officially terminated the Native American occupation of 
· the Willamette Valley. The surviving Calapooians were ordered into the Grand 

Ronde Reservation west of the Coast Mountains. 

The earliest settlers in the Willamette Valley were mostly confined to the region 
known as French Prairie, a portion of the northern valley comprising 200 square 
rni les on the east side of the Willamette River. Champoeg became the seat for 
OreganOs Oregon's provisional government in 1843. The area soon became 
crowded and growth 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 soi ls 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. 
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~r: . .. ' The founding of Woodburn is said to have been due to the efforts of Jesse 
Settlemier who purchased the portion of land where the town is now presently 
located. The land was. purc.hase~ during the foreclosure sale which had originally 
been part of the Jean Dubois. homestead in the 1840's. Settlemier 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 21/2 miles from Woodburn. Woodburn eventually absorbed the 
attention previously paid to Belle Passe, and it was thought that W oodbum was 

· coming into the position to capitalize on trade and shipping activities because of 
its proximity to fast growing Portland and Salem. This in conjunction with its 
agricultural and commercial potential gave it a key position for subsequent 

· growth and development. 

Although Jesse· Settlemier was instrumental in designing the physical town site, 
many claim its real founder was Ben Holladay. If Holladay did not actually found 
the town site he at least gave it a major stimulus for growth through his building 
of the railroad. In 1871 his Oregon and California Railroad established a line by 
way of Woodburn and some ten years later a narrow gauge railroad also made its 
appearance in Woodburn. 1871 also saw the first platting of the town site of 
Woodburn with the eastern boundary the Oregon and California Railroad 
established by Ben Holladay. 

Jesse Settlemier's efforts to encourage growth continued during this period. A 
strong agricultural base, railroad and geographic centrality were its strongest 
features . In addition, Settlemier was at this time successful in subsidizing the 
railroad to construct a flag station at Woodburn, giving the town major status. 
Local sentiment has it that by 1880 Woodburn was on the way to becoming the 
m~st prominent city in the Willamette Valley (according to the Woodburn 
Independent). By 1889 Woodburn was incorporated as a City with a home rule 
charter. Its first mayor was Jesse Settlemier. A school had already been 
established in 1885 and in its first year was attended by 65 students. Also, in 1888 
the Woodburn Independent, the town newspaper, was established. 

During the 1890's, Woodburn was realizing some of the commercial and 
industrial growth which it had boasted it could achieve. A flour mill, 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 noted, for 
example, th at Woodburn did not suffer from Portland's rise in land prices as well 
as its racial clashes between laborers. By 1900 Woodburn had 46 bu sinesses, 
inc luding 3 hotels , a telephone system, a cannery, a grain works, lO nurseries, 3 
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lumber yards and other assorted enterprises such as banks and retail outlets. It also 
possessed s_everal 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 tenninus. 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 W oodbum, 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. 

While the automobile had retarded its growth as a regional shipping center, the 
same technology brought suburbia ever closer to the City so that a different type 
of growth began to occur in Woodburn. During the 1960's Woodburn underwent 
some interesting demographic changes. In the decade from 1960 to 1970 there 
were three separate migrations into Woodburn~ The first was the immigration of 
retired people into the Woodburn area mostly through the Senior Estates 
development This development, which was conceived in the 1950's and first 
platted in 1960 continued its development until 1980 when the last lots in Senior 
Estates were platted. This brought in approximately 2.,500 retired persons into the 
Woodburn area. The same period also saw immigration of Mexican-Americans 
into 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 growth from 1970-2000 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 outl ying areas of the 
Valley. Public polls taken in Woodburn have confirmed this goal. Expansion of 
the Ci ty in an orderly and efficient manner wi ll aid in giving the population the 
commerce and industry it has always historically desired. 
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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. 'fhe 
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. 

qomprehensive Plan Designations 
Woodburn has six principal comprehensive plan map designations, and 
two overlay designations. with corresponding zoning districts: 

Policy Table 1: Comprehensive Plan Designations and lmJ!Iementing Zonmg Distncts 
Comprehensive Plan IPJplementing Zoning Dlstrict(s) Density Range Minimum Lot Sizes or 
Designation (Units Per Net Unit Area In Square Feet 

Buildable Acre) 
Low Density RS Single Family Residential $.45.2·7.26 
Residential 

Nodal Development 
Overlay 
Medium Density 
Resl.dential 

Nodal Development 
Overlay (NDO) 

Commercial 

Nodal Development 
Overlay (NDO) 
Industrial 

Southwest Industrial 
Reserve Overlay 
(SWIO) 

RSl Retirement Community SFR ~Not 

applicable 

RSN Nodal Development SFR 8-l-!7.9-10.89 

RM Medium Density Residential 10-16 

RMNNodal Residential 10-ll24 

CG General Commercial 
DDC Downtown Development 

and Conservation 
CO Commercial Office 
NCN Nodal Neighborhood 

Commercial 
IP Industrial Park 
bilL Light Industrial 
SWIR South west Industrial 

Reserve 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Open Space and Parks RCWOD Riparian Corridor and 
W ctlands Overlay 
District 

Not applicable 

P/SP Public Semi-Public 
Public Use P/SP Publ ic Semi-Publ ic Not applicable 

6,000 Interior Lot 
8,000 Comer Lot 
10,000 Duplelt Lot 
3.600 btterier Lot 
J,aoo Cen~er Lo~ 
RS l zonin11: not allowed 
4,000 Interior Lot 
4,500 Comer Lot 
2,720 Per M-F Unit 
10,000 Duplex Lot 

I 

1,980 Per M-F Unit 
8,000 Duplex Lot I 
3,000 Interior Rowhouse 
3,600 Corner Rowhouse . 

1 .. 
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Note: The net buildable area of a parcel excludes land cte.dlcat~d for public rlgbts-of-way or storm water 
eosements, common open space, and unbuildable natural areas. For example, If a parcel has 10 acres, alfd 
2 acres are removed ror streets and Z acres are within the noodplaln I riparian area, then 6 net buildable ~.::~-~-t_J) 
acres would remain. The range of allowable densities is calculated based on net buildable acres. An acre -
has 43,560 square feet. Allowable densities max be increased through the discretionary planned unit 
development re-view 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 ex.isting 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 
plan _will be amended and perhaps entirely replaced by new concepts. As long as 
the ordinance which is developed implements the goals and policies of the plan, a 
change should not .,e necessary. However. at a minimum. the City shouid have 
basically the following ordinances to implement the plan. 

1052 

Zoning 
The keystone of plan implementation is the Woodburn Development 
Ordinance (WDO). This WDO ensures that the location and design of 
various land uses and in some cases, the timing of those land uses, is in 
compliance with the Comprehensive Plan. The WDO ensures that 
incompatible uses do not occur, while allowing flexibility consistent with 
the purpose of the plan. The Zoning Map will be more specific than the 
Comprehensive Plan Map, and may have more designations than the 
Comprehensive Plan Map. In addition, there will be many cases where the 
zoning ordinance will be more restrictive than the map. This is because 
there are areas which must be retained in a more restrictive zone until 
public facilities are developed or public need is established for a zone 
change to a less restrictive zone. However, in no case should the Zoning 
Map allow a use which is less restrictive than that called for in the baOO 
-YseComprehensive Plan. 

Subdivision and Planned Unit Development Ordinances 

The second mainstay of plan implementation are subdivision and planned 
unit development ordinances, which are also found in the WDO. These 
ordinances are designed to regulate the division of large lots of land into 
smaller parcels, mostiy for residential developments. They are the main 
control the City has over neighborhood developments, rights-of-way 
acquisition, and minimum lot sizes. The City should carefully review 
subdivision and PUD ordinances to ensure that they are consistent with 
present trends o f the housing market and do not require more land than is 
reasonably required for public use. However, conversely, the PUD and 
subdivision ordinances should be so designed to ensure that 
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neighborhoods are well served by streets, parks, and in some cases, school 
sites. 

$ite Plan Review 
Site Plan Review has been established for ¥ulti-Family (3+ Units), 
Industrial and Commercial land uses. The objective of Site Plan Review 
is to ensure that the proper and adequate facilities, and infrastructure are 
provided. Site Plan Review is a way of creating uniformity in 
development, limiting conflicts in design and bringing about the overall 
attractiveness of the co~unity. 

Sign Ordinance 
The City has had a sign ordinance since 1973. It has been successful in 
controlling proliferation· of signs, mostly alon·g main arterials. The Sign 
Ordinance implements both policies relating to public health, safety and 
welfare, basically for transportation safety as well as aesthetic goals. This 
type of ordinance should be continued and a more effective and equitable 
means of controlling signs should be investigated. This kas led to finding 
altemativemay include requiring less obtrusive types of signs such as 
monument signs. The objective of monument signs is to reduce the 
skyscape clutter. 

Transportation Plan 
The Transportation System Plan (TSP) (~2005) is now beinghas been 
revised to reflect changes in population. ~mployment and land use adopted 
in the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan (20032005). The ~2005 TSP 
includes goals and objectives, forecasts 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 altemati ves 
• Establishes alternative modes of transportation 
• Meets the 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 mainten ance of the City's streets, water, 
sewer, storm drains, etc. 
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The CIP has _both shorttenn and tong-term projects. Short _termShort-tetm 
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 
breakdow_n of various funding sources. 

LoAg teawLong-tenn projects are those intended to meet the needs of the 
City through the full tweAt)' yeartwenty-year planning period. Recently 
revised population projections and recent land inventories have revealed 
hundreds of 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 B.oundary. All of the l(n'lg termlong-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 sl=lort terrashort-tenn projects and long 
term projects are subject to annual review. This way, the City can add, 
delete, and reprioritize projects as needs change. 

Downtown and Urban Renewal 
The Urban Renewal Plan is a primary vehicle for revitalizing the 
Downtown area. One of the main .problems with land use and economy in {_;+!_;,.:; __ ,;_·. 

the City has been the stagnated downtown area. In response, the City \::, 
adopted a downtown development plan. The Urban Renewal Plan includes 
goals and policies addressing financial assistance programs, citizen 
involvement, and physical improvements.· The Plan has been adopted as an 
element of the Comprehensive Plan and has a 20-year planning horizon. 

Housing Codes 
As many of the structures in the City grow older, run down, deteriorated 
structures can begin to detract and blight a neighborhood. One means of 
ensuring that the housing stock is kept in good shape, is through city
sponsored a-housing rehabilitation programs. 

Housing rehabilitation programs offer low interest, deferred loans to 
low/moderate income homeowners 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., may be targeted for rehabilitation. The 
City is considering implementation re-establ ishing e+-a housing 
rehabilitation program in FY 2003 0 ~ . 
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Flood Hazard Zone 
The only identified natural hazard in Woodburn is the flood area. As this 
area contains the most unstable soils for development, the City requires 
flood hazard area regulations to ensure that building does not occur. The 
City has already adopted a Flood Plain Management Ordinance which 
meets the requirements of the Federal Flood Insurance Program. This 
ordinance should be monitored for its effectiveness and kept up to date. 

Historical Site Zone 
As historical sites often require special attention and special regulation, 
the City has adopted policies to recognize historical sites and to encourage 
preservation and protection. 

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 decisiea the Planning 
Commission and Council will be petitioned by private citizens to change the -baR6 
-Y5eeomprehensive Plan designation of a particular parcel of property. This is a 
quasi judicial activity and should follow the procedures set out for quasi judicial 
rulings. However, the Planning Commission should ensure that whatever Ghanges 
it makes in the LaRd UseComprehensive 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 publie need for the cl:langeHow changes in the community 

warrant the proposed change in pattern and allocation of land use 
designations; and 

5. That this land best suites that public needHow the proposed change 
sustains the balance of needed land uses within the Urban Growth 
Boundary.-;--an-d 

6.That the land cannot be suitably used as it is presently designated. 

Enforcement Policy 
POLICY 

A- 1. Land use ordinances adopted by the C ity shall be strict ly enforced. 
While the Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinances are important 
phases of the land use planning process, without stri ct enforcemen t 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 C ity to ensure 
that the policies of the City are actually being implemented. 

Volume 5 

Page 1055 

Proposed Woodburn Compr ehensive Plan- Volume I- Goal and Policy Amendments 
Winterbrook Planning • ~.\ll av 2005 • Page 11 



Volume 
Page 

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 organlzationst 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. 

5 

Citizen and Agency Involvement Policies 
POLICIES 

B-1. It is the policy of the City of Woodburn to solicit and encourage citizen 
input at all phases of the land use planning process. Since the City is 
essentially trying to plan the 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. 

B-2. Woodburn will coordinate ·with affected state agencies regarding 
proposed comprehensive plan and land use regulation amendments. as 
required by state law. 
(a) The state agency most interested in land use is the Oregon 

Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD). 
Woodburn will notify DLCD 45 days in advance of the first hearing 
before the Planning Commission of proposed comprehensive plan or 
development ordinance amendments. 

(b) The state agencies most interested in environmental issues are the 
Oregon Division of State Lands (DSL), the Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality (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 wi ll be notified 
regarding changes to flood management programs. 

(d) The state agencies most interested in parks and recreatjonal facilities 
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 hi storic 
programs are proposed. 
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(e) The state agencies most interested in transportation programs and 
projects are the Oregon Department of T ransportat ion (ODOT) and 
DLCD . These agencies wi ll be notified and asked to participa te in 
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c. 

amendments to the Transportation Systems Plan, or regarding plan 
amendments or zone. changes that could adversely affect a state 
transportation facility . 

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 lea'd to more 

coordinated planning and promote a collaborative approach to 
developing solutioru to growth issues. 

2. Be consistent with City plans for growth by modifying the growth 
projections in response to City feedback. 

3. Protect fann, forest, and resource lands throughout the County by 
considering the existing growth capacity of each community, fostering 
the efficient use of land, and evaluating urban growth boundary 
expansion needs. 

4. Maintain physical separation of communities by limiting urbanization 
of farm and forest lands between cities. 

5. Maintain community identity by encouraging each community to 
decide how it should grow and by promoting City decision-making 
control. 

6. Support a balance of jobs and housing opportunities for communities 
and areas throughout the county that contribute to the needs of 
regional and City economies. 

7. Provide transportation corridors and options that connect and 
improve accessibility and mobility for residents along with the 
movement of goods and services throughout the county. 

The Urban Growth Management Framework is a coordination planning 
strategy that provides a guide cities may follow when considering urban 
expansion needs and decisions in response to growth issues. The 
Framework identifies the areas of interest for the County regarding 
urbanization and possible measures in the 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. nte decision as to how to use th e 
Framework and which guidelines may be important and applicable, is up 
to the cities. The County recognizes th ere may be several 1vo vs to 
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approach and resolve an issue and the Framewprk provides flexibility for 
the .cities in coordinating planning efforts with the County." 

Marion County Coordination Goals and Policies 
Q2.6.b 

C-1. To coordinate with Marion County regarding planning issues tbat 
extend beyond the boundaries of the City or Woodburn, including 
population allocations, amendments to acknowledged 
comprehensive plans and transportation system plans, and 
achievement of a compact urban growth form, as requirec:l by 
Statewide Planning Goals 2 (Land Use Planning and Coordination), 
ll (Transportation) and 14 (Urbanization.) 

POLICIES 

C-1 .1 Marion County Framework Plan goals, policies and guidelines will be 
considered when the City considers plan amendments that require 
Marion County concurrence. 

C-1 .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 Anal ysis forecasted future housing need by type and 
density. The Ci ty is committed to maintaining a 20-year supply of buildable land to meet 
identified housing needs. 

Volume 5 

Residential Plan Designations 

High Density Residential Lands 
Most High Density Residential areas are located adj acent 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. Hi gh Density Residential lands are also appropriate in designated 
Nodal Development areas and near employment centers. 

Low Density Residential Lands 

Low density residential areas are the most sensitive land use and must be 
intensively protec ted. In general they are not compatible with commercial 
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and industrial uses and some type of buffering technique must be used to 
protect them. Also, arterials and other transportation corridors can 
severely affect the usefulness of low density residential areas. In general, 
low density residential areas have been located according to existing 
patterns of development and in areas which are protected from high traffic 
flows and commercial and industrial uses. When greenways are used as 
buffers between other land uses and low density residential areas it is 
extremely important to maintain the visual and physical separation that the 
greenway provides. Small lot single family residential development is 
appropriate in Nodal Development areas and may be allowed in Medium 
Density Residential areas. Small lot senior housing is encouraged 
adjacent to existing senior housing areas. 

Public Use 
In addition to the four· major types of land uses, lands for public use are 
shown. These are lands which are used or intended for 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-1.1 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 faci lity, such as a school, park, or privately owned 
community facility to allow for interaction within the neighborhood. 

D-1.2 Developmepts in residential areas should be constructed in such a way 
that they will not seriously deteriorate over time. Zoning ordinances 
should be strictly enforced to prevent encroachment of 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. 

0-1 .3 Development should promote, through the use of moderate densi ty 
standards and creative design, a feeling of openness and spaciousness 
with sufficient landscaped area and open space to create a pleasant livi n~ 
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environment. Higher density areas should be located near jobs, 
shopping and/or potential transit services. 

D-1.4 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-1.5 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-1.6 Except in areas intended for mixed use, non,.residential uses should be 
prevented from locating in residential neighborhoods. Existing 
non-conforming uses should be phased out as soon as possible. 

D-1.7 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-l.8 High traffic generating non-residential uses should not be located in t.·!~t;~~: .. 
such a manner as to increase traffic flows on residential streets or \~ 

residential collectors. However. designated neighborhood commercial 
centers in Nodal Development areas are exempt from this policy. 

D-1.9 Industrial and commercial uses which locate adjacent to residential areas 
should buffer their use by screening and design control, and should be 
controlled with sufficient setback so as their location will not adversely 
affect the residential areas. 

D-1.1 0 High density residential areas should be located so as to minimize the 
possible deleterious effects on adjacent low density residential 
developments. When high density and low density areas abut, density 
should decrease in those areas immediately adjacent to low density 
residential land. Whenever possible, buffering should be practiced by 
such means as landscaping, sight-obscuring fences and hedges, and· 
increased setbacks. This policy does not apply in Nodal Development 
areas. 

D-l .ll Traffic from high density res idential areas should have di rect access to 
collector or arterial streets without having to utilize local residential 
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Housing Goals and Policies 
GOAL 

D-2. The housing goal of the City is to ensure that adequate housing for 
all sectors of the community is provided. 

POLICIES 

D-2.1 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 lan'd 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.· 

D-2.2 It is the policy of the City to encourage a variety of housing types to 
accommodate the demands of the local housing market. In W oodbum, 
the following needed housing types shall be allowed, subject to clear and 
objective design standards, in the following zoning districts: 

PI' T bl 2 N d d H T dl f z D' tr' 0 ICY a e . ee e ousmg .ypes an mp emen mg onmg lS 1cts . 
Needed Housin~ Type Implementing Zoning District(s) 
Single Family RS Single Family Residential 
Detached RSl Retirement Community SFR 
Residential RSN Nodal Development SFR . 
Manufactured Dwellings RS Single Family Residential 
On Individual Lots RSl 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 
Government Assisted Housing* These "housing types" are based on financing or tenure, 

and are not regulated by the Ci ty. If the housing type 
Farm Worker Housing* (e.g., single family, manufactured dwelling, attached 

single family, duplex, or multi-family) is allowed in the 
Rental Housing* underlying zoning district, these " housing types" are 

allowed s ubject to applicable des ign standards. 
* Note that the C1ty regulates housmg development to ensure quality construction and des1gn, but 

does not regulate based on tenure. 

D-2.3 To ensure the new concepts in housing are not restricted unduly by 
ordinances, the City shall periodical ly rev iew its ordinances for 
applicabi lity to the current trends in the housing market. The RlS 
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District is an example of Woodburn's efforts to providing affordable 

~~6u;bn;q~::~:!~.rs, by allowing single-family homes on lots as small as t(t@;; 

D-2.4 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. 

D-2.5 To provide for needed housing close to neighborhood shopping with a 
pedestrian orientation, Woodburn shall adopt a new Nodal Development 
Overlay. This overlay designation shall apply in Southwest Woodburn 
as shown on the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Map. Special design 
standards shall ensure a pedestrian orientation and compatibility 
between the residential and commercial uses. 

D-2.6 Woodburn is committed to providing affordable homeownership 
opportunities to its citizens. For this reason, W oodbum 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. 

D-2.7 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 comparati ve advan tage
location along the Interstate 5 Conidor. 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 Ci ty'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 1-5 are used solely for targeted industrial 
uses, Woodburn has adopted stringent policies to prevent there-designation of industrial 
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sites in the ·southwest Industrial Overlay (SW10) 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 *-should not 
be located adjacent to residential areas without some type of buffering use in 
between the industrial use and the re.sidential areas; either green space or a major 
road or other similar buffer. there are five areas that have been established for 
.industrial use in Woodburn. They meet all of the above criteria. They are: 

1. In the southeast quadrant of the City; 
2. In the northeast quadrant of the City; the W oodbum 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 1-5 interchange area, which shall be 

expanded as a result of the 2003 plan amendment process. 
5. The Downtown area. :-· 

Each of these areas serves a different puipose 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 Bound~ry 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 Industri al Park area was really the beginning of Woodburn's industri al 
expansion in the 1970s. It has been very successful and now covers a large 
amount of land between the Southern Pacifi c Railroad and Highway 99-E north of 
State Highway 2 14. However, almost all of the developable land has either been 
sold t<? industries that intend to locate in Woodburn or is under development. It is 
expected that full build-out will be realized within the next several years. 

The industri al area on North Front Street n01th 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 Jine from the Southern 
Pacific Rai lroad could be developed to serve industries locating in this area. 
Thi rdly, an excellent buffer ex ists in the Mi ll Creek area to buffer the industrial 
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uses from the adjacent residential uses. It 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 ex.cellent site for target industries identified in the Economic 
Opportunities Analysis. 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 in Woodburn. It also affords ex.cellent visibility for industries 
that 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 SPRR 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 
GOAL 

E -1. Woodburn shall provide and maintain an adequate supply of 
suitable industrial sites to attract targeted firms consistent with 
Statewide Planning Goal ? (Economy of the State), the 
recommendations of the 2002 Woodburn Economic Opportunities 
Analysis and the Woodburn Economic Development Strategy. 

POLICIES 

E-1. 1 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 with in the City and enough industri al land is avai lable for 
industrial growth to accommodate the residen tial growth expected in the 
Ci ty. 

E- 1.2 Industrial land should be located to take advantage of Interstate S access 
or rai l transportation that is avai lable to the indus trial areas. 
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E-l.3 To minimize impC;tcts on Marion County~s agricultural land base, Class I 
agricultural soils shall be preserved outside the UGB. At the same time, 
it is important that industrial lands be located in relatively flat areas, 
which have suitable soils and that are free from flooding dangers. 

E-1.4- Industrial areas that 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. 

E-1.5 Industries that, 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. 

E-1.6 The industrial park concept is one that 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 BOA. 

E-1.7 Industries located in areas that are presently non-conforming shall be 
encouraged to find other areas to locate. 

E-1.8 Industrial lands shall be protected from encroachment by commercial or 
other uses that will either increase the price of industrial land or cause 
traffic generation that will interfere with the normal industrial practices. 

E-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 

E-2. Woodburn shall reserve suitable sites in the Southwest Industrial 
Area for targeted industrial firms, as directed by the 2002 
Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis. 

POLICIES 

E-2.l Woodburn sha ll des ignate industrial land near Interstate S with a SWIO 
(Southwest Indus trial Overl ay) designation. Land within th is designation 
shall be reserved exclusively for indus trial uses identified in the EOA, 
and shal l not be converted to another commercial or residentiStl plan 
designation. Volume 5 
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E-2.2 A master development plan shall be approved by the City Council prior 
to anne>tation to the City. The master plan shall show how streets, 
sanitary sewer, water and stonnwater services will be sized and located 
to serve the entire SWIO area. The master ph1n shall show how arterial, 
collector and local street access will be provided to each Jot if land 
division is proposed. The proposed master plan shall be referred to 
Marion County for comment prior to consideration by the City Council. 

E-2.3 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 
Parcels Through the Master Planning Process 

Sites (by assessor Buildable Reguired Lot Concentual Snecial Standarc s 
ta>t Jot number~ Acres Sizes {ranges Lot Sizes 

shown in acres) {in acres} 
52Wll TL300 88 25-50 35 Land division 

10-25 15 nermitted with m ster 
L0-25 12 Qlan am~roval 
5-10 ~ 
5-10 ~ 
2-5 1 
2-5 J_ 

Subtotal: 88 
52WL4TL200 22 10-25 .!2 Land division not 
52Wl4 TL600 5-10 I permitted 

Subtotal: · .. 22 

52Wl3 TL 1100 96 96 96 Land division not 
52W 14 TL 1500 permitted 
52W 14 TL 1600 

Shall be develope ~ 
with a use with at le8st 
300 emolovees 

· 52W 14 TL 800 106 50-100 65 Land divis ion 
52Wl4 TL 900 25-50 33 oennitted with m t ste r 
52W 14 TL 1000 2-5 1 Qlan approval 
52W 14 TL 1100 2-5 -l 

,. 
'. . ·-· 

50- LOO acre lot sh ull he 
cleveloncd wi th a lJse 
with at least 200 

Subtotal: 106 cmolovces 
52\Y 14 TL 1200 -+ ·2-5 4 Land division not 
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permitted 
52W23 TL 100 46. 25-50 35 Land division 

5-10 ~ 12ennitted wi th m· 
2-5 1 Qlan a[mroval 

Subtotal: 46 
Total SWIR 362 362 

+aJji be' ~ Retained Site Sile band ()i"'isieR 
N11mbeF(s) {Dwil4able} ~eFmiUed • 

Site AeFes 
Wes& el lnteFstatH 
52W ll Ta* Let 300 108 ~9l) ~ ¥&s, with Masler 

~ FlaR apflt=e¥al 
~ 

&slem ~eftiee ef ~ l @ 3Q &efes Na 
-~~J.V: l4 *a* l:.ell;JOO ~esep,~ed feF PiFm ...,IV\ .I. 

~~l.¥11 +a" l:.et 100 J..9.+lJ)) +-@-W Ne fA~eess ff91R 
n · ..a. . ' t l"'.n'l. 'rT 'ltv\ ... , 
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Marion County Economic Coordination Goals and Policies 
GOAL 

Marion County's economic development goals address the importance of 
maintaining a di verse employment base with livi ng wage jobs. The goals include: 

ster 
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E-3. Encourage diversity and balance of job types (e.g., service and 
industry jobs); promote economic opportunity for all segments or 
society; encourage a sustainable local and regional economy; and 
tailor economic development to the unique assets and needs of the 
county and the City of Woodburn. 

POLICIES 

E-3.1 Consistent with Marion County Framework Plan policies. the City of 
W oodbum has conducted an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EO A) 
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 desig11:ations; 
(c) Forecasts future employment by sector, 
(d) Identifies industries that are likely to locate in Woodburn; 
(e) Determines the siting needs of targeted industries; 
(t) Determines whether there are existing sites within the UGB that 

meet site suitability criteria and are not needed for other land uses; 
and 

(g) Identify sites outside the UGB that meet site suitability criteria of 
there are inadequate sites within the UGB. 

E-3 .2 Expand the Woodburn UGB to meet identified industrial siting needs in 
the 2002 Woodburn EO~ consistent with the Statewide Planning Goals 
and other County guidelines adopted as part of this section. 

E-3.3 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. 

E-3.4 Work with Marion County, economic development agencies. area 
economic development groups, and major institutions to provide 
information to support development of a region-wide strategy promoting 
a sustainable economy. 

F. Commercial Land Development and Employment 

Commercial Land Designations 
C ommercial lands also pose difficulty in deciding their proper location because of 
the high traffic that is generated by commercial uses and the necessity for good 
transportation faci li ties improvements . They also can impact quite severely on 
adjace nt residential uses and this must be cons idered in thei r location, and 
e speciall y in their zoning. T he commercial areas of the City should be aimed to 
deve lop at higher densities instead of a spraw lin g type de velopment. There are 
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basically five major commercial areas in Woodburn, and they should serve the 
City for the foreseeable future. 

The first commercial area that 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 W oodbum 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 from a lack of maintenance and outmoded buildings, some 
have been remodeled and updated to provide a 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 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. Access control policies shall be observed when street improvements occur. 

The third large area of commercial development in the City is the I-5 Interchange. 
This contains one small shopping center, a large retail use (Wal-Mart), a 
developing outlet mall, and other highway related uses. In general, commercial 
uses on the west side of the freeway should be limited to highway related 
interchange type uses, while pn 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 W04-2005 Woodburn Transportation 
Systems Plan. 

The fourth commercial area is the Highway 214/211/99E "Four Comers" 
intersection. This area has become an important commercial district within the 
City. This "Four Corners" area serves as a more local retail service center. This 
commercial district could reali ze more development in the future . In this area 
development should be intensified so as to not create another commercial strip 
deve lopment. 

The fifth commerc ial center serves the Nodal Development Overlay area near 
Parr Road, east o f I-5. A 10-acre si te has been reserved fo r neighborhood 
commercia l uses th at wi ll serve the higher densi ty, nodaJ residential development 
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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. 

5 

In addition to these five major areas there are three other minor commercial areas, 
two of which are set aside for office uses. One at the S-Curve near Cascade Drive 
and State Highway 214 and one at the northwest quadrant of the intersection of 
Settlemier A venue and State Highway 214. To minimize the impact along State 
Highway 214 only low traffic generating uses such as offices and other service 
centers should be located. Large retail uses are not consistent with the overall plan 
concept for these two areas. although neighborhood-serving retail uses such as 
delicatessens and coffee shops are allowed. lJle 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 ~ce 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 I-S/Highway 
214 Interchange, which has constrained the City's ability to attract basic industrial 

emdd~loymalent1 thdat ~equi;:eb~ I-5b a~:ess. 
1
Therefore

1
, Woodbdurn sdhould discourage ~:..:.':~.· .. ;/~~: 

a 1tion an .10r tg ox or arge-sca e auto- epen ent commercial \'~ 

development. Woodburn will encourage infill an~ redevelopment of existing 
commercial sites, and will encourage neighborhood-serving commercial 
developments in Nodal Development areas. 

GOAL 

F-1. Encourage inflll and redevelopment of existing commercial areas 
within the community, as well as nodal neighborhood centers, to 
meet future commercial development needs. 

POLICIES 

F-1.1 The City should at all times have sufficient land to accommodate the 
retail needs of the City and the surrounding market area while 
encouraging commercial infill and redevelopment. The City presently 
has five major commercial areas: 99E, 1-5 Interchange, the downtown 
area, the Parr Road Nodal Commerci al area, and the 214/21 L/99E four 
comers intersection area. No new areas should be established. 

F-1 .2 Lands for high traffic generating uses (shopping centers, malls, 
restaurants, etc .) should be located on well improved arteri als. The uses 
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should provide the necessary traffic control devices needed to ameliorate 
:;~- their impact on the arterial streets. 
:~-> .,. 

F-1.3 Strip zoning should be discouraged as a most unproductiv~ : 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 coriunercial 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 that require the use of the private 
automobile shall be discouraged. 

F-1.4 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. 

F-1.5 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 offtce 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 
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. 

Volume 

Page 
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F-1.8 Ensure that existing commercial sites are used efficiently. Consider the 
potential for redevelopment of existing commercial sites and 
modifications to zoning regulations that intensify development to attract 
new investment. 

F-1. 9 Adopt a · new NNC (Nodal Neighborhood Commercial) District, to be 
applied in two Nodal Development Overlays: 
(a) Near the intersection of Parr Road and the Evergreen Road extension 

(approximately 10 acres); and 
(b) At the north boundary of the UGB along Boones Ferry Road, north 

of the Mill Creek tributary (2-5 acres). 

G. Growth Management and Annexation 

Growth Management . 
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 
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. {{'i~:~· : 

Volume 5 

As part of its 2002-04 planning process, Woodburn has incorporated growth 
management measures to increase efficiency of land use and improved livability, 
Woodburn is committed to: 

• Reserving land near Interstate 5 for basic employment, rather than freeway 
oriented commercial development. Woodburn has adopted stringent 
master planning standards for Industrial development, that ensure efficient 
land use and retention of scarce industrial sites in the Southwest 
Woodburn Industrial Overlay (SWIO) area. 

• Integrating its stream corridors and wetlands into the design of 
neighborhoods and commercial developments. Accordingly, Woodburn 
has inventoried its locally significant wetlands and riparian corridors, and 
protected them from conflicting use by applying the "safe harbor 
provisions" of the Goal 5 rule. 

• Using the master planning process as a pre-condition to annexation or 
development in Nodal Overlay and SWIO areas, to ensure that land is 
used more wisely and more efficiently. 

Final ly. Woodburn is committed to working cl osely 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 guide lines found in the Marion County Urban Growth Managemen t 
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. Framework . . In particular, Woodburn (as part of the ~2005 code update 
process) has: 

• Zoned land to provide the opportunity for housing to develop at over 10 
units per net buildable acre (8 units per gross acre) under clear and 
objective standards; 

• Made substantial amendments to the Woodburn Development Ordinance, 
as discussed in Section p, Housing; and 

• Adopted minimum density ~tandards that ensure that actual development 
occurs at 80% or more of the allowable de~ity in each of its residential 
zoning districts. 

Growth Management Goals and Policies 
~ 

G·l. The City's goal is to manage growth in a balanced, orderly and 
eMcient manner, consistent with the Cityts coordinated population 
projection. 

POLICIES 

G-1 .1 Woodburn will assure that all expansion areas of the City are served by 
public facilities and services with adequate capacity. 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-1.2 Woodburn will encourage the optimum use of the residential land 
inventory providing opportunities for infill lots, intensifying 
development along transit corridors, and application of minimum 
densities 

G-1.3 The City shall provide an interconnected street system to improve the 
efficiency of movement by providing direct linkages between origins 
and destinations. 

G-1.4 The City shall assure the provision of major streets as shown in the 
Transportation Systems Plan. The Ci ty shall hold development 
accountable for major streets within and abutting the development. In 
addition , the policy of the Ci ty is to emphasize development outward in 
successive steps and phases that avoid unnecessary gaps in the 
deve lopment and improvement of the major streets. 

G-1.5 The City's po li cy is to cons ider the Capi tal Improvement Program (CIP) 
when investing public funds or leveraging private investment. Volume 5 
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G-1 .6 The City shall ~ncourage high standards of design and flexibility that are 
enabled by the PUD zone. 

G-1 .7 The City's policy is to accommodate industrial and commercial growth 
consistent with the ~OOl 2002 Woodburn Economic Opportunities 
Analysis (EOA). 

G-1.8 Woodburn's policy 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 busine.ss 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. 

G-1.9 To ensure the growth is orderly and efficient, the City shall phase the 
needed public services in accordance with the expected rate of growth. 
The extensions of the existing public services should be in accordance 
with the master plans in this Comprehensive Plan. 

G-1.10 Woodburn will ensure that land is efficiently used within the UGB by 
requiring master development plans for land within Nodal Overlay or 
Industrial Overlay designations. Master plans shall address street (jf 
connectivity and access. efficient provision of public facilities, and 
retention of large parcels for their intended purpose(s). 

G-1.11 The City shall pay for public facilities with system development charges 
from anticipated growth. 

G-1.12 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. 

G-1.13 The City and County shall maintain a process providing for an ex.change 
of information and recommendations relating to land use proposals in 
the urban growth area and other land use activities being considered 
within the urban growth area by the County shall be forwarded by the 
County to the City for comments and recommendations. The City shall 
respond within twenty days, unless the City requests and the County 
grants an extension . 
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G-1.14 All land use actions within the urban growth area and outside the City 
limits shall be consistent with the City's Comprehensive Ph~n and the 
County's land use regulations. 

G-1.15 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. 

G-1.16 The area outside the urban growth boundary shall be maintained in rural 
and resource uses consistent with the Statewide Land Use Planning 
Goals. 

G-1 .17 The City and County shall strive to enhance the livability of the urban 
growth area and to promote logical and orderly development therein in a 
cost effective manner. The County shall not allow urban density uses 
within the Urban Growth Boundary prior to annexation to the City 
unless agreed to in writing by the City. City sewer and water facilities 
shall not be extended beyond the City limits. except as may be agreed to 
in writing by the City and County. The City shall be responsible for 
preparing the public facilities plan. 

G-1.18 Conversion of land within the boundary to urban uses shall be based on 
a consideration of: 
(a) Orderly, economic provision for public facilities and services; 
(b) A vail ability 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. 

G-1.19 Woodburn is committed to working with Marion County to minimize 
conversion of rural farm and forest lands, by achieving a compact urban 
growth form. T he City shall zone buildable land such that the private 
sector can achieve 8 units per gross acre, consistent with the Ci ty's 
housing needs analysis. The effi c iency standard represents the average 
density for new hous ing that wi ll be zoned and allowed under c lear and 
objective standards by the City. Through a combination of infill, 
redevelopment, vertical mjxed use development and provision for 
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smaller lot sizes and a greater variety of housing types, Woodburn 
provides the opportunity for Hie pnvate sector to achieve at least & 
dwelling units per gross buildable acre (after removing protected natural 
areas and land needed for parks, schools and religious institutions). 
Housing through infill and redevelopment counts as new units, but no 
new land consumption, effectively increasing the density measurement. 

G-1.20 Woodburn shall apply ~minimum density standard for new subdivisions 
and planned unit developments of approximately 80% of the allowed 
density in each residential zone, as shown on Policy Table 4, below: 

Policy Table 4: Minimum Density Standards fen Woodburn's Residential 
z · n· t · ts onang IS flC 

Zonlq Dlstrict(s) Minimum Density Standard 
In Dwelllna Units Per Net BuUdable Acre 1 

RS Single Family Residential "~ DU/ Net Buildable Acre 
RSl Retirement Community SfR 9.6 9W ~~ef 8\liiElable AIOFe{New RSl zoning no1 

allowed> 
RSN Nodal Development SFR 3.+7 .9 DU/ Net Buildable Acre 
RM Medium Density Residential 

(Multi-Family) 12.8 DU/ Net Buildable Acre 
(MD Park, Duplexes, Small Lot 10 DU I Net Buildable Acre 
SF) 

RMN Nodal Residential (Multi-Family) +1-:9 19 DU I Net Buildable Acre 
(Row Houses, Duplexes or Small 10 DU I Net Buildable Acre 
Lot SF) 

I ... 
Apphes to developments approved through the subdtvtslon and planned development process, 
and does not include protected natural areas, common open space. public rights-of-way or non
residential uses. 

G-1.21 As specified in the Marion County Framework Plan. the County's 
preliminary employment land use needs for Woodburn will be replaced 
by the more detailed employment forecasts and site suitability analysis 
found in the ~2002 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis 
(EO A). 

G-1.22 Woodburn will consider residential and commercial redevelopment and 
infill potential · for purposes of calculating UGB capacity, prior to 
expanding the UGB . Woodb urn will also constrain the supply of 
commercial land to encourage redevelopment along Highway 214 west 
of Interstate 5, and along Highway 99W. 

G-1.23 Woodburn has identified two areas for mixed-use development -
Downtown Woodburn and the Nodal Development District along Parr 
Road. 'The Woodburn Land Needs Assessment includes specific 
estimates of the number of new housing units and commercial jobs that 
can be accommodated in these overlay di stricts. 
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Annexation Goals and Policies 

G-2. '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; 
(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 

G-2.1 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. 

G-2.2 Woodburn will achieve more efficient 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 v.acant and under 

utilized property that is currently unincorporated and surrounded by 
the City. 

(c) Fostering an efficient pattern of urban development in the City, 
maxirilizing 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). 

G-2.3 Woodburn wi ll 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 fac ilities and services. 

G 2. 1 L'n til the 2Q(}'I TSP update is adopted by the City, a detai led 
Tmnsportati-9-fr-+mttaGt Study '•'•' i tA-Gregon Depar1 meA+-ef--~portati ort 
i1w ol vement .,.y.j+l--fle requi re~f-tB-+A8--itf1f'HO'•'al of Site Plan, 
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Sl:lbdi\o'isiofl or Planneo Unit DeYeloprnents for land annex.ed to the.· City 
west of [nterstate 5. · 
(a)A notification period of 45 days will be provided tl=te Department of 

Transportation to t·espona to tl:le befot·e mentioned proposal prior to 
final City astian. 

(b)The City sl:\all ensure tl:\at any necessary improvemeHts to I 5 or Stute 
Highway 219 reEJliireEl by the development of such lands are 
provided fur prier ~o the issuance of building permits. It is 
reeognizeel that the Departmeflt of Transportation and City will work 
with de•leleflers iA transportation iss~:~es. Further, the Department of 
TFansportaHoa may not be able to fuRe such impro·,.ements. 

(e)lt is alse 1:1nderstooel by d·le affeetee parties that tke protJosed 100 aere 
Light lnElustrial site south of Highway 219 will ee issued no more 
that\ two aeoess permi~ to Highway 119. One of these will be at 
~4. P. 313.239€3 (8etween Woed)ana Avento~e attd M.P. 3().4(i()89). 

G-2.~ The City of Woodburn shall actively manage the location, timing, type 
and amount of land added to the City. 

H. Transportation 

Transportation Goals and Policies 
Woodburn is in the process of updatinghas updated its Transportation System 
Plan (TSP) in coordination with Marion County, the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT). The TSP update is based on the "preferred development 
scenario" adopted as the basis for the ~2005 UGB expansion. The goals and 

· policies listed below may require amendmenthave been amended to be consistent 
with the ~2005 TSP. A new "Marion County Coordination,. subsection is 
added to ensure coordination with the Goals and Policies of the Marion County 

. Growth Management Framework Plan. 

Volume 5 

H-1. De-velop a multimodal transportation system that avoids or r educes a 
reliance on one . .form of transportation and minimizes energy 
consumption and air quality impacts. 

Policies 

H- l . l Develop an expanded intracity bus transit system that provides added 
service and route coverage to i mprove the mobility and Llccessihility of the 
trunspo 11ation disudvanta!.!ed and to attract tradi tiona l au to users to use the 
~ystcm. 
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H-1.2 Develop a plan for providing travel options between Woodburn and 
Portland or Salem, including intercity bus service and potential 
bus/carpool park-and..:ride facilities. 

H-1 .3 Develop a bikeway system that provides routes and facil ities that allow 
bicyclists to travel from residential areas to schools, parks, places of 
employment. and commercial areas. Identify off-street facilities in City 
greenway and park areas. Ensure all new collector and arterial streets are 
constntcted with bicycle lanes. 

H-1.4 Identify sidewalk and off-street pathway improvements to improve 
pedestri an mobility within neighborhoods and between residential areas 
and schools, parks, places of employment, and commercial areas. Ensure 
all new collector and arterial streets are constructed with sidewalks. 

H-2. De-velop a street system which will handle proJected year 2020 traffic 
demands in the Woodburn area, and interconnects residential areas 
with employment cenh.~·rs, schools, parks, churches, and regional 
transportation facilities. 

Policies 

H-2. L Develop an updated roadway functional classification plan for the 
Woodburn area that reflects the desired function of different roadways, 
and is consistent with current federal guidelines for the designation of 
major streets in an urban area. 

H-2.2 Develop a strategy for improving Oregon 2 19/2 L4, 2 11, and 99E through 
Woodbum, jncluding added travel lanes, signalization, and access 
management. 

H-"?.3 Identify new east-west and north-south collector/minor arterial streets 
withi n the City to relieve traffic demands on Oregon 2 19/2 14. "? .l L, and 
99E, and coordinate with Marion County to construct the street 
connect ions needed outside of the urban srrowth boundary (UGB). 

H-2.4 Develop updated street design standards for a1terials, col lectors, and local 
streets. 

H-2.5 Identify a final strategy for paving cuncntlv unimproved s treets in the 

~ 
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H-2.6 f.dentify the need for additional public parking pl'ovisions in Woodburn, 
including park-and-ride facilities, as well as a plan to support increased 
carpooling and transit use iri the future. 

H-2.7 Develop a capital improvement program that fulfills the transportation 
goals established by the community. 

H-3. Develop transportation improvements that address overall traffic 
safety in the Woodburn area. 

Policies 

H-3.1 Develop access management strategies for Oregon 219/2L4, 2L L. and 99E 
through Woodburn, particularly focusing on the section of Oregon 214 
between Interstate 5 {1-5) and Cascade Drive, and Oregon 99E south of 
Lincoln A venue. 

H-3.2 Develop a plan for improving pedestrian and bicycle safety for travel to 
and from local schools. commercial areas, and major activity centers. 

H-3.3 Identify street and railroad crossings in need of improvement, as well as 
those that should be closed or relocated. 

H-3.4 Develop a plan for designated truck routes through the City, and a plan to 
handle truck and rail hazardous cargoes. 

H-4. Develop a set of reliable funding sources that can be applied to fund 
future transportation impro·vements in the Woodburn area. 

Policies 

H-4.l Evaluate the feasibility of the full range of funding mechanisms for 
transpottation improvements. 

H-4.2 Evaluate the feasibility of instituting an added City 2as tax. for 
transportation improvements. 

H-4.3 Idcnti fy a traffic impact fee structure for new deve lopment in the 
Woodburn area to fund transportation improvements. 
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H-5. Develon amendments to City land use standards and ordinances to 
reduce travel demand and promote use of modes of transp-ortation 
other than the automobile. 

Policies 

H-5. 1 Identify a range of potential Transportation Demand Management (TOM) 
strategies that can be used to improve the efficiency of the transportation 
system by shifting single-occupant vehicle trips to other modes and 
reducing automobile reliance at times of peak traffic volumes. 

H-5.2 Identify revisions to the Woodburn Zoning Ordinance for compliance with 
the TPR. 

GOAL 

H-+H-6. Coordinate with Marlon 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 transportation needs appropriate to both urban and 

rural areas throughout the county. 

POLICIES 

H-+Q.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, ex.cept where 
modified by the Woodburn Econorrtic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) 
and the acknowledged ~2005 Woodburn Comprehensive Plan . 

(b) Woodburn supports Marion County efforts to investigate countywide 
alternative transportation, such as inter-City transit, vanpooling, and 
passenger rai l service serving the county and the Willarnette V alley 
region. 

H ..f§..2 Woodburn wi ll implement street connectivity s tandards and street plans 
as provided in the Woodburn TSP. 
(a) Except where topographical conditions or existing development 

make this standard impractical, new subdi visions and planned 
developme nts should have internal connecti vi ty of at least 8 through 
s treets per mile (rough ly every 660 fee t) for new development, and 
suffi cient collector and arteria l systems for local access. 

(b) The TSP shall include a map depicting future s treet connections for 
areas to be urbanized. ·Thi s is especially important in Noda l and 
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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. 

H~.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. 

H~.4 Woodburn should provide for a complementary mix of land uses and 
transportation systems by providing for mix.ed use development in the 
Down.town Development and Conservation (DDC) and the Nodal 
Development Overlay (NDO) districts. 

H-+Q.S Woodburn shall consider traffic calming of through traffic in 
neighborhoods. . W oodbum 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 methods, locations, and processes for traffic calming in 
both existing and new developments. 

H-+Q.6 Woodburn will coordinate with ·rv'larion County in planning for freight 
movement by both rail and truck. 

H-+Q.7 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. 

H-&7. 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 
(b) Prohibiting comprehensive plan amendments tha t do not meet 

adopted performance s tandards. 

POLICIES 
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H-.SI.l The Woodburn TSP shall deteflHiAe !il:tb areasimplemcnt un interchange 
capacity management plan 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 pennitted by the ~2005 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 e"isting 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) W oodbum 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. 

H-&1.2 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 W ay along Highways 

219 and 214. 

Volume 
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Public Facilities 

Public Facilities Goals and Policies 
GOAL 

1-1. 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 shaH be based· upon approved 
master plans that consider: (1) the time required to provide the 
service, (2) reliability of service, (3) financial cost, and (4) levels of 
service needed and desired. 

POLICIES · 

I-L 1 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. 

l-1.2 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 
GOAl. 

1-2. 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. 

POLICI ES 

I-2 .1 D evelop a plan to treat the CttyOsCity' s wastewater flows that ensures 
desired ef ficient quality is mai ntained under all fl ow conditions. 

1-2.2 Develop a plan for a collection system that has the capac ity to convey 
the wastewater fl ows generated. 

I-2 .3 Develop a maintenance plan that ensures the wastewater treatment 
system main tains a high degree of reli ab ility throughout its design 
li fet ime. 

I-2.4 Develop an active Inflow/Infi ltration (UI) program that wi ll reduce the 
le vels of I!I fl ows to the treatment faci lity . 
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I-2.5 Develop a system to monitor and regulate the flows from industrial 
customers whose wastewater is treated by the City. 

GOAL 

I-3. Develop a plan that will economically provide for the treatment of 
wastewater generated by the City's sewer customers accounting fo.r 
projected growth through the year 2020. 

POLICIES 

1-3.1 Project the wastewater treatment needs of the City through 2020 and 
provide the land, financial resources and infrastructure to meet those 
projected demands. 

I-3.2 Develop a Capital Improvement Plan to meet the requirements of the 
Clean Water Act and any other regulatory requirements for the projected 
system demands. 

I-3.3 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. 

I-3.4 Evaluate the feasibility of the full range of funding options for 
wastewater system improvements to fairly distribute costs and regularly 
evaluate the adequacy of established fees and charges. 

I-3.5 Evaluate the potential impacts of water conservation programs that 
mitigate some of the increased demands associated with projected future 
growth. 

I-3 .6 The City shall acquire additional land for a poplar tree plantation fo r 
tertiary treatment of waste sludge, as needed to accommodate future 
growth. 

Domestic Water Goals and Policies 

I-4. Develop a system that will provide the water systemOs system>s 
customers with safe drinking water .that meets quality expecta tions 
in sufficient quantity to meet the demand. 
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POL.JC::IES · 

1-4.1 Develop a plan to treat the CityOs City's water supply to reduce elevated 
levels of iron and manganese which provide undesirable aesthetic 
effects. 

I-4.2 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. 

1-4.3 Develop a supply and distribution system that provides for reliable fire 
protection. 

I-4.4 Develop a Wellhead Protection Program for the City that will serve to 
provide the greatest practical protection for the groundwater resources 
that provide the CityOs City's drinking water supply_ 

GOAL 

1·5. To ~onomically provide safe, plentiful drinking water to the CityOs 
City's water system customers accounting for projected growth 
through the year 2020 in accordance with the City of Woodburn 
Water Master Plan. 

. POLICIES 

I-5.1 Project the water needs of the system through 2020 and provide the 
resources and infrastructure to meet these projected demands. Monitor 
the status of water rights granted the City to utilize groundwater 
resources from the Troutdale aquifer. 

I-5 .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. 

I-5.3 Regularly update the plan to guide the City efficiently through 
anticipated growth to comply wi th regulatory requirements , identify 
additional sources, determine treatment options and evaluate service 
quality. 

I-5.4 Evaluate the feasibility of the fu ll range of funding options for water 
system improvements to fairly distribute costs and regularly evaluate the 
adequacy of established fees and charges. 

1-5.5 Evaluate and monitor alternati ve sources that may need to be utilized if 
contaminatio n or other situations make the existing source unusable and 
e;c.plore opportunities fo r regional cooperation in water supply. 

Proposed Woodburn Comprehensive Plan- Volume I - Goal and Policy Amendments 
Winterbrook Planning • i\.tuF(;-h-Mav 2005 • Page 42 

(.i" . 
·~ · 



I-5.6 Evaluate potential impacts of water conservation programs to mit1gate 
som~ of the increased demands associated with p~ojected future growth. 

J. Natural and Cultural Resources 
The streams and watersheds within and outside the Woodburn UGB flow without regard 
to political boundaries, and their health depends on a consistent and coordinated conflict
management approach, involving the City, Marion County, and state agencies such as the 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Water Resources Department, the Division of State · 
Lands, the Environmental Quality Commission, and the Land Conservation and 
Development Commission. Woodburn is committed to working with the County and · 
these agencies to protect streams, wetlands, riparian corridors, floodplains, 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). 

Woodburn's urban natural resources are found within the Mill Creek and Seneca! Creek 
floodplains, riparian areas and locally significant wetlands. Woodburn has adopted a 
"safe harbor'' approach to protecting these riparian corridors and wetlands, in accordance 
with the Goal 5 administrative rule. 

Natural and Cultural Resources Goals and Policies 
GOALS 

J-1. · It is the City's goal to preserve the Mill Creek and Senecal Creek 
riparian syste~ including floodplains, r.iparian areas and locally 
significant wetlands. Woodburn is also committed to protecting fish 
and wildlife habitat and natural vegetation associated with this 
riparian system, as shown on the Buildable Lands Map 
Comprehensive Plan Map. 

J-2. It is the City's goal to preserve its unique and historically significant 
cultural and historical resources. 

J-3. 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 tha t the 
land resources within the City will be used in such a ma nner as to 
ensure that they will remain useful to future generations. 
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J-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-1.1 The City should establish a tree ordinance with measures requiring an 
inventory of significant tree stands, as well as a means to preserve such 
stands. A tree planting program to replace lost stands with comparable 
species should be established._Trees within designated floodplains and 
riparian corridors shall be preserved. Outside of designated floodplains 
and riparian corridors, developers should be required to leave standing 
trees in developments where feasible. 

J-1.2 New development within the 100-year floodplain shall be prohibited 
unless no reasonable economic use can be made of a particular parcel of 
lan4. 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 provid~ 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-1.3 Woodburn will work with Marion County, watershed groups, affected 
agencies to protect environmentally sensitive areas critical to watershed 
health· as mapped on the Woodburn Buildable Lands Inventory. Natural 
and scenic areas associated with Woodburn's riparian systems shall be 
preserved through the City's Riparian Corridor and Wetland Overlay 
(RCWO) District. 

J -1.4 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. 

J-1.5 The RCWO District is based on the "safe harbor" provisions of the Goal 
5 administrative rule (OAR Chapter 660, Division 23) and shall allow 
for planned public facilities necessary to support urban development on 
nearby buildable lands. The basic provisions of the RCWO District are 
as follows: 
(a) Except for planned public facilities and streets and riparian 

restoration and enhancement projects, new development is 
prohibited within designated floodplains and ripari an 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. 
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(o)The ripariaA eorriaer wi.EltA may be reeuced by as ffiUOA a5 SO% iA 
areas 'NI=let=e (l) tile t'ipariaA vegetatioA along the stre~m or wetland is 
no longer fuActional, aRe (2) restoration aRe eRAaAeemeAt ·within the 
remaiAing riparian area eompeAsates for any lost benefits of a wider 
buffer based OA lift &(3provea ripariaA reswration ana enhancem.eRt 
plan. 0flly nati'l•e plant species may be usee. 

@<c) 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-1.6 The City sha)) 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-1.7 The primary noise sources within the community are generated by traffic 
flows on Interstate 5, Pacific Highway 99E, the Railroa<L and two 
industrial sources: North Valley Seeds and Woodburn Fertilizer 
Company. Noise generated by these sources fall under the jurisdictional 
responsibilities of the Department of Environmental Quality. Also. any 
noise pollution sources associated with manufacturing or food 
processing in the community again are regulated by DEQ. The City shall 
assist DEQ in the review of development pennits to assure that State 
noise standards are met. 

J-1.8 The City of Woodburn shall coordinate its efforts in resolving solid 
waste disposal problems with Marion County. 

J-1 .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 -l.lO 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-1.11 The policy for land use in the City is to use land in suc h a manner that 
the particular qualities of riparian systems and wetlands 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. 
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J-1.12 Such uses as landfHls, juAk ylirelsjunkyards or industrial burial grounds 
should not be allowed within the City limits as such uses are wasteful of 
urban land and are not compatible with urban uses. 

J -1.13 The City should encourage the preservation and restoration of 
historically or architecturally significant buildings within the City. This 
could be done by giving assistance in seeking government funds and 
historic recognition, and by adopting development regulations that 
encourage preservation of historically or architecturally significant 
buildings. 

K. Downtown Design 

Volume 5 

Vision Statements 
During 1997. City officials, downtown business and property owners, Downtown 
Woodburn Association and interested citizens developed vision statements 
describing character and future revitalization of the Downtown. These vision 
statements shall be recognized by the City as the overall ex.pression 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 corrununity 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. thei~ downtown. 

4 . BUSINESS ENVIRON1v1ENT : Downtown is a thriving environment for a 
variety of businesses. T he 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. [ndividual businesses are clean, attrac tive and present a good 
phys ical appearance. 

5. ATIRACIORS: downtown is the center of community life, and serves as 
a focus to define the community's histori c and cultural heri tage. A 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

community market brings all of the City's cliverse 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. 

NEIGHBORHOOD: Downtown is a part of the Citfs oidest 
neighborhood. Businesses, government and employment uses are linked 
to residential neighborhoods, educational facilities, recreation 
opportunities and good transportation service~. Throughout this central 
neighborhood, both renovation and new development respect the history 
and traditions of the community. 

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. 

PARKING; While it is not appropriate to provide downtown parking at 
the same level as found in shopping centers, good utilization and 
management of the existing supply of downtown parking has been 
accomplished. 

Thfl>LElvffiNTATION; 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 

K-1. Rehabilitation and Financing of the DDCD. 

POLICIES 

K-1.1 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 struc tures 
be condemned and demolished i f repair and maintenance is not practicaL 
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Many buildings have been altered without regard to their surroundings, 
succumbing to short tennshort-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. 

K-1 .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-goirig investments in downtown improvements. 
(c) Economic Improvement District - a designated are~ 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 

(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) ARaly!!e tee feasibility of estal:llisfiingUtili ze an urban renewal 
district as a long-term funding source for Downtown improvements. 

(g) Adopt a capital improvement program and funding strategy for 
Downtown improvements. Capital improvements shall be designed 
and constructed to be in harmony with the concepts portrayed in the 
Woodburn Downtown Development Plan, 1997. 

(h) Update the Downtown improvement capital program at least every 
five years, and involve the Woodburn Downtown Association, 
property and business owners in the update process. 

K-2. Improve Citizen Involvement in the DDCD. 

POLICIES 

K -2.1 Maintain and support the organization of a downtown business watc h 
group, where property owners can assist police in e liminating 
undesi rable, illegal behavior in the DDCD . 

K-2 .2 Business owners should encourage the involvement and education of 
the ir employees in downtown acti vi ties. 

K-2.3 The Ci ty shall +&-oversee all development and e nsure general I 
conformance with this document. 

Proposed Woodburn Comprehens ive Plan- Volume 1- Goal and Policy Amendm ents 
Winterbrook Pla nning • Mill:€1+-t'vlav 2005 • Page 48 



K-3. Improve Open Space Within the DDCD. 

POLICIES 

K-3.1 Introduce new plant materials to the Downtown Design and 
Conservation District, including: ground cover; shrubs; and trees. A 
program to introduce new plant materials would enhance the appearance 
of the entire downtown. Participation on the part of both the City and the 
downtown merchants will be needed to see these projects through to a 
reasonable conclusion. 

K-3.2 Design a set of uniform sign graphics for the DDCD. Using control in 
developing street graphics provides balance and facilita~es easy, pleasant 
communiCation between people and their environment. Points of 
consideration would include: Area of sign, placement, symbols used, 
extent of illumin.ation, colors, etc. 

K-3 .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 

K-4. [mprove Pattern of Circulation Within the DDCD. 

POLICIES 

K-4.1 Evaluate alternative circulation patterns for traffic flow. Patterns of 
pedestrian circulation should be - improved through the repair and/or 
replacement of sidewalks . A means of providing a sense of place within 
the downtown should be accomplished by replacing damaged sections of 
sidewalk with a decorative brick like pattern of surfacing. Pedestrian 
safety should be increased by carrying this surfacing pattern across the 
streets at each intersection thereby creating a different color and texture 
over which the automobiles travel. 

K-4.2 Improve vehicular and safety access into and out of Downtown by 
improving North and South Front Streets. 

K-4.3 Curb ramps should be encouraged at all intersections. lmproved 
wheelchair facilities throughout the CBD will provide access to a more 
diverse cross section of the City's population. 

K-4.4 Efforts should continue to evaluate the feasibility of bicycle paths 
linking the CBD with City schools and parks. 

Proposed Woodburn Comprehensive Plan- Vo lume 1 - Goal and Policy Amendments 
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GOAL. 

K-5. Improve Utilities and Landscaping Within the DDCD. 

POLICI E S 

K-5.1 Plans for capital improvement should include a schedule for replacement 
of overhead power and telephone lines with underground utili ties. 

K-5.2 Without an adequate system of underground irrigation within the 
DDCD, plans for landscaping will not be as successful. The City will 
include in its Capital Improvement Programs plans to improve 
underground .irrigation systems along streets and at intersections 
throughout the DDCD. 

K-5.3 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. 

K-5 .4 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 in cooperation with the City should develop a schedule for 
improvement that phases development. c~.~ 

Volume 5 

Long Range and Continuous Goals 
GOAL 

K-6. Attract Business to the DDCD. 

POLICIES 

K-6.1 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 wi th retail stores, restaurants, 
o ffices and services ; 

(c) As a City-wide hub with government and public buildings, arts and 
entertainment centers; and 

(d) As a regional and stut e widestatewide ce nter that celebrates cu ltural 
divers ity and o ffers opportuniti es for educ ation and tou ri sm. 

K-6.2 Comple te alley improvements and implement Urban Renewal Plan . 

P roposed Woodbu rn Co mpr ehensive Plan- Vo lume I - Goal and Policy Amend ments 
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L. 

Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District Goals and 
Policies 

K-7. Preserve, to the greatest extent practical, the architectural integrity 
of Woodburn's "older'' (1890-1940) neighborhoods. 

POL.ICI ES 

K-7.1 Identify residential neighborhoods that contain dwellings built between 
1890-1940, which represents that period of time the DDCD was 
developing. 

K-7 .2 Encourage those areas that are determined to be the City''s older 
neighborhoods (1890-1940) to implement the neighborhood • 
conservation overlay district. 

K-7 .3 Seek funding sources to assist homeowners in rehabilitation efforts that 
implement overlay conservation districts standards. 

Parks and Recreation 

Open Space I Parks Goa!s and Policies 
GOALS 

L-1. 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 facili ties, and open space to maintain Woodburn' s 
livability and managed growth, and to provide social, economic and 
environmental benefits to individuals, fami lies and the community. 

L-2. Downtown Woodburn should remain a centerpiece of activity, culture, and 
commerce within the City. Library Park, the Downtown Plaza, 
Woodburn Aquatic Center, Settlemier Park, the Woodburn World' s 
Berry Center Museum, and Locomotive Park should be used as catalys ts 
for downtown re vitali zation. 

P OLI C IES 

L- 1.1 The City will ensure that sufficient land is made avai lable for parks and 
open spaces by adopting the sys tem of facility types and standards in the 
l999 Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan including: Mini-Parks; 
Neighborhood/School Parks; Community Parks; Municipal Parks; 

Proposed Woodburn Com p rehens ive Pla n - Vo lu me 1- Goal and Policy Amendments 
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Page 

Greenways, Open Space, Trails and Pathways; and Cultural Resources 
ancVor Special Use Parks/Facilities. 

L-1 .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 a~d 
development, thereby strengthening the existing partnership between the 
City and the Woodburn School District. · 

L-1.3 Where neighborhood/school parks are ~ot feasible, it is the policy of the 
City to acquire neighborhood parks. when practicable, through the 
development review process. 

L-1.4 As a supplement to the City's neighborhood parks, required nodal 
master .plans shall include provision for adequate park and recreational 
facilities. 

L-1.5 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 th~re is a deficiency 
of neighborhood parks. 

L-1.6 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. 

L-1.7 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. 

L-1.8 It is the policy of the City to require multi-family housing projects which 
exceed four (4) units to provide basic neighborhood park and 
playground facilities, based on development standards of the Recreation 
and Parks Department. 

L-1.9 Because recreation participation preferences and interests vary among 
employment pTeferences and interests vary among employment ethnic, 
social, and cultural groups, it is the policy of the City to exerc ise speci al 
sensi ti vity in selecting the types of recreation programs it offers, and in 
the design and management of parks, recreation and open space. 

Proposed Woodburn Co mprehensive Plan- Volume 1- Goal and Policy Amendments 
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M. Energy Conservation 

Energy Conservation Goals and Policies 
GOAL 

M-1. The goal or 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. 

POLICIES 

M-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 that is available in the Woodburn area. 

M-1.2 The City shall increase its commitment to energy conservation, 
including alternative energy vehicles, increased recycling, and reduction 
in out-of-direction travel. 'fhe City shall encourage its citizens and 
visitors to conserve energy. Where feasible, the City should retrofit City 
buildings and structures so that they may be more energy efficient. 

M-1.3 In all new construction for the City energy systems that rely less on 
fossil fuels shall be investigated, and if cost effective at a long term, 
shall be utilized. 

M-1.4 Encourage a minimum energy conservation standard for existing 
residential buildings. 

M- 1.5 Revise land development s tandards to provide solar access. 

M-1.6 Encourage investments in solar energy by protecting solar access. 

M-1.7 Offer developers a density bonus for development util izing energy 
conservation and solar energy measures. 

Volume 5 
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SECTION 2.1 · LAND USE ZONING 

Fourth Fifth Revised Draft Amendments 
November 2004May 2005 

2.101 General Provisions 

2.101.01 Establishment of Zonint: 

All areas within the corporate limits of the City of Woodburn are divided into 
distinctive land use categories which shall applied to all geographic areas of the 
City and recorded on the Official Zoning Map, as provided in Section 1.103 of the 
WDO. The use of the territory within a zoning district shall be limited to the uses 
specified in the zoning district. 

2.101.02 Zoning Districts 

Volume 
Page 

The City of Woodburn shall be divided into the following zoning districts: 
A. Residential Single Family (RS). 

B. Retirement Community Single Family Residential (RlS). 

C. Medium Density Residential (RM). 

D. Commercial Office (CO). 

E. Commercial General (CG). 

F . Downtown Development and Conservation (DDC). 

G. Nodal Neighborhood Commercial (NNC) 

G-,H . Industrial Park (IP). 

fhl. Light Industrial (IL). 

hJ. Public and Semi-Public (P/SP). 

K. Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District (NCOD). 

Section 2.101.02 
Woodburn Developme/11 Ordinance (WOO J 
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-K-:L. Riparian Corridor and Signifieant Wetlands Overlay District 
(B!lSWOD)(RCWOD) 

M. Southwestem Industrial Reserve Overlay District (SWIR) 

N. Nodal Overlay Districts 

L Nodal Single Family Residential (RSN) 

2. Nodal Multi-·Family Residential (RMN) 

Nodal Neighborhood Commereial (mJCl 

Section 2.102.05 
Woodburn D(Ve/opmenl Ordinance (WOOf 
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2.102 Single Family Residential (RS) 

(Changes are proposed only to Section 2.102.06) 

2.102.06 Dimensional Standards 

The following dimensional standards shall be the minimum requirements for all 
development in the RS zone. If the RS zone has a Nodal Overlay. the dimensional 
standards of the RSN Overlay District, Sectiolf 2.115. shall apply. 

A. Mini-aMmum Density 

A minimum density of 5.28 dwelling units per net buildable acre (after excluding 
public rights-of-way, public tracts, common open space, and land protected by the 
RGW O¥Mlav distrietRCWODl shall be required for subdivisions. 

B. Lot Standards. 

Lots in an RS zone shall comply with the standards of Table 2.1.1 and Table 
2.1.2. 

Section 2.102.05 Page 2.1-3 
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TABLE 2.1.1 Lot Standards for Residential Uses in an RS Zone* •ExcEPT 
PUD's subject to Section 3.109 

Use Type and Lot Location Minimum 
Lot Area 

A. Single Family Dwelling. Site 
Built; Group Home; Family 
Child Day Care; Manufactured 
Home. on a Lot; & Residential 
Sales omc:e 

Interior Lot 

I. For an interior lot 6000 sq. It 

Comer Lot 

2. For a comer lot. 8000 sq. ft. 

F1ag Lot••!••• or Cui de sae Lol 

3. For either a tl!!g or cui de sac lot- 6000 sq. ft. 

--
• +flag lot dimension and area standards 
EXCLUDE the driveway access, per Section 
3.104.05 attached. 
+UWithin a subdivision. not more than one 
(1) flag lot shall be located behind another 
lot as shown in Figure 6.6 attached. 

B. -Duplex DweiUng on a Corner 
Lot 

l. For a comer lot. I 0,000 sq. ft.~ 

Table 2.1.1 
Woodb11m Development Ordirwnce (WOO J 

Minimum Lot Average 
Width Lot Depth 

s20 ft. -1-G'lOft. 

80ft. ~Oft. 

6l0 ft. at the +Q20ft. 
front setback 
line. 

+00-80 ft. -W2,0 ft. 

Minimum Street 
Frontage 

~ft. 

50 ft. 

PI¥ lot The driveway 
access easement or strip 
of land per Sec/ion 
3.104.05. 

Cut de sac lot: 40 feet 

50 ft. 

Volume 
Page 
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TABLE2.1.2 Lot Standards for Non-Residential Uses in an RS Zone 

In an RS zone the lot area for a non-residential use shall be adequate to contain all structures 
within the required setbacks. There shall be no minimum width or depth. 

B-:C. Building Height. 

The maximum height of buildings and structures shall not exceed 35 feet, 
EXCEPT chimneys, spires, domes, flag poles and other features (EXCEPT 
telecommunication facilities subject to Section 2.204.03) not used for human 
habitation, which shall not exceed 70 feet. 

GD. Setback and Buffer Improvement Standards. 

1. Front Yard Setback and Setback Abutting a Street: 

Section 2.102.06.C 

a. Dimensions: 

1) The minimum setback abutting a street, or front property 
line shall be 20 feet plus any Special Setback, Section 
3.103.05, EXCEPT: 

a) For flag lot that provides a minimum setback of 12 (. .· 
feet in all yards; or 

b) When the existing pattern of development requires 
the application of Section 2.102.06.C.l.a.2). 

2) When the lots abutting a vacant property are already 
developed and front the same street, the minimum setback 
abutting the street for the subject property shall equal the 
average setback of the existing, abutting residential 
buildings, plus or minus 5 feet, but in no case shall be less 
than 10 feet. 

b. Off Street Parking, -Maneuvering and Storage: 

l) Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited within a 
required setback or any yard abutting a street EXCEPT for 
parking and maneuvering with in a dri veway leading to a 
garage (or carport in the case of a manufactu red home) or 
adjacent to a wall. 

Woodburn Development Ordinance {WOO) 
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2) The entrance to a garage (or carport in the case of a 
manufactured home) shall be set back a minimum of 20 
feet from the closest edge of a shared driveway and 20 feet 
from a street right of way line. 

c. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.10. 

d. Vehicular Access: Vehicular access shall be pennitted in 
confonnance with Section 3.104. 

2. Interior Side Yard and Interior Rear Yard Setbacks 

Secti on 2.102.06.C 

a. Dimensions: 

l) Side Yard Setback. The minimum side yard setback shall 
be 5 feet EXCEPT for a flag l'ot. The side yard setback for 
a flag lot may be either one of the following: 

a). 12 feet, when all yard setbacks are a minimum of 
12 feet; or 

b) 5 feet, when the rear yard setback complies with 
dimensions of Section 2.102.06.C.2.a.2)a). 

2) Rear Yard Setback. 

a) The average rear yard setback (as defined in Section 
1.102) for all lots, EXCEPT a fl ag lot shall be: 

b) 

(i) 24 feet wide for structure up to 16 feet in 
height; 

(ii) 30 feet wide for structure 16.1 to 28 feet in 
height; 

(iii) 36 feet wide for structure 28. 1 to 35 feet in 
height 

w ith no point measuring less than 5 feet from the 
average dimension. 

T he mjn imum rear yard se tback for a flag lot shall 
be ei ther one of the fol low ing: 

Woodbum Developmem Ordinance {WOO I 
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Section 2.102.07 

(i). A minimuml2 feet, when all yard setbacks 
are a minimum of 12 feet ; or 

(ii). The dimensions of Section 
2.1 02.06.C.2.a.2)a) when the side yards are a 
minimum of 5 feet. 

3) The minimum setback from a private access easement shall 
be 5 feet. 

b. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

'\~ 

c. 

1) Off street parking, maneuvering and storage shall be 
permitted in the side and re.!U' yard setback subject to 
applicable Special Use and Accessory Use standards, 
Sections 2.202.03 and 2.201. 

2) The entrance to a garage (or carport in the case of a 
manufactured home) shall be set back a minimum of20 
feet from the closest edge of a shared driveway and a 
minimum of 20 feet from a street right of way line. 

:· Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards of Section 3.103.10. 

Page 2.1-7 
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2.103 Retirement Community Single Family Residential 
(RlS) 

(No changes are proposed to the R 1 S District) 

Section 2.103.07 
Woodburn Developmen t Ordinance {WOO} 
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2.104 Medium Density Residential (RM) 

(Changes are proposed only to Sections 2.104.06 and 2.104.07) 

2.104.06 Dimensional Standards 

The fo11owing dimensional standards shall be the minimum requirements for all 
development in the RM zone. If the RM zone has a Nodal Overlay, the dimensional 
standards of the RMN Overlay District, Section 2.115, shall apply. 

A. Minimum aJioimum_ Density 

A minimum of 12.8 dwelling units per net acre (after excluding public rights-of
way, public tracts, common open space, and land protected by the RCW overlay 
district) shaH be required, except for parcels less than one acre in size. 

A-!L_Lot Standards. 

Lots in an RM zone shall comply with the standards for the subject use described 
in Tables 2.1.l-1.. 2.1.5 and 2.1.6. 

Section 2.104.06 Page 2.1-9 
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I TABLE 2.1.5 Lot and Density Standards for Duplex Dwellings; Multiple 
Family Residential DweUing Units and Living Units; and MDP's in an RM 
Zone · 

A. The minimum lot area for duplex dwellings on an individual lot shall be W~,OOO 
square feet with a minimum width of +00-80 feet and minimum depth of +00-90 feet. 

B. There shall be no minimum lot area or dimensions for multiple family residential 
dwellings units or living units in the RM zone. 

C. The number of m!Jltiple family residential dwelling units; living units; or manufactured 
dwelling units within a MDP on a lot shall be regulated by: 

1. Maximum residential density, not exceeding the following standards: 

a. Multiple family dwellings: 16 dwelling units per net buildable acre. 

b. Assisted living facility (62331) or nursing care facility (6231): 32 
living units per net buildable acre. 

' 

c. Manufactured dwelling park: 12 dwelling units per net buildable 
acre. 

2. Compliance with the applicable open space and site design standards and 

guidelines of Sections 2.104.07.C. and 2.20315. 

TABLE 2.1.6 Lot Standards for Non-Residential Uses in an RM Zone 

The lot area for a non-residential use in an RM zone shall be adequate to contain all structures 
within the required setbacks. There shall be no minimum width or depth. 

Section 2.104.06.C Page 2.1.10 
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-~Building Height. 

The maximum height of buildings shall not exceed 35 feet, EXCEPT chimneys, 
spires, domes, flag poles and other features not used for human habitation (but 
EXCEPT telecommunication facilities), shall not exceed 70 feet. 

G-:IL_Setback and B~ffer Improvement Standards. 

1. Front Yard Setback and Setback Abutting a Street: 

a. Dimensions: The setback abutting a street shall be a minimum of 
20 feet plus any Special Setback, Section 3.103.05. 

b. Off Street Parking. Maneuvering and Storage: 

l) Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited within a 
required setback or any yard abutting a street EXCEPT for 
parking and maneuvering within a driveway leading to a 
garage (or carport in the case of a manufactured home) or 
adjacent to a wall. 

2) The entrance to a garage (or carport in the case of a 
manufactured home) shall be set back a minimum of 20 
feet from the closest edge of a shared driveway and 20 feet 
from a street right of way line. 

c. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.10. 

d . Vehicular Access: Permitted in conformance with Woodburn 
Access Management Ordinance and Section 3.104. 

2. Interior Side and Interior Rear Yard Setbacks 

Section 2.104.07 

a. Development in an RM zone, except for a single family dwelling 
and duplex dwelling, shall be subject to the setback and 
buffer requirements of Table 2.1.7. 

Woodburn Developmenl Ordinance {WOO} 
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' . TABLE 2.1.7 

Abuttin& Property 

RS or RlS zone; or 

Existing single famil' or 
duplex dweUina 

RM, P/SP or CO zone; 
or 

Existlna medium density 
residential unit 

DDC, NNC or CG zone . 

IP, SWIR or n. zone 

Section 2.104.07 

Interior Yard and Buffer Standards for RM Zones 
Landscaping Wall Interior Setback 

All interior yards shall be Solid brick or architectural 24 ft. from any portion of 
fully landscaped subject to walJ with anti-graffiti primary building 16 ft. or 
Section 3.106. surface, no less than 6 feet or less in height 

greater than 7 feet in height. 
30 ft. from any portion of a 
primary building 16.1 ft. to 
28 ft. in height 

36 ft. from any portion of a 
primary building 28.1 ft. to 
35 ft . in height 

All interior yards shall be Wall require men IS shall be 24 ft. from any portion of 
fully landscaped subject to determined in conjunction main building 16 1\. or less in 
Stction 3.106. with the applicable Design height 

Review process. 
30 ft. from any portion of a 
main buildin& more than 16 
ft. and less than 28 ft. in . 
height 

36 ft. from any portion of a 
main building more than 28 
ft. and Less than 3 5 ft. in 
height. 

All interior yards shall be Solid brick or architectural 10ft. 
fully landscaj2!;d subj~ct to wall with anti-graffiti 
Section 3.106. surface, no less than 6 feet or 

great~r than 7 feet in height 

All interior yards shall be Solid brick or architectural 15 ft. 
fully landscal!£d subject to wall with anti-graffiti 
Section 3.106. surface, no less than 6 feet or 

greater than 7 feet in height. 

b. A single family dwelling or duplex dwelling in the RM zone shall 
be subject to the setback and buffer improvement standards in 
Section 2.102.06.C. 

c. The building setback from a pri vate access easement shall be a 
minimum of 5 feet. 

d. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage 

1) Off street parking and storage shall be prohib ited within a 

Woodbrrm Dt ve/opment Ordina11ce [WOO/ 
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required setback or any yard abutting a street EXCEPT for 
parking and maneuvering within a driveway leading to a 
garage (or carport in the case of a manufactured home) or 
adjacent to a wall. 

2) The entrance to a garage (or carport in the case of a 
manufactured home) shall be set back a minimum of20 
feet from the closest edge of~ shared driveway and 20 feet 
from a street right of way line. 

e. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.10. 

f. Vehicular Access: Pennitted in conformance with Section 3.104. 

2.104.07 Development Standards · 

All development in the RM zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of the 
WDO. The following standards specifically apply to uses in the RM zone. If the RM 
zone has a Nodal Overlay, the development standards of the RMN Overlay District, 
Sectio11 2.115. shall apply. 

A. Off Street Parking. 

Off street parking shall be subject to the standards of Section 2.104.06 and 
Section 3.1 05. 

B. Setbacks and Lots, Generally. 

Setbacks and lots shall be subject to Section 3.1 03. 

C. Architectural Design Guidelines and Open Space Standards. 

1. Multiple density residential buildings shall be subjec t to the design 
standards or guidelines of Section 3.107.05. 

2. Site-built single family and duplex dwellings and manufactured homes on 
lots, and all manufactured dwellings within a manufactured dwelling park 
(MDP), in the RM zone, EXCEPT those existing on the effective date of 
the WDO or those located in the NCOD or NNC, shall be subject to the 
architectural design standards of Section 3.107.03. 

Section 2.104.07 Page 2.1-13 
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3. All single family and duplex dwellings on lots in an RM zone located 
within the Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District (NCOD) shall be 
subject to the architectural guidelines of Section 3.107.04. 

4. All primary buildings and structures, other than those noted in Sections 
2.104.07.C.l.,_2. and 3. shall be subject to the architectural guidelines of 
Section 3.107.06 

D. Signs. 

Signs shall be subject to Section 3.11 0. 

E. Accessory Uses and Structures. 

By definition, prior to the construction or installation of an accessory structure, 
EXCEPT a fence or free standing wall, an existing primary permitted use, 
building or structure shall be established on the same lot. Accessory uses and 
structures shall be subject to Section 2.201 Accessory Uses and Structures. 

F. Landscaping and Sidewalks. 

1. The street frontage of a subject property shall be improved with either 
property line sidewalks and street trees or curb line sidewalks. The 
improvement shall be determined at the time of subdivision, PUD or 
design review as applicable. Sidewalks and trees shall be installed by the 
property owner to the standards of Section 3.101 and 3.106. 

2. The subject property shall be landscaped to the standards of Sections 
3.106 and 3.107.03. 

3. Common refuse collection facilities shall be screened on all sides by an 
architectural block wall and solid gate, both. with an anti-graffiti surface, a 
minimum of six. feet and a maximum of seven feet in height. 

G. Lot Coverage. 

Lot coverage by the primary single fami ly &nd duplex. dwellings and associated 
accessory structures in aRM zone shall be a maximum of 40 percent for lots 
containing a primary building with a average height of 14 feet or less and a 
maximum of 35 percent for lots with a primary building wi th an average height of 
more than 14 feet. 

Section 2.104.07 
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H. Property Disposition. 

All uses shall be established and conducted on lots of record, as defined by 
Section 1.102 and developed to the public facility and access standards of 
Sections 3.101, 3.102 and 3.104. · 

1. New Jots of record shall be subject to the following standards and 
procedures: 

a. Partitions, Section 3.108; 
b. Subdivisions, Section 3.108; or 
c. Planned Unit Development Section 3.109. 

2. Alteration of the property lines of existing lots of record shall be subject to 
the applicable following standards and procedures: 

a. Property Line Adjustment, Section 5.101.07. 
b. Replattlng, Section 3.108. 
c. Vacation, applicable Oregon Revised Statutes. 

Section 2.104.07 .H Page 2.1-15 
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2.105 Commercial Office (CO) 

(Changes are proposed only to Table 2.1.9) 

TABLE 2.1.9 Interior Yard and Buffer Standards for Non-Residential 
Uses in CO Zones 

Abutting Property Landscaping 

RS, RlS or RM, zone All interior yards shall be 
fully landscaped subject to 
Section 3.106. 

-DDC, NNC. CG, IP1 All interior yards shall be 
~oriLzone fully land~!l~d ~ul2i!:s;llO 

Section 3.106. 

P/SP or CO zone All interior yards shall be 
fully landscaped subject to 
Section 3.106. 

Sectiou 2.105.06 
Woodburn Development Ordinance (WOO} 

Wall 

Solid brick or architectural 
wall with anti-graffiti 
surface, no less than 6 feet or 
greater than 7 feet in height. 

Wall requirements shall be 
determined in conjunction 
with the applicable Design 
Review process. 

No wall required 

Interior Setback 

10ft. 

15 ft. 

10ft. 

Page 2.1-17 
ltt~Not·rmbrr 11 :.#XJ;J -:!IJ/!3 I ! 

Volume 5 

Page 1113 



I z:.• 

Volume 5 

Page 1114 



. 
1.106 . Commercial General (CG) 

(Changes are proposed only to Table 2.1.11) 

TABLE 2.1.11 Interior Yard and Buffer Standards for CG Zones 
Abuttina Property Landscapin& 

RS, RlS, or RM zone There is no buffer yard 
landscaping requirement for 
an interior yard abutting a 
buffer wall. 

CO, CG, DDC, NNC, P/SP, There is no buffer yard 
IP~or ILzone landscaping requirement for 

and interior yard abutting a 
buffer wall. 

Section 2.106.06 
Woodbum Development Ordinancr {WDO/ 

WaD 

Solid brick or architectural 
wall with anti-graffiti 
surface, no less than 6 feet or 
greater than 7 feet in height 

Alternative A: 

Wall requirements shall be 
determined ln conjunction 
with the applicable Design 
Review process. 

·----·-.. ----
Alternative B: 

No wall required. 

Interior Setback 

10ft. 

Alternative A: 
.. . 

5ft. 

-·-- ------ .. ----
Alternative 8 : 

Zero setback abutting a 
building wall. 
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2.107 Downtown l)evelopment and Conservation (DDC) 

(No changes are proposed to the DDC zone) 

Section 2.107.01 
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(The following Section 2.108 is a new proposed zoning district) 

2.108 [ReserYed for ex.pansien.}Nodal Neighborhood Commercial 
(NNC) 

2.108.01 Purpose 

The Nodal Neighborhood Commercial zone is intended to serve the routi-ne daily needs 
of nearby residents and employees. This zone is intended to be accessible to pedestrians 
and bicyclists, as well as automobiles. It may be applied as a stand-alone neighborhood 
commercial zone, or as part of a master planned nodal development in accordance with 
Section 2.115.- · 

2.108.02 Permitted Uses 

The following uses. when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO, are permitted in the NNC zone. 

A. Residential 

1. One dwelling unit in conjunction with a commercial use. 

B . Retail Trade 

l. Bakeries. (31181) 

2. Printing and related support activities (323) 

3. Furniture and home furnishing stores (442) INCLUDING: 

a. Floor coverings and installation stores. (44221} 
b. Window treatment and installation stores. (442291) 
c. Used furni ture stores. (4533 1) 

4. Electronics and appliance stores and repair (443 LO) INCLUDING: 

a. Camera shops. (44313) 
b . Radio and TV stores. (443112) 
c. Sewing machines stores . (443 L L l) 
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5. Building material and garden equipment dealers (4441) LIMITED TO: 

a. Paint, wallpaper, and interior decorating stores. (444120) 
b. Hardware stores. (44413) 
c. Light fixture stores. (444190) 

6. Garden supply store. (44422) 

7. Food and beverage stores LIMITED TO: 

a. Delicatessen stores. 
b. Meat markets. (44521) 
c. Fish markets LIMITED TO sales only. (44522) 
d. Grocery store. food market. food store. (44511) 

8. Other specialty stores ( 44529) LIMITED TO: 

a. Candy, nut, confectionery stores. (445292) 
b. Dairy products stores UMlTED TO sales only. ( 44529) 

9. Health and personal care stores LIMITED TO: 

a. Drug stores. ( 44611) 
b. Optical goods stores. (44613) 
c. Health food stores. (446191) 
d. Hearing aid stores. (446199) 

10. Clothing and clotWng accessories (448) LIMITED TO: 

a. Clothing stores. (44810) 
b. Dressmaker and tailor shops. 
c. Furriers and fur shops. (44819) 
d. Jewelry, watch. and clock stores . (44815 & 44831) 
e. Shoe stores. (44823) 
f. Luggage stores. (44832) 

ll. Sporting goods stores (445111) INCLUDING: 

a. Bicycle shops. (445111). 
b. Gunsmiths and repair. (45 111) 

12. Hobby. toy, and game stores (451 12) UMITED TO: 

Section 2.107.01 
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a. Hobby shops. ( 45112) 
b. Toy stores. ( 45 Ll2) 

13. Sewing, needlework and piece goods stores. (451.13) 

14. Music, piano, and musical instrument stores. (45114) 

15. Record and CD stores. ( 45122) 

16. Book storeS. (4523) 

17. Department stores. (45211) 

18. Other general merchandise stores (4529) INCLUDING variety stores. 
(45299) 

19. Miscellaneous store retailers. {453) 
a. Antigue shops. 
b. Artists supply stores. (453998) 
c. Business machines, typewriters and repair. (453210) 
d. Florist shops. ( 45311) 
e. Gift, novelty, souvenir shops. (45322) 
f . Greeting card stores. (45322) 
g. Mail order house. {45411) . 
h. Orthopedic and artificial limb stores. 
i. Pet stores. ( 45391) 
j. Stationery stores. (45321) 
k. Used merchandise stores. (45331) 

C. Transportation & Warehousing 

l. Support Activities for Rail Transportation (488210) 
2. Postal service. ( 491) 

D. Information 

l. Newspaper, periodical, and book publishing. (5 111) 
2. Ra dio and TV studios and offices (5131) EXCEPT antennae and towers. 
3. Cable networks. (5132) 
4. Telecommunications (5133) EXCEPT telecommunication facilities 

sub ject to Section 2.204.03. 
5. Information & data processing. (5 l4) 

Section 2.107.01 Page 2.1-22 
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E. Finance and Insurance 

1. Finance and insurance (52) EXCEPT check cashing. pay day loan and 
and cash transfer establishments [other than banks] as a predominant. 
ancilJary. or reguired supporting use. 

F. Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 

l. Real estate. (531) 
2. Rental & leasing, without outdoor display or storage. (532) 

G. Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 

H. 

l. Legal services. (5411) 
2. Accounting. (5412) 
3. Architects and engineers. (5413) 
4. Specialized design services (5414) INCLUDING interior design services. 
5. Computer system design. (5415) 
6. Management consulting. (5416) 
7. Advertising. (5418) 
8. Other professional services (5419), EXCEPI' veterinary service , 

( 541940) not contained in a building. 

Administrative & Support Services 

1. Administrative and facilities support services. (5611 and 5612) 
2. Employment services. (5613) 
3. Business support services INCLUDING copy shops. (5614) 
4. Travel and tour agencies. (5615) 
5. Investigation and security services. (5616) 
6. Services to buildings and dwellings (5617), offices only. 
7. Other support services. (56199) 

I. Educational Service 

l . Educational services (611) both public and private, LIMITED TO: 

a. Elementary and secondary schools . (6111) 
b. Community college. (6112) 
c. Business schools. (6114) 
d. Technical and trade schools. (6115) 
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J. Health Care & Social Services 

. . 
1. Ambulatory health care (621) EXCEPT Ambulance service. (6219 L} 
2. Social services (624) iNCLUDING child day care services. 

K. Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 

1. Museums and historic sites (712) EXCEPT zoos (712130}. 
-2. Fitness and recreational sports (71391) 
3. Community center. 

4. Taxidermists. (71151) 

L. Accommodation & Food SerVice 

1. Hotels (EXCEPT casino hotels) and motels. (72111) 
2. Bed and breakfast inns. (21191) 
3. Food service and drinking places (722) EXCEPT food contractors 

(7231) and mobile food service. 

M. Other Services 

1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Personal care services (8121) INCLUDING: 
a. Barber shops. (812111) 
b. Beauty shops. (812112) 

Funeral home. (812210) 
Laundry, self service. (81231) 
Dn cleaning, self service. (81231) 
Photo finishing. (81292} 

6. Parking lots and garages (81293) EXCEPT extended vehicle storage. 
(49319Q) 

7. All Other Personal Services (81299) INCLUDING bail bonding and 
consumer buying services. 

8. Religious, civic, professional and similar organizations. (813) 

N. Public Administration 

1. Public administration (92) INCLUDING government offices, courts, and 
police and fire stations. 

0. Streets and Utilities 
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1. Rights of way and easements and the improvements therein for streets, 
water. sanitary sewer. gas, oil, electric and communication lines and for 
storm water r acilities and for pump stations. 

Alf uses permitted iR the Dewntew'R Devele~FHeRt aREl Censenration Zm'le (DDGl ttRder 
\VDO Seetiefl 2.108.0L whea developea aader the applicable development standards of 
the l¥DO, are permitted iA the NNC zoAe. 

2.108.03 S pedal Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the· applicable development standards of the 
WDO including the special development standards of Section 2.203. are permitted in the 
NNC zone: 

A. Complementary residential use subject to Section 2.203.06. 

B. Craft industries subject to Section 2.203,07. 

C. Delivery services subiect to Section 2.203.08. 

D. Facilities during construction subject to Section 2.203.10. 

E. Temporary outdoor marketing and special events subject to Section 2.203.19. 

CFeeery steFe, feed maFI£eh feed stare. (44511) 

2.108.04 Conditional Uses 

The following uses may be permitted subject to obtaining conditional use approval: 

A. Government and public utility buildings and structures EXCEPT uses 
permitted in Section 2.107.01 and telecommunications facilities subject to 
Section 2.204.03. · · 

2. 10+8.05 Ac<:essory Uses 

The fo llowing uses are petmittcd as accessory uses subject to Sections 2.202 alld 2.203. 

A . Fence or free standing waiL 

2.10f8.06 Dimensional Sta ndards 

Section 2.107.02 
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1'he following dimensional standards shull be the minimum requirements for all 
development in the NNC zone. 

A. Maximum Site-Zone and Square Footage Requirement. 

l. The maximum size for an NNC 5-ttezone shall be ~12 acres. 

'NNC sites sl:tmtld be loeated at least one 1\alf mile from the nearest 
ComprehensiYe Plan "Commereial" designatioA. 

2. NNC sites shouldzones shall be served by at least one collector or arterial 
street. 

3. The maximum floor area for a grocery or detJartment store. shall be 50,000 
square feet. 

Otherwise. no for any single business in the NNC zone shall eccupy more thaflnot 
exceed -U>O.OOO square feet. 

B. Lot Standards. 

Lots in a NNC zone shall comply with the applicable standards of Table 2.1.13. 

:. 
>' TABLE 2.1.13 Lot Standards in a NNC Zone 

In a NNC zone the Jot area shall be adeguate to contain all structures within the reguired 
setbacks. There shall be no minimum width or depth. 

Section 2.107.05 
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c. Building Height. 

The maximum building height shall be 45 feet in the NNC zone. 

D. Setback and Buffer Standards. 

2.10+8.07 

Setback and buffers are subject to the OOGINNC design guidelines of Section 
3.107.07. 

Development Standards 

All deve lopment in the NNC zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of the 
WDO. If the NNC Zone is within a Nodal Overlay. the Nodal Overlay standards shall 
prevail. Otherwise, where the standards of the NNC zone and the WDO differ. the 
standards of the NNC shall prevail. 

A. Off Street Parking. 

All parking and access standards of Sectiotrs 3.104 and 3.105 shall apply. 

B. Design Guidelines and Standards. 

t. Multiple density residential buildings shall be subject to the design 
standards or guidelines of Section 3.107.05 

2. All development, EXCEPT that described in Section 
2.107.B.l.2.108.07.B.l , shall be subject to the NC/DDGNNC zone 
architectural design guidelines and standards of Section 3.107.07. 

C. Signs. 

Signs are subject to the NC!DDC zone architectural design guidelines ood 
standards of Sectitm 3.107.07.sha11 be subject to Section 3.110. 

D. Landscapin!:!. 

l. 

2. 

Section 2.108 

Landscapi n g is subj ect to the NNC zone architectural dcsi gn guideli nes 
and ':\tandards of Section 3. 107.07. 

At least one-h:.~ l f ac re of public plazacommon open area shal l be dedicated 
Ufffi.-improvcd for cverv five acres of commerci al and parking area 
developmen t. The design of the publ ic plB:Meommon open area shall he 
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E. 

Section 2.108 

appro,•ed l:J•r the Citv Cmmeilsubiect to Section 5.103.1)2. 

Propetty Disposition. 

All uses shall be established and conducted on lots of record, as defined by 
Section 1. I 02 and developed to the pub I ic faci li tv and access standards of 
Sections 3.101, 3.102 and 3.104. If an NNC site is within a designated Nodal 
Overlay, the master plannin~ standards of Section 2.115 shall be met prior to 
creation or alteration of any lot or parcel, and prior to approval of any street 
vacation. 

l. New lots of record shall be subject to the following standards and 
procedures: 

a. Partitions, Section J.108i 
b. Subdivisions, Section 3.108; or 
c. Planned Unit Development Section 3.109. 

2. Alteration of the property lines of existing lots of record shall be subject to 
the applicable following standards and procedures: 

a. Property Line Adiustment, Section 5.101.07. 
b. Replatting, SectWn 3.108. 
c. Vacation, applicable Oregon Revised Statutes. 
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2.109 Industrial Park (IP) 

(Changes are proposed only to Table 2.1 .16) 

TABLE 2.1.16 Interior Yard and Buffer Standards for IP'Zones 
Abutti.nc Property Landscaping 

RS, RlS, RM, CO, P/SP There is no buffer yard 
zone; or landscaping. requirement for 

an interior yard abutting a 
Existina residential unit buffer wall 

CG, DDC, NNC. IP s§.l!lR There is no buffer yard 
or U..zone landscaping requirement for 

and interior yard abutting a 
buffer wall 

Section 2.108 
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wan 
Solid brick or architectural 
wall with anti-graffiti . 
surface, no len than 6 feet or 
greater than 9 feet in height 

Alternative A: 

Wall requirements shall be 
determined in conjunction 
with the applicable Design 
Review pr~ss. 

--------------· 
Alternative B: 

No wall required-

Interior Setback 

30ft. 

Alternative A: 

5ft. 

----·-----··-
Alternative B: 

Zero setback abutting a 
building wall. 
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2.110 Light Industrial (IL) 

(Changes are proposed only toTable 2.1.18) 

TABLE 2.1.18 Interior Yard and Buffer Standards for IL Zones 
Abutting Property Landscaping Wall 

RS. RlS, RM. CO, P/SP There is no buffer yard Solid brick or architectural 
zone; or landscaping requirement for wall with and-graffiti 

an interior yard abutting a sucface, no less than 6 feet or 
Existing residential unit buffer wall. greater than 9 feet in height. 

CG, DDC, NNC,IP~ There is no buffer yard Alternative A: 
oriLzooe landscaping requirement for 

and interior yard abutting a Wall requirements shall be 
buffer wall. determined in conjunction 

with the applicable Design 
Review process . . 

-----·----
Alternative B: 

No wall required 

Section 2.110.07.F 
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30ft. 

. 

Alternative A: 

Sft. 

-------- -
Alternative B: 

Zero setback abutting a 
building wall. 
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2.111-Public and Semi-Public (P/SP) 

(Changes are proposed only to Table 2.1 .20) 

. . 
TABLE 2.1.2() Interior Yard and Buffer Standards for P/SP Zones 
Abulting Property Landscapinc 

Permitted U~ In a P£SP AU interior yards shall be 
Zone Abutting: fully IIUidscaped subject to 

Section 3.106. 
RS, RlS, RM, CO, P/SP, 
DDC, NNC, CG, IP, SWIR 
or IL zone; or 

Existlng residential unit. 

Con~Yonal and/or There is no buffer yard 
Acs;moa Use in a llSl landscaping requirement for 
Zone Abutting: an interior yard abutting a 

buffer wall. 
RS, RlS, RM, CO, P/SP 
:zone; or 

Existing residential unit. 

Conditional and/or There is no buffer yard 
Accessoo: Use in a P/SP landscaping requirement for 
Zone Abutting: and interior yard abutting a 

buffer walL 
DDC, NNC. CG, IP. SWIR 
or ILzone. 
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No wall required. 

Wall requirements shaU be 
determined in conjunction 
with the applicable Design 
Review process. 

Wall requirements shall he 
determined in conjunction 
with the applicable Design 
Review process. 

Interior Setback 

20 feet 

24 ft. from any portion of 
main building 16ft. or less in 
height 

30 ft. from any portion of a 
main building more than 16 
ft. and leu than 28 ft. in 
height 

36 ft. from any portion of a 
main buil4ing more than 28 
ft. and less than 35 ft. in 
height 

20ft. 
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2.112 Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District 
(NCOD) 

(No changes are proposed to the NCOD District) 

Section 2.112.01 
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2.113 

2.113.01 

Significant Riparian Corridor and Wetlands 
Overlay District (SWODRCWOD) 

Purpose 

To conserve significant riparian corridors. undeveloped floodplains and locally 
significant wetlands in keeping with the requirements of State Planning Goal~ 5 (Natural 
Resources), 6 (\Vater 0Hality) aaEl7 (NatHral HalarEls), aAd and applicable state statutes 
and administrative rules, and the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan to protect and enhance 
water guality; prevent property damage during floods and stonns; limit development 
activity in designated riparian corridors; protect native plant species; maintain and 
enhance fish and wildlife habitats; and conserve scenic and recreational values.~ 
Woodbum COffi'l'feheflsive Phm aaEl the MarieR GeHRt¥ Grewth ·Maaagemeflt 
Framework Plan .. 

2.113.02 Boundaries of the SWO RCWOD OveFiey Distriet 

The general location beHndary of the SigHificant Riparian Corridor and Wetlands (RCW) 
Overlay District (RCWOD) (Sl¥00) shall is shown on the 200J B\iilElable Laads 
IaveRtery 'Map, the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Map; and the Woodburn Zoning 
Map (for areas within the City Limits). Specifically, q;the 8V/ODRCWOD 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 100-year floodplain on 
properties identified as vacant or partly vacant on the 2005 Woodburn Buildable Lands 
Inventory. Where a significClnt wetland is located fully or partially within the riparian 
corridor, the riparian corridor shall extend 50 feet from the upland edge of the wetland. 
the 100 year floodplain outside of developed areas, and the designated riparian 
corridors .be defined by the "significant wetlanEls" as delineated on the "City of 
Woodburn Local Wetlands InYentor)' and Riparian Assessment," prepared by Shapiro 
and 1\ssociutes , Inc. , dated Junuury 5, 2000. The " significant wetlands" as defined by the 
Assessment are: MC l, MC 2, MC 3, )..4C 5, MC 6, MC 7, },£!C g, MC 16, SC l , SC 2 
and SC J . 

2.113.03 Permitted Uses Within RCW Overlay District. 

A Trails. 

B. Passi v~ rccre<ttion uses and activit ics . 

Section 2.112.01 Page 2.1-34 
Woodburn Development Ordinance [WOO/ 

Volume s 
Page 1131 



c. Maintenan(:e of existing structures. lawns and gardens. 

D. Normal maintenance and expansion of existing· public fadlitie~. 

E. Removal of invasive (non-native) plant species. 

2.113.GJ04 Cennieting Uses anti AetivitiesDevelopment Regulations 

A. In addition to the reguirements of the underlying zone. the following restrictions 
and exceptions shall apply within the RCWOD: · 

l. Removal of native vegetation . . The removal of vegetation from the RCWOD 
is pro~ibited EXCEPT for the following: 

a. Perimeter mowing of a wetland for fire protection purposes; 

b. Removal of non-native vegetation and replacement with native · plan 
species; 

c. For the development of water-related or water-dependent uses, provided 
they are desigp.ed and constructed to minimize impact on· the existing 
riparian vegeta:tion; 

d. Removal of emergent in-channel vegetation that has the potential to cause 
flooding; 

e. Hazardous tree removal. Hazardous trees are those that pose an imminent 
health, safety, or welfare threat to persons or property. 

2. Building. Paving, Grading, and Fill. Within the RCWOD, the placement of 
structures or impervious surfaces, including grading and the placement of fill 
is prohibited EXCEPT for the following: 

a. Replacement of existing structures wi th structures located on the ori gina! 
building footprint that do not disturb addi tional wetland or ri parian 
corridor surface area; 

b. Streets, roads and paths that are inc luded in the Woodburn Transportation 
System Plan; 

c. Water-related and water-dependent uses, including drainage facilities, 
water and sewer facilities, flood control projects, drainage pumps, public 
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nathsa access wa~s~ trails1 gicnic areas or intemretive and educational 
disglays and overlooks, including benche.s and outdoor furniture; 

d. Routine maintenance or reQlacement of existing gublic facilities grojects 
and public emergencies1 including emergency regairs to gublic facilities; 

e. In-channel erosion or flood control measures that have been ar;mroved b~ 
the Oregon Division of State Lands IDSL}1 the U.S. Army Coms of 
engineers or another state or federal regulatoa agencya that utilize bio-
engineering methoos· (rather than rip.rap}. · 

3. The following uses and activities are prohibited within the RCWOD: 

a. New residential. commercial. industriala or QUblic/semi-Qublic 
construction; 

b. Exgansion of existing buildings or structures; 

c. ExQansion of areas of pre-existing non-native ornamental landscaning 
such as lawn, gardens, etc.; 

d. Dumping1 piling. or disposal of refuse, yard debris. or other material. 

B Site Maintenance. Any use1 sign or structure1 and the maintenance thereof1 

lawfully existing on the date of adoption of this ordinance a is permitted within the 
RCWOD. Such usea sign or structure ma::t continue at a similar level and manner 
as existed on the date of the adoption of this ordinance. The maintenance and 
alteration of nre-existing ornamentallandscaning is ~rmitted within the RCWOD 
as long as no additional native vegetation is disturbed. Maintenance of lawnsa 
glanted vegetation and landscaning. shall be keQt to a minimum and not include 
the spray!ng of ~sticides or herbicides. Vegetation shall be renlanted with native 
species. Maintenance trimming of existing trees shall be keQt at a minimum and 
under no circumstances can the trimming maintenance be so severe as to 
comnrornise the tree's health, longevity, and resource functions. Vegetation 
within utility easements shall be kegt in a natural state and reQlanted when 
necessary with native plant species. 

c. When a use or activity that reguires the issuance of a building Qermit or aggroval 
of a land use 3QQlication is groQosed on a garcel within , or gartially within the 
RCWODI the grogerty owner shall submi t the following for review by the 
Director: 

1. Site Mag. A Qrofessional guality to-scale maQ showing the Qrecise location o f 
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the toQ-of-bank1 100-;t:ear floQd elevation1 jurisdictional delineation of the 
wetland bound!:![:i1 agQroved b:t the Oregon Division of State Lands (if 
anQiicable}1 riQarian setback1 existing vegetation1 site imQrovements existing 
and proposed, topography1 and other relevant features; 

D Wetlands Notification to Oregon Division of State Lands. The Oregon Division 
of State Lands shall be notified in writing of all apul ications to the City of 
Woodburn for ' develonment activities1 including an12lications for glru~ 
authorizations1 development ~rmits. or building ~rmits. and of develo~ment 
Qro~osals b:t the ·city of Woodbum1 that ma:r: affect an:r: wetlands. creeks or 
wateiVIa:ts identified in the Local Wetlands Inventory:. 

Th ~ fell§~iag t:tses MEl &j2tiarities eeaAiet with ~he eeaseFYaHea of: ri~l!fiaa eeffiaeFS. 
Ii~CEPT wllefe essooiateel wi~ a tJermitteEl ase lis£eel ia Seeli9H 1.11J.01: 

Reme•,ral ef native vegetatiea. 

Grading. fill ana removal. 

New ~ablie facilities aflEI streets. 

New residential. commereial1 inektstrial. er public semi ptiblie construction. 

Elipansion of existiflg buildings or struct~:tres. 

Waere a eonftisti:n:g ese is uret!osed oa a t!em>el wi~kin~ Of u!Htiall:tt witHin tke RGl.¥ 
Qvefla)1 Qistfieta the 5m121ieant shan ee fOSJlOnsteJe teF preeisely ffi!lJl[!tRg the 
leea~ien Of StfeiHHSa wedanas2 AooEIJllains ana BJlaflBR eorriE:Iers if Bft~l CORflieting 
use or aetivity is proposed withiR the RGW Overlay District. 

If: the flt!afiaR eomaof iAeludes a leeall'[ signifieaRt wetla:Rd; the 9i¥tSiOR Of .State 6a:Aaa 
rog~ ffi\lSt eeneHr in the eehneatiOH 8efere an B:t!~lieatien may be eeemed 
complete. 

2.113.0 5 Variances 

A. Prohibited uses or activities may only be allowed within the RCWOD with the 
aQJ2roval of a variance, Qursuant to Section 5.103.11. 

A'i'oida Ree OptiaR 

If the applicant cheeses te aYeie conflicting uses and 
.. 

act1~'1ttes 

riparian corridor, no further RC1,X,T re',•iew is required. 

Fer land divisions and AeY.' cernmercial, industrial1 O F FRtdti 
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apf!lications: 

Density may ee transferred from HA~Hlildable riparian corridors to bt:tildable lood 
throt:tgh the Planned De¥elopment proeess. 

Tl:!e appl1caRt shall be responsible for conserviflg the riparian corridor, through 
EledicatioR. conservation easements. or other meafls approved by the City 
Attorney. 

RCW Re'fiew Optieg 

lf eontlietiflg uses or activities He proposed within the mapped RCW O\'erlay district, an 
RCW permit is req1:1ired, J!Ur&uant to SeetieR5.UJ1.U. 

Applieable PFer;isieas 

The uses aHd aetivities that reqt:tire review with respect to a SigRifieatlt Wetlaftds O·;erla;y 
District peRllit aJ'ld the procedures for saeh a permit are stated in &eti6R 5-.101.11. 
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(The following Section 2.114 is a new proposed zoning district) 

2.114 Southwest Industrial Reserve District (SWIR) 

2.114.01 Purpose 

To protect suitable industrial sites in Southwest Woodburn, near Inte rstute 5. for the 
exclusive use of targeted industries identified in the Woodburn Economic Opportunities 
Analysis (EQA). This broad objective is accomplished by master plannimz, retention of 
large indusniaJ parcels. and restricti~g non·industrialland uses. 

2.114.02 Beuo4alie&Appllcation of the S'VIR DistrletZone 

The a£ea eBoewasse4 9y the Sel:lthwest kull:lstrial Reserve Distriet is showR en the 
Wood9um Cemprehensi¥e Plllll ~4a:p.Land designated on the Comprehensive Plan Map 
as Southwest Industrial Rese..Ve shalt only be zoned SWIR. 

2.114.03 Permitted Uses 

(A) Targeted industries and services identified in Table 2 .1.21 are allowedpennitted uses 
in the SWIR 0Yerlay Distriotzone threl:lgR the master planning proeess, subject to 
compliance with the previsieAs of the futerehaRge ~4aRagement Area Overlay 
Disl'fiet aHEl other applicable provisions of the WOO and thi s chapter~ 

Table 2.1.21 Targeted Employers Listed By Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) 

Tareeted Emolover Description 
lndustn 27: This indus!!Y includes establishments engaged in grinting b:t: one or more common Qrocesses, 
Printing, Publishing, such as letternress; lithograQhY (including offset), gravure, or screen; and those establishments 
and Allied Industries which gerfonn services for the grinting trade, such as bookbinding and Qlatemaking. This 

indus!!Y also includes establishments engaged in QUblishing newsQagers, books, and 
ill<riodicals, regardless of whether or not they do their own Qrinting. News syndicates are 
classified in Services, Indus try 7383. Establishments Qrimarily engaged in textile Qrinting and 
finishing fabrics are classified in Indusg:y 22, and those engaged in 12rinting and stamQing on 
fabric articles are classified in Indus!IY 2396. Establishments manufacturing groducts that 
contain incidental grinting, such as advertising or instructions, are classified according to the 
nature of the 12roducts for examgle, as cartons, bags, Qlastics fi lm, or ga~r. 
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Tar2ceted Emolover De~riotlon 

Indust[! 32: Ibi§ indusn includei estllbli~bmentl engaged in manufacturina flill &Ill~§ and 2lbm: g)Ml 
~to~ Cli}):, G)a§s, · 12[QQY&~. ~m,nt. ~tructurAI sciA): 12[00\1&~. 12Qtt~. cQncret~ and m1um Rmduc~. cut ~tQn~. 
and Conge~ abrMiVe and ~bestotgrodu£!1, and Qdler 12roduc~ from materi!JI taken mjnciJ2alb from th§ 
Products earth in the form of stone, cl!~. and l_and. When ~arate r~(!l !B availa}21e fQ[ min~ !UYi 

gyarrie§ o~rated 12:t !MilYfacturina ~~bli:~b~ntl c)i!~ified in thil ind!!§!a, the mining ansi 
guarrving activiti~l are cla~jfied in Division B, Mining. When ~arate repo~ are DQt 
available, the mining and guarrving activities, other than those o(Indus!Q: 3295, are cl~jfied 
herein with tbe manufacturing Qpqations. 
If se12arat~ reRQm j!re not available for crushing, grinding, and other 12re12aration activities of 
Industrv 3295. these establishments are classified in Division B Mininsz. 

Industa 34: Thil jndusn in&)ud~' ~~l!lbli~b~Dll ~ngaged in f!lbricating ferrou1 and nonferroya mel!\1 
Fabricated Metal nrodlli:ts, such a1 metal C!l!!§, liD~!l~. bandlQQI~. £utl~a. ~n~r11l b!Y:dw~. osmd~trisc b~agng 
f&:!2!i~L1. gzss;~~l a12~A[atus, fabdl'ated ~!n!ClW:II ~lll produc~, ~tai forging~. m;tll stamRiDU,1 ordna!l£e 
Machinmi!nd (e3~Rt vehicl~ and gyid~ milfiiiY), an~ I vmel): Q{ me!§l and ~ire RrQdyc{J, DQl ~~~wb~ 
Tra!!§RQD!!tion ctauified. CertAin important ~~KI!lentl 2f !h~ m~tAI fabriscatinr;lnd~tti~ ~ sclusfied· in otha: 
Eguipment indu~tri~ such M machinerv in Industries 3~ aoo 3~i tians122m!ioo ~uiRment, includins 

tanka. in lnd!!§lll JZ; RI2fwi2DIIll£iengfic And ~ntrolting instrum~n~. ~ill&hes, and s:~ks in 
ln~Uib:X J8i an!! j~~~la i!Dd liiVm!!O iD lndqstry J2. EstabJ_j§hm~nlJ orimariJx mlD&ed ig 
prQ<lucio& fc~mu~ gnd oonfmQYAiml~ll and theil allo:t~ ar~ £1~ified jg IndusD: ~3. 

Industa 35: Ibl:i indus!!l inclu~! esW21ilbJmDl§ ~ngaged in manufacturing industrial and commachll 
lndustriru and !!!§chin~ i!nd ~uipm~ol Dnd oQmJ2Y1g:~. Inclydeci are the m!lnufa£ture of engine~ and turbines; 
Co~ercil!l fmn and garden macbjnea; ~~tructjon. mini!l8.t and oil field machin~; elevators and 
Machinea and conve:xing ~uipm~IJ~ hoill§, crane§, monorails, and industri!l !!Y£ks and tracto[li 
Comnuter metal~orking mo~binerv; ~12~ii!l indu~trV mnchjneo:; general indu§tri~ ffiAChinerv; comQute[ 
EguiQment and oeriRheral egyi~ment ami· Qffice machinea; and refrigeration and ser:yic~ indus!r::x 

machinm. Machines ~ZQWered ,b:i )2uilt-in or ~etachable motor§ ordinarii:£ ar~ included in this 

. industn:. witb tb~ ~x~eQtiQn Qf ~lectriql hou~ebold a~mlianc~, Power-d[jven handtools are 
included in thi11 ind~ta. wb~thru: electric or otherwise driven. Establishments grimarily 
engaged in manufacturing ~lectrical ~uiQment are classified in Indus.tt:x 36, and those 

.. ~ manufacturin~ handtools exceot oowered ne classified. in lndustrv 34 • 
Industn: 36: Thill industa includes establishments engage!.l in manufacturing machinen:. aQgaratus, and 
E"iectronic and Other sugglies for the generation, storage, transmission, transformation, and utilizatio n of electrical 
Electrical energy. Included are the manufacturing of electricit:x .distri!2ution ~uiQment; electrical 
Eguiument ang industrial a12uaratus; household agQliances; e lectrical lighting and wiring s;guiQment; radio and 
CornQgnents, exce:Qt television receiving ~uiQment; communications ~uiQment; electronic com~ZQnents and 
Com12uter accessories; and other electrical ~UiQment and sugglies. The manufacture of household 
Eguipment am2liances is included in this &IOUQ, but industrial machinery and ~uigment !ZQWered by built-

in or detachable electric motors is classified in Indus~ 35. Establishments grimarily engaged 
in manufacturin~ instruments are classified in Industrv38. 

lndusta 37 : This industry includes establishments engaged in manufacturing eguigment for transQQrtation o f 
TransQQrtation Qassengers and cargo by land, air, and water. Imgortant Qroducts 12roduced by establishments 
Eguigment classified in this indus~ include motor vehicles, aircraft, guided missiles and SQace vehicles, 

shiQS, boats, railroad eguiQment, and miscellaneous transQQrtation eguiQment, such as 
motorc:ycles, bicycles, and snowmobiles. Establishments Qrimarily engaged in manufacturing 
mobile homes are classified in Industrv 2451. Establishments Qrimarily engaged in 
manufacturing egui(;!ment used for moving materials on farms; in mines and on construction 
si tes; in individual Qlants; in airgorts; o r on other locations off the highway are classified in 
Industry 35 . 
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Taneted Emnlover Descrlotlon 
Indu1ta ~ai · Ibil insb!ln in£1ud~ '~tilbli§hmsnt~ furnishing IQ£al or long-gi~~anc~ trucking or trnn~f~ 
MotQJ: fmi&bt ~m:vi£~. 2t dl2S ~DIAled in lb~ ~torau Qf f!![M products. fumjture and other ho~hQl~ goods. 
Tom~l2Qr!!!li!~n and Q[ s;:Qmmercial gQQds of a~ ll!Um:e. The o~rauoo ·o[ teDDiDill fD£iUUe~ for hangling,freigbt. 
Warehousing ~idl or »:ilhQYl inain~o!!nc, facilitic§, il !!I~ i~lu!;}sd. e:~!llbli~hmsnts (:!rima[ib: cngngcd in the 

~tQragc of natmal gy ~classified in lndy!n 4922. fie!~ warehQusing is classified in 
S~eiice§1 ~~~u~ta Z3a2. ~tablisb~mnl! Q[ the United Sta~ fostal Service are classified in 
IndustrY 43. · 

I ndustn: 50: Thil iodu~lQ includs~ eslabli~bments J2rima[ii:X egggged in tbe ~holesale di~tribution of 
Whole§alc Trade- durable goods. 
Durable Goods 
lndustti .5li Ibil indusia ji)!;;Jud~ e1Utblish~ntl mimil[iJ:X engaged in tb~ ~b21~:~ale di~tribution 2f DQD: 
~b2l~!de ll:Dd2:: durable goods. 
non~urabJe2oods 

lod!.!!la ~ li Moo: Ibil iru!Ul!!a IJH:Iwla e~U\blisb~nla ~naa~ in ~!tending ·crcdil in th~ form of loans. I!Y&I!Ql 
D~PS!l!itoa ~m:Jit engaged in depuit bankina, 

· Institutions ' 

IndustrY 2;}1 Ibil indus![!.i~IYdH establi§bmenta mjmarily; ~naaged in [!nderiDI ~~o:i~~. not ~~~~here 
B!!§ine§s Servic" ~IY!iilsd.~g·blllliness estabJishmenlJ go I £QDlract QI f~ builalllkb Y adv,rti~ing. s;~dit 

reoortins. ~llecliQD Q{ ~l!iml. mail ins. reproduction. s~noa:~mbi~h n~l:Y!l ~:xrulicat~. conmy~ 
Rma:ammina. Rb2~21U1na. duJ!Ucatfnli dill Qrocmins. servl~a lQ buildings, and ~IR 
SUQQl:ll services. fa!!llli§bment~ m:imarily: 'D8!!&m iD RIQVi4in& 'D&iDming, accQunlio&a 
resear~b. mADABm~Dl. mHI mli!tsl servisca m ~las§ified in IIH!Wib:X ~7. Establishments ~hicb 
~mri~ s~illized ~ervic~ ~losetx allied tQ M:roities ~v~ed ·in otner divisions ~e cli!lllliflm 
in.such divisions. 

Industn 80i Thi!i indm!Q ili£1Yd~ atabli:!b~DliiJU:imarib: ~gaggt in fwnishin& medical, surgj~al, and 
Health Smice!i othg: health servi!E~ !Q ~mom. E~tablil!h~ntl! Qf as~mliQDil Q[ groug§. l!Uch as Healtb 

Maintenance Organizations rnMOs), 12dmarily; engaged inJ2royjsjing medical or other heal!b 
servic~a tQ ~mbers ill~ in~lude!!,. but thQ~. ~hjch limil tbQl[ servic~ lo the J;!rovisiQn of 
insurance lgajgst homitalization or medi!;;ol £QS~ are clas!!ifi~ in Imurance, lndus!;[y 6~, 
Homices are also included in this indus!!X and are classified B££Q[ding to the 12rimm ser£ice 
~roxided, lnd~ta gtougs 801 thrQugh 804 in£ludes indjyidual m:actitioners, grouQ clini£~ in 
which a grou12 of gractitioners is associated for the Quroose of carrving on their Qrofession. and 
clinics which orovide the same serVices through practitioners that are emolovees: 

Industa 87: This industa includes establi§bments (!rimaril~ engaged in nroviding engineering, archit~tyral. 
Professional and surve::r:ing services; accounting, auditing, and bookkeeQin·g services; research, develoi!ment, 
Services and testing services· and management and oublic relations services. 

B. Other Services 

.J-:.1, Dwelling for caretaker or watchperson. 

1-.C. Public Administration and Facilities 

-h 1. Fire protection. (922 160) 
-h2. Goven1ment maintenance facilities and storage yards. 

J-oD. Streets & Utilities 
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-h 1. · Rights or way and easements and the Improvements therein for streets, 
water, sanitary sewer. gas, oil. electric and communication lines and for 
stonn water facilities and for pump stations. 

2.114.04 Special Permitted Uses 

The following uses. when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO including the special development standards of Section 2.203, are permitted in the 
SWIRzone. 

~A. A2ricultural practices without livestock s~bject to Sectio_n 2.203.02. 

&B. Dellveu services subject to Section 2.203.08. 

GC. FaciUties during construction subject to Section 2.203.10. 

I*D. Mobile food service subject to Section 2.203.17. 

2.114.05 Conditional Uses 

A. Government and public utility buildings and structures EXCEPT uses 
permitted in Section 2.110.01 and telecommunications facilities subject to 
Section 2.204.03. 

2.11Q.QS2.114.06 Specific Conditional Uses 

The uses permitted by the following designation may be allowed in the H:rSWIR zone 
subject to approval as a conditional use that conforms to the specific standards referenced 
below, the applicable provisions of the WDO and all other applicable c onditions of 
approval. 

A:A. Telecommunications Facilities subject to Section 2.204.03. 

2.110.()52.114.07 Accessory Uses 

The following uses are permitted as accessory uses sub ject to Section 2.203. 

A:A. Fence or free standing wall. 

2.114.().608 Dimensiona l Standards 

T he followi ng dimensiona l standards shu II be the minimum requirements for ,t il 

Section 2.109.06 
Woodburn Deve/opmwr Ordinance [WOO} 

Page 2.1-42 
July 1, 2002 

Volume 5 

Page 1139 



development within the SWIR Distriatzone. These staAEII!ftls Sl:lf!erseee the base zoAe 
ElimensimuH stat1Eiat=Eis iR Seeti61t 1.199.9~. · · · (/"?'\ 

l'~ 
A. Parcel and Lane DivisionLot Standards 

1. Land divisions may only be approved following approval of a master plan 
as required in Sectio11 2.114.9.f.IO. 

2. Pareels of sHfficieRt size to meet plaRnee indt:lstrial siting Aeees shall be 
Fetainee as showA Oft Tsllk 1.1.11 witl=tiR d'te SWIR Overlay Distriet:Lots 
in a SWIR. zone shall comply with the applicable stan~ards of Table 
2.1.22. For a land division, at least one lot shall be sized to meet each of 
the required lot size ranges listed in Table 2.1.22 for each site, except 
smaller required lots may be combined to create larger required lots. 
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Table 2.1.22 ReguiEeEI Minimum Site Sii!es feF Sf!eeifie PaFeelsLot 
Standards 

Sites {by assessor- Buildable Reguired Lot Sizes 
tax lot number} Acres (ranges shown in 

acre~ 

52Wll TL300 88 25-50 
10-25 
l0-25 
5-10 
5-10 
2-5 
2-5 

Subtotal: 
52Wl4TL200 22 10-25 
52Wl4TL600 5-10 

Sub toW: 
52Wl3 TL 1100 96 96 
52W14 TL 1500 
52Wl4 TL 1600 

S2W14TL 800 106 50-100 
S2W14TL 900 25-50 
52W14 TL 1000 2-5 
52W14 TL 1100 2-5 

Subtotal: 
52W14 TL 1200 1 2-5 

52W23 TL 100 46 25-50 
5- 10 
2-5 

Subtotal: 
Total SWIR 362 

Section 2.109.06 
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Conce(!tual 
Lot Sizes 
(in acres} 

35 
ti 
15 
~ 
~ 
! 
1 
88 
15 
1 

22 
96 

65 
33 
1 
1 ' 

106 
4 

35 
1i 
3 
46 
362 

S~ecial Standards 

Land division · ~nnitted 
with master Qlan 
approval 

Land division not 
permitted 

Land division not 
permitted 

Shall be develo~d with 
a use with at least 300 
emolovees 
Land division ~rmitted 

with master Qlan 
approval 

50-1 00 acre lot shall be 
developed with a use 
with at least 200 
em..Qio_y_ees 
Land division not 
Q_ermitted 
Land division permitted 
with master plan 
approval 

Page 2.1-44 
July I , 2002 

Volume 5 

Page 1141 



~a:~ ·be& GF9S8 RelaiReEI Site 8i111e baRd Qil'fisieR PeFmiUeEI~ 
NumbeP~s~ ~Buildable~ 

s·, " -•·e 1..reFes 
Wes$ eiiRteFsla~e i 

~;l:W II ~a-JE be~ ;,QQ lQ8 (21) l @ ;1~~ I @ 19 v. ~.~ l.A'. Dl, ·-
~ 

gas~em ~effiaR eF 5~ (5~) t@ ~g aeJes We 
$~Wl4 ~ME: be~ l~OO R:ese~ed faF Jqff8 :;. 

"')(\(\ 

··~ -ft 

~~w 1 ~ ~aK: be~ lQQ 19 (l9~ I@ 19 ~~a EAeeess ffelft =~:t, ~00 
t: .. ~~-~ ... . . TTr!.D'I. ,1), 

~~W 14 +a* I.e~ ;1QQ ~ ~ Ne 
~~ 14 +a" be• ~99 I '2 It "1\ l@ ~~ ~ 
West en 5 ~ l:.eas ..,nl!! /fOO\ See aban See eiJa~ce 

'"'"II ,,.__ J: 

~~~~~I.et ·~ (lQID l@ 199~t:ref Ne. MW de§lieaaeg f!fJYtM 
UQQ.~~I4+& ~fm.Yefl ~f EHm:;. 
:bee ~~gg aAd u;QQa ")IV\ .1. 

~~ 14 ±H :be~ 800 51 (ffi l@ l§ v. : .... Tt.A'. . .... 
I 1711 If\ onnr .J . .J.• . . .J 

~~14 +H :be' 900 43~ l@ 19 y_.,._.,_ ~. '"' .n~ 

l @~~ DflUT.J . . _. 

C....,Tifl A '1", T •• tnfV\ :HH2:) -1-@-9 Ne 
~;p~v: 14 ::fa!i :be• ll 00 ~Q@» I@~ Ne 
East en 5 ~ l:.ats ...,..,., l"lfl4ll See ahe~e See abeYe 

.a Nete1 ~ t.!;!l§ llOO, l~OO aaEI HiOO 8fe e~asid~~d eRe 100 aeFe site; A91\e e£ these l!aFeels m~t'fl 
~e dtweleli!eEI iadi¥iEhtall~. &,(;)W: Eledieatiea wtl! be Feft~iFed ffem =IE!* I:.el l~OO ~e aUew 
aeegY&te Sf!aeiftg eetweeft iRteFSeetieR efParr Read aed 8Ytteville Reai:l , R@8f I 5 0¥emass. 
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withia ERe SWIR G>reFlay Qistfiet 

B. Building Height. 

The maximum height of buildings shall not exceed 45 feet, EXCEPT chimneys, 
sQires, domes2 flag goles and other features not used for human habitation {but 
EXCEPT telecommunication facilities), shall not exceed 70 feet. 

c. Setback and Buffer ImQrovement Standards. 

I. Front Yard Setback and Setback Abuttin g a Street: 

a. Di mensions: 

The minimum setback abutti ng a stree t shall be 10 fee t gl us any 
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Soecial Setback. Section 3.1 03.05. 

b. Off street parking. Maneuvering and Storage: 

1} Off street (2arking and storage shall be prohibited within a 
reguired setback EXCEPT for garking and storage adjacent 
to a wall. 

2} The distance between the sidewalk on a public.street and a 
loading dock shall be sized to greclude vehicles using the 
dock from projecting over the sidewalk. 

c. Clear Vision Area: Fences a walls. landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards. Section 3.1 03.10. 

d. Vehicular Access: Pennitted in confonnance Section 3.1 04. 

2. Interior Side and Rear Yard Setbacks. 

a. Develoyment in a SWIR zone shall be subject to the setback and 
buffer reguirements of Table 2.1.23. 

TABLE 2.1.23 Interior Yard and Buffer Standards for SWIR Zone 
Abuttln& Pro~rtv Landor;caninJ: wan Interior Setback 

RS,-RlS1 RM, CO, P/SP There is no buffer yard Solir;! brick or architectural 30ft. 
zone; or landscaQing reguirement for wall with anti-graffiti 

an interior yard abutting !l surface, no less than 6 fee t or 
Existing residential u nit buffer wall. greater than 9 feet in height, 

CG, DDC, NNC, lP, IL, or There is no buffer yard Al ternative A: Alternative A: 
SWIR zone landscaQing reguirement for 

and interior yard abutting a Wall regu.irements shal l be ilL 
buffer wall. determined in conjunction 

wi th the a111~licable Design 
Review process. 

------------------------- ----------------------
Alternative B: Al ternative B: 

No wall rcguired. Zero setback abutting a 
building wall. 

b. The building setback from a Qrivate access easement sha ll be a 
minimum of 5 feet. 

c. Off Street Parking, Maneuverin g and Storage: 
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Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited within a required 
setback EXCEPT for parking and storage adjacent to a wall. 

d. Clear Vision Area: Fences. walls. landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.10. 

e. Vehicular Access: Pennitted in conformance with Woodburn 
Access Management Ordinance and Section 3.104. 

2.114.0~ . Development Standards 

All development in the SWIR zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of the 
WDO. The following standards specifically apply to uses in the SWIR zone. 

A. Off Street Parking. 

Off street parking shall be subject to the standards of Section 2.114.08 and 
Section 3.105. 
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B. Setbacks and Lots, Generally. 

Setbacks and lots shall be subject to Section 3.103. 

C. Architectural Design Guidelines. 

All primary buildings and structures shall be subject to the architectural 
guidelines of Section 3.107.08. 

D. Signs. 

Signs shall be subject to Section 3.110. 

E. Landscaping and Sidewalks. 

1. The street frontage of a subject property shall be improved with either 
property line sidewalks and street trees or curb line sidewalks. The 
improvement shall be determined at the time of subdivision. PUD or 
design review as applicable. Sidewalks and trees shall be installed by the 
property owner to the standards of Section 3.101 and 3.106. 

2. The subject property shall be landscaped to the standards of Section 3.1 06. 

3. Common refuse collection facilities shall be screened on all sides by an 
architectural block wall and solid gate, both with an anti-graffiti surface, a 
minimum of six feet and a maximum of seven feet in hei~ht. 

F. Property Disposition. 

Table 2.1.1 

All uses shall be established and conducted on lots of record, as defined by 
Section 1.102 and developed to the public facility and access standards of 
Sections 3.101, 3.102 and 3.104. 

1. New lots of record shall be subject to the following standards and 
procedures: 

a. Partitions, Section 3.1 08; . 
b. Subdivisions, Section 3.108; or 
c. Planned Unit Development Section 3.109. 

2. Alteration of the property lines of existing lots of record shall be subject to 
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the applicable following standards and procedures: 

a. Property Line AdJustment, Section 5.101.07. 
b. Replatting. Section 3.1 08. 
c. Vacation, applicable Oregon Revised Statutes. 

Develep ment Stalld&rds 

Tl:!e development stanElards iR 8eetion 1.109.{)1 sl:!aU af!f!IV to all developmeRt witkin tke 
SWlR Distriot. . 

2.114.10 

A. 

Master Planning Requirement 

A master development plan shall be approved by the City Council for the entire 
area designated SWIR Overlay Disaieton the Comprehensive Plan Map, prior to 
approval of afl¥ flllplieatioa fer:annexation of any property within the SWIR 
Comprehensive Plan Map designation. The master plan shall be conceptual and 
non-binding in nature, but may be used as a general guide for development within 
theSWIR. 

AnRe:K atiea. 

LacaEl division. 

Gradiag or buildiag permit. 

B. The required master plan shall show: 

L. 

2. 

3. 

Table 2.1.1 

The location and 1ights-of-way for ex.isting and planned mterial. collector 
and local access streets. These streets shall provide access to all exis ti ng 
artd proposed parcels. geaerally as showa oaconsistent with the Woodburn 
T ransportation System Plan map (2003). 

The locati on and size of existing and planned sanitarv sewer , storm water 
and water fac ilities . at adequate leve ls to serve existing nnd proposed 
industrial development. 

Shm"' lhatThe location and area of the RCW Overlay Di strict as it affects 
~x istin g and proposed industri al parcels. Planned streets and public 
facilities that cannot reasonab ly avoid the RCW Overlay District protected 
ri parian conidor shall be indicated. All industrial de velopment sha ll avoid 
the ripari an corridor. 
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2.114.11 

4. PlaRAedConceptualland divisions, consistent with the &itelot sizes 
indicated in Table 1.1.22. 

5. PlaAfledConceptual pedestrian and bicycle connections within the SWIR 
Overlay Distrist zone as shownconsistent with-tm the TSP (2003), and 
pedestrian and bicycle connections Hem-to Parr Road Nodalthe Nodal 
Overlay residential, commercial and park areas. 

Removal of the SWIR District 

RemoJJal o~ tile SWIR DistFist frem e8fsels that are e\:lffeAtly wiiliiB the distriet is not 
a~t8eipate€l EluFiBg the .20 year planniflg period. · 

A. Removal of the SWIR District from any area or parcel shall require the following: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Table 2.1.1 

A revised Economic Opportuntties Analysis and Industrial Site Suitability 
Analysis, consistent with the Goal 9 Rule (OAR Chapter 660, Division 9). 

A new Statewide Planning Goal 2 Exception, that explains why other land 
within or adjacent to the UGB that does not require an exception cannot 
meet the purported need. 

A Comprehensive Plan Amendment, that demonstrates compliance with 
all applicable Statewide Planning Goals, applicable goals and policies of 
the Marion County Framework Plan, and applicable goals and policies of 
the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. 

A zoning map amendment that demonstrates consistency with the 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. 
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(The following Section 2.115 is a new proposed zoning district) 

2.115 Nodal Overlay Districts 

2.115.01 Purpose 

Nodal overlay distticts encourage neighborhood-serving commercial developments 
surrounded by well-designed multi -family, attached single family (row houses) and small 
lot single family development. with active and accessible parks. The intent is to provide 
a community identity and services to higher density. nodal residential development 
within walking distance {generally one-half mile or less) of the center. Nodal 
development will be designed with a pedestrian focus, with interconnected streets and 
pedestrian walkways. alleys serving garages located at the rear of lots. and with limited 
parking. To ensure that land is efficiently used within the UGB, master plans shall be 
required for land within Nodal Overlay districts. 

2.11S,Ol 

A 
1 •• 

2.llS.03 

IJeunEiaries ef Nodal 0\terlay Dlsmels 

The area eaeampassee ey ~he NaEial Overlay Distriets ll:fe sha'\'IB as the 
"\lloodbum Compreheasi•;e Plaa Map aHEl the '.VooElbum honing Map. 

l. The Parr RoaEI NoEial Q,•ef!ay includes three ~facial Overlay Distrists: 

The Nodal Neighborhoad Ce!B:Hlercial (NNC) Zone is loeateEl neaT th~ 
iAtersectios af Parr RoaEI &fld Evergreen Avenue. 

The Mediurn Density Residential Nodal (RMN) Overlay District along 
Evergreen Avenue aaEl surroundiag the NNC. 

The Nodal sSingle Family ResiElential ERSN) Overlay Distric t that 
comprises the remainEler of the Nodal Overlay. 

Permitted, Special aAd Conditional Uses 

Nodal Single Family Residential (RSN) Q,•erlay District. 

Table 2.1.1 

Permitted, special and conditional uses allo'8ed iR the SiRgle Fetmily Resicle11 tial 
(RS ) zone, Section 2.J().JJ).J-0J, are allo·,.,•ed the RS N Overlay District, subject to 
other applicable pro,,ri sions of Seetifm 2.101.06 08, the WDO, and special 
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,. 
" 

develepmeat staadards ef Seet:itnt1.11S.OJ srul 06. Ia partiel·dar. SPN 
de¥elepmeat f3roeosals mHst meet the desigR staRdarEls of SeetieR 3.107.03 (}3. 

Ia edditim'l: 

l . Smal~ lot siHgle family detached ho1:1sing with alley access is permitted 
s1:1bjeet to speeial ElevelopmeRt staadards of Seetitnt 1.115. 03. 

Nodal Medium Deasity ResiEleatial fRMN) O'l•erlay District. 

Permitted, sp·eeial aRd eaREli'iieRal uses a11eweEI iR .tke Metliwm Densiw 
RCflidential (RAtJ ieae, Seeli9f!1,l(J4,(}.1 lM, are allowed the R~4N Overlay, 
Dismet. s1:1bieet te ether apftlieable pFovisioRs of Seelis~t 1.1(}4.(}6 (}S, the WDO, 
aREI speeial EleveleBmeRt staadMds of this Overlav Dismet. IB particular. RMN 
develepmeRt prof)OSill8 lftl:l8t meet tke eesig:n staRdardB ofSeeR6R 3.1(}7.(}5 (}6. 
IR edElitioR: 

Attaeaed siBgle family aevsiag (rO'It' aeme_s) 'mth alley aeeess are permitted 
subieet te seeeial desiga staRdards ofSeetiBrt 1.115.04. 

Detaened siagle family aRd FflQRI:lfaotw'ed awelliags OR iHdividuallots are Sl:lejeet 
te the speeial deyelopmeRt staaElards fer small let siagle family Elwellings 
ill Seetiert1.11S.03. 

Nodal Nei gh'borhoea Commeroial (NNC) ZoRe. 

2.ll5.0J2 

A. 

Table 2.l.l 

The !'ll'tC Zmte may be applied as the eeRter of a Nosal o .. ·erlay Distriet, or as a 
staRd alone neighbortlooa eommereial zoRe. Permitted, special aRd ooRditioRal 
uses allowed in the .¥8681 Neighberheed GmrmCFcitll (!'INC) zofle, SeetitJH 
2.198.0J (}4, are allowed the NNC Overlay District, sl:leject to other applicable 
provisions ofSeetitJII 2.198.05 07 BAG the WDO. IR particular, .NNC 
developmeflt proposals must meet the desiga staAdards of Seetie11 3.107.97, 
applieable to beth the DDC aRd the N}iC ZoAes. 

Nodal Single Family Residential (SFNRSN) Dimensional and Development 
StandardsOverlay District 

Allowed Uses. 

The following uses are allowed in the RSN Overlay Dis tri ct, subject to the 
applicable provisions of Section 2.102 and Section 2.115, and other appli cable 
provisions of the WOO: 
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l. Pennitted1 SQecial ~rmitted. conditional~ SQeci fie conditional ang 
accesson: us~ allowed in the Single Famil~ Residential {RS) zone. 
Sections 2.102.01·05. are allowed subject to the same use Qrovisions of 
Sections 2.102.01·05. 

2. Small lot single family detached dwellings are permitted. 

B . Dimensional and DeveloQment Standargs. The di~ensional and develonment 
standards of Sections 2.102.06-07 shall anQiy. EXCEPT where s~cifically 
su~rseded b~ the Qrovisions of Section 2.115. ~e ~ase R:S ceRe elimensieAal 
sfand8ftle sh-all &l!i!IY ·lt! &II de¥elemmeRt wi~ttift lR&&SN GJJeFiay Qis~fiet In case 
of conflict. the standards ohltis seeaa~ction2.115 su:Rersede the &S ceRe 

· dimeHsieHal standards in Section 2.1 02M. 

. ·Parcel &He Larid Division and Density Standards 

l. bBHd El:ilJisieHsAn a~.mlicatiQn for !! subdivision sball not be a~mroved 
before ffi!ti' eRIY, ee Feg~es~eEI felle•.•;iRg aLu2roval of a master Qlan as 
required in Section 2.115.0U. 

2. · A minimum density of g.;:n.9 dwelling units Rer net buildable acre (after 
excluding gublic rights-of-way:s gublic tracts. common ogen S:QaCe1 and 
land grotected b~ the RCW overla:x: district} shall be regu-ired for 
residential develogment through the lead Eli¥isieasubdivision or PUD 
process . 

3. . Standard single family residential lots in the RSN Overlay District shall 
comply with the standards of Table 2.1.1 in the RS zone. 

4. Non-residential lots shall comQIY with the standards of Table 2.1.2 in the 
RS zone. . ' 

5. Small lot single familysingle family: residential lo ts in an RSN O verlay 
District shall com:Ql~ with the standards of Table 2.1.2J4. Flag lots are 
not permitted. 

TABLE 2.1.2~ Small Lot Residential Standards in RSN Overlav 

L! ' e Type:: and Location 

T able 2.1.1 
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.. 
,\. Smalll.t2! Sin11,l~ F:unil! Dwelling1 

~ite Uuilt; & &siclential Sales Offi<:e 

Interior Lot 

l. For an interior lot. 4000 sq. ft. 45ft. 80ft. 40ft. 

Corner Lot 

;u. For a corner lot. 5000 SQ. ft . 60ft. 80 ft. son. 

4~. For a cui de sac lot. .WOO sq. t,. 45ft. 80 fl. 30ft. 

C. lhtildiag Height The maximam height of buildiags aad struemres wifuia th:e 
RSN Overlay Distriet shall not exeeeEl35 feet. BXGBPT ei\imaeys. spit=es, Eiemes, 
flag poles ftftti ether feawres <BXCBPT teleeemmafiieatioR faeilities sabjeet to 
Seeti81t 1,J()I.IJ3 aot aseEl for lmmaa i\abitatioR, '•'IRioll shall Rot exeeeEi 70 feet. 

OC. Setbaek aad Beffer Improvemeat Development Standards for Small Lot Single 
Family Residential Developments. The following development standards shall 
apply only to small lot single family d\'~·elliags with alley accessresidential 
developments. Setbaok aaEl IJ\:lffer Impro,•emeat Standards for other 
developments and uses are fm:1aEl iashall comply with the RS zone. 

Table 2.1.1 

1. Front Yard Setback and Setback Abutting a Street: The minimum setback 
abutting a street, or front property line for small lot single family 
dwellings shall be 10 feet plus any Special Setback. Section 3.103.05. 

2. 

a. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

1) Ia addition to meetiHg tHe reqllirements of Seeti9H 
2.UJ2.06.C, V-vehicular access directly to a public street is 
prohibited and al.ley access to garages facing the alley is 
required. Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited 
within a required front yard setback or any yard abutting a· 
street EXCEPT for parking and maneuvering y,zithin a 
dri~·eway leading to a garage. 

2) Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls. landscaping and signs 
shall be subject to clear vision area standards, Section 
3./03.10. 

Interi or Side YJrd and Interio r Rear Yard Setbacks for Small Let Single 
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Table 2.1.1 

Familv. 

a. Dimensions: 

l) Side Yard Setback. The minimum side yard setback shall 
be S feet. 

2) Rear Yard Setback. The average rear yard setback (as 
defined in Section 1.102) for all lots shall be 20 feet. 

Alley reqliirement Alleys shall ee deE:iieated and paves to a width 
of20 feet. ~fa tJarkifl:g shall be allowed withia anv alley right of 

~ 

b. Off Street Parkin g. ~aneuvering and Storage: 

c. 

1) Off street parking. maneuvering and storage shall not be 
permitted in ~a side or froHt yard setback. 

2) The entrance to a garage (or carport in the case of a 
manufactured home) shall be set back a minimum of 20 
feet from die elosest f!9:vea edge of thean alley or rear 
property line. 

Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards of Section 3.103.10. 

3. Alley requirement. Alleys shall be required for all small lot single family 
residential subdivisions. Alleys shall be dedicated and paved to a 
minimum width of 20 feet. No parking shall be allowed within an alley 
right-of-way. 

-84. Architectural Desi~n Standards. In addition to meeting the architectural 
design standards of Section 3.107.03, smal l lot single fami ly 
homesdwellings shall meet the following design standards. In cases of 
conflict with other sections of the WDO. these standards prevail. 

a. Two-car garages shall be required, f:.tcing directlv on to an allev. 
Vehicular access to the garage from the street shall be prohibited. 

b. At l e:.~st 25% of the ground level fa<;ude facing the street shall be 
\.v·indows. 
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c. Covered front porches of at least mo square feet shall be 
required with no dimension of less than 6 feet.':' 

d. The maximum pennitted front porch setback shall be IS feet. 

e. Direct pedestrian access from the street to the front porch shall be 
provided. 

5. A front yard landscaping and maintenance plan shall be required for all 
small lot sing_le family lefssubdivisions prior to preliminmy plat approval. 

Other R8 Development Sta&darEI&. See#sJt1.1tn.91ero¥isieas Felat:eEl to aoohiteerural 
desigrt stanElards. sig:rts. aeeessory uses EmEl struatw:es. laaElsaapiftg ~mEl sidewalks. 
laR:tlseapiag. siElewallEs, lot eevemge. and pFepeftv Elispesitioa 8fe eoakelletl by the 
uaElerlviflg RS tBNe, RXCWI' where speeiaeally sepe~etleEl by the smvisiofls of the 
RSN Overlay Distriet. 

2.115.0403 Nodal Medium Density Residential (M&RMN) Dimensional aad 
De:veloameat StaadaFdsOverlay Distrid 

A . Allowed Uses. 

~· The following uses are allowed in the RMN Overlay District, subject to the 
applicable provisions of Section 2.104 and Section 2.115, and other applicable 
provisions of the WDO: 

1. Permitted, special permitted, conditional, specific conditional and 
accessory uses allowed in the Medium Density Residential (RM) zone, 
Sections 2.104.01-05. are allowed subject to the same use provisions of 
Sections 2.104."01-05. 

2. Attached single family dwellings (row .houses) are permitted. 

3 . Detached si ngle family and manufactured dwellings on individual lots are 
pennitted subject to the development standards for small lot single family 
dwellings in Section 2.115.02. 

AB. Dimensional and Development Standards. The dimensional and development 
standards of Sections 2.104.06-07 shall apply, EXCEPT where specifically 
superseded by the provisions of Section 2.115. In case of conflict, the standards 
of Section 2.115 supersede the standards in Section 2.104. The base :t\·1R l Ofle 
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aim~tl§l9Aal staAEiaras shall a~~~y ta all ae~·ele~meA~ wi~RiR ~Ae M&.~~ Q'f•erla:t 
9is~fiet IA ease st: esHf.liet1 ~he staAEhtras st: this seetien SHf!erseee ·~he MR ~eRe 
dimeAsieRal aAd de¥elof)meAt staAdaras ia Seetien J./00.06 07. 

Parcel aRd Lund Division and Density Standards 

l. baRd di~isiens An aQYlication for a subdivision shall not be aggroved 
before may eal]' ee Fe~tJestea fellewiA!l: aggroval of a master glan as 
required in Sectio11 2.115.0U. 

2. A minimum densit::t of -1+:919 multi-familyl or lO dUQlex. or rowhouse 
dwelling units ~r net buildable acre (after excluding gublic rights-of-wa::t1 

uublic tractsl common o~n SJ!acel and )and l!TOtected b:t the RCW overla~ 
district} shaiJ be ~uired for residential develo~ment through the laAtl 
Ei"'r.isisasubdivision or PUD process. 

3. Single family and manufactured dwelling residential lots in the MRRMN 
Overlay District shall comQl~ with the grovisions for small lot single 
family dwellings in Section 2.115.~2. 

4. Non-residential lots shall comQl:y with the standards of Table 2.1.6 in the 
RM zone. 

5. Multi-family and attached single famil:y (row houses) residential lots in an 
MRRMN Overlay Disttict shall comQly with the standards of Table 

(

·· : ·,:?>_, 
.. 

·:·~ 

2.1.2J5. Flag lots are not ~rmitted. 

TABLE 2.1.2J5 Residential Lot Standards in MRRMN Overlay 

Use Type and Location Minimum Lot Minimum Average Minimum 
Area/ Lot Width Lor Dc:nth Street Frontal!e 
Ma.-simum 
Dcnsl.!Y 
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A. Row ~Houses with Allev ;\cc~ 

I. For an interior lm. 3.000 SQ. ft. 28 ft. 80 fl . 28ft .• 

2. For a corner lot or cui de s<tC lot. 3600 sq. t'r. ~on. 80ft. 40ft. 

B. Dul.llcx dwelling~ on an indi'~·idual lot 8.000 ~·ft. ~ IJO ft. so t'r. 

C. Multifamil:t: DwellinG§ ::!00 ft. 100 t't. 200ft. 

I. Minimum DevcloQmeJ!t Area :! Acres 

::!. Maltjtnum residential Jens·it~ 
2~ units /net ncre 

an. ,\ssistl~ ljvi!!l racillti ( 62~31 ~ or 
nursln~: Ci![t fgciiUI: (62311 

I. Minimum Development Area 2 acres :!00 ft. 200ft. 2001\. 

2. Ma.'timum residential densirv 
32 units I net acre 

B. Building Height. 

The maximum height of buildings and structures within the RSNMN Overlay 
District shall not exceed 45 feet, EXCEPT chimneys, spires, domes. flag poles 
and other features (EXCEPT telecommunication facilities subject to Section 
2.204.03) not used for human habitation. which shall not exceed 70 feet. 

C. Setback and Buffer Improvement Standards for Multi-Family and Duplex 
Residential Development Standards. 

l . Front Elfld street , rear and The setback abutting a street and the front&itle 
yard setbacks for mu.lti-fam11y and duplex residential uses abutting other 
zones sha11 be a minimum of 10 feet and a maximum of l5 feet, EXCEPT 
where:. R from lO 15 feet, ear and side yUFd setbacks shall be a minimum 
of 10 feet, EXCEPT where: 

a. Abutting a commerc ial or industrial zone, or an arterial or collector 
street, in which case the minimum street or front yard setback shall 
be .ffflm.-2~ feet.t-ef 

2. Rear and side yard setbacks shall be a minimum of lO feet, EXCEPT 
where: 

Section 2.102.06.C 

a. Side and rear •rards aAAbu tting an SR-RS base or R lS zone,ffi 
•Nh ich case the minimum setback, in which case, the mini mum 
setback shG!I be 10 feet for the first tloor, nnd 5 addi ti ona! fc~ t t'or 
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3. 

each additional story. 

EXCEPT for duplex lots, parking lots shall: 

a. Be located behind or to the side of buildings. 

b. Not occupy more than 50% of any street frontage. 

c. Not be located within 20 feet of a public street or within 20 feet of 
an RSN Qyerlay Distrietan RS, RlS or RM zoned property, unless 
a minimum 6-foot high architectural wall is provided between the 
parking lot and the adjacent RS. RlS or RM zoned property, in 
which case, the parking lot shall not be located within 5 feet of the 
adjacent property. 

D. 'The fellowiAg stmular€15 ooelv oRlv to &Attached sSingle fFamily &Dwellings 
(Row Houses) witli alley aecessDevelopment Standards. 

1. Front Yard Setback and Setback Abutting a Street: 

~r"'·. 

\ ~· < 

The minimum setback abutting a street, or front property line for attached 
single family development shall be LO feet plus any Special Setback, 
Section 3.103.05, EXCEPT WfleFe froAting an arterial street, setbaek 
abattiag aft arterial streetthe minimum setback abutting an arterial street (,~:·.: 
shall be 20 feet. · -

2. The minimHm rear yare! setback sl'l:all be 20 feet 

Section 2.102.06.C 

a. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

1) In addition to meeting tl'l:e reqHiremei'Its of Seetien 
2.104.06.C, vVehicular access directly to a public s treet is 
prohibited and alley access to garages facing the al ley is 
required. Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited 
within a required front yard setback or any yard abutting a 
street EXCEPT for parking and manem'enng 'Nithin a 
driveway leading to a garage. 

b. Alley requirement. Alle'!'S shall be dedicated and paved to a widtl'l: 
of 20 feet. No parking shall be allo·wed within an't alley right of 
~ 
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G2h Clear Vision Area: Buildings, fences, walls, landscaping 
and signs shall be subject to clear vision area standards, 
Section 3.103.10. 

2. Interior Side Yard and fntcrior Rear Yard Setbac ks for Attached SiAgle 
Family. 

a. Dimensions: 

l) Side Yard Setback. The minimum side yard setback shall 
be 0 feet, EXCEPT for comer Jots. in which case, the 
minimum street side yard setback shall be 15 feet. 

2) Rear Yard Setback. The average rear yard setback (as 
defined in Section 1.102) for all lots shall be 20 feet. 

b. Off Street Parking. Maneuvering and Storage: 

l) Off street parking, maneuvering and storage shall not be 
permitted in !Rea side or froAt yard setback. 

2) The entrance to a garage (or carport in the case of a 
manufactured home) shall be set back a minimum of 20 
feet from the closest paved edge of thean alley or rear 
property line. 

&.c_. __ Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards of Section 3.103.10. 

3. Alley requirement. Alleys shall be required for all attached single family 
dwelling developments. Alleys shall be dedicated and paved to a 
minimum width of 20 feet. No parkjng shall be allowed within an alley 
right-of-way. 

e4. Arc hitectural Desie:n Standards. 1n additi on to meetin g the arch itectural 
design standards of Section 3.107.03, attached single family 
homesdwellings shall meet the followim~ design standards. In cases o f 
conflict w ith other sections of the WOO. Lhese standards prevail. 

a. Two-car e:a.rages shall be required . faci ng directly on roan ullcy. 
Veh icular access to the garage from the street :>hall be prohibited. 
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b. At least 25% of the ground level fa~ade facing the street shall he 
windows. 

c. Covered front porches of at least P-G60 square feet shall be 
required with no dimension of less than 6 feet. 

d. The maximum permitted front porch setback shall be L5 feet. 

e. Direct pedestrian access from the street to the front porch shall he 
provided. 

5. A front yard landscaping and maintenance plan shall be required for all 
attached single family -letssubdivisi~ns prior to preliminary plat approval. 

Other MR DeveletJmeHt StEtftdarde 

2.115.04 

A. 

Se~tiert1.194.07 provisiofls related to ·arohiteetural desitm st1mdards, si!ffis. 
ooeessorv uses Etftd struetur-es, laadseapiRg aBd sidewalks. laHdsetming, sidewalks, 
lot oo¥emge and proeertv disf)ositioA are eoBtrolled ev tl:le l:lHElerlviag AIR &Bne. 
BXGEPT w'here speoifieaUy Sl:lpereeded 'by the pFO''l'i&iOflS of the RMN o ... ·erla¥ 
Diskiet. 

Master Planning Requirement 

A master development plan shall be appro·ved by the City Council for the entire 
area designated as Nodal Overlay Distrioton the Comprehensive Plan Map, prior 
to city or county approval annexation of any property within the Nodal Overlay 
Comprehensive Plan Map designation. application for:The master plan shal1 be 
conceptual and non-binding in nature, but may be used as a general guide for 
development within the Nodal Overlay Districts. · 

Aimexation. 

Land division. 

GraEling or building permit. 

B. The required master plan $hall s how: 

I . The locati on and rights-of-way for ex isting and planned < li1 C tl<.~l. collector 
:md local :.tccess streets. These streets sh<ll l provi de :tcccss to ~1 1 e:-.isting 
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2.115.05 

and proposed parcels, geAerally as shO'Nfl oRconsistent with the Woodburn 
Transportation System Plan map (2003). 

2. The location and size of existing and planned sanitaty sewer, storm water 
and water facilities, at adequate levels to serve existing and proposed 
industrial development. 

J. The location and area of the RCW Overlay District as it affects existing 
and proposed nodal development parcels. Planned streets and public 
facilities that cannot reasonably avoid the RCW Overlay District ()rotected 
Al)&RBR eomdor shall be indicated. All nodal development shall &'IOid tl\e 
ripariaR eorridor. 

4. An illustrativeA conceptual (Rea. biading) development plan for the Nodal 
Neighborhood Commercial .center. neighboring multi-family areas. and 
potential parks. including aftE!.planned pedestrian and bicycle connections 
within the Nodal Overlay District as shown on the TSP (2003). and 
pedestrian and bicycle connections to Southwest Industrial Reserve areas. 

5. A poteatialconceptual plan for local streets and alleys. and lotting patterns. 
showing how small lot and attached single family development could · 
occur consistent with applicable nodal dcsi gn standards. 

Removal of a Nodal Overlay District 

Removal of a Nodal 0Yerlay Diskiet from parcels that are currently within the district is 
not anticipated duriHg the 20 year planRing period. 

A. Removal of awta Nodal Overlay District from any area or parcel shall reg ui re the 
following: 

l. A revised transportation, housing and commercial land needs analysis, 
consistent with the Goal 9, 10 and 12 Rules (OAR Chapter 660, Divisions 
8. 9 and 12). 

1. A Comprehensive Pl an Amendment, that demonstrates compliance with 
all appli cable Statewide Planning Goals, applicable goals and policies of 
the Ma1ion County Framework Plan , and applicable 2:oals and po licies of 
the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. 

3. A zonin g map amendment that demonstrates consistency wi th the 
Woodbum Comprehensive Plan . 
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(The following Section 2.116 is a new proposed zoning district) 

2.116 Interchange Management Area (IMA) Overlai 
District 

2.116.01 Purpose 

The purpose of this overlay district is to preserve the long-term capacity of 
Woodburn,s 1-5 Interchange with Highway.214, in coordination with the Oregon 
Department of Transportation (ODOT). 

Preserving the capacity of this interchange is .an essential element of the City's economic 
development strategy, because continued access to I-5 is necessary to attract and maintain 
basic employment within the Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). This ekapter 
Section 2.116 complements the provisions of the Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR) 
0"1'erlay District by ensuring that industrial land is retained for targeted basic employment 
called for in the Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis (BOA) and the Economic 
Development Strategy (EDS). This ekapteFSection 2.116 also ensures that needed 
industrial, ·commercial and residential land within the IMA Overlay District is protected 
.from commercial encroachment. 

These goals are met by establishing trip generation budgets as called for in 
Transportation Policy .g...H-7.1 of the Woodburn ~omprehensive Plan. The parcel budgets 
are intended to be high enough to accommodate peak hour trips anticipated by the 2005 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan (WCP) and Transportation Systems Plan (TSP), but low· 
enough to restrict unplanned vehicle trips that could adversely affect the interchange . 

2.116.02 Boundary of the IMA Overlay District 

The boundary of the IMA Overlay District is shown on the Woodburn Comprehensive 
Plan M ap and Zoning Map. 

2.116.03 Applicability 

The provisions of Section 2.116 shall apply to a ll Type II - V land use appl ications that 
propose to allow development that will generate more than 20 peak hour vehicle trips 
(based on the latest Institute of Transportation Engineers Tri p Generation Manual) on 
parcels identified in Table 2.116.1 . The provisions of Section 2.116.07 shall apply to al l 
properties within the boundary of the IMA. 

1.116.()1.-Q!. Vehicle Trip Budgets 
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This seotieASection 2.116 establishes a total peak hour trip generation budget for planned 
employme.nt (com~ercial and industrial) land uses within the Interchange Management 
Area - defined as the IMA Trip Budget. and a trip budget for each vacant commercial or 
industrial parcel - defined as the parcel budget. · 

A. The IMA District Trip Budget 

The IMA Trip Budget for vacant commercial and industrial ~:~ses withiA the IMA 
Overlay 
Distriot is parcels identified in Table 2.116.1 is 2,500 peak hour vehicle trips 
throagk the Year 2020. (An estimated 1,500 additional peak hour residential trips 
are planned within the lldA District~):. The IMA Trip Budget will be ailocated to 
vaeant eomm.et=eial atld indastrial parcels identified in Table 2.116.1 on a fust 
developed - frrst served basis. 

a. ~2005 (Initial) Vehicle Trip Budget by Parcel 

The parcel budget for each vacant commercial or industrial parcel within the IMA 
Overlay District is shown on Table 2.116.1. Parcel budgets are based on 11 peak 
hour trips per developed industrial acre, and 33 peak hour trips per developed 
commercial acre. 

1. The parcel budget for each parcel will be reduced in proportion to actual 
peak hour vehicle trips generated by new development on any portion of 
the parcel. 

2. The City may allow development that ex.ceeds the parcel budget for any 
parcel in accordance with Section 2.116.0608.B. 

'T'~h.·~ ., 1111':. 1 ,,_,.~,.:"''"" T .. : ..... n • . ..1 ...... ~ 1. n. . 1 I'll. . 1 TJ . 
~-~· ... -·~- ·~ -·· ·r ·o• 'J 

Vaeaat l\llaf) aoEI Applieable Compreheosi'le Plan 
Tax Lot Numbep Designation 

G32W ll GG !GG SWJR. 
G~~Wll GG3QG . swm 
GS~Wl3 GllQO 8Wm 
G~;;!~l.ll4 G i ~QO EPFejee~ Partial Qe¥elef)ffieflt 
G§;;!l:.\ll4 G l eQO 1\.K: .c ~"" . I .\ 

Q§~W 14 G0200 &WIR-
G~~W 14 GGeQO &WIR-
~ SWlR 
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JJaeaa~ ~4ap anEI Applieable CemfJFeheasive Plaa :Vaean' 
Tax Let Nam&JeP Desig&atlea BuiiElaMe 

Ael'e6 
Q~2WI4 00800 8WIR: ~ 
QS2Wl4 QQ900 8WIR: ~ 

Q~~\\ll4 QlOOO gwm ~ 

Q~;!Wl4 QUOO Sl.lfiR: ~ 

Q~~~H4 Ql;lOO s:wm 4 
Q~~:W 14 QHOO S~VIR 

tPFejeet P&ftial Qe .. ~elepment! ~ 
I\. A: . 

.n.£"llV\ c . .... ''"'"""~ .. ..,. ""'"'"' ., 
QS;lW:I~~~ 04~0& <;;:emmeooial ~ 

G~awi~AG 0~100 Gammeooial M 
QS~WI~G~OO Gemmeooi ~tl M 
QS~l~GOOe~ Gemlftefeilti eM 
QSa.wl~G 00eQ4 Gemme.:eial * QS~l~GQl~ (;emmef6ial M 
QS~l11QA Ql900 Gemmefeilti * QS~l~QA Q~~OO Gammefeial + 
QS~W lmA. 93600 (;effifRefeial + 
QS~l;;!QA Q~;tOO Gemmefei al ~ 

QS~Wl4 00100 Gammemial ~ 
-n. C'"\"XTTD n: el. I rl, .+. • 'I : .. ;, I F. ·, ~. . 

~··· ~ ~- -·~-·- -~-· -~ ··- ·- •• . t:>' •• ~ ... ·~o ..... · 
of 200 300 people. 

Table 2.116.1. Vehicle Trio Budt!et bv Parcel (Parcel Budeet) 
Assessor MaJ! and Aimlicable Com~rehensive Plan Vacant 
Tax Lot Number Designation Buildable 

Acres 
052W ll 00300 SWIR 88 
052W 13 01100 

SWIR 052Wl4 01 500 96 
052W14 01600 
052W14 00200 

SWlR 22 
052W 14 00600 
052W 14 00800 
052W 14 00900 SWTR 

109 
052W 14 01000 
052W140HOO 
052W 14 01200 SWIR 4 
052W23 00100 SWIR 46 
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Assessor Man and A1mlicable Com~rehensive Plan Vacant ' .. Maximum Peal§ 
Tax Lot Number Designation Buildable Hour VehiCle 

Acres TrtD_s 
052Wl2AC 04301 Commercial 2 66 
052Wl2C 00604 Commercial ! 3~ 
OS2Wl2C 00605 Commercial 3 99 
OS2Wl2C 02100 Commercial 7 231 
052Wl2C 02200 Commercial 6 198 
OS2W 12C 02300 Commercial 7 231 
OS2W 12C 02400 Commercial 2 66 
052W13 01600 Commercial 5 165 
052Wl4 02000 Commercial 8 264 
052Wl4 02100 Commercial 5 165 
052Wl4 02300 Commercial 6 198 
052Wl3BD 00900 
( we~terl~ portion) 
052Wl3BD 01500 Nodal Commercial 

2. 297 052Wl3BD 01600 
052Wl3BD 01700 
052W13BD 01800 

2.116.~5 Administration 
;· · ·::· 

This ehapterSection 2.116 delineates responsibilities of the City and ODOT to monitor l* 
and evaluate vehicle trip generation impacts on the I-5 interchange from development 
approved under this caaptefSection. . 

A 
l .. .. "Boundaries of the IMA 0¥erlay District 

The lMi\ Overlay District is sl=lown iA Figure 9 l . This area includes 
approKimately 962 net vacant buildable acres that will be served by the I 5 
Interchange •t'ia the Parr Road, Butteville Road, Crosby Road and Higl=lway 211. 
The IM.<\ Overlay District includes the .Southwest Industrial Reserve (.S'NIR), the 
Purr Road Nodal Development Aiee., and other vacant commercial areas 
immediately sep,•ed by the I 5 interchange . 

B. Applicabilit;· of this Chapter 

The regulato ry provisions of this chapter apply to the cumulative and parcel 
specific impacts geflerated from non residential de,·elopment on specific tax lots 
ideAtified il1 Tahk 2.116.1 above. As further described in Section 2.116.06, this 
chapter considers the cumulative traffic impacts of all non resideAtial T ype II V 
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) 

hmel use BfJplieatiefis for develepHlent ef vaeent Janel tl:ire~gk tke Year 2020 The 
City s8all deteffRiRe w!=letl=ler a lima Yse application is &Ybject to regulation Ynder 
tl=lis el:laflter dHriflg the land ~se app!iealion eompleteness el1eck, based on the 
results of the required Transf!ortation Impeet Analysis (TIA). 

Traffic Impact An~lysis (TIA} (Traffic Impact ARalysis) Methods 

A TIA is required for alllarid use applications subject to the provisions of Section 
2.116. The standards for preparing a TIA are found in Exhibit Q, Transportation 
Impact Analysis Requirements. GeAerally, (fhe TIA must meet .Jeeal.-City and 
ODOT administrative rule (OAR Chapter 734, Division 51) requirements and 
shall inClude an evaluation and recommendation of feasible transportation 
demand management (TOM) measures that will minimize oeak hour vehicle trii!s 
generated by the proposed development. 

QB. ODOT Coordination in Land Use Reviews 

For a land use application subject to the provisions of Section 2.116tllis chapter: 

l. The City shall not deem the land use application complete unless it 
includes a TIA prepared in accordance with Exhibit Q, TIA Requirements. 

2. The City shall provide written notification to ODOT when the application 
is deemed complete. This notice shall include an invitation to ODOT to 
participate in the City's facilities review meeting. (WDO 1.101 .07) 

3. ODOT shall have at least ~20 days to provide written comments to the 
City, measured from the date the completion notice was mailed. If ODOT 
does not provide written comments during this W20-day period, the City~ 
staff reportdecision may be issued without consideration of ODOT 
comments. 

OC. City Monitoring Responsibilities 

The details of City and ODOT monitoring and coordination responsibilities are 
found in the appro•,·ed Woodburn - ODOT Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA). 

1. The City shall be responsible for maintaining a current ledger 
documenting the cumulative peak hour trip generation impact from al-l 
residential, commercial, industriaJ and public land use 
appl icationsdevelopment approved under Section 2.116this chapter, 
compared with the adopted IMA Trip Budget. 
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2. The City may adjust the ledger based on actual development and 
employment data. subject to review and concurrence by ODOT. 

3. The City will provide written notification to ODOT when land use 
applications approved under Section 2.116this ehapter, combined with 
approved building permits, result in traffic generation estimates that 
exceed 33% and 67% of the adopted trip geHeratiofl bt:HigetiMA Trip 
Budget. 

ID. Vesting and Expiration of Vehicle Trip Allocations 

This section recognizes that vehicle trip allocations may become scarce towards 
the end of the planning period, as the I-5lnterchange nears capacity. The 
following rules apply to allocations of vehicle trips against the adopted trip 
baEigetiMA Trip Budget; 

1. For comrneroial af\d iAdustriallafla use applieatioAs, ¥Vehicle trip 
allocations are vested at the time of design review approval. 

2. 

3. 

Vehicle trips shall not be allocated based solely on approval of a 
comprehensive plan amendment or zone change, unless consolidated with 
a subdivision or design review application. · 

Vesting of vehicle trip allocations shall expire at the same time as the 
development decision expires, in accordance with WDO Section 4.102.03-
04. 

2.116.04-()6 PeFmitted, SfJeeial aad CeBaitienalAllowed Uses 

A. Generally, pennitted and ceflditional uUses allowed in the underlying zoning 
district are allowed subject to other applicable provisions of the WDO and fhls 
ehapterSection 2.116. 

B. If a proposed employment (commercial or industrial) development will generate 
peak hour vehicle trips greater than projected in Table 2.116.1 for the subjeet 
parcel, the application shall be re,'iewed under Type ill Conditional Use 
procedure. 

C. If the proposed use is pennitted ou tright in the underlying zoning district, the 
review criteria shall be limited to those found in Section 2.U6.06 lnterchange 
Capacity PreseP.'ation S tandards. 
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2.116.~7 Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map Amendments 

This seetianSection 2.116.07 applies to all Comprehensive Plan Map amendments within 
the IMA Overlay District. This section does not apply to Zoning Map amendments that 
rl?sult in confonnance with the applicable Comprehensive Plan Map designation, such as 
Zoning Map ~endments that occur when land is annexed to the City. 

A. Transportation Planning Rule Requirements. 

B. 

Applications for Comprehensive Plan Map amendments, and for Zoning Map 
amendments shall determine whether the proposed change will significantly affect 
a collector or arterial transportation facility, and must meet the requirements of 
Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-012-0060 and WDO Section 5.104.02· 
04. ' ' 

Limitations on Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 

To ensure that the remaining capacity of the I-5 Interchange is reserved for 
targeted employment opportunities identified in Chapter 4 of the Economic 
Opportunities Analysis (EO A) and needed housing, this section imposes the 
following prohibitions on Comprehensive Plan Map amendments within the IMA 
Overlay District: 

l. Comprehensive Plan Map amendments that will increase the net 
Commercial land area within the IMA Overlay District shall be prohibited. 

2. Comprehensive Plan Map amendments that allow land uses that will 
generate traffic in excess of the IMA Trip Budget shall be prohibited. 

2.116.~8 Interchange Capacity Preservation (ICP) Standards 

Land use applications subject to the provisions of Section 2.116 shall comply with the 
following: 

A. Cumulative Impact Standard. Peak hour vehicle trips generated by the proposed 
development shall not, in combination with other approved developments subject 
to Section 2.116, exceed the IMA Trip Budget of 2,500. 

B. Parcel-Specific Impact Standard. Peak hour vehicle trips generated by the 
proposed development shall not exceed the maximum peak hour vehicle tri ps 
specifJed in Table 2. 116.1 for the sub ject parcel, EXCEPT: 

Section 2.202.03 
Woodburn Developmen t Ordinance {WOO } 

VoJume 
Page 

Page 2.2.70 
July I , 2002 

5 

1167 



l. Development of uses listed in Table 2.1.21 (Section 2.114.03, SWlR Zone 
Permitted Uses) mav be allowed to exceed the ma)l.imum, if the 
development will contribute substantially to the economic objectives 
found in Chapter 2 of the Woodburn Economic Development Strategy 
(EDS). 

2. Residential development on a parcel zoned Commercial shall be allowed 
to exceed the maximum. 

C. Transportation demand management (TOM) measures shall be required to 
minimize peak hour vehicle trips and shall be subject to annual review by the 
City. . 

'This seetioR establishes twa stmulards that must be met wneHe'le£ the requires TL\ 
iREI:ieates teat the peak hotu trip geHeratiea tA:FesholEl will be e:Keeeeee for aa iadi'.•iElual 
tax lot. 

::J8t8fldat=d A applies to the eemHlative traffie geaeratioR impaet for the 
Distriet as a whole. , 

OStaadare B applies to ifldh'idual tax. lots, &Hd may allow approval of a 
develoJlmeflt that ex.eeeds the trill geHeratioR budget for that tax lot for 
targeted emJlloyFHent, threHgh the coR<iitioaal sse ~recess. 

I 

MaRdatory C\:lmulative Impact Staf\dard. 

All eommereial aHd industrial hmd use aflplications subject to the provisioRs of 
t11is 8eeti8R J.116.03.B shall be subjeet te design review and shall meet the 
following District wide ICP standard: 

l. Peak hour vehicle traffic generated from the Jlroposed developFHent shall 
not, in combiflatioR v;ith other apJlroved developmeRts, exceed the IMA 
District Trip Budget of 2,500. 

2. ' Prior to approval of any ROR resideRtial land use applieatioR, the City shall 
make an affirmati'r'e determination that traffic generated from the 
proposed de•o~elopment will be within the adopted total trip geReration 
budget within the IMA Overlay District. 

3. The applicant may propose, and the C ity may require transportation 
demand management (TDM) measures through the design re\'iew--afHI 
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B. 

conditional ~:~se processes. Where proposed ·or req~:~ired, such measures 
shall be a coRdition of prejeet atJproval aRd shall be subject to aRnual 
review by the City. 

Mandatory Site S~ecific Standard 

This staAdard considers the site speeifio development impacts OR the loAg tenn 
capacity of tfie I 5 interofiange. 

1. ExemptioAs: 

a. ResifleRtial delf'elopmeRt shall be eJ£empted from tJ:te provisions of 
tfiis Chapter, to provide for "needed housing" eoflsisteflt with OR8 
197.303 requirements, and aeeause the tJ:affie impacts of 
residefltial flevelotJmeat are highly pFedietaale. 

9. Pfoposea cemm.ereial, iRdustriaJ, office, service related atui publie 
(i.e., 808 resideatial) de•1elopment tAat falls eelow tfie parcel 
b~:~dget she•NH OR Tshle 2.11~.1. sfiall not be subjeot to further 
review Hader this sl:lbseelio8, bl:lt shan meet tnmsportatioa demBFtd 
managemeRt eoaditions apfllied through the design re'liew preeess. 

2. Cendftiona:l Use Required. 

Proposed BOB residential de·velopment that meets the threshold for re't'iew 
found ifl SectioR 2.1 Hi.03.'B and ex.ceeds the parcel eudget for any tax lo t 
shown on Thhle 2.11~.1 sfiall be reviewed tl:!ro~:~gh the Type m 
con.ditioflal use process. The fo llowing site specific re,t'iew criteria shall 

awif. 

a. Development on Industrial or Commerci al Land that pro .. ·ides 
employment opportunities listed on Table 2.116.2 below may be 
permitted, if the City makes. affirmati't'e findings that the 
development will contrib~:~te substanti ally to the econom ic 
objec ti~· es fo und in C hapter 2 o f the 'Noodburn EGA, and 
transportati on demand managemen t conditions are applied through 
the design rev1ev.' process. 

b . No nresidential and nontargeted development on land designated 
Commercial on the Woodburn Comprehensi•,re Plan shall be denied 
un less transportation demand management conditions are applied 
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through the desigR review process to ·ensure tl=lat the site specific --
staHdard is Rot eKseeded. C . 
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2.202 

2.202.01 

2.202.02 

A. 

Accessory Uses and Structures: Non-Residential 
Zones and Uses 

Applicability 

The following standards are applicable to structures accessory to non-residential 
uses in the CO, DDC, NNC, CG, IP, IL, SWIR and P/SP zones. 

I 

Structures EXCLUDING Fences and Freestanding Walls 

Location and Height in All Yards. 

The setback and maximum height for an accessory structure, except for fences 
and freestanding walls, shall be the same as for a primary use. 

B. Lot Coverage. 

2.202.03 

A. 

Accessory structures shall be included ':Vith the primary structures in computing 
lot coverage. 

Fences and Freestanding Walls 

Safety Review Prior to Fence Installation. 

Plans for installation of all fences and freestanding walls shall be reviewed as a 
Type I application prior to installation to assure compliance with safety standards 
of the state building code and the WDO. 

B. Location and Height in Yards Adjacent to a Street. 

1. The location and height shall comply with the clear vision area standards, 
Section 3.103.10. 

2. The location and height shall not exceed a height of 42 inches above the 
curb elevation, when located on the front lot line abutting the street. For 
s treets without curbs the maximum height shall be measured relative to the 
elevation of the center line of the improved street. 

3. The location and hei ght shall not exceed a height of 48 inches above the 
cu rb elevation, when located on the side lot line abutting the street. For 
streets without curbs the maximum height shall be measured relati ve to the 
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4. 

elevation of the center line of th~ improved street. 

The height relative to the ground elevation under the fence, may increase 
one foot in height for each 6 feet of setback from the lot line, not to exceed 
a maximum height of seven feet. 

C. Height in Yarcls Not Adjacent to a Street. 

The maximum height in yards not adjacent to a street shall be seven feet. 

D. Construction Materials Prohibited. 

Fences and freestanding walls constructed of materials that could cause bodily 
harm, including, but not limited to, those conveying electric current, barbed or 
razor wire, spikes and broken glass, shall be prohibited, EXCEPT that in an 
industrial zone fences and freestanding walls may incorporate barbed wire 
provided the wire is located at least 150 feet from a public street. 
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3.101 Street Standards 

(Changes are progosed only to Sections 3 .10 1.02.G and 3.101.03) 

3.101.02 

G. Block Standards. 

3.101.03 

A. 

Block length shall not be less than 200 feet and not more than 600 feet, EXCEPT 
where the dimensions and alignment of existing blocks and streets adjacent to or 
in the vicinity of a proposed subdivision, or consideration of access management 
policies on anerialstopogmpl:\y, aaequate lot size, or Aeeel for traffie flow warrant 
other dimensions. The maximum block length shall not exceed 1200 feet. 

Right of Way and Improvement Standards (FigwFB fJ:.9) 

The street right of way and improvement cross-sectional standards required for 
development are depicted in Figure 7-2 and Table 7-1 of the Woodburn 
Transportation System Plan. These standards are based on the functional 
classification of each street as shown in Figure 7-1 of the Woodburn 
Transportation System Plan. The street right-of-way and improvement standards 
minimize the amount of pavement and right-of-way required for each street · 
classification consistent with the operational needs of each facility, including 
reguirements for pedestrians, bicycles, and public facilities. Figure 30, 
EXCLUDING: Loeal Residential Vol/ Parking Both Sides "SkinHy" Street; Local 
Residential WI Perking One Side "SltiHHY" Street; and Local ResideHtial Street 
WI No Parking. (See FiguFe {;,{;) 

B. The fo llowing additional standards for Local Residential Streets: 

l. Local Residential Street with Parking One Side: 

Sec tion 3.101 .03 

a. Right of 'n'ay: 50 feet. 

b. Public Utility Easement: 5 feet, each side. 

c . Curb to curb impro•,•ement: 29 feet. 

d. 5 feet wide, each side. 

eg. Required common, o nsite parking over and above the parki ng 
requiremen ts under other provisions of the WDO: One (1 ) space 
per dwelling unit, located no further than 250 feet from the subject 
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2. 

Section 3.1 03.05 

lot. 

Local Residential without Parking: 

a. Right of way: 50 feet. 

a . Publio Utility Easemeflt: 5 feet, eack side. 

c. Clue te cl:lrb improvemeRt: 24 feet. 

d. Sidewalks: 5 feet wide, eaeh side. 

&,!. Required common, onsite parking over and above the parking 
requirements under other provisions of the WDO: Two (2) spaces 
per dwelling unit lot, located no further than 250 feet from the 
subject lot. 
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~·-:·. 3.103 Setback, Open Space an4 Lot Standards, Generally 

(Changes are proposed only to Section 3.103.05) 

3.103.05 Special Street Setbacks 

A. Purpose. 

The special setbacks in this Sectio~ are based upon the functional classification of 
streets and roads described in the Woodburn Transportation System Plan (WfSP). 
The purpose of these special setbacks is to provide for adequate air movement, 
solar access, visibility, aesthetics and compliance with the development standards 
of the WDO when a major street is improved. 

B. Setback Requirements. 

Required setbacks adjacent to a street shalJ be in addition to the special setbacks 
required in this Section. The special setback distances shall be measured at right 
angles to the center line of the original street right of way. 

C. Special Provisions. 

Buildings, structures and paved surfaces shall not be located within the special 
setbacks EXCEPT as specifically provided for in the WDO. Any portion of a 
building or structure lawfully established within a special street setback prior to 
date of WDO shall be considered a nonconforming structure. 

D . Special Setback Standards. 
Special setback standards by street classification are established in Table 3.1.1 . 
The special setback standards shall be applied to streets within the City of 
Woo dburn.a s functionally classified in the Woodburn Transportation System 
Plan. 

TABLE 3.1.1 Special Setback Standards by Street Classification 

WTSP Functional Classifica tion Special Setback from Center Line 

Major Arteri al 50 feet 

Minor Arterial 37 feet 

Service Collector ;}.1-36 feet 

Section 3.103.05 Page 3.1-78 
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TABLE3.1.1 Special Setback Standards by Street Classification 

WTSP Functional Classification Special Setback from Cente-r Line 

Access Street/Commercial Street with Parking ~ll_feet 

af Gelf GaFts 

Aeeess StFeet with Bike banes ~Q feet 

Section 3.105.02 
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3.105 OtT Street Parking and Loading 

(Changes are proposed only to Section 3.105.02.ID 

H. On-site Vehicle Parking and Loading Area Improvement Requirements. 

1. Surfacing. All vehicle parking and loading areas shall be paved with 
asphalt, concrete or other hard surfacing approved by the Public Works 
Director. 

2. Drainage. All vehicle parking and loading areas shall be graded and 
provide stonn drainage facilities approved by the Public Works Director. 

3 . Bumper Guards and Wheel Barriers. All vehicle parking spaces, EXCEPT 
those for single family and duplex dwellings, shall be constructed with 
bumper guards or wheel barriers that prevent vehicles from damaging 
structures or projecting over walkways, access ways or abutting property 
or rights of way. 

4. Size of Vehicular Parking Spaces and Maneuvering Areas within Off 
Street Parking Areas. 

a. Off street vehicle parking spaces and maneuvering areas, EXCEPT 
those for single family and duplex. dwellings and those for disabled 
persons, within off street parking areas shall be designed in 
compliance with Table 3.1.4. Three or more off street parking 
spaces provided subject to Table 3.1.4 shall be designed so that no 
backing or maneuvering within a public street right of way is 
required. 

b. Off street parking for single 'family and duplex dwellings shall be 
governed by Section 3.104.05.B.2 and C.2 and Table 3.1.2.1. 

c. Off street parking for di sabled persons shall be designed to the 
standards of the state Building Code and applicable federal 
standards. 

5. Directional Marking. EXCEPT for vehicle parking areas for single family 
and duplex dwellings, off street parking and maneuvering areas shall have 
directional markings and signs to control vehicle movement. 

6. Space Marking. EXCEPT for vehicle parking areas for single family and 

Section 3.105.02 
Woodburn Development Ordinance (WDO} 

Page 3.1-80 
lrtly /, 2002 

Volume 
5 

Page --un-
~ 



duplex dwellings, off street parking spaces shall be delineated by double 
parallel lines on each side of a space. The total width of the lines shall (;~:=· . 
delineate a separation of 2 feet. 

7. Access. Access to vehicle parking areas shall be in compliance with the 
standards of Section 3.104. 

8. Outdoor Lighting. EXCEPT for vehicle parking areas for single family 
and duple~ dwellings, all outdoor lighting shall be designed so as not to 
shine or reflect into any adjacent residentially zoned or used property, and 
shall not cast a glare onto moving vehicles on any public street. 

9. Landscaping. EXCEPT for vehicle parking spaces for single family and 
duplex dwellings, all parking areas shall be landscaped to the standards of 
Section 3.106.· 

10. On-site Bicycle Parking Requirements. All uses required to provide lO or 
more off street parking spaces and residential structures with four or more 
units shall provide a bicycle rack within 50 feet of the main entrance. The 
number of required rack spaces shall be one plus one per ten vehicle 
parking spaces, with a maximum of 20 rack spaces. 

\:· 
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'3.106 Landscaping Standards 
(Changes are proposed only to Sections 3.106.03 and 3.106.04) 

3.106.03 

A. 

Landscaping Standards 

Streetscape. 

1. Street Trees. Within the public street right of way abutting a development. 
or within an alley right of way in the DDC zone. street trees shall be 
planted to City standards prior to final occupancy. 

a. Acceptable Types of Trees. See Section 6.103 for a description of 
acceptable and unacceptable trees for this purpose. classified by 
size and species .. 

b. Tree Density. Trees shall be planted at the following intervals 
within the right of way, subject to Clear Vision Area standards, 
Section 3.103.10 and Section 6.103: 

1) Four (4) small trees per 100 feet of street frontage; 
2) Three (3) medium trees per 100 'feet of street frontage; or 
3) Two (2) large trees per 100 feet 9~ street frontage. 

2. Front Yard and Yard Abutting a Street. 

a. Landscaping Density for non-residential uses in the RS and RlS 
zone and all uses in the RM, P/SP, IL.i.--fffitl IP, and SWIR zones. 
All front yards and yards abutting a street shall be landscaped at a 
density of one (1) plant unit (PU) per 20 sq. ft. 

b. Landscaping Design and Density in CO and CG zones. 

1) All yards abutting a street, including off s treet parking and 
circulation areas shall be landscaped at a density of one (l) 
plant unit (PU) per 20 sq. ft. 

2) All parking areas abutting a street shall provide a--4?:~ 
ffi€M2-inch vertical visual screen from the abutting street 
grade. Acceptable design techniques to provide the 
screening include plant materials; berms~ freestanding, 
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architectural-walls with an anti-graffiti finish, depressed 
grade for the parking area. All screening shall comply with 
the clear · 
vision standards, Section3.1 03.1 0. 

B. Buffer Yards. 

All buffer yards shall be landscaped at the rate of one (l) plant unit (PU) per 20 
sq. ft. EXCEPT for interior buffer yards abutting a wall which are paved and 
which may be used for parking or site access and vehicular circulation. 

C. Off Street Parking Areas. 

l. All unpaved land within off street parking area§., and within 20 feet of the 
paved edge of off street parlcing and/or circulation improvements, shall be 
landscaped in the following proportions: 

2. 

a. ~CO and CO zones: Landscaped area(s) equivalent to 20% of 
the paved surface area for off street parking and circulation. 

b. IP.~,-aOO II... and SWIR zones: Landscaped area(s) equivalent to 
10% of the paved surface area for off street parking and 
circulation. 

The density of landscaping required in and adjacent to off street parking 
and circulation facilities, EXCLUDING required trees, shall be one (1) 
plant unit per 20 square feet. 

3. Trees, Section 6.103 , shall be planted within and abutting off street 
parking facilities in a pattern that is in roughly proportion to the 
distribution of the parking spaces, at the following densities: 

a. 1 small tree per 5 parking spaces; 

b. 1 medium tree per 10 parking spaces; or 

c. 1 large tree per 14 parking spaces. 

4. Multi-Purpose Landscaping. Trees and other required landscaping located 
on private property within a required setback abutting a street or an 
interior lot line that is within 20 feet of the paved surface of off street 
parking and circulation facilities , may also be counted in calculating 
required landscaping for off street parking and circulation areas. 

Section 3.106.03 
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D. Common Areas. 

All common areas, EXCEPT those approved as natural common areas in a PUD, 
shall be landscaped with at least three (3) plant units per 50 square feet. 

E. Yards. 

3.106.04 

A. 

The entire yard area of a property, EXCLUDING areas subject to more intensive 
landscaping requirements and all yards of residential uses in a RS or RlS zone, 
shall be landscaped .to a standard of at least one ( 1) plant unit (PU) per 50 square 
feet prior to final occupancy. 

Conservation of Significant Trees 

Applicability. 

The provisions of this Section apply to the removal of any significant tree and the 
replacement requirements for significant tree removal. A "significant tree" is any 
existing, healthy tree 24 inches or more in diameter, measured 12 inches above 
ground level. 

B. Limitations on Tree Removal. 

A City tree removal pennit shall be required to remove any tree, subject to the 
following EXCEPTIONS: 

L. Three or fewer significant trees may be removed from a lot zoned RS, RlS 
or PISP that is less than 0.5 acres in area within any calendar year without 
a pennit; 

2. One significant tree may be removed from a lot: 

a. · Zoned RS, RlS or P/SP which is greater the 0.5 acres; or 

b. Zoned other than RS, R lS or P/SP 

within any calendar year without a permit. 

3. A diseased or dangerous tree may be removed without a permit in an 
emergency. · 

C. Tree Replacement Requiremen t. 

The issuance of a significant tree removal permit requires the property owner to 
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replace each tree removed with two new trees on the same property. Each new 
tree shall be at least 2 inches in caliper. A tree required by the development 
standards of the underlying zone, Section 3.1 .• or as a condition of permit 
approval shall qualify as a replacement tree. 
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3.107 Architectural Design Guidelines and Standards 

(Changes are proposed only to Sections 3.107.07 and 3.107.08) 

3.107.07 

A. 

Design Guidelines and Standards for the DDC and NNC Zones 

Applicability and Procedure. 

The following guidelines and standards shall be applicable to the Downtown 
Development and Conservation (DDC) and Nodal Neighborhood Commercial 
(NNC) zone~ The Woodburn Downtown Association (WDA) shall be notified as 
an interested party in conjunction with design review within the DDC zone. 

B. Design Guidelines for New Development. 

1. Site Design Guidelines. All new development should comply with the 
following site design guidelines. 

a. Building placement. Buildings should occupy a minimum of 50 
percent of all street frontages along public streets. Buildings should 
be located at public street intersections. 

b. Building setback. The minimum setback from a public street right 
of way may be 0 feet, the maximum building setback should be 10 
feet. 

c. Front setback and setback abutting a street design. Landscaping, an 
arcade, or a hard-surfaced expansion of the pedestrian path should 
be provided between a structure and a public street. 

1) Setbacks abutting a street should be 5 feet in depth or equal 
to the building setback, whichever is greater. The setback 
should be landscaped at a planting density of five (5) 
planting units per 20 square feet to the street tree standards 
of Table 3.1.5. 

2) Setbacks abutting and alleyway should be landscaped to the 
street tree standards of Section 3.1 06.03.A.l . 

3) Hard-surfaced areas should be constructed with scored 
concre te or modular paving material. Benches and other 
street furnishings shall be encouraged. 

d. Walkway connection to building entrances. A walkway connection 
should connect a building entrance and a public street. This 
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walkway should be at least six (6) feet wide and be paved with 
scored concrete or modular paving materials. Building entrances at 
corners near a public street intersection shall be encouraged. 

e. Parking location and landscape design. Parking for buildings or 
phases adjacent to public street rights of way should be located to 
the side or rear of newly constructed buildings. When located 
abutting a street. off street parking should be limited to SO percent 
of the street frontage. Setbacks abutting a street should be 5 feet in 
depth or equal to the building setback, whichever is greater. The 
setback should be landscaped at a planting density of five (5) 
planting units per 20 square feet to the street tree standards of 
Section 3.106.03.A.l. 

f. Interior side and rear yards setbacks should be landscaped to the 
street tree standards of Section 3.106.03.A.l.b. 

g. Any open area not used for building space should be landscaped in 
compliance with WDO standards and guidelines. 

2. New Building Architectural Design Guidelines and Standards. 

a. 

Note: 

Applicability. 

1) All non-residential buildings shall comply with the 
following design guidelines (read as .. should" ). 

2) At the time of application, the applicant shall choose 
whether the review of new residential buildings shall be 
conducted as a Type I review following the procedures of 
Section 5.101.01 or as a Type II or ill review following the 
procedures of Section 5.102.02 or 5.103.02, depending on 
floor area. 

a) For a T ype I review, the criteri a of Section 
3.107.04.8 shall be read as "shalf' and shall be 
applied as standards. 

b) For a Type II or III review, the cri teria Section 

Read as "should," the criteria reflect "guidelines· applicable to an application submitted for review by a Type II or Il l procedure. 

Read as" shall," the criteria refl ect "standards" applicable to an application submitted for review by a Type I procedure. 
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b. 

Note: 

3.107.04.B shall be read as "should" and shall be 
applied as guidelines. 

Architectural Design Guidelines and Standards. 

1) Ground floor window. All street-facing building elevations 
that are set back 10 feet or less from a public street should 
include a minimum of 50 percent of the ground floor wall 
area with windows, display areas or doorway openings. The 
ground floor wall area shall bC measured from three feet 
above grade to nine feet above grade the entire width of the 
street-facing elevation. The ground floor window 
requirement should be met within the ground floor wall area 
and for glass doorway openings to the ground level. Up to 
50 percent of the required ground fl<>Qr window area on a 
particular street-facing building elevation may be met on an 
adjoining building elevation when the adjoining elevation is 
also street-facing and setback 10 feet or less. 

2) Building facades. No building facade shouldlshaU extend 
for more than 300 feet without a pedestrian connection 
between or through the building. Facades that face a public 
street.should/shall extend no more than 50 feet without 
providing at least one of the following features: 

a) A variation in building material; 

b) A building off-set of at least 1 foot; 

c) A wall area that is entirely separated from other wall 
areas by a projection, such as an arcade; or 

d) By other design features that reflect the building's 
structural system. 

3) Weather protection. Weather protection for pedestrians, 
such as awnings, canopies and arcades. should/shall be 
provided at building entrances. Weather protection shall be 
encouraged along building frontages abutting a public 

Read as "should," the criteria reflect ·guidelines" applicable to an application submitted lor review by a Type II or Ill procedure. 

Read as "shall," the criteria reflect "standards" applicable to an application submitted for review by a Type I procedure. 
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sidewalk or a hard-surfaced expansion of a sidewalk, and 
along building frontages between a building entrance and a 
public street or access way. Awnings and canopies 
should/shall not be back lit. 

4) Building materials. Corrugated metal, plywood, sheet press 
bOard or vinyl siding should/shaU not be used as exterior 
finish material. Plain concrete block and plain concrete 
should/sluzU not be used as exterior finish material 
EXCEPf as a foundation material where the foundation 
material shouldlshaU not revealed for more the 2 feet 

· 5) Roofs and roof lines. EXCEPT in the case of a bu,ilding 
entrance feature., roofs ahould!shaU be designed as an 
extension of the primary materials used for the building and 
should respect the building's structural system and 
architectural style. False fronts and false roofs should/shaU 
not be used. 

6) Roof-mounted equipment. All roof-mounted equipment 
should /shaU be screened from view from adjacent public 
streets. Satellite dishes and other communication equipment 
should/shall be set back or positioned on a roof so that 
exposure from adjacent public streets is minimized. Solar 
heating panels shall/shall be exempt from this guideline. 

C. Architectural Design Guidelines For the Exterior Alteration of Existing Buildings 
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1. General Scope. An application for exterior alteration of an existing 
building should be approved if the change or the treatment proposed is 
determined to be harmonious and compatible with the appearance and 
character of the building and should not be approved if found to be 
detrimental to or otherwise adversely affecting the architectural 
significance, integrity, historic appearance, or historic value of the 
building. 

2. Design Guidelines. The following guidelines shall apply to the exterior 
alterations to existing buildings: 

a. Retention of original construction. So far as possible, all original 
exterior materials and details should be preserved or reproduced to 
match the original. 

b. Height. Additional stories may be added to buildings provided that: 



Note: 

1) The added height complies with requirements of the state 
Building Code; and ·· 

2) The added height does not alter the traditional scale and 
proportions of the building style; and 

3) The added height is visually compatible with adjacent 
builclings. 

c. Bulk. Horizontal additions may be added to buildings provided 
that: 

1) The building of the addition does not exceed that which was 
traditional for the building style; and 

2) The addition maintains the traditional scale and proportion 
of the building; and 

3) The addition is visually compatible with adjacent buildings. 

d. Visual Integrity of Structure. The lines of columns, piers, 
spandrels, and other primary structural elements should be 
maintained so far as practicable. 

e. Scale and Proportion. The scale and proportion of altered or added 
building elements, the relationship of voids to solid (windows to 
wall) should be visually compatible with the traditional 
architectural character of the building. 

f. Material, Color and Texture. The materials, colors and textures 
used in the alteration or addition should be fully compatible with 
the traditional architectural character of the historic building. In 
general colors ·should be emphasized as follows: darker colors for 
window sashes; medium for building; and lightest for window trim 
and detailing. 

g. Lighting and Other Appurtenances. Exterior lighting and other 
appurtenances, such as walls, fences, awnings, and landscaping 
should be visually compatible with the traditional architectural 
character of the building. 

Read as "should," the cri1eria reflect "guidelines· applicable to an application submit1ed for review by a Type II or Ill procedure. 

Read as "shall," the criteria reflect "standards" applicable to an application submitted for review by a Type 1 procedure. 
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3.107.08 

A. 

Design Guidelines for IP. aJKl..IL and SWIR Zones 

Applicability. 

The following design guidelines shall apply to all structures and buildings in the 
IP" 1lfl4-IL and SWIR zones. 

B. Design Guidelines. 

Note: 

1. Loading. 

a. Loading facilities should be located at the rear or side of 
structures to. reduce their unsightly appearance. 

b. Loading facilities located on the front or side of a structure, 
the visual impact from the abutting street should be 
mitigated by: 

l) Offsetting the location of the driveway entrance and 
the loading dock; and 

2) 

3) 

Screening the loading area with a sight obscuring 
fence, wall or hedge. 

Loading areas should be located on the site so that 
backing onto or off the street frontage is not 
required. 

2. Outdoor Storage. Outdoor stor age, when permitted, should be 
screened from the view of abutting streets by a solid brick or 
architectural block wall not less than 6, nor more than 9 feet in 
height. 

3. Outdoor Lighting. All outdoor lighting should be designed so as 
not to shine or reflect into any adjacent residentially zoned or used 
property, and shall not cast a glare onto moving vehicles on any 
public street. 

4. Energy Efficiency. Building and location, orientation, and design 
should encourage energy conservation and solar access . 

Read as u should," the criteria reflect "guidelines• applicable to an appl ication submitted for review by a Type II or Ill procedure. 

Read as u shall,w the criteria reflect ·standards" applicable to an application submitted for review by a Type I procedure. 
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Note: 

5 . Building Bulk and Scale. Long blank walls abutting streets should 
be avoided. The visual impact of building and scale should be 
reduced by: 

a. Articulating building facades; 

b. Landscaping the area abutting building walls, including 
plant materials that provide vertical accents; 

c. Tying entrances to the structure to the overall mass and 
composition of the building; 

d. Minimizing the use of smooth concrete, concrete block and 
all types of metal siding; 

e. Shading colors with brown or black to create earth tones or 
tinting colors with white to soften the appearance. Day
glow, fluorescent and other intense colors shall be 
prohibited; 

f. Screening exterior building equipment, including roof top 
equipment, from view; and 

g. Altering roof lines, constructing cornices, or parapets that 
offset the continuous plane of large buildings and extended 
building lines. 

6. Buffer Wall. A solid brick or architectural wall with anti-graffiti 
surface, no less than 6 feet or greater than 7 feet in height: 

a. Should be constructed on the perimeter property line of non
residential development to mitigate adverse visual , noise 
and/or light impacts on the abutting use when no 
comparable buffer exists; and 

b. Shall be constructed whe re the standards of the underlying 
zone require such a wall for a non-residential use in , or 
abutting, a RS , R lS, or RM zoning district. 

Read as "should," the criteria reflect "guidelines" applicable to an application submitted for review by a Type II or Il l procedure. 

Read as u shall," the criteria reflect "standards" applicable to an application submitted for review by a Type I procedure. 
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Note: 

7. Sidewalk Location and Street Trees. Sidewalks should be located 
at the property line along streets with street trees, Section 3.106. 

8. Solar Access Protection. Obstruction of existing solar collectors on 
abutting properties by site development should be mitigated. 

Read as "should," the criteria reflect "guidelines" applicable to an application submitted for review by a Type II or Ill procedure. 

Read as "shall," the criteria reflect "standards" applicable to an application submitted for review by a Type I procedure. 
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3.109 Planned Unit Development Standards (See Figure 6.11). • 

Types of PUD' s 

A. Single Family Residential PUD. 

A ''Single Family Residential PUD .. shall consist entirely of property zoned RS 
and/or RlS. All uses allowed (pennitted, special, conditional, specific conditional 
and accessorytl_by the underlying zone shall be allowed. 

B. Mixed Use PUD. 

3.109.02 

A "Mixed Use PUD" shall include land zoned either RM, CO, NNC. CG, SWIR, 
IP or IL, and may include land zoned RS or RlS. All uses allowed (permitted, 
special, conditional, specific conditional and accessoryf-}_by the underlying zone 
shall be allowed. 

Flexible Standards 

The design of a PUD plan may be flexible to the extent that it provides for the following 
design elements in compliance with stated minimum standards. The minimum standards 
of the WDO stated below shall supercede the standards of the underlying zone for a PUD~ 
except the standards of the Nodal Overlay Districts, Section 2.115, shall supercede the 
standards of Section 3.109.02.B, C, and F . 

A. Minimum PUD Site Area. 

A PUD shall comprise a minimum of 5.0 acres under single ownership or control. 

B . Minimum Lot Standards in an RS zone. 

1. The minimum single family dwelling lot area shall be as follows: 

a. Without common open space: 

1) 6,000 sq. ft. for an interior, fl ag or cui de sac lot; and 

2) 8,000 sq. ft. for a corner lot 

subject to the dimensional standards of Section 2.102.06. 

b. With common open space: 
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' c. 

1) ~5.000 sq. ft. for an interior lot, flag or culdesac, 
subject to the dimensional standards of Section 2.102.06. 
EXCEPT for- the following modified standards: 
the followit1g tRoeifiee standards: 

a) Minimum lot width: 55 feet. 

b) Minimum average lot depth: 90 feet; and 

2) 7,000 sq. ft. for a comer lot, subject to the dimensional 
standards of Section 2.102.06. EXCEPT for the following 
modified standards: 

a) Minimum lot width: 75 feet. 

b) Minimum average lot depth: 90 feet 

2. The minimum duplex dwelling lot size, as a Special Use, shall be as 
follows: 

a. Without common open spac~.;_l2,000 sq. ft . 

. b . With common open space.T~lO,OOO sq. ft. 

Residential Density Standards. 

L RS or RlS zone: The maximum residential density shall be 6 dwelling 
units per gross acre. 

2. RM, CO, NNC or CG zone. The maximum residential density shall be as 
follows: 

a. Multiple Family: A maximum of 16 dwelling units per net acre. 

b. Nursing Care and Assisted Care: A maximum of 32 living units per 
net acre. 

c. Manufactured Dwellings in a MDP within a RM zone: A maximum 
of 12 dwe}ljng units per net acre. 

D. Common Ownership of Land and Facilities within any Zone. 

1. A Property (Home) Owners Association and CC&R's for maintenance shal l 
be required when a PUD includes common land or facilities. 

Section 3.108.01 
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2. 

Section 3.109.02 

Minimum Common Area. 

a RS orRIS zone. 
l) No minimum common area shall be required when 

residential density is 4 dwellings or less per gross acre. 

2) When common area is provided, a minimum ratio of 0. L 
acre per acre of PUD shall be required; 

3) A minimum of 0.5 acres of common area shall be required 
when a common area is provided. The minimum width of a 
common area shall average 100 feet. 

4) Common areas shall be one or more of the following types: 

a) Natural Areas. Natural areas shall be significant 
natural resources, including wetlands, creek 
corridors, woodlands, flood ways, meadows 
conserved in a virtually undeveloped state. The 
intent of any man-made improvements should be to 
enhance opportunities for viewing, studying and 
other measures to increase the passive enjoyment of 
the natural setting. Improvements may include 
paths, educational signs, view points. 

b) Activity Areas. Activity areas shall be common 
open space_ designated, designed and improved for 
active recreational use. Improvements should 
accommodate and stimulate active use and may 
include playgrounds, swimming pools, tennis courts, 
bar-b-ques and picnic facilities. 

c) Landscaped Areas. Landscaped areas are areas of 
common open space that are designed and improved 
for passive use and visual enhancement. Typical 
improvements include lighted paths, benches, 
fountains and other water features, signs identifying 
plant materials, and formal and informal gardens. 

b. Medium Density Residential Buildings. The applicable open space 
and common area requirements of Section 3.107.05 shall apply. 

c. All other uses. The common area requirements of the underlying 
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zone shall apply. · 

E. Architectural Review. 

If the hearings authority finds that the CC&R's comprehensively address the 
intent of all applicable factors in SectilJn 3.107, the hearings authority may 
approve the CC&R's to supercede City architectural design review requirements, 
Section 3.107 and procedures in Section 5.101.01. 

F. Dimensional Standards. 

1. The minimum setback for a yard abutting a street in an RS or RlS zone 
shall be lO feet EXCEPT that a 20-foot long·-by lO=foot wide parking pad 
shall be provided abutting each garage (or carport for a manufactured 
home) entrance. 

2. The minimum setback for an interior rear yard in an RS, RIS or RM zone 
shall be 20 feet rillnimum. 

3. Off street parking: The narrower local street standards of Section 3.101 
may be applied in compliance with the requirements for compensating 
common, off street parking. 

G. Applicable Standards. 

The following standards of the WDO shall apply to a PUD: 

1. The underlying use zone, or zones of Section 2.1; 

2. Section 3.101, Street Standards, including street names, Section 3.101.1; 

3. Section 3.102, Utilities and Easements; 

4. Section 3.103, General Lot Standards; 

5. Section 3.104, Access; 

6. Buffer Wall. A solid brick or architectural wall with anti-graffiti surface, 
no less than 6 feet or greater than 7 feet in height, shall be constructed on 
the perimeter property lines of residential subdi visions where the abutting 
use is commercial or industrial and no comparable buffer ex.ists; 

7. Section 3.109.01; and 
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all other applicable requirements of the WDO as modified by Sections 
3.109.02, 5.102.03 and 5.103.11. 

H. Applicable Procedures. 

The procedures of the WDO shall apply to a PUD, including Section 4.1 . 

I. Application Requirements. 

The application requirements of the WDO shall apply to a PUD, including: 

a. Section 5.103.07 for a PUD preliminary plan approval, 

b. Sectron5.1 03.06 for a PUD design plan final approval. 

c . Section 5.103.05 for a PUD phasing plan approval, and 

d. Section 5.101.06 for a PUD final plan approval. 

J. Description of Applicable Exhibits. 

Section 6.101 provides uniform guidelines regarding the exhibits necessary for a 
PUD application. 

Section 4.101.09 
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3.110 

3.110.17 

Signs 

(Changes are proposed only to Sections 3. 110. 17 and 3.11 0.18) 

Permitted Signs--Downtown Development and Conservation District (DDC) 
and Nodal Neighborhood Commercial District (NNC) 

Signs in the DDC and NNC District~ shall be subject to the following provisions and all 
other applicable provisions of Section 3.110 and the WDO. 

A. Monument Signs. 

1. A monument sign is permitted on a single tenant site or complex.. 

2. A monument sign shall not exceed five feet in height and 20 square feet in 
area. 

B. Wall Signs. 

1. Wall signs are permitted on a primary building frontage. Such signs shall 
not cover more than four percent of the building wall on a single tenant 
building or each tenant's leased wall on a multiple tenant building and 
shall not exceed a maximum area of 50 square feet. However, a minimum 
sign area of 16 square feet shall be permitted for each single tenant 
building or tenant in a multiple tenant building. Only one building wall 
shall be designated as the primary building frontage. 

2. Wall signs are pennitted on secondary building frontages. Such signs shall 
not cover more than two percent of the building wall on a single tenant 
building or each tenant's leased wall on a multiple tenant building and 
shall not exceed a maximum area of 30 square feet. However, a minimum 
sign area of 12 square feet is allowed for each single tenant building or 
tenant in a multiple tenant building . 

. C. Readerboards. 

Mechanical and electronic changeable copy readerboards are permitted. 
Readerboards are permitted on monument signs only. Readerboards shal l be 
integrated into the overall sign to appear as a single unit and shall not compri se 
more than 50 percent of the total sign display surface. 

~ 

D. Awning and Marquee Signs. 

Section 4.101.09 
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Signs on awnings and marquees are pennitted as wall signs, except that internally 
illuminated awning signs are prohibited. Signs on awnings and marquees shall not 
extend above or below the awning or marquee. 

E. Projecting Signs. 

One projecting sign is permitted on a single tenant site or complex for each street 
or alley frontage. However, no projecting sign shall be permitted on a single 
tenant sjte or complex where there is a monument sign on the same street 
frontage. Projecting signs shall not exceed an area of 12 square feet and shall be 
located a minimum of eight feet above the ground. Such signs shall not project 
more than four feet from a building wall. 

F. Suspended Signs. 

One suspended sign is permitted for each entrance to a building or tenant space. 
Such sign shall not exceed an area of six square feet and shall be located a 
minimum of eight feet above the ground. Such sign shall not project past the outer 
edge of the roof structure. 

G. General St~dards. 

1. Projecting signs shall be subject to approval of a Type ll application 
pursuant to Section 3.110.05.C.l.b. 

2. illumination: Externally or internally illuminated signs are permitted and 
such signs shall not cause glare. 

3.110.18 Permitted Signs--Industrial Districts (IP1 arui-IL, and SWIR) 

Signs in the IP. atlEl-IL, and SWIR Districts shall be subject to the following provisions 
and all other applicable provisions. of Section 3.110 and the WDO. 

A. Monument Signs. 

1. One monument sign is permitted on a single tenant site or complex. 

2. In a complex, one additional monument sign is permitted if the complex 
has at least two street frontages that each exceed 300 lineal feet. 

3. Monument signs on a street frontage with less than 300 lineal feet of 
frontage shall not exceed six feet in height and 32 square feet in area. 

Section 4.101.09 Page 4.1-101 
lilly 1, 2002 Woodbr~m Development Ordinance {WOO} 

Volume 5 

Page 1198 

c;"· . 
. . 



4. Monument signs on a street frontage with 300 lineal feet or more of 
frontage shall not exceed eight feet in height and 50 square feet in area. 

B. Wall Signs. 

c. 

D. 

L. Wall signs are permitted on a primary building frontage. Such signs shall 
not cover more than four percent of the building wall on a single tenant 
building or each tenant's leased wall on a multiple tenant building and 
shall not exceed a maximum area of 150 square feet. However, a 
minimum sign area of 16 square feet shall be permitted for each single 
tenant building or tenant in a multiple tenant building. Only one building 
wall shall be designated as the primary building frontage. 

2. Wall signs are permitted on secondary building frontages. Such signs shall 
not cover more than two percent of the building wall on a single tenant 
building or each tenant's leased wall on a multiple tenant building and 
shall not exceed a maximum area of 75 square feet. However, a minimum 
sign area of 12 square feet is allowed for each single tenant building or 
tenant in a multiple tenant building. 

Re aderboards. 

Mechanical and electronic changeable copy readerboards are pennitted. 
Readerboards are permitted on monument signs only. Readerboards shall be 
integrated into the overall sign to appear as a single unit and shall not comprise 
more than 50 percent of the total sign display surface. 

Awning and Marquee Signs. 

Signs on awnings and marquees are pemritted as wall signs, except that internally 
illuminated awning signs are prohibited. Signs on awnings and marquees shall not 
extend above or below the awning or marquee. 

E. Projecting Signs. 

One projecting sign is permitted on a single tenant site or complex.. However, no 
projecting sign shall be pennitted on a single tenant site or complex. where there is 
a monument sign. Projecting signs shall not exceed an area of 20 square feet and 
shall be located a minimum of eight feet above the ground. Such signs shall not 
project more than fo ur feet from a building wall. 

F. Suspended Signs. 

Section 4.101.09 
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One suspended sign is permitted for each entrance to a building or tenant space. 
Such sign shall' not exceed an area of six square feet and shall be located a 
minimum of eight feet above the ground. Such sign shall not project past the outer 
edge of the roof structure. 

G. General Standards. 

1. Monument signs within the same complex. shall be located a minimum of 
100 feet apart. 

2. Illumination. Externally or internally illuminated signs are pennitted and 
such signs shall not cause glare. 
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. 
f 4.1 

4.101.09 

ADMINISTRATION AND 
PROCEDURES 
(Changes are proposed only to Section 4.101.09) 

Public Notices: Type Il,lii,IV and V 

All public· notices issued by the City for Type IL ill, N, and V decisions shall 
comply with the requirements of this Section. 

A) Mailed Notice. 

1 Type II. After the Community Development Director has deemed a Type 
II application complete, the Community Development Director shall issue 
a decision. The City shall send notice of the decision, by first class mail, 
to all record owners of property within 250 feet of the subject property, 
any City recognized neighborhood associations whose territory includes 
the subject property. The CitYs Type II notice of decision shall include 
the following information: 

Section 4.101.09 

a. An explanation of the nature of the application and the proposed 
use or uses which could be authorized~ 

b. Street address or other easily understood location of the subject 
property; 

c. The name and telephone number of the planning staff person 
assigned to the application or is otherwise available to answer 
questions about the application; 

d. A statement that the application and all supporting materials may 
be inspected at no cost, and copies may be obtained at reasonable 
cost, at City Hall during normal business hours ; 

e. State that the decision will not become final until the period for 
filing an appeal to the City Council has ex.pired and that the 
decision cannot be appealed directly to the Land Use Board of 
Appeals; and 

f. An explanation of appeal rights, including that any person who is 
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adversely affected or aggrieved or who is entitled to written notice 
of the decision may appeal the decision. c~;<: ·· 

2. Type ill or IV. Notice for all initial evidential public hearings concerning 
Type III and IV decisions shall conform to the requirements of this 
subsection. At least 20 days before a Type ill initial evidentiary hearing, 

Section 4.101.09.A 

or at least 10 days before the first hearing of a Type IV application the 
Director shall prepare and send, by first class mail, notice of the hearing to 
all record owners of property within 250 feet of the subject ·property and to 
any City-recognized neighborhood association whose territory includes 
the subject property. If an application would change the zone of property 
that includes any part of a mobile home or manufactured dwelling park, 
notice shall also be mailed to the tenants at least 20 days before but not 
more than 40 days before the initial evidentiary hearing. Notice of the 
application hearing shall include the following information: [Section 
4.101.09.A.2 as amended by Onlinance No. 2383, §54, passed March L6, 
2005.} 

a. The time, date and location of the public hearing; 

b . Street address or other easily understood location of the subject 
property and City-assigned planning file number; 

c. A description of the applicant's proposal, along with a list of 
citations of the approval criteria that the City will use to evaluate 
the proposal; 

d. A statement that any interested party may testify at the hearing or 
submit written comments on the proposal at or before the hearing 
and that a staff report will be prepared and made available to the 
public at least seven days prior to the hearing; 

e. A statement that any issue which is intended to provide a basis for 
an appeal to the City Council must be raised before the close of the 
public record. Issues must be raised and accompanied by 
statements or evidence sufficient to afford the City and all parties 
to respond to the issue; 

f. A statement that the application and all supporting materi als and 
evidence submitted in support of the application may be inspected 
at no charge and that copies may be obtained at reasonable cost at 
City Hall during nonnal business hours ; 
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g. The name and telephone number of the planning ~taff person 
responsible for the application ·or is otherwise available to answer 
questions about the application; and 

h. A statement advising that ADA access may be accommodated, 
upon receipt of a timely request. 

3. Type V. At least 20 days before an initial evidentiary public hearing at 
which a Type V decision is to be considered, the Director shall issue a 
public notice that conforms to the requirements of this subsection and any 
applicable state statute. Notice shall be sent to affected governmental 
entities, special districts, providers of urban services, the Oregon 
Department of Transportation and any affected recognized neighborhood 
associations and any party who has requested in writing such notice. 
[Section 4.101.09.A.3 as amended by Ordinance No. 2383, §55, passed 
March 16, 2005.] 

Notice shall also be published in a newspaper of general circulation 
within the City. Notice issued under this subsection shall incJude the 
following information: 

a. The time, date and location of the public hearing; 

b. The City-assigned planning file number and title of the proposal; 

c. A description of the proposal in sufficient detail for people to 
determine the nature of the change being proposed; 

d. A statement that any interested party may testify at the hearing or 
submit written comments on the proposal at or before to the 
hearing; 

e. The name and telephone number of the planning staff person 
responsible for the proposal and who interested people may contact 
for further information~ and 

f. A statement advising that ADA access may be accommodated, 
upon rece ipt of a timely request. 

B. Posted Notice . T ype Til and IV. 

S ection 4.101.09.A 
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Notice of an initial evidentiary public hearing for a Type III or IV decision shall 
be posted on the subject property as follows: [Section 4.101.09.8 as amended by ('"'-'·· 
Ordinance No. 2383, §56, passed March 16, 2005.] 

1. City Posting. The Community Development Director shall post all 
required notices. 

2. Number and Location. The Community Development Director shall post a 
notice on each frontage of the subject property. If the property's frontage 
excee~ 600 feet, one copy of the notice shall be posted for each 600 feet 
or fraction thereof. Notices shall be posted within ten feet of the street and 
shall be visible to pedestrians and motorists. 
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3. Timing of Notice. The notice shall be posted at least 10 days prior to a 
public hearing. Once post~~~· the Director need not maintain a posted 
notice. The Community J?eveloprnent Director shall remove all signs 
within ten days following the event announced in the notice. 

C. Published Notice. Type IV and V. 

The Community Development Director shall publish a notice of a Type IV or V 
public hearing as described in this subsection, unless otherwise specified by 
statute. The notice shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation within 
the City at least 7 days prior to the hearing. Such notice shall consist of: 

1. The time, date and location of the public hearing; 

2. The address or other easily understood location of the subject property and 
the City-assigned planning file number; 

3. A summary of the principal features of the application or legislative 
proposal; and 

4. Any other information required by statute for an annexation or other 
hearing procedure. 

D. Notice to Affected Agencies. 

l. Prior to issuing a decision regarding a Preliminary Partition Approval 
(Section5.102.01) or Access to a City Major or Minor Arterial Street 
(Section 5.102.04), the Community Development Director shall distribute 
such applications that require preparation of a Transportation Impact 
Analysis to affected transportation facility and service providers and 
owning jurisdictions. These agencies shall be given 30 calendar days to 
review the application and to suggest any revisions in the public's interest 
to protect the operation of transportation facilities and services. 

2. Tvpe IV applications and Type lil applications for Preliminary PUD 
Approval (Section 5.103.07), Preliminary Subdivision Approval (Section 
5.105.09) and Conditional Use Pennits (Section 5.103.01) for · 
transportation system facilities and improvements that require a 
Transportation Impact Analysis shall be sent to affected transportation 
facility and service providers and owning jurisdictions . These agencies 

Section 5.104.01 
Woodburn Development Ordinance [WDOJ 

Page 5.1-108 
Jrtly 1, 2002 

Volume 
Page 

5 



shall be given 30 calendar days to reView the application and to suggest 
any revisions in the public's interest to protect the operation of c~!(~· 
transportation facilities and services. 

c ,, 

Section 5.104.01 
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5.104 Type IV Application Requirements 

(Changes are proposed only to Sections 5.104.01. 5.104.02 and 5.104.04) 

5.104.01 

A. 

B. 

Annexation 

Purpose. The purpose is to provide a procedure to incorporate contiguous. 
territory into the City of Woodburn in compliance with state requirements and the 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan . 

Mandatory Pre-Application Conference. 

1. Annexation proposals are subject to a mandatory Pre-application 
Conference. The Conference shall be conducted pursuant to Section 
4.101.04. 

2. Pre-Application materials. Anyo_ne proposing an annexation shall submit 
the following materials when applying for the Mandatory Pre-Application 
Conference: 

a. A preliminary site plan and phasing program for the proposed use 
and development; 

b. Certification by the Public Works department of the adequate 
capacity of public facilities to serve the proposed development or 
that faciliti~s necessary to provide adequate capacity must be 
deterrni ned; 

c. Written documentation from the School District regarding 
adequate capacity, considering current and future enrollment and 
facilities, to serve the proposed development and from the Fire 
District regarding adequate capacity and access to serve the 
proposed development; 

d . Traffic generation data regarding the proposed development 
sufficient to determine the need for a Traffic Impact Analysis; 

e. Consent to annex all property that would be surrounded by the City 
if the annexation were approved, or written documentation 
regarding why such consent is unavailable; and 

f . Written narrative statement showing compliance with applicable 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan goals and policies regarding 
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C. 

anneKation. 

Annexation Application Requirements. An application shall include a completed 
City application form, filing fee, deeds, notification area map and labels, narrative 
statement regarding compliance with criteria, location map and the following 
additional exhibits: 

1. A fully executed Annexation Petition, submitted on forms provided by the 
City of Woodburn; 

2. An accurate legal description in a fonn certifiable the State Department of 
Revenue according to ORS 308.225; 

3. Complete applications for all concurrent Comprehensive Plan Map 
amendment and/or Zoning Map change requests. 

D. Application Criteria. 

1. Annexation 

Section 5.104.01.D 

a. 

b. 

Findings showing compliance with applicable Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies regarding annexation, with 
the applicant bearing responsibility for the burden of proof. 

Territory to be annexed 

1) Shall be contiguous to the City of Woodburn; and 

2) Shall either: 

a) Link to master plan public facilities with adequate 
capacity to serve development of the uses and 
densities indicated by the Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan; or 

b) Guarantee the facility linkages with adequate 
capacity, financed by the applicant. 

c. Annexations shall show a demonstrated community need for 
additional territory and development based on the following 
considerations: 

1) Lands designated for residential and community uses 
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2) 

Section 5.104.01.D.l.c 
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should demonstrate substantial conformance to: a), b), and 
e) and at least one of c) (i), c) (ii) or d), as stated below; 
and [Section 5.104.0l.D.l.c.l as amended by Ordinance 
No. 2383, §66, passed March 16, 2005.] 

Lands designated for commercial, industrial and other uses 
sh9uld demonstrate substantial conformance to: h) and 
either f) or g), as stated below: 

a) Infill. The territory to be annexed should be . 
contiguous to the City on two or more sides; 

b) Residential Buildable Land Inventory. The territory 
to be annexed should not increase the inventory of 
buildable land designated on the Comprehensive 
Plan as Low or. High Density Residential within the 
City to more than a 5-year supply; 

c) · Street Connectivity. It is feasible for development 
of the site to either: 

(i) Complete or extend the arteriallcollector 
strebt pattern as depicted on the Woodburn 
Transportation System Plan; or 

(ii) Connect existing stub streets, or other 
discontinuous streets, with another public 
street. 

d) Community Need. The proposed development in 
the area to be annexed fulfills a substantial unmet 
community need, that has been identified by the 
City Council after a public hearing. Examples of 
community needs include park space and 
conservation of significant natur al or historic 
resources. 

e) Reinforcement of Public Investment. The territory 
proposed for annexation should refl ect the City's 
goals for directing growth by using public facility 
capacity that has been fu nded by the City's capi tal 
improvement program; 
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d. 

t) Local Employment. The proposed use of the 
territory to be annexed shall be for industrial or 
other uses providing employment opportunities; 

g) Reasonable Facility and Service Needs. The 
proposed industrial or commercial use of the 
territory does not require the expansion of 
infrastructure, additional service capacity, or 
incentives that are in excess of the costs normally 
born by the community for development; 

h) Econoinic Diversification. The proposed industrial 
or commercial use of the territory provides an 
economic opportunity for the City to diversify its 
economy. 

Right to Farm Covenant. An application to annex land that is 
designated Low or Medium Density Residential on the 
Comprehensive Plan Map shall include a covenant on such 
property to be annexed where the owners, their successors, heirs, 
assigns and lessees. accept possible· impacts from fanning practices as 
normal. necessary and part of the risk of establishing a dwelling. 
structure, or use in the area; acknowledge the need to avoid activities that 
conflict with fanning practices on nearby property; and, covenant not to 
pursue any claim for relief or cause of action alleging injury from 
farming practices for which no action is specifically allowed under ORS 
30.936 or 30.937. 

E. Procedures. 

L. Annexation Initiated by Consent. [ORS 222.125 and 222.170 (2)] An 
annexation may be initiated by petition based on the written consent of: 

a. The owners of more than half of the territory proposed for 
annexation and more than half of the resident electors within the 
territory proposed to be annexed; or 

b. One hundred percent o f the owners and fifty percent o f the electors 
within the territory proposed to be annexed ; or 

c . A lesser number of property owners. 

2. If an annexation is initiated by Section 5. 104.01.E. l.c., after holding a 
public hearing and if the C ity Council approves the proposed annexation, 
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5.104.02 

A. 

B. 

3. 

the City Council shall call.for an election within the territory to be 
annexed. Otherwise no election.on a proposed annexation is required. 

City Initiated Annexation of an Island. An island is an unincorporated 
territory surrounded by the boundaries of the City. The OregoJl Revised 
Statutes (ORS) enables the City to initiate annexation of an island (ORS 
222.750), with or without the consent of the property owners or the 
resident electors. Initiation of such an action is at the discretion of the 
City Council. 

Comprehensive Plan Map Change, Owner Initiated 

Purpose: The purpose is to provide a procedure for the consideration of a change 
in. use designation on the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan, initiated by the 
property owner. 

Application Requirements. An application shall include a completed City 
application form, filing fee, deeds, notification area map and labels, written 
narrative statement regar<ling compliance with criteri~ location map and the 
following ad<litional exhibit: 

1. Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA), as applicable. 

The application shall be reviewed to determine whether it significantly 
affects a transportation facility, in accordance with Oregon Administrative 
Rule (OAR) 660-012-0060. H the review indicates that a transportation 
facility could be significantly affected, a TIA may be required. Significant 
means the proposal would: 

a. Change the functional classification of an existing or planned 
transportation facility. This would occur, for example, when a 
proposal causes future traffic to exceed the capacity of "collector" 
street classification, requiring a change in the classification to an 
"arterial, street, as identified by the Transportation System 
Plan; or 

b. Change the standards implementing a functional classification 
system; or 

c. Allow types or levels of land use that would result in levels of 
trave l or access that are incons istent with the functional 
classification of a transportation fac ility; or 
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d. Reduce the level of service of the facility below the minimum 
acceptable level identified in the Transportation System Plan. 

C. Criteria. The applicant shall bear the responsibility for the burden of proof. 

5.104.04 

l. Proof that the current Comprehensive Plan Map is in error, if applicablet.:. 

2. Substantial evidence showing how changes in the community warrant the 
proposed change in the pattern and allocation of land use designationst 
aBEl.:. 

3. Substantial evidence showing how the proposed change in the land use 
designation complies with: 

4. 

a. Statewide Planning Goals and Oregon Administrative Rules; 

b. Comprehensive Plan goals and policies; and 

c. Sustains the balance of needed land uses within the Woodburn 
Urban Growth Boundary. 

Tke applieaAt skall eeQf the respoAsibility for the burdea of proof. 
Amendments to the comprehensive plan and land use standards which 
significantly affect a transportation facility shall assure that allowed land 
uses are consistent with the function, capacity, and level of service of the 
facility identified in the Transportation System.Plan. This shall be 
accomplished by one of the following: 

a. Limiting allowed land uses to be consistent with the planned 
function of the transportation facility; or 

b. Amending the Transportation System Plan to ensure that existing, 
improved, or new transportation facilities are adequate to support 
the proposed land uses consistent with the requirement of the 
Transportation Planning Rule; or, 

c. Altering land use designations, densities, or design requirements to 
reduce demand for automobile travel and meet travel needs 
through other modes of transportation. 

Zoning Map Change, Owner Initiated 

Section 5.104.04 Page 5.1-115 
July 1, 2002 Woodburn Development Ordinance [WOOf 
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A. Purpqse: The purpose is to provide a procedure to change the Zoning Map use 
designation, in a manner consistent with the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. 

B. Application ~equirements. A~ app~ication shall include a completed City 
application form, filing fee, deeds, notification area map and labels, written 
narrative statement regarding compliance with criteria, location map and the 
following additional exnibit 

1. Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA), as applicable. 

The application shall be reviewed to detennine whether it significantly 
affects a transportation facility, in accordance with Oregon Administrative 
Rule (OAR) 660-012-0060. If the review indicates that a transportation 
facility could be significantly affected, a TIA may be required. Significant 
means the proposal woul¢ 

a. Change the functional classification of an existing or planned 
transportation facility. This would occur. for example, when a 
proposal causes future traffic to exceed the capacity of "collector" 
street classification, requiring a change in the classification to an 
"arterial,. street, as identified by the Transportation System 
Plan; or 

b. Change the standards implementing a functional classification 
system; or 

c. Allow types or levels of land use that would result in levels of 
travel or access that are inconsistent with the functional 
classification of a transportation facility; or 

d. Reduce the level of service of the facility below the minimum 
acceptable level identified in the Transportation System Plan. 

C. Criteria. The applicant shall bear the responsibility for the burden of proof. 

1. Evidence proving a need for the proposed use and the other permitted uses 
within the proposed zonin g designation. 

2. Evidence that the subject property best meets the need rel ati ve to other 
properties in the existing developable land inventory already designated 
with the same zone considering size, location, confi guration, visibility and 
other s ignificant attributes of the subjec t property. 

Section 5.104.04 
Woodburn Development Ordinance (WOO} 

Page 5.1 -116 
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3. Amendments to the comprehensive plan, zoning map and land use 
standards which significantly affect a transportation facility shall assure 
that allowed land uses are consistent with the function, capacity, and level 
of service of the facility identified in the Transportation System Plan. This 
shall be accomplished by one of the following: 

a. Limiting allowed land uses to be consistent with the planned 
function of the transportation facility; or 

b. Amending the Transportation System Plan to ensure that existing. 
improved. or new transportation facilities are adequate to supp<>rt 
the proj!08ed land uses consistent with the requirement of the 
Transportation Planning Rule; or. 

c. Altering land use designations; densities, or design requirements to 
reduce demand for automobile travel and meet travel needs 
through other modes of transportation. 

D. Delineation. 

Upon approval, a zone change shall be delineated on the official zoning map by 
the Community Development Director. A zone change subject to specific 
conditions shall be annotated on the official zoning map to indicate that such c> 
conditions are attached to the designation. 

Section 5.104.04 Page 5.1·117 
Woodburn Development Ordinance {WOO/ July /, 200 2 ( · 

Volume 5 
Page 1214 



6.101 Description of Application Exhibits 

(Changes are proposed only to Section 6.101.0 1.0) 

Q. Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) Requirements. 

A Transportation Impact Analysis required for either a street, for access to a 
street}, that is under City jurisdiction, a comprehensive plan map change. or a 
zoning map change shall be conducted to the specifications of the Public Works 
Department. · 

··I 

Section 5.104.04 
Woodbum Development Ordinance {WOO f 

Page 5.1-118 
July I , 2002 
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Figure 6.6 Street: Typical Cross Sections 

(Delete Figure 6.6) 

Section 2.113.01 
Woodb t1 rn Development Ordinance {WDO} 
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CITY OF WOODBURN 

2005 PUBLIC FACILITIES PLAN 
May 27, 2005 Draft 
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City of Woodburn 
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PUBLIC FACILITIES PLAN 

SERVICE AREA CHARACTERISTICS 

Woodburn is located in Oregon's Willamette Valley approximately 17 miles north of Salem and 30 miles 
south of Portland in the Pudding River basin. The topography of the service area slopes slightly to the 
northeast. The area is relatively flat with an elevation differential of only 50 feet. ranging 150 to 200 feet 
above sea level. 

The main drainage through the City is Mill Creek. which drains to the Pudding River. Senecal Creek 
drains a small portion of the City's UGB area west ofl-5. A very small portion of the east part of the city 
(east of highway 99E) naturally drains directly to the pudding river. 

The climate is mild with wet winters and dry summers. Rainfall averages about 41 inches pee year and one 
year in ten will exceed 51 inches. The wettest months are usually November, December and January with 
almost 20 inches of rainfall occurring dwing that time. 

The soils in the area are of two associations, Amity silt loam and W oodbum silt loam. Both of these 
formations are found throughout the city in all areas except drainage channels. The Amity series consists 
of poorly drained soils formed in mixed all uvial silts. The layer is general 17 inches thick overlaying a 7-
inch silt loam subsurface layer and a 13-inch silty clay loam subsoil. TheW oodbum series consists of 
moderately well drained soils formed in silty alluvium and loess. The 17-inch surface layer overlays 37 
inches of subsoil and a silt loam substratum to a depth of 68 inches. The course of Mill Creek is etched in 
Bashaw clay and Dayton soils and terrace escarpment are also found in the service area. 

The geology of the area consists of Troutdale fonnation materials and Willamette silts overlaying 
Colwnbia River basalt. Depth to basalt is unknown but thought to be approximately 600 feet. The 
Troutdale formation consists of alternate layers of clay, silt. sand. and gravel. The Willamette silt formation 
consists of stratified silt. sandy silt. clayey silt and silty clay and has poor drainage characteristics. 

The City is located in a Seismic Zone 3. 

Two major highways traverse the City; interstate 5 along the west side of the City and 99E along the east 
side of the City. Both routes run generally north-south through Woodburn. Oregon highway 214 is an 
east-west route through the City Highway 211 connects Woodburn to Molalla. 

Woodburn is bisected by the Union Pacific Railroad main line. The railroad extends north-south through 
Woodburn and parallels Front Street through the City. Willamette Valley Railroad uses spur tracks that 
parallel Front Street and line that proceeds east from Front Street along Cleveland Street. 
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WATER PLAN 

HDR Engineering, Inc. prepared a water master plan for the City of Woodburn. It was flrst prepared in 
1997 and updated in 2001. The 2001 update provide$ a 20-year plan for the water system through the year 
2020. The plan was based on a projected permanent population potential of 38,586. The City has 5,380 
single family, multi-family. commercial, industrial, and public connections. The Current service area of the 
water system is inside the City limits 

The Water Master Plan assumed that all growth would occur within the current UGB ( 4050 acres). All of 
the projects identified during preparation of the Water Master Plan are listed and entered into the Capital 
Improvement Plan (CIP). The CIP prioritizes and schedules the projects and improvements over the 
planning period. 

Projected Population 
When the Water plan was prepared, it was based on a projected year 2020 permanent population of 38,586. 
Also considered in the water plan were 4,099 projected seasonal workers. 

Water Rights 
The City of Woodburn obtains water_entirely from groundwater. Woodburn has existing water rights 
within its certified service area of up to 13.25 mgd (20.45 cfs). Table 1 shows a water rights summary from 
the Water Master Plan. 

Table 1 
City of Woodburn 

Water Rights Summary 
Certificates of Water Rlgllts·{Suppii) 

WRD Designation Amount WeUName WeUNo. 
(GPM) 

Permit No. G-10931 1000 Centennial WelllO 
Permit No. G-11921 1400 Donner .. Well9 
Permit No. G-11922 2100 Nazarene Well7 
Permit No G- 12029 600 Astor Way Well11 
Cert. No. 36537 500 Senior Estate 
Cert. No. 36538 750 King Way Well A 
Cert. No. 56379 750 Legion Park WellS 
Regis. OR 2267 750 ShopNo. 1 Weill 
Regis. GR 2268 300 Shop No.2 WeU2 
Regis. GR 2269 500 Library Well3 
Regis. GR 2270 500 Settlemier Well4 
Regis. GR 38 15 300 OldSPRR WellS 
TOTAL 9,200 gpm 

(13.25 mgd) 

The Water Master Plan found that Woodburn has sufficient water rights to meet the projected water 
demands through the year 2020. 

Wells 

The City's seven ac tive wells tap the T rou tda le aquifer, a large semi-confined aquifer. It is anticipated that 
the City wi ll continue to util ize this aquifer as the sole source o f water. Ac tive wells are lis ted in Table 2. 

Volume 5 

Page 1220 

Draft 2005 W oodburn Public Fac ilities Plan 4 

(:-- ·' 



II!. 
~. ,• 

Table 2 
Clty of Woodburn 

.. 

Existing WeDs 
No. Description Capacity Function 

3 Libr~ 500 gpm Provides water to 
I Depth= 198. the central part of 

• Woodburn 

4 Settlemier Well 600 gpm Provides water to 
located at the Depth= 183' the central part of 
intersection of Woodburn \ 

West Hayes St. 
and Settlemier 
Avenue. Drilled in 
1952 

7 Nazarene WeU 1,000 gpm Provides water to 
located on Depth=333' the northwest part 
Woodland of Woodburn 
A venue. Drilled in 
1967 

8 Legion Park Well 868 gpm Provides water to 
located on Depth= 194' the southern area 
Alexandra A venue. of Woodburn 
Drilled in 1974 

9 Warren Donner 1,000 gpm Provides water to 
Well located on Depth=280' the north central 
Country Club area of W oodbum 

-- Road 
10 Centennial Well 1,000 gpm Provides water to 

located 2205 Depth+ 279' the north central 
National Way. area of W oodbum 
Drilled in 1988 

11 Astor Way located 1000 gpm Provides water to 
at 1200 Astor Depth =288' the north central 
Way. Drilled in area ofWoodbum 
1989 

The 2001 Water Master Plan found that the City needed to install four new wells. in the west and southwest 
area of the City to increase the total well capacity to approximately 12 mgd. To stay ahead of growth iri 
water demands these wells were programmed to be installed at an approximate rate of one well every five 
years. The proposed well projects from the Master Plan are listed in Table 3 as follows (estimated in year 
2000 dollars): 

Table 3 
Woodburn Water Master Plan 

Proposed WeU Projects 
Project Description Year of Improvement Estimated Costs 

(2000 DoUars) 
Drill 2 wells at South Woodburn site 2002 $680,000 
Drill 2 wells at S. Woodburn site 2015 $425,000 
Drill2 well s at West Woodburn site 2022 $335,000 

Totals (2000 Doll ars) $ 1,440,00() 

Following the recommendations of the Water Master Plan, Woodburn developed two new wells in 2003 at 
south Woodburn sites as follows: 
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• Well 12 at 82$ Parr Road 
• Welll3 at 515 SettJemier Avenue 

During the facility planning process for the water treatment facilities it was determined that the cost of 
connection of wellS to the National Way Treatment Plant were excessive and there were further concerns 
regarding the construction and future water production capability of Well 8. The decision was made to 
construct a new well in the northern area of the City that would allow simplified transmission line 
connection and be constructed in a manner to provide for a more reliable long term water source. 
Subsequently WeU 14 was constructed at 3015 National Way and a raw water transmission tine connects 
this well to the National Way Treatment Plant The locations of the treatment facilities within the system 
are shown on Figure 10-11. 

Source Water Protection Plan 
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 obtain 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. 

WATER DEMAND 

Existing Demand 
Table 4 contains information from 1992 to 1995 from metering records of the average daily water demand 
(ADD) and the maximum daily water demand (MDD). 

Table4 
Woodburn Yearly Water Demand <t> 

Average Daily Maximum Dailey Dernand(4
) 

Demand 
Year MOD MGD Month in which 

MDD Occurred 
1992 1.89 4.36 June 
1993 1.73 3.88 Au~t 

1994 1.91 4.45 July 
1995 1.88 4 .57 July 
1996 1.88 4 .21 July 
1997 1.89 4.26 August 
J998 2.01 4 .41 July 
1999 2. 13 4.46 July 
2000 2. 18 5 .30 August 
2001 2 .19 4.27 July 
2002 2.31 4.86 August 
2003 2.28 5.25 July 
2004 2 .38 5.43 July 
( tJ Based o n metering records 
<ll Based on ratio of MDD/ ADD from pumping records 

The following table shows the total water demand by land use category, the total number of connectio ns (in 
1996) by land use category, the water demand by each connection by land use category and the percent of 
total water demand by land use category. 
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Table~ 
Woodburn Existlna Water Demand Per Demand Categon 

Demand Total No. or Unit demand ~~) Percent of 
Category Demand Connections (gpdlconnection) Total 

(gpd) (1) Demand 
(%) 

Single Family 1,098,000 4,176 266 62.00 
Residential 
Multi-Family 310,400 127 2,440 17.00 
Residential 
Commercial 315,800 386 820 18.00 
Industrial 520 3 173 0.03 
City Owned 38,300 56 691 2.00 
Fire Service 1,300 53 26 0.07 
Other 13,800 0.00 
(Flushing) 
TOTAL 1,778,000 4.800 100.00 
111 As of April 1996 
(2) Based on number of connections in June 1995 and demand from June 1994 
(3) gpd = gallon per day 

Single-family residences used approximately 266 gpd per connection. Multiple family residential uses 
have from 2 to 192 dwelling units per connection, with a median of 12. Therefore. the water demand per 
connection is higher than for single-family uses. The W ater Master Plan estimated that water demand per 
capita was 97 gallons per capita. 

As the table indicates, about 80 percent of the total water demand is from residential uses. Commercial 
uses account for 18 percent. city connections for 2 percent and less than one percent comes from industrial 
uses and fire service. 

AU water systems llave a certain amount of water that is produced by the system that cannot be accounted 
for by billing records. This is termed "unaccounted-for water" and it results from un-metered demands, 
meter inaccuracies, leakage, hydrant and line flushing and testing, and authorized or unauthorized hydrant 
use. Typi~al water systems average from 5 to 10 percent unaccounted-for water. 

Woodburn conducts annual audits of pumping and water consumption records. Data fro m l986 through 
2004 were summarized in T able 6 as follows: 
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Table.6 
Woodburn Unaccounted For Water 

Unaccounted for Water 
Year MG Percent 

1986 . 87 31.0 5 
. 1987 . 88 30.9 5 

1988 . 89 50.1 8 
1989.90 67.0 11 
1990.91 50.4 8 
1991 - 92 ' 86.3 11 
1992-93 64.4 10 
1993 - 94 55.3 8 
1994- 9S 56.6 9 
1995-96 . 48.1 7 
1996-97 41.2 6 
1997-9S 55.2 8 
1998-99 58.7 8 
1999-00 46.6 6 
2000-01 71.8 9 
2001-02 50.1 6 
2002-03 58.9 7 
2003-04 43.5 5 
Average 54.7 8 

The unaccounted-for water in Woodburn ranges from 5 to 11 percent of production with a median and 
average of 8 percent. Woodburn gives leaking pipelines priority for replacement in its distribution system 
maintenance budget. · 

Projected Year 2020 Demand 

The Water Master Plan is based on moderate measures to conserve water, that the plan expects to reduce 
demand between 5 and 8 percent. including the following: 
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• Leak: detection and water line repair and upgrading. 
• Annual water audit to calculate the amount of unaccounted-for water. 
• Metering of all service connections. 
• A public education program using bill inserts to publicize the need for water 

conservation. 
• Technical assistance measures including a bill showing the consumption history and 

customer assistance for questions related to water conservation. 
• Promotion of conservation for nurseries and park department facilities and low water 

demand landscaping in all retail customer classes. 
• Increasing Bloc k Structure for water rates. 
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The Water Master Plan estimated that by the year 2020 average day demands (ADD) may increase to 4.47 
million gallons per day and maximum day demand (MOD) may increase to 10.28 million gallons per day. 

Table7 
Water Demand Projecdons 

No Consenatton Impact Moderate Consenatlon Impact 
Year Add(mgd) MDD (Ol2d) ADD (m&d) MDD (mgd) 

2010 2 .96 6.81 2.73 6.28· 
2015 3.51 8.07 3.23 7.43 
2020 4.14 9.52 3.82 8.79 
2025 4.70 10.82 4.36 10.02 
2030 5.25 12.08 4.86 11.18 
2035 5.74 13.20 5.32 12.23 
2040 6.17 14.19 5.71 13.14 

Table 8 
Water Production Projections 

No Conservation Impad Moderate Conserv"tlon lmj)ad 
Year ADD(mgd) MDD(mgd) ADD(mgd) MDD(mgd) 

2010 3.20 7.35 2.95 6.78 
2015 3.79 8.72 3.49 8.03 
2020 4.47 10.28 4.130 9.50 
2025 5.08 11.68 4.70 10.82 
2030 5.67 13.05 5.25 12.08 
2035 6.20 14.26· 5.74 13.20 
2040 6.66 15.32 6.17 14.19 

TREATMENT 

Historically, the City of Woodburn provided no water treatment or disinfection beCause the quality of water 
derived from city wells has proven not to require disinfection and neither state nor federal water regulations 
require treatment or disinfection for wells. Increasing concerns with the odor, taste and staining problems 
generated by iron and manganese in the groundwater, a potential decrease in the federal arsenic standard 
and potential regulation of radon led the City to update its master plan and develop a treatment plan for the 
City ' s water supply. WoodbW11 complies with the parts of the Safe Drinlcing Act that are currently in force 
and apply to the City. ,. 

Iron and manganese levels in the City's water source have caused numeroi,JS complaints about the aesthetic 
quality of the water. To eliminate the iron and manganese problems, the Water Master Plan recommended 
that the City construct neighborh~ treatment plants. 
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Table!) 
Woodburn Water Master Plm 

TreatmentS stem Summary ofbudaetary Cost Estimates 
Treatment Component Year of Improvement Estimated Costs 

(2000 Dollars) 
Raw Water Transmission 2003 $1.079,000 
Pipelines 
Raw Water Transmission 2015 $413,000 
Pipelines 
Raw Water Transmission 2022 $195,000 
.Pipelines 
Reservoir Improvements 2004 $4,127,000 
Drill2 Wells atS. Woodburn 2002 $680,000 
Site 
Drill 2 Wells at S. Woodburn 2015 $425,000 
site 
Drill 2 Wells at W. Woodburn 2022 $33S,OOO 
Site 
Construct three 2.7 MOD 2005 $10,288,000 
Treatment Plants 
S. Woodbwn Treatment Plant 2015 $1.500,000 
Expansion 
Construct W. Woodburn 2022 $1,720,000 
Treatment Plant 

Totals (2000 Dollars) $20,762,000 

h.~:: . 

\; · 

The City is nearing completion of three neighborhood treatment plants as recommended in theW ater ( · 
Master Plan. The three treatment plants are located at well sites on National Way, Country Club Road and 
Parr Road. These treatment facilities treat water from wells at their sites and water transmitted from nearby 
wells through raw water transmission lines constructed when the treatment plants were constructed in 
2003-2004. The locations of the treatment facilities are shown on Figure 10-11. 

STORAGE 
Water system storage is considered to be comprised of three elements: equalizing, fire flow and emergency. 
"Equalizing storage" provides water supply when customer demand exceeds the capacity of the wells and 
pumps to produce water flow. "Fire flow reserves" provides the volume of water needed to provide the 
demand for ftre flow for a fire having a ftnite duratio n. "Emergency storage" supplies water when a portion 
of the water production system is out of commission. The same volume of storage can serve all three 
purposes. The Water Master Plan projects that in the year 2020 these storage requirements will be· as 
fo llows: 

Emergency standby 
Fire Flow Reserves 
Equalizing Storage 

l ,400,000 Gal 
l ,500,000 Gal 
2 ,230,000 Gal 

The city has an elevated reservo ir located near Broadway and Front Street. It is 130-feet high, was built in 
1965 and has a capaci ty of 750,000 gallo ns. This reservoir is in good conditio n and is planned to continue 
in service wi tho ut substantia l repair during the planning period . An older, smaller tank located next to this 
ta nk is scheduled for demo lition. 

In normal o perating condi tio ns, pressure wi thin the water system is established by the e levated reservoirs. 
When demand in the system draws down the reservoir level, pumps at the wells are turned on to pump into 
the svstem and to rep lenish the reservoir supply. (f the level in the reservoir continues to drop after the first 
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well pump has turned on, more pumps receive signals to tum on and pump into the system until the ~ank 
water level reaches pre-determined shutoff level. · · · 

When the treatment plant becomes o~ational the pressure within the water system will be established by 
the larger elevated reservoir. Backup pressure, which had been from the smaller elevated reservoir, will 
now be established from booster pumps at each of the treatment plant sites and pressure sensors located at 
various locations in the City. The booster plant pumps will operate to maintain water levels in the elevated 
reservoir and to supply demands vtaccd upon the system by users. If the elevated reservoir is out of service 
for maintenance or other reasons the treatment plant booster pumps and pressure sensor system will 
maintain desired system pressure. 

The Water Master Plan found that there was a significant deficiency in water storage capacity. The 
existing storage was sufficient to equalize demand within the system and to provide minimal flfe flow 
reserves, but does not provide emergency standby storage nor to satisfy ISO fire flow standards. The plan 
recommends the City cOnstruction 4.4 million gallons of new storage capacity, to increase the total storage 
volwne to S.lS million gallons, comprised of 2.25 million gallons equalizing and 2.9 million gallons of 
emergency-standby/fire flow reserve storage. The plan recommends that tho storage be provided in two 
reservoirs, each providing 2.2 million gallons and that the reservoirs be located at the proposed treatment 
plam sites. These reservoirs were recommended to be grade-level facilities. 

In the design review process for treatment facility construction the decision was made to place reservoirs at 
all three treatment plant locations. The decision was made to allow the reservoirs to reduce levels of radon 
in the City groundwater supply. Although not finalized. the proposed federal limit on radon in drinking 
water is exceeded in some city wells. The City decided to place radon reduction systems in reservoirs. To 
fully treat all water supplies for radon required a reservoir at each treatment site. Reservoirs sizes were 2.7 
million gallons at Parr Road, 0.3 million gallons at Country Club Road and 1.7 million gallons at National 
Way. With the().75 million gallons at the existing reservoir the City has a total of 5.45 rn.illion gallons 
which exceeds the projected 2020 master plan requirement of 5.13 million gallons of storage. The location 
of these reservoirs is shown on Figure l 0-11. 

Grade level storage utilizes pumps to move water into the distribution system and work with the elevated 
storage reservoir to maintain water pressure. The pumps need to be large enough to satisfy anticipated 
peak demand flow rates. They also need to have an automated auxiliary power supply to assure water is 
available during power failure. All three of the treatment plants have emergency generators capable of 
plant operation as well as operation of the wells located at each of the treatment plant sites. The City has 
portable generators that can used to provide emergency power to other wells. 

In 2003-2005 the City is constructing a new storage facility at each of the three new treatment plants. The 
locations of the storage facilities within the system are shown on Figure 10-11. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

There is approximately 66 miles of transmission and distribution piping ranging from l-inch to 18-inches in 
diameter. Approx.imately four miles are piping with sizes of 4-inches or less. Substandard pipe of l -inch 
and 2-inc h diameter is being routinely repl aced. The majority of the pipe within the service area is 6-inch 
or 8-inch diameter service piping. (The City is not required to address these segments of the distribution 
system in the public facilities plan). 

A summary of the quantity of pipe by diameter is illustrated in Table 10 as follows: 
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Table 10 
Summary or Woodburn 2004 Water System Pipe Inventory 

Pif)e Slu Total Len&th of Pipe (feet) 
4" 14,034 
6" 153,201 
8" 188,483 

10" 17,670 
12" 65,958 
14" 8,419 
16" 1,425 
18" 2,336 

The majority of the pipe in the system is ductile or cast iron. There is a significant amount of asbestos
cement pipe in the Senior Estates area. This asbestos.cement pipe has not caused any water quality 
problems. The City routinely repairs and replaces older leaking or undersized pipes as part of an annual 
maintenance program. These pipe repairs and replacements arc performed by water division personnel or 
tluough contracts listed in the City•s capital improvement program. 

Pressure within the distribution system is generally between 50 and 60 psi. The water master plan did not 
identify significant pressure deficiencies during maximum day flows. When water is pumped from the 
distribution S)'Stem to fight a [are. water pressure within the system can be reduced. State administrative 
rules require the system maintain a minimum.pressure of20 psi. Pumping systems instaUed as a part of 
the water treatment project (at each of three treatnient plants) wiU allow this requirement to be met during a 
fueevent. 

The City requires the maximum day demand plus fue flow for a proposed development to be calculated. 
Demand must not exceed available supply. Calculated available fire flow is compared to the standards in 
Table 11, which include the Insurance Services Office standards for fire flow. 

Table 11 
Fire F1ow Demands by Zoning Classification 

(All ftows are calculated on the Maximum Dav) 
Zoning Classification Minimum Required Duration (Hours) 

Fire Flow-(gpm) 
Residential (<12 units/acre) 1,000 2 
Residential (>12 units/acre) 3,000 3 
Commercial 3,000 4 
Public Use 4,000 4 
Industrial 5,000 5 

If the available fire flow is less than the required value, the developer may be required to either modify the 
proposed method of construction to reduce the required fire flow or make system improvements to increase 
the available fire flow in the water system to the development. 

The Water M aster Plan recommended replacing inadequate segments of the water distribution system 
before emergency situations occur or before capacity problems arise. The City will annually fund an 
ongoing substandard main replacement program. The Water Master Plan established priorities for 
replacing pipes as fo llows: 

• Pipes in areas of related frequent customer complaints. 
• Leaking pipes. 
• Pipes identified by either maintenance or operations as problem pipes. 

5 • Pipes four inches or less in diameter, and in areas that have the potential for growt h. 
• Undersized transmission mains. 
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• Aged Asbestos cement pipe. 
• Aged steel or cast iron pipe. 
• Lead joint pipes 

As areas within the UGB develop, the City will require developers to extend the transmission mains into 
these areas and make any improvements necessary to the distribution system. The water master plan does 
not include project costs for distribution improvements in areas to be developed in the future. As areas 
develop, the City will determine the exact configuration of the transmission pipe system. 

TELEMETRY ANfJ CONTROLS 

The existing pumping system has an antiquated control system based on mercury switch technology. The 
treatment plants will utilize a modem Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCAD A) system. The · 
SCAD A system will automate operation of each individual facility, enable monitoring and control from a 
central location and provide reliable communication between sites. The SCAD A system will optimize 
water production and control and alarm notification. An operations center at the water division shop will 
be the central base for the computer SCAD A system. Existing water wells wilJ be incorporated into the 
SCAD A system. Communication between sites and the operations center wiD be through a radio telemetry 
system. 

SHORT TERM WATER PROJECTS 

Table 12 shows the water distribution system projects in the Capital Improvement Program for the next six 
years. 
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Project 
Number 
1 
2 

3 
4 
s 

6 

7 

8 
A 
B 

9 
10 

11 
12 

13 

14 
15 
16 

17 

18 
19 

20 

21 

22 

Table 12 
Planned Water Improvement Projects 

Woodburn Capitall~provements Program 
Fiscal Yean 2003 - 200!J 

Project 2003-04 2004-05 2005·06 2006-07 2006·08 

Hwy 214 widening $44,000 
Laurel A venue (replace $46,000 
line) 
Hwy 99E: Tomlin to Laurel $22,000 
Hwy 99E: Laurel to Aztec $16.500 
99 Eat Silverton Road $110,000 
(bore) 

N First StreeiJN. Second $18.700 
(loop) 
N. Fifth Street (replace $44,000 
line) 
Hwy 214 A Mill creek 
Bore $55.000 
loop line installation $132,000 
Hwy 99B: Blaine to Aztec $44.000 
Hwy 99 E : Blaine to $66,000 
Lincoln 
O~tle/Parr/S . Boones Ferry $96,000 
McKinley St. Line $22,000 
Capacity Imp. 
Lincoln to Hardcastle $132,000 
(looti) 
99 E South (New Line) $132,000 
Silverton Road (Loop) $44,000 
Water System 
Rehabilitation 
Water Treatment $9 millio n $6.8 $I million 

million 
Hwy 214/99E Loop Line $100,000 
Hazelnut Dr. -n Replace $55,000 
Bridge Line 
Brown street - Line Rehab $27.500 
(ma.terials only) 
Parr Road to Evergreen 
Loop 
Woodburn Village Line $6 1,600 
Replacement 

FUNDING 
The City allocates its water budget into fi ve funds : Water fund, Water Well Construction Fund, Water 
Equipment Replacement Reserve Fund, and the Water System Development Trust Fund. The available 
sources of revenues come from water user fees, service fees, interest revenues, system developme nt charges 
and miscellaneous revenues. 

The City last completed a rate study in 1999. The purpose of the study was to determine the rates and 
system development charges that would be necessary to fund needed capital improvements and to ensure 
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the ongoing fiscal health of the water system. The study also ensured that required increases were 
equitable in terms of what each class of user pays. The rates and charges determined were to provide 
revenue for capital improvements and for operation of the water supply, treatment and distribution system. 

Water rates were determined utilizing a cost-of-service or functional allocation of costs. The intent of this 
allocation is to recover revenue from classes of customers according to the demands that they place on the 
system. Customer classifications included single family residential, multi-family residential, commercial, 
industrial and fue service in recognition of the different demands placed by each of the classifications. 
Single family residential, the largest water user, includes a fixed rate meter charge and a three tier 
increasing block volume rate. The volume block rate increased at quantities equal to average winter and 
summer water use. Other classifications of users were charged a fixed meter charge and a single volume 
rate. · 

Service fees are evaluated annually and are based primarily on the cost to provide the service. The system 
development charge is the sum of a calculated reimbW'SCment fcc and improvement fcc. The 
reimbursement fee recovers costs associated with capital improvements already constructed or under 
construction. The improvement fee recovers costs associated with capital improvements to be constructed 
in the future. The basis for the fee is peak daily water demand. 
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SANITARY SEWER PLAN 

In November 1993, the City of Woodburn was notified by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) and the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to develop a plan to meet the more 
stringent Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) effluent limits developed for the Pudding River. The 
volume of water in the Pudding River, during the summer months (July and August), is so low the river 
cannot dilute the treatment plant effluent sufficiently. Low flows result in oxygen levels, needed by certain 
aquatic life, to be below acceptable lirnits. The inability to maintain sufficient oxygen J'evels is the main 
reason the Pudding River has been classified as a ·water-quality-limited stream. Total maximum daily loads 
were established for the Pudding River and waste load allocations set for the Woodburn POTW. 

In response to DEQ notification, the City prepared a Wastewater Facilities Plan for its wastewater 
treatment and collection system. The City adopted this plan in 199S and incorporated applicable goals and 
policies into the Comprehensive Plan in 1997. This plan is designed to gilide operations and improvements 
to the City's treatment system through the year 2020. 

In addition to providing upgrade guidelines for the existing sys1cm, to meet regulatory requirements, the 
facilities plan provides for increasing the system's capacity to accommodate planned residential, 
commercial and industrial growth. Additional efficiency is built into the plan by providing for phased 
construction of the improvements. The estimated cost of treatment facilities is divided into two phases. 
Phase 1 estimated costs (in 1998 dollars) are $38.3 million; Phase 2 estimated costs (in L99~ dollars) are 
$11.9 million. The plan will enable the City to look ahead to long-term needs through the year 2020, while 
implementing the improvementS only as they are needed. 

The planning period is 199S to 2020. The study area encompassed the l!l'ea within the present urban growth 
boundary (UGB) of the City of Woodburn and· areas where expansion of-the UGB can reasonably be 
expected to have the potential for occurrence by the year 2020. Areas outside the UGB were also included 
in the study for public health ·reasons. The city already serves one significant user, the MacLaren School, 
which is located outside the UGB. The potential exists that other uses, such as trailer parks, outside the 
UQB could be served in the interest of public health. Expansion of the UGB to serve uosewered areas 
requires approval of the Department of Land Conservation and Development. 

The Wastewater Facilities Plan utilized the following population equivalent projections to the year 2020: 

• 3.4 percent growth for the summer residential population equivalent 
• 3.4 percent growth for the summer commercial population equivalent 
• 0.5 to 1.0 percent growth for the pennitted industrial population equivalent 

These growth rate projections are consistent with, if not more conservative than, the Woodburn 2020 
coordinated population projection adopted by Marion County in December 2004. The adopted 2020 
population is 34,9l9. An annual growth rate of 2 .8 percent was uti lized to develop this projection. The 
Wastewater Facilities Plan used a 2020 residential summer average population projection of 43,672. Based 
on this information, the existing Wastewater Facilities Plan should provide sufficient capacity for the 2005 
urban growth boundary amendments and proj ected population growth through 2020. 

On December 2& , 2004, the U .S . Environmental Quality Protection Agency (EPA) and Oregon Department 
of Environmental Quality (DEQ) issued the City a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Permit. The compliance schedule with this permit requires the City to develop a plan and 
construct facilitie s for meeting the more stringent POTW effl uent limits developed for the Pudding River . 
The treatment plant's wastewater effluent temperature/winter ammonia discharge is higher than can be 
directly discharged to the Pudding Ri ver during parts of the year. Increased ri ver temperatures/wi nter 
ammonia levels have an adverse affect upon aquatic life. DEQ has estab lished temporary temperature and 
wi nter ammonia limi ts un til the establishment of total maximum daily loads for the Pudding Ri ver and 
waste load allocations are set for the Woodburn POTW. 
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In response to the NPDES compliance schedule, the City will prepare a Wastewater Facilitie& Plan upda~ ~,.·,··_::_~;-..·. 
for its wastewater treatment plant and collection system. Part 1 of the proposed update will include plan~ to \ , . · 
meet the NPDES permit temperature/winter ammonia compliance schedule. Part 1 costs have not been 
determined at this time. Part 2 of the proposed update would include plans for construction of Phase 2 of 
the 1995 plan. 

TREATMENT 
Phase 1 of proposed improvements to the wastewater treatment facility was completed in 2003. A diagram 
showing the physical layout of the treatment facility is shown in Figure 7-2. Detailed descriptions and 
maps of the system are included in the Wastewater Facilities Plan. 

The hydraulic design capacity of the treatment plant is 3.3 mgd average dry weather flow. and 16 mgd peak 
hourly flow. The average total biochemical oxygen demand (BODS) capacity is 6,500 lb/day BODS. 
Currently, the plant has an average daily dry weather flow of2.10 mgd, with average for the peak month 
being 2.9 mgd. and a wet weather peak hourly flow of 13 mgd. The plant average daily load of BODS is 
4.500 lb/day and a maximum daily load of 10,575 lblday. 

No major improvements to the facility have been necessary since Phase 1 construction. Phase 2 
improvements wiU be constructed when Phase 1 facilities near capacity which is anticipated to oc:cur by 
2008. As discussed above.. Phase 1 and 2 improvements should provide sufficient capacity for the 200S 
urban growth boundary amendments and projected population growth thro11gh 2020. 

PRIMARY COLLECI'ION SYSTEM 
The wastewater collection system conveys wastewater from residential, commercial and industrial facilities 
to the treatment facility. A diagram showing the layout of the existing sewer trunk and interceptor lines 
and pump stations is shown in Figwe 2. Figure 3 shows the cwrent sewerage service area. The Woodburn 
sanitary sewerage collection system is composed of approximately 14.4 miles of trunk and interceptor line 
and 10 pump stations~ The collection system currently serves about 2 ,087 acres but is planned to serve 
4,913 acres. The cwrent wban growth boundary comprises approximately 4,050 acres. TheW astewater 
Facilities Plan included consideration of 312 acres of ~and at the northeast edge of the UGB and 1,182 acres 
of land along the western edge of the UGB. Figure 1 shows the sewerage service area analyzed in the 
Wastewater Facilities Plan and shows areas considered for service expansion outside of the current UGB. 

To supplement the Wastewater Facilities Plan, the Woodburn Public Works Department provided an 
analysis of the ability of the City to provide wastewater facilities to UGB expansion areas proposed in 
conjunction with the City's 2005 periodic review amendments (ref. UGB Study Area Public Services 
Analysis. 2004). This study provides an analysis of the wastewater collection system improvements 
needed to serve all of the proposed UGB expansion areas and cost estimates of the improvements. In all 
cases, it was concluded that the existing wastewater collection system would have sufficient capacity to 
serve the proposed expansion areas and all proposed expansion areas could feasibly be serviced on a cost 
efficient basi~. 

The Wastewater Facilities Plan provides a description of potential needed improvements to the collection 
syste111- The results of the hydraulic analysis showed that the Miil Creek Pump Station and Pump Station 
Numbers 1, 2, 3, and 9 might require capacity upgrades. In addition, the Front Street Interceptor thro~gh 
the downtown area to Linco ln Street and the trunkline along Highway 214 and Astor Way serving the 
northern portion of town will require improvement to increase capacity. Additional problems are not 
expected, but the problems listed above are expected to get worse. Flow predicted for buildout conditions 
will s urcharge approximately 59 percent of the trunk and interceptor system. Further analysis of the 
condition of wastewater uollection fac il ities is included in Volume II o f the Wastewater Facilities Plan. 
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PROJECTS NEEDED TO SUPPORT PLANNED USES 
., 

WASTEWATER SHORT RANGE FACILITY PROJECTS- (Five Year) 
Projed Title Year or Estimated Costs 

Improvement (2005 doUars) 
Phase 2 Treatment Plant Improvements 2008 $11.9 Million 
Rainier Force Main Extension 2006 $250,000 
Southwest Pump Station 2005 $100,000 
North Trunk Rehab/Hazelnut Bridge Crossing 2W7 $450,000 
Mill Creek Trunk Line lrnl)rovements 2W7 $600,000 
N. 1st/Harrison Improvements 2005 $60,000 
Rehab/Infiltration & lnflow Removal 2005 $220,000 

WASTEWATER LONG RANGE FACILITY PROJECTS- (5-20 Year) 
Project Tide Estimated Costs (ZOOS 

dollars) 
Treatment Plant Tem~ature/Winter Ammonia Compliance Unknown 
UGB Expansion Region 1 Collection System Improvements $1.67 Million 
UGB Expansion Region 2 Collection System hnprovements $1.79 Million 
UGB Expansion Region 3 Collection System Improvements $165,000 
UGB Expansion Region 6 Collection System Improvements $890,000 
UGB Expansion Region 1 Collection System Improvements $3.83 Million 
UGB Expansion Region S Collection System Improvements $1.2 Million 

FUNDING 
To assure that the impact of providing and maintaining new sewer collection facilities is not a burden to the 
community, new development will be required to pay for the cost of collection facilities needed to serve 
such development. Extra capacity facilities required to meet the standards of the Master Sewer Plan will be • 
paid from accumulated revenue of the System Development Charge Fund. 

The City will continue paying the cost of maintaining and improving the existing collection system with 
funds derived from user fees. 

Treatment plant upgrades will be financed through a combination of system development charge funds, 
lo ans, and grants. 
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STORM WATER PLAN 

The Woodburn Storm Drainage Master Plan was prepared by Crane and Merseth Engineering/Surveying in 
1995, and was updated in 2002. · 

The study area of the Storm Drainage Master Plan included the area within the UGB as it existed before the 
2004 amendments and areas immediately sunounding the City tbat contribute runoff to Mill Creek and 
Senecal Creek upstream of the City. The study area comprised approximately 9,447 acres. 

The Storm Drainage Master Plan is based on identifying the impervious area that existed in the base year, 
1994. The study then calculated impervious areas for future land lises based on an assumption that every 
parcel within the UGB fully developed at tho maxi~um density allowed by the 2001 Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map. · 

As noted, there are two major drainage basins within Woodburn. Senecal Creek and Mill Creek. See 
Figure· I, Senecal & Mill Creek drainage basin boundaries. The smaU basin. Senecal Creek is divided into 
13 sub-basins(~ Figure 4) and the larg~ basin. Mill Creek. is divided into 51 subbasins (see Figure 5). 

EXISTING INVENTORY· MAJOR DRAINAGE WAYS 

Appendix A to the Storm Drainage Master Plan contains an inventory, June 1999, of the existing public 
storm water systems 12-inches and larg~ in diameter in the Mill Creek and Senecal Creek basins in the 
City of Woodburn. Table 1 contains a summary.listing (by basin) of pipe sizes, materials, and conditions. 
Table 2 includes data for culverts. 
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,...----
PJpe/Channel Segment 

Description 

SUB-BASIN M-6A2 
Hardcastle Ave. 30th Outfall Line 
TRIBUTARY M-7 (Includes M-11-Cl 
SEITLEMEIR TO FRONT ST. 
Front SL Crossing & Leaping Weir 

Open Channel. 1st to Front 

lst Street Crossing 
Open Channel, 2nd to 1st 

2nd St. Crossing 
36n. 3rd to 2nd St. Crossing 
42" Lincoln to 3r4d St 
25" Settlemier to Lincoln 

; HAYES ST. LINE 
' 
~ fN CTJHAYES ST. LINE 

TRIBUTARY M·9a, MCkiNLEY/99e 
HWY 99e TO OUI'F ALL 
48" CMP Gatch St. Crossing_ 
Open Channel. Gatch to Bryant 

48" Outfall @ Br)'ant 
48" CMP, Bryant to McKinley 
McKinley St. 24", Conf. 48" to 99E 
SUB-BASIN M-10 
12" Collector, Outfall to Jana Ave. 

12" Collector, Jana Ave. to Hawley 

TRIBUTARY M-11 
CLEVELANDST .OUTFALLTO 
SETTLEMEIR 
Outfall C ul vert, Brown to Cleveland 

Table 1 
Mill Creek Tributary and Sub-basin 

Storm Drain Capacity Inventory 

Flow Size/ Type app.-ox. 
Node/ Diam Length 

subbasl (I ncb (Fl') 
n es) 

M-6A2 "30" CSP 2800 

#7 30 CMP 230 

In DITCH 250 

In 30 CMP 150 
tn DITCH 200 

tn 36 CMP 70 
tn 36 CMP 350 
tnb 42 CMP 1390 
#7b 24 RCP 280 
M- 18 RCP 390 
7Bl.B2 
M-7B1 18 RCP 750 

M-7B1 15 RCP 440 

M-7Bl 18 RCP 520 

#9A 48 CMP 375 
#9a DITCH 800 

#9a CMP 150 
#9a 48 CMP 550 
M-9A3 24 CMP 600 

M-10 12 CMP 470 

M-10 12 CNIP 650 

lt ll (2) RCP 
42" 

Draft 2005 Woodburn Public Facilities Plan 

Adequacy 
Design Event Carried (YR) 

1996 
Conditions 

100 

100 
(Ponded) 
25. Storage 
Area 

2 
100. out of 
bank 
5 
100 
100 
2S 
10 

10 

10 

10 

100 
100, ponded 

25 
50 
<2 

2\ 

2 

100 

FuU Build 

25 

2 (Ponded) 

Maintaining as 
storage or 
Conv~y 100 
cfs 
<2 
Convey 100 
CPS 
2 
100 
2S 
<2 
.(no additional 
•tapacity} 
(No additional 
capacity) 
(No additional 
Cl!J>acity) 
(no addjtional 
capacity) 

100 
Convey75 
CFS 
25 
50 
<2 

(No additional 
capacity 
(No additional 
capacity 

5 (Undetained) 
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Open Channel, Front St. to Brown St. #11 DITCH 
Front St. Crossing #lla 48" RCP 200 
ParkQipe_. Settlemier to Front #lib 48" RCP 1160 
Settlemier Crossing #llb 54" CMP so 
18" A Street Collector M-11 18" 1 1300 
SPUR M-11BIP ARR ST. TO CONF. 
Open Channel, Brown SL to Conf. Main Trib M- . DITCH 

1181/B 
2 

Table l ,. 
Mill Creek Maha Stem 

Existing Culvert Inventory 

Crosslna Flow 1995 Survey Type Lengtb Topor 
Description Node Data (Fl') Road 

Siu/ Overflow 
Diameter Elevation 

Crosby Road M-1 7'x10" CMP 69 148.4 
Arch Culvert Arch 
Private Drive M-2 8.3'x7.8' CMP 26 149.1 

(96") 
Hazelnut Ave. M-4 Natural NA 80 157.1 
Bridge Section 
High School M-4 9. l'xl4.0' CMP 66.8 158.9 
Entrance Drive Arch 
Hwy 214-Box M-5/6 l2'x7.7' Con. 73 154.4 
Culvert Box 
FrontSt and M-6 96" CMP 285 180/6(RR) 
SPRR Culverts 
Hardcastle M-8 72" CMP 182 163.6 
Avenue- &2" (deformed 
CMP outlet) 
Lincoln Street M-9 84" CMP 130 169.3 
Culvert (deformed) 
Young Street Box M- 8'x6' Con. 100 174.0 
Culvert 10/11 Box 
Cleveland Street M-10 . 9.3x.l6.4' CMP 150" 168 (street) 
Arch Culvert Arch 
Marshall Street M-10 48" RCP 57 165.5 
Culvert 
Stark Street M-10 (2) 48" RCP 62 167.9 
Culverts 
Wilson Street M-12 (2) 52" RCP 74 169.0 
Culverts 

Indtcates approxtmate length only, no field survey data. 
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50 5 (Undetained 
50 5 (Undetained 
50 5 (Undetained 
50 5 (Undetained 
s <2 

100, Convey 30 
Backwater CFS 
Ponding 

Target APPROXIMATE 
Flood CAPACITY 
Elevation 
(Ff) 

Flow Event 
(CFS) (YR) 

1996 Build out 
148.0 340 5 2 

149.0 280 2 <2 

152.0 >500 100 100 

153.4 490 100 100 

154.0 soo· 100 (Backwater 
Floodin~) 

156.0 430 100 100 

161.5 250 50 25 

163.5 290 100 100 

164.3 290 100 100 

164.4 210 100 100 

165.5 82 10 5 

167.0 200 100 100 

169.0 200 !00 100 

2 l 
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NEEDED DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS TO SUPPORT GROWTH 
RecommendationS for needed storm drainage projects are found in Chapter 9 of the Storm Drainage Master 

~ Plan. · 

Detention PoUey Implementation 

The St~nn Drainage Master Plan includes a Stann water Flow Management Program. including policies 
regarding detention. This policy requires on-site detention for new developments and identifies several 
locations in the City where a public detention facility may be sited. 

Detention facilities are sized based on the Council adopted guide presented in Table 3, "Volumes for 
Different Intensity storms for lQ-Acre Site." ' 

Stonns Results 

100 yr. 1.26" 
1.1 brs 

50 yr. 1.20" 
l.76·hrs 

25 yr. l.l4" 
2.86 hrs 

10 yr. 1.08" 
2 .97 hrs 

5 yr. 0.935" 
3 .28 h.rs 

2 yr . 0.800" 
3.64 hrs 

CITY OF WOODBURN 

I 

Table3 
Volumes For DitTerent Intensity Storms 

For 10 Acre Slt,e 

A= Developed ft' 
{Jntensides) 435,600 C=O.n Sec 

orlO {Un)developed 
acres C+0.25 (cfs) 

0.467 in 435,600 rr 0.1 3.313 
hr <I' 10 acres 

0.25 1.167 

0.435 in 435,600rr 0.1 3.087 
hr or 10 acres 

0 .25 l.087 

0.399 in 435,600 ft2 0.1 2 .830 
hr or 10 acres 

0.25 0 .996 

435,600 ft4 

0.364 in or 10 acres 0.1 2 .582 
hr 

0.25 0 .909 

0 .285 in 435,600 f~ 0 .1 2 .024 
hr or 10 acres 

0 .25 0.713 

0 .220 i.!! 435 ,600 ft2 0. 1 1.560 
hr or I 0 ac res 

0 .25 0.549 

Volumes ff 3600sec hn 
storm see hn storm 

32,205 ttl 32,205 ttl 

11.240 ft' 
--11,340~ 
20,865 

storage 
volume 

32,672 fr' 
32,672 ttl --10,800 ft 

19,872 ftl 
1o,8oo rr storage 

volume 
29.138 ft' 

29.138 if --10,255 ft 
18.883 f? 

10,255 ttl storage 
volwne 

27,605 fe 
27,605 ftl --9,720 ft 

17,885 ttl 
9,720 ttl storage 

volume 

23,899 rt' 
23 ,899 f2 -- 8,415 ft 

15,484 ttl 
8,415 re storage 

volume 
20 ,448 re 

20.448 ft3 ·- 7,200 ft 
13 ,248 ft3 

7,200 ft3 s torage 
volume 
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RUN OFF DETENTION REOUIREMENI . 
1) Construct" device that has capacity for detaining di{ferenc~ in run off volume re<;eived by 

undeveloped and developed land for a 25-year storm. f!.:.::.~~:~:: 
2) Construct a discharge orifice of a size that the quantity of run off through the orifice is wqual to . , 

run off flow from a storm of 5-year or less, undeveloped land. 
3) Construct a detention facility to have a post-development 25-year capacity with a discharge orifice 

(or structure) sized to limit outflow to no more than the undeveloped site peak run off for the 
existing (undeveloped) 5 year frequency storm. Detention volumes calculated by the following 
methods are acceptable: 
A. Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph routing model (as prescribed by the King County 

Surface Water Design Manual) for the post development 25-year runoff hydrograph 
detained back to the eltisting 5-year peale site discharge. 

B. 18,883 CF/10 Acre drainage area as per City of Woodburn standard table, above, based 
on the rational method 

SAFETY REQUIREMENTS 
1) Depth of storm water within 30 feet from the edge of detention ponds, if open to public, shall be 

limited to 3 feet, then gradual slope (3%) to higher depth shall be allowed. Maximum pond side 
slopes shall be 3' horizontal to 1' vertical, however, gentler slope is desirable. 

Rev. A STRMVOL- 10/01/95 ~ 09/30/96 Item #3 added 1219/96 Safety Item revised. 
REV B. APPROVED BY CITY COUNCIL 12/9/96 

Portions of the existing drainageways function as detention sites where East Lincoln Street and Hardcastle 
Street (and others) are crossed. These sites, four located in the Mill Creek drainage and one located in the 
Senecal Creek drainage basin will continue to function as detention areas.Programs directed at improving 
public safeguards during periods of high flow and incorporation of storm water treatment will be continued 
whenever possible. 

SHORT AND LONG TERM CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 

· Project 
ID 

Pl 
P2 

P3 
P4 

PS 
P6 
P7 
P8 
P9 
P lO 

TABLE4 
Needed Storm Improvement Project Summary 

Woodburn Drainage Master Plan 

Project Name Drainage Subbasin 
Basin ID 

Hardcastle Crossing Mill Ck M-8 
Front Street Detention & Mill Ck M-7 
Crossing 
MarshaU Street Mill Ck M-10 
Crosby Road Crossing Mill Ck M-1 

Boones Ferry Crossi ng Mill Ck M-Ia 
Old town - 2nd street Mill Ck M-7 
East McKinley Mill Ck M-9a 
Stubb Rd Detention Mill Ck M-lla 
Connect 48" at I-5 & H wy 2 14 Senecal Ck ES-2 
Goose Creek Re-alignment Mill Ck M-5 

Priority Estimated 
Cost($) 

High $ 191,729 
High $ 151,436 

Hfidl $ 78.560 
N/A $ 587,159 
(county) 
High $ 53,157 
Medium $ 188,965 
High $ $953,101 
Medium $ 359,571 
High N/A 
Hi gil $ 224,577 

$2,788,255 

The Storm Drainage Master Pl an recommended that the ci ty implement several storm drainage 
improvement projects. Five proposed projects within the Study area were given hi gh priority for 
imorovement These are the Mill Creek!Hardcastle Road crossing; development of a detention facility at 
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the Front Street park, addition of a 42-inch line across Front street and the railroad; adding capacity at 
Marshall street; increasing capacity at East McKinley near Bryan Street; and consolidation of storm flows 
into the existing 48-inch line crossing 1-5 immediately north of Hwy 214. 

On Hardcastle Road, addition of a box culvert auxiliary (overflow) line in the embankment of the fill 
crossing Mill Creek is recommended. 

On Front Street, flow from an open ditch in the park enters an 18" diameter pipe before it goes under Front 
Street. Flows beyond the capacity of the 18" pipe are diverted to an open ditch and routed northerly to an 
existing 30~ diameter pipe, which crosses under Front Street and the Railroad. The new system would 
create a detention facility at the park and increase capacity of the line under Front Street and the railroad by 
constructing a 42-inch line in place of the existing 30" pipe. 

At the Marshall Street crossing of Mill Creek, addition of a second conduit (tentatively 54-inch diameter) to 
increase capacity of the crossing and reduce flows that overtop the street is recommended for immediate 
developmenL 

In the area of Blaine and East McKinley Streets, the existing storm system has inadequate capacity the 
Storm Drainage Master Plan recommends that the City abandon the sub-standard pipes and construct new 
larger diameter pipes within the public right-or-way. (This project was completed in 2004) 

The study identified problems at the Crosby Road Crossing. owned by Marion County. and recommended 
that the City work with the County to improve this facility. 

A dry-line 48-inch storm sewer was constructed as part of the ODOT I-5 construction. this system can be 
utilized to relieve hydraulic loading to the storm system crossing under 1-5 to the south of Hwy 214. when 
placed in service. 

The study identified two locations along the main stem of Mill creek. that appear to be overtopped during 
very high flow periods. These are the Goose Creek confluence at Highway 214 near the Mill Creek Pump 
station and the private road crossing just south of Crosby Road. · 

At Mill Creek at the confluence of Goose Creek just south of Highway 214 at the Mill Creek Pump Station 
there is significant probability of backwater build up during the 25-year event and overtopping at the 
highway embankment appears to be possible during the 100-year storm event. To alleviate this potential 
problem the Storm Drainage Master Plan recommends that the city realign the Goose Creek Tributary to 
cross Hwy 214 and intersect Mil1 Creek to the north of Hwy 214. This wo uld include the installation of a 
60" diameter culvert. 

The private drive south of Crosby Road is within the City limits but it is not a publicly-owned facility nor 
located withln a public right-of-way. Therefore, the City does not have authority or responsibility for it 
The capacity of the ex.isting culver is inadequate to pass a 25-year event. The type, configuration and slo pe 
of the culvert limits the capacity to Jess than 250 cfs. The full build-out I 00-year event flow at this location 
is estimated at 500 cfs. The Storm Drainage Master Plan reco mmends that i t should be replaced with a 90" 
o r 96" pipe. 
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Proje 
ct # 

1 
2 
3 

4 

5 
6 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 

12 

13 
14 

15 

LIST OF SHORT TERM PROJECTS 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM: 2004-2005 THROUGH 2008 • 2009 

STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES 

Project 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 

Bryan Street Outfall $39,000 $48,000 
Brown/Wilson Storm $130,000 
W. Lincoln: Leasure to $45,000 
Cascade 
Landau/Laurel Storm (to $50,000 $500,000 $200.000 
Pudding) 
Marshal Street Culvert $80,000 
North 1st & 2nd (north of $62,000 
Church SL) 
N Front net. -culvert to $151,000 
Commerce 
Hardcastle Culvert $192,000 
Replacement 
Settlemier Regional Detention $194,000 $295,000 
Misc. Wetland Mitigation $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 
Reline Settlem.ier Crossing N. $20,000 
of Hayes 
Reclaim Channel N. of $7,000 $25,000 
Progress Way 
Garfield-Workman-Hayes SD $59,200 
3'0 St. @ Nuevo A.manecer to $26,000 $70,000 
Hwy214 
Oak Street - l 11 to 204 $25,000 

FUNDING 

To assure that the impact of providing and maintaining new storm drainage facilities is not a burden to the 
community, new development will be required to pay for the cost of storm drainage facilities needed to 
serve such development. Extra capacity facilities required to meet the standards of the Master Storm 
Drainage Plan may be paid from accumulated revenue of the System Development Charge Fund. 

The City will continue paying the cost of maintaining and improving the existing storm drainage system 
with funds deri ved from a combination of system development charges, Local Improvement Districts, and 
street maintenance and construction funds. 

$25,000 

Volume 5 

Page 1246 

Draft 2005 Woodburn Public Faci lities Plan 25 

(f
. 

' 

... 

_, .... 
( 
' 



--------

- · -·-Clio~ 

-- --U--~ -···--~ 
----~--. 

Volume 5 
Page 1247 



... .._ ..... -... 

--------, ;, ;: 
I ;_,: 

/; 
-

,___;----· 

I 

UOIUCD 

.,.__, --~-- ~,.::;..,........ 

- -~·-~= ......... ---- u_a-a._, 
- .. · --C..IIoo - --- llalooooo-........, ---- · 



\ 

. .................... ..,........__~,.:, 

.. " ~~ . . 
. : "'-----~ ' ~ ; ··: .... 
~ ........ , . ' 

I . ', 
I l· ', I ; 

I " ,. 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
L 

UOUID 
M - 11-<J ~~ 
- • - . - Clq I.lelao 
---- u ..... a........_.....,. - .. ·- -C...WU... 
----~ ........ ~ ____ ..... _~ 

I T~ Cily ol J oodburn ., 
STORJt ORMNAGE liASrtR ~ 

Volume 5 

Page 1249 



Volume 5 
Page 1250 

I --
---~-[ __ _ 

I .____._ 
I 
I 
I 

. I\..,.., 
I ',..._, __ 

- ., 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
L. 
_____ ___,~/ 



TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

The City of Woodburn, in conjunction with the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), initiated an 
update of the City's 1996 Transportation System Plan (TSP) in 200~. The City of Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan is currently undergoing periodic review as required by ~tate law. Updating the 
transportation element (Goa112) of the Comprehensive Plan is Task 3B of the Period Review. In addition 
to fulfil1ing the periodic review requirements, planning for near- and long-term transportation system needs 
is a priority for the City. 

The purpose of the update is to amend the TSP based on the following criteria: 

• State Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) requirements 

• Updated transportation model structure consistent with (1) OOOT technical specifications, and (2) 
local land use designations 

• Consistency with plans completed and underway since development of the 1996 TSP 

The updated Woodburn TSP identifies planned transportation facilities and services needed to support land 
uses proposed in the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan in a manner consistent with the TPR (Oregon 
Administrative Rule [OAR] 660-012) and the Oregon Transportation Plan (OfP). 

A system of transportation facilities and services adequate to meet the City's transportation needs to the 
planning horizon year of 2020 is established in the TSP update. The TSP includes plans for a transportation 
system that incorporates all modes of travel (i.e., auto, bicycle, pedestrian. rail. marine. and public 
transportation), serves the urban area. and is coordinated with the state and county transportation network. 

EXISTING FACILITIF.S 

This section provides a general inventory and a deficiencies assessment of the existing transportation 
facilities within the Woodburn UGB. A more detailed assessment of existing facilities is found in Section 3 
of the TSP. The TSP addresses pedestrian and bicycle facilities, transit facilities, rail facilities, air transport 
facilities, pipeline transport facilities, water transport facilities, and roadway facilities. 

Pedestrian Facilities 

Figure 3-2 illustrates the available pedestrian facil ities and their relationship to major activity centers 
within Woodburn. As shown in Figure 3-2, gaps in the existing pedestrian system include the following 
areas: 

• Oregon 214: Pedestrian facilities are not provided from 5th Street to Park Avenue in front of 
Woodburn High School on either side of the road. Sidewalks are also absent west of I-5 and east of 
Oregon 99E around the commercial areas. 

• Boones Ferry Road : Pedestrian facilities are not provided on either side of the road no rth of 
Oregon 2 14, which abuts French Prairie M iddle School and Linco ln Elementary Sc hool. 

• Settlemier Road: Sidewalks are not provided on the west side of the road north of Hayes Street nor on 
the east side of the road south of Cleveland S treet. These connections would provide a continuous link 
between the residential areas to the south of Oregon 2 14 to French Prairie Middle School and Lincoln 
Elementary School. 

• Hayes S treet: Pedestrian facilities are not provided on the north side of the road across the street from 
Nellie Mu ir Eleme ntary Sc hool. 

• Cascade Drive: S idewa lks are not provided on either side of the road between Hayes Street and 
Oregon 214. This connection would provide a li nk between the residential area around Hayes Street 
and the commercial developments on Oregon 2 14. Volume 
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• Lincoln Street: Pedestrian facilities are not provided on the south side of Lincoln Street between 
Washington Elementary School and the commercial developments on Oregon 99E. 

Bicycle Facllltles 
Figure 3-3 shows the existing bicycle routes in the city of Woodburn. 

As indicated in the figure, bicycle facilities in Woodburn have little connectivity between residential areas, 
schools, and commercial centers. Major connections are missing in the locations outlined below. 

• Boones Ferry Road/Settlemier Road: Bicycle facilities are not provided on Boones Ferry Road and 
Settlemier Road. This connection would provide a link from residential communities nortb and south 
of Oregon 2 L 4 to the commercial areas on Oregon 214. Frencn Prairie Middle School, and Lincoln 
Elementary School. 

• Oregon 214: Bicycle lanes are not provided west of Boones Ferry Road to connect with the 
commercial developments near I-5. 

• Front Street: Bicycle facilities are not provided on Front Street to connect residential areas to the 
downtown commercial area. · 

• Oregon 99E: Bicycle lanes are not provided south of Lincoln Street to connect with the commercial 
and industrial uses to the south. 

Publk Transportation 
Figure 3-4 shows exlsting transit routes in the city of Woodburn. Transit is provided in Woodburn by the 
Woodburn Transit System and Woodburn Paratransit System during the week. The Woodburn Transit 
System provides service on the major facilities within Woodburn, which include Oregon 99E, Oregon 214, 
Front Street. Boones Ferry Road, and Young Street. Intercity transit is also provided by OHAS, the 
Woodburn Family Clinic. Greyhound, and ffiJT Transportation. 

RaU Facilities 

Figure 3-5 depicts the location of rail crossings and the existing tracks. Nine at-grade crossings and one 
grade-separated crossing are located along Front Street and Cleveland Street within City limits. Three 
private rail crossings are not indicated on the map. These crossings are for driveways leading to residential 
dwellings. Of the 11 crossings indicated on the map, seven are gated. 

The Union Pacific Railroad provides through train service and freight service north of Hardcastle Avenue. 
The Willamette Valley Railroad, a short-line operator, provides freight service along Front Street and 
Cleveland Street to serve local businesses. Willamette Valley also provides freight service to communities 
to the easl of Woodburn on track leased from Union Pacific Railroad. No passenger train stops are provided 
in Woodburn. The nearest passenger service is available in Salem, approximately 20 miles to lhe south. A 
local group is currently exploring the possibility of using Willamette Valley Railroad equipment to develop 
excursion train service to Silverton. 

Air Transport Facilities 

No commercial or private aviation facilities are located within the Woodburn UGB. Regional freight and 
passenger service is provided via the Portland International Airport, approximately 33 miles from 
Woodburn via I-5 and I-205. Although commercial service is not available, passenger service is accessible 
at the Salem Municipal Airport (via private planes) approximately 20 miles from Woodburn, and at the 
Aurora State Airport approximately 10 miles from Woodburn. 

Pipeline Transport Facilities 

There are no major pipeline transport facilities within the Woodburn UGB. 

Water Transportation Facilities 

There are no water transport facilities within the Woodburn UGB. 

Draft 2005 Woodburn Public Facilities Plan 27 
Volume 5 
Page 1252 

··"" . 



Roadway FacUlties 

Ownership 
Public roads in the city of Woodburn are owned and maintained by three different jurisdictions: ODOT ~ 
Marion County, and the city of Woodburn~ As owners of a roadway, each jurisdiction is responsible for the 
following: 

• Establishing the functional classification 

• Maintenance 

• Approving construction and access permits 

ODOT owns the following facilities within the Woodburn UGB: 

• I-S provides service from the northern Oregon border to the southern Oregon border. 1-S is classified as 
an Interstate High',Vay by OOOT and has a posted speed of 65 miles per hour (mph) in the Vicinity of 
the City. The Oregon 21411-S interchange is the only interchange that provides a direct connection to 
the city of Woodburn. 

• Oregon 214 within Woodbwn is part of the Hillsboro-Silverton Highway, which connects Hillsboro 
through Newberg, St Paul, Woodbwn, and Mt. Angel to Silverton. Oregon 214 continues south of 
Silverton to Oregon 22, just south of Salem. Oregon 214 is classified as a District Highway by ODOT. 
The posted speed varies between 30 and 35 mph within the City limits. 

• Oregon 219 is also part of the Hillsboro-Silverton Highway and is classified as a District Highway. 
According to the Oregon Highway Plan, the Hillsboro-Silverton Highway is considered Oregon 219 to 
the west of I-5 and Oregon 214 to the easL The posted speed within the City limits is 35 miles per 
hour. 

• Oregon 99E connects from Portland to Salem and is classified as a Regional Highway by ODOT. The 
posted speed varies between 35 and 45 mph within the City limits. 

• Oregon 2 11 connects Woodburn to Estacada via Molalla and is classified as a District Highway. The 
designation of the highway begins to the east of the Oregon 2 14/0regon 99E intersection. The posted 
speed wi thin the City limits varies between 35 and 45 mph. 

Marion County has jurisdiction over the following facil ities within the Woodburn UGB: 

• Boones Ferry Road south of Ogle S treet 

• Parr Road west of Centennial Park west boundary 

• Stubb Road 

• Boones Ferry Road north of Vanderbeck Avenue 

• Lincoln Street from 400 feet east of Oregon 99E 

The remaini ng public facili ties are owned by the city o f Woodburn. 

F unctional Classification 

The functional classification defi nes a street' s role and context in the overall transportation system. In 
addition, it defines lhe desirable roadway width, right-of-way needs, access spacing, pedestrian and bicycle 
faci lities, as well as other specifications. The city of Woodburn has established a functio nal classification 
system for the roadways withi n the City limits. Figure 3-6 illustrates the e:<isting classifications. 

A r tcr ials 
Arterials are lhe highest class o f s treet and serve larger through volumes at greater speeds. Arterials serve 
as the major truck routes and emphasize regional mobili ty over access. 
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The city of Woodburn identifies two types of arterials: major arterials and minor arterials. ~ajor arterials 
provide service to traffic entering and leaving the area and traffic to major activity centers in Woodburn. 
Minor arterials feed the major arterial system and support ri:l,oderate length trips and service to activity 
centers. Examples of major arterials in Woodburn incl~e Oregon 214. Oregon 99E. and Oregon 211. 
Examples of minor arterials in Woodburn include. Boones Ferry Road, Front Street, and Hardcastle Street. 

The arterial system is fairly limited and constrained by the railroad tracks, 1-5. and the manner in which 
land has developed in the City over time. 

Collectors 
Collectors are the intermediate class of street. They provide a link between local roadways and the arterial 
system. Access and mobility functions are also important. The city of Woodburn identifies two 
classifications of collectors: service collectors and access streets. The purpose of service collectors is to 
provide significant linkage with arterials and accommodate a higher volume of traffic, white access streets 
are meant to provide single-family residential local street access and accommodate lower volumes of 
traffic. Examples of service collectors in Woodburn include Parr Road, Arney Road, and Evergreen Road. 
Bxamples of Access Streets include Hazelnut Orive, Woodland Drive between Arney Road and Willow 
Avenue, and· AStor Way between Country Club Road and Oregon 214. 

The collector street system in Woodburn is also fairly limited by the manner in which the City bas 
develOped over lime. 

Local Streets 
Local streets provide direct access to homes and neighborhoods and feed into collectors. Access is the most 
important role of local streets. 

The local street grid system is well developed between Boones Ferry Road and Front Street south of 
Oregon 214, and north of Oregon 214 between Boones Ferry Road and 1-5. The local street grid system is 
still developing in the remaining area. 

Traffic Operations 

Manual turning movement counts were collected for intersections of arterials and collectors within the 
Woodbwn UGB on typical weekdays in November 2002 and January 2003. 

Roadways 

Figure 3-7 presents the existing p.m. peak hour traffic volumes on all collector and arterial roadways. These 
volumes are two-way volumes derived from the intersection traffic counts. As shown in the figure, Oregon 
99E and Oregon 214 carry the most traffic during the weekday p.m. peak hour, with approximately 1,900 
and 1.500 vehicles, respectively. 

Intersections 

Traffic operations at intersections are described by a level of service, which corresponds to a range of 
delays a driver experiences a t an intersection. The level of service ranges from "A" to "F." A level of 
service "A" corresponds to little delay and good operations, while a level of service '•F" corresponds to 
high delays and poor operation. 

Signalized intersections and unsignalized intersections have different measures of level of service. For 
signalized and four-way stop intersections, level of service is based on the average delay experienced by all 
vehicles entering the intersection. For two-way stop intersections, level of service is based on the delay 
experienced by the worse movement. which is usually the left-twn movement on the stopped approach. The 
city of Woodburn does not have an operations standard for signalized and unsignalized intersections within 
City limits. 

ODOT has speci fic mobility standards for the state facilities within the city of Woodburn based on the 
facility's classification and volume-to-capacity ratio. The volume-to-capacity ratio is the degree of 
saturation of an intersection. The ODOT requirements for intersections on state highways are as follows: 
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• On Oregon 214, Oregon 211, and Oregon 219, OOOT requires a maximum volume-to-capacity ratio of 
0.85 based on the district highway designation. 

• On Oregon 99E, ODOT requires a maximum volume-to-capacity ratio of0.80 based on its 
classification as a regional highway. 

Levels of service analyses were performed at 33 study intersections using the procedures described in the 
2000 Highway Capacity Manual. These included 11 signalized intersections. as outlined below. 

• Oregon 214/Woodland Avenue: This intersection is located east of 1-5 and provides access to 
residential neighborhoods to the north and the Woodburn Factory Stores. 

• Oregon 21411-5 Southbound Ramp: This intersection provides the city of Woodburn and other areas of · 
Marion County with access to I-5 southbound. 

• Oregon 214/1·5 Northbound Ramp: This intersection provides the City and other areas of the county 
with access to I-S northbound. 

• Oregon 214/Evergreen Road: This intersection provides access to the commercial developments on 
Oregon 214. 

• Oregon 214/0regon Way/CounJry Club Road: This intersection provides access to the residential 
dweiJings to the north and south of Oregon 214. 

• Oregon 214/Boones Ferry Road: This intersection provides access to residential dwellings to the north 
and south of Oregon 214. In addition, French Prairie Middle School and Lincol~ Elementary School 
are located in the northwest quadrant of this intersection. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Oregon 214/Meridian Drive/5'~ Street: This intersection provides access to the business developments 
to the north and the residential dwellings to the south of Oregon 214. In addition, 5th Street provides a 
connection to the commercial developments along Front Street. 

Oregon 214/0regon 211/0regon 99E: This intersection was improved in August 2002 to include 
additional turn lanes on the northbound approach. 

Oregon 99F/Hardcastle Street: This intersection provides access to the residential developments to the 
east and west of Oregon 99E. 

Oregon 99E/Lincoln Street: This intersection provides access to the residential developments and 
Washington Elementary School to the east Oregon 99E. 

Oregon 99E/Young Street: This intersection provides access to the industrial and commercial uses to 
the east and west of Oregon 99E. 

The remaining study intersections are stop-controlled intersections. Figure 3-7 summarizes both the 
intersection control and the results of the inters.ection operations analysis for all study intersections. Table 
3- 1 summarizes the volume-to-capacity ratios for each intersection. The intersection operat ions are reported 
as being under, near. or over capacity. The capacity was based on level of service for signalized 
intersections. and the volume-to-capacity ratio of the critical movement for unsignalized intersections. For 
analysis purposes, over capacity was defined as not meeting ODOT mobility standards. As shown in the 
figure and table, all study intersections currently meet ODOT mobility standards with the exception of the 
Meridian/511>/0regon 2 14 intersection. At this intersection. the cri tical southbound left-turn movement 
currently operates over capacity. 
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TABLE 3-1 
Existing Operations· at Key Intersections {volume-to-capacity [v/c}) 

llltersection Existing 

Butteville Road/Oregon 219* 0.16 

Woodland/Oregon 219 . 0.45 

I-S/Oregon 214 northbound ramps 0.78 

1-5/0regon 214 southbound ramps 0.78 

Evergreen Road/Oregon 214 0 .90 

Oregon Way/Oregon 214 0.72 

Cascade Drive/Oregon 214 0.31 

Boones Perry Road/Oregon 214 0.85 

Meridian/5da/Oregon 214 >1 
Front Street/Oregon 214 0.73 

Park Avenue/Oregon 214 0.51 

Oregon 99FJOregon 214 0.82 

Cleveland Street/Oregon 99E 0.67 

Hardcastle Street/Front Street 0.35 

Lincoln Street/Front Street 0.30 

Garlield/Y oung Street/Front Street 0 .42 

Cleveland Street/Front Street 0.24 

Boones Ferry Road/Crosby 0.27 

Parr Road/Settlemier Road 0 .20 

*Note: Butteville/Oregon 219 refers to the southern intersection of the two 
roadways 

The 20-year intersection traffic operations were analyzed for the 33 study intersections identified. As 
shown in Figure 4-2, the following locations were identified to experience capacity problems if no 
improvements are made to the existing system: 

• Butteville Road/Oregon 214 

• I-S/Oregon 214 northbound ramps 

• l-5/0regon 214 southbound ramps 

• Evergreen Road/Oregon 214 

• Boones Ferry Road/Oregon 214 

• Front StreeUOregon 21 4 

• Park Avenue/Oregon 214 

• Oregon 2 14/0regon 99E 

• Cleveland StreeUOregon 99E 

• Hardcastle Street/Front Street 
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• Lincoln Street/Front Street 

• Garfield/Young Street/Front Street 

• Cleveland Street/Front Street 

• Boones Ferry Road/Lincoln Street 

Based on the anticipated intersection deficiencies, the following roadway segments are anticipated to 
exceed capacity in year 2020: 

• Oregon214/0regon 219 between ButtevilleRoad arid Oregon 99E 

• Front Street between Hardcastle Street and Cleveland Street 

In addition to the identified capacity deficiencies, an analysis was performed to identify areas of high· 
volume growth within the UGB. Although not identified to operate over capacity in year 2020, the Parr 
Road, Butteville Road, and Crosby Road corridors are anticipated to eJtperience a high increase in traffic 
volumes, as compared to today' s conditions. Because of the anticipated capacity deficiencies along 
Oregon 214 between the interchange and Boones Perry Road/Settlemier Road as well as the high 
employment and household growth anticipated in each of the three corridors, it is quicker for travelers to 
use these three corridors to access the I-S interchange from the west than to travel along Oregon 214 to 
access the interchange from the east. 

Truck Freight Transportation 

As shown in Figure 3-8, the city of W oodbum designate~ truck routes and truck ways through the City. 
Although Woodburn does not sign for truck freight routes and ways, the City does sign where trucks are 
not allowed. 

Truck routes thro ugh Woodburn include Oregon 214 and Oregon 99E. By designating these roads as truck 
routes, the City allows through traffic of motor trucks, truck trailers, and truck tractors on these roadways. 

Truck ways are designated as acceptable roads for commercial operation o f motor trucks, truck: trailers, and 
truck tractors, but does not allow a through-city route necessary for specialized traffic directional co ntrol 
signs. 

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

This. section summarizes transportatio n improveme nts neerled over the 20-year planning period as 
illustrated in Section 7 of the TSP. Figure 7-1 shows the functio nal classification designations for all 
e llisting and future streets within the proposed W oodburn UGB. Construction of new ro adways in the area 
being studied for UGB expansio n is contingent upon the ellpansion occurring. If the UGB is no t expanded, 
the roadway system is antic ipated to operate acceptably in the absence of these facilities. 

T he des ignation for all streets is as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Freeway: I-5 

Major Arterial : Orego n 2 19, Oregon 2 14, Oregon 99E, and Oregon 2 11 

M inor Arterial : Southern Arterial, Boones Ferry Road, Settlemier Avenue, Evergreen Road, Front 
Street. Hardcastle Avenue, Yo ung Street (between Oregon 99E and Front Street) , and Butteville Road 

Service CoUector. Parr Road, C rosby Road, Lincoln Street (Front Street to Oregon 99E), West Hayes 
Street (Settle mier Avenue to Evergreen Road), Arney Road , Progress Way/Industrial Avenue, Park 
Avenue. Gatch Street (Lincol n Street to Cleveland Street), Cleveland Street (Settlemier to Oregon 
99E), Wood land Drive (Arney Road to Oregon 214), Stacy All ison, Robin Avenue, the extension of 
Evergreen R oad into Crossroads Shopping Center, Harrison, Garfie ld (Settlemier to Front Street), Park 
(Orego n 2 14 to Lincoln), Cooley (Oregon 2 11 to Hardcastle) 
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• Access Street; Woodland Drive (north of Robin Avenue), the extension.of Woodland Avenue to 
Butteville Road south of Oregon 219, Oregon Way, Astor Way (Country Club Road to Oregon 214). 
Country Club Road (Astor Way to Boones Ferry Road), Hazelnut Drive (Tukwila to Front), Tukwila 
(Hazelnut to Boones Ferry), Meridian (Oregon 214 to Hazelnut), 5111 Street (Oregon 214 to Harrison), 
Brown Street (Cleveland Street to Southern Arterial),. Country Club Road (Oregon 214 to Rainier). 

The remaining streets within the UGB are designated as local streets. 

Needed Street Upgrades 

Over time, many of the existing streets within the City will be upgraded, and will be improved in 
compliance with the cross sections in Figure 7-2. Priority upgrades for the City are as. follows: 

• Oregon 214/21911-5 interchange: Reconstruct to a Partial Cloverleaf Design in accordance with the 
Environment Assessment currently being conducted. 

• Oregon 2141219 will be widened to a major arterial standard between Woodland and Oregon Way. 

• Oregon 2141219: Widen to a full five-lane cross section with sidewalks and bicycle lanes per the 
major arterial standard between Butteville Road and Oregon 99B. 

• Oregon 99E: As redevelopment occurs in the corridor, upgrade to be compliant with major arterial 
standards. This would ensure continuous pedestrian and bicycle facilities along the route as well as 
the implementation of access management strategies. Currently, the City and ODOT are pursuing 
potential funding for a modernization project between Lincoln and the south City limits. Although 
the specifics of the project are not available at this time, it is likely that this could include the 
construction of curbs and sidewalks where gaps currently exist. as well as access consolidation. 

• Crosby, Parr and Butteville Road: As new development occurs in the corridors within the UGB. 
upgrade to reflect the transition from the currently rural-character roadways to those more urban in 
nature. 

• Boones Ferry and Front: Upgrade to ensure that continuous pedestrian and bicycle facilities are 
provided along the corridors. 

• Settlemier: Upgrade to ensure that continuous pedestrian facilities are provided along the corridor. 

Other existing streets within Woodburn will be upgraded to the appropriate standards as development and 
redevelopment occur. 

New Streets 

The following new streets and streets extensions are planned over the next 20 years: 

• Widening Oregon 214 to include four through travel lanes (two per direction) between Butteville Road 
and Oregon 99E and the provision of turn lanes at intersections between Woodland Avenue and 
Oregon Way 

• Reconstructing [-5 on-ramps and off-ramps 

• Extending Evergreen Road to Parr Road 

• Extending Stacy Allison Drive to Parr Road 

• Constructing a new service collector between the Evergreen Road and Stacy All ison Drive extensions 

• Constructing the South Arterial fro m Butteville Road to Oregon 99E 

• Terminating Parr Road to the east of Butte ville Road and connecting it into the South Arterial 

• Extending and upgrading Brown Street to the South Arterial 
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• Constructing a new loop ramp connection on Oregon 214 with Front Street in the southwest quadrant 
of the existing intersection. 

• A grid system of collector and local streetS should be constructed as part of the UGB expansion area 
between Stacy Allison and Settlernier to the north of Parr Road. The construction of this system would 
occur with development and within the constrains of the existing built environment This grid system 
should provide coMectivity options for pedestrians, cyclists, and motorists and also help reduce 
reliance on the historic Settlemier corridor. 

Over the next 20 years, it is the City's priority to coordinate with Marion County to provide an extension of 
Crosby Road to Goudy Gardens and Oregon 99E. and to extend the southern arterial from Oregon 99E to 

Oregon 214. The improvements provide needed east-west connections and an alternative route to the 
Oregon 21411-5 interchange area. 

Intracity Fixed Routt Transit 

Improvements to the fixed route transit system should be implemented incrementally over time. The top 
priorities are outlined sequentially below. 

• Increa.Jing Service FreqiUney on bisting Route: Initially, the existing one-way loop route should be 
maintained. with service extended to a 12-bour period from 7:00a.m. to 7:00p.m. at 6Q minute 
head ways. An expansion of the hours of operation of the fixed route service would encapsulate 
morning and evening peak commuting times thereby increasing the likelihood that transit could be 
used for employment-related travel. As ridership increases, service frequency should be provided every 
30 minutes during.peak·periods and e-very 60 minutes during nonpealc periods on the weekdays. The 
feasibility of weekend service should also be investigated in the future. 

• Converting Single Route to Two Way Operations: To improve passenger accessibility, the existing 
one-way loop route should be modified to two-way operations. This service concept would be operated 
under the increased frequency described above. 

• Creating Two Routes (East/West) with One-Way or Two-Way Operations: An east route and a west 
route with a common connection in the downtown should ultimately be established. The common 
connection could be provided at a new transit center in the downtown that may be tied to an intercity 
bus and/or rail station. The east-west boundary between the two routes could either be split at-Front or 
at Settlemier. It would be preferable to increase the service frequency to 30 minutes on both routes 
between 7:00 a.m. to 7:00p.m. These routes could be operated with either one-way or two-way 
operations. 

In addition to the incremental approach identified above, the route should be expanded as growth occurs to 
include the Parr Road and Crosby Road corridors and potentially the South Arterial. The connection to Parr 
Road could occur via the extension of Evergreen Road. The route should also be expanded to include the 
Woodburn Industrial Park located in the Progress and Industrial corridors. 

Intercity Transit 

The feasibility of an intercity transit system should be further investigated. Top priori ty should be given to 
establishing a shuttle service to downtown Salem and the state office building area. As a second priority, 
shuttle service should be inves tigated between Woodburn and the Tualatin Park-and-Ride . Ultimately, the 
provision of service into downtown Portland may be feasible. Under any of these options, it is likely that 
service would be provided during the morning and·evening commu te hours with a potential mid-day 
connection. 

The City and ODOT should continue to investigate the feasibility of establishing a park-and-ride in the 
northeast quadrant of the I-S/Oregon 21 4 interchange as part of the interchange reconstruction project. If a 
park-and-ride were developed, consideration should be given to provide more spaces than the anticipated 
intercity transit demand to accommodate carpooling to Portland and./or Salem. In addition, Woodburn's 
intracity fixed route system should incorporate a stop at the potential park-and-ride and should connect to 
any future north-south MAX line. 
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Special NHds Transportation 
Although improvements in the fixed route system could allow W dodbum to reduce the paratransit service, 
the existing parattansit system provides an essential service for many elderly and handicapped persons in 
the community. If City resources llJ'e concentrated on expansion of the fixed route system. the City may 
investigate transferring the paratransit system to a local social service agency. 

Pedestrian Plan 
The Pedestrian Plan, depicted in Figure 7-3, identifies the sections of the City's arterial and collector 
system where gaps currently exist. In future development areas, the sidewalks will be constructed to ADA 
(Americans with Disabilities Act) standards; in the downtown and other older neighborhoods, the existing 
sidewalk width. clear zone for pe4estrians, and the ramp requirements will need to be addressed as 
properties redevelop and/or roadway improvement projects occur. 

Retrofitting existing streets to include sidewalks should be balanced with developing an off-street pathway 
system. A 7-mile pedestrian and bicycle trail system is recommended along the Mill Creek and Goose 
Creek corridors. This trail system would include connections to adjacent neighborhoods. The sidewalk 
system should incorporate wayfinding signage to direct pedestrians to the off-street trail system. 

Bicycle Plaa 

Figure 7-4 shows the City•s bicycle piau. As. portions of the City•s streets are widened, either through 
adjacent development or public works projects, bicycle lanes would be provided where indicated on the 
plan. 

The bicycle plan establishes a network of bicycle lanes and routes that connect Woodburn's bicycle trip 
generators to provide a safe, interconnected bicycle system. Bicycle lanes arc designated on arterial and 
service collector street segments with anticipated future volumes of over 3,000 daily vehicles with the 
exception of arterials and collectors within the historic area. On other roadways. it is typically appropriate 
for bicyclists to share a lane with other vehicles. This on-street system should be supplemented by an off
street trail system along the Mill Creek and Goose Creek corridors, as discussed under the Pedestrian Plan. 

Although bicycle lanes are not provided on arterial and collector streets within the historic area, a signed 
bike route will be provided on Settlemier, Garfield, Meridian. and 5 111 to guide bicyclists into the downtown 
area. The signage would direct cyclists north of ORE 214 into the downtown via 5th and Meridian. 
Cyclists originating south or ORE 214 would be signed into the downtown via the east-west facilities. 

Rail Facilities Plan 

As the opportunity arises, the City should pursue a potential rail passenger stop. Current discussions focus 
on extending the commuter rail planned between Wilsonville and Beaverton down to Salem. If this occurs, 
the City should seek a passenger stop. This stop could occur west of Butteville Road, north of Oregon 219. 
If this stop is established, the intraCity fixed route transit system should incorporate a stop at the rail station. 

The City should also continue to investigate the opportunity to remove private grade crossings by providing 
alternative access to parcels as development and redevelopment occurs. 

Air, Water, and Pipeline Transport Facilities Plans 

There are no significant air, water or pipeline transportation facilities in Woodburn and none will likely be 
needed in the future. · · 

COST ESTIMATES AND TIMING OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

Estimated costs for proposed transportation improvements were developed and grouped into three 
categories that include existing facility upgrades, construction of new facilities and existing facility 
extensions, and intersection improvements. In all, about $136.5 million (in 2004) dollars of road and transit 
service improvements for the City have been identified for the next 20 years. Table 8·3 shows proposed 
improvement costs and associated owning jurisdiction. Table 8-4 shows capital and operating costs for 
transit improvement alternatives. Table 8-5 shows major transportation improvement projects that have 
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been adopted in the City's Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for Fiscal Years 2004-2009 with estimated 
costs and year of improvement. · 

TABLES-3 
Pr~posed Transportation Improvements 

Project Title Estimated Capital Cost 

Next Ten Years 

Reconstruct 1-5 interchange and Improve OR 214 
between Woodland Avenue and Oregon Way 

OR 214 widening between Oregon Way and OR 
99E and Woodland to Butteville Road 

OR 99E widening between Lincoln Street and 
south city limits 

5111 Street upgrade to access street standards 

Ext. Evergreen Road to Parr Road 

Ext. Stubb to Evergreen 

Ext. Ben Brown to Evergreen Extension 

Add northbound rigbt, southbound left, eastbound 
right turn lanes and eastbound through-lane to 
Boone3 Ferry/OR 214 

Signalize Meridian Drive/5th Street/OR 214 

Signalize Park Street/OR 214 

Add eastbound right-tum lane to Parr 
Road/Settlemier Road 

Signalize Front/OR 214 ramps 

Increase service frequency on transit routes 

P ark-and-ride near OR 21411-5 Interchange 

Upgrade Front Street between Cleveland and Parr 
Road to minor arterial standards 

Upgrade Front Street between Hardcastle and 
Hazelnut to minor arterial standards 

Total 

$50,000.000 

$21,950.000 

$5.750,000 

$1.400,000 

$4.730.000 

$3,900,000 

$4,700.000 

$900,000 

$400,000 

$400,000 

$380,000 

$600,000 

$180,000 

$ 1,750,000 

$950,000 

$ 1,150,000 

$99.140,000 

T en to F ifteen Years 

Upgrade of Crosb y Road to minor arterial 
standards 

Upgrade of Parr Road to service collector 
standards 

Upgrade Boones Ferry and Front to provide 
continuous sidewalks and bicycle lanes 

Service class fac i li ty between Evergreen Road 
and Stacy Allison Drive ex tensions 

Ext. Stacey All ison Drive to Parr Road 

Add loop ramp in southwest quadrant of OR 
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$3,300,000 

$3,000,000 

$975 ,000 

$2,260,000 

$5,980,000 

$ 1,800,000 

Owning Jurisdiction 

State 

State 

State 

City 

City 

City 

City 

State 

State 

City/State 

City 

State 

City 

State 

City 

City 

County/City 

County/City 

City 

Ci ty 

Ci ty 

State 
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TABLE 8-3 
Proposed Transportation Improvements 

Project Title 

214/Front Street intersection 

Add southbound right-tum and westbound left· 
turn lane to OR 99EIOR 214 

Convert transit route to two-way operations 

Off-street pathway along Mill and Goose Creek 
Corridors 

Total 

Estimated Capital Cost 

$580,000 

$180,000 

$750,000 

$18,825,000 

Flfteen to Twenty Years 

OR 99E widening between south city limits and $2,900,000 
southUGB 

Signalize southern Butteville Road/OR 214 
inters~tion and add northbound right-tum lane 

Signalize northern Butteville Road/OR 214 
intersection and add southbound right-turn lane 

Signalize Cleveland Street/OR 214 

South Arterial between Parr Road and OR 99E 

Ext./Upgrade of Brown to South Arterial 

Two transit routes with one-way or two-way 
operations 

Sidewalks on existing service collectors, access 
and local streets 

Bicycle Janes on Garfield, Hardcastle, Young 

Total 

Grand Total 

$275,000 

$750,000. 

$400,000 

$11,780,000 

$780,000 

$360,000 - $700,000 

$540,000 

$700,000 

$18,485,000 

$136,450,000 

Owning Jurisdiction 

State 

City 

City 

State 

State 

County/City 

State 

City 

City 

City 

City 

City 

* Improvements to County facilities outside of City of Woodburn urban growth boundary (UGB). 

TABLE 8-4 
Capital and Operating Costs for Transit Improvements 

Alternative Estimated Capital Cost 

I - Increased Frequency $180,000 

2- Single Route with Two-Way $180,000 
Operations 

3- Two Routes with One-Way Operations $360,000 

4-Two Routes with Two-Way Operations $700,000 
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Grand Total $1.420.000.00 
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Operating Cost 

$352,000 

$352,000 

$352,000 

$704,000 

$1,760,000.00 
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Road-Related Fundlna · 

Table 8-1 presents itemized road-related revenues and expenditures for the S previous fiscal years. 
Revenues are itemized by source of funds. Expenditures are divided into cost categories. Transit-related 
revenues arc reported separately in Table 8-2. 

TABLES·l 
Road-Related Funding in Woodburn 

1997-98 1998-99 1999·2000 2000-01 2001-02 

Revenues 

Working 1.493,104 1,696,614 2,186,578 2,424,545 2,706,399 
Capital 
Carryover 

Interest from 4,224 5,769 6,316 7,861 8,336 
Investments 

State Highway 690,045 695,835 754,253 766,843 842,069 
Trust Fund 

State Revenue 35,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 
Sharing 

Federal ISTEA 0 0 0 0 0 
Revenue 

City Gas Tax 98,783 108,967 108,517 105,620 102.766 

Fees and 547,719 795,772 548,412 718,501 806.2 12 
Assessments 

Bond Proceeds 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Revenues 26,412 78,630 41,414 17,960 50,410 

Total Revenues 2,895,287 3,421,587 3,685,490 4,081,330 4,556,192 

Expenditures 

Personnel 299, 145 3 10,667 321,460 346,114 362,004 

Materials and 301,460 322,141 310,774 336,9 10 341,568 
Services 

Capital Outlay 36 1,410 384,441 388,611 401,497 399,650 

Bonds and 0 0 0 0 0 
Assessments 

Transfers./Conti 236,658 24 1,760 240,100 290,4 10 286,550 
ngencies!UN AP 

Total l , l98,673 1,235 ,009 1,260,945 1,374,93 1 1,389,772 
Expenditures 

Source: City of Woodburn Budget 

The City has a number of large, stable contributors to road-related transportation revenue. The State 
Highway Trust Fund, the City's Transportation fmpact Fees (TJ:F), and the Ci ty gas tax all contribute 
significantly to avail ab le revenue. During the past 5 years. revenues from the State Hi ghway Trust Fund 
have ri sen from $690,045 to $842 ,069, an increase of 22 percent. The Transportation Impact Fee program, 
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which was instituted in 1994-1995, has increased dramatically from $547,719 to $806,212 (47-percent). 
The City gas tax revenue has remained steady at IU'ound $100,000 per year during the same period. 

The largest category of expenditure during the past 5 years has been capital outlay, which comprised about 
30 percent of total expenditures on average. Personnel and material and services costs typically represent 
45 to 55 percent of total expenditures. ·Remaining expenditures arc associated witb transfers to other City 
departments and accounts for operating facilities and replacing equipment. 

Tramit-Related Funding 
Table 8-2 presents itemized transit-related revenues and expenditures for the 5 previous fiscal years. 
Revenues are itemized by source of funds. Expenditures are divided into cost categories. 

TABLE8-2 
Transit Funding In Woodburn 

1997-98 1998-99 199,-2000 2000-01 

Revenues 

Working 51,817 60,690 47,451 32,264 
Capital 
Carryover 

Property Taxes 77,711 85,317 96,447 93,853 

Interest from 976 1,110 1,240 1,976 
Investments 

Revenue from 36,21.5 78,626 160,331 48.530 
Other Agencies 

Transit Fares 24,210 22,920 21,641 20,850 

Total Revenues 190,929 248,663 327,110 197,473 

Expenditures 

Personnel 88,802 94,520 99,650 107,650 

Materials and 35,937 39,615 41,246 41,562 
Services 

Capital Outlay 0 60 ,577 147,450 0 

Transfers/Conti 5,500 6,500 6,500 6,500 
ngencies!UN AP 

Total 130,239 201 ,212 294,846 155,802 
Expenditures 

Source: City of Woodburn Budget 

Outlook for Existing Transportation Funding Sources 

2001-02 

41,671 

105,979 

2,630 

91 ,790 

2 1,410 

263,480 

116,760 

41,740 

56,53 1 

6,500 

221,531 

The S tate Highway Fund should be a relatively stable source of revenue for Woodburn. Because these 
fu nds are distributed to cities based on population, Woodburn 's share could increase or decrease depending 
on how it grows relative to the state average. Nonetheless, Woodburn' s share of state funds will probably 
not increase as fas t as its street ma intenance requirements, especially as the system expands to serve current 
and future demands. 
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Revenue from the City's $0.01/gallon gas tax will gradually erode with inflation if not increased. Becnuse 
the tax is based on quantity rather than price, tax revenues do not increase with gasoline prices. In fact, 
increases in gasoline prices may actually decrease tax revenue as higher prices reduce demand. 

Revenues from development and impact fees will remain important sources of revenue for Woodburn. 
Bonds financed by Local Improvement Districts (LIDs) and fees from Systems Development Charge 
(SOC) will be largely dependent on the willingness of property owners to fonn LIDs and to initiate 
development projects that trigger SOC fees. Both may be dependent on population growth to increase 
property values and the general economic outlook from which to gauge risk. To the extent that these 
revenues are accwately set to the full cost of transportation improvements, thC:y should allow Woodburn to 
construct basic capital improvements tci serve commercial and residential development. 

In summary, it is expected that sources of transportation revenue will remain relatively stable. Population 
growth should help support UD-financed improvements and SOCs assessed to new development will allow 
the City to put some resources toward future improvements. In addition, population growth may continue to 
give the City a slightly bigger share of the State Highway Fund. 

The Oregon Transportation Investment Act (OTIA) was passed by the 2001 Oregon Legislative Assembly 
and is funded through bond proceeds derived from increased DMV fees. OTIA currently provides $650 
million (including $150 million local matching funds) for 173 construction projects that will improve 
pavement conditions. increase lane capacity. and improve bridges throughout Oregon. Projects were 
selected with extensive input from local communities and other stakeholders. In 2002. the Oregon 
Transportation Commission allocated these funds for modernization, preservation, and bridge projects 
throughout the State. This signals a willingness and by the State Government to address transportation 
needs throughout the state. 

The 2004 budget lays the groundwork for a $247 billion, 6-year reauthorization proposal. as compared to 
the current TEA-2llevel of $218 billion. Of the proposed total, $195 billion would fund the highway 
program (up from $168 billion) over 6 years, and $45 billion would fund the transit program (up from $41 
billion). Federal funding is typically distributed through the state. 

Financing Needed for Transportation System Improvements 
·The projects identified represent an ambitious program of roadway and transit improvements for the City. 
The plan identifies over $85 million in transportation infrastructure improvements, which does not include 
the cost of the I-5 interchange improvement project that has been identified as a high priority for funding. 
Constructing these improvements likely will require a higher level of transportation expenditures than 
Woodburn has made in the past. In the past 5 fiscal years, Woodburn has spent between $1.3 and $1.6 
million for road improvements and transit service. Depending on how the projects are eventually sequenced 
and staged, the improvements identified may require Woodburn to spend twice the amount (annually) they 
have averaged during the p-ast 5 years. 

It is expected that Woodburn will want to pursue additional funding for transportation from the following 
sources: 

• State or Marion County funds. 

Obtain funds from the state for improvements to the state highway. Explore cost sharing with the 
County for mutually beneficial projects. 

• Local Improvement Districts. 

For public improvement projects wi th localized benefit (e.g., neighborhoods), property owners pay all 
or a portion of the project cost 

,. Urban Renewal Districts. 

Formed to finance projects to remove "bli ght" (typically, poor-quality buildings or inadequate streets). 
Property taxes allocated to district based on "division of tax" calculation for the renewal district. 
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• Transportation Impact Fees . . 

For projects that do not relate directly to new development or directly benefit property owners, spread· 
the cost and provide funding from existing transportation funding sources such as TIF fees. 

• General Obligation Bonds. 

Obtain bond backing from property tax revenue if determined by City staff and the governing body to 
be fair and viable. 

The likely funding sources for transportation improvements in Woodburn are presented below. Woodburn 
should pursue funding sources at the federal, state, and local level and develop strategies to maximize tho 
potential for each of these sources to implement its transportation improvements. 

Federal and State Sources 
Woodburn should access federal funds by working with ODOT. A key action will be to get improvement 
projects listed as part of the STIP in order to qualify them for funding in the adopted plan every 2 years. 
The City should also work with OOOT to determine the potential for project funding under the upcoming 
highway bill reauthorization. 

The state has a number of programs that can be tapped for improvements related to congestion relief, 
footpaths and bikeways, and other special projects. · 

County Sources 
Woodburn may be able to secure an occasional cost-sharing arrangement with Marion County and should 
seek to coordinate with the County on transportation improvements within the County in order to partner 
on projects wherever possible. 

~at Sources 
Woodburn should continue to seek funds from property owners who directly benefit form transportation 
improvements that enable new development. 
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Boones Ferry/Senlemier/Hwy 214 lD~tio11• TIF/ODOT/SpAsml 612,000 612.000 
2 Highway 214 Sidewalk . Pbase 2 ODOT Grant!SRS 107,000 200,000 198.550 505.550 

(Local Share $2.5,000) 

Tow SUite Roadway System 612,000 200,000 ·198,.550 0 0 0 l ,ll7.S50 

• Project bid to be let by ODOT. 

Country Club Rd TIF/Sp.Asmt/CIP 3~.700 326,700 

2 Hwy 214 to Front St. Coon. (study) SL SlOilll ClP 7:S,OOO 75.000 

3 h21ll Sl Ullgi<[&Uli.UUiiD~S~~~~kil~ 

A. Front St.: Clevclalld to H.ardca.stlc UrbRcn 640,000 640,000 

B. N. front: Hardcastlc-N UR bound. UrbRen 442.606 442,<i06 

4 Froo1 Sml S~!l( lm~r2v,w;11~ 

A. S. Front St: Scttlcmier- Cleveland UrbRciiiTIPICIP/EcDev 611,000 611,000 

B. N. Front SL: Hardcastle· WHS U~OOOT/CJP 58l,OOO SSS,OOO . 
C. N. Front St: WHS to UGB St. CIP!fJF/Sp ~ 200,000 500.000 700.000 

5 Hardcastlc'R.ililioad Rulignmc:nt SL CIP!fJF/Oihc:r 200,000 200,000 

6 Parr Rd.: Scboolto Centennial Park Wate!Coust/ParksSDC 297,600 297,000 

7 W. Hayes: Settlcmicr to Cascade St. CIP/TIF 100,000 364,000 464,000 

8 Evergreen Rd: CODDCC:l to Pan Rd DcvelopcUfiF 415,000 475,000 950,000 

9 Alley: Garfield · Cleveland Strccl CIP/SpAsml 169,900 169.900 

10 Cleveland: Froat to Fw.>t St. SlODD CIP 117.800 117,800 

II Cleveland .. widen First to SCj;()ll(i swe Rev. SbariJai 2.5,000 150.000 175,000 

12 N. Woodland: Camas· Stevens St. CIP/Sp Asmt :so,ooo 50,000 

... ~~\ 
'. ~ ;'~ 
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17 

Fifth St: north of .Hanisoa 

Harrison; Front to SeUlemier 

Hayes: Front to 2nd 

Ogle Stteei/Settlewier lntersection· 

Miscellaneous Modifications 

A. Pedestrian MovemeniS 

1. Browu St Walkway 0.5 City/O.S Developer 

2. Safety Sidewalk Coostruction 

3. Safety signal 

N. Boonesferry @ Hcarys Farm 

Hayses <W Cozy Lane 

Hardcastle @ Park Ave. 

B. Intersections 

I. Hayes/Bott!e/SeUlewier 

2. Settlemier/W. Li11coln 

3. Lawson!H.igbway 214 

C. Misc. Capacity ImprovcmeaiS 

Major Upgrades TOOll 

• Project Bid to lu let by ODOT 

No Name Street 

Tout Street 

Carol Street 

Wilson Street 

Draft 2005 Woodburn Public Facilities Plan 

St. CJP/Sp Asuu 

St. CIP/l'IF/Sp Asml 

SRS/Oihcr 

St. StormCIP 

StrCIP 

St.ClP 

St.CIP 

SRS 

SRS 

SRS 

St.CIP/Water Const. 

St.CIP 

SRS 

TIF/C.IP 

SRS, GF, SpAsmt 

SRS,CIP, GF, SpMm& 

SRS,C.IP,'GP, SpAmll 

SRS,CIP, Of, SpAsml 

300,000 

120,000 

80,000 

35,000 20,000 

20,1XX> 

15,000 

l6,400 

26.400 

27,700 

150.000 30,000 

25,000 

SO,()()() 

35,000 35,000 

2.570,800 I ,030,30 
. 6 1,260.000 1,075,000 

60,000 

106.000 

117,040 

82.Z17 

.,~·-.- · 

864,000 

300,000 

120,000 

so.ooo 
55,000 

20,000 

' 15,000 

26.400 

26.400 

27.700 

180.000 

25.000 

so,ooo 

70,000 

6,800,106 

46 

60.900 . 

106.0Q0 

117,046 

82.2TI 
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A lexaDdra So-cct 

Elm Sa-"t 

Chlli'Cb Su"t. 1st to 2nd 

Y cw Stieet, 2nd to 3rd 

Total Gravel Streets 

SRS,CIP. GP. SpAsmt 

SRS,CIP, GF, SpAsml 

SRS,ClP, GP, SpAsmt 

SRS,ClP, GF, SpA£mt 

78,000 

60.000 106,000 117,046 82.2-n 78,000 

• Lisl is II()J complese. Paving of all gravel :streets will require expendilw"e of <~bow $2.0 Milliolf.RUN'e thwJ "tOUIJ• indica~ed at rig ill.· 

Bryan St:McKiD!ey to Uncoln, 650' Gas TuiSRSISt FIIDI1 34,000 

2 McKinley St: Bryan to Hwy. 99E Gas Tax!SRSISt Flmd 55,000 

3 Rainier Rd: Astor 10 Delmoor, 1275' Gas Tax!SRS/St PlmQ 70,000 

4 Brougtuoo Way, All Gas Tax/SRS/St Fluid 25,000 

5 Vandcr~k:Prin~ODIO Upmqua Gas Tax/SRS/St Fulld 39,115 

6 Cahill, All, 440ft. Gas Tax/SRS/St FUD4 25,880 

7 Hampton Way Gas Tax/SRS/St Fwwi .s,ooo 
8 Garlield St: Alley 10 2nd, SOO fL Gas Tax/SRSISt FuDd 15,000 

9 Arthur St: FrOIU 10 First Gas Tax/SRSISt FlUid 20,000 

10 Arthur St: Third to Settlemier Gas Tax/SRS/St PuDd 15,000 

II Graot. froor to First Gas Tax/SRS/St FWid 30,000 

I I Oak St: FrOill to Settlemiet Gas Tax!SRS/St Fulld 48.000 

12 Micc:llancous Repair Gas Tax/SRSISI fWid 50,000 

13 Thomp$011, An Gas Tax/SRSISt Fulld 160,000 

14 &olil Way Gas Tax/SRS/St Fulld 23.422 

15 Eiana Dr. ( Nonh) Ou TaxiSRSISt Paad '~ 

16 Quinn ROild Gas Tax/SRS/St F\&lld 112.000 

17 Walton Way Gas Tax!SRS/St Fluid 65,000 

ft :2005 Woodburn Public Facilities Plan 
:~~-.. . 

50.000 

TBD 

TBD 

78.000 

50,000 

443.323 

34,000 

70.000 

25.000 

39,115 

25.830 

45,000 

48,000 

50.000 

160.QOO 
" "' .. . 

. 'l3.4Z2 
. 46,884 

lll.OOO 

65,000 

C>\ 47 , ';: 
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Dellmoor Way Gas Tax/SRS/St Fwld 

Brown Street, Pvmt Rest(~ cost) Gas Tax/SRSISt FWid 

Miscellaneous Street Resurfacing Gas Tax/SRS/St Fwld 

Street Maintenance & Restoration Total 

• Listed Projecrs may move ·ro Major Upgrade calegory alliml of CDIIStruction. 

B~ St: Gatch 10 Hwy. 99E Gas Tu/SRSJSt fUDd 

Rai.nier/Delmoor/COUilay Club Gas Tax/SRS/St Fuod 

Tomlin Avenue Gas Tax/SRS/St fuod 

Gc:orge StJl..andau Gas Tax/SRSISt Fwd 

Fim St. ·Cleveland w Hamson Gas Tax/SRS/St Pund 

Second Street • Oak w Harrison Gas Tax/SRSISt Fund 

Elana Dr. (South) Gas TaxiSRS/St Fund 

Bl1Uldywinc Ct. Gas Tax/SRS/St Fwd 

Kelwonaa. Gas TaxiSRSJSt Fuud 

KelwoaaSI. Gas Tax/SRS/St Fwd 

Miscellaneous Sueet Resurfacing Gas Tax/SRS/St Fund 

Sueet Preveutative MainteiWlce Total 

•Lisu~ Projecrs may move ro Poor Streets calegory al time of consiTJM:tion. 

Hwy. 214 wideniug 

Laurel Avenue (replace line) 

Hwy. 99E: Tomlin to Ulure1 

Watcrl\md 

w~ FlmcVSOC 474 

Water Pwld/SDC 474 

Draft 2005 Woodburn Public Facilities Plan 

71,000 

471,995 230,.306 m.ooo 

44,000 

40.000 

40.300 

30,000 

50,000 

45,000 

13,175 

14,639 

16.103 

21.958 

21.958 100.000 

154,300 160.875 100,000 

44.000 

35,000 

52,000 

~;. 

50,000 

150,000 150,000 

200,000 150,000 

. 

100.000 100,000 

100,000 100.000 

48 

71,000 

so.ooo 
300.000 

1,300,301 

44,000 

40,000 

40,300 

30,000 

50,000 

45,000 

13,175 

14,639 

16,103 

21,958 

321.958 

615.175 

44,000 

35,000 

52.000 
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Hwy. 99E: La~m1eo Aztec 

99E at Silverton Road (bore) 

N. First Str~IIN. SC(X)nd (loop) 

N. Fifth Street (replace line) 

Hwy. 214@ Mj!! Creek 

A. Bore 

B. Loop Line illStallation 

Hwy. 99E: Blaine eo AzteC 

Hwy. 99E; Blaine to lincoln 

99E South (New Line) 

Water Treatment 

Hu.elnul Dr. • Replace Bridge: Line 

Parr Road to Evergreen Loop 

Hawthorne Circle Line Extension 

Remove Small Wata Tw 

Misc. Capacil)' Improvements 

Water System Rcconstructioo Total 

Storm WaJ« TrealmCil~ Jmpvts 

Effiueot Stor.1gc food 

Pilot Poplar Harvest & ReplaDt 

UV SJS'CID Expansion 

Chemical & Genezator Roof ReplacemeDt 

FSL Dredge Installation 

1ft 2005 Woodburn Public Facilities Plan 
/.C"·. f . . ''i 

Water FuncUSDC 474 

Wa!Q" F\ui<i~SDC 474 

Watcr Fuo!USDC 474 

WatcrFuod 

Watcr SOC 474 

Water SOC 474 

Watcr Fuo!USDC 474 

Wa!Q" Nll!USDC 474 

Watcr Fund/SDC 474 

W1r CoQsf/SDC 

Water Fund 

Devclopc:riWir/Wir ~ 

W&Jr;r Fwld/SDC 474 

WatcrCoost 

Walf;t SOC 474 

Sewer Coost 465 

Sewer FlmdiSDC 

Sewer 1\uid/SDC 

Sower RIDdiSDC 

Sewer fuDIUSDC 

Scwcrfwld 

DllAFT 

16,j()O 

110.000 

18,700 

44,000 

68,200 

13Z.OOO 

44,000 

66,000 

132.000 

SOO,OOO 

55,000 

35,000 

75,000 

40,000 

746,700 313,700 407,000 

120,000 

80,000 

s,ooo 
75,000 75.000 

13,000 

160,000 

0 0 

25.000 

16.500 

110.000 

18.700 

44.000 

68,200 

132.000 

44.000 

66.000 

13Z.OOO 

~00.000 

55,000 

TBD 0 

35.000 

75.000 

40.000 

1,467,400 

.r:>.. 49 ·;.· 

120.000 

&0.~ 
'Jo;ooo 
lSO.OOO 

12.000 

1~.000 
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7 Bypass Aeration @ Outfall Sewer Coust465 15,000 20,000 35.000 

8 Rcii.Sc: Systc:m Pbasc: 1.5 Sewerfwld 25,000 450,000 2,500,000 2,975.000 

9 E:tccss Thermal Load-Complaince Sewer Fund 25,000 500,000 175,000 30,000 730.000 

10 Winter Ammonia-Compliance ScwcrFwid 10,000 100,000 110,000 

II Facility Plao Update: - Phase U Sewer Coast 25,000 100,000 125,000 

12 SccOIId MCPS Design & Consuuctiou Sewer Coast 25,000 200,000 l ,500,000 I ,.500,000 3.225.000 
13 MCPS Pump Replaccmclllll MouOillil Coast Sewer Coast 465 62,000 75,000 137.000 
14 Rainier LS Base Repair Sewer nmcl472 35,000 35,000 

15 LS Eleclrical Upgrade Complaince & Monitoring Sewer Fwid 472 45,000 45,000 

16 lndii.Strial Ave Pump Swiou Rehab Sewer ConSliEq Rep! 310,900 310,900 

17 Greenview Pump Statioo Upgrade Sewer Coosi/Eq Rep I 334.000 334,000 

18 Rainier, Force main Extension Sewer RVSwrCollst 125,000 125,000 250.000 
19 SW Pump Station (City Share) Sewer fund 100.000 100,000 

20 Treatment Plant Coosauclion Tocal 644,900 275,000 1,839,000 3,175,000 1,530,000 1.~,.900 

Santiam U!t SWUne Iuslall.arioo Sewer Coost 465 210,000 210.000 

2 N. Trunk Reb.lb/Hazelnut Br Xing ScwerCoost46S 25,000 75,000 350,000 450_1)00 

3 Mill Creek Dunk 

~~ 
A. E.:ueqsioo 10 Shalimar SewerConst46S 125,000 150,000 Z75,000 

~ 0 B. Rehab Cleveland-Wilson Sewer Goost 465 325,000 .··.· ~2S.l!OO : 110 -lb s:::: 
30.cioo s 4 N. lst H.arrisontoNooame ScwcrQmt~ 30.000 " 6o.ooo 

lb 

I~F 
5 Smith Addu to New Well at Scttlemict Sewer CIP46l 16,000 16,000 

6 Arthur - Third to Setllemier Sewer Coost ~ 52,700 \ 52.,100 
7 AUey - Hayes 10 Garfic:ld (East of Plaza) Sewer Const 46511&1 40,000 40,000 

Draft 2005 Woodburn Public Facilities Plan 50 
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9 Rehabll & I Removal Scwc::r Fund 472 10,000 20,000 20.000 20.000 20,000 20,000 

Collections System Construction Total 50,000 298,700 so.ooo 400,000 220,000 520.000 1,428,700 

~w~•r•,;n;r~~-
Bryan Sl Ouliall Upgrade: Stonn SDCICJP 48,000 48,000 

2 BroWD Stom~: Wil.soo ·Cleveland Swim SDCICJP 150,000 150,000 

3 Garficl<l· Workman-Hayes SO SUirmCIP 59,200 

4 W. Lincoln: East of Cascade (500') Stonn SDCJCJP . 45,000 45,000 

5 Landau/Laurel S10rm (to Pudding) Storm SDCJCIP 50,000 500,000 200,000 750,000 

6 Marshall Street Culven (P3} Stonn SDC/CIP 80,000 80,000 

7 North lsl & 2nd · Nortb of Chuteh St. (P6) Storm SDCICIP 95,000 95,000 190.000 

8 N. Front DeL --culven to Commerce (P2) Storm SOCJCJP 51,000 100,000 151,000 

9 Hardcastle Culvert Repl.acement (PI) S10rm SDC/ClP 19Z,OOO 192,000 

10 Sc:ulemier Dcteotioo &. Outlet Wc.-b (P8) Ph. I Storm SOC 194,400 194,400 

II Sc:u.Jemier DeiCiltioo &. Ollllet Worb (P8) Pb. 2 Storm SOC 200,000 200,000 400.000 

12 Misc. Wetla.od Mitigation S10rm SDCICIP :zs,ooo 25,000 25,000 25,000 100,000 

13 Reline Sealemier Crossing N. of Hayes S10rm SDC/CIP 20,000 20.000 

14 Reclaim Channel N. of Progress Way Storm SOCJCJP 7,000 7.000 

15 3rd St @ Nuevo Amana:a- ·to Hwy 214 Storm SDCIClP 26,000 20.000 

16 Sc:oea.J Creek 48" Coonedioo (P9) Storm SDCClP 

Storm Dnlill Coosuuctioo Total ~,600 1,0118,000 JOS.OOO 120,000 9.S,OOO 0 ~53.~ 

Tolal Public Works CIP £15,?.95 3,7!ZJ18? 4,5l1,5Zf S,ISl,m 3,037,000 520.000 pe,ISS . 

~,---.. 
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Appendix B 

lnfrastruCtyre Projects to Serve lndustri§l Areas 
Collection and Distribution lines within expansion areas are not Included City of Woodburn 

~ Refer to Maps for generalized locations of Trunk Unes Public FacUlties Plan 
27-May-os 

D-5 Year ProJects: LF UnitS Description Estimated Cost 

Water 16,000 75 12-inch Water Main $(200,000 
Water 10,500 75 12-lnch Water Main (OHsite) $787,500 

Sanitary Sewer 13,800 65 12-lnch Trunk Gravity Sewer $897,000 
Sanitary Semr 2,400 100 1 9-lnch Gravity Sewer (Off site) $240,000 
Sanitary Sewer 3,600 120 24-lnch Gravity Samr (OHsite) $432,000 
Sanitary Sewer Sewer Pump station Upgrade $450,000 

Storm Drainage 3,900 95 21-lnch Storm Drain (West of 1-5) $370,500 
Storm Dr.U'lage 3,500 60 12-lnch Storm Drain (East of l-5) $210,000 
Storm Drainage Construct Regional Detention Facility $240,000 

5-10 Year ProJects 

Water 10,000 75 12-lnch Water Main $750,000 

Sanitary Sewer 7,900 65 12-lnch Trunk Gravity Sewer $513,500 

·. ~ storm Drainage 4,100 150 30-lnch Storm Drain $615,000 
).J 

Storm Drainage 6,400 200 42-lnch Storm Drain (Offsita) $1,280,000 
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Appendix C 

Woodburn Public Facilities Plan 

Analysis of Public Facilities to Serve UGB· Expansion Study Areas 
May '1:7, 2005 

The Woodburn Public Works Department completed in· August 2004-a public facilities 
analysis of 8 study areas for potential Urban Growth Boundary expansion. This analysis 
projected the sewer, ·water .. and storm drainage improvements th~ would be necessary to 
serve each area and provided· an estimated cost of these improvements. The analysis 
conforms to professional standards for "reconnaissance· level" investigations. The 
dOcuments are intended for use in planning, but do not account for the possibility of 
different conclusfons stemming from application of economic or timing issues, or legal 
interpretations, all of which were beyond the scope of this analysis. 

Formulaic approaches were used to determine levels of service required by regions in 
expansion areas. Worksheets and calculations produced during the study are attached. A 
brief summary of the methodology used to derive cost estimates for infrastructure 
elements is also attached. Twenty·four maps are attached, showing the theoretical 
locations for pipes and other constructed features that are expected to be necessary to 
serve the expansion areas. It should be noted that interconnection between regions was 
·necessary in certain cases (particularly water distribution). The cost.estimates reflect the 
"true share" that can be attributed to each region, and do not duplicate costs of shared 
facilities. 

This Appendix includes: 

• UGB Study Area Map 
• 2 Pages titled "Methodology for Calculations" 
• 15 Pages of worksheets and support calculations 
• 24 Workrnaps (one water, sewer, and storm drainage map for each study area) 
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Metbodoloav for CalculatJont - Urban Growth Boundarv Exoantlon 
City of Woodburn - Public Works Department 

April2005 

1. Public Worka provided assistance to Community Development (Comm. Dev) in 
preparation of estimated costs for infrastructure related to proposed expansion of 
Urban Growth Boundary. 

2. Comm. Dev determined 8 subareas for expansion. Public Works was provided 
mapped limits for the subareas and proposed land use designation within each of 
the areas. 

3. Land use categories were aa Residential, Commercial. and Industrial. 

4: 

5. 

6. 

Combinations were devised by application of formulas, without describing the 
location within a mapped area where any particular land use might occur. 

Public Works was charged with estimating costs for water, storm sewer, and 
sanitary sewer within the boundary of each of the 8 subareas. 

The physical size (in acres), of each land use for each subarea was calculated 
using CAD . 

Master Plan criteria for water consumption, sanitary seWer flow rates and storm 
water runoff were used to detennine values for each land use. Sizes of 
conveyance facilities were calculated for all areas by uniformly applying derived 
now rates. Conceptual grid patterns for distribution pipes. sewer collection lines, 
and storm water collection lines were devised. The conceptual patterns were 
extrapolated and reduced to formulas for costs to serve on an acreage b~sis. 
Generally, the delivery of service to each sub area was considered to occur at 
one Point of Connection. This simplification did not consider market-driven 
development factors that would likely produce need for a greater number of 
connection points in the Mure, depending on the geographical extent and 
location of demand. 

7. Based on CIP cost records (maintained by Engineering staff) and System 
Development Charges from Comm. Dev Planning staff. a cost per acre for each 
land use type was derived and are as follows; 

Water Systems: Residential = $9.0KJAC Comm./lndustrial = 
$5.1K/AC 
Sanitary Sewer: Residential = $1 0.8KJAC Comm./Jndustrial = 
$5.0KJAC 
Storm Sewer: Residential= $7 .8KJAC Comm.!lndustrial = 
$3.6KIAC 
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8. Flow rates for these three infrastructure systems are as follows; 

Water System 

Residential= 1,315 gpd/AC (Avg.). 5,130 gpd/AC (Ma)(.), 120,000 gl2hr. 
Commercial/Industrial= 382 gpd/AC (Avg.), 1,490gpd/AC (Max.), 600,000 
g/2hr. 

Sanitary Sewer 

Residential= 1,420 gpd/AC 
Commercialllndustnal = 700 gpd/AC 

Storm 5ewer 

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 Storm Drainage 
Master Plan (SOMP). Areas greater than 50, but less than 150 aaes were 
described as Secondary Drainage ways. The SDMP instructs that 
conveyance systems for Primary Drainage ways accommodate runoff 
from 100-year event. Secondary Drainage ways are designed for 50-year 
events. The sizes of pipes were determined based u'J)on 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 
five-year plan called Capital lmpro'Jement Program, or "CIPj. Calculations were 
performed assuming that water, sanitary sewer, and storm drainage Capital 
1 mprovement 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 individual 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. 
Included 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 
work. 
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David N.Torgeson, P.E. 
City of Woodburn 
April 26, 2005 

Area Exst UGB 
Residential Percentage 
Residential Area 
Demands: 

SF Residential 
MF Residential 
Comm'l & Industrial 
Open Space. Public. Other 

ADD ffor current UGB, at year 2025 · 

4110 Acres 
50% 

2055 Acres 

62% 
17 o/o. 
18% 
3% 

4.36 MGD 

UGB Expansion 
Water Demand 
Page 1 Of 1 

Reference HDR WMP 7/01 

3.1, Para I 
3.6 para 1 

Table 4-2 
It 

II 

It 

Table 4-4 Mod. Conservation 

MF and SF Demand are nearly equal per dwelling unit Extrapolated DNT 

Residential Demand 1315.4 gpd/Ac Calc DNT 

MOD, as factor of ADD 3.9 4.2 Para Last 

MOD/Acre Residential 5130.2 gpd/Ac Calc DNT 

MOD Comm'l & Industrial 1489.4 gpd/Ac Calc DNT 

To thes numbers, Add Fire Flow Demand: 

Residential 
Comm'lllndustrial 

1000 gpm 
2500 gpm 

ISOIWVFD 
Consensus* 

*Comm'l/lndustrial assumes sprinkled buildings/Hydrant combinations will 
be mostl likely outcome for new buildings in UGB Expansion areas. 

Losses may need to be added to Final Oemanfd Calculation 5% to 20% ? 
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S.A.P. 
EVALUATION OF WATER REQUIREMENTS FOR UGB INCREASE 

RESIDENTAl COMMERCIAUINOUSTRIAl TOTAL 
AVERAGE MAXIMUM AVERAGE MAXIMUM RES 

PROP RES COMM/IND DO DO DO DO FIRE FLOW 
ZONE AC ACREAGE 1315.4GPDJAC 5130.2gpd/AC 381.9gpd/AC 1.a&.4gpdiAC (2 HRS) 

1 362 239 476,175 1,857,132 92,995 355,907 1,877,132 
2 436 214 573,514 2,236,767 83,267 318,732 2,356,767 
3 100 234 131,540 513,020 91,049 348,520 ~.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 2,079,136 
8 457 296 601,138 2,344,501 115,174 440,8CS2 2,464,501 

SUB-TOTAL 2,269 1,542 2,984,643 11 ,640,424 5~9,992 2,296,655 12.480.424 

NOTE: Phase 111 of 1./YTP build olil will have producible product of 10.8 MGD and 6.1 MG storage. 

~-< 
t) 0 

(1Q -
~ = 

3 
~ 

~I~ 
Oliginal Date Thur. March 18,2004 
Printed Date 4/131200511:15 AM 

··. n;,, .. .-

TOTAL 
COMIINO TOTAL 

FIRE FLOW UDO 
(2 HRS) W/FF 

955,967 2,933,099 
~18,732 3,275,499 
~.520 1,581,540 

0 1,879.659 
1,241.931 1,241,931 

0 1,089,608 
790,~3 2,870,380 

1,040,862 3,505,364. 

5,896,655 18,377,079 
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~< 
~ 0 

(J'Q -~ = 9 
STOBM Q~IN ~OS! 6~6L.:J::§I§ Of ,01,~~'~ ~Q!.!NDARl~§ §:X ~SIIQ~ ~ 

\~\~ RESIDENTAL COM/INO 
SO COST SO COST TOTAL TOTAL Q (cfa) 

PROP RES COMM/IND PER PER RfSIDENTAL COMIIND TOTAl. SAScO ON 
ZONE AC ACREAGE AC AC COST COST 0.5 CFSJAC 

1 362 239 
. 

$7,800.00 $3,600.00 $2,823,600.00 $860,400.00 $J,684,000.00 300.5 
2 436 214 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 $3,400,800.00 sno,400.oo $4,171,200.00 325 
3 100 234 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 $780,000.00 $&42,400.00 $1,822. ..00.00 167 
4 343 0 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 $2,675,400.00 $0.00 $2,675,400.00 171.5 
5 0 431 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 $0.00 $1,551,600.00 $1,551,600.00 215.5 
6 189 0 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 $1 ,474,200.00 $0.00 $1,<474,200.00 94.5 
7 382 128 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 $2,979,600.00 $400,800.00 $3,<Wl,-'OO.OO 255 
8 457 296 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 $3,564,600.00 $1,065,600.00 $4,630,200.00 376.5 

SUB-TOTAL 2,269 1,542 $17,6~.200.00 $5,551,200.00 $23~<48.400.00 

NOTE: Cost per acre are basea upon SOC Recipt history. 

.---.. Original Date~ March 18, 2004 . 
Printed Oatr ">?200511 :15 AM --,f.:, .. :.-:) 
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SANITARY SEWER COST ANALYSIS OF EXTENDED BOUNOARIES_BY REGlON 

RESIDENTAL COM/INO 
SO COST SO COST TOTAL TOTAL 

PROP RES COMM/IND PER PER RfSIDfNTAL COMIIND TOTAL 
ZONE AC ACREAGE AC AC COST COST 

1 362 239 
. 
$10,800.00 ~5.000.00 ~3,909,600. 00 $1,195,000.00 $S, 104,600.00 

2 436 214 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 $4,708,800.00 $1,070,000.00 $5,770,000.00 
3 100 234 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 $1,080,000.00 $1,170,000.00 $2,250,000.00 
4 343 0 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 $3,704,400.00 $0.00 $3,704,400.00 
5 0 43 1 $10,800.00 ss.ooo.oo $0.00 $2,155,000.00 $2,155,000.00 
6 189 0 $1 0,800.00 $5,000.00 S2,04 1,200.00 $0.00 $2,041,200.00 
7 382 128 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 $4, 125,600 .. 00 $640,000.00 $4,765,600.00 
8 457 296 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 $4,935,600.00 $1,480,000.00 $6,415,600.00 

SUS-T OTAL 2.269 1,54 2 $24,505,200.00 $7,710,000.00 $32.215,200.00 

NOTE: Cost per acre are based upon SOC Recipt history. 

~-< 
::,) 0 

(1Q = ttl 

3 
ttl 

~ I ~ 1.0 
1.0 

Original Date Thur. Uarch 18, 20G4 

Printed Date .t/13/200511:15 AM 

~:=~t:; : 
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(JQ -CD = 3 
CD 

;~;~ 
PROP RES COMMJINO 
ZONE AC ACREAGE 

1 362 239 
2 436 21 4 
3 100 234 
4 343 0 
5 0 431 
6 189 0 
7 382 128 
8 457 296 

&US-TOTAl 2.269 1,542 

.~---
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SANITARY SEWER FLOW RA rES BY REGION 

RESIOENTAL 
FLOW 
Rate 

1~20 GPD/AC 

51 4,040 
6 19,120 
142 ,000 
487,060 

0 
268,380 
542,440 
648,940 

3.221 ,980 

COMnNO TOTAL 
FLOW FLOW 
Rate TOPOC 

700 GPD/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~ March 18,2004 
Printed Datf' "'''"'-:'1200511 :15 AM 

CfS 

1.05 
1 . 1~ 

0.47 
0.75 
0.47 
0.42 
0.98 
1.32 

6.66 

-~ ,. ... . .!] 

" 
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WATER SUPPLY COST ANALYSIS Of EXTENQEQ BOUNDABlE§ BY REGION 

RESIDENTAL CO Mil NO 
SO COST SO COST TOTAL TOTAL 

PROP RES COMM/IND PER PER RESIDENT Al. COMJIND TOTAL 
ZONE AC ACREAGE AC AC COST COST 

1 362 239 $9,000.00 . $5,100.00 $3,258,000.00 $ 1,218,900.00 $4,<476.~.00 
2 436 2 14 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 $3,924,000.00 $1,091,<400.00 $5,015,<400.00 
3 100 234 $9,000.00 $ 5,100.00 $900,000.00 $1 , 1&3,400.00 ~.0&3,<100.00 
4 343 0 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 $3,087,000.00 $0.00 $3;087,000.00 
5 0 431 $9,000.00 ~s. foo.oo $0.00 $2,1 98,100.00 $2,1&8,100.00 
6 189 0 $9,000. 00 $5,100.00 $1 ,701,000.00 ·so.oo $1 ,701,000.00 . 
7 382 128 $9,000.00 SS, 100.00 $3,438,000.00 $652,800.00 $4,090,800.00 
8 457 296 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 $4,11 3,000.00 $1,509,600.00 $5,622,600.00 

SUB-TOTAl 2,269 1,542 $20,42 1,000.00 $7,864,200.00 $28,285.20().00 

NOTE. Co~t per acre are based upon SOC Recipt history. 

~~ 
,a) 0 

llQ -(D s:: 
g 
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fgj~ 
Original Date Thur. March 18, 2004 
Printed Date .t'13/200511:15AM 
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REG ION No. I 
GENERAL: 

REVISED AREA 
AUGUST 2,2004 

• Approximately 15S AC total area. For evaluation purposes, this region was 
divided into ISSAC of Residential and 0 AC of CommerciaVJndustrial. 

• 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 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 ~en completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distn"bution 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 

S. Woodland Ave. flowing to 1-5 pump station. 
• 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 outfalt(s) to both fingers of Senecal 

Cr. to service this area, approx imate 77.5 cfs . 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1.21 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 ESTJMATE SUMMARY: 

Volume 5 

Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stonn Sewer 

Total 

Page 1302 

$1,400,000 
$1,670,000 
$1.210,000 
$4,280,000 
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REGION No.2 
GENERAL: 

REVISED AREA 
AUGUST 2,2004 

• 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 sysfems 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 SYSTBM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing distnbution 

system by approximately 1 300LF of 1 2-inch dia main looped to the adjacent 
existing system at a cost of S 180,000. 

• 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 $1 . 31 mill ion. 
• 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 panillel 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 seTYice 

this area, approximately 128 cfs. 
• Est imated new collections systems cost is $930,000. 
• Analysis indicates the exist ing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, esti mated costs are shown be low in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements· 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$ I ,490,000 
$ 1,790,000 
$ 930,000 
$4.210,000 
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REGION No.3 

REV I SED AREA 
AUGUST 2.2004 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately I 3 AC total area Por evaluation purposes this region was divided 

into 0 AC of Residential and I 3 AC of 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 pract ical 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 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) 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 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 ofO.Ot 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 appro ximately 700 LF stonn sewer conveyance system, Easterly 
to the natural drainage at a cost of $75,000 approximately 6. 5 cfs. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $47,000. 
• Analysis indicates the exist ing system (i.e . current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, es timated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 

Volume 
Page 

W ater Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stann Sewer 

To tal 

5 

_1304 

$ 126,000 
$ 165,000 
$ 122.000 
$ 4 13.000 
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REGION No.4 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 343 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region was 

detennined to be all Residential and no Commercial/Industrial. 
• 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 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 11 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 fire 
durations (1.88 MGD). 

• 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. 2 I 1 then a 

5000 LF of force main to the WWTP at a cost of S 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$1 .3 million, approximately 170 cfs. 

• Estimated new co llections systems cost is $2 .68 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i .e. current 2004 service area) wi ll support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sani tary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$ 3,240,000 
$5,200,000 
$ 5,000,000 
$ 13,440,000 

Volume 5 
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RE(;ION No. S 

GENERAL; 
• Approx imatcly 430 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this reg1on was 

assig.ned into 430 AC of CommerciaUlndustrial and no Residential. 
• 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 practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all ClP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRlBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system wil1 require extension of the existing distribution 

system by approximately 3600LF of 12-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 MGD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure 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 comer 

of the re gion 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 ofClevefand St. at an estimated cost of$750,000. 

• Es timated new collections systems cost is $2.16 mill ion and will generate an 
approximate load of 0.50 cfs. 

• Analysis ind icates 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. Runo tT, there fore, requires 

construction of approximately 4500 LF of 84-inch dia. pipeline Easterly to the 
Pudding River at a cost of$2.0 mill ion, approximately 2 16 cfs. 

• Es timated new collections systems cost is $I .55 million. 
• Analysis indicates the ex isting system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

Cost Estimnte Summary: 

Volume 
Page 

Water Improvements 
San itary Sewer 
S tonn Sewer 

Total 
5 

1306 

$ 2,700,000 
$ 3,260,000 
$3, 150,000 
$ 9.1 10,000 
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REGION No.6 
GENERAL: 

REVISED AREA 
AUGUST 2,2004 

• Approximately 34 AC total area For evaluat·ion purposes this region was assigned 
into 21 AC of Residential and 13 AC CommerciaVfndustrial. 

• Flow rates for water. sewer and stonn distribution and coiJection systems arc 
based· on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Mastet 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 500 LF 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 {0.23 MGD). 

• 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 east 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) will support 

the impro vements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST EST! MATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stonn Sewer 

Total 

$ 860,000 
$ 890,000 
$ 2 10 ,000 
$ I ,960,000 

Volume 
Page 

5 
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REGION No.7 

GENERAL: 

REVISED 
JUNE 3, 2004 

• Approximately 379 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region is divided 
into 285 AC of Residential and.94 AC ofComrnerciaVIndustrial. 

• Flow rates for water; sewer and storm dj.stribution 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 

Docwnents, 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 fire 
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 1 000 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 I-5 pwnp station at an estimated cost of $250,000. 

• Estimated new coltections systems cost is $3.5 million and will generate an 
approximate load of0.7 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 o f 

Parr Rd. and require upsiz ing the existing collector to a 42-inch dia. line at a cost 
o f $200,00, approximate ly 190 cfs. 

• Estimated new co llections systems cost is $2.5 million. 
• Analysis indicates the ex isting system (i.e. current 2004 service area) wi ll support 

the improvements , estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUM MARY : 

Volume 5 

Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 
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$ 2,700,000 
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GENERAL: 

REYISED AREA 
JUNE 3.1004 

• Approximately 213 AC total area. For evaluatio!'l 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 coll~tion systems are 
based on. zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumption/contributi~~ rates. & 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of olher proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects. identified in the current Master Plan 

Ooc;wnenu, 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 (1.1 MGD). 
• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $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 1-5 pwnp station. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1 .2 million and will generate an 

approximate load of0.25 cfs. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements; estimated costs are shown below in the swnmary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to both fingers of Senecal 

Cr. to service this area. Approximately 110 c fs. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $838,000. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) wi ll support 

the improv.ements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$1,200,000 
$ 1,200,000 
$838,000 
$3,238,000 
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REVISED D R A ·F T ATTACHMENT H 

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY COORDINATION AGREE1\1ENT 

This Agreement made and entered into this day of ______ _ 
____ ,by and between the City of Woodburn, a municipal corporation, hereinafter 
called "City" and Marion County, a political ~ubdivision of the State of Oregon, 
hereinafter called "County." 

WITNESSETH: 

WHEREAS, IT APPEARING to the City and County that ORS Ch~pter 197 
and the .Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) Statewide Planning 
Goal 14 (Urbanization) required that an urban growth boundary (UGB) be established 
around each incorporated city in the State of Oregon. and that the "establishment and 
change of the boundary shall be a cooperative process between a City and the County or 
counties that surround it"; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the above noted statutory duty and Goal 14, and the 
authority granted by ORS Chapter 190 concerning intergovernmental agreements, City 
and County have adopted an urban growth boundary, coordination policies and 
procedures for amending the UGB and for revising the City and County comprehensive 
plans within the UGB and outside the City limits, and a coordination process for county 
land division and land·tJs.e decisions .within the urban growth area (UGA) surrounding the 
City of W oodbum; and · 

WHEREAS, the intent of the urban growth program for the City is as follows: 

1. Promote the orderly and efficient conversion of land from Rural/Resource 
uses to urban uses within the UGA. 

2. Reduce potential conflicts with resource lands. 

3. Promote the retention of lands in resource production in the urban growth 
. boundary until provided with urban services and developed. 

4. · Coordinate growth in accordance with the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan 
and the Marion County Comprehensive Plan. 
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REVISED D R·A F T · 

NOW, THEREFORE, the City and County adopt the following coordination and 
revision procedures and policies that, along with the policies of the Woodburn c:· 
Comprehensive Plan, shall serve as the basis for land use decisions within the UGA (i.e., 
the area between the city limits of Woodburn and the urban growth boundary (UGB)). It 
is the intent of the parties that the boundary and coordination policies and procedures 
expressed in this agreement shall be consistent with Oregon State Laws, the Marion 
County Comprehensive Plan and the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. 

I. COORDINATION POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 

Volume 5 

1. The County shall retain responsibility for regulating land use on lands 
within the UGA until such lands are annexed by the City. The City and 
County identify the UGA as urbanizable and available over time for urban 
development. 

2. The City and County shall maintain a process providing for an exchange 
of information and recommendations relating to land use proposals in the 
UGA. The County shall forward land use activities being considered 
within the UGA by the County to the City for comments and 
recommendations. The City shall respond within twenty (20) days, unless 
the City requests and the County grants an extension. 

3. Upon receipt of an annexation request or the initiation of annexation 
proceedings by the City. the City shall forward information regarding the 
request (including any proposed zone change) to the County for comments 
and recommendations. The County shall have twenty (20) days to respond 
unless they request and the City allows additional time to submit 
comments before the City makes a decision on the annexation proposal. 

4. All land use actions within the UGA shall be consistent with the 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and the County's land use regulations. 

5. In order to promote consistency and coordination between the City and 
County, both the City and County shall review and approve amendments 
of the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan that apply to the UGA. 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 Woodburn Comprehensive Plan, the change shall be adopted by 
ordinance and made a part of the County's Plan. 

6. The area outside the UGB shall be maintained in rural and resource uses 
consistent with Statewide Planning Goals. 

7. The City and County shall promote logical and orderly development 
within the UGA in a cost effective manner. The County shall not allow 

Page 1336 
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uses requjring a public facility provided by the City within the UGA prior 
to annexation to the City unless agreed to in writing by the City. · 

8. City sewer and water facilities shall not be extended beyond the UGB, 
except as may be agreed to in writing by the City and County. consistent 
with Oregon Administrative Rules, the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan 
and the Marion County Comprehensive Plan. 

9. Conversion of land within the UGA to urban uses shall occur upon 
annexation and be based on a consideration of applicable annexation 
policies in the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. 

10. The City shall discourage the extension of public facilities into the UGA 
without amiexation. However, if the extension of public facilities into the 
UGA is necessary because of an emergency. health hazard or the City 
determines it is otherwise desirable. the facilities may be extended subject 
to tenns and conditions contained in a service contract between the City 
and the property owner. 

ll. Pursuant to OAR 660-0ll-0045, the City is the designated provider of 
public water, sanitary sewer and stonnwater facilities within the UGB and 
is responsible for preparing the public facilities plan within the UGB. 
This designation does not obligate the City to provide services to any 
properties that are not annexed. 

II. AMENUMENTS TO THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY (UGB) AND 
THE URBAN GROWTH AREA (UGA) 

The UGB and plan designations applicable to land within the UGA shall be 
reviewed by the City and County as required by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCDC) under their periodic review rules or as the City updates its 
comprehensive plan where County concurrence is necessary. These, and any other 
amendments to the Plan, UGB or zoning in the UGA shall be reviewed and approved in 
the manner provided below. 

1. City initiated Comprehensive Plan amendments for lands in the UGA and 
proposed UGB amendments. 

A. Upon receipt of notice of periodic review, the City shall review its 
Comprehensive Plan to detennine if it needs updating. The City 
may also propose comprehensive plan amendments, including 
UGB amendments , at times other than specified by the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) Periodi c 
Review Order. 
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The City shall . develop proposed amendments and forward them 
together with~~ exhibits, findings of fact, and conclusions of law 
regarding the amendments to the County for review and comments 
at least 20 days before the City's initial evidentiary public hearing. 
The City shall be responsible for providing necessary notice of 
amendments to the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD). 

The City shall hold one or more Planning Commission and one or 
more City Council hearings. Upon conclusion of its deliberations, 
if the City Council concludes it will approve a proposed 
amendrnent(s), it shall adopt an ordinance with findings of fact and 
conclusions of law supporting the Council's decision. 

B. . After adopting the ordinance to amend its comprehensive plan the 
City shall fotward the proposed amendment to the County for 
hearing along with any comments. from DLCD or other interested 
parties·received by the City. Within 90 days after the date the City 
provides its resolution of intent along with all supporting studies, 
exhibits, comments and findings of fact and conclusions of law to 
the County, the County shall hold a public hearing on the City's 
proposal. · If the County decides to reject the proposal or wishes to 
propose modifications, either party may request a joint meeting to 
resolve differences. 

c. Upon concurrence by the County, both the City and County shall 
formally amend their respective Comprehensive Plans to reflect the 
agreed upon change. 

2. County initiated Comprehensive Plan Amendments within the UGA or 
Amendments to the UGB. 

Volume 5 ----
Page 1338 

A. Upon receipt of notice of periodic review, the County shall review 
its Comprehensive Plan to determine i f it needs updating. The 
County may also propose amendments at times other than 
specified in the Plan or by the Land Conservation and 
Development Corrunission (LCDC) Periodic Review Order. 

The County shall develop proposed amendments and forward them 
together with all exhibits, fi ndings of fact and conclusions of law 
regarding the amendments to the City for review and comments at 
least 20 days before the County's initial evidentiary publ ic hearing. 
Wi thin 90 days after the County provides the proposed 
amendments to the City, the City shall schedule at least one public 
hearing by the City Planning Commission. The County shall be 
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responsible for providing necessary notice of amendments to the 
Department of Land Conserv·ation and Development (DLCD). 

The City Planning Commission shall hold one or more public 
hearings. After the Planning Commission has concluded its 
hearing(s), it shall make a recommendation to the City Council. 
The City Council and the County Board of Commissioners shall 
each hold a public hearing or may jointly- conduct one or more 
public hearings. The two governing bodies . may deliberate 
together on the proposed amendment(s). At the conclusion of 
those deliberations, if the conclusion is to approve the proposed 
amendment(s), .the City Council and the Board of Commissioners 
shall each adopt an ordinance to amend their respective 
comprehensive plans accompanied by agreed upon findings of fact 
and conclusions of law. 

3. County Zoning Amendments in UGA. Whenever the County proposes an 
amendment to its zoning map or regulations for lands within the UGA, the 
County shall provide notice and request for comments on the proposed 
amendment to the City at least 20 days before the County' s initial 
evidentiary public hearing. 

4. In amending the UGB, the city limits or their respective comprehensive 
plans, the City arid c ·ounty shall follow all procedures as required by 
Oregon State Law. In the case of an amendment to the UGB, the 
governing bodies ·shall base the amendment on consideration of Goal 14 
(Urbanization), applicable planning statutes and Administrative Rules. 

III. ADMINISTRATION OF ZONING AND SUBDIVlSION REGULATIONS 

In making land use decisions within the UGA, the City and County agree to the 
following: 

l. The County shall provide notice and request for comments on conditional 
uses, variances, adjustments, land divisions, property line adjustments and 
administrative reviews within the UGA to the City at least 20 days before 
the County's initial_ evidentiary hearing or land use decision when no 
hearing is held. The County shall provide the City a notice of decision for 
all such applications in the UGA when requested by the City. 

2. Applications for uses permitted outright in the applicable county zone 
including ministeri al actions will not involve any notice or request for 
comments to the City. 

3. The County shall , to the extent feasible, require City development 
standards for development with in the UGA, including dedication of 
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REVISED D R A F T 
additional right-of-way or application of special street setbacks when 
requested by the City. The County shall, to the extent feasible, require 
compliance with City development standards, in lieu of County standards 
if the development is other than a single-family dwelling. 

4. For development approved under (1) or (2), if public sewer and water 
facilities or city limits are located within 300 feet of the subject property, 
the County shall require that the development connect to the facilities 
unless use of wells or other means are allowed in writing by the City. The 
City will require any property connecting to City sanitary sewer or. water 
facilities to annex to the City. The City shall provide the County 
infonnation about the location of public sewer and water. The County 
may approve development of permitted uses on properties more than 300 
feet from the city limits, or froin a public sewer or water facility- using 
wells and DEQ approved wastewater disposal systems. 

5. If a proposed use is not specifically identified in the Marion County 
Urban Zoning Ordinance (MCUZO), and the County is proposing art 
interpretation _classifying the use as permitted in the applicable zone under 
the interpretation provisions of the MCUZO, the County shall give the 
City an opportunity to comment before the County makes a final land use 
decision. 

IV. MARION COUNTY URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

The Coordination Agreement between a city and the_ County is required to be 
consistent with the Urban Growth Management Framework of the Marion County 
Comprehensive Plan. The Framework provides guidelines a city may choose to follow 
when coordinating urban growth boundary needs with the County. The decision on how 
to use any applicable coordination guidelines of the Framework is up to a city and there 
can be several approaches taken .by cities to coordinate planning efforts with the County 
consistent with the Framework. 

To facilitate coordination between the City and ~ounty, the Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan has been amended to incorporate applicable policies and guidelines 
found in the Marion County Urban Growth Management Plan. The City shall consider 
applicable Woodburn Comprehensive Plan policies and guidelines when making land use 
decisions within the UGA. 

V. AREA OF MUTUAL CONCERN (AMC) 

The area of land identified in Exhibit X, attached to this agreement, lies outside 
the Woodburn UGB and shall be known as the Area of Mutual Concern (AMC). Land 
use decisions within this area may have a significant impact on future growth plans of the 
City of Woodburn. The County recognizes this interest and agrees to coordinate with the 
City as follows: 
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The County shall retain responsibility for land use decisions and actions 
concerning and affecting lands within the AMC. 

2. The County shall provide notice and request for comments of pending 
land use actions within the AMC to the City at least 20 days before the 
initial evidentiary hearing or land use decision when no public hearing is 
held. Where the first scheduled action on a proposal is a public hearing 
and the City responds in writing within 10 days requesting additional time 
in which to review the proposal , the City's time for submitting comments 
may be extended until the next regularly scheduled hearing before that 
body. If no additional hearing is involved, the City shall be allowed an 
additional 10 days to submit comments. 

3. The County shall discourage development that would preclude future 
redevelopment and urbanization of the area. The County shall encourage 
applicants for land divisions to submit plans for the efficient future re
division of the land to urban densities. 

4. The County shall send notice of land use decisions within the AMC to the 
City when requested by the City, when such decisions are issued. 
Applicable appeal periods set by County ordinance or State statute shall 
apply to such decisions. 

5. The County shall send notice of public hearings to the City within the 
times prescribed by County ordinance or State law prior to hearings on 
appeals of such decisions, when requested by the City. 

6. The City may at its discretion develop studies as to the suitability, 
feasibility, and effectiveness of extending urban facilities such as water 
and sewer service to land wi thin the AMC. Such studies shall not be 
construed by Marion County or others as being a violation of the City's or 
County• s Comprehensive Plans. The City will not, however. extend such 
fac ilities into this area without first obtaining appropriate amendments to 
the City and County's Comprehensive Plans. This provision is intended to 
recognize that certain fac ility planning requires consideration of timetables 
that extend beyond the 20-year planning period recognized in the City 
Pl an and it is therefore appropriate for specialized facility planning to be 
undertaken for the area. 

VI. APPEALS 

If no mutual agreement can be achieved in the course of reviewing amendments 
or land use app lications as noted in Sections II, III and V, each party retains its ri ght to 
appeal as provided in State law. 
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REVISED DRAFT 
IT IS HEREBY UNDERSTOOD AND AGREED that this agreement shall 

remain in effect unless tenninated by one of the parties through the formal action of its 
governing body by giving the other party a thirty day (30) tennination notice, in writing. 
It is further understood that this agreement may be reviewed by the City and County 
every year. 

The City shall pass a resolution authorizing the Mayor and City Recorder to enter 
into this agreement on behalf of the City. The resolution shall be made a part of this 
agreement and attached hereto. 

IN WITNESS THEREOF, the respective parties hereto have caused this 
Agreement to be signed in their behalf the day and year first above written. 

MARION COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Chair 

Commissioner 

Commissioner 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Marion County Legal Counsel 

CITY OF-- -------

Mayor 

City Recorder 
Draft UGBCA 5/ll/05 (Revised by Woodburn) 
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ATTACHMENT l 

Citizen Involvement Report 
City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update 

LCDC Periodic Review Work Order #00784, Work Task #10 
As of May 27, 2005 

This report is provided to demonstrate compliance with Work Task# lO of Oregon Land 
Conservation and Development Commission Periodic Review Work Order #00784. 
Work Task #lO states: · 

"Citizen involvement throughout the periodic review process will comply 
with the provision within the Comprehensive Plan. The planning 
commission will serve as the citizen advisory involvement committee. 

The city will maintain an interested parties mailing list and provide written 
notification. This task will be completed by submittal of a citizen 
involvement report." 

The provision within the Comprehensive Plan that addresses citizen involvement states: 

"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." (Chapter IX - E. Citizen Involvement Policies) 

The City of Woodburn is updating its Comprehensive Plan pursuant to LCDC Work 
Order #00784 approved July 30, 1997. The work program is extensive and it has taken 
the City over seven years to complete all tasks. Citizen involvement.has been solicited in 
all phases of completing the work tasks. An interested parties mailing list was created at 
the beginning of the work program and has been used to notify interested parties of 
citizen involvement opportunities throughout the planning process. 

A list of citizen involvement opportunities throughout the periodic review planning 
process is provided below and is organized by work task. 

Task La - Buildable Lands Inventory 
I 

A Buildable Lands Citizen Advisory Committee consisting of nine citizens was 
appointed b y the City Council to guide development of a Buildable Lands 
Inventory and Growth Management Ordinance. The committee met about 16 
times between Decem ber 1998 and Septe mber 1999. 

Four public workshops were held concerning the Buildab le Lands Inven tory and 
Growth Management Re port between March 1999 and September 1999. 
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• The Planning Commission held two work sessions concerning the Buildable 
Lands rnventory and Growth Management Report in February and May 2000. 

• The City Council discussed the Buildable Lands Inventory and Growth 
Management Report at three meetings between May and July 2000 and held one 
work session in July 2000. 

• Citizen involvement concerning the development of the revised Buildable Lands 
Inventory prepared by Winterbrook Planning in 2005 is addressed under Task 7. 

Task l.b- Prepare Growth Management Ordinance 

• An "Attitudes Toward Growth .. survey was mailed to all city residents in 
November 1996. 

• The Planning Commission held two work sessions in March 1999 concerning the 
adoption of growth management goals and policies. 

• A public hearing to consider amending the Comprehensive Plan to add growth 
management and annexation goals and policies was held by the Planning 
Commission in Aprill999. 

• A public hearing to consider amending the Comprehensive Plan to add growth 
management and annexation goals and policies was held by the City Council in 
August 1999. 

• Citizen involvement concerning the adoption of growth management regulations 
is addressed under Task 8. · · 

Task 2- Commercial and Industrial Lands Inventory 

• The City Council held two work sessions in May 2001 to consider the draft 
Economic Opportunities Analysis. 

• The City Council held a public meeting in June 2001 to consider the Economic 
Development Strategy. 

• Citizen involvement concerning amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and 
Woodburn Development Ordinance resulting from this task is discussed under 
Task 7 . 

Task 3.a- Update Public Facilities Plan 

• Citizen involvement concerning th is task is discussed under Task 7 . 
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Task 3.b - Revise Transportation System Plan (TSP) 

• A public open house was held at Senior Estates in May L999 to review Highway 
214 improvement alternatives. 

• The City Council and Planning Commission held a joint work session in June 
1999 to review Highway 214 improvement alternatives. 

• The City Council held a public hearing in July 2000 to consider the Woodburn l-5 
Interchange Refinement Study. 

• The City Council and Planning Commission held a joint work session in 
November 2003 to provide direction on land use alternatives to be used in the 
model for the TSP Update. 

• A public open house was held in January 2004 to review the draft TSP. 

• Two public open houses were held concerning proposed periodic review 
amendments including the draft TSP in Apri12004. 

• A public open house was held at Senior Estates in July 2004 to review the draft 
TSP. 

• The City Council and Planning Commission held three joint work sessions in 
June, September, and December 2004 respectively, to review the draft TSP. 

• A public hearing to consider proposed periodic review amendments including the 
TSP was held by the Planning Commission on February 3, 2005. Additional 
written testimony was accepted until February 10, 2005. 

• A public hearing to consider proposed periodic review amendments including the 
TSP was held by the City Council on March 28, 2005 . Additional written 
testimony was accepted until April 20, 2005 . 

Task 4- Wetlands, Inventory, and Natural Resources Study 

• A public open house was held in July 1998 to review the ini tial wetland 
inventory . Notification of the open house was mailed to all property owners 
within the UGB. 

A public open house was held in November 1998 to review the fina l draft Local 
Wetlands Inventory. Notification of the open house was mai led to all property 
owners with in the UGB. 
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• Citizen involvement concerning amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and 
Woodburn Development Ordinance resulting from this task is discussed under 
Task 7. 

Task 5- Recreation, Parks and Open Spaces Plan 

• A public survey concerning parks and recreation issues was mailed to 800 
randomly selected residents. 

• A public meeting to consider the Parks Plan was held by the Parks Board in 
August 1998. 

• The Planning Commission and Parks Board held a work session concerning the 
Parks Plan in August 1998. 

• A public hearing to consider the Parks Plan was held by the Planning Commission 
in September 1999. 

• A public hearing to consider the Parks Plan was held by the City Council in 
October 1999. 

Task 6 - Historic District Downtown Plan 

• 

• 

• 

Two public open houses were held concerning the Downtown Development Plan 
in July and October 1997. 

A public hearing to consider the Downtown Development Plan was held by the 
Planning Commission in December 1997. 

A public hearing to consider the Downtown Development Plan was held by the 
City Council in June 1997. 

Task 7- Changes in Goal/Objective, Unanticipated Events (This task involves 
amending the Comprehensive Plan text and map, zoning ordinance, zoning map, and 
expanding the urban growth boundary consistent with the ~ndings of Tasks 1-6. Citizen 
involvement concerning the processing of these amendments is discussed below) 

Volume 
Page 

• 

• 

• 

The Planning Commission and City Council held a work session concerning 
proposed periodic review amendments in November 2003. 

Two public open houses were held concerning proposed periodic review 
amendments in April 2004. 

The Planning Commission he ld four work sess ions concerning proposed periodic 
review amend ments in November and December 2004. 
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• Notice of public hearings to be held before the Planning Commission and before 
the City Council was mailed to all property owners within the City of Woodburn 
and witl)in the study area for UGB expansion in compliance with Measure 56 
requirements. The proposed amendments were posted on the City's web site and 
were made available for public review at the City Library and City Hall. 

• A public hearing to consider proposed periodic review amendments was held by 
the Planning Commission on February 3, 2005. Additional written testimony was 
accepted until February 10,2005. 

• A public hearing to consider proposed periodic review amendments was held by 
the City Council on March 28, 2005. Additional written testimony was accepted 
until April 20, 2005. 

Task 8- Update Plan and Zoning Ordinance, Other Related Ordinances (This task 
involves a number of housekeeping items to update the Comprehensive Plan and zoning 
ordinance. Citizen involvement under this task addresses the adoption of the new 
Woodburn Development Ordinance (WDO) in 2002. Citizen involvement regarding Plan 
changes and other WOO amendments related to the 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update is 
discussed under Task 7). 

• The City Council appointed a focus group in the summer of 1999 to provide 
policy direction to update the City development ordinances. This three-member 
focus group consisted of a city councilor, a planning commissioner, and a citizen. 
The focus group, consultant, and City staff met regularly from September 1999 to 
November 2000. In November 2000, the focus group developed a draft WDO. 
From November 2000 to September 2001, the working draft was refined based on 
review of the City Attorney's office, and planning and public works staff. The 
focus group was reconvened in October and November 2001 to provide final 
policy direction on refinements to the draft development ordinance proposed by 
City staff. 

• The draft Woodburn Development Ordinance (WOO) was presented to the City 
Council at its December 10, 200 1 meeting and to the Plann ing Commission at its 
December 13, 2001 meeting. 

• Noti ce of public he arings to be held before the Planning Commission and before 
the City Council was mailed to all property owners within the City of Woodburn 
in compliance with Measure 56 requiremen ts. The draft WOO was posted on the 
City's web s ite and was made avai lable for public review at the C ity Library and 
Ci ty Hall. 

• The Plannin g Com mission he ld work sess ions to di scuss the draft WOO on 
January lO, 2002 and January l6, 2002. 
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• The Planning Commission held a public hearing to cdnsider the WOO on January 
24, 2002. . 

• The·City Council held a public hearing to consider adoption of the WDO on 
March 25, 2002. 

Task 9- Planning Coordination 

• Citizen involvement concerning this task is discussed under Task 7. 

Volume 5 ----
Page 1350 6 

(
-::,-...... 
' ' .. 

,.; 



Volume 5 

Page 1351 



·-

Volume 5 
Page 1352 



'· .. , 
~ 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

June 13, 2005 

Mayor and City Council 

N. Robert Shields, City Attorney N A-j 
Reopening Record for the Submission of WriHen Materials 
Legislative Amendment 05-01 

RECOMMENDA liON: 

Pass a motion reopening the record for submission of written materials until 5:00 
p.m. on June 27, 2005. The written testimony should relate to: (1} changes 
made by the City to the Periodic Review work tasks, (2) the City's incorporation 
of the new Goal 14 into its findings, and (3) responding to any written testimony 
received by the Council on June 13, 2005 submitted after April 20, 2005. 

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION: 

.t has recently come to my attention that the City's planning consultant revised 
the proposed UGB findings to comply with the "new" version of Goal 14. This is 
understandable because the new language o f the Goal is better for the City's 
proposal. However, it may have also created an unanticipated procedural 
problem. 

On April 28, 2005, LCDC adopted the new Goal 14. However, since it has not 
yet been filed with the Secretary of State, it is not legally effective. The City 
Council should take no final action on UGB amendment until the new Goal 14 
becomes law. 

I want to also call to your attention a recent Court of Appeals decision, Manning 
v. LCDC (copy attached). While the facts of this case are slightly different than 
the City's present situation, it reinforces the importance of receiving public 
comment and citizen involvement. This is an additional reason to allow a 
reasonable period for reopening of the record . 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: Volume __ s __ 

None. 
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109 P.3d 376, ' 198 Or .App. 488, Manning v. Land Conservation and Development 
~.~m'n, (Or.App. 2005) 

*376 109 P . 3d 376 

198 Or.App. 488 

Court of Appeals of Oregon. 

Ron MANNING and Kelly Manning, Petldonen, 
v. 

LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION, Respondent. 

02-WKTASK-01447; A120530. 
Argued and Submitted Sept. 20, 2004. 

Decided March 23, 2005. 

Background: Landowners sought review o f land conservation and development 
>mrnission's o rder that affirmed county ordinance, which desig nated land for 
1ricultural use. 

Holdings: The Court o f Appea ls, Wollheim, J., he ld that: 

(1 ~ommission's approval of county ordinance violated rul e regarding c itizen 
vo ..... . cment , a nd 

(2) approval o f ordinance based on incomplete record constituted legal error 
at required remand . 

~eversed and remanded. 

West Headnotes 

Zoning a nd Planning ~134.1 

414 ----
414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 

414II(C) Procedural Re quirements 
414kl34 Notice and Hearing 

414kl34 . 1 In General . 

. and conservation and development commission ' s approval of county ordinance 

© 2005 Thomson / West. No c laim to original U. S . Govt . works . 
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l9 P.3d 376, 198 Or.App. 488, Manning v. Land Conservation and Develapmentt 
>m' n, ( 0 r . App . 2 0 0 5) 

' at was adopted by county under a work task as part of the county's periodic 
~view of its comprehensive plans and land use regulations violated 
iministrative rules regarding citizen involvement, where the county provided nc 
)portunity for landowners to comment on ordinance following a remand from the 
ind Use Board of Appeals and the Department of Land Conservation and 
~velopment regarding county's previous adoption of ordinance. OAR 
50-025-0080 (2) (b). 

2] Zoning and Planning ~726 

414 ----
414X Judicial Review or Relief 

414X(O) Determination 
414k726 Remand. 

Land conservation and development commission's approval of county ordinance 
hat designated property, which was originally part of an urban ·growth boundar: 
s agricultural property based on an incomplete record constituted legal error 
hat required remand, where county failed to provide a hearing prior to adoptin 
rdinance so as to allow l~ndowners to preient issues regarding designation of 
roperty. West's Or.Rev. Stat. Ann. § 183.482(8) (a). 

William C. Cox, Portland, argued the cause for petitioners. 
~ief was ··Gary P. Shepherd. 

With him on the 

S' Jas . Jeffrey Adams, Assistant Atto rney General, argued the cause for 
espondent . With him on the brief were Hardy Myers, Attorney General, 
. Williams, Solicitor General. 

Before EDMONDS, Presiding Judge, and WOLLHEIM and SCHUMAN, Judges . 

[1 98 Or.App. 490 ] WOLLHEIM, J. 

and Mar) 

Petitioners seek review of a Land Conservation and Deve l opment Commission 
:LCDC) order t hat affirmed Marion County Ordinance 11 60, which the county 
ldopted under a "wo rk task" ( FN1) as part o f the county's periodic review o f i · 
:omprehensive plans a nd land use regulat i o ns. ORS 197 . 628 to 197 . 650. (FN2) 
=n Ordinance 1160, the county designated petitioners' property for agricultura 
1se. When the prop erty was previo usly within the City o f St. Paul's urban 
Jrowth boundary (UGB) , it bo re the p l anning designation "Urban Transition/ Farm 
rhat d esignatio n *377 was a Marion County zone that was intended to encourag 
:ontinued comme rcial agr i cu ltural use in areas planned for futu re urban 
) evelopment. After t h e c i t y removed peti tioners ' prope r t y fr om the UGB , thus 
returning it to county land use planning j urisdiction, the count y designa t ed t 
?roperty for exclusive farm use (EtU). Petitioners chal lenge LCDC's approva l 
that des ignation . We reverse and remand . 
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Page 3 
)~ Pc.3.~ 376, 198 Or.App. 488, Manning v. Land Conservation and Developme~t 
Jm'n, (Or.App. 2005) . 

~~his controversy was twice before the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). See 
i·nr · ' g v. Mari·on County, 42 Or. LUBA 56 (2002) (Manning I ) ; Manning v. Marion 
JU. , 45 Or. LUBA 1 (2003) (Manning II ) . In the first case, LUBA considered 
~titioners' challenge to county Ordinance 1152, which applied a "Primary 
Jriculture" use designation to their property. Because that zone was intended 
'r property that would be maintained for long-term agricultural production, the 
1ange meant that designating petitioners' property for future residential or 
1dustrial use was not appropriate. Petitioners pointed out that their . propert~ 
ts bordered on [198 Or.App. 491] the north and east by land within the St. Paul 
.ty limits and argued that their property should be zoned for rural residential 
;e. LUBA determined that the county's findings were inadequate because the 
)Unty failed to consider any designation other than Primary Agriculture for 
~ti tioners' property.. Manning I, 42 Or. LUBA at 68. · · 

Shortly after LUBA remanded the county's decision, the Department of Land 
>nservation and Development (DLCD) also remanded the same orqinance, which the 
>unty had submitted to it pursuant to periodic review. DLCD instructed the 
>unty to make the findings required by LUBA and to take other action under 
!riodic review not related to judicial review. Thus, LUBA's and DLCD's remand 
: the county's ordinance effectively reopened the matter of the appropriate 
>ning of petitioners' property based on the record already developed. Neither 
JBA nor DLCD required the county to reopen the evidentiary record, as 
!titioners now assert was necessary. LUBA's decision rested on its conclusion 
1at the county failed to consider the appropriate use designation for the 
loperty, not that it lacked sufficient evidence to make that determination. 
~e 1ning I, 42 Or. LUBA at 68-69 . 

The county responded to the remands by adopting Ordinance 1160, which include 
.ndings justifying t he Primary Agriculture (FN3) designation and EFU zoning fc 
ltitioners' property. The county did not hold a new hearing, nor did it 
~ovide petitioners with notice · of an opportunity t o comment on the revisions 
lfore it . Rather, it r eli ed on the record developed in support o f Ordinance 
.52. Pe titioners sought review of Ordina nce 1160 before LUBA, which dismisse< 
1e mat t er on the ground t hat it lacked authority t o proceed beca use the 
!option o f the ordinance was part o f t he county's ongoing periodic review 
~oce s s . Manning II, 45 Or. LUBA at 4- 5 . LUBA stat"ed t ha t "LCDC has exc l usiv• 
1risd i ction t o revi ew the eva l uat i on , work program, a nd all work program task 
Jr compl i a nce wit h the st a tewide plann i ng [ 1 98 Or. App . 4 92 ] goa l s ." I d. 
~ ti tione rs did not see k judi c ial r ev i e w o f tha t decision. 

Petitioners appeared bef ore LCDC on i t s review of Or di nance 11 60 and aga i n 
>sert ed t hat the property should not be des ignated Primary Agricul t ure o r zon 
~u . They a rgued that the county committed both substant ive and p r ocedur a l 
~rors in mak ing the des i gna t ion. LCDC responded to petitioners ' substant i ve 
)ncerns b y noti ng the uncontes t ed fact that the property consist s o f Cl ass I I 
1d II I soils , wh ich places it wi thin the Goa l 3 (Agricultural Lands) de f initi 

agricultura l land . (E'N 4 ) LCDC viewed the goal as *378 automatical ly 

© 200 5 Thomson/West . No claim to o r i g i nal U.S . Govt . works . 
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t. ~~a~e 1 
P . 3d 376, 198 Or . App . 488, Manning v . Land Conservation and Developm~nt 
n, (Or .App. 2005) 

~g Class I through IV soils agricultural land and also including "other 
is which are suitable for farm use." The "other lands" portion of the goal 
.nition thus expands rather than limits the definition o~ agricu ltural land. 
that reason, LCDC rejected petitioners' argument that whether the land is 
~ently farmed is relevant to the designation. It therefore concluded that 
~county's decision to zone the land EFU is consistent with the goals." 

:oc also rejected petitioners' claim that they were entitled to an exception 
:he goals to permit nonagricultural use of the land . Goal 2, Part II, 
rides, in part, that a ''local government may adopt an exception to a goal" 
1 certain enumerated conditions and justifications are present. (Emphasis 
~d.} The goal thus permits the local government to make an exception but 
~not require it to do so. See also ORS 197 . 732(1) (also providing that a 
:al government may adopt an exception to a goal" if certain conditions are 
) . 
~titioners also ~rgued that the ,county failed to follow the appropri ate 
=edure when it performed its work task r esponsibilities and that it violated 
itioners' due [198 Or.App. 493] process rights "by refusing requests for 
itional evidentiary hearings to contest the untrue and therefote unrevealed 
~rmation. The untrue information cont~ins intentional mistruths [sic ] about 
ning activity taking place on the subject property." LCDC also rejected 
t challenge, explaining that DLCD found no violation of a goal or r ule 
~ision. LCDC apparently viewed the substance of petitioners' objection as 
] edural and concluded that the objection was outside LCDC's review authorit 
d p roperly reside s with LUBA." Petitio ne r s s oug ht r eview o f LCDC's decision 
this court. 

1] On review~ p e titio n ers a rgue t ha t the LCDC ' s a pproval o f t he county's work 
k v iolate s OAR 660-025-00 80 (2 ) (b) b e caus e the cou nty provided no opportunity 

petitioners t o comment foll owing t he rema nd s from DLCD and LUBA. (FN5 ) LCDC 
n ters that the procee ding leadin g t o the adoptio n of Ordinance 1152 provided 
itio ners a hearing before the c ounty on whether their l a nd s h ould be excepted 
m Goal 3. It also asse rts tnat LUBA's a nd DLCD's remands did not c ontemplate 
e cond hearing because the e videnc e t h a t wa s t o b e the ba s is for the county's 
itional findings wa s a l read y in the record . 

. CDC d o e s n o t c i te any lega l author i ty support i ng i t s view t ha t t he count y 's 
r i ng befo re the adoptio n of Ordinance 1152 was part of , or shoul d be 

.side r e d t o b e part of , t h e count y ' s pe r iodi c rev i e w effo r t . The county 

.ght to add t he i ss u e o f t he property removed f r om t h e St . Paul UGB to i t s 
·iodic revi e w wo r k tas ks some month s after LUBA i s sued its dec i s i on on 
linance 1 152 . LCDC a l so does not argue that i t has no respons i b ili ty to 
·iew loca l governmen t (1 98 Or.App . 494 ] work task efforts for compliance with 
~Goa l 2 requi rement that "[ o)pportunities sha l l be provided f or review and 
~ent by cit i zen s and a ffect ed governmenta l units duri ng preparation , review 
l revision o f p l ans and impl ementation o rdinance s. " Indeed , OAR 

© 2005 Thomson/West. No c laim to o rigina l U. S . Govt . works . 
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19 P . 3d 376, 198 Or.App. 488, Manning v. Land Conservation and Development 
t .) 

tm•'n, (Or.App. 2005) 

~-025-0080(2) (b), which LCDC adopted to implement Goal 2, requires local 
lvernments to provide an opportunity for comment at one or more ·hearings 
tnr :ed on work tasks under periodic review. Nothing in the goals, rules, or 
. at~~es permits the county to treat a hearing conducted for a separate purpose 
; fu·l f illing that requirement. We therefore agree with petitioners that LCDC 
:red in approving a county work *379 task when the county failed to comply 
.th OAR 660-025-0080 (2) (b). 

[2] The remaining question is whether LCDC's error requires us to reverse its 
~der and remand the case for reconsideration. We conclude that it does because 
te county's failure to provide a hearing prevented petitioners from adequately 
:esenting their position on the remaining issues that they raise on judiciai 
~view. Although those issues would not in themselves require reversal based or 
te present record, the lack· of a hearing means that the county did not base it! 
~cisions on a complete record. As a result, the county has not given the 
Jsues that petitioners raise the consideration that the rules require it to 
Lve them; LCDC's . approval of the county's decision based on an incomplete 
~cord was legal error that requires a remand . ORS 183.482(8) (a) . We focus ou: 
Lscussion of the second and third assignments of error on those issues that 
~main for the county to decide. 

In their second assignment of error, petitioners argue. that substantial 
vidence did not support the county's decision to designate their property as 
Primary Agriculture . " LCDC treats that assignment a s attacking the 
~ signation of the property as EFU and notes that, because the land is entirely 
l as ~ I I a nd III soil t ype s, it meet s t he Goal 3 definition o f a gricultural 
~n However , t he count y' s Pr i mary Agricult ure designatio n i s a specific EFU 
~ne t ha t i s based o n several c rite ria i n addition t o soil t ypes. The purpose 
f t h e designa tio n is t o i dentify l and t ha t is ·''in l arge [1 98 Or.App. 495] 
ommercia l farm unit s " and t hat is "intended to be maintaine d for l ong term 
gricultura l p r oduc t ion . " "Primary Agricul t ure " l a nd is c ha r acterize d by : 

'' a. Soi ls t ha t are suitable for agricultura l produc t ion using accepted fa~miJ 
ractices , especially Cl ass I- IV soils . 

" b . Areas of open land t hat are re l at i vel y free (from] non-farm confl i c t s . 
r eas that are sti l l capable of being farmed . 

" c . Areas that are presently in farm production or a re capabl e of being farm 
.ow or i n the future . 

"d . Those other lands that a re necessa ry to protect farm uses by limiting 
tdjoining non-fa rm activities. " 

Marion County Comprehensive Land Us e Plan 14, quoted in Manning I, 42 Or LU E 
tt 64-65. The fact that petitioners ' property qualifies as EFU land based o n 
.ts so il types, thus , is only o ne o f the four c riteria for determining whe the1 
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9 P.3d 376, 198 Or.App. 488, Manning v. Land Conservation and Development 
m' n, {Or.App. 2005) t.. , " ·• 

~ property qualifies as ''Primary Agriculture." In finding that petitioners' 
operty satisfied those criteria, the county did not consider evidence of thee 
tuation that existed at the time of its decision but, instead, relied on thl 
cord made on Ordinance 1152. That record was necessarily based on facts that 
.isted before the remands from LUBA and DLCD and, thus, before the county added 
.e issue of the property to its periodic review work tasks. The county also 
.d not provide a hearing at which petitioners could argue that the existing 
tcord did not support the "Primary Agriculture" designation . Those failures 
:ejudiced petitioners and require LCDC to remand that issue .to the county. 

In their third assignment of error, petitioners argue that they are entitled 
> an exception from the g6als for their property. They first assert that there 
san existing exception . that continued in effect after the city removed the 
:operty from the St. Paul UGB~ They next assert that, even if there is no 
cisting exception, LCDC erred in affirming the county's denial of their request 
'r a new exception. LCDC dismissed petitioners' arguments rather summarily, 
:ating that petitioners did not "identify any goal or rule provision that the 
)Unty has violated" and that "the substance of this exception [198 Or.App. 496: 
3 outside the scope of the commission's review authority, and properly resides 
i.th LUBA." 

We disagree with LCDC's c haracterizations of petitioners' arguments. 
atitioners asserted that their property remains subject to an exception that 
hey believe was taken when the land was included in the St. Paul UGB and zoned 
}ban Transition/Farm. Petitioners' statements and arguments articulate an 
ssue that is within LCDC's jurisdiction. They explained that, 

"[b]eing wi thin · the City o f St. Paul's UGB~ the Manning property was for 
decades not *380 considered agricultura l l and . By law, the property could 
not have been inc luded i n t he OGB and zoned ur ban transitiona l without havin~ 
been the s ubjec t o f an exception. * * * There i s no l ocal o r state provisic 
al l owing the property's status as exception land to be t a ken away by the 
government acting t o r emove t he prope~ty f r om t he OGB . Status as exception 
land is a property right be l onging t o t he property owner. Just because St. 
Paul does not want t he property within its UGB does not affec t or otherwise 
delete the s tatus as e xception land . " 

The pr oblem with t hat argument i s tha t petitioners do not point to ev i dence , 
tny prior propos ed exception in the record or sugges t t ha t t hey could provide 
~vidence out s i de of the record that s hows that there wa s a n except ion. The me 
:act t ha t the property was f ormer l y within t he UGB is no t evidence that there 
vas an except i on from the goals, and petitioners have f ailed to s how tha t the 
: ounty e r red in finding that there was no existing exception. 

In its findings supporting Ordinance 1160 , the county sa i d that the pr ope rt ) 
Nas brought into the St . Paul OGB i n 1985 as the resul t of a city- identified 
~eed for · additional i ndust rial land . It retained , nonethe l ess , its EFU zon i ng 
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J9 P. 3d 376, 198 Or.App. 488, Manning v . Land Conservation and Development 
::>m'rf, l(Ot . App. 2005) 
""; ~ .. 
'!:i~il 1990, when it was rezoned "Urban Transition/Farm." The county stated · 
1at there was no evidence that an exception was taken when the property was 
jd to the St. Paul UGB. According to the county, no exception would be 
3q _·ed under OAR 660-014-0000 to 660-014-0040 because an exception is not 
3quired for the establishment of a UGB around o r including portions of an 
1corporated city . It then found: 

[198 Or . App. 497] "If an exception were taken, however, it was for industrial 
land, not residential. Once the property was no longer needed by the city to 
achieve its industrial goals and was removed from the UGB, any previous goal 
exception would no longer apply. If no goal exception has been taken, that 
actio-n would be consistent [with] application of Goal 14 and . the. 
administrative rules to not require a goal exception to any establishment of e 
UGB that is undertaken to meet the requirements of Goal 14. In either case, c 
goal exception no longer exists for this property and a new one would have to 
be taken for the property to be designated other than agriculture." 

The county then went on to reject petitioners' request for a Goal 3 exception 
Jr the property with a relatively detailed explanation of why a new exception 
Jr the property would not be justified. 

The fact that petitioners fail to cite any evidence that would support a 
inding that there was a prior exception for their property makes it unnecessar 
J decide whether an exception, once taken, may be removed without following th 
~rrna lities and addressing the c r ite ria a ssociated with granting the exception. 
hat question must a wait a c ase t hat actually presents it. Because there also 
s · reason t o believe that t here is additional evidence available outside thi 
ec\.. ...~ as to -that issue, the county's failure to provide a hearing was harrnles~ 
s t o t he exis tence of a prior exception. 

The county' s f ai lure was n9t harmless, however, as to whethe r it should gran1 
new exception . We agree wi t h LCDC that, on t he e xisting record, LCDC was 

nde r no obliga t ion t o overturn Marion County ' s r e j ect ion o f pet i tioners' 
equest f or an excep t i on to Goal 3 fo r t he property. We a re awa r e of no 
xi sting . authority and s ee nothing i n Goal 2 , t he r ule s governing exceptions, • 
RS 197 . 7 32 t hat r equi res a l oc a l gove rnment to t a ke an except t on to a ~oal. 
vidence that an excep t i on ma y be j ust i fied does not requi r e t he county t o gra · 
n exception. Goal 2 · and ORS 197 . 732 provide that a n except i on may be g r a nt ed 
n s howing ce r tain cond i tions , not t ha t it must. However, bef ore deciding 
het he r t o g r ant an exception, the county must provide an oppor tunit y fo r the 
equesting party to make a complete record and to argue i n support of t he 
xce p tion, and the coun t y must consider t hat [1 98 Or . App. 498 ] record a nd 
rgurnent in making its decision . Because the county failed to conduct a hear i 
efore adopting Ordinance 1160 , t he record and argument were no t complete . Tr. 
ack of a hearing thus was error and was not harmless. 

*381 . Rever sed and remanded f o r reconsideration . 
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N1.) See ORS 197.629 (discussing the phases of periodic review); ORS 197.633 
(same) . . A "work task" is part ·of the "work program" that a local planning 
jurisdiction undertakes in order to bring its comprehensive plan and other 
land use controls into compliance with statewide land use planning goals. s~~ 
OAR 660-025-0020 . 

FN2.) ORS 197.628(1) provides: 

"It is the policy of the State of Oregon to require the periodic review of 
comprehensive plans and land use regulations in order to respond to changes in 
local, regional and state conditions to ensure that the plans and regulations 
remain in compliance with the statewide planning goals adopted pursuant to OR~ 
197.230, and to· ensure that the plans and regulations make adequate provision 
for needed housing, employment, transportation and public facilities and 
services." 

(FN3.) As we describe below, "Primary Agriculture" is a Marion County land use 
designation that has specific criteria in addition to the EFU designation. 
See 198 Or.App. at 488, 109 P.3d at 379. 

(FN4.) Goal 3 defines agricultural land in western Oregon as land of 

"predominantly Class I, II, III and IV soils * * * as identified in the Soil 
~ Capability Classification System of the United States Soil Conservation 
1 Service, and other lands which are suitable for farm use taking into 

consideration soil fertility, suitability for grazing, c limatic condition~ 
existing and future availability of water for farm irrigation purposes, 
existing ~land-use patterns, technological and energy inputs required, or 
accepted farming practices." 

(FNS.) OAR 660-025-0080(2) provides, in part: 

"Each local government s hall review i t s c itizen involvement program and assv 
that there is an adequate process for c itizen involvement in all phases of t 
periodic review process . Citizen involvement opportunities shall, at a 
minimum, include: 

" * * * * * 

"(b) Interested persons s hall have the opportunity to comment in writing in 
adva nce of or a t one or . more hearings on a periodic review work task . 
Citizens and other interested persons s ha ll have the opportunity to present 
comme nts orally at one o r more hearings on a pe r iodic review work task. 
Citizens and o ther interested persons s hall receive a response to thei r 
comment s at or foll owing t he hearing on a work tas k. " 
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CITY OF WOODBURN 
[ I .) LEGISLATIVE AMENDMENT 05.01 

NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY TO SUBMIT ADDITIONAL WRITTEN TESTIMONY 

Notice is hereby given that the Woodburn City Council will accept additional written 
testimony pertaining to Legislative Amendment 05-01 (also known as the Woodburn 
2005 Comprehensive Plan Update) which includes amenqments to Woodburn's 
comprehensive plan and zoning maps, comprehensive plan goals and policies, 
Woodburn Development Ordinance, Public Facilities Plan and Urban Growth Boundary 
resulting from completion of periodic review work tasks. 

The deadline for submitting additional written testimony is 5:00p.m. on June 27, 2005. 
For the City Council to consider additional written testimony, it must be submitted 
before said deadline to the Woodburn Director of Community Development, 270 
Montgomery Street, Woodburn, Oregon 97071 . 

The public hearing regarding this matter was held by the City Council on March 28, 
2005 and the Council established a deadline of April20, 2005 to receive additional 
written testimony. Subsequent to this deadline, city staff recommended changes to the 
proposed amendments including revisions to the proposed comprehensive plan and 
zoning maps, comprehensive plan goals and policies, Woodburn Development 
Ordinance, and Public Facilities Plan. This notice is sent to those persons that 
participated in the public hearing before the City Council either orally or in writing, to 
those persons that submitted written testimony after the public hearing, and to those 
persons listed on the Periodic Review Notification List. This notice provides these 
persons the opportunity to submit additional written testimony. However, the City 
Council will only consider additional written testimony concerning the following: 

1 . Changes proposed by city staff to the proposed amendments presented at the 
City Council public hearing on March 28, 2005. These proposed changes are 
contained as attachments to the June 13, 2005 memorandum to the City Council 
from the Director of Community Development. 

2. Additional information or evidence introduced by city staff up through the City 
Council meeting of June 13, 2005. 

3. City staff's incorporation into its draft findings of new Goal 14 regulations recently 
approved by the Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission. 

4. Responses to written testimony submitted after April 20 , 2005 and received by 
the City by June 13, 2005. 

Copies of any information or documents relating to this matter are available for inspection 
at no cost and will be available for purchase at a reasonable cost after receiving a "Public 
Records Request Form" available at City Hall or on the City's website 
(www.ci.woodburn.or.us). 

For further information regarding this matter, please contact Jim Mulder, Director 

of Community Development at (503) 982-5246 or e-mail at Volume 5 
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July 25, 2005 

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council through City Administrator 

FROM: Jim Mulder, Director of Community Development 

SUBJECT: Legislative Amendment 05-01 (Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan 
Update) - AddiHonal Written TesHmony and Staff Responses to 
TesHmony 

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 the staff memorandum to the City Council dated June 13, 2005. 

BACKGROUND: 

At its meeting of March 28, 2005, the City Council received oral and ·written 
testimony regarding proposed periodic review amendments and proposed 
urban growth boundary expansion. The Council closed the hearing for oral 
testimony and established a deadline of April 20, 2005 to receive additional 
written testimony. At its meeting of April 25, 2004, the Council began 
deliberating on the proposed amendments and then continued its deliberations 
to allow staff to respond to the testimony received by the April 20, 2005 
deadline. At its June 13, 2005 meeting, the Council continued deliberating and 
dec ided to accept additional written testimony with a June 27, 2005 deadline 
for receiving additional written testimony. The Council directed that additional 
written testimony would be accepted only if it was related to the following: 

1 . Changes proposed by city staff to the proposed amendments presented 
at the City Council public hearing on March 28, 2005. These proposed 
changes are contained as attachments to the June 13, 2005 
memorandum to the City Council from the Direc to r of Community 
Development. 

2. Additional information or evidence introduced by c ity staff up through the 
City Council meeting of June 13, 2005. 
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3. City staff's incorporation into its draft findings of new Goal 14 regulations 
recently approved by the Oregon Land ConseNation and Development 
Commission. 

4. Responses to written testimony submitted after April 20, 2005 and received 
by the City by June 13, 2005. 

Notice of the opportunity to submit additional written testimony was mailed on 
June 14, 2005 to those persons that participated in the public hearing before the 
City Council either orally or In writing, to those persons that submitted written 
testimony after the public hearing, and to those persons listed on the Periodic 
Review Notification List. The notice was also published In the Woodburn 
Independent on June 22, 2005. 

DISCUSSION: 

Six items of additional testimony or correspondence were received after the 
April 20, 2005 deadline and before the June 13, 2005 City Council meeting and 
seven items of additional written testimony were received after the June 13, 
2005 City Council meeting and before the June 27, 2005 deadline. Staff 
provides the following responses to these items for Council consideration: 

Attachment A-1 (Daniel Orsborn): This is a petition submitted by Daniel Orsborn 
opposing Inclusion of the School District property on East Lincoln Road in the 
UGB. Staff has recommended not including this property in the proposed UGB 
expansion. 

Attachment A-2 (Serres Family): Staff has reviewed all of the comments from the 
Serres family. We found little· new information that would help to justify inclusion 
of all or part of the Serres property within the 2005 Woodburn UGB. 

The May 24, 2005 letter from the DLCD Regional Representative Geoff Crook 
simply reiterates the multitude of statutory, statewide planning goal and 
administrative rule requirements that must be addressed in any UGB 
amendment proposal. Mr. Crook's letter does not support the Serres arguments 
for inclusion of their land within the UGB, nor does it refute work done by 
Winterbrook Planning. ORS 197.298 requires that lower qua lity soils be brought 
into the UGB before higher quality soils, with limited exceptions that do not apply 
to the Serres property. 
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In conclusion, both the Serres and the Fessler properties have the capacity to 
meet future residential land needs. The Serres property is comprised of 
predominantly Class II soils, with very little Class Ill soli, and is relatively expensive 
to serve. In contrast the Fessler property has a large, buildable area with Class 
Ill soils, and Is relatively inexpensive to serve. Class II soils on the Fessler property 
also qualify for an exception to ORS 197.298 priorities, because urban services 
must be extended through the Class II soil area to reach the Class Ill soil area. 
The Fessler property also has better buffers from agrlcultura'l land (Crosby Road) 
than the Serres property. These are the primary reasons why we continue to 
recommend inclusion of the Fessler property, rather than the Serres property. 

For reference purposes, ORS 197.298(3) reads as follows: 

"(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 requires 
inclusion of lower priority lands in order to include or to provide services to higher priority 
lands." 

Attachment A-3 (Richard ~tein): This is a letter from an attorney representing the 
Serres family. It requests that the record be reopened. The City Attorney in his 
Memorandum Opinion No. 2005-01 , provided to the Counc il before the June 13, 
2005 City Counc il meeting, addressed procedural issues relating to legislative 
decisions. The C ity Attorney in his memorandum dated June 13, 2005 
recommended the Counc il reopen the record to accept additional written 
testimony. After considering these items, the Counc il reopened the record for 
additional written testimony and set a deadline of June 27, 2005 for receiving 
such testimony. 

Attachment A-4 (Roger Alfred): This is a letter from an attorney representing 
Renaissance Homes. It requests that the record be reopened. The response to 
this letter is the same as for Attachment A-3. 

Attachment A-5 (Ric hard Stein): The response to this item is included in the 
response to Attachment A-2. 
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Attachment A-6 (Roger Alfred): This Is a letter from an attorney representing 
Renaissance Homes. It requests that the record be reopened. The response to 
this letter is the same as for Attachment A-3. 

Attachment B-1 (Roger Alfred): In a June 27; 2005 letter, Attorney Roger Alfred 
(representing Renaissance Homes), disagrees with staff's recommendation to 
remove the northeastern portion of the OGA golf course property (Study Area 2) 
from the proposed Urban Growth Boundary. 

The staff recommendation to exclude the northeastern portion of the site was 
based on (1) the fact that this area Is comprised of predominantly Class I and II 
agricultural soils, (2) this land is not needed to" serve areas with higher priority for 
Inclusion with in the UGB (i.e., exceptions areas or areas with Class Ill soils), and 
(3) the inclusion of the northernmost portion of the property would require an 
unacceptably long cul-de-sac. The Class I and II soils that are not beneath golf 
links, and the·refore which potentially are available for housing development 
currently are productive orchards. 

Mr. Alfred argues that the entire site should be included within the UGB, despite 
the fact that It is comprised of Class I and II agricultural soils, to meet a special 
need for higher-end housing In Woodburn. Alternatively, Mr. Alfred 
recommends that only land with predominantly Class I soils be removed, which 
would allow a northern tier of lots, despite the fact that the proposed northern 
tier of lots would require a c ul-de-sac that violates current code standards. Mr. 
Alfred provides two maps showing the two proposed options; and opines that 
the new Goal 14 and the North Plains c ase allow for such a special needs 
exception to ORS 197.298 priorities. 

While staff agrees with Mr. Alfred that buildable land adjacent to the golf course 
provides an excellent opportunity for higher end housing with open space 
amenities (an exception to the priorities authorized under ORS 197 .298(3)( a)), 
staff does not believe that this "locational need" by itself is sufficient to include 
areas w ith predominantly Class I soils, when areas with Class II soils are available 
to meet this need. 

Staff continues to support bringing in the western portion of the OGA golf course 
site for the following reasons. 

• First staff agrees that the golf course has provided a unique opportunity 
to meet higher-end housing needs in Woodburn. This conclusion is 
supported by testimony in the record form Renaissance Homes, which 
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stated that this company specializes in higher-end housing, and would not 
have Invested In Woodburn If there had not been development area 
adjacent to the golf course. Staff also agrees, for reasons stated in Mr. 
Alfred's letter, that some land near the golf course outside the UGB Is 
needed for higher-end housing. However, because there is a choice 
between Class I and II soils, staff. cannot support bringing the lowest 
priority land (Class I agricultural soils) into the UGB to meet this need. Thus, 
staff recommends that the predominantly Class II land on the western 
portion of the OGA golf course be Included within the UGB to meet the 
need for higher-end housing, as authorized under ORS 197.298.(3)(a). 

• Second, there are urban efficiency reasons to bring the westerly portion of 
this property Into the UGB. An emergency access Is required to connect 
an approved subdivision within the existing UGB to Boones Ferry Road in 
Study. Area 2. This emergency access road will cut through a relatively 
narrow strip of predominantly Class I orchard land . sandwiched between 
existing golf links. This emergency access road will have adverse Impacts 
on existing .agricultural operations by providing unbuffered vehicular and 
pedestrian access through the center of the orchard. The City would 
prefer to have ·this emergency access road constructed to urban street 
standards, with curbs~ gutters and sidewalks, because it serves a local 
street function. The only reasonable way to fund these improvements is 
fo r land on either side of the street to be developed for urban residential 
uses. Moreover, this land must be developed to help pay for a looped 
water system beneath the local street, which is needed to mainta in 
adequate water pressure for land within the UGB and for proposed 
expansion areas north of the UGB. Thus, including the western portion of 
the OGA golf course in the UGB is justified for urban efficiency reasons 
under ORS 197.298(3)(c). · 

• Third, development of land between the emergency access road and 
Boones Ferry Road in Study Area 2 should be included to enable 
improvement of the east side of Boones Ferry Road to urban minor arterial 
standards. Such improvement is necessary to serve planned land uses 
safely and efficiently, as called for in the 2005 Woodburn Transportation 
System Plan. 

Attachment B-2 (Brian Moore): Mr. Moore's letter provides additional support for 
inclusion of the Fessler property within the 2005 Woodburn UGB. Staff has 
reviewed this letter, and a letter from Multi-Tech Engineers, and generally agrees 
with the evidence and findings they contain. 
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Attachment B-3 (Serres Family): The response to this item is included in the 
response to Attachment A-2. · 

Attachment B-4 (Dan Blem): These comments supplement previous testimony 
received from 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 expansion 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 

) c ompatible with the adjacent Maclaren facility to the north, the highway .to the 
south, commercial land to the west, and farmland to the east. 

Attachment B-5 (Richard Warnick): These comments supplement previous 
testimony received from Richard 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 c omments that he would like the CPM and zoning to remain 
commercial. 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 ohe 
that has a c ommercial 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 typically considered to be under uti lized and ripe for redevelopment). 
This p roperty is recommended for Medium Density Residential for the following 
reasons: 

Voiume 
Page 

l . The property's improvement value is not significantly higher than its 
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land value. 

2. The property is generally located in the middle of a larger area 
recommended for Medium Density Residential. 

3. The property's existing commercial use Is not consistent with the 
adjacent single-family dwellings and Single Family Residential (RS) 
zoning to the west. 

4. 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"). 

5. 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. 

Attachment B-6 (Keith Woollen): These comments supplement previous 
testimony received from Keith Woollen. These comments generally concur with 
the draft Transportation System Plan (fSP) a lthough they go beyond the scope 
of the draft TSP by showing possible future extensions of streets outside of the 
proposed Woodburn UGB. The scope of the draft TSP was limited to planned 
street improvements that c an be provided within the proposed UGB. 

Attachment B-7 (Mark Castor): These comments supplement previous testimony 
received from Martin Rohrer and other property owners north of the Woodburn 
Company Stores. Staff's response to these comments is the same as was 
p rovided in the June 13, 2005 memorandum to the City Counc il, which stated 
the following: 

"In Exhibit 8-95 and related exhibits (B-65), Mr. Rohrer makes a persuasive 
case to include 125 acres of la nd, 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 p roperty. Mr. Rohrer notes that p revious Council-appointed 
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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 Pia~ map, and is zoned Exclusive Farm Use. This subarea is 
comprised primarily·· of Class II agriculture soils, with the exception of 
unbulldable 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 Compa"ny Store 
area to reach Highway 214 and the 1-5 Interchange, or access the 
. interchange through the Butteville Road resldentfal 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), Wlnterbrook Planning has carefully 
analyzed altematlve 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 rputes through Woodburn. All of this work pointed towards 
reseNation of large blocks of land along Butteville and Parr Roads, with 
minimal development constraints and readily available urban services. 
ORS 197. 298 priorities directed employment growth towards the large 
blocks of Class Ill soils immediately sou.th of Parr Road. In order to reach 
this Class Ill soils area, inteNening 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 inc luded 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 be1ween 1-5 and East Senecal 
Creek is best suited for future commerc ial uses consistent with Woodburn 
Company Stores type development. However, the City proposal only 
justifies 32 acres of commerc ial 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 residentia l development in 
the City and East Senecal Creek. However, residential land needs are 
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Honorable Mayor and CitY Council 
1 

I J~ly 25, 2005 
Page9 

better addres5ed with the City proposal. This area is not best suited for 
industrial use for the reasons stated above. This area should be preseNed 
for future commercial and residential uses when sufficient justification for 
such expansion can be provid~d in the future." 

Attachments: 
Attachment A 

Attachment B 

Written · Testimony and Correspondence Received After 
4/20/05 Written Testimony Deadline and Before 6/13/05 City 
Council Meeting: 
A-1 : Daniel Orsborn, received 4/22/05 
A-2: Serres Family, received 5/5/05 
A-3: Richard Stein, received 5/23/05 
A-4: Roger Alfred, received 5/23/05 
A-5: Richard Stein, received 6/2/05 
A-6: Roger Alfred, received 6/13/05 

Written Testimony and Correspondence Received After 
6/13/05 City Council Meeting and Before 6/27/05 Additional 
Testimony Deadline: 
B-1 : Roger Alfred, received 6/27/05 
B-2: Brian Moore, rec eived 6/27/05 
B-3: Serres Family, rec eived 6/27/05 
B-4: Dan Blem, received 6/27/05 
B-5: Richard Warnick, received 6/27/05 
B-6: Keith Woollen, received 6/24/05 
B-7: Ma rk Castor, received 6/22/05 
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LA 05-01 "2005 Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Update'' · 

Correspondence Received after Aprll20, 2005 Written 
Testimony Deadline 

Attachment A-1: 
Attachment A-2: 
Attachment A-3: 
Attachment A-4: 
Attachment A-5: 
Attachment A-6: 
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Packet from Richard Stein, received 6/2/05 
Letter from Roger Alfred, received 6/13/0S 



to Madam Mayor and City.council 
·woooaui\M 

CllY ADM\NISlMOA'S Off\CE 

My namt is DWel Orsbom and lliYo at 1670 B Uncoln Rd in Woodbum. nu. 
letter is a foUow up to testimony that was given to council on the 2Sda of March. I am tlso 
asking other area residents who agree with mt to sign this tetter. 

The iSSllO is the school districts property Oil B Lincoln Rd This piece or property 
is landlocked except on the unimproved portion of Lincoln Rd East ofHwy 99. Tbete are 
no services to the property. At the intersection of99 there is on way buses can access 
Lincoln ftom the south as the intersection is now over 90 degree comer. As I understand 
there isn't enough elevation for the sewer system to work without a pumpina station. 

Havin& bee1l a resident of the area for over 16 years and beina involved with the 
school district when they bought this property I wanted to include the facts u related to 
me by tho district. They said they would not ask for special considerations but were 
buyina thil property for the future growth. when there was development in this area. Now 
they want brought into tho UOB under special considerations. That could atl'c:ct property 
owners in the area. Why would they be treated difrerently than other psoperty owners in 
the same area? 

The school district sold property inside the city to buy this property. And they 
klrta4y bwft btbet propttty thJst bs city !setVittt, sidtwtllks, llM ptde5triaft ptttautioa 
klrta4y in place. 

In conclusion I don't see a need to include this property in the UOB until there is 
development of tbc area to help share the cost of improvements (sewer, water, roads. 
sidewalks). ...J~m- It f>Rrrtl i!>fAet.l Ntj ttA m 

J. 
lico E. ~A.It"t.N Je4 

Daniel R. Otsbom w_~~~t'J ~ ~ "f 7tJ 71 
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My name is Bob Dryden, I live at 2060 B. Lincoln Rd. Woodburn. 
I signed this petition because I feel where the school district purchased ground on B. 
Lincoln is the wrong place to pUt the school. I suggest that you trade equal ground with 
the Serres family and put the school on B. Hardcastle where sewer and access is much 
better. · · 

Sincerely ~ 
tS4 
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1 rytayor Figley, Administrator Brown, May 4, .lVVJ 
MAY o 5 2005 

2 Please note that this does not include. additional written testimony. WOODBURN 
C\1Y ~~N\STAATOR'S Off\Cf 

'l 

4 

5 

6 

7 

s 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

At the Woodburn City Council Meeting April2S, 2005, Greg Winterowd 

prejudiced the council prior to full disclosure of written testimony. Greg stated that the 

absolute key factor upon which Winterbrook Planning based their recommended UGB 

expansion for Low Density Residential property wa5 based on ORS 197.298, agricultural 

land suitability. He stated that the state law is inflexible. He stated that the "Fessler 

Property" had an inclusion of Class 3 soils, and that the buildable land on Serres property 

was Class U soils" ... there is a small inclusion of Class 4, Sand a bit of class 3." He 

painted a black and white picture with "this is a strong statement" of "If you brought that 

land into the UOB, you would loose at LCDC . .. , not maybe, you would loose.~ Greg also 

alludes to the inclusion of our entire property as too much land, in excess of what is 

needed. We have never asked the city to include beyond the limits described in our 

portion of study area 4. 

1 _, Susan Duncan spoke with Geoff Crook of DLCD on May 4, 2005 and he stated 

16 this (soils) is not a black and white issue. He stated that soil capability classification is a 

17 high priority, but is never considered the sole factor upon which to base a decision. He 

18 went on to say that Greg Winterowd of Winterbrook planning is a hired consultant and 

19 that he is probably trying to support growth around 1-5, but that the ultimate decision lies 

20 with the City Council, who muSt weigh a multitude of factors to best meet the needs of 

21 the city. 
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22 Both Oeoff Crook (telephone conversation May 4) and Les S~ (telephone 

23 conversation A.pril 26) stated that the soils around W oodbum are essentially the same, 

that inclusion of one farm over another does not make a difference. 

2S We feel that you must make it clear to the council that they have a choice, that 

26 Greg Winterowd offered them his opinion, one which is not in agreement with the 

27 County and the State. We feel it essential that the council starts its public testimony 

28 review witho11t bias. 

29 In addition, it was not clear, per David Torgeson, April 2Sib council meeting, as to 

30 whether the data from Public Works was to be included in the Councilor's packets. We 
31 request that all of the data, including the maps, be included in order to allow a complete 

32 and fair review. 

33 Please note that we are forwarding all of our communications with the City of 

34 Woodburn to Les Sasaki, Marion County Planner, and Geoff Croo~ DLCD 

representative for the W oodbum area. We also request a fonnal notice ~f the date that 

36 the proposed Woodburn Comprehensive Plan is accepted and submitted to the county and 

3 7 the state. 

38 Sincerely, 

41 The Serres Family 

42 

43 Send notice to: 

44 
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41. Susan Duncan 
l . . ' 

., 46 1840 E. Lincoln Road 

.',t- . 
~~~? 

47 Woodburn, OR 97071 

48 

4'9 

50 

51 
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Mr. N. Robert Shields 
. Woodburn City Attorney 

270 Montgomery Str~ 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 ·. 

ArrACHMENTA·3 

May23, 2005 

Via Fax: (503) 982.5243 

Re: Clty Council Procedural Error, UGB Meedup 

Dear Mr. Shields: 

Our finn is representing the interests of the Serres fiunily (Frances .O'Connor, Paul 
Serres, Ruth Thompson, Mary Grant, Rebecca Kirsch, Susan Duncan. and Patricia 
Serres) regarding the current proceedings before the City of Woodburn pertaining to 
amendment of the Urban Growth Boundary {UOB). The family, as you know, owns 
multiple parcels located immediate.ly to the east of the current UGB ~d would like to see 
their lands within study area 4 included within the UGB. At least half of the property is 
immediately adjacent to the city limits, which should make this iand particularly 
attractive for addition to the city. The. purpose of this letter is to alert the mayor and city 
council to a procedural error and request that the record be re-opened to cure the 

· problem. 

There was a city council meeting on March 2S, 2005 to consider the different 
proposals for amending the UOB. The record was left .open until April 20, 2005. One of 
the key issti~ under discussion at the city council hearing ·was the cost of providil,lg 
public utility services to the various parcels outside the UGB. Our clients reque.'\ted 
detailed infonnatiofl from the City of Woodburn Public Works Department because this 
information was not provided in the packet that went to the mayor and city council for 

. the hearing. They were promised by Public Works that the information would be 
provided, but a finn date was not given. On April 19, 2005, our clients turned in a 
lengthy document package concerning their tracts. Because the information had still not 
been received from Public Works, they specifically requested that the record remain open 

1395 UBEm' ST. Sf., 5TE. 101 

SAL£.\\ O~ECON 97302 
l503) 399-9776 

FAXl503) 370-7909 
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Mr. N. Robert Shields 
May20, 200S 
Page2 

for an additional 30 days beyond when the Public Works' information was received. or 
May 20, 200S, whichever was later. 1 have attached a highlighted copy of this requesL 
No response was received to this request 

There was another city council meeting oo April2S, 200S where further testimony 
was received from Public Works. From the teStimony it was apparent that the detailed 
information, including maps, requested by oUr clients were not provided to the mayor or 
city councilon. · 

The family filed two formal information request with the city on April 29, 2005 
because they still bad not received the information promised fi'om Public Works. On May 
4, 2005. our clients finally received the _documents. 

Susan Duncan, on behalf of the family, sent a follow-up letter to the mayor, city 
council ·and ci~ administrator on May 4, 200S again raising these issues. They received 
a e-mail from the city administrator stating only that their letter was being sent to the City 
Attorney for determination of whether it constituted additional written testimony 
reeeived after the close of the record. Whether or not he would forward it to the city 
council would depend on the city attorney's answer. No further contact was received. 

' ' 

They have now had the opportunity to review the documents and have also had a 
professional engineer go over them. A copy of the engineer's analysis was sent to the city 
council and mayor via the City Administrator on May 19,2005. The family also wants to 
subinit additional written analysis based on the new information and their engineer's 

. review of it. There is no question that these documents support the lower cost for utility 
service to their property that they argued at the prior hearing and in their written 
submissions. Consequently, not only should the decision makers have these documents, 
but they should also have the benefit of an in-depth analysis of these docwnents in order 
to make an informed decision with regard to which parcels should be added to the UGB. 
Anything less is a disservice to the public and a material procedural error. 

We hereby request that the record be re-opened up to and including June\ 3, 2005, 
which is the date of the next city council deliberation on this case, in order to receive the 
above infonnation and analysis. We request a written response to this on or before June 
3, 2005. 
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Mr. N. Robert Shields 
May 20,2005 
Pagel 

Thank you for your anticipated cooperation. W,e wilt look forward to your written 
reply. 

Sincerely, 

RAMSAY & STEIN, P .C. 

Richard C. Stein 

RCS:jk 
Enclosure . 
cc: Ms. Ruth Thompson 
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To date, city staff has not cooperated with our requests to review of the City of 

Woodbum UGB'Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004. This behavior undermines 

our confidence in the cunent planning process as a whole and contradicts the City of 

Woodbum's Citizen and Agency Involvement Policies (Polley 8-l, Page 12, Woodburn 

Comprehensive Plan-Volume (-Goal and Polley Amendments). 

Susan Duncan was told that PubUc.Wo;u will not complete the memorandum in 

which they account for their cost estimation process until April 20, 200S, which is tho 

close date for public testimony. Consequently, we respectfully request that the close dale 

for written testimony be extended for 30 da~ beyond the memorandwn's completion 

date. whatever tba1 may be, or May, 20,2005, whichever date is later . 

' J 

We hope and trust you agtee with this assessment and that the issues we raise will 

be reviewed and resolved before the Council approves Legislative Amendment 05-1, City 

of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update. 

Respectfully, 

Ruth Thompson 
Paul Serres 
Rebecca Kirsch 
Mary Grant 
Susan Duncan 
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... x: ~.346.1094 

liiWI.. rJlrred@plrtW~e.COID 

May 23, 200S 

Woodburn City Council 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery Street 
W oodbum, OR 97071 

ATTACHMENT A-1 

Re: Reaalasance Homes - UGB Expiaslon 

Dear Members of the Council: 

Perlqns' 
Cote 

nao N.W.CoUdl Strut. Tenth Floor 
Portland, o• f7209•4t21 

P'MOHt: sot-m.aooo 
,..., S0,.7J1.Ull 

'IIIWW-91'~n,colt.com 

-tr AEC'D t:t 

MAY 2 3.2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
Dc:'JELOP;,,n:;·n GEPT. 

This office represents Renaissance Homes in the ongoina development of the Links nt 
Tukwila residential PUD. We have appeared before the C~ty Council with respect to 
the inclusion of the remainder of the OGA golf course property within the Woodburn 
UGB, and support the Planning Commission's decision to include that property. 

Since the closing of the record last month, we have had discussions with Iim Mulder 
regarding a potential change in the staff recommendation to the City Council with 
respect to the inclusion ofthe entire golf course property. If the City Council decides 
to consid~r changing the boundaries of the proposed UGB expansion due to a change 
in the staff recommendation after the close of the record. it is our understanding that 
the City. Council will re-open the record so that affected parties may comment on the 
new proposal. Otherwise, we would be unfairly prejudiced due to the denial of an 
opportunity Lo provide comments on the new proposal during the opc:n record period. 

~l'Q___ 
Roger A. Alfred 

RAA:djf 
cc: Renaissance Homes 

Mike Robinson 

[4 1995 .Q\1() l/r A051 430M'.ll 
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RAMSAY & STBN, P.C 
ATf'OmEYS.hTl.AW 

,. 

Mr. N. Robert Shields 
Woodburn City Attorney 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodblllll, Oregon 97071 

Re: UGB Expansion 

Dear Mr. Shields: 
. . 

ATTACHMENT A-5 

June 1, 2005 

HAND DELIVERED 

f:r REC'D -tr 

JUN 0 2 2005 

WOODBUPi·! COMMUN!TY 
CE\'ELOPM!:i·H DEPT. 

I previously sent you a letter dated May 23, 2005 regarding the submittal of 
additional materials. to the mayor and city council regarding the UGB amendment 
proceedings. I baye not yet had a response from you to that letter. 

Because we do not want to delay the process, you are being handed with this letter 
a letter from 'my clients to the mayor and city council containing my client's analysis of 
the cost of providing city services to the various study areas. These are supported by 
attachments A through L, including a letter from a professional engineer. We hereby · 
request that these materials be submitted to the mayor and city council, per our previous 
request. 

Thank you for your anticipated cooperation. Please feelfree to contact me if you 
have any questions. 
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RCS:jk 
Enclosures 
cc: Ms. Ruth Thompson 

1395 lJBE.RTYST.Sl STE. 101 

SALEM. OREGON 97302 

(503) 399-9776 

FAX (503) 370-7909 

Sincerely, 

RAMSAY & STEIN, P.C. 

~ . ....__( _j (~ 
Richard C. Stein 



Her Honor, Kathy Figley, Mayor, City of Woodburn 
Woodburn City Council: 
City Councilor-Ward 1 
City Councilor-Ward 2 
City Councilor-Ward 3 
City Councilor-Ward 4 
City Councilor-Ward 5 
City Councilor-Ward 6 

Walt Nichols 
Richard Bjelland 
Pete McCallum 
Jim Cox 
Frank Lonergan 
Elida Sifuentez 

Dear Mayor and City Councilors: 

June 1, 2005 

Hopefully you are receiving this letter and its attachments in your packet . 
Hopefully each·ofyou also has the full version of Woodburn Public Works' City Services 
cost study in your packet, complete with all28 maps. We say"hopefully" because city 
legal staff will not acknowledge our requests that you receive these materials. 

Before discussing any of these issues, we would like to make the following clear. 
We never imagined that in testifying to errors and discrepancies in the Comprehensive 
Plan Update documentation that we would. emb~k on an mcreasingly antagonistic and 
defensive interchange between city staff and ourselves. We felt that if we honestly and 
forthrightly put forward our objections, that there would be a reasonable and timely 
response that would ~ither set us straight or acknowledge and redress our complaints. 
Instead, we have had to file Public Information requests to get information that the OAR 
requires be made available to the public. And your legal staff will not acknowledge 
written requests (see attaclunents). 

In broad view, we bring three issues before you: the adequacy of the Public 
Works City Services Cost Study; the admission of prejudicial testimony before you; and 
compliance of Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan Update process with Statewide Planning 
Goals. The first of these issues is the main topic of this letter and its numerous 
attachments. However, as the attachments show, the other two issues are intimately 
intertwined. We feel it appropriate to touch upon them here and urge you to read all of 
the attaclunents to this letter. 

Regarding prejudicial testimony please see the Attaclunent E "Mayor Figley, 
Administrator Brown, Council" dated May 4, 2005. The Comprehensive Plan update 
testimony provided by the expert panel April 25 spoke to numerous issues raised by our 
public testimony. However, you, the City Council, were not provided our testimony. 
Acco rdingly, you heard demeaning and prejudicial expressions like "Hatfields and 
McCoys" and "You w ill lose at LCDC" without knowing the issue to which these 
remarks were a response. You needed to have our issue before you to understand if the 
staff and consultant testimony fairly and adequately addressed our issue. And where the 
statf and consultant introduced new material, we should have the opportunity to rebut. 
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Our understanding is that testimony of this nature is not aUowe4 under LCDC 
guidelines. Which brings us to the Statewide Planning Goal compliance issue. Please 
refer to Attachment I, our May 19letter to Administrator Brown and Mayor Figley, 
which addresses compliance with Statewide Planning Goal #1. Clearly there are other 
Goal compliance issues beyond Goal 1. 

***** ************•···························· 
As you know, we testified at the March 28 Comprehensive Plan public hearing 

that the Woodburn Public Works Study does not correctly identify the costs of providing 
public services to the UGB expansion study areas. We also provided detailed written 
testimony critical of the cost study in letters-of-record dated March 23 and April 19. 

In the Apri119letter, we indicate<! that we were not allowed access to the full cost 
study and its memorandum prior to the April20 close date for public testimony. We 
requested a 30-day extension for submitting testimony dating from the date that we 
obtained the study and memorandum in this letter. 

We obtained the study and memorandum on May 4, 2005 after filing two Public 
Information Requests with the City Recorder on Apri129, 2005, one for the 
memorandum and one for the City Services Cost Study maps, the existence of which we 
learned from April 25 City Council testimony (copies of requests enclosed). After 
reviewing the material, we took two actions: 1) we sent a letter to the City Administrator 
and the Mayor requesting that the entire UGB City Services Cost Study be included in 
your packets (copy enclosed) and 2) we forwarded the cost study to a Hcensed 
Professional Engineer, Mr. Leonard Rydell, for review. Mr. Rydell was unable to review 
the City Services cost study in a timely manner, so he ,passed our information to Mr. 
Randolph A. Lytle, P .E., a specialist in ~~rvices layout, and principal of Consulting 
Resources, Inc. who could review the material in a timely manner. 

Mr. Lytle reviewed all of the documentation we received through our Public 
Information Requests. We also supplied a,.copy of the USGS Woodburn 7.5 Minute 
topographic map, a copy of an Excel spreadsheet (copy enclosed) that summarizes 
relevant information from the 2005 Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Update · 
documentation (Big Black Book), and a copy of David Duncan's review of the study 
documentation, provided in a sealed envelope. The scope of our review request was: 

This cost study was not intended to be a detailed study-but it is intended to be 
accurate enough to make decisions about which land should go in and which should not 
from a city utility cost standpoint. The Serres f amily is asking you to take a serious, 
prof essional look at this cost study to determine if it is detailed enough and error free 
enough to serve as a decision making tool. (Copy of letter enclosed). 

We received Mr. Lytle's written review on May 19, 2005, which we forwarded to 
the City Administrator and Mayor under a cover letter dated May 19, 2005. We did 
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request that this cover. letter and Mr. Lytle's review letter be entered in the 2005 
Comprehensive Plan Update public testimony (copies enclosed). 

Mr. Lytle's letter is clear regarding the adequacy and accuracy of the city services 
cost study. We particularly call your attention to Mr. Lytle's items 2, 4, 5, 7, and 9. Mr. 
Lytle does note the absence of Goal14 needs analysis in his item 6 and conclusion. 
Because we were seeking a engineering review of the City Services Cost Study, we did 
not provide Mr. Lytle with the City's Goall4 needs documentation. 

City Councilors,' you have heard David Torgeson testify that the City Services 
Cost Study is beyond reproach (April 25 Council Meeting). You now have a letter from 
a licensed professional engineer, Mr. Lytle, who says it is not. 

That is why we have requested that the full Cost Study be included in your packet. 
The adequacy of the study boils down to questions as simple as "Does water flow 
downhill?". With the study maps and a topographic map in hand you can see that: 

• Sewer pump stations and force mains are needed to fully develop some 
Study Areas, but are neither shown on the maps nor costed in the Study 
Aieavvrittensununaries 

• · Dumping storm drainage into tributaries of Senecal and Mill Creeks is OK 
West Side, but East Side storm drainage has to go to the PuddingRiver in 
78" drains, not to Serres Reservoir, the drainage North of Hardcastle street 
(actually, the Hardcastle!Evergreen storm drainage already goes there), or 
the drainage South of the Sewage Treatment Plant. 

• A 42" drain can handle 255 cfs of storm flow in SA-7, but a 78" drain can 
only handle 167 cfs in SA-4. 

• Certain upgrades and lift stations are marked on the maps, but no mention 
or costing of them is made in the UGB Study Area written summaries. 

• Certain upgrades have to be made if either of two Study Areas are 
developed, but the upgrade costs are allocated to one UGB Study Area, 
not both. 

• The Study Region maps show residential and commercial/industrial uses 
occurring in creeks and wetlands, and commercial/industrial uses 
occurring in rural/residential areas. 

We really don't believe that you need a degree in engineering to determine that the City 
Services Cost Study contains errors on all of these points. But you do need the entire cost 
study documentation to see where the errors occur. 

David Torgeson's Memorandwn does provide useful information. In the 
Memorandum, Mr. Torgeson lays out the base costs of providing city services as 
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$27,600.00 per acre residential and $13,700.00 per acre CommerciaVIndustrial based on 
the City's own cost experience. These per acre dollar amounts are the same, regardless 
of study area. Where Study Area cost differences arise is in the upgrades or "extras" 
needed above and beyond base costs. 

Our criticism about averaged costs is correct. However, without seeing the full 
city services cost study, we incorrectly identified where the error was introduced. We 
apologize to David Torgeson and Woodburn Public Works, for their stu~y does keep the 
costs of services segregated by use class (residential versus Commercial/Industrial). lt is 
Winterbrook Consulting that confuses the two types of services and introduces averaged 
costs. 

Winterbrook, by adding residential cost to .the commerciaVindustrial cost and 
dividing by acres,. calculates a Study Area average cost per acre. Winterbrook then rates 
the Study Areas "A", "B", and "C" based on this average. cost and dismisses the "C" 
rated study areas as too expensive to merit further consideration. This procedure is 
mathematically incorrect. Please see attachment "Services Cost A vemging-A 
Mathematical Fallacy" for an example. (Table 11: Ranked Public Utilities Costs by 
Study Area, found in Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report. Page 18, 
Winterbrook, 2004). 

Neither the Memorandum nor the City Services Cost Study considers the costs of 
city funded streets in the costs of developing the different UGB study areas. Both the 
OAR and ORS treat city streets as a city service with most rule and statute references to 
city services specifically referencing city streets. 

* * * * * • * • * • * * • • • • • • * • * * * * * • * * * • * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Woodburn Public Works UGB Services Cost Study is not accurate enough to 
serve as a planning decision tool. The City is subject to challenge if it uses the Cost Study 
as is. The City needs to redo the study to a higher stand~d of accuracy and consistency. 
Not including "constrained" acres, using topographical data to determine the need for lift 
stations and force mains, etc., and seeing that all infrastructure is properly identified and 
costed would be an obvious start. 

The rankings found in "Table 11 , Ranked Public Utilities Costs by Study Area" 
are based on a major mathematical error. Any decision based on the table, especially its 
rankings, is subject to challenge. 

The City's costs for street infrastructure should be included in a comparative 
discussion of UGB study areas based on city services costs. 

The failure to follow Goal 1 guidelines (see May 19 letter to City Administrator 
and Mayor) exposes the City to Comprehensive Plan remand from DLCD. 
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~:: The acceptance of tainted, prejudicial testimony, as occurred April25, 2005, may 
expose the City to Comprehensive Plan remand from DLCD. 

The acceptance of new testimony from Consultant and City Staff and/or major 
new amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, without opportunity for r~buttal and/or new 
public hearing(s) exposes the City to Comprehensive Plan remand from DLCD. 

In all due respect, we suggest that the best course of action is to remand the 
Comprehensive Plan back to the Planning Commission. Schedule public hearings at the 
Planning Commission level in the manner specified by Goal 1. Doing so will establish 
Goal 1 compliance. Doing so will allow public input to the planning process prior to 
formulation of the Comprehensive Plan, as required by Goal I. Solicit the citizenry about 
the livability of this town. Address Ule growth drivers that are already a~ work in this 
town. 

Remand the Comprehensive Plan for no other reason than that the Census Bureau 
now projects a much bigger increase in Oregon's 2025 population, rendering the needs 
study out of date. 

Respectfully, 

The Serres Family 

CC: Mr. John Brown, Administrator, City ofWoodbum 
Mr. N. Robert Shields, Attorney, City of Woodburn 
Geoff Crook, Department of Land Conservation and Development 
Les Sasaki, Marion County Planning 
Richard Stein, Ramsey & Stein, P .C. 
Jetfrey Tross, Consultant, Land Planning and Development 
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Attachments: 

A. Cost Averaging Across Uses-A Mathematical Fallacy 
B. Public Infonhation Request #1 of April29, 2005 for Memorandum 
C. Public lnfonnation Request #2 of April29, 2005 for 24 Maps 
D. ·Invoice, Receipt, Documents Received List, re April29 Public Info Requests 
E. Letter, May 4, 2005, Mayor, Administrator, City Council re various topics 
F. Letter, May 12,2005, Mr. Leonard Rydell, P£. re City Study Review 
G. Attachment, May 12, 2005, Mr. Leonard Rydell, P.E. restudy errors. 
H. Excel Table, "Woodburn UGB StUdy Area-Infrastructure Costs Per Acre" 
I. Letter; May 19,2005, Administrator, Mayor, re Lytle Letter, Goall. 
J. Letter, May 19,2005, Randolph Lytle to David Dtincan re City Cost Study 
K. · Topographic map, USGS Woodburn 7.5 Minute ... .... 
L. Goall, OAR 660-015-0000(1). 

Please enter this letter and all its attachments into the pubic record in the matter of 
Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review and Update. 
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Cost Averaging Across Uses-A Mathematical Fallacy 
. 

Please consider the following example. This example simplifies the numbers to illustrate 
how Winterbrook has distorted city services costs. 

David Torgeson's Memo "Methodology for Calculations- Urban Growth Boundary 
Expansion" April, 2005 gives the costs by type of land use as follows: 

Service $/Acre Residential c ·omm/lndust 

Water 9000. 5100 
Sanitarv Sewer 10800 5000 
Storm Sewer 7800 3600 
Total $/Acre 27600 13700 

Please note that these are the base costs of providing these services to these land uses. If 
additional infrastructure, such as a lift station or a pipe size upgrade is necessary, the 
additional costs are added to the base price. The lowest possible cost for residential 
service is $27,600 per acre, regardless of study area. 

Winterbrook added the Residential and Comm/Indust service costs together, and then 
divided by gross acres to calculate the average per acre cost of providing city services to 
each Study Area. Winterbrook then applies the averaged cost to the specific land uses. 
Consider the following simplified example: 

Four study areas, each 1 00 acres in size. 

Study Area 1 is 100 acres commercial/industrial and No acres residential 
Study Area 2 is 75 acres commercial/industrial and 25 acres residential 
Study Area 3 is 25 acres commercial/industrial and 75 acres residential 
Study Area 4 is No acres commercial/industrial and 100 acres residential. 

Study Acres Residential Cost Acres Comm/lndust Cost Total Cost 
Area Res Per Acre For Area Comllnds Per Acre For Area All Uses 

1 0 27600 ( 100 13700 1370000 1370000 
2 25 27600 690000 75 13700 1027500 1717500 
3 75 27600 2070000 25 13700 342500 2412500 
4 100 27600 2760000 0 13700 0 2760000 

Total CostJAcres 
= Av. CostJAcre 

13700 
17175 
24125 
27600 

Wi nterbrook now grades the Study Areas by Average Cost/Acre. Study Area 4 is the 
highest, so it grades "C". Study Area 1 is the lowest, so it grades "A". Study Areas 2 
and 3 are intermediate, so they grade "B". 

Study Area 4 is not considered further because it is a "C"-the highest cost category. 
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Winter brook now has to decide where to locate 10 acres of residential. It can't choose 
Study Area 1, because Study Area l is 100% Commercial/Industrial. Winterbrook 
chooses Study Area 2 over Study Area 3 based on its lower services cost of$17,175 per 
acre, compared to $24,125 per acre. · 

1) How much does it cost to provide city services to the 1 0 acres of residential to be 
located in Study Area 2? · 

A) $137,000. Ten times the average per acre cost of Study Area 1. 
B) $171,750. Ten times the average per acre cost of Study Area 2. 
C) $241,250. Ten times the average per acre cost of Study Area 3. 
D) $276,000. Ten times the per acre cost for Residential Services. 

2) Somehow the surveyor got confused and platted 10 acres of residential in Study Area 
4. How much more will it cost to provide city services to the 10 acres of residential 
in Study Area 4 compared to· Study Area 2? 

A) $104,250. 
B) $69,500. 
C) $0. 

Difference of costs for 10 acres in Study Areas 4 and 2. 
Difference of costs for 10 acres in Study Areas 3 and 2. 
The cost is the same, so the difference is zero. 

3) · Study Area 4 is no longer being considered for residential development because it has 
the highest per acre cost. Is this fair? 

A) Yes, Study Area 4 has the highest average cost per acre. 
B) No, SA-4 has the same residential cost per acre as the other Study Areas. 

Answers: 

Question 1. D. 

Question 2. C. 

Question 3. B. 

$27,600 per acre is the minimum cost for providing residential 
services. No extra costs were identified for any of the study areas. 
10 acres residential in Study Area 2 will cost $27,600 PeT acre for 
a total of $276,000. 

There is no difference in residential costs between Study Areas. 

It is not fair to exclude Study Area 4. Study Area 4 has the same 
per acre cost for residential services as the other Areas. 

Do not confuse average cost with specific cost. 
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Invoice 

May 3, 2005 

City of Woodburn 
2700 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

FOR Production of documents in connection with Public Records Request Form filed 
April29, 2005 by David Duncan, 1840 E. Lincoln Road, Woodburn, OR 97071: 

Paper Copies (Page Size) 25@ $0.05 $1.25 

Engineering Plotter (24X36) 3@ $10.00 $30.00 

Engineering Plotter (llXJ 7) 25@ $2.16 $54.11 

Research Time l/2 Hours @ $3 1.00 $15.50 

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE $1.00.86 
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w City of Woodburn Response to 
Public Information Requests #1 and #2 of 4/29/05 

Request #1: Requested two page memo from David Torgeson to City Council 
regarding City Services costs to UGB Study Areas. 

Response: On May 4 received copy 9f"Methodology for Calculations-Urban Growth 
Boundary Expansion, April, 2005." 

Request #2: ''24 maps of UGB Study Areas showing layout of public services ... " 

Response: On May 4 received following: 

Invoice and receipt for copying services and stafftime--$100.86. 

Copy ofPublic Information request time-stamped April29, 2005. 

Copy of two page memo "Methodology for Calculations-Urban Growth 
Boundary Expansion, April, 2005." 

One page process flow diagram indicating that the UGB expansion cost 
study is between the "Conceptualize" and .. Plan" stages. 

Five page services cost calculations, dated 3/18/04. 

Eight page Services Costs by UGB Study Area-<>ne page per Study area. 
Same material appears in BBB. 

Five page Services Costs by Revised UGB Study Areas, dated 8/2/04. 
One page for each of five Revised UGB Study Areas- same material 
appears in BBB. 

One 11 x 17 over-view map showing Woodburn and eight UGB SA's. 

Three overview 24 x 36 maps of City and UGB SA's--one map for each 
type of service-showing significant features of services in Study Areas. 

Eight 11 x 17 Study Area Water maps, one for each UGB SA. 

Eight 11 x 17 Study Area Sanitary maps, one for each UGB SA. 

Eight 11 x 17 Study Area Storm Water maps, one for each UGB SA. 
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l Mayor Figley, Administrator Brown, Council May4, 2005 

2 Please note that this does not include additional written testimony. 

3 At the Woodburn City Council Meeting April25, 2005, Greg Winterowd 

4 prejudiced the council prior to full disclosure of written testimony. Greg stated that the 

5 absolute key factor upon which Winterbrook Planning based their recommended UGB 

6 expansion for Low Density Residential property was based on ORS 197.298, agricultural 

7 land suitability. He stated that the state law is inflexible. He stated that the "Fessler 

8 Property'' had an inclusion of Class 3 soils, and that the buildable land on Serres property 

9 was Class II soils·" ... there is a small inclusion of Class 4, 5 and a bit of class 3." He 

10 painted a black and white picture with "this is a strong statement" of "If you brought that 

11 land into the UGB, you would lose at LCDC ... , not maybe, you would lose." Greg also 

.. 12 .. ;, alludes to the inclusion of our entire property as too much land, in excess of what is 
:;i; 

13 needed. We have never asked the city to include beyond the limits described in our 

14 portion of study area 4. 

15 Susan Duncan spoke with Geoff Crook of DLCD on May 4, 2005 and he stated 

16 this (soils) is not a black and white issue. He stated that soil capability classification is a 

17 high priority, but is never considered the sole factor upon which to base a decision. He 

18 went on to say that Greg Winterowd of Winterbrook planning is a hired consultant and 

19 that he is probably trying to support growth around I-5 , but that the ultimate decision lies 

20 with the City Council, who must weigh a multitude of factors to best meet the needs of 

21 the city. 
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f·~ 22 Both Geoff Crook (telephone conversation May 4) and Les Sasaki (telephone 

. J conversation April 26) stated that the soils around Woodburn are essentially the same, 

24 that inclusion of one farm over another does not make a difference. 

25 We feel that you must make it clear to the council that they have a choice, that 

26 Greg Winterowd offered them his opinion, one which is not in agreement with the 

27 County ami the State. We feel it essential that the council starts its public testimony 

28 review without bias. 

29 In addition, it was not clear, per David Torgeson, April .25th council meetin~ as to 

30 whether the data from Public W orlcs was to be included in the Councilor's packets. We 

31 request that all of the data, including the maps, be included in order to allow a complete 

32 and fair review. 

33 Please note that we are forwarding all of our communications with the City of 

Woodburn to Les Sasaki, Marion County Planner, and Geoff Crook, DLCD 

35 representative for the Woodburn area. We also request a formal notice of the date that 

36 the proposed Woodburn Comprehensive Plan is accepted and submitted to the county and 

3 7 the state. 

3 8 Sincerely, 

39 

40 

41 The Serres Family 

42 

43 Send notice to: 

44 
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45 Susan Duncan .•. 

46 1840 E. Lincoln Road 

47 Woodburn, OR 97071 

48 

49 

50 

51 

: .. ~ 
;;.· 
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David Duncan 
1840 E. Lincoln Road NE 
Woodb~ OR 97071-5142 
503 981-3275 Fax 503 982-8211 

Leonard Rydell 
60 1 Pinehurst Drive 
Newberg, OR 
503 538-5700 

Mr. Rydell: 

May 12,2005 

Thanks for taking on a little extra work for the Serres family. It may seem a little 
odd that I am writing to you, but I happen to be the person who filed an Oregon Public 
Information request to obtain the enclosed information from the City of Woodburn. Plus 
I'm a Serres-in-law. · 

Woodburn is performing its Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review, which is the 
process by which land is added to the Urban Growth Boundary for development. The 
Serres family farm borders the City Limits on the East Side of Woodburn,' and would 
seem to be a prime candidate for inclusion into the City. However, that is not happening 
and one of the justifications for bringing in land on the other side of town is the high cost 
of providing city services to the Serres land. 

The city evaluates adjacent land for inclusion. One aspect is the cost of providing 
city services. The area surrounding the city was divided into 8 UGB Study Areas. 
Woodburn Public Works did a cost analysis for each Study Area for three city services: 
sewer, storm drain, and municipal drinking water. A map was generated for each type of 
service for each study area, resulting in 24 maps 11 " x 17". A 25tlt 11" x 17" map shows 
the location of the 8 UGB Study Areas around the city. Three additional maps, 24" x 36" 
serve as summary maps for each type of service, and show all of the planned 
improvements for that type of service for all study areas on one sheet. 

Also included are several tables of costs, and a two page memorandum to the City 
Council explaining how they did their work. There are two groups of pages stapled 
together. The first group has eight pages that refer to the eight UGB study areas. These 
pages summarize Public Works' findings. The second group of pages, 5 in total, are 
marked "Revised Area". This group of pages develops the costs of services to the 
portions of the study areas actually being considered for UGB inclusion. 

This cost study was not intended to be a detailed study-but it is intended to be 
accurate enough to make decisions about which land should go in and which should not 
from a city utility cost standpoint. The Serres family is asking you to take a serious, 
profess ional look at this cost study to determine if it is detailed enough and error free 
enough to serve as a decision making tool. 
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Since two of the three city services in the cost St\ldy normally depend on gravity 
flow, I am including a copy of the USGS Woodburn 7 ~minute quadrangle map. 
Unfortunately, this does not show all of the study area. The USGS map data base is 
available at: http://terraserver.microsoft.com/ The site default opens to aerial 
photographs. You can toggle between aerial photo and topographic map by using the 
tabs at the upper right on the map ''window". 

I am also enclosing a smaller map, which shows the Serres land relative to the 
sewer treatment plant. 

lam also enclosing a table which shows costs per acre. These costs come from 
the city survey or from the city document source cited in the footnotes. 

If you have any questions, please call me at 503 981-3275 evenings, and at 503 
678-5838 during business hours. 

I have examined the cost studies. I am enclosing my comments in an envelope. 
Different eyes see different things, so take a look at things without my comments. 
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Dave Duncan 
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il Hi Leonard. May 12,2005 

The city compares costs straight across, Study area by Study area. 

The first error, in my opinion, is that Public Works does not distinguish between land 
uses by study region. The memo indicates Resdiential is approx twice as expensive as 
commercial/industrial. As a result, the region with no residential getS compared directly 
with the regions that are 100% residential. The regions with part residential and part 
industrial/commercial fall in between. So SA-4, which contains the Serres land, is 
penalized because it is 1 00% high cost residential.· 

The second error, ih my opinion, is that Public Works uses gross acres of each Study 
Area. In a separate document, referenced in the table I provide, the '~constrained 
acreage'' is identified. "Constrained" means the land is not developable for one of two 
reasons--it is already developed to its maximum capacity, or it is land unsuitable for 
development. The public works study does not account for constrained land; Some 
areas, like SA-4 where the Serres property is located, have comparatively higher 
percentages of developable land. By not showing the constrained acres in the 
·calculations, the cost of servicing each developable acre is shown as lower than the actual 
service cost. Study areas with a higher percentage of developable land are penalized by 
this error .. SA-4, which contains the S.erres land, is again disadvantaged compared to 
most other study areas because the other areas have a higher proportion of constrained 
land. 

The third error has to do with consistency in storm drainage infrastructure. In general, 
the three East side Study Areas are required to bear the cost of enormous drains from the 
Study Area boundary to the Pudding River. The Study Areas North, West, and South of 
town are shown as not requiring connection to a remote drainage--the stonn water 
evidently is dumped to the existing drainages (creeks). Well, the fact of the matter is that 
all three East side Study Areas have natural drainage ways (creeks) in them. In the case 
of the Serres land, storm drains would be routed exactly the way that the existing sub
surface drainage tiles are routed-namely down the draws to the Serres Reservoir. There 
is absolutely no reason to require a 78" drain, 3500 feet in length in SA-4. A reservoir 
system to capture storm drainage is actually the preferred method of dealing with storm 
drainage. Of all 8 study regions, SA-4 with the Serres property, is the only one with a 
reservoir system in place. 

The fourth error has to do with consistency in placement of sewer lift (pump) stations. 
Referring to the topographic map and the study area boundaries, it can be seen that SA-
2's lowest land is near Senecal Creek on its North boundary. Given the slope of the land, 
I do not understand how all of SA-2 could be developed without a lift station. 
Nonetheless, it is assumed that the entirety of SA-2 can be gravity served, and no lift 
station cost in included . . Similar inspection of the other study areas will reveal that lift 
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stations are either incorrectly located in the study are~ or are necessary but none is 
specified. 

The fifth error is actually a series of errors of omission or of fact, but they are specific to 
one Study Area, not general like the four preceding. These are detailed as follows: 

Storm Sewer Service: 

SA-l "Natural drainage to both fingers of Senecal Creek appears adequate, 

SA-2 "Natural drainage appears adequate, 

SA-3 "Natural drainage is adequate ... for only a small portion to upper Mill Creek ... 
Bulk requires 78" " drain to Pudding. Refer to topo map--<leep draw comes up to 
Maclaren facility on South Side. Don't need to go to Pudding River. States that 
78" drain will only handle 167 cfs. 

SA-4 "Inadequate drainage" Requires 3500 feet of78" drain to Pudding River. Refer 
to topo map. Land drains (and is drained by tile system) to Serres Reservoir or by 
unnamed creek North of HardcaStle. Point of fact-· Hardcastle residential area is 
already served by a City storm drain that runs down Hardcastle street to its end, 
then North to the drainage. States that 78" drain will only handle 172 cfs . 

SA-5 Requires drainage to Pudding .. Don't understand why. The entirety of this area 
naturally drains to the creek that follows along Hiway 214. It used to be that the 
Smucker's Jam plant discharged its water into the ditch along 214, and it had no 
Problem running from inside the City across Study Area 5 and into the creek 
Along 214. States 84" drain required to handle 216 cfs. 

SA-6 Natural drainage adequate. 

SA-7 States that 42" drain can handle 255 cfs. See notes regarding capacity of78 and 
. 84 inch drains, SA~, 4, 5. Some.thing is not right with these numbers. 

SA-8 Natural drainage adequate. 

Sanitary Sewer 

SA-l Map indicates upgrading required from King Way toN. Boones Ferry Road. 
Upgrade not mentioned in written description and not included in costs. This 
Upgrade is mentioned for SA-2 as 4000' upgrade, Boones Ferry to Goose Hollow. 
Even at that, the upgrade from King Way to Boones Ferry is omitted. Under the 
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,, "Rules", all costs were to be counted as if the adjoining areas weren't there-so 
all of these upgrade costs need to be added. 

SA-2 Written description indicates all gravity flow toN. Boones Ferry Road. I do not 
understand how all of SA-2 can have gravity flow sewer-the land slopes to the 
North in the opposite direction that it is· being routed so the North part can't be 
gravity flow served. Requires pump station and force main. 

SA-3 Map indicates gravity flow to Industrial Ave Pump Station. I doubt the portion of 
SA-3 North ofGoudy Gardens Lane can gravity flow to Industrial Avenue. See 
topo map. Requires pump station and force main. 

SA-4 Shows pump station at Hi. 211. Given lay ofland, pump station would need to be 
located near Serres Reservoir (low point) with force main to sewage treatment 
plant 

SA-5 Map shows pump station at railroad tracks in NW comer of study area. Ground 
slopes East. Would make sense to have pwnp ·station adjacent to RR tracks at the 
East edge of the Study Area. Increases length of force main. 

SA-6 Layout on map looks iike it will work. Only Study Area with a lay out that will 
work. 

SA-7 Map indicates a pump station may be required in SE portion ofSA-7. This is not 
mentioned or costed in the written summary. 

SA-8 System layout does not follow lay of land. A gravity flow trunk main along 
Senecal Creek to a pump station would make sense. Gravity flow layout does not 
work in my opinion. 

Water Distribution 

No comment, e xcept that the install cost of 12" water main varies on a per foot basis from 
region to region, 

Revised Areas 

Did not look at revised areas, except to note that on a couple of them, almost all of the 
infrastructure was going to go in on the reduced acreage, resulting in one case of 
around $70,000/acre, which is far higher than the acreage cost fo r SA-4 that is 
being excluded because it is too expensive. 
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Woodburn UGB Study Area Infrastructure Costs Per Acre 

UGB Study Area Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 Area 6 Area 7 Area 8 
Gross Acres* 600 650 334 343 430 190 510 750 

"Buildable Acres" ... 394 485 206 259 340 135 404 592 

Per Cent Developable 60.1% 71 .9% 62.3% 75.5% 78.9% 70.8% 79.9% 78.4% 

"Constrained Acres"•• 107.3 68.3 15.1 19.2 __ 6~ -- 16.1 0.9 14.4 - ---- -- ~ 

Residential Acres-- 360 440 100 343 0 190 380 457 

Com/Industrial Acres .... 240 210 234 0 430 0 13_Q_ 296i 
------- ----- -

Water Improvements• 4.480,000 5,200,000 2,150,000 3,240,000 2,700,000 2,300,000 4,790,000 5,620,000· 

Per Acre .... 7,467 8,000 6,437 9,446 6,279 12,105 9,392 7.4931 

Sanitary Sewer"' 6,100,000 6,280,000 2,350,000 5,200,000 3,260,000 2,640,000 5,100,000 6,670,000 

Per Acre·- 10,167 9,662 7,036 15,160 7,581 13,895 10,000 8,~93 

Storm Sewer" 4,170,000 4,170,000 2,920,000 5,000,000 3,150,000 1,470,000 3,640,000 4,630,000 

Per Acre ..... 6,950 6,415 8,74~ -- 14,571_- --~·-~ --- -
7,!l_7 7,1~ - ---

6,173i 

Total ID'd Costs* 14, 7so.ooo I 15.65o.ooo 7,420,0001 13,440,0001 9,110,0001 6,410,0001 13,530,0001 16,920,000 

Total Costs Per Acre**• 24,5831 24,077 22,2161 39,1841 21,1861 33,7371 26,5291 22,560 

Blue = Lowest Cost per Acre Red= Highest Cost per Acre 

"Data from: "City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public SeNices Analysis, 2004" 
••oata from Table 10 "Goal 3, 5, and ?-Constrained Land Summary" 
···oata from Table 11 "Ranked Public Utilities Costs by Study Area" 

Per Cent Developable is "Buildable Acres" divided by Gross Acres. 
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The Serres Family 
l840 E. Lincoln Road 
Woodburn, Or 97071 

Mr. John Brown, Administrator, City of Woodburn 
The Honorable Kathryn Figley, Mayor, City of Woodburn 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

Mr. Administrator, Madame Mayor: . 

May 19,2005 

As you are aware, we have provided public testimony regarding Woodburn's 
2005 Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review and Update. Central to our testimony was 
criticism of Woodburn City Public Works' city services cost study, which analyzes the 
costs of providing city services to the 8 UGB expansion study areas. We were unable to 
obtain the study from Public Works prior to the April20, 2005 close for written public 
testimony. Since we could not review the study, we requested, in our April19 letter, 
the right to commei1t on the city services study for up to 30 days from the date we were 
given access. 

We obtained a copy of Woodburn Public Works' study on May 3, 2005 by filing 
a Public Records Request. · We subsequently submitted Woodburn Public Work's study 
to Mr. Randolph A. Lytle, P.E. for review. We requested Mr. Lytle to review 
Woodbum Publi~ Work's Services cost study for its adequacy as a "first 
approximation" planning tool which 1) establish relative costs of providing city services 
to different UGB study areas, 2) serve as a basis for making public policy decisions, 
particularly which UGB study areas were to be brought into the UGB. 

We arc enclosing Mr. Lytle's letter of .findings, dated May 19, 2005 in its 
entirely. Please note that we provided only the Public Works City Services Cost Study 
to Mr. Lytle because we were seeking a professional opinion as to the adequacy of the 
Cost Study from an engineering standpoint. Mr. Lytle notes the absence of the needs 
<1nalys is as his Issue No. 6, but we were not seeking his evaluation of the needs portions 
o f the Comprehensive Plan documentation. 

We feel that Mr. Lytle's assessment speaks clearly regarding the adequacy of 
Public Works Public Services Cost Study, namely: " . . . the analysis that was conducted 
by the City of Woodburn is fl awed and not consistent. The evaluation and 
consideration of land that shoul.J. be brought into the UGB should be .further evaluated." 

We agree with Mr. Lytl e's assessment. We do not feel that the existi ng study 
correctly and adequately estimates the costs of providing City Services to the UGB 
sluJy meas. Consequently, the study should not be used as a dec ision making tool. 
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However, botl1 the Woodburn Planning Commission and the Winterbrook Consultancy 
firm cite this study in justification of their policy decisions/recommendations. 

We also wish to take issue with the process we utilized to obtain the cost study. 
The Woodburn Public Library, City of Woodburn's public repository, does not have a 
copy. We contacted Public Works· to obtain the study and an explanation regarding the 
methodologies used to develop the UGB area service costs. We were told that nothing 
would be available until after April20, 2005, which was the close of testimony. . 
Ultimately, we had to file a formal Public Records Request Fom1 to obtain the Public 
Works cost study. 

We call your attention to the following excerpts from Goat' 1: 

OAR 660-0 15-0000(1 )( 4) 

Technical Information- To assure tltat technical information is available in · 
alt wulerstaitdable form. Information necessary to reach policy decisions shall be 
available in a simplified, understandable form. Assistance shall be available in a 
simplified, understandable form. Assistance shall be provided to interpret and 
effectively use technical information. A copy of all technical information shall be 
available at a local public library or other location open to the public. 

OAR 660~015-0000(1)(6)(C)(3) 

Adoption Process- The general public, through the local citizen involvement 
programs, should have the opportunity to review and recommend changes to the 
proposed comprehensive land-use plans prior co the public hearing process to adopt 
comprehensive land-use plans. 

OAR 660-015-0000(1)(6)(0)(2) 

Technical information should include, but not be limited to, energy, natural 
environment, political, {ega!, economic and social data, and places of cultural 
signijlcunce, as well as £hose maps and photos necessary for effective planning. 

OAR 660-015-0000(1)(6)(E)(l) 

Ar the onset of the citizen involvement program, the governing body should 
c/e(lr/y stale the mechanism through which the citizens will receive a re::.punse from the 
pol icy-nw kers. 

Contrary to Goal l, it seems obvious that Woodburn's 2005 Comprehensive 
Plan Update was decided long before any public input was sought. The April 15, 2004 
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"Open House" on the UGB expansion should have been a venue where decision making 
criteria, like the UGB City Services Cost Study, were made public and explained, and 
where public input should have been solicited. In contradiction to the Woodburn 
Independent article, which stated that such materials would be presented, the "Open 
House" did not include any oral presentation or explanation to the public of any kind. 
The only solicitation for input was a "questionnaire" which did not address the criteria 
for UGB inclusion. This questionnaire was not entered into the public record, and was 
not available in sufficient quantity for all attendees to complete and submit. 

At this point the City has made significant investment in time and money in its 
Comprehensive Plan Update. However, this past investment does not justify a rush to 
completion. The best possible plan for Woodburn should not be sacrificed for the sake 
of expediency. Is it a priority to get the job done, or to get the job done right? 

We request that you, the administrative and executive leaders of the City, adhere 
to the law, which, in the case of Comprehensive Plan Updates, begins with Goal 1. We 
also request that this letter and its attachment be placed in the public record of 
testimony, Woodbwu2005 Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review and Update. 

Yours, 

Susan Duncan 

Represen tatives, 
The Serres Family 

Ruth Thompson 

Enclosures: Letter, May 19, 2005, Randolph A. Lytle, P.E. 

CC: Geoff Crook, Department of Land Conservation and Development 
Les Sasaki, Marion County Planning 
Richard Stein, Ramsey & Stein, P.C. 
Jeffrey Tross, Consultant, Land Planning and Development 

Service by email, May 19, 2005 
Service by hand delivery, May 20, 2005 
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May 19, 2005 

Mr. David Duncan 
I NO E. Lincoln Road NE 
Woodburn, OR 9707l-82 L l 

RE: Woodburn UGB Study 

Dear David: 

Consulting Resources, Inc. 
308 Pinehurst Drive 

Newberg, OR 97132 
Ph<)ne: 503-537-4927 

F'i\X: 503-537-4927 
Mobile: 503-780-8351 

ra ndyl ytle@comcnst.nct 

Job No. OlJS-0002 

Per your reques t, we have reviewed the i.nfonnation prepared by the City of Woodburn that was 
lransJ.niUed to tis from you on May 1.2, 2005. That information included; 

3-24" x 36" - SAP Slor.m, Wate r and Sewer Maps for all .Regi.ons 
24 - I I "x 17"- ~AJ> Storm, Water anu Sewer Maps fof each Region 
1- I 1. "x 17'' - Mup of all Regions 
8 - 8-1/2"x. l I'' - Study Area Cost Discussion for .Regions 
5 - S- l/2"x II " - Revised Area Cost Discussions for Regions 
I - H-l/2"x.ll "- WoodbtlnJ UGH Stt1d.y Area I.nrras lructurc Costs Per Acre 
I - 8-1 /2" x II''- J>ublic Record:; Request Form 
I. - ~- l /2"x li"-Cily of Woodburn .Rospon~e to Publi.c fnfonnatiou Requests #l <uJd H2 of 4/29/05 
2 - 8- l /2" :<. 11. " - Methmlo\ogy for Calculations - Urbtu1 Grqwth. Boundary Expansion 
I - g_ l /2"x ll "- UOB Expansion Wnler Dema nt.l 
5 - 8- 1 /2"x I L" - S.A.P. Evaluation of Water Requirements fo r UGB Increase 

Our review broug,h t up lhe [o llowi ng is~ucs : 

\ . T he scule ind icated on lhe 24 ''x 36" shcc ls indicate 1" =2500'. This appears lo be 
iiH:OITet..:l. The sca le of lhe ll "x l7" pla ns is 1"= 800'. Thi s appears to be correct nnd il is 
the s<unc ns lhc 2 4" x 36'' sheets. The length of pipe indicated on lhe " Study Area Cost 
Dis~.:u ~sion for Regio ns" does nol COITCspond lo what is indicated 011 !he plcm ror water, 
sewer lH sto rm . The resultant k11gLhs of pipe are in question. 
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2. The Costs per acre developed on the "Woodburn UOB Study Area Infrastructure Costs 
per Acr~·· r~llecls l.he costs pt:r "Gross Acres'' of lund. A more rdevunt method would be 
to use thu ~..:o:;t per "l3ui1Jable Acre'" of lunJ. 

J. T!1e linear foot costs of the piping or i.nfrastructurc does not appear to be consistent from 
r~gion to rc~?,ion. 

4. The infrastructure that is indicated on the 24"x 36" sheets does not appear to service the 
ell tire n~gion in any ol' the regions. A more detailed i<>Ok should be con!iidercd. 

5. The assumed infrastructure that is propost:d Llucs not appeor to be based on any real 
llJpog.raphicul datu. A more uelt~ilcd review !ihould be con!liuered with accurate 
topographical inJormation. A3 an exmuple, sewer till: stations are proposed in some arcus 
c.Uld not iu others that appear lo need it. 

6. There is no data suggesting wlmt n.eeds that tbe City may have relative to future housing, 
conunercietl, relttil, parks or inuuslrial based. on popululion projections. A ncells analysis 
woulll be appropriat~ for cunsillcralion of UGB expan.sjon. 

7 . .The analysis assumes that the existing storm drain system does nol have capacity in some 
regions and does in olh\!rS. We fim.l no busis for lhis evulualion. 

H. The quantity of flow vcrsu~ pipe size is inconsistent and uppeurs to be in ~rrur. 

9. The !iChcHlaliL: ulili.lic::; thal arc laid oul arc nol sunicicnt t\)r proper evaluation. 

Unsed on the information thnl was provided to us, the analysis that was conducted by the Cily of 
Woodburn is tlawcd and not consistent. The evuluulion <Ul<.l consideration oflnnd !hat should be 
b.rought into the UGH should be rurthcr evaluated. Consideration of !he nccds of the City based 
upon existing ft~ci lil i~::::; and populalion proj ccliun~ shuuld ulso be considered. 

Please <.:all if you have any questions. 

S inccrdy, 
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Oregon's Statewide Planning Goals & Guidelines 

GOAL 1: CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

OAR · 660-015-0000(1) 

To develop a citizen involvement 
program that insures the opportunity 
for citizens to be involved in all 
phases of the planning process. 

The governing body charged with 
preparing and adopting a 
comprehensive plan shall adopt and 
publicize a program for citizen 
involvement that clearly.defines the 
procedures by which the general public 
will be involved in the on-going land-use 
planning process. 

The citizen involvement program 
shall be appropriate to the scale of the 
planning effort. The program shall 
provide for continuity of citizen 
participation and of information that 
enables citizens to identify and 
comprehend the issues. 

Federal, state and regional 
agencies, and special- purpose districts 
shall coordinate their planning efforts 
with the affected governing bodies and 
make use of existing locat citizen 
involvement programs established by 
counties and cities. 

The citizen involvement program 
shall incorporate the following 
components: 

1. Citizen Involvement -- To provide 
for widespread citizen involvement. 

The ci tizen involvement program 
shall involve a cross-section of affected 
ci ti zens in all phases of the planning 
process. As a component, the program 
for citizen involvement shall include an 
officia lly recognized committee for 

citizen involvement (CCI) broadly 
representative of geographic areas and 
interests related to land use and 
land-use decisions~ Committee 
members shall be selected by an open, 
well-publicized public process. 

The committee for citizen 
involvement shall be responsible for 
assisting the governing body with the 
development of a program that 
promotes and enhances citizen 
involvement in land-use planning, 
assisting in the implementation of the 
citizen involvement program, and 
evaluating the process being used for 
citizen involvement. 

If the governing body wishes to 
assume the responsibility for 
development as well as adoption and. 
implementation of the citizen 
involvement program or to assign such 
responsibilities to a planning 
commission, a letter shall be submitted 
to the Land Conservation and 
Development Commission for the state 
Citizen Involvement Advisory 
Committee's review and 
recommendation stating the rationale 
for selecting this option, as well as 
indicating the mechanism to be used for 
an evaluation of the citizen involvement 
program. If the planning commission is 
to be used in lieu of an independent 
CCI, its members shall be selected by 
an open, well-publicized public process. 
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2. Communication-- To assure 
effective two-way communication 
with citizens. 

Mechanisms shall be established 
which provide for effective 
communication between citizens and 
elected and appointed officials. 

3. Citizen Influence·· To provide tho 
opportunity for citizens to be 
involved in all phases of the planning 
process. 

Citizens shall have the 
opportunity to be involved in the phases 
of the planning process as set forth and 
defined in the goals and guidelines for 
Land Use Planning, including 
Preparation of Plans and 
Implementation Measures, Plan 
Content, Plan Adoption, Minor Changes 
and Major Revisions in the Plan, and 
Implementation Measures. 

4. Technical Information-- To assure 
that technical information is available 
in an understandable form. 

Information necessary to reach 
policy decisions shall be available in a 
simplified, understandable form. 
Assistance shall be provided to interpret 
and effectively use technical 
information. A copy of all technical 
information shall be available at a local 
public library or other location open to 
the public. 

5. Feedback Mechanisms -- To assure 
that citizens will receive a response 
from policy-makers. 

Recommendations resulting from 
the citizen involvement program shall be 
retained and made available for public 
assessment. Citizens who have 
participated in this program shall receive 
a response from policy-makers. The 
rationale used to reach land-use policy 
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decisions shall be available in the form 
of a written record. 

6. Financial Support- To Insure 
funding for the citizen involvement · · ' 
program. 

Adequate human, financial, and 
informational resources shall be · 
allocated for the citizen involvement 
program. These allocations shall be an 
integral component of the planning 
budget. The governing body shall be 
responsible for obtaining and providing 
these resources. 

A. CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 
1. A program for stimulating 

citizen involvement should be developed 
using a range of available media 

. (including television, radio, newspapers, 
mailings and meetings). 

2 

2. Universities, colleges, 
community colleges, secondary and 
primary educational institutions and 
other agencies and institutions with 
interests in land-use planning should 
provide information on land-use 
education to citizens, as well as develop 
and offer courses in land-use education 
which provide for a diversity of 
educational backgrqunds in land-use 
planning. 

3. In the selection of members for 
the committee for citizen involvement, 
the following selection process should 
be observed: citizens should receive 
notice they can understand of the 
opportunity to serve on the CCI; 
committee appointees should receive 
official notification of their selection; and 
committee appointments should be well 
publicized. 

B. COMMUNICATION 
Newsletters, mailings, posters, 

mail-back questionnaires, and other 



• y 

available media should be used in the 
citizen involvement program. 

C. CITIZEN INFLUENCE 
1. Data Collection -The general 

public through the local citizen 
involvement programs should have the 
opportunity to be involved in 
inventorying, recording, mapping, 
describing, analyzing and evaluating the 
elements necessary for the 
development of the plans. 

2. Plan Preparation - The 
general public, through the local citizen 
involvement programs, should have the 
opportunity to participate in developing a 
body of sound information to identify 
public goals, develop policy guidelines, 
and evaluate alternative land 
conservation and development plans for 
the preparation of the comprehensive 
land-use plans. 

3. Adoption Process - The 
general public, through the local citizen 
involvement programs, should have the 
opportunity to review and recommend 
changes to the proposed 
comprehensive land-use plans prior to 
the public hearing process to adopt 
comprehensive land-use plans. 

4. Implementation - The general 
public, .through the local citizen 
involvement programs, s]lould have the 
opportunity to participate in the 
development, adoption, and application 
of legislation that is needed to carry out 
a comprehensive land-use plan. 

The general public, through the 
local citizen involvement programs, 
should have the opportunity to review 
each proposal and application for a land 
conservation and development action 
prior to the formal consideration of such 
proposal and application. 

5. Evaluation -The general 
public, through the local citizen 

involvement programs, should have the 
opportunity to be involved in the 
evaluation of the comprehensive land 
use plans. 

6. Revision -The general public, 
through the local citizen involvement 
programs, should have the opportunity 
to review and make recommendations 
on proposed changes in comprehensive 
land-use plans prior to the public 
hearing process to formally consider the 
proposed changes. 

D. TECHNICAL INFORMATION 
1. Agencies that either evaluate 

or implement public projects or 
programs (such as, but not limited to, 
road, sewer, and water construction, 
transportation, subdivision studies, and 
zone changes) should provide 
assistance to the citizen involvement 
program. The roles, responsibilities and 
timeline in the planning process of these 
agencies should be clearly defined and 
publicized. 

2. Technical information should 
include, but not be limited to, energy, 
natural environment, political, legal, 
economic and social data, and places of 
cultural significance, as well as those 
maps and photos necessary for effective 
planning. 

E. FEEDBACK MECHANISM 
1. At the onset of the citizen 

involvement program, the governing 
body should clearly sta te the 
mechanism through which the ci tizens 
will rece ive a response from the 
policy-makers. 

2. A process for quantifying and 
synthesizing citizens' attitudes should be 
developed and reported to the general 
public. 

3 

F. FINANCIAL SUPPORT 
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1. The level of funding and 
human resources allocated to the citizen 
involvement program should be 
sufficient to make citizen involvement an 
integral part of the planning process. 
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~- JUN 1 3 2005 

PerkiW core·t 
WOOO~:jRN CJrM,IU~·!ITY 

Roacr A. Almt!J::vf:LCI':v·;a lT DEPT. 
_ , S03. 717.1094 

,A.lr. S03.3-i4.2094 

1120 N.W. Couch Street. Tenth Floor 

Portb!'ld, OR 97l09·41ll 

~. 50J.717·:l000 

MX: SOJ.7t7·UU 
www.ptfklnscole.corn 

June 13, 200S 

VlAFAX 

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

Re: Renaissance Homes- Proeedural Issues for UGB Expaasioa 

Dear Members of the Council: 

This office represents Renaissance Homes regarding the ongoing development of the 
Links at Tukwila residential PUD. We have appeared before the City Council with 
respect to the inclusion of the remainder of the OGA golf course property within the 
Woodburn UOB, and support the Planning Commission's decision to include that 
property. 

The record was closed by the City Council on April 20~ 2005; At the time the record- · 
was closed, clty planning staff supported the Planning Commission's recommendation 
to include all of the remaining OGA golf course area within the proposed UGB 
expansion. We appeared before the City Council and testified in support of the staff 
recommendation and the Planning Commission recommendation. 

However, the most recent staff report, which was issued long after the record was 
closed, includes a new recommendation that the City Council revise the UGB 
expansion "to remove the easterly portion of the OGA Golf Course from the proposed 
UGB expansion to avoid Class 1 soils." This would have the effect of removing 
between 60 and 80 potential new homesites from future phases of the Tukwila 
development. No revised plan map was attached to the staff report, so the extent of 
the new staff recommendation to the council is not entirely clear. 

Because this change was made after the City Council closed the public record, 
Renaissance has not been able to submit any comments on this new proposal. Unless 
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City of Woodburn 
June 13, 200S 
Page 2 

the record is re...opened, Renaissance will be denied the opportunity to objec~ and may 
lose its right to- appeal the City's decision to DLCD and/or LCDC under the rules 
governing periodic review, because the existing record does not include any 
objections from Renaissance regarding the removal of this property from the UGB 
expansion area. Under OAR 660-025:..0160, appeals to the Commission of periodic 
review orders arc "based on the written record unless the Commission requests new 
evidence or information . ., A failure to re-open the record could improperly prevent 
Renaissance from including evidence in the record that it will need in order to pursue 
its right to appeal. 

If the City Council is inclined to consider the new staff recommendations, the Council 
should re-open the record to allow parties who aro affected by the new changes to 
raise comments and objections. Parties to a land use proceeding have a right to rebut 
new evidence that is placed before the local decision maker. · Fasano v. Wa3hington 
Co. Comm., 264 Or 574 (1973). Also, under ORS l97.763(4)(b), staff reports must 
be available at least seven days prior to hearing, and the local government must allow 
affected parties a "reasonable opportunity to respond." Although these requirements 
expressly apply to quasi-judicial hearings before a local government, the fundamental 
right of a party in a land use proceeding to respond to new evidence or information 
provided to the City Council should not be ignored simply because this is a legislative 
proceeding. 

Renaissance .r~qu~U. .thM .. th~.~ity J~9~~il_r.~-o~.rt. .~.~ .~ecord in order to allow 
affected parties the opportunity to respond to new issues-·thadiave· arisen .after. the . 
record was closed on April 20, 2005. 

{1:~ 
Roger A. Alfred 

RAA:djf 
cc: Bob Shields, City Attorney 

Renaissance Homes 
Mike Robinson 
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Rogc:r A. Alfred 

IHO><F. 503.727 2094 
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JUN 2 7 2005 

r ""L ralrr~J'1:i)p(rk 1ns,oic .com 

June 27, 2005 

VIA EMAIL 

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

ATTACHMENT B .. f Perkins I 
·cote 

mo N.W. Couch Street, Tenth Floor 

Portland, OR 97209 · ~128 

PHONE. 503.727.2000 

FA.X· S03.Jl7-l222 

www.p(rkin~co i e.com 

Re: Renaissance Homes - UGB Expansion 

Dear Members of the Council: 

This office represents Renai~sance Homes regarding the development of the Links at 
Tukwila residential PUD. As discussed at the last City Council meeting, we are 
submitting this letter during the 14-day open record period in response to changes in 
the staff recommendation since the Planning Commission's decision was issued. 

Specifically, city planning staff is now recommending the removal from the UGB of 
approximately half of the OGA golf course property that was previously 
recommended for inclusion by staff and the planning commission. The basis for this 
decision relates to the existence of Class I soils on the eastern portion of the golf 
course expansion area. 

As explained in Section 1 of this letter, it is within the City Council's discretion to 
bring in the entire OGA golf course property. The City <:;.ouncil can adopt findings 
under the ntw Goal 14 rule that will withstand any potential challenges to the 
inclusion of the entire golf course area. In the alternative, Section 2 of this letter 
explains why the City Council should, at a minimum, adjust the new boundary line 
proposed by staff in order to maximize the amount of buildable res idential land that 
would be brought into the UGB without expanding onto Class I soil s. 

Volume 5 

Page 1429 

[-119'15-000I IP,\05 1750 0651 

A N ( H 0 P A (.( 6 [ I II N •: 6 [ I l [ V U [ 8 0 I ) [ ( H I ( A C 0 l) [ N V [ ~ H 0 "' C ~ 0 N C I 0 ) A N C E l [ ) 

MI ·\JIQ PA ~ ~ OlYM~It. PH0[NI ~ PO~TlANO \A N fRANC ISCO \[ A I :I [ WASHINCIO N . 0 ( 

Perkin1 Coic u P and Af fil i ate \ 



City of Woodburn 
·-;_ June 27, 2005 

Page 2 

1. The entire OGA golf course property may be included within 
the UGB under LCDC's recent revisions to Goa114. 

On April 28~ 2005, the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) 
adopted revisions to Goal 14 and its implementing rules. The purpose of the new . 
Goal 14 rules is to streamline the overly complex process required for expansions of 
UGBs, and to afford local governments more flexibility with respect to the 
identification of local "need" for location-specific expansions. To that end, the new 
Goal 14 rules expressly allow the City to expand its UGB based on different types of 
land needs beyond the typical need for housing acreage, including a need for parks or 
open space. Further. under the new Goal 14 rules, the City may also identify a 
specific need based on special characteristics of land, such as location, topography, 
parcel size, or "livability." This approach is consistent with LCDC's recent approval 
of the North Plains UGB amendment, which expanded the boundary based in part on 
an identified need for livability based on location, in the form of housing land that is 
proximate and walkable to downtown. 

The amendments to Goal 14 are significant for the present City of W oodbum UGB 
/ expansion proposal, because the new rules will allow the City Council to adopt 

findings that identify a specific need for the type of housing land provided by the 
OGA golf course and the Links at Tukwila development. Specifically, a need for 
higher-end housing on property that provides the type of recreational and open space 
amenities that will draw higher-income residents to Woodburn. Findings identifying 
a need for this specific type of property would allow the City Council to exclude other 
areas adjacent to the UGB with lower soil classes from the analysis required by the 
statutory hierarchy ofORS 197.298. 

This is precisely what occurred in the North Plains case, and the findings of the North 
Plains City Council were affirmed by LCDC on appeal in the face of challenges based 
on the fac t that the City was including high-value farmland ahead of adjacent 
exception areas.' Briefly stated, LCDC concluded that the City's identified need for 
land in a specific location, which cannot be provided elsewhere, trumps the statutory 
requirement that land with lower-value soils must be included in a UGB first. The 

1 A complete copy of the LCDC Order approving th e North Pla ins UGB expansion is attached as 
Exhibit A to th is submittal. 
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conclusions ofLCDC .regarding the interplay between the Goal 14 need requirement 
and the statutory hierarchy of ORS 197.298 are set forth at pages 12 through 16 of the 
attached Order. Because ORS 197.298 begins with a statement that it applies "in 
addition to any requirements established by rule addressing urbanization," LCDC 
concluded that the City·acted properly when it first identified a specific need for 
locationallivability. and then excluded other potential expansion areas from the 
analysis required by ORS 197.298 because they did not satisfy that need. 

The same analysis may .be applied by the City Council in this decision. The OGA 
golf course property includes some Class I soils, but it also satisfies a specific need in 
the City of Woodburn for higher-end housing in a location that provides the type of 
recreational and open space amenities that will attract higher-income homebuyers to 
Woodburn. The location of the Links at Tukwila development on the OGA golf 
course satisfies a need that cannot be met elsewhere, because there are no other 
properties adjacent to the existing UGB that can provide this type of needed 
development opport,unity. 

Under the approach approved by LCDC in the North Plains case, and incorporated 
into the new Goal 14 rules, there is no reason to exclude half of the OG A golf course 
expansion area, because the special characteristics and location of the property would 
justify findings that it satisfies a specialized need under Goal 14. Therefore, the 
presence of Class I soils on the eastern portion of the property does not preclude its 
inclusion. 

2. In the alternative, the OGA golf course expansion area 
should include available property that does not encroach on 
Class I soils. · 

The revised staff recommendation proposes that the City Council should revise the 
comprehensive plan map "to remove the easterly portion of the OGA Golf Course 
from the proposed UGB expansion to avoid Class I soils." However, the staff 
proposal, as we understand it, would go far beyond the exclusion of Class I soils. 
Instead, the staff recommendation would needlessly exclude a s ignificant amount of 
non-Class I soils from the expansion area. 

The staff recommendation proposes to adjust the proposed expansion area by having 
the new boundary line cut to the west imfDediately north of the Class I soil area and 
south of the northernmost fairway, then connect ing to Boones Ferry Road on the west 
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edge ofthe expansion area. As ~hown on the attached maps prepared by W&H 
Pacific, the staff proposal would needlessly exclude a significant amount of 
developable property that does not contain Class I soils, which could instead· be 
brought into the UGB and used for approximately 30-35 additional home sites. 

The attached maps show the location of the Class I soils on the golf course site, as 
well as a likely development plan for the finai portion of the Tukwila Links residential 
development. The maps provide two options for alternative locations of the new 
UGB that would avoid the Class I soil areas. As shown on the maps, the entire stretch 
of pQtential home sites along the northern edge of the golf course would not be 
located on Class I soils, and should be included in the UGB. 

The map identified as "Option 1" shows a road extending along the north end of the 
expansion area all the way east until the point where the Class I soils are met. This 
option includes the maximum amount of land available without expanding onto Class 
1 soils. We recognize that there are development standards applicable to maximum 
block lengths. However, those are-standards that would be properly considered as 
part of the City's review of development permit applications, not as part of a UGB 
amendment process, which should attempt to include the maximum amount of 
property for needed housing in the OGA golf course area. 

By placing the new boundary line as indicated on the map identified as "Option 1 ," 
the City Council would avoid bringing Class I soils into the boundary, and would 
include the opportunity for additional residential uses along the northern boundary. 
Instead of following the staff proposal of moving the new UGB line to the west, the 
City Council should place the new boundary as indicated on the attached map. thereby 
avoiding the needless exclusion of 30-35 potential home sites. 

In the alternative, if the City Council is concerned about development standards as 
part of this UGB amendment, the map identified as "Option 2" shows a road 
extending l ,200 feet east from the westernmost intersection, which is the maximum 
block length allowed under Woodburn Development Ordinance (WDO) Section 
3.101.02 . 

Decisions regard ing the allowable length of a residential street should be made if and 
when development permits are submitted, not as part of a periodic review decision 
regarding the extent of a UGB expansion, which is more properly focused on bringing 
in the maximum supp ly of residential lands practicable, whi le avoiding Class I soils 
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on the property. However, the UGB location proposed on the map identified as 
Option 2 would provide a development option that would be allowable under the 
City's current standards. 

3. Conclusion 

As stated above, it is within the discretion of the City Council under the new Goall4 
rules to include the entire OGA golf course property into the UGB, as recommended 
by the Planning Commission, through the addition of findings identifying a specific 
need for residential property in this location, with the special characteristics afforded 
by the golf course location. In the alternative, the City Council at a minimum should 
revise the location of the boundary proposed by planning staff to maximize the 
amount of developable land for future phases of the Links at Tukwila residential 
PUD. 

~y~ 
Roger A. Alfred 

RAA:djf 
cc : Renaissance Homes 

Mike Robinson 
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.BEFORE THE . 
LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

OFTHESTATEOFOREGON 

i ' INTHEMATfEROF ) , 
) 
) 
) 

ACKNOWLEDGEl\1ENT 
ORDER 7 THE PERIODIC REVIEW OF . 

~ THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 03-WKTASK- 001534 
) FOR THE CITY OF NORTH PLAINS 
) 

l 

~ 'This mat~er came before the Land Conservation and Development Commis~ion 

(Commission or LCDC} on M~cb. 21, 2003 following a previous LCDC order remanding the 

City ofNorth Plains' final period. review WQrk: tasks numbers one through five. The prior 

order remanding the city's work tasks WaS is~ed on Allgust 19,2002. The Commission, 

having fully considered the City ofNorth Plains' submittals, the comments an~ objections 

and exceptions of interested parties, and the reports of the Departmen~ of Land Conservation 

and Development (Department}, now adopts the following Findings of Fact, Reasoning, and 

Conclusions: 

Procedural History 

l. On December ll, 1981, the Commission acknowledged the Ctty of North Plains '· 

comprehensive plan and land use regulations to be in compliance with the Statewide 

Planning Goals. 

2. On January 30, 1996, the Department notified the City ofNorth Plains of requirements 

for periodic review, and initiated the periodic review process. Volume 5 

Page 1435 
3. On June 13, 2001 , the Department issued an order approvi!lg the City of North Plains 
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periodic review work program. (Exhibit A). 

4. On June 5, 2001, the City of North Plains submitted periodic review work tasks 1 and 2 

to the Department for review. (Exhibit B). 

5. On June 25,2001, the Department received timely objections to the City of North Plains• 
. . 

work tasks 1 and 2 from Specht Development, Inc. (Specht). (Exhibit C). 

) 6. On June 26,2001, the Department received timely objections to the City ofNorth Plains' 

7 work tasks 1 and 2 from Friends of North Plains. (Exhibit D). 

g 7. On November 1, 200(the City ofNorth Plains submitted periodic review work tasks 3, 4 

9 and 5 to the Department for review. (Exhibit E). 

0 8. On November 21, 2001, the Department received timely objections to the City ofNorth 

} Plains' work tasks 3, 4, and 5 from Friends ofNorth Plains. (Exhibit F). 
I 

2 9. On November 21, 2001, the Department received timely objections to the City ofNorth 

3 Plains' work tasks 3, 4, and 5 from Specht. (Exhibit G). 

4 10. On November 21,2001, the Department received timely objections to the City ofNorth 

~ 5 Plains' work task& 3, 4, and 5 from 1000 Friends ofOregon and the Washington County 

16 -Fann Bureau. (Exhibit H). The Department rejected the objections from 1000 Friends and 

17 the Farm Bureau as invalid for failure to comply with the provisions of OAR 660-025-

18 0 140(2)(c) and (d) . See April 4, 2002 Staff Report at 4. 

L 9 ll. Pursuant to OAR 660-025-0 150( l )(c), on April 5, 2002, the Department referred the City 

20 o f North Plains' work tasks l through 5, the objections, and the Department's respo nses to a 

2 1 total o f thirty-three obj ec tions to the Commiss ion by preparing a Director' s report. Copies of 

Volume 

Page Page 2 of 21 



• f 

he Director's report were submitted to the City of North Plains, Washington County, 

objectors, and persons who requested a copy of the report. 

12. On Aprill5, 2002, the Dep~rtinent received timely, written exceptions to the Director's 

report from Specht (Exhibit I) and Friends of North Plains (Exhibit J). 

13. On April 25, -2002, the Commission held a public hearing on the referral. The 

Commission sua sponte decided to accept oral argument from the parties. The Conunission 

accepted new information, pursuant to OAR 660-025-0160(6), and allowed the parties to 

respond to the new information in writing by May 9, 2002. 

14. The Department received timely responses to the new information from the City ofNorth . . 

Plains, (Exhibit K) Friends ofNorth Plains (Exhibit L) and Specht (Exhibit M). 

15. On May 24, 2002, 21-days prior to the Commission's June meeting. the Department 

is~ued a response to written exceptions, the new information, and the parties' responses to the 

new information, pursuant to OAR 660-025-0160(3) (ExhibilN). 

16. On June 14, 2002, the Conunission held a second public hearing. The obj ectors' 

responses to the Director's report of May 24, 2002 (Exhibits 0 and P) and the Department's 

second report were entered into the record. 

17. At the June 14, 2002 hearing, the Commission heard argument from the objectors and the 

C ity of North Plains, and legal advice from its counsel concerning the interrelationship of 

ORS 197.298, ORS 197.732, Goal 2 and its implementing rules, and the need and locational 

factors of Goal 14 . Based on the legal argument and advice presented to it, the Commission 

detem1incd that there are multiple ways in which these requirements interact, depending on 

the particu lar circumstances of a given case. Such circumstances include, but are not limi ted 
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to, the reasons why a local government needs to amend an existing urban growth boundary 

(UGB), the types of alternatives that can reasonably accommodate those needs, the long-tenn 

environmental, economic, social, and energy (ESEE) consequences of accommodating those 

needs at alternative sites that require a goal exception. In this case. the Commission 

determined that it was appropriate to remand work tasks 4 and S to the City of North Plains 

to allow the city. in the first instance, to more clearly and completely develop both the policy 

7 and evidentiary bases for its need to aniend its UGB, including whether those needs can only 

) be met on lands with particular characteristics (and, if so, why). As part of this analysis, the 

~ city specifically was required to analyze whether exception lands to the south (across 

0 H ighway 26) can reasonably accommodate the needs it identifies. 

1 18. The Commission examined the planning assumptions underlying residential housing v 

2 · needs and made revisions to the staff recommendations for household size, overall land 

. 3 needs, and housing capacity. The net effect of these changes was to identify the exact 

l4 amount of acrea.ge needed for housing outside of the existing UGB. 

15 19. After deliberations in all matters related to the referral, the Commission approved two 

16 motions: l) to adopt the staff recommendation (as amended in the May 24, 2002 staff report, 

17 and as further amended in the June 14, 2002 staff corrections document, and as further 

18 specified by the Commission at its June 14 meeting (see, paragraph 18 of remand order); and . . ~ 

19 2) to direct the Department to prepare a periodic review order remanding work tasks l-5 and 

20 establishi ng a new submittal date for the work tasks. The Commi ssion determined that the 

2 1 City o f North Plains ' periodic rev iew work tasks 1 through 5 did not fully comply with 

22 S tatewide Plann ing Goals, and identified seven items for further pl anning work. Those seven 
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'terns are summarized as follows: (1) develop comprehensive.plan policies on livabiUty and 

other matters in support of work tasks 3-5; (2) revise the analysis of pop~lation growth; (3) 

make specific revisions to work tasks 2 and 3 concerning housing capacity and need; (4) 

establish a minimum density for areas proposed to be added to the UGB; (5) update the 

housing policy ofth~ citis comprehensive plan; (6) develop the evidentiary and policy bases 

for determining whether certain exception lands can reasonably acconunodate the Goall4 

need identHied by the city; and (7) the Department set a new submittal date for work tasks 1-

5. 

20. On August 19, 2002, the Commission issued a remand order (02-WKT ASK-00 l426-

Exhibit Q), setting forth its deliberations and decisions from the June 14, 2002 meeting in 

writing. 

2 L On October 3l, 2002, the city submitted revised work tasks l through 5, including 

revised findings and comprehensive plan clements in response to the Commission's remand 

order (Exhibit R). 

22. In November 2002, the Department received timely objec.tions to the city•s submittal of 

materi a l performed in response to the remand order from Friends of North Plains (ExhibitS), 

Specht (Exhibit T). the Washington County Farm Bureau (Exhibit U), and Mel and Wendy 

Mortensen (Exhibi t V). 

23. On December l9, 2002, the City suhmitted a request to withdraw the Commission's 

remand order (Order 02-WKTASK-00 1426) (Exhibit W). 

24. On February 27, 2003 , twenty-one days prior to the Commission's March meeting, the 

Department addressed the city's submit tals under the remand order, the objections , and the 
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Department's responses to them in a Director's report (Exhibit X). Copies of the Director's 

report were submitted to the City ofNorth Plains, Washington County, objectors, and 

persons who requested a copy of the report. 

25. On March 10, 2003, the Department received timely, written exceptions to the Director's 

report from Specht and Friends of North Plains (Exhibits Y and Z). The City also filed 

) exceptions and additional information responding to four deficiencies identified in the 

7 Director's report (Exhibit AA). At its March 21, 2003 meeting the Commission agreed to 

3 accept the additional information from the city, and afforded the parties to the proceeding the 

9 opportunity to provide oral argument concerning the additional information. No parties 

0 elected to provide argument or evidence in resp.onse to the city's additional information, 

1 although Specht objected to the Conunission's consideration of the new information. 
y 
2 26. On March 19, 2003, the Depactment issued a report in response to the filed exceptions. 

3 27. On March 21, 2003, the Commission held a public hearing. The Commission sua sponte 

4 decided to accept oral argument from parties Specht, Friends ofNorth Plains and the city. As 

;5 noted above, the Commission also accepted new information, pursuant to OAR 660-025-

16 0160(6). 

l7 28. Prior to the public hearing, counsel provided legal advice to the Commission regarding 

18 whether it could consider a submittal dated March 18, 2003 from Costa Pacific Homes and 

19 Jackson Union LLC. Due to the fact that the proceeding was before the Commission as a 

20 referral rather than an appeal, and that no obj ections had been fil ed by Costa Pac ific or 

21 Jackson Union LLC, the Commission detem1ined that these entities had not satis fied the 
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f requirements of the Commission's rules to participate in the referral proceeding. As a result, 

z the Commission sustained a motion by Specht to strike the submission. 

3 29. The Commission also considered whether to grant the city's request to withdraw the 

J Commission's August 19, 2002 remand order (02-WKTASK-001426). The city's request 

stated that it was for the purpose of replacing the remand order with a more neutral order, in 

order to resolve ~n appeal of the remand order. The Commission denied the city's request 

based on advice (including the concurrence of the city) that the disputes would likely be best 

resolved by proceeding to consider the city's submittal under the existing remand order. 

Findings of Fact and Reasoning 

1. In response to item #1 of the remand order, the city adopted additional 

co~prehensive plan policies to supplement its earlier policy bases for determining that its 

UGB must be amended in response to a need for livability (North Plains Ordinance No. 301 

October 24, 2001 ). The city also provided findings that reconcile the Transportation Growth 

Management (TGM) Study and the revised comprehensive plan policies. The revised set of 

policies in work task l provide support for work tasks 3 through 5. The Commission finds 

that the city's revised comprehensive plan policies and findings submit ted in October 2002 

comply with the terms of the remand order, more specifically the requirements of item # 1 of 

the remand order, including reconciling the city's Transportation Growth Management 

(TGM) Study and the revis ions to the city's comprehensive plan. Sec Remand Order at 4. 

The key polic ies are contained in the comprehensive r lan provisions addressing urbanization. 
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'L Among other matters, these policies call for a"** *connected, walkable and non auto 

l oriented environment, supportive of the [existing} town center and East Industrial Area:• 

3 Comprehensive Plan Policies at 15.02.120. The policies specifically identify Highway 26 as 

1- a barrier that prevents the lands to the south ofthat highway from bein·g able to be urbanized 
' . 

) in the form the city wishes to foster, e.g., compact, well-connected, mixed-use development 

5 patterns that are both internally balanced and closely linked to and supportive of the existing 

7 town center. The city•s fmdings; in general at pages 1-7, and more specifically at pages 11-

g 14. describe the ~ature of the city's identified need that justifies an amendment to its UGB 

~ (based on factors 1 and.2 of Goal 14), and why lands to the south ofHighway26 cannot 

;} reasonably accommodate that need. The Commission fmds that the city has provided an 

1 adequate factual basis for the policies that it has adopted under Goa\2, and that the city's 

~ policies comply with Goal 14 factors l and 2 and OAR 660-004-0020. 

3 2. [n response to item #2 of the remand order, the city adopted a final decision for 

4 work tasks l and 2 , under OAR 660-025-0020(2). The city also submitted supplemental 

5 findings for periodic review work tasks l and 2 to document how they apply to the entire 

S body of submitted tasks (l through 5) ... Also in response to item #2 of the remand order, the 

7 city revised findings for work task 2 to account for a corrected/updated trends analysis of 

g his toric population growth rates as required by item 2 of the Commission's remand order and 

~ as furthe r speci fied by the June 2002 Director's report (responses to exceptions). See 

) Remand Order at 4 and 5. 

3. The Commission cons idered the obj ections and except ions raised by Friends of 

North Plains and CPO #8 . These obj ections and exceptions primarily centered on the 
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contention that the city's chosen population forecasting methodology lacked an adequate 

2 factual basis as required by Goal2 and by statute. The Commission further considered oral 

3 testimony from the objectors and information from Department staff. The Commission 

4 rejects the objections and exceptions of Friends of North Plains and CPO #8 relating to 

5 population forecasts and methodology for the reasons set forth in the Department's reports 

5 dated February 27,2003 (including Attaclunent A) ~d March 19, 2003. 

7 4. The Commission finds that the city's population forecast method and the resulting 

projection, which included the use of State Office of Economic Analysis data, and which 

eliminated its earlier use of flawed analysis using T AZ data and supporting documentation, 

constituted an adequate factual basis under Goal 2 and ORS 197.732. The Commission 

further fmds that the city's submission complies with item #2 of the remand order with two 

exceptions. The Comniission finds that the city's inclusion of two incorrect data tables are 

inconsistent with the remand order and sustains Friends of North Plains exception #5. 

Although the city has erred in this regard, sustaining U1e objection does not alter the 

Commission's disposition of the work task. The City is directed to revise the tabular data as 

specified at the conclusion of this order. 

5. In item #3 of the remand order, the Commission directed the city to adopt six 

specific changes to work tasks 2 and 3 and applicable sections of the city's comprehensive 

plan relating to housing capacity and land needs methodology. See Remand Order at 5. The 

city's submiss ion includes all of the required changes. 

6. With regard to hous ing capac ity inside the existing city limits and the existing 

UGB, the Commiss ion f1nus that the ci ty properly inc luded add itional housing capacilJ due 
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1 to: a) the use of379 infill units, b) the inclusion of housing units located in·cominercial zones 

2 and c) additional capacity generated by enlarging the downtown core by a half a block to the 

3 south. Remand order at 5, items 3A-3C. 

4 6.A. With regard to housing capacity outside the existing c ity limits and in the UGB 

5 expansion area, the Commission finds that the city discontinued use of an underbuild factor, 

6 . the city revised its gross to net reduction factor for residential uses (from 20 to 25 percent); 

7 the city reevaluated its use of other gross to net reduction factors for non-residential uses; and 

8 the city revised its comprehensive plan to provide for an overall density of 8.4 units per net 

9 acre in the residential portions of the expansion area. See Remand Order at 5, remand items 

lO #3 and #4. 

ll 6. B. The Corrunission finds that the city's use of a 25 percent gross to net reduction 

~·2 factor, in place of the 20 percent factor used by the city earlier in periodic review, complies 

13 with Goals t 4 and 2, and is consistent with the Commission's practice. As a result, the 

14 Commission rejects obj ection 8 and exception 7 of the Friends ofNorth Plains and CPO #8. 

15 6.C. Item #3F of the remand order required the city to reevaluate the to tal land need 

16 for its UGB expansion. The Commission finds that the c ity complied with the remand order 

17 relative to the land needs in the UGB expansion area, and that the overall land need of 149 

18 gross acres is su pported by an adequate factual base and complies with applicable Statewide 

19 Planning Goals. The city reworked the land needs analysis in its October 2002 submittal; a 

20 change from the ori ginal ident ified land need of 164 gross acres in the city's 2001 submittal. 

2 1 Remand Order at 5, ilems #30-F. 
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6.D. Item tiS of the remand order required the city to revise its. housing policies to 

ER 11 

2 remove certain provisions. The Commission finds that the city properly revised the housing 

3 policy in its comprehensive plan by removing outdated language about housing needs and 

~ population projections in compliance with the re~and order. See Remand Order at 6, item 

) #5. 

7. Friends/CPO #8 Objection #l S alleged that the city ignored the potential for the 

7 use of marginal lands as defined by ORS 197.247 that may exist in the vicinity of North 

J Plains in Washington County, as a means of providing the amount of land required for the 

~ city's UGB amendment under ORS 197.298~ and that the city further failed to provide any 

) information which would support its conclusion that lands of higher priority do not exist. In 

its staff report of February 27, 2003, the Department agreed with the objector and 

2 recommended that the city be directed to conduct an analysis of potential marginal lands in 

3 the city's vicinity, in accordance with ORS 197.298( l) and ORS l 97.247. 

8. Between the date of the staff report and the March 2 1, 2003 Corrunission meeting, 

5 · the city submitted a lette r from Washington County dated February 28, 2003 which stated in 

) part: "Although. AF-20 land lies immediately adjacent to current city boundaries, no 

7 marginal lands have been designated on these parcels to date." The city submitted this letter 

3 in conjunction with its exceptions letter of March 10, 2003 as additional information. 

9. The Commission, at its March 2 1 hearing, decided to accept the add itional 

) infonnation provided by the city into the record, and provided the other parties wi th an 

opportunity to respond to the information. The Commission finds that there is subs tantial 

ev itlence in the reco rd as a \V hole that there arc no designated marginal lands availab le for 
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inclusion into thecitis UGB under ORS 197.298(1)(c). As a result, the Commission rejects 

Objection #15 ofFriends/CPO #8. 

iO. As described above, the city submitted revised and supplemental findings and 

t policies that provided additional evidentiary and policy bases for detennining, under OAR 

5 660-004-0020, that the exception lands to the south across Highway 26 cannot reasonably 

5 accommodate the need that the City of North Plains has identified under Goal ·14. The 

7 Commission also he~d objections, exceptions and additional argument from the objectors 

8 and the City ofNorth Plains, and legal advice from its counsel, concerning the relationship of 

9 the Goals to the application of ORS 197.298 and other applicable law to determine which 

0 lands to include within the UGB. 

1 11. More specifically, the Commission considered objections that argued for a 

;). different interpretation of_the relationship of ORS 197.298 to ORS 197.732, Goal2 and Goal 

3 14. Specht Objection #land the related Farm Bureau Objection #3. The Commission 

4 unders tands Specht's first objection (and the Fann Bureau's Objection #3) ·to be that the city 

.5 erred by not applying ORS 197.298 and o the r applicable law to "all adjacent lands." Specht 

~ 6 contends that the city's finding that the priorities o f ORS 197.298 only must be applied to 

l7 those areas that the city decides can acconunodate its needs based on livability is erroneous 

l 8 as a matter of Ia w, and also does not comply with the terms of the LCDC remand order. The 

19 Commission disagrees. 

20 12. Erroneous as a matter of law. Specht contends that the provisions o f ORS 

21 197 .298 do not allow a local government to exclude exception lands from the priority 

22 analysis of that statute based on a. stated need fo r livability. Specht relies on "the plai n and 
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unambiguous language of ORS 197 .298." ORS 197.298 provides, in pertinent part: " In 

addition to any requirements established by rule addressing urbanization, land may not be 

inc luded within an urban growth boundary except under the following priorities(.r 

13. The Commission disagrees with Specht that the plain and unambiguous meaning 

ofORS 197.298(1) requires a local government to include lands within its UGB that cannot 

reason~bly accommodate the need identified by the local government. ORS 197.298(1), by 

its text, applies &'[i]n addition to any requirements established by rule addressing 

urbanization(.)" The legislature did not provide that ORS 197.298 applies "notwithstanding 

any requirements established by rule addressing urbanization:' rather it provided that ORS 

197.298 applies '•[i]n addition to any requirements established by rule addressing 

urbanization[.]" ORS 197.298 by its terms reco.gnizes that LCDC's rules addressing 

urbanization, e.g., Goal 14 and the Goal2 implementing rules, will apply in addition to the 

?riority scheme. To the extent that Specht argues that ORS 197.298 prohibits the application 

ofGoall4 before ORS 197.298 to narrow the app lication of the statutory prioritization of 

lands to lands that are capable of accommodating the identified land n.eed, again Specht 

misreads the applicable law. 

14. LUBA has noted that application of the priorities in ORS 197.298 is necessarily 

predicated on fi rs t de termining need. ORS 197.298 does not speak to how local governments 

determine the need necessitating an amendment of their UGB. Nor does the statute address 

how, once the reasons for an amendment are identified , they are translated into an amount o f 

land. These steps are governed by Goal 14, factors l and 2 , the Goal 2 implementing rules, 
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and ORS i97.732. See Mafinowsfd Farms v. Metro, 38 Or L'UBA 633, 654·55 (2000). Goal 

14, factors 1 and 2, the "need" factors, provide: 

"Urban growth boundaries shall be established to identify and separate urbanizable land 
from rural land. Establishment and change of the boundaries shall be based upon 
consideration of the follo'w'{ing factors:· 

"( 1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth 
requirements consistent with LCDC goals; 

"(2) Need for housing, employment opportunities, and livability[. r 
In Friends of Linn County v. Linn County, 41 Or LUBA 342, 344·345 (2002), LUBA 

considered the interplay of the Goal 14 need factors~ 

"Factor 1 can be satisfied by (1) increasing population projections; (2) amending the 
economic, employment or other assumptions applied to those population figures in 
originally justifying the UGB; or (3) doing bo~ BenjFran Development v. Metro 
Service Dist .• 17 OrLUBA 30,42 (1988), afrd95 Or App 22,767 P2d 467 (1989). 
Factor 2 can be satisfied by showing that there is insufficient land within the UGB to 
provide for a specified need for housing, employment opportunities and livability. Both 
factors may be satisfied by a determination tha4 after considering the two factors, 
additional land is needed to improve livability. 1000 Friends of Oregon v. Metro Service 
Dist., 18 Or LUBA 311, 319 (1989)." 41 Or LUBA at 344-345. 

15. To summarize, a local government normally will have to demonstrate a need to 

accommodate long-range urban population growth, and needs for housing, employment and 

livability Wlder Goal14 as a first step in evaluating the adequacy of its UGB. ORS 

197.298(1) assumes that Goal 14 has been applied to determine these needs, without that 

exercise there is nothing for the statutory priorities to apply to. 

\6. As a second step, once it has identified a need under Goal 14, ORS 197.732, and 

30 Goal 2, a local government must then determine whether the need that it has identified in step 

3 I one can be acconunodated with in the current UGB . This step also recognizes that the need 
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identified under Goal 14 Factors, 1 and 2 is not necessarily a need for land, but a need for 

housing·, employment opportunities, or livability. 

17. Third, if the identified need cannot be accommodated widun the existing UGB, 

the local government must then determine what lands outside the UGB can reasonably 

acconunodate the identified need. This step stems from the exceptions requirements of Goal 

2, Part II provided at OAR 660-004-0020. The local government's inquiry is focused by 

what the identified need is. A general need, for example housing, requires a broader inquiry 

than a specific need, for example port facilities. 

18. Fourth, once the local government has identified a set of lands than can 

accpm,modate the need it has identified, it must determine which of those lands to utilize for 

urbanization. This is the juncture at which the priority scheme of ORS 197.298 applies to 

determine which lands that can reasonably acconunodate the identified need must be added 

to the existing UGB first. 

19. Finally, if the amount of land wi thin a particular statutory category of ORS 

L97.298(l) exceeds the identified need, then the "locational factors" (factors 3-7) of Goal 14 

apply to determine which of this subset of lands within a particular category lhe local 

govenunent must bring in to the UGB fLrst. If a local government must look to resource 

lands to reasonably accommodate its identified need, ORS 197.298(2) provides a sequence 

and hierarchy fo r which resource lands must be used to accommodate the need. 

20. The Commiss ion finds that the foregoing is a permiss ible application of the 

re levant statutes , Goals, rules and case law to the facts of this case. 1t may not be the only 

manner in which the statutes, Goals and rules apr ly. However, the Commission dec\ini!s to 
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'1 adopt the application of ORS 197.298 urged by Specht in its objection #1 and the Fann 

2 Bureau in its objection #3. The Commission rejects those objections. 

3 21. Compliance with the terms oft he LCDC Remand order. Specht also objected that 

4 item #6 of the LCDC Remand Order 02-WKTASK-001426 "requires the city to.app1y ORS 

S 197.298 to all of the adjacent lands, including the southern exceptions areas, in order to 

6 detennine where to expand the UGB." The Commission agrees that the remand order clearly 

7 requires the city to determine first whether the need identified by the city under Goa114 can 

8 reasonably be accommodated on exceptions lands. As set forth above, and as established in 

9 detail in the city's submittal following remand, the city has done so. It has adopted 

lO comprehensive plan policies and supporting findings that establish a policy and factual basis 

ll for its determination that the exception lands to the south, across Highway 26 c;mnot 

' (2 reasonably accommodate the needs that justify the amendment to the city's UGB. Neither 

l3 applicable law nor the remand order requires the city to app ly the statutory priorities of ORS 

14 197 .298(1) to lands that do not satisfy its identified need. 

15 22. Also in its objection #l, Specht objects to the city's findings that use of the 

16 exception lands to the south would be inconsistent with Goal 12 and the TPR. As the city 

17 found, and the Commission concurs, the south exception area cannot reasonably 

18 accommodate the city's identified need . The Commission does not reach the city's 

19 jus tifications for excluding these lands based on Goal 12 and the TPR, as these findings are 

20 not necessary to the Commission 's decis ion and are provided by the c ity only as 

2 1 supplemental bases for excluding lhe soulh exception lands. 
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23. Specht Objection# 2 challenged the city•s fmdings with regard to ORS 197.298 

(3). Specht objects that the city misidentifies "Livability• as "a specific type of identified 

land need., under ORS 197.298(3), "in order to bring lower priority land into the UGB ahead 

of the southern exception area. A similar objection was submitted by the Washington 

County Farm Bureau .. The; Department recommended that these objections be sustained. 

The Commission recognizes that the city, on remand, adopted specific comprehensive plan 

policies for livability in lieu of its original concept of "livability' (October 200 l ). 

Nevertheless, the Commission concurs with the. Department's recommendation and 

determines that livability, even as set forth in the city's more detailed policies, is not a 

"specific identified land need'' under the meaning of that phrase in ORS 197.298(3). As a 

result, the Commission sustains Specht Objection #2 and Washington County Fann Bureau 

Objection #2. and determines that .. livability" is not a specific identified land need under 

ORS 197.298(3) that may be used as a basis for including lands of lower priority within an 

urban growth boundary. Although the Commission sustains these objections a remand is not 

necessary because the city is directed to adopt revised findings thal remove "livability" as a 

specific identified land need under ORS 197 .298(3) as specified at the conclusion of this 

order. 

24. Specht Objection # 3 is that the city continues to incorrectly assert that the 

southern exceptio n area is not "adjacent" to the UGB. The Commission finds that objector 

Specht e rroneous ly concluded that the Commiss ion had prev iously made a po licy 

determination and statutory interpretation that the southern exception areas are in fact and b y 

law "adj acent" to the city's UGB as that term is used in ORS 197 .298 ( l). The Commiss ion 
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does not reach this issue because it concurs with the city's detennination that these lands 

2 cannot reasonably accommodate the need the city has identified. As a result, it is not 

3 necessary to determine whether they are "adjacent,. as that term is used in ORS 197.298(1). 

4 25. Specht Objection I# 4 is that the city's findings that a new exception would be 

5 required in order to bring the southern exception area into the UGB were incorrect. The 

6 Commission SU$tains this objection. The Cotrunission finds tbat new exceptions to Goals 3 

7 and 4 would not be needed for the southern exception area. Although the city has erred in 

8 this regard, sustaining the objection does not alter the Commission's disposition of the worlc 

9 tasks because the city is directed to adopt revised findings that remove the city's arguments 

l 0 that a new exception is required in order to bring the southern exception area into the UGB as 

L 1 specified at the conclusion of this order. 

26. Specht Objection# 5 alleges that the city~s proposed expansion onto resource 

13 lands to the east is no t economically feasible. The Commission finds that it determined that 

14 these lands could accommodate urban development for purposes of Goal 14 and ORS 

15 197.298 when it accepted without comment, the city's original findings submitted in 2001 

16 that addressed development feasibility. Further, despite Specht's argument to the contrary, 

17 there is an adequate factual base in the record for the city's findings that these lands can 

18 reasonably acconunodate urban development. As a result, the Commission rejects Specht's 

19 Objection #5. 

20 27. Mortensen Objection # 1 challenged the adequacy of the city's submitted revised 

21 comprehens ive plan policies in response to the remand order. The objectors allege the 

22 policies are no t sufficient to support the livabi lity the city wants. The Commission finds that 
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the city has provided ample policies to support livability as found in revised comprehensive 

plan sections that are organized under Statewide Planning Goals 9 Economic Development, 

10 Housing, L 2 Transportation, and 14 Urbanization and policies for Quality Development. 

The objection is rejected. 

28. Washington CoWlty Fann Bureau Objection #1 faults the city's UGB decision, 

because it is based on the city's assumption that it is required by the statute [ORS 

197.296(1)(a)] to maintain a 20-year residential land supply to accorrunodate urban 

population growth. The objector cites ORS l97.296(l)(a), which only applies to cities over 

25,000 in population. The Commission concurs that the statute no longer applies to the city. 

However, no changes to the city's completed work tasks are needed. Although, the 

Washington County Farm Bureall is correct that ORS 197.296 no longer applies to the city, 

there is ample precedent for the city's use of a 20-year supply of land under Goal 14. The 

use of a 20-year period complies with Goals 2 and 14. In addition, the Commission denies 

the objection because it was required to have been filed either as an appeal of the 

Department's June 13,2001 approval of the city' s work program or in conjunction with the 

initial review of the city's work tasks. Nothing in the remand order or the city's response to 

that order implicated ORS 197.296, and the scope of the Commission' s review of the work 

tasks as a result o f the remand order does not encompass this issue . 

29. To the extent there are any remaining motions, objections or exceptions that have 

) not been specifica lly addressed, such motions, objections or exceptions are denied or 

rejected. 
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30. In addition to the findings of fact, reasoning, and conclusions in this order, the 

Commission specifically adopts and incorporates by reference the Department's reports dated 

February 27, 2003; the Department's Response to Objections (undated, labeled "Attachment 

A, Department of Land Conservation and Development Response to Objections City of 

North Plains Periodic Review Tasks #1 through S Submitted in Response to Remand Order 

- LCDC 02-WK.TASK-001426'1; and the Department's Response to Exceptions dated March 

19, 2003. In the event of any conflict between the provisions of this order and the provisions 

of the Department's reports incorporated herein, the provisions ofthis order will prevail. In 

the event of any conflict between the provisions of th~ Department's reports, the last report 

will prevai 1. 

Conclusion 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT: 

Based on the foregoing findings of fact, reasoning and conclusions of law the Commission 
concludes that the City of North Plains' periodic review work tasks 1 through 5 comply with the 
Statewide Planning Goals, and acknowledges the city's work tasks L through 5, PROVIDED; 
that the following changes shall be adopted by August 15, 2003: 

l. The City shall adopt amendments to its findings prepared in response to Remand Item 
#6 to: 
A. remove the legal arguments that utilize "livability,. as a specific identified land 

need under ORS 197 .298(3); and 

2. 

Volume 

Page 

B. remove findings and conclusions that determine that a new exception would be 
required in order to bring the southern exception area into the city's UGB. 

The City shall amend the tabular data (Tables 3 and 5) to include the year 2000 
census data, substituting for year 1999 population estimates. (Work Task 2, Exhibit 
B of City's submittal in response to remand order) . This amendment shall be adopted 
by August t 5, 2003. 
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No further review by the Department or Commission is necessary. However, the 
failure of the city to adopt the revisions required by 1. and 2., above, shall constitute 
failure to complete work t~ks l through 5, and shall rest,tlt in the Director initiating a 
hearing before the Commission according to the procedures in OAR 660-025-0090(5) 
and may result in the imposition of sanctions under that rule and ORS 197.632(2). 

DATED THIS i rday of July, 2003. 

FOR TilE COMMISSION: 

A.ivzCCnU>/ 
Nan Evans, Director 
Department of Land 
Conservation and Development 

NOTE: You arc entitled to judicial review ofthis order as provided by ORS l97.650. Judicial 

.ew may be obtained by filing a petition for review with the Oregon Court of Appeals within 

60 days from the date of service of this final order. 

Copies of all exh.ibits to this order are available for review at the Department's office in Salem," 

Oregon. 
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Honorable Mayor Kathy Figley 
Woodburn City Council 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

ATTACHMENT B-2 

JUN 2 7 2005 

June 27, 2005 

RE: Area 2 in UGB Expansion 

Dear Honorable Mayor and Woodburn City Council: 

I write this letter on behalf of the Fessler family respectfully requesting that you retain Area 2 in 
the expanded UGB. I submit the letter into the record re-opened on june 13, 2005 and in response to 

itten testimony submitted after April20, 2005 that was received by the City by june 13,2005. 

The Serres family asks you· to include Area 4, including property owned by the Serres, instead 
of Area 2. In support of the ir position, the Serres continue to question the cost analysis e mployed by 
Public Works . As Mr. Stein, the Serres attorney, acknowledged in his June 3, 2005 letter to Robert 
Shie lds, Public Works need only provide a "rough cost estimate." See OAR 660-011 -0035. The 
purpose of the estimate is not to predict future costs with exactness, but to provide a compari son based 
on a consistent methodology. Woodburn Public Works did that. Nevertheless, the Fesslers provide d 
you detaile d data from Multi Tech Engineering of Salem, a well-established and reputable engineering 
firm with experience designing and constructing multiple infrastructure projects-past and present- in 
W oodburn. Multi Tech's analysis confirms Public Wo rks' estimates. Area 4 costs more to serve than 
Area 2-approximately $9,000 mo re per acre. See Exhibit B-1 08 (Multi Tech Memo submitted into 
record w ith April 20, 2005 letter from Brian Moore). 

In contrast, the Serres family provided no data and no alternative methodology to demonstrate 
that Area 4 costs as little as or less than Area 2 to serve. Further, despite their many, sharp criti cisms of 
Public Works' methodology as a whole a nd w hat they perceive as inaccu rate numbers, the Serres have 
provided no evide nce that Public Works' methodology produced an inaccurate comparison of costs 
between Area 2 and Area 4. In response to the May 19, 2005 letter from Randolph Lytle, e ngi neer for 
the Serr es, Mark Grenz, pr incipa l of Multi Tech Engineering, confirms in the attached letter that you 
can rely on Pub li c Works' cost comparison as co nsiste nt and <Kcurate . 

S.ll,.m · n l•lld 
\\\\ \V \ gl ,l W . l'Om 
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Page 2 

. •· 

Nevertheless, please keep in mind that comparison of costs is only o ne element of one factor to 
be considered in determining the location of UGB expansion. Where you decide to expand the UGB 
is governed by ORS 197.298 and four factors from new Goal 14 {collectively the "Review Criteria"). In 
short, lowe~-class soils must be included first, urban uses must be compatible with nearby agricultural 
uses, services must be provided in an orderly and economic manner, and land must be used efficiently 
·and with comparatively positive environmental, energy, economic, and social consequences {"ESEE" 
consequences). In analyzing Area 4 and Area 2 according to the Review Criteria, Area 2 satisfies all 
the factors better than Area 4 . 

Soil values: Area 4 contains predominantly Class II soils (higher value). Area 2 contains 
predominantly Class Ill and some Class IV soils (lower value). Consequently, Area 2 must be included 
before Area 4. The only information the Serres have provided on this point is their unsubstantiated 
phone conversations with DLCD and Marion County. However, written and oral comments in the 
record from both DLCD and Marion County support staffs recommendations and in no way question 
the inclusion of Area 2 over Area 4 or tbe Public Works analysis. 

Compatability: A majority of Area 4 directly abuts farmland. Area 2 is separated from 
agricultural uses by roads-even minor arterials. Compatability is generally enhanced by "buffers" or 
"hard edges" such as streets. See Department of Agriculture letter, Exhibit B-1 03. The Pudding River, 
contrary to Serres testimony, is not a part of or adjacent to Area 4. It is located well beyond Area 4 to 
the east. As such, the river does not separate Area 4 from the agricultural property directly abutting 
Area 4 . 

Orderly & Economic Services: Not only is Area 4 more expe nsive to serve, but development in 
Area 4 w ill increase the burden on the east-side access of the 1-5 Interchange. The improvements .of 
Crosby Road associated with Area 2 development will be funded by the developer of Area 2-not by 
the City-and w ill minimize congestio n on the east side of the Hwy 214/1-5 Interc hange by providing 
easy access to the west side of the Intercha nge. Thus, Are a 2 costs less to serve and better 
accomplishes Woodburn's Transportation System Plan. 

Efficiency: As a completely flat a re a comprised of large-acre tracts w ith close proximity to 
existing infrastructure of services, Area 2 provides the greatest effi ciency conceivably poss ible for 
development for either residential o r public purposes. 

ESEE Consequences: Area 2, with its golf course and the surroundi ng residential development, 
has a proven record of attracti ng higher-wage homebuyers, thereby accomplishing the economic and 
social objectives of the new comprehe nsive plan . Environme ntally, Area 2 has no more sensiti ve areas 
than Area 4, and many o f those areas are accommodated in the golf course. With its centrali zed 
proximity to shopping a nd recreation of all types, including the commercial area to be located within 
it, Area 2 wi ll help conserve energy as well. 

Agai n, we note that the amendme nt package provided by Staff and its consul tan t has been 
reviewed favorably by OLCO, Marion County, ODOT, C~ nd the Planning Commission. None of these 
rev iews has quest ioned e ither the inclus ion of Area 2 over Area 4 or the cost estimates provided by 
Public Works . 

The Serres fami ly has been aiforded every procedural accommodation required by O regon law. 
O regon rules req uire no thing more than one heari ng to present oral testimony, one opportuni ty to 
present wri tten comme nt, and one response to such commen ts. See OAR 660-025-0080(2). The 
Serres have received these requirements and more. Despite these accommocb tions, the Serres fa mily 
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J,une, 2 71 2005 
Honorable Mayor Kathy Figley 
Page 3 

)Uid have you start the review process anew by remanding the expansion package to the Planning 
_ommission. Seep. 5, June 1, 2005 Serres letter to Mayor and Council. No law requires a jurisdiction 
to change its decision based on public comment, particularly if the substance of such comment is not 
supported by State law. Nevertheless, the City and its Staff have gone out of their way to listen, 
accommodate, and even make changes where such change would be supported by law. 

Please do not be distracted by the undue focus on the element of costs. The law requires you 
to make your decision considering all factors required by Goal 14 and ORS 197.298. Such a m·ulti
factor consideration reveals that Area 2 must be included over Area 4, just as Staff and its consultant 
have recommended. 

BGM:ms 
cc: Councilor Walt Nichols, Ward 1 

Councilor Richard Bjelland, Ward 2 
Counc ilor Pete McCallum, Ward 3 
Councilor Jim Cox, Ward 4 
Councilor Fra nk Lonergan, W ard 5 
Counci lor Elida Sifuentez, Ward 6 
Robert Shields, City Attorney 
Jim Mulder, Director o f Community Development 
Tom Fessler 

H:\ Docs\ 1 5000·1 5499\ 15087\ l ene< .Councii.Re-Opened Rec<><d.Ooc 

Sincerely, 

~7:7;?~ 
BRIAN G. MOORE . 
bmoore@sglaw.com 
Voice Message 1366 
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June 27, 2005 

Brian Moore 
Saalfeld Griggs, PC 
PO Box 470 
Salem, OR 97308-0470 

Re: Woodburn UGB 

Dear Brian, 

CONSULTANTS 

1155 13th Street, S. E. 

Salem, Oregon 97302 

{503} 363-9227 

As requested, our office reviewed the comments from Randolph A. Lytle, P.E. with 
Consulting Resources, Inc. regarding the City of Woodburn Public Works' City Services 
Cost Study prepared for the proposed Urban Growth Boundary Additions. 

··We will address each ofthe issues included in his May 19th, 2005 letter to Mr. David 
Duncan using the ~arne nllinber system. 

1. We did note some problems with the scale noted on a few of the maps, 
however, we did verify that the pipe lengths noted in the written portion of the 
study were correct. 

2. There are many different methods that could be used in related infrastructure 
costs to the areas to be developed. The important point in any study that 
compares one area to another is to be consistent. The City of Woodburn study 
was consistent in this approach. 

3. The costs that were used for determining the piping infrastructure costs did 
take into account knowledge that the City of Woodburn has that would 
influence construction costs in each of the regions. Our knowledge and 
experience from prior projects in the City of Woodburn would support their 
position that costs would differ in different areas of the community. 

4. The intent of the maps is to show the major facilities that would be required in 
any of the regions. It was not necessary to show all of the piping in the regions 
to make the needed comparisons o f each region. The study has been consistent 
in th is approach. 

S. The infras tructure di scussed and noted as required in the different regions 
does appear to be based on topographic features of the sites together with the 
ab ility of existing systems to be extended to provide gravity service. Our 
review of the existing trunk system in North Boones Ferry Road area can be 
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6. 

7. 

extended into Region 2 with sufficient depth to service the area. Local 
knqwledge of the W oodbum systems greatly aids in the understanding of the 
infonnation in the study. 
The study did take into account previous information generated that outlines 
the ••buildable" lands available and the types of land needed. It is not 
necessary for an additional needs analysis to be completed at this time. 
Again, the local knowledge that the City Public Works staff has determines 
the true ability of the existing systems to handle the existing and new storm 
water runoff that would be created with the development of each area. Based 
on our knowledge of the drainage system around Woodburn, the study is 
correct. 

8. The information contained in the study relative to pipes and flows was not 
correctly understood by Mr. Lytle. The flows referenced are those that would 
be created from the total area. The pipe sizes noted are those necessary to 
handle the deficiencies, not necessarily the total flow from each reason. Our 
review of the study information supports that of the Woodburn Public Works 
staff. 

9. We believe that the schematic information is sufficient to make the type of 
comparisons needed of the different regions at this point in the process. Public 
Works was consistent in there application of the methodology that they set up 
for the study. 

In summary, we find that the study prepared by the City was consistent in its approach 
and evaluation of each of the regions, and did not contain any significant errors. It was 
clear to us that local knowledge of the topography and facilities was taken into account 
by the City. 

It is true that a more detailed study of the regions and a different methodology would 
result in different costs for the regions, but the fact that some regions will cost more. to 
develop than others will remain true. This fact is shown to be true by the detailed cost 
comparison that our office did previously of Regions 2 and 4 . 

Our analysis shows, like the City of Woodburn, that Region 4 costs more to service and 
develop than Region 2 

We hope that the 'information included in this letter is helpful. If you have any questions, 
or require additional info a ion, please contact our office. Thank you. 
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ATTACHMENT B·3 

June 27, 2005 · The Serres Family 
1840 .E. Lincoln Road 
W oodbum, Or 97071 REC'D 

The Honorable Kathryn Figley, Mayor, City of Woodburn 
W oodbum City Council 

JUN 2 7 LUUS 

W oodbum City Hall WOODoURN 
CllY ADMINISTRATOR'S OFACE 270 Montgomery Street 

W oodb~ Oregon 97071 

Dear Mayor and Councilors: 

Thank you for allowing additional testimony into the record. 

We appreciate that you are considering our testimony dated May 6, May 19, and 
June 1, 2005. ·we want to take the opportunity to make a few points based on the new 
testimony of others and the comprehensive plan amendments. 

I. Soils Issues-Tbe Down and D.irty! 

ORS 197.298 

Consultant ~g Wmterowd, has repeatedly stressed that ORS 197.298 dictates 
the soil capability class priority for amending the UGB (Winterbrook Planning, Page 18, 
Attachment B, to Memo, June 13,2005, Jim Mulder to Mayor and Council). Factually, 
Greg is correct as regards the content of ORS 197.298, but Greg is incorrect in asserting 
that ORS 197.298 is the controlling criterion for UGB expansion decisions. Following 
Greg's April 9 Council Meeting testimony, Susan Duncan contacted Geoff Crook, 
Willamette Regional Representative for DLCD to verify Greg's statements. Quoting Mr. 
Crook: "It is unfortunate that Greg Winterowd led the Council to believe that soils 
classification would cause a remand." Geoff went on to say that the plan should be 
made based on many considerations. Overall efficiency of layout, particularly locating 
new development in proximity to existing infrastructure required to support it, is of 
greatest importance. 

In a follow up, we requested Geoffto provide a written clarification ofORS 
197.298's relative importance in making UGB expansion decisions. In his response, 
Geoff reiterates that soil capability class is no.t the controlling criterion for UGB 
amendment purp<>ses. Our request letter, and Geoff Crook's response appear as 
Attachments A and B respectively. 
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Rebuttal of Greg Wlnterowd Testimony 

We also Wish to rebut Greg Winterowd's testimony regarding the Serres property 
(Winterbrook Planning, Page 4, Items B-77 and B-1 01, Greg Winterow~ oral testimony, 
April9 and June 13 Council meetings). 

Mr. Winterowd states that the Serres Property West Boundary is the UGB. While 
this is factually correct, Mr. Winterowd fails to state that most of this boundary is also the 
City Limits. By failing to note that the Serres Property and the City are contiguous, Mr. 
Winterowd creates an impression that the Serres property is removed from the City by 
intervening UGB land. See figure l. 

Figure 1: Current Woodburn City Limits & UGB re Serres Tract. 
Yellow dashed line is City Limits. Pale Blue Line is UGB. 

Dark Blue Line is SA-2 Boundary 

Mr. Winterowd also states that Serres property, which goes to the Pudding River, 
is too big to be considered. The Serres Family has not requested that its entire holding be 
included at one time. Virtually all of our testimony speaks to the lands the City included 
in its UGB Expansion Study Area 4. A review of our testimony will show that the 
comments speaking to development of the entire Serres tract reflect a very long term 
planning horizon, awareness that urbanizing part logically concludes with urbanizing the 
whole, and that infrastructure needs to be considered a context larger than SA-4. We 

,:./ 
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have never argued thai our entire holding had to be brought in at on~e. Mr. Winterowd 
misrepresents our t~stimony in suggesting otherWise. ·· ·· 

Greg also states that bringing in all of the Serres property would mean ·bringing in 
Class 1 soils. Greg neglects to point out that the only Class 1 soils we have are in the 
Pudding River fiood plain and can't be developed. Another misrepresentation. 

Soil Capability Argument Arbitrary, Argument Used Inconsistently 

For the record, we think the soil capability class argument is arbitrary. The 
proportions of soil classes in a Study Area depend on where the boundaries are drawn. 
These proportions can be manipulated by changing the boundary. If, for example, UGB 
Study Area 4 had been drawn to exclude the 30 acre, Class n Christensen Place (Area of 
Study Area 4 South of Serres Lane), and include our land along the Pudding River, the 
composition of Study Area 4 would shift towards lower Capability Class soils. See 
Figure 2, below. 

Figure 2. Colorized Soils Map showing Capability Class Ill, VI, and Flood 
Plain Soils on Serres Tract. Note that Class 1 Chehalis soil is in flood plain. 
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Similarly, if this soils argument is really worth its weight in salt, why not bring in 
only the Class lli portion of the Fessler property? Logical access for stonn drain and 
sewer is through an existing drainage on the adjacent property to the South and road 
access is available from existing roads. 

By the map, there is no absolute need to bring in the Class n soils portion of the 
Fessler property for acceSs reasons. Therefore, we do not understand why Mr. 
Winterowd argues that Fessler's Class II soils must be brought in but that the Woodburn 
School District site can't be brought in because it is Class ll. Either way, some Class ll 
is in, so why penalize the W oodbum School. District? 

II. Of Infrastructure, Schools, and Other Necessary Things 

The Rest or the Story 

At our request, the full and complete version of Woodburn Public Work's UGB 
Expansion City Services Cost Study has been included in your packet. We have alleged 
that various em>rs and omissions occur in this study, please see detailed attachments to 
our letter dated June 1, 2005, delivered June 2, 2005. With the maps and desCriptions in 
hand, you~ see for yourselves that unnecessary costs for storm drains have been added 
to the East side, and that Costs for lift stations and upgrades are noted on the maps but not 
costed for the. SW and West study areas, or are required by topography but omitted 
(please refer to copy of USGS 7 V, topographic map we have submitted as attachment to 
June l letter). 

Commentiug on David Torgeson's Comments about our Comments. 

We appreciate J?avid Torgeson's April 25 response to our letter of record dated 
March 23, 2005. Please note that we did not obtain the WOodburn Public Works City 
Services Cost Study until May 4. Writing a critique of a technical document is difficult 
when you don't get to see it. 

' 

Please note ~t Mr. Torgeson's April 25 response does not address the questions 
we raised after we received the Services Cost Study. We would be interested to see Mr. 
Torgeson speak to our later testimony that is based directly on the Public Works Study. 

~ 

Mr. Torgeson•s co~ents regarding the suitability of the Serres wells appear well 
founded, pardon the pun. At the least, the Serres wells docwnent that water is available 
at large flow rates at specific locations and that this water can be tested prior to investing 
in a new well. Removing the usual uncertainty regarding how much and what quality of 
water one will recover when drilling a well is valuable knowledge. 

Mr. Torgeson's comments regarding the Water Distribution System and Sanitary 
Sewer System are fair comments and are duly noted. 
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We appreCiate that Mr. Torgeson acknowledges our assessment of the stonn 
drainage system is correct----:no li'uge drain to the Pudding required. . 

While we agree with Mr. Torgeson that the same approach was employed to 
evaluate all8 UGB study areas, we do not agree that all required infrastructure was 
properly identified and costed for each area. Please see the attachments to our June 2, 
2005 letter of record for detailed discussion and refer to Mr. Lytle, P .E.'s letter, which 
concludes that the City Study has too many errors and omissions to serve as a planning 
tool. 

Rebuttal, Brian Moore Testimony 

Brian Moore, attorney for the Fessler family, provided testimony which included 
a detailed report from the engineering services finn, Multi/Tech. Much of Mr. Moore's 
testimony repeats Comprehensive Plan justifications supporting inclusion of his client's 
property. We have rebutted much of this testimony in our other letters of record, so we 
are limiting our rebuttal to a few new comments. 

Multi!f ech Engineering Report 

The Multilf ech report correctly indicates that basic city services cost the same 
regardless of study area. The Multi/Tech report concludes that city services will cost 
$52,033;27 per acre for SA--4 compared to $43,226.77 per acre for SA-2. The cost 
differences are based on specific additional infrastructure required to support 
development within each SA. Our comments are as followS: 

The Multiffech report appears to be realistically costed. 

The Multi!Tech report compares the revised Study Area 2 to the whole of Study 
Area 4. Comparing the "cherry picked" Study Area 2 to the whole of Study Area 4 is 
unfair. A fairer comparison would be to compare cheti)' picked versions of both Study 
Areas. 

The Multiffech report repeats an error that massive storm drains would be 
required in SA-4. Please refer to David Torgeson response to Serres, April 25,2005. We 
point out, again, that the East Hardcastle, Evergreen Street neighborhood of Woodburn is 
currently served by a storm drain that discharges into a gully on the Mark Unger 
property, not the Pudding River. Similarly, the Southerly portion of Study Area 4 could 
drain through small in-street collectors to the Serres Reservoir, and from the Serres 
Reservoir to the Pudding River via connecting wetlands, just as it does now. We provide 
some reference material on the use of reservoirs and bioswales to manage stonn drainage 
as Attachment C. 
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The rmaiiclal impact of the storm· drala error accounts for S6,8l7 of 
Multi/Tech's $8807 difference per acre for servicing the t,ro areas. The reduced 
difference of$1,980/acre is less than 5% of the total cost, which we believe is less than 
the margin of error in costing these services. We note that the MultVfech report does 
not support Brian Moore's assertation that"· •. Area 4 costs over 300 per eent more 
to serve than Areal." The Multi/Tech report is in the public record as an attachment to 
Brian Moore's letter of April 20,2005. · 

Transportation Issues 

Mr. Moore, in his written testimony, makes several statements regarding the 
transportation advantages of his client's property. We did a little checking with our 
odometer. Do you realize that the Serres portion of SA-4 .is virtually the same distance 
from the OPUS NW site as the Fessler property? Our location on Lincoln Street to 99 to 
Young to Front to Parr Road to Butteville Road to LeBrun Road is the same distance as 
Crosby Road at Boones Ferry Road to Butteville Road to LeBrun Road. Did you also 
realize that the East side of the 21411.:.5 Interchange is closer to the Fessler property than 
is the West side of the 21411-5 Interchange via Butteville Road? So which way to 1-5/214 
do you think future Fessler property residents will go? 

Brian Moore's testimony states: ''The plan assumes the Crosby Road 
improvements to be paid by the developer of the Fessler property .•. . Removing the . 
Fessler property could cause the City's plan to b'ecome out of compliance with ODOT 
and the Transportation Planning Rule." Now wait a minute, we thought the 
Comprehensive Plan Update was an .ongoing process with the outcome yet to be 
determined. This reads like the deal is done. (Letter of record, Brian Moore to Mayor 
and City Council, dated April20, 2005, Page 3, Item C). 

New School on Class II Soils, Oh My! 

Mr. Greg Winterowd has repeatedly stated that the Woodburn School District 
East Lincoln Rqad property should not be brought into the UGB because it is 100% Class 
II soils (April_95and June 13 City Council Meetings). Keeping in mind that Woodburn 
School District does not want a new school close to its Parr Road facility, there is only 
one other area large enough for a school on Class III soils. That would be the West end 
of the Fessier property. Now since Mr. Fessler personally testified (March 23 public 
hearing) that he did not want his developable acreage reduced to accommodate a school 
off his property, we think it reasonable to infer he wouldn't want his developable acreage 
reduced by a school on his property. Given these constraints, Woodburn School District 
must consider a Class II soil site for its next SGhool. Of course, it already owns one!! 
The real problem with the school site doesn't have anything to do with soils. 
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III. Choosing Between the D.evil and the Deep Blue Sea 

Woodburn's Needs Study Inadequate 

The Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update, as amende~ does not address 
the growth drivers currently shaping WoodbutiL Woodburn is growing without the 
stimulus that Opus NW's proposed Industrial Park and the SWIR will provide. While it 
is certainly desirable to plan for the future residential, commercial, and infrastructure 
needs stemming from these economic developments, the plan should not allocate aU of 
the Community's development rights to support of Opus NW and SWIR. 

Nowhere is this more evident than in the proposed residential areas, which, while 
serving Opus NW and SWIR, do not efficiently meet the needs of residents attracted to 
Woodburn for other reasons. Two specific demographics have been identified to us as 
appropriate target demographics for residential on our land: aflluent new retirees from 
California and local professionals nearing retirement age. These demographics are 
attracted to Woodburn by Woodburn's rural feel, competitive residential cost, and 
commute proximity to Portland for employmen~ cultural amenity, and advanced medical 
services. These demographics are sorely needed in our community to shift W oodbum' s 
average income, average education level, people per household, etc., closer to ~te 
averages. 

We feel that a more appropriate planning vision for our community would 
identify all needs of the community and allocate future development rights in proportion 
to those needs. We can't see how this focus on Opus NW and SWIR makes for the best 
possible future for Woodburn as a whole. We do not understand why this 
Comprehensive Plan Update addresses the needs of an economic plan that hasn't been 
implemented while failing to address existing community needs. 

Any Color they Want, so Long as it is Black 

The Amended Comprehensive Plan Update does not offer choice. You, as the 
decision makers, are getting one take-it-or-leave-it plan that lacks flexibility. 

So a few questions before you vote on this plan. 

Does the plan before you emphasize what is special about Woodburn? How does 
th.is plan differentiate Woodburn from all the other places in Oregon? Does th.is plan 
optimize all residents' quality of life? Does this plan make Woodburn feel like home, or 
does this plan make Woodburn seem the like every other growing town? 

Nodal is crucial to this plan. Villebois is a nodal community, but its developers 
are spending more than $1 Billion to make it work. Villebois includes bus lines, possible 
commuter light rail, and many amenities to get people out of their cars. Villebois, given 

Volume 5 ----
7 Page 1471 



this level of investment and infrastructure, might actually work. But this nodal concept is 
not the nodal concept proposed for W oodbum. 

What is proposed for Woodburn is Nodal-on-the-Cheap. Is there a feasibility 
study for Woodburn's nodal concept? Is there any docwnentation at all to show that low 
priced, entry-level nodal has worked anywhere? Is there evidence that nodal is 
appropriate for smallish, rural, agriculturally oriented towns with larger households and 
no mass.transportation? Will Nodal integrate into the greater community fabric? Or will 
the nodal community be a community unto itself, insular, parasitic, and disrespectful of 
the larger community that gave it life? 

IV Loeation, Location, L~c.atioo 

Location Present 

The Serres property offers the following advantages due to its location: 

• Proximity to Woodburn's three Primary Arterials, 99E, 211, and 214. 

• Proximity to Woodburn's established grocers, retailers and service providers. 

• Proximity to Woodburn's downtown core and Opus NW site. 

• Esthetic enVironment, no freeway ~oise and pollution. 

• Proximity to established utility infrastructure, notably Electric sub station and 
high pressure gas line. 

• Proximity to Serres Reservoir, Pudding River, and connecting wetlandlbioswale 
for stonn drainage. 

• Proximity to Woodburn Sewage Treatment Plant. 

• Inclusion completes city street system comprised of Landau, Tomlin, and Laurel 
Streets and Cooley Road. 

• 

• 
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[nclusion resolves all development problems connected with Woodburn School 
District's East Lincoln Road property. 

Introduces an opportunity for a major park on Woodburn's East side centered 
around Serres Reservoir near term, Serres Reservoir and Pudding River frontage, 
long term. 
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Location Past \. 

The thing about location is it can't be moved. The location-based virtues we 
itemize were also recognized in the past. The City of W oodbum has contacted our family 
regarding Eastward expansion of the City in years past. The City's past intent is . 
evidenced in the streets, laid out in the 50's and.60's, that end at our farm's boundaries. 
It was in recognition of these location-based advantages and anticipated Eastward 
development that the W oodbum School District purchased their 19 Acre East Lincoln 
Road property. 

Location Future 

We support SWIR and Opus Northwest's industrial park. But note that we do not 
support allocating aU of Woodburn's future development rights to accommodate 
economic infrastructure that doesn't yet eXist and, in any scenario, will never account for 
all of the growth in our community. 

The current Plan argues that future residentiat areas must be located to 
accommodate the economic plan, but contains no provisions for synchronizing industrial 
development (SWIR and OPUS NW) With residential development. In the current 
housing market the proposed SA-2 residential area will build out faster than SWIR and 
OpusNW. 

V Conclusion-The Lost Art of Compromise 

We were heartened that the April l to June 13 testimony received by the council 
overwhelmingly supports East side development in preference to West side. The only 
testimonies not supporting East Side development were from Brian Moore and Dan 
Osbourne. Mr. Moore's testimony favored development of the Fessler property, and Mr. 
Osbourne argued against bringing in the school district property if the sturounding area 
wasn't brought in to share the costs of improvements, particularly E. Lincoln Road. 

We we re disheartened that despite this overwhelming public testimony 
supporting East Side development over West Side development, the Comprehensive Plan 
amendments offer no substantive changes reflecting public sentiment. 
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Allowing modest East Side development simultaneous to West Side development 
.., seemingly would enable the City to meet all its needs, strengthen the school district, 

support 99E/Mt Hood Ave businesses, locate some hoilsing away from the Interstate, 
and support the Opus NW and SWIR developments. Allowing some East Side 
development adjacent to the WSD E. Lincoln Road site would allow completion of the 
LaweVLandaulfomtin city street grid, and resolve the access and city services problems 
for the WSD site·(See Figure 3, this page). But consideration of East side development 
would involve compromise, a quality absent from this process, which is continually 
characterized in black and white, either--or terms. 

Figure 3. WSD Site and Proximal Serres Land 

And this lack of compromise begs the question, is this Comprehensive Plan a 
done deal, consummated behind closed doors, with token public input? The lack of 
public testimony, the inadequate Public Services Study that was never discussed before 
the publ ic, the admission of continuously slanted, unobjective, misleading testimony 
before the Council , the insistence on ORS 197.298 as the ultimate cri terion for the UGB 
amendment, the lack of Goal 1 compliance, and the apparent deal making all suggest that 
this is the case. 
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~--- City Councilor•s, you are the peopte•s representatives in this matter. Do you vote 
~l to follow the will of your constituents, in which case you will insist on an amended plan 

that provides balanced growth for all of Woodburn and supports your school district? Or 
do you vote to pass this plan as it stands-voting against the testimony of your 
constituents, against the best interests of your school district, and against the present 
needs of your community? 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

The Serres Family 

Attachments: 

A. Letter, David Duncan to Geoff Crook, DLCD, May 12~ 2005 
B. Letter, Geoff Crook, DLCD, to Serres Family, May 24, 2005 
C. Storm Water Management and Post Construction Best Management 

Practices. 

CC: Geoff Crook, Department ofLand Conservation and Development 
Les Sasaki, Marion-County Planning 
Richard Stein, Ramsey & Stein, P.C. 
Jeffrey Tross, .Consultant, Land Planning and Development 

Please enter this letter and its attachments into the public record in the matter of 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Update and Periodic Review. 
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David Duncan 
1840 E. Lincoln Road NE 
Woodb~ OR 97071-5142 

Mr. Geoff Crook 
Willamette Valley Regional Representative 
Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Court Street NE, Suite 150 
Salem, OR 97301-2524 

Dear Geoff: 

May 12,2005 

This is a multi-tasking letter. It's a cover letter for the enclosed material and it is 
an inquiry regarding LCDC policies. 

Thanks, by the way, for speaking at length with my wife, Susan Duncan on May 
4. She appreciated the information you shared regarding the Comprehensive Plan Update 
Acknowledgement process. 

As you know from speaking to S~ her family owns farmland abutting the City 
Limits of Woodburn. Susan and other family members have testified in favor of 
including their land in Woodburn's amended UGB. Please fmd enclosed copies of their 
testimonies, all of which are in the public record. 

Letter to City Council, January 30, 2005. 

Letter to City Council, March 23,2005. 

Letter to City Council, undated, but submitted with March 23 letter. 

Letter to City Council, Aprill9, 2005. 

The Woodburn City Council, at its April25, 2005 meeting, received testimony 
from an expert panel regarding several UGB expansion issues. The panel consisted of 
Terry Cole, ODOT; Jim Mulder, Woodburn Planning Director, Greg Winterowd, 
Winterbrook Planning; and David Torgeson, Woodburn Assistant City Engineer. The 
panelists addressed the issues listed in Agenda Item 11 A , attached. 

At this meeting Greg Winterowd cited ORS 197.298, and stated explicitly that 
bringing the Serres land into the UGB would trigger a Comprehensive Plan remand to the 
City. This statement prompted Susan to contact you for clarification. 
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Now I attended Woodburn Planning Commission's December 9, 2004 meeting, 
where I heard Greg Winterowd and Jim Mulder both say that UGB expansion meant 
bringing in high value farmland regardless of direction. So I'm confused by Greg 
Winterowd' s black and white statement about farmland priority before the city council. 

I saw your very detailed March 161etter to Jim Mulder on Woodburn's 
Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review. Since you are familiar with Woodburn's 
Comprehensive plan update, I would very much appreciate a written explanation that 
explains the various criteria and their relative importance when deciding which lands to 
bring into the UGB. 

Sincerely yours, 

David Duncan 

Attachment: Agenda Item 11 A, Pages 89 and 90, W oodbum City Council Packet 
for Council Meeting of April25, 2005, .pdf on line version. 
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May 24, 200S 

David Duncan, Serres Family 
1840 E. Lincoln Road 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 

. Sal~m, Oregon 97301-2524 
Phone: (503) 373-0050 

First Floor/Coastal Fax: (503) 378-6033 
&..-cond Floor/ Dlrector's Office: (503) 378-5518 

Web Address: http://www.oregon.go//LCD 

Jl 

Re: W oodbum Comprehensive Plan Amendments 

Dear Mr. Duncan: 

This letter is in response to your inquiry of May 12, 200S, in which you asked for an 
explanation about the various criteria {and their relative importance) when deciding 
which lands can be approved for inclusion in an urban growth boundary (UGB). The 
process for amending a UGB can be fairly complex, ai there are many legal criteria and 
aspects oft and use that must be considered and balanced during the analysis and review. 
As you requested, I have provided the basic decision making criteria and priorities for 
that analysis here, based on the applicable Statewide Planning Goals, statutes and 
administrative rules. 

Declslon-makhig Criteria 
The criteria applicable to the amendment of an urban growth boundary (UGB) are: 

Statewide Planning Goal14 
Goal14- Urbanization: "To provide. for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to 
urban land use." This goal requires cities to have UGB to separate urbanizablc land from 
rural land. Amendment of a UGB is based on consideration of the following seven 
factors: 

( l) 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 f~ilities and services; 
(4) Maximum efficiency ofland 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) Compatibilityofthe proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural activities. 

Factors (I) and (2) above are the "need" factors, which are used to determine whether 
there is sufficient land in a UGB to provide a twenty-year supply of land for a 
coordinated population projection. The need for residential lands can be justified through 
a housing needs analysis (guided by Goal\0 and ORS 197.296), with land supply 
determined by a buildable lands inventory. The need for employment opportunities is 

~ 
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· . .. 
denned in Statewide PlBMina Goal 9 "'Economic Development•• and OAR 660, 
Division 9, ••Industrial and Commercial Development." 

FllCton (3) throush (7) above are the ulocational" factors, and are used to detennine 
which lands would best meet the identified needs and should be included in the UGB. 
These factors encompass a wide range of issues such as: which lands can be most 
efficiently provided with urban servicea; which lands are most suitable for urban uses due 
to topography and other development constraints; natural resources which should be 
protected; energy, economic and social impacts, both positive and negative; and 
protection of prime farmland. 

Urbanization Priorities- ORS 197.298 
Specific requirements establish priorities for adding various types of land to a UGB as set 
forth in statute, ORS 197.298. One of the purposes of this statute is the protection of 
farmland. All lands of a higher priority must be brought into a UGB or shown to be 
unsuitable before lands of lower priority can be used. The priorities, in order, are: 

1. lands designated u an urban reserve; 
2. ..Nonresource•• lands or ••exception" lands which have rural residential or other 

development; 
3. ..Marginal lands" designated pursuant to ORS 197.247; 
4. Lower quality farmlands; and 
S. Higher quality farmlands. 

Exceptions Process- Statewide Planning Goal 2 
To amend a UGB, a local government must follow the Goal2 Exceptions process, as set 
forth in OAR 660-004-00lO(l)(C)(b). This requirement sometimes leads to some 
confusion. To follow the exceptioDJ process docs not mean that a UGB amendment 
requires an exception to a Statewide Planning Goal; for example, bringing farmland into 
a UGB does not require an exception to Goal3. Also, some of the standards to address 
for an exception may be seen as duplicative of the Goall4 factors. The exceptions 
standards arc: 

( 1) Reasons justify why the state policy embodied in the applicable goals should not 
apply (this factor can be satisfied by compliance with the seven factors of Goal 14); 

(2) Areas, which do not require a new exception. cannot reasonably accommodate the 
use; 

(3) The long-term envirorunental, economic, social and energy consequences (ESEE) 
resulting from the usc at the proposed site with measures designed to reduce adverse 
impacts are not significantly more adverse than would typically result from the same 
proposal being located in areas requiring a goal exception other than the proposed 
site; and, 

( 4) The proposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses or will be so rendered 
through measures designed to reduce adverse impacts. 
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The first standard (reasons) requires nothing beyond the seven factors ofGoal\4. The 
second (areas not requiring a new exception) has two interpretations altho~gh these arc 
not mutually exclusive. A UGB amendment must be justified by showing that the need 
cannot be accommodated within the existing UGB (this is similar to Goal14. factors 1 
and 2). In addition, this standard can. be applied to the priorities in ORS 197.298 to argue 
that an exception area should not be brought into a UGB because it cannot reasonably 
accommodate the use. The third requires a comparison of lands outside the UGB to 
determine which are most suitable for urbanization. similar to the ••location" factors (3) 
through (7) of Goal 14. The last exception standard requires a finding that the uses inside 
and outside of the new UGB would be compatible; for fann uses. this standard 
encompasses Goal 14, factor 7. 

Other Applicable Goals. Statutes and Rules 
As noted above. other applicable statutes, .goals and rules apply to UGB amendments (in 
varying degrees), depending on the scale and complexity of the proposed amendment. 

There are 19 Statewide Planning Goals, and UGB amendments are reviewed for 
compliance with all applicable goals. Beyond Goal 14 (Urbanization) the most prominent 
goals that apply to UGB amendments are; Goal 5, Open Spaces. Scenic and Historic 
Areas. and Natuial Resources; Goal 9, Economic Development; ·ooal 1 o. Housing; Goal 
11. Public Facilities and Services; and Goal 12. Transportation, and their implementing 
administrative rules. 

Amendments to Goall4 were adopted by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCDC) on April28, 2005. Although adopted, these changes are not yet in 
effect and will not apply to Woodbum•s plan amendments since the city began their 
analysis several years ago using the existing Goal 14language. 

The infonnation provided above, including the Statewide Planning Goals and details on 
'DLCD policies and rule amendments can be found on our agency website at 
http://www.lcd.state.or.usl 

Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) can be referenced at the following site: 
http://www .leg.state.or. uslors/ 

I hope this information has been helpful. I can be reached at 503-373-0050 with any 
additional questions you may have. 

Sincerely, 

Geoff Crook 
Region al Representative 

3 
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Photo by Conservation Design Forum Inc. 

· Stormwater Management and 
Post-Construction Best 
Management Practices 

Storm Water Management-Manage for High Frequency-Low 
Intensity Rainfall Events 

• Infiltration Systems 
The goal of infiltration based BMPs is to reduce the volume of runoff and contain potential 
pollutants on-site. Pollutants such as nutrients and hydrocarbons are treated by the 
microorganisms that exist in soils. Urban runoff can create thennal increases :in water 
temperature that can impact stream ecology. Infiltration is the only way to reduce thermal 
pollution. Heated runoff is cooled to the temperature of the soil, which typically remains at a 
constant 55° F below the frost line. Infiltration systems mimic the historic groundwater seep 
that recharged surface waters. 

• Soil Quality 
Healthy soil should be able to absorb and hold water in pore space throughout the soil profile. 
When the soil profile is altered through land disturbing activities and compaction, the pore 
space is reduced thus restricting water infiltration into the soil. The organic matter content of 
the soil is the key to absorbing and holding water on-site which reduces the amount of runoff. 
The organic matter content of soils in Iowa is estimated to be 60-80% lesS than historic levels 
when prairies were first plowed. Restoring and protecting soil quality will be a key component 
of on-site water management systems that absorb and infiltrate more water and reduce runoff. 

Low-Impact Development (Smart Growth) 

Traditionally, stormwater management has involved the rapid conveyance of water to an 
engineered pond or surface water body. Low impact development (LID) is a different approach 
to stormwater management that modifies development to try to maintain some natural 
hydrologic function. This development method treats stormwater by on-site infiltration of 
rainwater. The management practices associated with LID may include some of the following : 
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• Infiltration of rainwater through vegetated trenches and basins with some filtration 
devices; 

• Landscaping methods that include rain gardens; biorention cells or bioswales, and 
native vegetation; 

• Stormwater· conveyance through vegetated channels such as bloswales and directing 
runoff from Impervious areas to vegetated areas; 

• On-site capture and storage of rainwater using rain ~arrel• or subsurface storage; 
• Minimization of impervous area by using green roofs, narrower streets, porous 

pavement, concave medians, and landscaped traffi(Xatming _areas. 

Protect and Restore Soil Quality: 

CDF Inc. 

• Minimize land disturbing activities and avoid compaction 
• Increase organic matter content through the use of compost 

applications 
• Strategic use of native vegetation 

Low Impact Development Practices: 

• Vegetated Roof Covers 
Vegetated roof covers reduce the amount of Impervious surface by 
cap~ririg .~nd evapotransplring rainwater. The roQf is multilay~red and 
typically consists of a drainage layer covered by a manufactured soil 
matrix protected by growing vegetation. Green roofs may extend the life of 
roofs, reduce energy costs, significantly reduce stormwater runoff, and 

ultimately reduce the size of typical stormwater controls within the community. Roofs can be 
designed to accommodate specific low or high intensity storms by varying the media depths. 

......__ 

·• Rain Gardens 

• Rain Barrels 
Rain barrels are designed to hold rainwater collected from residential 
rooftops. Water Is retained in the barrel and can be used for yard watering 
of vegetation. The barrels are designed with overflow options to allow 
water to Infiltrate beneath the barrel or be redirected to such features as a 
rain garden. Barrels would be especially effective in areas of cities witt) 
combined sewers . 

A shallow depressional area plante.d to native vegetation that absorbs and infiltrates runoff 
from impervious surfaces and may discharge to groundwater, a storm drain , or surface outlet. 
Depending on site conditions a subgrade tile system may be recommended to enhance 
infiltration, especially where high water tables exist. Rain gardens reduce the volume of 
stormwater runoff pollutant loads delivered to surface water. 

Rain gardens can be used in individual residential, commercial, or institutional settings to 
mitigate impervious surface runoff. 
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StOnn uike Rain Garden 

· Under construction 

Ne-My completed 

• Bloretentlon Cella . , _ 
Bioretention cells are designed to function similar to rain gardens except that they collect larger 
volumes of runoff generated at sites with a high percent of impervious surfaces. They are 
often used In industrial settings, corporate campuses, shopping centers, or other sites with 
large parking facilities. The cells are designed with more temporary storage to accommodate 
larger volumes of runoff and consequently will have more depth compared to a typical rain 
garden. 

• Bloswales 
A vegetated swale is an alternative to standard below ground stormwater sewers. They 
intercept or receive impervious surface runoff and blend infiltration and slow conveyance of 
stormwater. The soil matrix of the swale can be amended to enhance infiltration and , 
percolation. These systems can be engineered to absorb the high frequency low intensity 
storms but:can convey the large storm events while providing vegetative filtering. Bioswales 
-:an discharge to groundwater, storm sewer intakes, or directly to surface water. 

Land area prior to bioswale 
Installation (CDF Inc.) 

Well-vegetated bloswale after 
installation (CDF Inc.) 

• Penneable Paving Alternatives 

·'t·, 

Bioswale under construction in 
Davenport. Iowa (River Action) 

These surfaces provide reduce site runoff by increasing infiltration into the soil. There are a 
number of permeable paving surfaces available from paver block systems to geoweb 
reinforced grass surfaces. These systems can be designed to infiltrate virtually any design 
storm including the 100-year storm or they can be used strategically with impervious surfaces 
to capture the high frequency lower intensity storms. 
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In addition to hydrocarbons, heavy metals, salts and other motor vehicle related contaminants, 
permeable paving alternatives reduce TMDL contaminants and thermal pollution. 

• Concave Medians: 
These are essentially constructed similarly to rain gardens and bio
cells except that they are placed in a median strip between two lanes 
of traffic or in parking lots. Depending on the setting, tht;!y may be 
confined to narrow cross-sections, which may restrict their capacity to low intensity storms. 
Raised medians can be retrofitted by excavation and curb cuts to allow water to enter. 

Conventional Stormwater Management 

• Detention Ponds: 
Detention ponds temporarily store runoff and control the rate of 
release to reduce downstream flooding. In the past. detention ponds 
have not provided significant water quality benefits due to the short 
duration of storage and the lack of control of low intensity storms. 
The ponds will trap some sediment. but are not designed to capture 
the first flush of contaminants. Two-stage outlets can enhance the 
removal of these contaminants. 

• Retention Ponds:. 
Retention ponds are designed primarily to manage storm\vater 
discharge to prevent flooding. They can enhance sediment trap 
effidency and can reduce some nutrient loading while controlling rate 
of release to control downstream flooding. They also provide an 
aesthetic amenity that doubles as wildlife habitat and a recreation 
source, and wtlich also enhances property value. Two-stage outlets 
can enhance the removal of contaminants by increasing retention 
time of low intensity storms. 

a Constructed Wetlands: 

:. 

Constructed wetlands provide water storage benefits similar to retention ponds. The filtering, 
biological, and chemical removal mechanisms provided by wetlands can also improve the 
quality of stormwater discharges. Wetlands are aesthetically pleasant and provide wildlife 
habitat and recreational outlets. The soils underlying the wetland should be relatively 
impermeable in order to maintain a permanent water level. 
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Remnant native weUands should never be used to store or treat stoimwater. Thermal and 
contaminant loads will degrade vegetative communities thus reducing biological diversity. 
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June 27, 2005 

City of Woodburn 
City Council 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, Or 97071 

DAN BLEM 
P.O. BOX 514 

CLACKAMAS, OR 9701.5 
(503)704-9742 

ATTACHMENT B.if 

JUN 2 7 ·zoos 

WOODBURN 
CllT' ADMINISTRATOR'S OFACE 

Re: 18 acred Commercial General property 2145 & 2155 Molalla Rd. 

To Whom it may Concern 

Additional information on the LDS Church Application and position, 
SEE ATTACHED. 

Discussed with Marion County planning department, what they thought 
about our property being residential. They fel t wi t h the LDS 
Church isolating our property from any other commercial proper"t.y 
on 99E, the better use would be residential. 

Kim Ashlan d (503)390-0308 
Kevin Ashland 
Dan Bl em 
Ivan Semerikov 
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NW LAND USE CONSULTANTS 

Daniel Blem 
Fax 503 657-0910 

Dear Mr. Blem: 

Sherwood Office: 
395 N. Sherwood Blvd. 

P.O Bo:s 1124 
Sherwood, OR 97140 

(503) 625-5529 
Fax: (503) 625-41 69 

Email : Mark@Cottle.com 

April25. 2005 

RE: Woodburn LDS Church 

You ask me to clarify the Church's position on its application. The application 
has been deemed complete by the City and we are now working with ODOT on the street 
issue. We are going to proceed with our application and the Church has no objection to 
your application at this time. · 

I 
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ATTACHMENT B-5 

Woodburn Planning Division, (Jim Mulder): 

.. 
I see that my written and verbal testimony have not swayed city staff to consider 

leaving my property at 1365 North Front st. to be left alone as CG zoned property. 
I have not received a cal~ letter 9r e-mail to try and come to a mutual agreement or 

arrangement to work something out. In my last letter I asked for a response and left all 
#'sand e-mai~ (I am ~ncl~ding that again). Please respond!! 

I wish to try and work this out, but if that is not possible, I will be forced to use either 
measure 37 or whatever means necessary to protect my investment. 

I recently got an appraisal on the property at $438,000.00 and by you rezoning it, it 
would become virtually worthless, as RM property goes for about lSOk an acre making it 

· worth lOSk at .70 acre after I spend who knows how much to clear the buildings. My 
point is you would cost me the entire 438k at today,s market value if you rezone this, 
who knows what you will cost me 20years from now, maybe 2 million dollars maybe 
more? , 

Please reconsider this area, it is not the right or fair way to treat hard working people. 
Ask yourselves how would you feel about this happening to you or how would you treat 
it if your brother owned the land. ll1 bet you would at least write or call him first. 

Please respond Richard W amick 9925 72o.d ave. Salem, Or. 97305 or call at 503-792-
3335 Home or 503-871-0361 Cen or e-mail at outwest@xpressdata.net 

Thank You .... Richard Warnick 

, .. ~ . ' .' 1) { :r. 
.;) > ··· ' . 

I'< "-. :.1 :· • ' '.I • 
' o I • , :: : • \. 
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; .. Woodburn Planning Division, ( nm Mulder); 2-10-0S 

My name is Richard Warnick, I own the property at 1365 N. Front st., which is 
approximately . 70 acre zoned CG. I have been told with your proposed amendments that 
my property could be rezoned to RM if passed. This would radically decrease the value 
and usage of my property. I would like to make it known that I oppose this amendment 
on those grounds. · 

I have recently started a business on one end and getting ready to lease the other 
partial that I am not using. I wu told that I could continue if this were that business or a 
like busines~ but that does not address the fact I am going to lease the other end to 
whomever might want it for what ever type business and that could change from time to 
time over the years. It also does not address the fi.ct that when I go to sell, no one will 
want to buy something with those conditions attached. Therefore devaluing the property. 

In your notes regarding my property, it states that the buildings-are run down and in 
need of repair, this is not true. There are 10,000 square feet of office, warehowie and shop 
space that are in excellent condition. I have new metal roof on aU ofi\ metal siding on all 
the warehouse and shop, new siding on the front of office and the construction of 
warehouse and shop are steel trusses with some side wall to the south being block 
construction. Your notes also state that this property touches the RM property to the 
North, this is also not true. This .70 acre does not ·abut RM ione·property. 

There is yet another issue if you are to proceed. I recently went in and took out 
permits to install stonn system and blacktopped everything out front of the property. If 
you had this in the works why didn't somebody say something instead you took my 
money and allowed me to invest a rather large sum in stonn drain and blacktop. 

I don't want to cause problems but I cannot allow this to go through without some 
provision to leave me zoned as I am. 

If you have some ideas how we can work this out please feel free to call503-871-
0361 cell or 503-792-3335 or e-mail at outwest@xpressdata. net or write to Richard 
Warnick at 9925 720/J ave. Salem, Oregon 97305. 

I would appreciate some kind of response. 

Thank You .. Richard Warnick 
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ATTACHMENT B·G 

JUN 2 -! ?.005 June 23rd, 2005 

. . . . . ~ 

The enclosed map indicates how Woodburn's traffic can be solved. If you take a 

pencil and imagine that you are coming from Newberg Hwy into Woodburn proper, 

you have the option to take a left on Crosby Road leading you to Portland, or you may 

go right into Silverton. Equally, coming from 1-5 South, _there are many different 

directions as well as coming from 1:-5 South onto 99E, in that case you have direct access 

to Woodburn's Shopping Center. otherwise you may go toward Silverton or Portland. 

The same with coming from Silverton and ~olalla, then again from 99E from the 

North. And finally coming from 1-5 North arriving into Newberg Hwy. 

This indicates how and why George Washington endorsed the design this 

architect made for Washington DC and the world has since followed. He was intelligent 

in more ways than one. 

It has taken the City ofWoodburn ten to twelve years to recognize that they had 

the same possibilities as Washington DC had. This is the reason the enclosed plans will 

solve our traffic. And in my opinion everyone finally agrees. 

Sincerely, 
Keith Woollen, Retired Architect 
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June 11, 200S 

Woodbum City Cooacil 
Woodbum City Hall 
270 MoatP*Y Street 
Woodburn, OR. 97071 

RE: legillltive Amendment OS..Ol 

Dar Mayor Figley aod Couoci1on. 

JUN 2 2 {.005 

·. \ : . ~ 

On behalf of ti:Jyldf and three Deighbon the Adney, Robra' and Coleman &.milies_ I am 
IUbmiUiaa dU1 writtea tesdmony in respoue to Legialative Amendment OS-01. 
(Comprebealive Plan I Utbua Growth Bouodaly). Our properties Itt oa Am6y Koad aocl 
Anwly Lane adjaceat to Woodbum Company Ston:~. 

We are ukiDs you to modify the UOB n:panlioo proposal, 10 that our ~ 125 aaes iJ 
iac1uc1CJC1 witbia tbe UGB. Wo also uk that this area be ck.lignated Industrial and 
esub&.b a mixed uac dUtrl¢ Pleue see attached lcttu dated Marcb ~. 200S. 

AI Woodbum lfO!W aad tbe Urban Growth Bouodary expands it is importaot to see thlt 
thele parc:ela. it used fur induJtrial aCtivity will serve u a buff« to heway oo.ise for the 
residential Uta to the west. It will also provide a butler to vehicular pollution between 
heway and &nnlaod. 

I would lib to bJ:ing to your atteotion that our property is IUid bu been for 30 years the 
area molt~ by the Urban Growth Bouodary. This area is already ~ 
and aft'eaed by wbanizatioo and our area already bas streeta, powa-, water and sewu-
rigbt up to it. ·. 

In re~ tO the Cities Annexation Goal (G-2} the goal to shape tbe geographic area 
of the city within the UBG 10 the city limits define a compact ~ area" seems to fit 
quite weU with our pl4n for thiJ aaeage. 

Wrth all of the above aaid, we uk you and the City Council to pleue re-evaluate the 
preaeut UGB and conaid« our request based on merit. 

Sincerely, 

'7/t:.~~ Ctk~ 
MukCutor 
7052 SE Scenic Drive 
Prineville, OR 977 S4 

cc: Kathy Rohrer -16 Abelard, Lake Oswego, OR 97035 
Jim Adney -16501 Arney Rd. NE, Woodburn, OR 97071 
Stt;Yc Coleman- 15151 Feyrer Park Road, Molalll', OR 97038 
Dennis Castor- 192 Cummings Way, Keizer, OR 97303 5 
Perri Castor -16548 Arney Rd NE, Woodburn, OR 97071 Volume -
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Woodburn City Council 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Dear Mayor Figley and Councilors: 

16 Abelard · 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035-2342 
March 28, 2005 

.. 

This letter (including the attachments) is submitted for your consi~eration at the hearing and 
through the completion of your deliberations regarding the current UOB expansion proposal. 
Please place a copy of it in the record. I am testifying at the heiuing and submitting this 
letter on be~lf or myself and three of my ncighbon (the Castor, Adney, and Coleman
families) who also own-properties along Arney Road and Arney Lane. The Planning 
Commission record will show letters wherein they consent to being brought within the l)rban 
Growth Boundary and to my speaking and writing on their behalf. Our four properties total 
about 110 acres within a larger area of approximately 125 acres. The area adjoins and is 
north of Woodburn Company Stores. It stretches from the manufactured home area (the old 
"Nazarene District'') on the west over to I-S on the cast. We all have owned our properties 
since 1979 or earlier. Ballot Measure 37 relief may be available, although we prefer to work 
with the City, rather than to take the Ballot Measure 37 approach. 

I will get right to our requests. We ask that you modify the UGB expan~ion proposal, 
so that our entire 125-acre area b included within the UGB. Additionally, we ask that 
you designate our area as Industrial and establish a mixed use district that~ by 
ordinance, irugre that the area is developed for uses that take advantage of (and are 
compatible with) our area's unique vlslbillty, freeway access, and proximity to 
Woodburn Company Store~ and other ret aU establishments. The diBtrlct should 
protect the aesthetics and the nelghbon who remalo in th~ area. If you feel that, by 
including our 125-acre area within the UGB you then need to remove !rom the proposal 

\ \ 

some farmland designated Industrial to make everything work within your projections, 
~ we suggest that you remove the farmland west o(Butteville Road and, if you need more, 

I() ~ some of the farmland in the southwest corner on the east side of 1-5. Those other 
properties that could be removed are clearly "Resource Land" that should be protected 

Q) as much as possible. 
e ::s Q) 

~ ~ Our area is not officially designated as such, but it likely would be detennined to be an 
'"exception area" as defmed in ORS 197.298 and in Oregon Administrative Rules chapter 
h~() "'~";";",A Tt ;~ C!HM"I'IIlnrl .. rl "" thr.<>• ., ;r! .. o h\1 YI.TI"V'rlh,.rn r,..,T .......... " ~ ............. ~,., .... : ........... ..~ 

... 



farmin1standpoint. Our area contains a concrete plant, a cell tower, an auction business, a 
• Cb'uple'husinesses that are vaguely related to agriculture, and several personal residences. 
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Woodburn City Council . 
March 28, 2005 
Page2 

In my previous oral and written testimony, [ have given numerous examples of the kinds of 
uses tb&t we have in mind for our area. Copies of my letters to you dated March 1, 200S, and 
to the Planning Commission dated February 7. 200S, are attached at the end of the handout 
They contain many of those examples. I won't go through them again here. I do want to 
point out, however, that our vision is not ours alone. 

In case you don't know or have forgotten, in 1999 a City Council-appointed committee 
called "Buildable Lands Citizen Advisory Committee" held numerous hearings and reported 
findings 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 purposes of determining land needs. By the 
time the population issuo was resolved, the players (including the consultant, the planning 
staB: and most of the elected and appointed officials) 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 mo tell you about the recommendations of Dave Christotr s committee. That committee 
recommended that 65 acres of our area be brought into the UGB ~d designated Light 
Industrial, with a Mixed Use Campua 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 committeets recommendations. I would like to highlight several 
comments and findings. They said (and I run several clauses together) "There are a number 
of commercial and industrial uses that compliment one another ... A mixed usc 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." 

. , • I 'f 
<.. I , . •I 

We and that committee don't have exactly the same concept in min~ but it is pretty close. 
We t.bink 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 nonnally 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~ 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 for our area. We would like to see an area similar to some of the areas along the 
west side of I-5 near Lake Oswego, along I-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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area. The 12S acres would give us about 110 acres to develop. which is what we think w~uld 
be necessary to attract a developer who would be willing to look at th~ big picture, to put m 
the necessary road and signaling improvements, ~d to create a scrcemng and. a devetopmc:nt 
plan that will protect the neighbors who will remam. Our group of four famihes has been m 
agreement for several yean that, if reasonably allowed by the UGB, zoning, and economies 
to do so, we will attempt to sell all of our acreages at one time to one d~elopcr that we· 
determine will likely carry out our vision for our area. 

The Buildable Lands Citizen Advisory Committee made specific fmdings related to UGB 
Amendment B (which is specifically our area) and those findings include: 

"FINDINGS~ 
• The use of these parcels for industrial activity serves as a buffer to freeway noise 

for the residential uses to the west. 
• [tis a better-neighbor to adjacent wctlandlgreenways and existing residential area 

than current farming. practices, i.e., chemicals, 'and pesticides pollution. 
• Provides a buffer to vehicular pollution between freeway and farmland uses to the 

west. 
• Public facilities and an arterial street abut these parcels. 
• It upholds the concept of Maintaining industrial uses on the periphery of the city. 
• Incorporates several small parcels of presently mixed uses into one [sic] land use 

objective. 
• Traffic generation from the site may cause congestion at the time of build out if 

proper mitigation measures are not implemented." 

(I would like to point out that MY development will cause traffic concerns, but traffic on the 
west side of the ft~ay is still far better than traffic is on the east side. Since the findings of 
the committee were issued, there has been substantial mitigation of traffic problems done by 
and for Woodburn Company Stores, and the success of that retail establishment is some 
indication that the mitigation has been effective and that the traffic along Arney Road is not a 
problem for retail businesses.) 

Imagine our surprise and disappointment in April of 2004, when the battle with Marion 
County was resolved, but we found that the recommendations of the Buildable Lands Citizen 
Advisory Committee had been ignored and the emphasis was now placed almost entirely on 
future development going toward a South By-Pass. We have our own opinions regarding 
why there was a change in emphasis and whether a South By-Pass will ever get approved, 
funded, and built And, even if it does get built, what the time frame will be. Aside from 
that, let me give you the reasons we think our area should be included in the UGB expansion 
proposal: 
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1. Our area is and bas been for about the paat 30 years the area most ~o:Wde: by ~rl 
lKlD,. That will be even more true if you now extc:nd the UGB no a ong uttevi e 
Road and aU the way to Crosby Road on the east stde.ofi-S. You can s~e that very 
clearly on the first page of the maps in the handout As fonner ~ayor, now Plan:n~g 
Commissioner. Dick Jennings so colorfully suggested at the he_anng 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 ia 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. Qur area is alreadY surrounded awl affected by urbanizati2!1. 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 
Diatri~ and 1-5. 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 conservation organizations and from county and state 
officials, who will be scrutinizing this proposal very carefully. Our parceb haven't 
been fully farined for quite some time. It will have far less impact on local farming 
for our area to be developed than it will for those other parcels to be developed. 

3. Qur area already tw streets. power. water. and sewer running right yp to it Th~ is 
no need to wait for a South By-Pass (or a new freeway exit) to be approved, fund~ 
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 final matter that I would like to get in the record is that I wish to express 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, 

Martin W. Rohrer 
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June 9, 2005 

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council through City Administrator 

FROM: Jim Mulder, Director of Community Development 
N. Robert Shields, City Attorney 

SUBJECT: legislative Amendment 05-01 

RECOMMENDADON: 

Consider whether the City Council wants to reopen the record to receive the 
additional written Information that has been submitted. 

BACKGROUND: 

On March 28, 2005, the Council conducted a public hearing in this matter and 
heard extensive public testimony. The Council then left the record open for the 
submission of written testimony until April 20, 2005. Although a significant number of 
documents were submitted by the April 20 deadline, the City has received some 
information directed to the Council that was submitted after this date. We have 
a lso received correspondence from attomeys arguing that their c lients should have 
the opportunity to present this information. 

DISCUSSION: 

Memorandum Opinion No. 2005-01 explains the parameters on the receipt of 
information by the Council. Since the City is involved in an extremely complicated 
land use process. almost any decision that the Council makes could potentially be 
raised as a procedural error. However, as stated In the legal opinion, the process is 
legislative in nature and this affords the Council a wide degree of latitude in 
deciding what information it will consider. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

None. 

Attachments: Memorandum Opinion No. 2005-01 
Letter from Richard Stein dated June 3, 2005 
Letter from Roger Alfred dated May 23, 2005 

Agenda Item Review: City Administrot City Attorney _ _ 
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MEMORANDUM OPINION NO. 2005--Qt 

TO: Mayor and City Council 
John C. Brown. City Administrator 
Jim Mulder, Community Development Director 

FROM: N. Robert Shields, City Attorney 

DATE: April 25, 2005 

RE: Proc:edurallssues in Periodic: Review 

BACKGROlJND 

The City Council is engaged in the task of finalizing the City's Periodic Review. This 
involves amendments to the Woodburn Zoning Map and Woodburn Development 
Ordinance (WOO), text and map amendments to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan, and 
a proposed Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) expansion. 

Throughout the course of this process, 1 have answered many procedural questions in 
different contexts. Some of these questions are often asked. I thought it would be helpful 
to summarize all of this information for you in a legal opinion. This opinion is rendered in 
a question and answer format. 

1. PUBLIC HEARINGS WERE CONDUCTED AS IN MOST LAND USE MAITERS BEFORE 
THE CITY COUNCU.., YET THE PROCESS HAS BEEN REFERRED TO AS 
" LEGISLATIVE." IS lT A LAND USE CASE? EXACTLY WHAT TYPE OF PROCEEDING 

IS THIS? 

The City Council is completing the state Periodic Review process and is involved 
in a legislative land use proceeding. The strict notice and procedural requirements 
for quasi-judicial (site specific) land use hearings do not apply to legislative 
decisions such as this. However, the state statutes and administrative rules 
regarding Periodic Review are applicable. 

2. WHY WERE THE PUBLIC HEARINGS HELD? 
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Page 1506 

The WDO requires public hearings before the Planning Commission and City 
Council. Additionally, the state administrative rule requires at least one public 
hearing. 
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3. WAS BALLOT MEASURE 56 NOTICE GIVEN? WHY? 

Page 2 

Ballot Measure 56 (ORS 197.047) was passed by the voters in 1998 and requires 
that individual notice be mailed and a public hearing be conducted when any 
property is "rezoned." · Since the current proposal involveS changing the zoning 
designaUons on a number of specific properties, Ballot Measure 56 notice was 
legally required. 

4. AT THE MARCH 28, 2005 ClTY COUNCIL HEARiNG, ORAL TESTIMONY WAS TAKEN 
AND THE HEARING WAS CLOSED, THE COUNCIL THEN LEFT THE RECORD OPEN 
FOR WRlTI'EN PUBUC TESTIMONY UNTIL APRIL 20, 2005. CAN ADDmONAL 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY BE RECEIVED? 

• 
No additional public testimony will be received without City Council approval 
The Council met the public bearing requirements and provided a full and fair 
opportunity for both oral and written testimony. The Council has the legal right, as 
it did, to close the public hearing and set a limit on the submission of written 
materials from the public. 

5. - CAN THE CITY COUNCIL DISCUSS THE INVOLVED ISSUES WITH ITS STAFF, HAVE 
ITS STAFF GENERATE ADDmONAL MATERIALS, AND CONSIDER INPUT FROM 
INTERESTED PUBLIC OFFICIALS (I.E., AN ODOT OFFICiAL) AFTER THE 
OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC TESTIMONY IS CWSED? 

Yes. The City Council received public testimony when it conducted the public 
hearing. However, the Council is acting in a legislative capacity and can consider 
or have its staff generate additional materials. This could include considering input 
from interested public officials invited to address the Council. 

The typical proceeding before the City Council is site specific and quasi-judicial 
(•'like a judge") and in this context, as in a court, numerous procedural rights of the 
parties are applicable. In contrast, the Council here is acting like a legislature . 
.. Hearings" before legislative bodies do not resemble judicial proceedings. The 
purpose is not to try a case, but to inform the legislative body. "Interested parties" 
are often invited to appear before the legislature to make useful comments, but are 
not asserting their rights as in a trial. Even after hearing and deliberation, the 
legislature is not bound by the principle of exclusiveness of the record. Legally, it 
may look beyond the record and rely on the kinds of investigative and extra record 
materials used by legislative committees. This may include information in its own 
files and its own knowledge and expertise. 

The April 20, 2005 deadline applied only to the submission of written testimony by 
members of the public. It did not apply to the Council itself, to its staff, to 
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interested parties the Council invites, or to additional infonnation that the Council 
requests or solicits. 

6. AT A FUTURE TIM£, IF THE CITY COUNCIL CHOOSES, COULD TilE COUNCIL HEAR 

ADDITIONAL PUBLIC TESTIMONY? ALSO, COULD THE COUNCIL SET PARAMETERS 
ON WHAT TESTIMONY IT WILL RECEIVE? . 

Yes. The City Council, at its discretion, could allow for the .submission of 
additional oral or written public testimony in the future. The Council could also set 
parameters on the nature and scope of the future testimony, if any future testimony 
is heard. · 

7. AYI'ER THE CITY COUNCIL COMPLETES ITS DELIBERATIONS AND CONSIDERS ALL 
THE TESJ'lMONY, WHAT WILL RAPPEN? 

8. 

Staff wilt ·prepare an ordinance for presentation to the City Council together with 
the necessary supporting docum~nts. This will be a significant effort. For instance, 
in the City of North Plains, the ordinance and its supporting documents numbered 
approximately 130 pages. 

AFr'ER. TilE COUNCIL PASSES ITS ORDINANCE, WHAT DOES TilE REMAINDER OF 
THE PROCESS INVOLVE? 

After the City Council acts, the Marion County Board of Commissioners must also 
consider the UGB expansion proposal and conduct its own public hearing. After its 
hearing and deliberation, the Board then memorializes its position in an ordinance 
and the proposed Periodic Review/UGB expansion proposal goes to the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC). LCDC is the state agency 
that considers these proposals under its "acknowledgement" process. The fmal 
LCDC decision is appealable to the Oregon Court of Appeals. The Land Use 
Board of Appeals (LUBA), which usually hears City land use cases, generally has 
no jurisdiction in Periodic Review matters. 
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RAMSAY & STEIN, P.C 
ATIORNEYSATLAW 

Mr. N. Robert Shields 
Woodburn City Attorney 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

June 3, 2005 

*REC'D* 

JUN 0 6 2005 

WOODBURN 
OilY ATTORNEY 

Via Fax: (503) 982.5243 

Re: City Council Procedural Error, UGB Expansion 

Dear Mr. Shields: 

Thank you for your letter dated June 1, 2005 and the attached legal opinion dated 
April25, 2005. I am aware that this is a legislative and not a quasi-judicial land use . 
proceeding. Perhaps the use of the shorthand term "procedural error" confused the issue, 
but what we are trying to do is remedy a situation where the City Council failed to 
consider and deal with information necessary to comply with state law. 

When adopting a post-acknowledgment plan amendment (PAP A), the city must 
comply with the LCDC goals. The whole purpose of periodic review is to make sure, 
among other things, that adequate public facilities and services are provided. ORS 
197.628(1). LCDC Goals 3, 4, 11 and 14 (OAR 660-014-0040) are involved in this case, 
at a minimum, and because information requested by my clients from the Public Works 
Department relating to the cost of extending public facilities and services to the study 
areas outside ·~vas provided after the closing of the record date, and because this 
information clearly shows that the staff analysis previously presented to the City Council 
was in error, we believe that if the city does not reopen the record to receive this 
information and consider our clients ' analysis, the city will be in violation of these goals. 
Such an error is reviewable on appeal. ORS 197.620(1); ORS 197.835(6). We are trying 
to head off a train wreck before it occurs. 

1395lJBER1YST.SE, SIT 101 

SALEM. OREGON 97302 

(503) 399-9776 

FAX (503) 370-7909 
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In going through the PAP A process, LCDC Goals 11 and 14 apply and require, in 
part, that extensions of public facilities and services to areas being considered for 
inclusion within the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) be "orderly and efficient," meaning 
cost-effective._ OAR 660-011-00000; 660-014-040(3)(d). Rough cost estimates are 
required for public facility projects, as well as funding mechanisms. OAR 660-011-
0035. The information provided by Public Works staff after the closing date ofthe 
record makes it clear that the costs of extending public facilities and services were 
substantially overstated to the study area where my clients' property is located and -
understated to other areas. Consequently, even a determination of a "rough estimate" of 
these costs will be substantially inaccurate. If the City Coundf does not have this 
information and analysis, it is violating Goal 11. It can, however, easily remedy the 
problem by reopening the record for submission of our materials. 

From a policy standpoint, it also makes eminent good sense to make decisions 
with large tax dollar consequences on the basis of the best information available. The 
information in the record as it now stands is simply wrong and the City Council will be 
making a decision with substantial consequences on future city budgets and taxes on the 
basis of incorrect information. Again, this is a situation that can be easily remedied by 
reopening the record and we frankly cannot imagine why the council would want to rush 
to a decision on the basis of flawed information, when it is so easy to address the 
problem now. 

Finally, under OAR 660-025-0080, there is the requirement in periodic review 
proceedings for "adequate participation" from the standpoint of citizen involvement My 
clients liave tried to adequately participate, but their participation has been hamstrung by 
the failure of staff to provide crucial information in a timely manner. As detailed in my 
previous letter to you, the request was made to leave the record open to allow this 
information to be received and analyzed, but it was not allowed. The administrative rule 
above contemplates that on an issue as important as the one under discussion, there be a 
full and complete airing of all facts, analyses, and a maximum amount of input. This has 
not happened for the above reasons, resulting in a violation of OAR 660-025-0080. 

We hereby formally request that the Mayor and City Council reopen the record to 
allow submission of all materials provided by Public Works and the analysis by my 
clients and their experts. Wi thout this, the City of Woodburn will be erring as detailed 
above - an error that can be easily resolved at this stage in the proceedings. As you know 
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Mr. N. Robert Shields 
June 3, 2005 . 
Page 3 
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in your Apri125, 2005 Memorandum Opinion #2005-01(6), this is something that the 
Mayor and City Council can do. We strongly believe that it is something that they 
should do and even that they are required to do to assure compliance with the law, as 
discussed above. 

We also formally request written notice from the city of the adoption of any 
comprehensive plan amendment, pursuant to ORS 197.615. 

Thank you for your anticipat~d cooperation. We-_willlook forward to your written 
reply. 

RCS:jk 
cc: Ms. Ruth Thompson 

Sincerely, 

RAMSAY & STEIN, P.C. 

Richard C. Stein 
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ltOiU A. Altrcd 
f11!M. 50). n7.l094 

I AlC: 503.346,1094 
o.ua.. r.Urred@tlet1tllucoie.COJ1I 

mo N.W. Couch Stretl Tenth Floor 

Portl1nd, OR t7209·4tal 

I'HONt: SOJ.Jr7.10CO 

fAll! 50J.7l7·a221 
www.perkln,cole.tem 

May 23,2005 

* REC'D * 
Woodburn ·city Council 
City of Woodburn MAY 2 3.2005 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR .97071 

WOQDS~JRN COMMUNiTY 
fi.::'/Fi.OP:O.iE; lT GE?T. 

Re: Renaissance Homes - UGB Expansion 

Dear Members of the Council: 

This office represents Renaissance Homes in the ongoing development of the Links at 
Tukwila residential PUD. We have appeared before tho C\ty Council with respect to 
the inclusion of the remainder of the OGA golf course property within the Woodburn 
UGB, and support the Planning Commission's decision to include that property. 

Since the closing of the record last mon~ we have had discussions with Jim Mulder 
regarding a potential change in the staff recommendation to the City Council with 
respect to the inclusion of the entire go~f course property. If the City Council decides 
to consid~r changing the boundaries of the proposed UGB expansion due to a change 
in the staff recommendation after the close of the record, it is our understanding that 
the City Council will re-open the record so that affected parties may comment on the 
new proposal. Othernrise, we would be unfairly prejudiced due to the denial of an 
opportunity Lo provide comments on the new proposal during the open record period. 

~lXL--
Roger A. Alfred 

RAA:djf 
cc: Renaissance Homes 

Mike Robinson 
5 
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WOODBURN 
0 R E G 0 N 

Incorporated 1889 

June 15, 2005 

Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 
Marion County Public Works Dept./Planning Division 
555 Court Street NE 
PO Box 14500 
Salem, OR 97309 

Re: Responses to Co~ments on Woodburn Periodic Review Amendments 

Dear Les: 

1 appreciate receiving your letter, dated March 21, 2005, providing comments on the 
proposed periodic review amendment package. The city has worked diligently to address 
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 the 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 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 conta ined in the 

Community Develo pmen t D epartment 

270 :Hcnr~cmery :)rr~~ ~ • \~'J,,,/lmm, Orl~•'ll '110/1 
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Woodburn Development Ordinance are positive approaches to efficiently plan for 
land use and locational needs, and the County is supportive of these 
amendments. 

Response: Your support is appreciated. We agree that Woodburn's nodal 
development, industrial reserve, riparian and wetland conservation, and interchange 
management area represent creative solutions to land use efficiency, transportation 
and natural resource management issues that affect both the city of Woodburn and 
Marion County. These provisions also are responsive to the direction established by 
Woodburn's 2001 Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and 2002 Economic 
Development 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, 
Woodburn is 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 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. 

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. 

!Volume 

Page 

4. Commercial Land Use goals and policies that encourage the inti// and 
redevelopment 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 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 
1518 2 



Response: Your support is appreciated. Our goal is to encourage more intensive 
redevelopment of existing commercial areas, and to encourage livabable 
neighborhoods centered arou~d viable neighborhood commercial centers. 

5. Incorporation of the City's May 2001 Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and 
Economic Development Strategy as part of the Wopdburn Comprehensive Plan. 
The economic development strategy commits the City to provide the 
infrastructure and land ba$e to attract higher paying jobs, provide for the 
employment n9eds of the Woodburn area, utilize any comparative advantages 
the city enjoys such as its location, target specific industries desirable to the city, 
educate and train the local labor force, improve the quality of lift;J for residents, 
assist local business development, prevent the redesignation and parcelization 
of industria/lands, utilize master planning as a tool to efficiently use designated 
industria/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. · 

Response: Your support is appreciated. By reserving designating sites for targeted 
industries within the Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR), and by requiring retention of 
sites within the SWIR exclusively for targeted industries, Woodburn inte.nds to 
implement the recommendations of the EOA and EDS approved by the City Council in 
2002. -

i.~ .. • 4. 

Woodburn Development Ordinance 

1. New nodal residential zone designations to implement the new plan 
designations. New land efficiency measures that provide for infi/1, 
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 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. 

Response: You r support is appreciated. Volume __ s __ 
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2. New industrial overlay zone for the proposed southwest indqstrial reserve area. 
Th9 zone provides for the retention of specific parcel sizes, prevents the 
redesignation and use of industria/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 thes~ 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. 

Response: You are correct in noting that land within the SWIR may only be used for 
·targeted industries, following annexation, and based on an approved master plan. 
Because land wi~hin the SWJ~ may be used for one of two purposes- targeted industry 
development (on individual sites or within master planned parks) or agriculture- it is 
reasonable to conclude that such land will be retained in agricultural use until 
developed for industrial uses allowed within the SWIR district. 

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 
cqncepiua/ 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. 

Response: A master plan for the entire SWIR district is required as part of the 
annexation application process for land within the SWIR. The master plan must (a) 
demonstrate how lot sizes called for in the SWIR can be provided for designated 
properties; (b) how sanitary sewer, water, stormwater, and transportation facilities can 
be provided efficiently to the entire SWIR area; and (c) how access to individual 
properties and designated employment parks can be provided consistent with the TSP. 
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The master plan is conceptual and may be adjusted by the prop~rty owner, so long as 
minimum lot sizes required by the SWIR·are maintained, and efficiency of service to 
neighboring properties is not jeopardized. 

. . 
The purpose of Policy E.2.2 is to allow the County to comment on the implications of 
the proposed master plan, especially in terms of County transportation policies. 

3. The Riparian Corridor and Wetland Overlay Zone provides protection standards 
for 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 City'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. 

Response: Your support is appreciated. The intent of these regulations is to clearly 
map land that may be developed for urban uses, and riparian corridors, floodplains and 
wetlands that require protection. 

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 tor the progress it would make towards maintaining and improving the 
'.Jransportation 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 1-5 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 Buttevil/e 
Road. The County will continue to coordinate with the City on transportation 
issues and projects within the Woodburn area. 

Response: Your support is appreciated. We appreciate the County's productive 
involvement in the development of the Woodburn TSP. 

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 recognizes that 
the City shall be the provider of public water, sanitary sewer, storm water, and 
transportation facilities within the urban growth boundary unless otherwise 
agreed to by the City, County and any other applicable party. The City is also 
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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. 

Response: Your support is appreciated. We look forward to continued coordination 
with the County, especially regarding stormwater management and transporation 
planning. 

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 wfth 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 applicabl$ 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 Jand 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. 

AdditionaJ/y, 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. 

Thank you for recognizing the City's efforts to incorporate goals and guidelines from the 
Marion County Growth Management Framework Plan into the 2005 Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan. We look forward to working closely with you and your Board in 
amending the current intergovernmental agreement. 

Volu.rne 

Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Amendment Proposal 
Reviewing 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 
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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 746 acres of buildable lands 
within the existing UGB identified in the City's 2002 Buildable Lands Inventory. 

The Plan proposal is base,d 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 additional 
4, 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/and, 108 acres of medium density residential /and, 6 
acres of public/semi-public lands, 108 acres of commercial/and and 127 acres of 
industrial/and. 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/and (520 acres of low 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 13 acres are 
commercial exception lands. In rough land totals, approximately 1100 acres of 
residential/and (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/and (259 acres of low 
density residential, 178 acres of nodal/ow density residential, 66 acres of 
medium density, 51 acres of nodal medium density) and an additiona/210 acres 
of public/semi-public lands which are accommodated on residential lands. 

Response: . I agree that the UGB land needs assessment is complex and appreciate 
your efforts to summarize figures found in various documents provid~d by Winterbrook 
Planning. 

At my request, the residential land needs and supply comparisons have been clarified 
in the 2005 Buildable Land Inventory and 2005 Residential Land Needs Analysis, as 
well as the 2005 UGB Justification Report. The 2005 BLI includes modifications to the 
proposed UGB. Please refer to these documents for more in-depth detail. A summary 
of 2020 residential land needs versus supply follows: 
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The existing UGB contains 511 net buildable acres of residential land. Identified land 
needs thro~gh the Year 2000 total736 net buildable acres. This leaves a total deficit of 
225 net buildable residential acres. 

Nodal LOA 0 186 (186) 
MDR 108 69 39 . 
Nodal MDR 0 54 (54) 
VMU 0 0 · a 
Public I Semi-Public 210 (210) 
tTotals 511 736 (225) 

After Comprehensive Plan designation and UGB changes proposed by the 2005 Plan, 
(including reallocation of existing lands inside the UGB to nodal designations, a new 
street system including new arterial streets, and UGB expansion), the residential land 
comparison looks like this: 

Plan Designation Net Buildable Net Buildable Preferred Scenario 
Acre Supply Acre Need Acres Surplus 

(Deficit) 
LOR (Low Density 371 217 154 Residential) 
Nodal LOR 220 186 34 
MDR (Medium Density 72 69 3 Residential) 
Nodal MDR 73 54 19 
VMU (Vertical Mixed NA NA 0 Use)" 
Public and Semi-Public 
(Including Schools, Parks 0 210 (210) 
and Religious Institutions) 
All Residential 736 736 0 

This comparison assumes inclusion of adjacent residential exceptions areas, and 
accounts for the residential units within these areas by reducing LOR need. 

As a result of minor changes to the UGB recommended to the City Council, the 2005 
Comprehensive Plan provides exactly the net buildable acreage identified in the 2005 
Residential Land Needs Analysis. 

Volume 
Page 

Employment land needs are estimated at 627 acres (141 acres of commercial 
land and 486 acres of industrial/and) with industrial/and 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 
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increase of 7, 139 employees was for approximately 369 acres with industrial 
land needs being 224 acres of the total. 

Response: This is correct. Commercial expansion in the 2005 Plan consists of two 
neighborhood commercial nodes in the southwest and north, and a commercial 
exceptions area to the southeast. The commercial expansion totals 32 net buildable 
acres. Industrial land needs are based on providing an adequate supply of suitable 
employment sites, as recommended in the EOA and EDS. 

Industrial Land Needs 
Statewide Planning Goal9 (Economic Development) and corresponding 
Administrative Rule allow for employment land needs to be based on the need to 
provide tor 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 acres in size or more with 
specific target industries requiring sites greater than 50 acres. Overall, the 
majority o; target industries identified by the City require sites in the 5 to 40 acre 
range, with several large manufacturing and high tech industries requiring sites 
over 40 acres. 

The City industrial/and expansion proposal to the southwest (both west and east 
of 1-5) capitalizes on the 1-5 corridor location and proposes a range of sites 
comprising an approximate 440 acre industrial area. The industrial overlay zone 
requires the provision and retention of 11 sites that are 10 acres in size or 
greater, with the largest being one 100 acre site and a 70 acre site. The 
remaining nine sites are between 10 and 25 acres, with provisions for various 
sites under 1 0 acres in size. 

Response: The industrial site allocation within the Southwest Industrial Reserve has 
been clarified and revised, based on comments from you and Geoff Crook at DLCD. 
The current SWIR sites are as follows: 

Tax Lot Buildable Reserved Estimated Site Land Division 
Number(s) Site Acres Site Size Sizes Permitted? 

Ranges 
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.:·, 52W11 Tl300 88 . 25-50 35 Yes, with Master Plan 
10-25 15 approval 

(Darma/OPUS) 10-25 15 
5-10 8 
5-10 8 
2~5 4 
2-5 3 

Subtotals: 59-130 88 
'52W14 TL 200 22 10-25 15 No 
52W14Tl600 5-10 7 
(Weisz) 
Subtotals: 15-35 22 

·West of I-5 Sites 110 74-165 110 See above 
52W13 Tl1100 96 96 96 No, ROW dedication for 
52W14 Tl1500 Southern Arterial and 
52W14 Tl1600 Evergreen 

(Seibel, Gottsacker, Reserved for Arm ~ 300 
Weisz) employees 

52W14Tl800 106 50-100 65 Yes, with Master Plan 
52W14Tl 900 25-50 33 approval; ROW dedication 
52W14 Tl 1000 2-5 4 required 
52W14 Tl 1100 2-5 4 
(Weisz) 50-100 Acre site reserved 
Subtotals: 79-160 106 for Firm > 200 emolovees. 
52W14 Tl1200 4 2-5 4 No 
52W23Tl100 46 25-50 35 Yes, with Master Plan 
(Weisz)_. 5-10 8 approval 

2..:S 3 
Subtotals: 32-65 46 
East of 1-5 Sites 252 209-326 252 No 
Total SWIR 362 283-491 362 

We also note that there is a qualitative component to the land needs assessment. The 
EOA and ECONorthwest's October 2003 industrial siting memorandum note the critical 
importance of location (a) in a master planned business or industrial park and (b) with 
direct access to Interstate 5. Thus, site size is a critical site characteristic- but it is not 
the only component. As described in the revised UGB Justification Report, the SWIR 
includes two master planned employment parks - one on each side of Interstate 5-
that are serviceable within a year following their inclusion within the Woodburn UGB. 

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 
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retained which cannot be reduced in size and may not be flexible to meet the 
needs of targeted industries onqe 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 o to 20 acre range. This would allow the City some 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 tflrgeted 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 Jess 
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/and needs of targeted industries that require sites 
under 10 acres in size. 

Response: We appreciate the County's concern regarding the need to provide 
flexibility for the siting of targeted industrial firms. This concern is ·shared by the Mayor 
and City Council members. The revised SWIR policies and district provide such 
flexibility by allowing for -a range· of parcel sizes in master planned employment parks in 
large tracts adjacent to the existing UGB. Land within designated employment parks 
may be divided into a range of smaller and larger parcels, consistent with an approved 
master plan that retains ·a range of lot sizes consistent with the EOA. However, under 
the Goal 9 Rule, the City is obligated· to protect larger sites (such as the 1 00-acre site 
south of Parr Road) for land-extensive targeted industries that may choose to locate in 
Woodburn. Although there are very few industrial parcels available within the existing 
City Limits that meet the site suitability criteria of targeted industries, we agree that such 
sites must be accounted for in the UGB amendment process, and we do account for 
them. 

Residential Land Needs 
The residential/and 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, in fill 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 
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public/semi-public land needs (210 acres) for its projected 2020 population. 
Currently, there are approximately 520 acres within the current l)oundary 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 residentiaflands in the nodal overlay area and inclusion of reslqential areas . 
around the golf course to the north. The multi-use nature of public lands may be 
somewhat more difficult to account for due to locational factors and the 
neighborhoods that they are intended to serve. 

Response: Residential land need and supply in the 2005 Plan are addressed earlier 
in this letter. The proposed 2005 Plan calls for a UGB expansion of about 930· gross 
acres. There are about 350 gross residential acres, including some of th~ developed 
golf course in Study Area 2, which provide about 250 net buildable residential acres. 
The residential exception area ·is about 120 acres, accommodating about 295 LOR 
units. The SWIR expansion comprises about 410 gross industrial acres. The 
commercial expansion is about 50 gross acres. The UGB expansion proposed in the 
2005 Plan meets - but does not exceed - identified residential needs. 

In determining 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 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 of its population. 
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. 

Response: As the County is aware, household sizes are expected to decrease 
statewide over the next 20 years. Although Woodburn's Year 2000 average household 
size was 3.1 , the comprehensive plan calls for increased employment and educational 
opportunities. As household incomes and individual educational levels increase, there 
is a strong tendency for household sizes to decrease. Also, as noted above, Woodburn 
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projects an increase in multiple family housing, which is al'so characlerized by lower 
household sizes. For these reasons, we have projected that average household size in 
Woodburn will return to the 1990 average of 2.9 persons per household, which is 
considerably higher than the statewide projected household size of approximately 2.5 
persons per household. We believe this is a reasonable projection, and consistent with 
the overall economic and social policy direction found in the Woodburn Comprehensive 
Plan. As a point of comparis(;>n, we note that McMinnville, which also has a large· Latino 
population, based its acknowledged household size projection of 2.54 persons on the 
1990 Census. 

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. 

Response: Your support is appreciated. We agree that ORS 197.298 priorities 
require that exceptions areas be included within UGBs prior to agricultural land. 

2. Expansion of the UGB to the north and southwest to accommodate 
residential/and 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 
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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/and needs are being 
met through the existing residential/and supply within the current UGB and the 
other residential lands peing proposed for addition to the UGB. 

Response: We appreciate the County's support for expansion into the OGA site and 
to the Parr Rc;>ad area~ Unfortunately, the golf course area has a combination of 
orchards and developed. golf course land, located on predominantly Class I and II 
agricuiltural soils. Therefore, we have recommended to the City Council that the 
predominantly Class I soils east of Boone's Ferry Road not be included within the 
Woodburn UGB at this point. 

On the other hand, land to the west of Boone's Ferry Road is of lower agricultural 
quality, with predominantly Class II and Ill agricultural soils. As explained under 
"Residential Land Needs" above, Woodburn's residential land supply within the 
proposed UGB, including the Crosby Road area, barely meets year 2020 residential 
land needs. Furthermore, we barely meet the 2020 residential land need with a plan 
amendment that provides for only a 15 year supply of residential land instead of a 20 

~ year supply, since it is currently 2005. If_ we were to update the 2002 Buildable Lands 
;) Inventory to 2005, it would show we actually have a shortage of residential land for the 

next 20 years to 2025. We respectfully disagree .that the City's residential land needs 
can be met without including the 160 acres within the Crosby Road area. 

3. Expansion of the UGB to the west and southwest to accommodate 
employment/industrial/and needs.· 

The County is supportive of the City's need to expand the UGB to include industrial 
lands to meet the employment needs of the Woodburn area. The County supports 
an expansion to the west and southwest but sees the inclusion of approxima(ely 
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 the site needs of 
targeted industries. As discussed in the section above on Industrial Land Needs, an 
expansion for industria/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/and 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 Butte ville 
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 
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west of Buttevil/e 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. · 

Response: We agree with County staff that the 56-acre site west of Butteville Road 
should not be included within the UGB, because it has predominantly Class II agricultural 
soils and need not be developed in order to serve land with lower priority to the southeast. 
Your comments were reinforced by those of the Oregon Department of Agriculture and 
1000 Friends. · 

However, for reasons stated in the May 2005 UGB Justification Report, much of the 
industrial land in the Highway 99E area either dqes not meet identified ~ite suitability 
criteria for targeted industries, or is being held for future industrial expansion by existing 
industrial firms. The need for approximately 400 acres of industrial land with 1-5 access is 
justified by the . City's EOA and an October 2003 ECONorthwest industrial siting 
memorandum. The SWIR discussion in this letter includes revisions to the SWIR tables 
documenting how land Wlthin the SWIR will be retained for site sizes called for in these 
documents. 

As you may be aware, the City Council has provided an opportunity for additional written 
testimony to be submitted before they make a decision regarding the proposed periodic 
review amendments. The deadline for additional written testimony is 5:00p.m. on June 27, 
2005. 

I appreciate the thoughtful approach exhibited in your March 21 letter. As you can see, we 
have incorporated many of your suggestions into the City's revised proposal. Thanks again 
for your continued assistance. If you have any questions regarding this matter, please 
contact me at (503) 982-5246. 

Sincerely, 

1C0Uulfn~ / rn Mulder 
:Community Development Director 
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Incorporated 1889 

June 15, 2005 

Geoff Crook 
Willamette Valley Regional Rep. 
DLCD 
635 Capitol St., NE, Suite 150 
Salem, OR 97301-2540 

Re: Responses to DLCD Comments on Woodburn Periodic Review Amendments 

Dear Geoff: 

1 appreciate receiving your letter, dated March 16, 2005, providing comments on the 
proposed periodic review amendment package. The city has worked diligently to address 
your comments. The following responses are provided to your comments in the same 

, order as outlined in your letter. 

' Goall- Public: Involvement 

Citizen lnvolvtrmrot 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 program. 

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 futu re 
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 citizens to be involved in all phases of the [land use] the planning 

Community Development Department 
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process." The goal requires the governing body of each city to develop a citizen 
involvement program and to establish an officially recognized citizen involvement 
committee to assist it in developing and maintaining the program. The city's planning 
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 Use " section of the comprehensive plan contains the following statement 
under the heading "I. 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 
policies 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. In the existing 
program, the Planning Commission is Woodburn's citizen involvement committee. 
Mailed notice was sent to all property owners within the City and in 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· Lllod Use Plmnnlng 

Urban Growth Management Agreement 
The department understands the city is curreqtly 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 -arc required prior to department approval of the 
city's work program. This is work task 9 of the city•s work program. 

The City will submit the adopted UGMA to DLCD with ·submittal of the adopted plan 
amendment package. 

Goal ·5- Open Spa~es, Scenle and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources 

Riparian Corridors and Wetlands OAR 6<iQ.023..QQ90-100 
Tho department commends the city's fonnation or a Riparian Corridor and Wetlands 
Overlay District (RCW). The city should provide deflnitioDI in its code for the terms 
"undeveloped floodplains," and "100-year floodplain outSide of developed areu." 
Although the "general location,. of the RCW district is mapped, witbout clear definitions 
for these. terms then may be instances where the intent or application of the overlay 
district is ambiguous; 

The boundaries of the RCW are revised to read: 

11The general location of the Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Overlay District 
(RCWOD) is shown on the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Map and the Woodburn 
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 
properties identified as vacant or partly vacant on the 2005 Woodburn Buildable 
Lands Inventory. Where a signifi~ant 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 1 00-year floodplain. 
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Groundw\!ter Resources= OAR 660·23-0140 
In the water plan oftllc city's public facilities plan (PFP), it is noted that a Source Water 
Protection Plan for sta.to certification has been developed to protect the city's drinking 
water supplies.• However, in its response to Goal 11 and the PFP work tasl4 the city has 
noted in its findings: "Woodburn bas not opted to delineate a wellhead,protection area for 
welts or well fields."1 If a source water protection plan has been prepared, the 
department will need a copy as part of this periodic review ~ubmittal. 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 classi tied 
groundwater area and so is not subject to mandatory Goal S protections as a significant 
resource. 

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 zona 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 obtain 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. 

Coal 9. Economic Development 

Commitment to provide adeguat~ sites and facilities <OAR 66().009-QQ20<2lCbU 
W oodbum needs to provide a rationale for approximately 65 net buildable acres of land 
"unretained'• within ~ Southwest Industrial Reservc·overlay (SWIR).3 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 
have identified there is not a need. The SWIR site requirements table should also ;u:oount 
for tax lot 52 W14-1200 (adjacc:nt to Buttcvillc Road and l-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 Table 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 105 acres. Thus, 

1 Please note that these site suitability criteria are found in the master-planned SW IR 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, wh ich 
often are reserved for future expansion or storage. Vacant parcels are scattered unevenly amongst 
developed industrial parcels. 
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the overall estimated acreage needs equal the suni of the estimated average site sizes. 
As sumr:narized in Table 1, there is an estimated (demonstrated) need for 486 acres, in 42 
sites averaging 11.6 acres, with sites ranging from 1 to 100+ acres in size. 

Table 1. Summary of estimated industrial site needs 
by size, Woodbllm 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 

5-10 7 6.0 56.0 

2-5 10 ~ 4.0 40.0 

less than 2 15 1.0 15.0 

Totai/Averase 42 11.6 486.0 
Source: ECONorthwest 

In response to the Department's concerns, Winterbrook Planning has revised SWIR tables 
in th~ 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 industria] 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 
(52W·11 TL 300; and 52 W14 Tls 800, 900, 1000 and 1100) are located adjacent to the 
existing Urban Growth Boundar)'. As noted in the Public Facilities Plan (PFP), urban 
servic·es· 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 
SWIR "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 firm 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 5-1 0 or 10-25 acre 
range) . If a few large users were to occupy a site intended for employment park use, then this medium 
sized need may be transferred to another tract following amendment to the comprehensive plan and 
WDO. 
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more likely that the tax lot will develop as an industrial subdivision, with lot sizes 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 1 0-25 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 (e.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 other hand, 
based on testimony received from WINCO, Tax Lot 52W11 0100 has been removed frorri 
the SWIR tables, because the existing WI NCO warehouse extends on to this· parcel, and 
the company has indicated its intent to expand its operations in the near term. The 
consolidated Tax Lot 0100 now has 82 acres, 74 acres of which have been developed by 

, WINCO. 

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 WINGO's expansion is imminent. 

2. Contrary to the claims made during the public review process by 1 000 Friends, the 
City needs large industrial sites in the 50-1 00 acre range. Had the City relied on 
existing sites along Highway 99E as suggested by 1000 Friends, WI NCO would not 
have located in Woodburn. 

3 
In fact, all but one of the "partially vacanr industrial parcels within the existing UGB have substantial 

improvements along the primary street access, with undeveloped land lo the rear or side of the improved 
portion of the site. Since these owners have not partitioned off 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 expansion. 
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Tndustrial site serviceability (QAR 660-009-0025<3)) 
The Goal 9 rule requires that the city• s pu~lie facilities phm demonstrate how a short· 
tenn supply of new industrial and commercial sjtes will be 5crvicea,bl~' The PFP needs 
to map and identify needed facilities over tho 20-year plaMing period to serve nt.'W 
employment lands, and specifically demonstrate that" three-year supply of serviceable 
sites arc S(heduled for each year, incl.udins the final y~ar. of tho sliort-tcrin element of the 
plan.' . 

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, tho nlle does not make a distinction between initial and subsequent 
periodic reviews that would exempt the city from meeting this requirement. Such a 
distinction baa been. relied on, in ettor, in the city's findings or fact} Therefore, to 
comply with the rule tho city's plan needs to ·provide specific information regarding a 
three· year supply of serviceable sites over tho short-term (S-years). This infonnation 
should be incorporated into the city's PFP (work program subtask 3a). 

It makes good policy sense for the City to identify serviceable sites as defined in the Goa! 
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 commerciaVresidential subdivision to the north of the Weisz 
site (Capital Development) has resulted 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. 

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

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

site acres. ami incomplete and/or inconsistent data for retention of various site 
SIZes. 

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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,.. • ln the text 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 jlv~ felt sites of Z5 
acres or larger and at /ea$1 one Jite larger than I 00 acres. • 

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

• ·The following c-<>rrection in the UGB Justification Report needs to be made: 
reference: to OR.S 197.212 on pages Sand 6 should read ORS 197.711. 

• 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 BOA and other supporting documentation. 

Identified inconsistencies have been corrected in the May 2005 UGB Justification Report. 

Goal It· Pub lie Fa~Ultla aad Senic~ 

Required elements of Public Facilities Plan· OAR 660-011..0010 
The city's public fbcilities plan (PFP) identifies that service capacity needs can be met 
through year 202(). However, while many of the required element& of the PFP arc 
included in the dra1\. or ita supplement, .UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, this 
infonnation is not well organized or is incomplete. 

General 
• The PFP needs to be updated to reflect current infonnatioo on facility 

construction and planned facilities within the existing UGB, as well as for 
proposed expansion areas includ.cxl in the city's plan amendment. Unlike for 
wastewater facilities, the PFP does not provide the timing, cost and location for 
significant water and stonn water facilities necessary to setvc future 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 conveyance will require additional in-depth analysis (as development 
progresses in "new parcels"), 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 
regulations 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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• The PFP does not provide an adequate inventory and assessment of existing 
facilities. 

Inventory of existing facilities is indicated in revised tables included in the Plan. 

• The UGB expansion area reports indicate that the regions were analyzed 
independent of other proposed regions, and that the analysis is b~d 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. 

Timing and sequence are described in the Appendix. 

• Policy statcmenb designating tho 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-ll-004S. 

This will be addressed in the revised UGMA and will be submitted with the PFP to LCDC. 

·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 until2010.9 

However, the city's findings indicate all expansion areas arc "readily serviceable'' 
(althoushno 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-term 
supply of serviceable industrial sites (OAR 660-009-0025(3)). 

Wi\terplan 
• PFP text indicates four new wells are needed to increase capacity, yet table 12-lA 

shows sLx wells proposed (PFP, page 1). 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 plilllts, yet table 12- 1 B shows two storage projects to be built in 2004 
(PFP, page 13). !s this information 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 Projects;' shows 10 projects, 
only two of which are future projects. This table should be updated to show 
planned projects, particularly th6sc identified for future planned growth in 
proposed expansion areas (PFP, page l 5). 

. . 

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 discusse.s distribution system improvements required. 

• The text indicates that the plan does not include project costs for projects in areas 
to be developed into the ruture, and notes that the plans included in '<chapter 1 0" 
show posaib Jc pipe sizes and locations. This information is necessary to include in 
the PFP (PFP, 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 p tan (PFP, page 16), state$ that expansion areas to be developed in tho 
fUture are essentially "unknowns" and, therefore, capital improvements for these 
areas will be planned for lat~. This is ~unter to the _purpose and intent of Goal 
11. Case la.w has also detennined it is not sufficient to simply demonstrate that 
current services and facilities a.rc adcquat~ to service ex_pansion aieas; plans must 
show that they can provide services into the futuro. J1 

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. 

Correctio~ 

• Project descriptions and/or costs do not consistently match information found in 
the UGB expansion analysis (Findings of Fact. page: 195). 

This has been corrected. 

• Facility and cost information is not provided for Area 1 in the analysis of UGB 
expansion areas (Findings of Fact. page 195). 

This has been corrected. 

• The findings indicate that the "City shall adopt a growth control ordinance" to 
insure that the city's growth docs not exceed its ability to proviue public services 
(Findings of Fact. page 162). What is the status 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 approval criteria in the WOO to 
·'::1 implement the growth manager:nent goals and policies. As part of the 2005 amendment 

package, these goals, policies and annexation criteria have been modified consistent with 
economic development objectives, SWIR master planning provisions, and the CitY,s 2005 
Public Facilities Plan. · 

• Schools: There are discrepan<:ies in the record concerning land needs for futu{C 
schools that need to be corrected and clarified. The Residential land Needs 
Analysis shows a need of 175 acres by 2020 with an unmCt need of 60 acres for 
schoo1s.11 The Revised UGB Justification Report indicates there ia a need for 
223 acres by2023, with an unmet need of 108 acres.u A similar inconsistency is 
located in the Findings of Fact under ··schools'' (pago 185} and in the 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 indicated a need for new elementary and high 
schools by the Year 2023. ln. order for the schools to be operational by the Year 2023, the 
land must be purchased, 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. 

GGalll- Transportation System Plaa 

The department provided comments on the city·~ 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 tho ordinance (page 9-5) and in the TSP 
(Figure 7-2). The city has atk>pted three local street standards as follows: 

• Local Residential with parking both sides: pavement width of 34 ·.ROW of60'; 
• Local Residential with parldng one side: pavement widlh of 29 •. ROW of 50'; 
• Local Residmtial with no parking: pavement width of 24 ',ROW of 50. 

There is no description or criteria to dt!cide 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. 
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However, local govemments should also allow a narrower street with parking on both 
sides for local streets that carry lower volumea of traffic. Alternatively, the department 
has approved (or is in the process of approving) some local government standards for 32-
foot wide local streets that provide curb 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). 

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 narrqw, .at the time of pre-app. Based on the opportunities and 
constraints of a particular site, 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). 
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Block lengths 
r It does not appear lhc city h~_ modified its block length standard. The standard is 

described on page 2·20 as follows: 

.. Block le,gth shall not be less Jhwt 200feet and not more than 600feet. EXCEPTwhere 
the dimefl.fion.s und alignment of existing blocks and slreet.s adjacenl to or in the viciniry 
of a proposed $Ubdivision. topography, adequate lot size, or need for trafflc flow warrant 
other dimeruions. 11te maximum block length shall 110t exceed 1,200 feet. ,. 

The city's latest responso 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 occommodated.14 The Jetter also claims the city has found the 
existing language effcx:tive. · ·· 

This language is clearly ambiguous 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. topography in W oodbwn should simply not be an issue in terma of 
dcterminini gradca and conn~tions for street.s. Also, "adequate lot size" should not be & 

significant factor to determine whether a block is 600 Ceet or 1,200 feet long. Similarly, 
instead of''traf.fic:: tlow," the language would be improved to read .. ~ess 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 infonnation from the city about its existing code language 
and its effectiveness 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 dimensions and alignment of existing blocks and streets 
adjacent to or in the vicinity of a proposed subdivision, or consideration of access 
management policies on arterials warrant other dimensions. The maximum block length 
shall not exceed 1 ,200 feet." 

Goall4: Urbanization 

Goal14 provides ·•seven factors" to evaluate a proposed change in the urban growth 
boundary. The city nee4s to demonstrate it has fully considered each factor in its 
response to the goal requirements. The department wants to emphasize the im portance of 
this step and providing detailed responses in it3 justification for the UGB amendment. 

Factors 1 & 2 - Demonstrated need to accommodale long range urban population 
growth requirements consistent with LCDC goals; Need for hous ing, employment 
opporttmities, and livability: 

Tables in the Findings of Fact (page 89 and 107) show different numbers of vacant 
indwtrial parcels available within the existing UGB. This infonnation pulled into the 

Findings of Fact from the Buildable Lands Inventory is not consistent and coul d j ustify 
less industrial land bei ng retained as part of the proposed UGB expansion based on site 
requirements tor 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 Goal 14 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- Maximum efficiency of land uses with and on the fringe of the existing urban 
area. 

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

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 1988M2002. 
Overall, Woodburn has averaged 7.2 dwelling units per net buildable ·acre4

: 

• Detached single-family housing aclcounted for 43o/o 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 
t• 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 t 1988 2002 a e : c a eve opmen M 

Type Units Percent Net Acres Net Density 
SFR 950 ~3% 157.0 6.05 ° 

MFA 679 31% 141.6 16.31 
Dup ;32 1% 2.5 12.56 
MH 1523 24% 100.1 [5.23 
rrotal j2184 100% ~01.2 ~.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. 
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} : Source: · City of Woodburn; Winterbrook Planning; McKeever·Morris 
"· t· w;: 

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 density within: 

• Downtown Woodburn- where housing above retail is permitted outright. The 
BLI assumes that 100 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 dwelling units 
per acre, whereas Nodal MDR allows a maximum of 24 dwelling l,Jnits 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 square feet (up te> 10.9 dwelling units per net buildable acre}. 

The 2005 BLI describes vacant, partially vacant, and potentially redevelopable industrial 
and commercial parcels within the existing UGB. You are correct that the BU 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 existing 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 vaca:nt parcels, and therefore 
conceivably could be "assembled." The table -below describes each of these parcels. 

Tax Lot ID Parcel Size Assembled Parcel Size 
051 W08A 00800 1.18 
051W08A 01200 1.13 2.31 

051 W 08B 02000 1.62 
051W08B 02100 1.15 2 .77 

051W08B 01500 2.15 
051 W08BC00500 2.58 4.73 

However, assembling these parcels to achieve a needed site 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 probable 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 
UGB. All but one of the landowners stated an intent to use the land for future expansion or 
keep it for its existhig 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. 

Correction 
• Findings of Fact, page 197- ORS 197.232 is an incorreet statutory citation. The 

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

As indicated in the May 2005 UGB Justification Report, the City is now relying on the new 
Goal14 (Urbanization) adopted by LCDC on April28, 2005. The new Goal14 makes it 
clear that the Goal 2 exceptions process no longer applies to UGB amendments. 

Factor. 6- Retention of agricultural/and as defined. with Clan I being the hlgh~t priority 
. and Class VI the lowest priority: and ORS 197.198. 

Goal 14, Factor 6 and OlU 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 requiremen~ and factor 6, has a corresponding response. 

Study areas 2 and 1 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-ma.'<imize 
efficiency'' finding is on its face, and without further explanation, insufficient to satisfy 
this criterion. Por Study Area 7, findings also need to spedfically indicate why 
additional class m and IV soils in thi.s 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 1 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 farmland possible white including lhe lowest soil classes in a feasible 
UGB configuration 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. Winterowd offered specific 
recommendations to address the relationship 'between 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 Goal14, Factor 6 .8 

- I • i>_ ,; 

North Study Area 2. Study Area 2 includes the second largest copcentr~tion of. Class. Ill 
agricultural soils7 within the eight study areas. considered for UG~ expansion. This Class 
Ill area is located southeast of the 1-5/ Crosby Road intersection. An area of Class II soils 
lies between the Class 'Ill soil area and the UGB. In orqer to provide sanitary sewer, water 
and transportation facilities to the Class Ill area, Class II land must be included within the 
UGB as allowed under ORS 197.298(3)(c). Boones Ferry Road and Crosby Road are 
shown in the draft TSP as minor arterials that must be extended to serve the area with 
Class II soils. As shown on aerial photographs and approved development plats, the only 
street access available to the proposed UGB expansion area west of. Boones Ferry Road Is 
a local street, which is incapable of handling the large volumes of traffic that would re~ult 
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 le'g of the: 1-5 
Interchange, and Crosby Road provides an excellent buffer between prop<?se<;t ~urpan 
residential land and farm land to the north. Thus, Class II agricultural 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 agriq.lltural operations, 
and ensuring maximum efficiency of land use, as authorized under Goal 14, Factors 1-4 

·and ORS 197.298(3)(c)). 

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 51 W6E 501 ). Although 
some of this Class I area is occupied by a golf course, some would be developed for 
residential use if included 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 "speqific 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 physical constraints; or 
(c) Maximum efficiency of land uses requires inclusion of lower priority lands in order to include or 

to provide services to higher priority lands." 
6 Under the new Goal14, Factor 6 no longer exists, although ORS 197.298 is explicitly 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 predominantly 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· 
1 000 Friends during the public hearing process. With respect to the industrial land near 1-
5, we are now recommending that the 56-acre SWIR parcel (Study Area 2, eastern portion 
of 52W14 1300- predominantly Class II agricultural soils) west of Butteville Road be 
removed from the proposed UGB, to be replaced by a· 50-acre parcel (52W23 0100 -
predominantly Class Ill agricultural 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 
Goal 1.4, Factor4 (an issue raised by the Oregon Department of Agriculture), the loss 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 Ill {rather than 
Class I or II) - agricultural soils. 

Correction 
• Correction on findings of Fact, page 211. The referenced ' 'Table 13•• is missing. 

and should be labeled aa Table I 0, 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 7- Compatibility of the proposed urban rises with agricultural activitie.f. 

Based on Wintcrbrook's response to the department's April2004 comment letter, and as 
discussed i.n our March 10, 2005 meeting. the city needs to docum~t its intent and 
approac~ to establisl\ "right to farm'' covenants that would deed-restrict residential 
''edge .. properties proposed in expansion areas to lbe north of the city (Study Area 2). 
Such an approach would also bo appropriate for residcntilll edge properties planned for in 
the southwest part ofthe city (Study Area 7). In its response letter to the city, 
Winterbrook wrote: 

•'A.t indicated under Goal U.factor 5 discwsion we agreed that additional information 
related to thtst Goal2 standiUdr will fur provided in the Goal I 4 analysu and in 
finding.~. We will consider requiring th• property owner to sign a ••rtght to farm" 
covenant a.J a condition of annualion of residenliaJ land that u adjacent to the UGB. "1 1 

This action would be arespo050 to Goall4, Foetor 7, but also to Goal-2 (standard 4), to 
demonstrate .. measures have been taken to reduce adverse impacts" from residential 
development on adjacent agricultural practices. The department believes this approaclt 
would effectively addless 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 of Fact, p~gc l97- 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 of Fact, (page 211) under the Goal14 
analysis, Agricultural Soils and Classifications Summary, and should be relabeled 
"Table to:• 

• Findings of Fact. page 193, correct heading to •·factor 3- Orderly and economic 
provision 2.fpublic facilities and services>? 

The above corrections will be incorporated into the final UGB Justification Report. 

Proposed Goal and Polley Amendments 

1. Policy Table 1, p 7: Some of the stated density ranges don't appear to be 
consistent with tho 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 sqUMe feet. yields 14.52 dulgross 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 Winterbrook 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 we.re interior 
lots. 

• We can use the Nodal MDR concern as an example of this corner lot effect. The 
Nodal MDR plan designation allows 10-24 dwelling units per net buildable acre. 
Apartments typically are not constructed on individual lots 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, and3,600 square·feet for 
corner lots, at a maximum of 13.6 dwelling units per acre, given 200' block 
lengths (2 corner lots for every 4 interior lots). Duplexes are also allowed at 
4,000 square feet per unit i~ this zone, which would provide a.maximum density 
of 10.9 du per net buildable acre. However, we do not anticipate entire blocks of 
duplex dwellings. The minimum density is 80°/o of the maximum allowed density, 
which provides a minimum density of about 1 0 du per net buildable acre for 
duplexes and rowhouses, and 19 dwelling units per net buildable acre for 
apartments. 

• The RS 1 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 
Comprehensive Plan tables have been revised to reduce confusion on this 
issue. 

• There seems to be some confusion about "ner 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 section. p S - last sentence, and Review. Revision and Update section. 
p 11, 2nd and 4

111 
sentences: ll appears that "Comprehensive Plan" should replace 

.. Uind Use Plan." · 

This has been corrected. 

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

This has been corrected. 
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::.. Proposed Land Use Zoning Draft Amendments ';;il ,. 

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

1. Section 2.1Q2,07F. l. Lnndsccmina and Sidewalks (RS Zonel: These regulations 
alJQw an option of either cwb-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•a final draft Transportation System.Ptan. 

The city's policy is to require property line sidewalks wherever feasible. This is supported 
by the TSP crass 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 2.105.05 C. 1. L 2 £CO Zone) and Section 2.1 06.05 C. 2. a. 2) CCG Zone): · 
Setting a ~imum Cront setback is good. but 150 feet is a ver)' large standard. 
No parking i& allowed in the front setback, which is appropriate, so it seems 
counter-productive and ]and intensive to al.low buildings to be sited so far back 
from the street. 

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. 

3. Section 2.108.06 A. 3. (NNC Zone)j Setting a building size limit is a good id~ 
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 busin.esst:s totaling 180,000-
300,000 square f~ which is excessive for achieving the benefits of successful 
neighborhood nodal development. The single business size limit could be 
reduced to 5,000-lO,OOO 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 smail 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 2.108.06 A. 1. <NNC Zone): Similar to the previous comment, 15 acres is 
too larfe a maximum site size for the NNC zone. NC zone sites arc typically 3-S 
acres .. 1 

Neighborhood commercial zones vary widely from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, depending on 
the function of the zone. 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 
offic~ development. A site of 3-5 acres is insufficient to meet this need. The NNC zone 
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. 

S. Cb<mter 2.110 UL Zone): Woodburn has no Heavy or General Industrial Zone, 
just the IP ZoM and IL Zones. The n. allows heavy industrial uses and so should 
be rcnamc4 to General Induslrial. 

The IL zone allows some heavy industrial uses as conditional uses instead of creating 
another zoning district, such as a Heavy or General Industrial zone, to allow such uses as 
permitted uses. The city's 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 (A) )(P/SP Zone): Missing word: '1'argeted industries and 
services identified in Table 2.1.21 are allowed in the SWIR .. . .'" 

This has been corrected. 

7. Section 2,11 ~ .03 A. <RSN Overlay): Missing word: •• ... are allowed in the RSN 
Overlay District .. . " 

This has been corrected. 

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 lot$ but excessive for rear alley-accessed 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 ove rlays, 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 
PUD 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. 

As you may be aware, the City Council has providE:)d an opportunity for additional written 
testimony to be submitted before they make a decision regarding the proposed periodic 
review amendments. The deadline for additional written testimony is 5:00p.m. on June 27, 
2005. 

Thank you for your comments and continued assistance. As you can see, we have 
incorporated many of your suggestions into 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, 

~~ 
Mulder 

mmunity Development Director 
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REAl. EsTATE & DEVEtoeMENT 

Ridgefield growth continues with.· 330-acre ·mixed-use proied 
BY KENNEDY SM.ITI! 
Daily Journal of Qmrmem: 

After announcing several commercial and 
industrial projects totaling 335,000 square 
feet either under way or proposed - as well as 
predicting an influx of business growth com
plemented by a surge of residential develop
ment in the area - Ridgefield, Wash., has 
been steadily gaining a reputation as the neXt: 
commercial and residential hub of Clark 
County. 

Now, the town located 10 miles north of 
Vancouver has another development in the 
works, this time in the forrn of ·a 330-acre 
commercial and residential mixed-use proj
ect. 

The Schuck Corp., a. Colorado Springs, 
Colo.-based devcloper, is ca.llihg the. Union 
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Ridge development the largest in the region. 
Schuck Corp. purchased the property now 

called Union Ridge in late 2000, and after a 
period of preparation with city officials and 
citizens, a site plan for the mixed-use eoncept 
including retail, cornmerdal; office,. industri~ 
aJ·and housing was completed. 

.J.2.2!!.ar Tree Stores Inc. wa5 the first to de
velop at" Union Ridge: The nation's leading · 
operator of discount variety sto~ complet
ed construction of its $40 million distribu
tion center in mid-2004 and currently em
ploys more than 100 residents. The 650,oo0• 
square-foot center-:- the largesfstructure in 
Clark County- will now be open for tours. 

"This is the next step for development at 
Union Ridge," said Bart Phillips, president of 
the Columbia River Economic Development~ 
Council, publidprivate ~artrierShip that en~ 

. ·· .. · .. • . ..... · 

c:ourages b~esses to relocat.e or expand in 
Clark Count}'. "(Union Ridge) is~ on .its 
way to becoming a significant economic en-
gine for the region." · . 
. Other area projects .that Ridgefield has re

cently aruiounced include a 104,000-square
foot office, warehouse and production build-. 
ing for PaCific Power Products; a 35,640-
square-foot educational training bU,ilding on 
29 acres for · the s~nth Day Adventist 
Church North Pacific Union Conference; a 
three-building, 50,000-square-foOt industrial 
condominium complex. by Hinton Develop
·ment Corp. of Vancouver; and a 19,000-
square-foot office and'retail building east of 

· state Route 501 and south of 56th Pfu.ce. 
. ' The city has been reviewing additional 

plan~ for subdivisions and other coiiunerc:ial 
developm~t,.the city i-epoited. · 

. . . . . . 

Additionally, Ridgefidd recently received 
$9 million iil federal funding for the Pioneer 
Street/state Route-SOl interchange replace
ment project ·in anticipation of popUlation 
groWth over the next 20 years. 

During the next 20 years, Ridgefield is set 
to grow from a population of 2,900 to more 
than 25,000, with an ·employment b~ of 
more than 16,000 new jobs over the same 
amount of time, · according to . the city of 
Ridgefield's Web site. 
To accommodate expected residential 

growth, the city has approved nearly 1,100 
new residential lots with 400 more lots cur~ 
rently under review. 

kennedy Smith CIMlrs commertiol ~ estal!l, low ll1d firm:e fullhe Do~ 
fy Journal of Commerce. She con be reoched by e-riloil at 
kmdv~.COOl (J by phone ot 503-221·331( 
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INTRODUCTION 

The City of Woodburn is reviewing land use inside its urban growth boundary (UGB) to 
determine how much land is available for residentialt commercial, industrial, and 
public/semipublic use. This technical report addresses Task 4 of the City of Woodburn's revised 
Periodic Review Work Program by revising methodology used in the 2000 Buildable Lands 
Inventory performed by McKeever/Marris and creating a new Buildable Lands Inventory based 
on Woodburnt s new zoning codet the revised methodology consistent with ORS 197 t and site
specific review of actual development. 

This work was funded in part by a Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) 
periodic review grant. To address Task 4 of this grant, the City contracted with Winterbrook 
Planning to prepare an inventory of buildable lands inside the UGB. This inventory consists of a 
GIS database that contains area per tax lot by comprehensive plan designation and by existing 
zoningt less constraints such as natural resources and infrastructure (streets/easements). 

This information contained in this technical report will be useful in addressing: 
• Statewide Planning Goal 9 (Economic Development) 
• Statewide Planning Goal I 0 (Housing); 
• Statewide Planning Goall2 (Transportation); 
• Statewide Planning Goal 14 (Urbanization); 
• ORS 197 requirements; and 
• OAR 660 requirements. 

To meet employment needs as determined by Woodburn's Revised Economic Opportunities 
Analysis (ECONorthwest, 2001) and Goal9 (Economic Development), Woodburn must 
determine if there is enough land, with the right locational and size characteristics, inside its 
UGB to accommodate target industries. This technical report and associated Buildable Lands 
Map shows a) how much aggregate vacant or redevelopable commercial and industrial land is 
available to meet future needs; b) where these parcels are; and c) the size characteristics of each 
parcel. 

To meet residential needs as determined by Periodic Review Task 3 (Housing Needs Analysis) 
and Statewide Planning Goal 10 (Housing) and also to inform Task 3 as required by ORS 
197.296t Woodburn must determine how much residential land is available and usable 
(buildable) within the UGB for each comprehensive plan designation. This technical report and 
associated Buildable Lands Map describes a) the aggregate buildable area of parcels within each 
residential comprehensive plan designation; b) the size and locational characteristics of each 
parcel; and c) the capacity of each parcel to accommodate households. 

The Buildable Lands Inventory can be used to inform Periodic Review Task 2 (Coordination 
with ODOT), and by association Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation), by determining 
the type and amount of development potential that exists within the current UGB. This 
information wi ll be used by ODOT to model impacts of development on the transportation 
system from each Transportation Analysis Zone (T AZ). 
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Finally, the Buildable Lands Inventory is of critical importance to determination of need to 
maintain, expand, or contract Woodburn's UGB, as described in ORS 197.296. 

This Buildable Lands Inventory begins by describing buildable lands within Woodburn's 
existing (2002) UGB, then details buildable lands within the 2005 Plan- a UGB expansion that 
meets identified residential, public, and employment needs. 

The 2005 Revisions are based on comments by the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development, Marion County, and others regarding the methods and results of the 2003 
Buildable Lands Inventory. The 2005 BLI also takes into account Council direction regarding the 
relocation of the UGB in response to public comments. 

FINDINGS OVERVIEW 
Tables A and B describe existing buildable lands within the Woodburn UGB as of2002 in "net 
buildable" acres (described in the Methodology section below). There were about 108 acres of 
commercial land, 127 acres of industrial land, 403 acres of low density residential land, 108 
acres of medium-high density residential land, and 6 acres of public/open space land. 

Table A: Buildable Lands Summary, 2002 UGB 
Plan Designation Total Acres Net Buildable Unit Capacity (RES) or 

Acres Employee Capacity (IND, 
COM) 

Commercial 599 108 2,135 
Industrial 685 127 1,755 
Residential <12 1,478 403 2,190 
Residential > 12 385 108 1,256 
Public (open 94 (583) 6 NA 
space) 

Table B describes the lot sizes of tax lots within the 2002 UGB. The vast majority of tax lots are 
under 1 acre in size. Of note, there are only 5 buildable (as described in the Methodology section 
below) tax lots over 20 acres in size within the 2002 UGB, and none are planned for industrial 
use. 

Table 8: Buildable Lots by Size, 2002 UGB 

Plan Lots< 1 Lots 1-5 Lots 6-10 Lots 11-20 ·Lots 20- Lots> 
Designation Acre Acres Acres Acres 50 Acres 50 Acres 
LDR 313 24 2 4 3 l 
MDR 40 10 2 3 0 0 
Commercial 49 13 2 1 . ·· 1 0 
Industrial 13 17 3 3 0 0 

Table 1 (Buildable Lands Summary) provides the net buildable area, in acres, of land in each 
comprehensive plan designation inside Woodburn's 2005 Plan UGB, including assumptions 
regarding infill and redevelopment as described in the Methodology section of this report Table 
2 (Lots by Size) describes lot sizes of buildable lands by plan designation within the 2005 Plan 
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UGB. The difference in net acres between the 2005Plan and the 2002 UGB is approximately 30 
net buildable acres of Commercial land, 360 net buildable acres of Industrial land, 8 fewer net 
buildable acres of Low Density Residential land, 1 08 acres of residential exceptions area, 220 
additional acres ofNodal LDR, 35 fewer acres of Medium Density Residential land, and an 
additional73 acres of Nodal MDR. These expansions include a substantial number of lots with 
over 1 net buildable acre, and 6 additional industrial lots with over 20 net buildable acres each to 
meet identified industrial siting needs. 

The dwelling unit capacity figures must be viewed in the context of the Residential Needs 
Analysis (Technical Report 2), which includes a need for 21.0 acres of residential land for park, 
school, religious, and group housing uses. Meaning 210 acres of this residential land supply will 
not be used for dwelling units. Industrial siting needs are defined by ECONorthwesfs 2003 
Memorandum titled "Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries", and further explained 
in the UGB Justification Report. The 2005 Plan creates a range of industrial sites and provides 
choice in the marketplace. Not all of the industrial land proposed by this plan is expected to 
develop by 2020. 

T bl 1 B 'ld bl L d S 2005 PI a e • Ul a e an s ummary, an . 
Plan Designation Net Buildable Unit Capacity (RES) or 

Acres Employee Capacity (IND, 
COM) 

Commercial 127 2,800 
Industrial* 407 4,500 
Low Density 371 2,976 
Residential 
Residential 108 295 
Exception Area 
Nodal LDR 220 1,758 
Medium Density 80 1,1 02 
Residential 
Nodal MDR 73 1,307 
*See discussion below regarding availability of industrial land inside the existing UGB to meet 
needs of targeted industries. 

T bl 2 B 'ld bl L t b s· 2005 PI a e . Ul a e OS >y 1ze, an • 
Plan Lots< 1 Lots 1-5 Lots 6-10 Lots 11-20 Lots 20- Lots> 
Designation Acre Acres Acres Acres 50 Acres 50 Acres 
LDR 154 26 3 4 7 0 
Nodal LOR 2 0 2 3 0 2 
MDR 38 8 3 l 0 0 
Nodal MDR 3 3 4 2 0 0 
Commercial 57 17 2 l 1 0 
Industrial 11 ll 3 4 4 2 
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DEFINITIONS 

Vacant Land is both: (a) parcels greater than or equal to (:::) 4,356 square feet with 
improvement value of less than or equal to ( S) $5,000 which do not have an approved building 
permit; 1and (b) parcels with an area greater than or equal to ( ~) 5.0 acres with a single family 
residence, with 0.2 acres subtracted to account for the residence, regardless of the zoning district. 
Vacant land may be constrained or unconstrained2

• 

Buildable Land means all land in urban and urbanizable areas that are suitable, available, and 
necessary for residential uses. Buildable land includes both vacant land and developed land 
likely to be redeveloped. (OAR Chapter 660, Division 8, Housing) 

Subdivision lots are platted lots under~ acre in size within existing subdivisions. In residentially 
planned areas, subdivision lots are assigned one dwelling unit each. 

Partially Vacant Lands are parcels over 1 acre in size with existing development, but with 
accessible vacant areas identified through aerial photograph review with city staff. Areas of 
existing development are removed from the total area of the parcel and the rest is considered 
buildable.3 

Potential Residential Infillland is residentially planned parcels between 0.5 and 5.0 acres with a 
single-family residence, with 0.20 acres subtracted to account for the residence, regardless of 
zoning district.4 

Constrained Vacant Land means vacant land less the portion of each vacant parcel limited by 
any of the following: 
I. Land within the 1 00-year floodplain. _ 
II. Land within natural drainageways and associated slopes of 25% or greater. 
III. Land classified as wetlands in the National Wetlands Inventory or in 50' stream corridors 

for fish-bearing streams_ 

1 Existing parce ls, outside of approved subdivisions, of less than 4,356 square feet do not meet minimum tot size 
requirements and are considered unbuildable. Parcels with improvement values of $5,000 or less are considered 
vacant. 

2 Parcels of commercial or industrial land greater than \11 acre with a house were considered vacant with a Yz acre 
buildable area deduction for the house_ 

3 The City of Woodburn contacted representatives of alt lndustrial lands identified as partially vacant through this 
method. Parcels were not considered available to meet new industrial siting needs- as identified by ECONorthwest 
in a 2003 memorandum ti tled "Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries" and further explained in the 
UGB Justification Report - if the current industrial owner was actualty using them or if they are being held for 
future expansion of the ex isting industry. These parcels continue to be available for future employees. 

4 The 0.2 acre figure fo r a remaining single-fami ly residence represents what is likely to occur during the planning 
period, on average. Volume 5 
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IV . Unavailable parcels: parcels under public or common ownership (e.g., a PUD with 
common open space) are considered "unavailable" for meeting long-tenn growth needs. 

Potential Redevelopment Commercial or Industrial Land means develofed commercial or 
industrial parcels with improvement-to-land-value ratios of 1:1 or less. 

Developed Land is land not included within the vacant buildable land categories. That is, land 
. which is not suitable or available to meet long-term growth needs. 

A Gross Vacant Acre is an acre of vacant land before land has been dedicated for public right-of
way, private streets or public utility easements. Assuming 20% for streets and utilities, a gross 

· vacant acre will have 34,848 square feet of vacant land available for construction and 8,712 
square feet available for streets. Land that has not been subdivided into residential lots falls into 
this category. Winterbrook used right-of-way assumptions of20% for low density residential 
land, 10% for medium density residential, 15% for nodal medium density residential, 10% for 
commercial, and 15% for industriallands.6 

A Net Buildable Acre is a full acre of vacant land, after land has been dedicated for public right
of-way, private streets, or utility easements. A net buildable acre has 43,560 square feet 
available for construction, because no additional street or utility dedications are required. 
Subdivided lots fall into the "net residential" category. 

Maximum Gross Density means the maximum density permitted by the underlying residential 
zone on 43,560 square feet of vacant, buildable land, less land for streets and utilities. 

Maximum Net Residential Density means the maximum density permitted by the underlying 
residential zone on 43,560 square feet of vacant, buildable land. 

INVENTORY METHODS 

1. Refining data pool. City of Woodburn Public Works supplied Winterbrook with a parcel 
database, including all parcels within the Woodburn UGB, with Marion County Tax Assessor 
data. Woodburn public works also provided comprehensive plan and zoning overlays. Since 

5 Commercial and Industrial parcels of less than 'l'1 acre with improvement value were considered potentially 
redevelopable if the value of the improvement was less than the value of the land. The 2000 Buildable Lands and 
Urbanization Project identified lands with improvement to land value of30% or less as redevelopable. None of the 4 
parcels, comprising 0.8 acres, identified for Industrial redevelopment in the 2000 study have redeveloped for 
industrial use as of 2004. 

6 Right-of-way assumptions for low density residential were on average 22% right-of-way in subdivi sions developed 
from 1998 to 2003. Reduced right-of-way assumptions for medium density residential reflect more efficient land 
use. Nodal medium density residential land includes alleys, which increases right-of-way but still uses less than low 
density residential. Commercial and industrial lands are assumed to have more campus-oriented development which 
decreases use ofright-of-way. Internal right-of-way was not removed from industrial lands in the Southwest 
Industrial Reserve area that cannot be further subdivided. 
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the comprehensive plan and zoning overlays were not matched up to tax lots or each other, 
Winterbrook contracted EcoTrust to create a database with both comprehensive plan and 
zoning by tax lot. 

2. Labeling and Sorting. Winterbrook applied a labeling and sorting process to the UGB 
parcel inventory to create a Buildable Lands Inventory. This process is described below: 

a) Winterbrook sorted the UGB inventory by Plan designations and specific zones. 
b) Winterbrook applied definitions (established above) of vacant buildable, potential infill, 

and potentially redevelopable to all the parcels. 
c) If public parcels have uses such as developed parks, schools, and public agencies, these 

parcels are considered developed. Otherwise, the parcels are considered vacant buildable 
and accounted for in public land supply. -

d) There were hundreds of unbuildably small or inaccessible sliver or tract parcels, as well 
as easements, in the inventory. Winterbrook used parcel information and aerial 
photographs to label and remove these parcels from the buildable lands inventory. 

3. Constraints. Not all vacant lands are buildable. They may be constrained by natural or 
environmental features such as steep slopes, floodplains, wetlands and stream corridors; or 
factors such as lack of access or small parcel size. The Goal 5 administrative rule limits the 
buildability of land within protected "stream corridors" or associated wetlands. Winterbrook 
has identified these constraints within the city and the study areas and removed the 
constrained area from the buildable lands total for each study area. 

4. Verification. Winterbrook relied on year 2000 aerials that the City provided, as well as on
site inspection and corroboration from local officials to assure accuracy. 

5. Preliminary tables. Winterbrook created a series of tables to describe the results of the 
buildable lands inventory. 

6. Proposed efficiency measures and UGB amendments. Winterbrook worked with the City of 
Woodburn to address needs identified in the Land Needs Analysis (Technical Report 2) 
through efficiency measures and UGB amendments. 

7. Revised tables. Winterbrook created a series of tables to describe the buildable lands 
inventory as it would look with suggested plan amendments: 

Review of Existing Information 

A review of existing literature, maps, and other source materials was conducted to identify 
wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and special status species, or site characteristics 
indicative of these resources, within the study area. The document review included the following 
sources of information: 

• Marion County Tax Assessor's data (Marion County, 2002)- A comprehensive database 
of all parcels in Yamhill category. Each parcel data includes lot ID, land use, parcel size, 
owner, address, and other tax-related.information. Tax assessor's data will provide the parcel 
base for the Inventory. 

• City of Woodburn Building Permit, Land Division, and Subdivision data (City of 
Woodburn, 2002) - These compilations include site plans, building permit summaries, and 
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related approvals during the recorded history of the City. Winterbrook used data from 1985 
to 1998 (the period from the last periodic review to the present). 

• Woodburn Development Ordinance (City of Woodburn, 2002)- This ordinance 
describes zoning districts and development standards in W oodbum. Zoning infonnation 
from the Development Ordinance was incorporated into the Inventory spreadsheets and 
mapping. 

• Maps and data from Woodburn Public Works- Woodburn Public Works has maps and 
data relating to the City's topography, tax lots, zoning, drainage, sewer and water systems. 
These maps and data will fonn the base for the mapping portion of the Inventory. 

City of Woodburn and Marion County GIS data 
• Study area (with subareas) 
• City ofWoodburn UGB 
• Parcels 
• Zoning 
• Streets 
• Streams 
• L WI Wetlands 
• Public parks and open space 

Local Sources 
• City of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. City of Woodburn Planning Department, October 

1999 (amended). 
• City of Woodburn Street/Address map. City of Woodburn Public Works Department, 

Engineering Division, January 10, 2002. 
• Official Zoning Map of the City ofWoodburn, Oregon. City ofWoodburn, July 1, 2002 (last 

revision). (Includes Significant Wetlands and other wetlands.) 
• Ortho photographs (color, April 7, 2000; scale: 1" = 1 00' ) 
• Planimetrics (horiz. datum NAD 83(91); Or. State Plan North zone, intnl. ft.; vert. datum 

NGVD 29, 1947 adj.) 
• Topography (photo date 417 /00; scale: 1" = 1 00'; contour interval: 2') (part of Planimetrics). 

FINDINGS 

Residential 

I l 

To determine Woodburn' s current supply of residential land, we followed the basic methodology 
laid out in the methodology section of this report- that is, we determined which residentially 
planned parcels were vacant, which were developed and which could be classified as "potential 
infill", then took out environmentally protected lands and future right-of-way. What is left is a 
residential buildable lands inventory. Residential buildable lands parcel tables are found at the 
end of this document in Tables 11-14. 
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However, only determining the acreage of buildable residential parcels may not be an accurate 
method of determining how many households can be accommodated in Woodburn, so we took it 
a step further. Every buildable parcel was assigned a number of potential dwelling units, based 
on comprehensive plan designation. For example, seven 8,000 square foot parcels in a 7,000 
square foot minimum lot size zone provide us with seven potential dwelling units, rather than 
eight. We assumed development at 14 units/net acre for land planned for MDR, 18 units/net acre 
for MDR within the Parr Road Nodal Overlay, 5.5 units/net acre for land planned for LOR, and 
7 .5 units/net acre for LDR within the Parr Road Nodal Overlay.7 In addition, platted subdivision 
lots should logically be assigned one dwelling unit each, rather than counting their combined 
acreage as buildable. The dwelling unit figures follow this methodology. 

The residential vacant buildable land inventory is summarized in Table 3, below. There are 332 
total vacant buildable acres of land outside of residential exceptions areas planned for low 
density residential (LDR), sufficient to supply 1,780 total dwelling units. There are 206 total 
vacant buildable acres of land planned for nodal low density residential (NLDR), sufficient to 
supply 1,645 total dwelling units. There are 44 total vacant buildable acres of land planned for 
medium-high density residential (MDR), sufficient to supply 590 total dwelling units. There are 
67 total vacant buildable acres of land planned for nodal medium-high density residential 
(NMDR), sufficient to supply 1,191 total dwelling units. 

Table 3· Residential Vacant Buildable Lands 2005 Plan . .. 
Plan Designation Net Buildable Acreage Potential DU Capacity 
LDR 196 1,006 
Expansion LDR 136 774 
Nodal LDR 139 1,107 
Expansion Nodal LDR 67 538 
MDR 44 590 
Expansion MDR 8 105 .. .._. 
Nodal MDR 22 389 
Expa nsion Nodal MDR 45 802 
Total 679 5,311 

Residential /nji/1 and Partially Vacant Lands 
As stated in the definitions section of this report, Potential Residential lnfill land consists of 
residentially planned parcels between 0.5 and 5.0 acres with a single-family residence, with 0 .20 
acres subtracted to account for the residence, regardless of zoning district. Partially vacant 
residentially planned lands are parcels over an acre with substantial development as well as 
vacant land. 

7 Analysis of the existing UG B shows average lot sizes of about 7,800 square feet, or about 5.6 units/acre, among 
su bdivided developed and vacant lots planned for R< l2. 
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As shown in Table 4, residential infillland is found only in lots designated for LOR and MOR. 
The majority of residential infillland is in the LOR designation, with 34 acres. MOR contains 1 
acre of potential residential infillland. 

Table 4: Residential Caoacitv from Infill. 2005 Plan 
Plan Designation Potential InfiU Acres Potential lotiO Capacity 

(DU) 
LDR · 34 161 
MDR 1 11 
Total 35 172 

. . 
Table 5 shows partially vacant residential area and potential dwelling unit capacity for the 
proposed UGB. There are a total of 53 acres of partially vacant residential lands, including 3 
acres ofLD~ 14 acres ofNodal LDR, 3 acres ofLDR in proposed expansion areas, 28 acres of 
MDR, and 5 acres of Nodal MDR in expansion areas. 

Table 5: Residential Canacitv from Partial., Vacant Land~'-2005 Plan 

!Plan Designation !Partially Vacant Area 
!Potential Partially Vacant 
~apacity (DU) 

ILDR 3 17 
!Nodal LDR 14 113 
!Expansion LDR 3 13 
~DR 28 396 
!Expansion Nodal 
IMDR 5 96 
f:fotal 53 635 

Exceptions Areas 

,. 

For the purpose of this report, exceptions areas are areas outside of an Urban Growth Boundary 
with Goal14 exceptions for residential uses in a rural area. Woodburn is including all adjacent 
exceptions areas with buildable land into its UGB through this process. Exceptions areas are 
generally developed inefficiently below urban residential densities. The development pattern 
includes houses on large parcels, often some farm development, and generally an inefficient 
access pattern (See Figure 1: Development Pattern of Exception Area). This combination makes 
development at urban densities more difficult. Due to this difficulty, we assumed densities within 
exceptions areas would average around 3 units per net buildable acre, in addition to existing 
residential development. 8 As shown on Table 6 below, there are 61 buildable residential 
exception area tax lots with a total capacity of295 dwelling units. The Residential Exception 
Area parcel table is found in Appendix A to this document as Table 15. 

8 Lots with existing developments had 0.2 acres removed to account for the residence. There were 8 partition or 
subdivision applications approved in the City of Wood bum during the 5-year period from 2000 through 2004. These 
land divisions resulted in 24 lots on 9.8 acres, fo r an average density of about 2.4 units per gross acre. 
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Table 6: Residential Caoacitv from Exceptions Areas, 2005 Plan 
Site Descril)tion Exception Area Parcels 
Sites <2ac 43 
~cres 

~ 

44 
Sites 2-5ac 16 • 

fA,cres 47 
Sites 6-1 Oac 2 
Acres 17 

Tota' Sites 61 
Total Acres 107 
Potential Exception Units 295 
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Employment 
There are two objectives to the employment lands analysis of this Technical Report. First, to 
determine vacant, partially vacant, and potentially redevelopable commercial and industrial 
lands. Second, to determine which of the available industrial lands can meet industrial siting 
needs identified in Woodburn' s Economic Opportunities Analysis and further described in 
ECONorthw.~st' s 2003 memorandum titled "Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries". 

Buildable Commercial and Industrial Land Supply 
The proposed U G B contains a total of 80 vacant parcels for employment comprising 4 72 total 
net buildable acres. Industrial lands include 16 vacant parcels inside the UGB totaling 36 acres, 
and ll parcels in the proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve expansion area totaling 359 acres. 
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The supply of vacant commercial land inside the 2002 UGB consists of 48 tax lots totaling 54 
acres. The vacant buildable commercial expansion included within the 2005 plan is 4 tax lots 
totaling 1 0 acres. 

Parcel Tables for vacant commercial and industrial lands are found in Appendix A to this 
document, Tables 16-19. 

Table 7· Vacant Buildable Commercial and Industrial Land 2005 Plan . .. 
Plan Desittnation. Number of Parcels Net Buildable Acres 
Industrial 16 36 
Expansion IND - 11 359 
SWIR 
Commerc:ial 48 54 
Expansion COM 4 10 
Total 79 459 

Partially Vacant Employment Lands 
There were 8 tax lots designated for industrial use inside the 2002 UGB that Winterbrook 
determined initially to be partially vacant. Woodburn staff contacted the owners of these 
properties to determine if the land was available for new employment firms or held for future 
expansion by existing employers on site. Seven of the 8 tax lots identified as partially vacant 
were being held for future expansion of existing uses. These industrial lots comprised 54 acres 
and were removed from the inventory for purposes of industrial siting needs comparisons. 
Partially vacant industrial land suitable to meet new targeted employment uses consist of 1 tax 
lot whh;4 net buildable acres inside the 2002 UGB, and 1 tax lot with 4 net buildable acres 
within the 2005 Plan expansion area. 

Winterbrook identified 5 partially vacant commercial lots, totaling 52 net buildable acres inside 
the 2002 UGB. The 2005 Plan expansion includes 13 additional partially vacant commercial lots 
totaling 8 net buildable acres. 

Parcel tables for partially vacant industrial and commercial lands are found in Appendix A to this 
document, Tables 20-23. 

T bl 8 P f II V tC . I d I d t . I L d 2005 PI a e . ar 1a IV a can ommercta an n us na an an . 
Plan Designation Partially Vacant Lots Partially Vacant Acres 
Industrial 1 4 
Expansion IND 1 4 
Commercial 5 52 
Expansion COM 13 8 
Total 20 68 
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Potential Redevelopment Employment Lands 
Winterbrook identified a total of 20 industrial and commercial tax lots as potentially 
redevelopable under the methodology based on improvement vs assessed value as described at 
the beginning of this document. Additional review of aerial photographs, lot, and street patterns 
removed two of the potential redevelopment lots, totaling 6 acres, as they were being used for 
storage as part of neighboring industrial uses. 

As shown in Table 9 below, there are 12 commercial and 6 industrial parcels identified as 
potentially redevelopable, totaling 9 acres. 

Parcel tables for potential redevelopment commercial and industrial lands are found in Appendix 
A to this document, Tables 24-25 · 

T bl 9 P . IR d I c . 1 d I d . 1 L d 2005 PI a e . otentia e eve ooment ommerc1a an n ustna an •· an . 
Plan Designation Number of Parcels Potential Net Buildable Acres 
(Zone) 
Commercial 12 2 
Industrial 6 7 
Total 18 9 

Industrial Parcel Sizes 
_} Table 10 below summarizes the nwnber and acreage of buildable industrial tax lots by lot sizes. 

These include vacant, partially vacant, and redevelopable industrial tax lots. This document 
should be viewed as part of an iterative process in conjunction with the Southwest Industrial 
Reserve (SWIR) area planning and zoning effort. The SWIR reallocates land within tax lots and 
common ownerships and defines projected site sizes. The SWIR is detailed in the UGB 
Justification Report and proposed Comprehensive Plan and Development Ordinance 
amendments. There are a total of 41 sites with 407 net buildable acres available in the 2005 Plan 
to meet future new employment siting needs. 

Table 10: Buildable Industrial Sites by Size (Net Buildable Acres). 2005 Plan 
<2 2-5 5-10 10-25 25-50 50-100 100+ Totals 

Number 16 9 7 4 3 1 1 41 
Net 
Buildable 8 30 49 56 103 65 96 407 
Acres 
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APPENDIX A: PARCEL TABLES 

Taxi .... - - -- & .. ... ___ ..... ..-.--- ----.-.---- - - ..-.-. ..... - .... 
uds E .. 

..,_ ___ ---.... - - --

Residential 
!vacant Taxlots -
Existing UGB OWNER NAME 

~51W06C 0 1200 WELLMAN,GENE M & PATRICIA C 

b51 W06CDO 1200 MILLER,GARY LEE LLC 

051 W06CDO 1700 M-C BUILDERS INC 

051 W06CD03200 IMILLER,DONALD 
051 W06CD03900 ~IOCCHl,JOHN & 

~51 W06CD05500 MlLLER,GARY LEE LLC 

~51 W06CD05700 SERGE SERDSEV CONSTRUCTION LLC 

05 I W06CD07200 HERITAGE MEADOWS LLC 

05 I W06CD09100 HERlT AGE MEADOWS LLC 
051 W06CD09900 HERITAGE MEADOWS LLC 
OSI W06CD I 0000 iHERIT AGE MEADOWS LLC 

~51 W06CD I 0800 HERITAGE MEADOWS LLC 

~5 1 W06CD I 0900 HERITAGE MEADOWS LLC 
b51 W06CD 11700 HERITAGE MEADOWS LLC 
051 W06D 00602 OREGON GOLF ASSOCIATION 
051 W06DCO 1900 lfUKW ILA PARTNERS 
05 1 W06DC02700 ifUKWILA PARTNERS 
051 W07AA05500 fRON WOOD AT TUCKWILA HOMEOWNERS 
051W07AA07400 TUKWILA PARTNERS 
05 1 W07AA08300 !UNITED PROPERTIES OREGON INC 
051 W07 AB00400 iH!-ZELNUT A PARTNERS 
051 W07 AB00500 HAZELNUT A PARTNERS 
05 IW07AB00600 HAZELNUT A PARTNERS 
)51 W07 AB00700 WITHERS LUMBER CO INC 
)5 1 W07 AB00800 HAZELNUT A PARTNERS 
)5 1 W07AB02600 rTUKWILA PARTNERS 
)5 1 W07 AB0260 I ITUK WILA_PARTNERS 

---~-~ 

May 2005 

·~ .. ~..c:.·' 

ZONING Dev 
NONE Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 

-RS Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 

Net 
Build LOR 

AC Area AC 
0.9 0.7 0.7 

0.2 0.2 0.2 

0.4 0.3 0.3 
0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 0.2 

0.2 0.2 0.2 

0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 0.2 

0.2 0.2 0.2 

1.0 0.8 0.8 
0.2 0.2 0.2 . 
0.9 0.7 0.7 

0.3 0.2 0.2 
24.6 19.7 19.7 
0.4 0.3 0.3 

0.4 0.3 0.3 
0.8 0.7 0.7 
0.6 0.5 0.5 
0.6 0.5 0.5 

0.5 0.4 0.4 
2.2 1.8 1.8 
12.4 9.9 9.1 

Nod Nod Nod Nod 
LOR LOR LOR MOR MDR ~DR MDR 
OU AC DU AC ou AC DU 
5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 .o 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 "" 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

135 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

12 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
62 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

15 
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Residential 
Vacant Taxlots-
Existing UGB PWNER NAME 

051 W07 AB03200 ~UKWILA PARTNERS 
05 1 W07 AB04400 [TUKWILA PARTNERS 
~51 W07 AB05900 TUKWILA PARTNERS 
PSI W07 ACO I 900 KRAITER,GENE R & 

51 W07BA00200 WOODBURN ART LEAGUE 
05 1 W07BA00600 "ITY OF WOODBURN 
QS I W07BAO l 000 
051 W07BA02400 k:ITY OF WOODBURN 
PSI W07BC 17500 tfOWN GROUP INC, THE 
PSI W07BC 17700 CASE,MD& 1;. 

51 W07BC 19800 M DCASE 
051 W07BD00200 
()51 W07BD00300 
05 1 W07BD00400 
51 W07BD03800 k:HRISTIANSEN, WILLIAM & 
51 W07BD04500 OSTERGAARD,DEWARD J & VERA NANCY 

PSI W07BD04600 BENMUN DEVELOPMENT INC 
()5 I W07BD06600 VANDERWEY,JOHANNES 
05 I W07BD07200 CAPPS,TOM C 
05 1 W07BD07300 [OWN GROUP INC, THE 
05 1 W07BD07500 TOWN GROUP INC, THE 
05 1 W07BD07600 TOWN GROUP INC, THE 
05 I W07BD07700 TOWN GROUP INC, THE 
05 I W07CA0280 I IFLANAGAN,MICHAEL J & CAMILLE A 
051 W07CA03800 HANRAHAN,JOHN M-ESTATE OF 
05 1 W07CA07402 GARIBO,JUAN & MEDINA,MARTHA 
051 W07CB07800 !WOODBURN CHILD CARE CLINIC 
Q51 W07CC04400 KJSSEL,ANTHONY J 
?51 W07CC04600 KJSSEL,ANTHONY J 
)5 1 W07CC06200 GREGORY,PHYLLIS A 
)51 W07CC06600 P REGORY,PHYLLIS A 

' :.:. 

ZONING Dev 
! RS Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RM Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RM Vac 
RM Vac 
RM Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RM Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RM Yac 
RS Yac 
RS Vac 
RS Yac 
RS Vac 

Net 
Build LOR 

AC Area AC 
2.9 1.9 1.9 
0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.5 0.4 0.4 ' 

0.3 0.2 0.2 
0.3 0.3 0.3 
2.5 2.0 2.0 
1.5 1.2 0.0 
0.3 0.3 0.3 
0.2 0.2 02 
02 0.2 02 
0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.8 0.6 0.0 
0.2 . 02 0.0 
0.8 0.6 0.0 
0.2 02 02 
02 0.2 02 
0.2 02 02 
02 02 02 
0.2 0.2 02 
0.2 02 02 
0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 0.2 
02 02 02 
0.1 0.1 0.0 
0.2 02 02 
0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.3 0.2 0.0 
1.0 0.8 0.8 
1.0 0.8 0.8 
0.3 0.2 0.2 
02 0.2 02 

....,_ 

Nod Nod Nod Nod 
LOR LOR LOR MDR MDR ,.DR MDR 
DU AC ou AC DU AC DU 
12 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 . 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

13 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 1.2 21 0.0 0 
l 0.0 . o 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.6 lO 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.2 2 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.6 lO 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

l 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 . 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 ' 
I .. 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I . 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 O.I I 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 o· 0.0 0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 02 4 0.0 0 
5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
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Residential 
!Vacant Tax lots -
Existing UGB !oWNER NAME 

P5 l W07CC08400 ~ORNWELL,CHARLES B & LOU J-TRUST 

Q_S I W07CC08900 iCORNWELL,CHARLES B & LOU J-TRUST 

05 I W07CC I 0000 isMITH,HAZEL M-TRUSTEE 

105 I W07CC I 0700 EDWARDS,JOHN W & 

PSI W07CC II 000 SMITH,HAZEL M-TRUSTEE 

~51 W07CD04000 OREGON CHILD DEVELOPMENT COALITI 

05 I W07CD04600 OREGON CHILD DEVELOPMENT COALITI 

051 W07DB03900 INYMAN,MARK A 

051 W07DB04300 IHUNT,ALFRED A & GLORIA A 

p 5 1 W07DCOO IOO ~ITY OF WOODBURN 
p5 1 W07DC00100 CITY OF WOODBURN 

05 1 W07DD00500 CAM,NlKITA I & 

05 1 W07DD02400 WOODBURN BACKHOE SERVICE fNC 

05 1 W07DD04900 iSCOTT,RANDY T & CATHIE SUE 

p s I W07DD06900 iJ<ROPF,WALLACE L-TRUSTEE 

p s I W08CC00200 ~ITY OF WOODBURN 

P5 l W08CC02900 KALUGIN,MIKE 

05 I W08CC05000 TRAGNI,CAROL A 
05 I W08CC05400 !wOODBURN SCHOOL DISTRICT 103 
05 1 W08CC05500 !PENDOV,VLADIMIR 
Q_5 1 W08CC05800 GRJGORIEFF,JOHN & VERA-TRUSTEE 

05 1 W08CC06J 00 NYMAN,MARK A 

05 I W08CC06200 MILLER,LEROY B & JOY L 
05 1 W08CC06300 MILLER,LEROY B & JOY L 

5 I W08CC08200 I NTERNA TIONAL CHURCH OF 
05 I W08CC08600 NTERNA TIONAL CHURCH OF 

P51 W08CC08700 INTERNATIONAL CHURCH OF 

~5 1 W08CC08800 HORSWILL,LOHREE K 
05 I W08CC09I 00 HORSWILL,LOHREE H 

PS I W08CD07000 ILANG,GUENTER H & E R ETAL 

~5 1 W08CD07 1 00 fLANG ,GUENTER H & E R ETAL 

May 2005 

"~ · 

,. 

ZONING Dev 
RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

P/SP Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RM Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 
RM Vac 

Net 
Build LOR 

AC Area AC 
0.3 0.2 0.2 

0.4 0.3 0.3 

02 0.2 02 
0.3 0.2 0.2 

0.3 02 0.2 

0.2 0.1 0.0 

0.1 0.1 0.0 

0.7 0.6 0.0 

0.2 0.2 0.0 

0.8 0.6 0.6 

0.4 0.3 0.3 

0.3 0.2 0.2 

1.6 0.8 0.8 

0.4 0.3 0.3 

0.6 0.4 0.0 

0.4 0.3 0.3 

0.5 0.4 0.4 

0.9 0.7 0.0 

2.9 . 2.3 0.0 
0.3 0.3 0.0 
0.6 0.5 0.0 

0.7 0.6 0.0 

0 .6 0.5 0.0 

1.1 0.9 0.0 

0.4 0.3 0.0 

0.3 0.3 0.0 
0.3 0.2 0.0 
0.1 0.1 0.0 

1.2 1.0 0.0 

0.2 0.1 0.0 

0.2 0.2 0.0 

Nod Nod Nod Nod 
LOR LOR LOR MOR MDR .. DA MDR 
ou AC ou AC ou AC DU 

1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 .0 0 

1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 .0 0 

0 0.0 0 0.1 2 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.1 I 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 0.6 9 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 0.2 2 0.0 0 

4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 .0 0 

5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 0.4 7 0.0 0 

2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 0.7 13 0 .0 0 
0 0.0 0 2.3 40 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.3 4 0.0 0 I 

0 0.0 0 0.5 8 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.6 10 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.5 8 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.9 15 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 0.3 6 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.3 4 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.2 4 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.1 1 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 1.0 16 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.1 2 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.2 2 0.0 0 

17 
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Vacant Taxlots-
Existing UGB PWNER NAME 
05 I W08CD07800 IBRUSVEN,AMOS 0 & PEBBLE I 

51 W08CD081 00 iMEYER,JAMES T & ANN M 

~51 W08DA06800 ~LDRIDGE FAMILY LTD 

b51 W08DA06900 ALDRIDGE FAMILY LTD 

Q_51 W08DA07000 ALDRIDGE FAMILY LTD 

05 I W08DA071 00 ALDRIDGE FAMILY LTD 

05 I W08DA07200 ALDRIDGE FAMILY LTD 

051 W08DA07600 iMENDONCA,STEVE & 

051 W08DA08000 ~ENNINGS,JERRY M & 
051 WOlWCO 1700 JAEGER,CATHERINE M-TR 

5 1 W08DC04900 
05 I W08DC05803 SAMOILOV ,MIKE 

51 W08DC06101 QUALITY PLUS INTERIORS INC 
05 I W08DD04300 iFIRST. REFORMED CHRISTIAN 
051 W 17 AB00500 MHUT,EDW ARD E & SHIRLEY J 
05 1Wl7AB0060! bVCH1NNIKOV,Y AKOV-TRUSTEE 

051 W 17 AB00602 OVCHINNIKOV,YAKOV-TRUSTEE 
051 Wl7ABOIOOO HENDERSHOTT,DELBERT & BEVERLY 
05 I WI 7BA00800 ~RUSVEN,AMOS 0 & PEBBLE I 
05 I W 17BA00900 iK.AUP,CHARLES & 
05 1 Wl7BB03300 YODER,BESSIE 
05 I WI 7BB06600 dM,MU GUN & PHIL LIM 
)5 I W 17BB07300 HILDEBRAND,ALLAN D & NAOMI J 
)51 W17BD00400 KUZMIN, VASIL Y V & EVDOKIA 
)51 Wl7BD01700 frORAN,WES 
)5 1 W 17BD02400 SCHIEL,RICHARD A & DEBRA A 
)51 Wl7BD07700 PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC CO 
l51Wl8AA01600 MONNIER,HARRIETT E & WAYNE H 
l51 WI 8AA02500 :~...ENHARDT,FLOYD 

151 W 18AA03000 :~...ENHARDT,FLOYD R JR & GLADYS R 
151 Wl8AA03300 11...ENHARDT,FLOYD R JR & 

' · ........ .' 

ZONING Dev 

RM Vac 
RM Vac 

RM Yac 
RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Vac 

RM Yac 

RM Vac 

RM Yac 

RS Yac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 

RS Yac 

NONE Vac 
NONE Vac 

NONE Vac 

NONE Vac 
RM Vac 
RM Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Yac 
-

Net 
Build LOR 

AC Area AC 
1.6 1.2 0.0 
0.1 0.1 0.0 

0.5 0.4 0.0 

0.3 0.2 0.0 

0.3 0.2 0.0 

0.3 0.2 0.0 

0.3 0.2 0.0 

0.1 0.1 0.0 

7.1 5.6 0.0 

0.2 0.2 0.0 
0.3 . 0.2 0.2 

0.4 0.3 0.3 
0.9 0.7 0.7 
3.6 2.9 2.8 

6.7 5.3 5.3 
0.3 0.3 0.3 

2.4 1.9 1.9 

0.3 0.2 0.2 
0.9 0.7 0.0 
2.6 2.1 0.0 

0.3 . 0.2 . 0.2 

0.3 0.2 0.2 
0.2 0.2 0.2 

0.4 0.3 0.3 

0.6 0.5 0.5 

0.5 0.4 0.4 

3.5 2.8 2.8 
0.5 0.4 0.4 
4.2 0.7 . 0.5 

2.2 '0.4 0.4 

3.1 1.0 1.0 

Nod Nod Nod Nod 
LoR .LOR LOR MDR MDR II DR MDR 
DU AC DU AC DU AC DU 

0 0.0 0 1.2 21 0.0 o · 
0 0.0 0 0.1 I 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 0.4 7 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.2 3 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 0.2 3 0.0 o· 
0 0.0 0 0.2 3 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 0.2 . 3 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 0.1 I 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 5.6 98 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 0.2 2 0.0 0 

I ·o.o 0 0.0 :. 0 0.0 0 

1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

4 0 .0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
19 0 .0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

36 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

12 0.0 0 0.0 0 . 0.0 0 

1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.7 12 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 2:1 36 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 · 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 . 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0 .0 0 0.0 0 

3 0.0 0 o;o 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

19 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 . 0 0.0 0 
3 0.0 0 0.1 2 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
6 0.0 ·. 0 0.0. 0 0.0 0 
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Residential ! 
Vacant Taxlots -
Existing UGB PWNER NAME 
051Wl8AA03301 LENHARDT,FLOYD R JR & 

1051 W 18AA03800 !BIBLE BAPTIST CHURCH 

los I WI 8AA04400 GITY OF WOODBURN 
051 Wl8AA04500 CITY OF WOODBURN 

051 W 18AA05800 LENHARDT,FLOYD R JR & GLADYS R 

051 Wl8AB10!00 CHERNISHOV,JOHN F & PANA 

051 W 18AC00300 ~ARUKOFF,TIM & KUZMA 

~51 WI 8AC02203 iHICKS,JASON A 

1051 W 18AD03900 BURT,RJCHARD E & BARBARA J 
051 W !8BA07300 !-I_EMSHORN,EVERETT 

PSI w ISBA Ill 00 HEMSHORN,EVERETT 

05 1 Wl8BC00400 PAUL A ASPER REV LIV TR 

051 W.18BC04000 ~MITH,HAZEL M-TRUSTEE ' 
051 WI 8BC04000 ~MITH,HAZEL M-TRUSTEE 

I 

051 W 18BC04200 RUGGLES,GARY D & LINDA L 

051 WI 8BC08900 WADSWORTH,THOMAS & KATHERINE-TR 

051W I8BDOOIOO CITY OF WOODBURN 
051 Wl8BD02700 !UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD CO 

051 W 18BD02800 UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD CO 

051 w 188005300 CHAUDHARY,ELOISA 
)5 I W 18BD06600 GARCIA,HIPOLITO & MARTA 
)51 W 18BD0740 I GLADKIY,MlKHAIL & RAISIA 
)51 WI8BD08200 P LADKY,MICHAIL 
)51 Wl8BD0840 1 KEPTYA,IV AN & 
)51 W 18BD08600 ~AVERCHENKO,PAVEL 
l5 1 WI8C 00300 iZELINKA,IGNICE H & ROSE MARIE 
l51W I8C 00500 ~EUBNER,BIRGIT ET AL 
)51 W 18C 0 I I 00 lziMMER,F AYE E & BOCCHI,NAN CY K 
l51 WJ8C 01400 ~MMER.,F AYE E & BOCCHI,NANCY K 
l51 Wl8CA03!00 ROGERS, WILLIAM H & 
15 I W 18CA07000 j<:AM,NAZARI 

May 2005 

~_ ....... 

.. . 
' 

ZONING Dev 
RS Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RM Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

NONE Vac 
RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

P/SP Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

NONE Vac 

NONE Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

Net 
Build LOR 

AC Area AC 
0.4 02 02 

1.6 0.4 0.3 
0.3 02 02 
0.4 0.2 0.2 

1.3 0.9 0.8 

0.3 0.3 0.3 

0.6 0.1 0.0 

0.8 0.6 0.6 
0.2 0.2 0.0 

0.2 0.2 02 

0.3 0.3 0.3 

0.5 0.4 0.4 

6.9 5.0 5.4 
2.1 1.2 5.4 
1.5 0.4 0.4 
0.2 0.2 02 
2.9 0.9 0,9 

0.4 0.3 0.3 
0.5 0.4 0.4 

1.0 0.8 0.8 

0.9 0.7 0.7 
0.2 0.2 02 
0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.3 0.3 0.3 

1.0 0.8 0.8 

0.9 0.8 0.8 
6.0 4.8 4.8 
5.2 4.1 4.1 

54.3 42.8 42.8 
0.4 0.3 0.3 
2.0 1.6 1.6 

. 
.... 

Nod Nod Nod Nod 
LOR LOR LOR MDR MDR MDR MDR 
DU AC ou AC ou AC ou 

1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

. I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 O.I 2 0.0 0 
4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.2 2 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

36 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
36 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
6 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 I 

2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

33 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
28 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

294 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
11 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

I9 
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Existing UGB PWNER NAME 

51 W l8CA07200 isAMOILOV,MIKE 
loS I W 18CA0720 I isAMOILOV,MIKE 

los! W 18CA07202 lsAMOILOV,MIKE 

loS I W 18CA07203 SAMOILOV,MIKE 

los! W18CA18600 SPRINGER ESTATES LLC 

5JWJ8CBOIJOO HOPE LUTHERAN CHURCH OF WOODBURN 

051 W18CB07400 k::ITY OF WOODBURN 

5 I W 18CB07800 IGONZALEZ,JOSE H 
5 I W 18CB08600 bLSON,BERNARD L & VIVIAN N 

los I W 18CB08600 bLSON,BERNARD L & VIVIAN N 

los! W18D 00100 k::AM,ELENA 

51 W 18DA06400 PAGE,JOHN G & 
bSJ W 18DC02400 IFOSTER,LELAND & KAREN M 

51 Wl8DC04100 ~ITY OF WOODBURN 
loS I Wl9A 02200 lsHALIMAR LLC 

5 1 Wl9B 00100 SHALIMAR LLC 
loS! Wl9B 00200 IFORBES,DON 

b5IW19B 00301 isTAHLBERG,GORDON L & A MARIE 
loS I W 19B 00600 jsCHWENKE,GREG I & VEZEY,NANCY R 

loS! W 19B 00700 isCHWENKE,GREG I & VEZEY,NANCY R 
51 Wl9B 00800 lsCHWENKE,GREG I & VEZEY,NANCY R 

lo52WI2B 00100 isT AM~LEY,RA Y JR & CECILIA M 
lo52W13 00100 ~MITH,HAZEL M-TRUSTEE 
052Wl3 00300 IHOBSON,STEPHEN J & SHARON M 
052Wl3 00800 ~L-OWRIE,CL YDE H & MARJORIE-TRUST 
052WI3 01200 !BURLINGHAM FARMS INC 
Kl52Wl3BD00300 !wiLLIAM H HOLT REVOCABLE TRUST 1 
052Wl3BD00400 !BUSURKJN, W ARSANOFI 
052W 13BD00500 IBEA VER,LENORA 
)52Wl4 00100 IPJONEER TRUST COMPANY 
052WI4 00100 IPIONEER TRUST COMPANY 

·~-· . . / 
~-

ZONING Dev 
RS Vac 
RS Vac 

. RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 
RS Vac 

NONE Vac 

RM Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RS Vac 

RM Vac 
RS Vac 

NONE Vac 

NONE Vac 

NONE Vac 

NONE Vac 
NONE Vac 

NONE Vac 
NONE Vac 
NONE Yac 

NONE Vac 

NONE Vac 

NONE Vac 
NONE Vac 

NONE Vac 

RS Vac 

RM Vac 

Net 
Build LOR 

AC Area AC 
0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.3 0.3 0.3 

0.3 0.2 0.2 

0.2 0.2 0.2 

0.8 0.6 0.6 

0.6 0.5 0.5 

0.3 ' 0.2 0.2 

0.8 0.6 0.6 

1.4 1.1 1.1 

1.0 0 .8 0.8 

I5.4 12.3 0.0 

Q.2 0.2 . 0.2 

0.2 0.2 0.2 

4.0 0.3 0.2 

2.4 1.1 0.0 
4.9 2.1 2.1 
7.2 ·5.5 5.5 
1.0 0.8 0.8 

31.4 25.1 25.1 

0.7 0.6 0.6 

0.9 0.7 0.7 

I3.9 5.9 0.0 
141.5 104.6 0.0 
14.1 7.4 0.0 

24.4 19.6 0.0 

15.1 . 11.7 11.7 

4.5 '0.2 0.0 

8.5 6.2 0.0 

1.1 ·o.s 0.0 

I9.6 15.7 0.0 

7.5 6.0 0.0 

Nod Nod Nod Nod 
LOR LOR LOR MDR MDR .. DR MDR 
ou AC ou AC DU AC DU 

1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

1 0.0 · 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

I 0.0 0 0 .0 0 0.0 0 

I 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 .0 0 

3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

4 0.0 0 0.0 0 o.o· 0 

7 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 12.3 215 0 .0 0 

1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

I 0.0 . 0 0.0. 0 0.0 0 

I 0.0 0 0.1 2 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 1.1 19 0.0 . 0 

14 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 I 

37 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 -1 
5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 I 

. I72 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

4 0 .0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 5.9 102 0.0 0 
0 104.6 1046 0.0 0 0.0 0 
0 7.4 73 0.0 0 0.0 0 

0 19.6 195 0.0 0 0.0 0 

80 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

0 0.2 I 0.0 0 0.0 0 

0 6.2 61 0.0 0 0.0 0 
0 0.8 8 0.0 0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 15.7 352 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 6 .0 134 

- ~ 
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Table 12: Infill Residential Taxlots- Existini! UGB 
~ 

Residential lnfill I 
rraxlots- f. 
Existing UGB OWNER NAME t 

P51 W07CB08400 SANDOVAL GEORGE 
b51 W07CB08500 KISSEL,ANTHONY J 
051 W07CB08600 iSHEVCHENKO,BENJAMIN A & ZINA K 
051 W07CC08200 ifiBBETTS,CECIL W & SANDRA S 
Q51W07DB01100 BLOMENKAMP,BRUCE W & LORRAINE M 

~51W07DD00701 REICHARDT,DONALD J & 
P51 W08CC04500 CAM, ELENA 
b51 W08CC04 700 SMITH JAMES C & MARTHA 8 
051W08CD05100 SAMARIN,MIKE & TANIA ET AL 

51 W08CD05200 HARVEY,ERMA M 
051W18AA00700 ZOLNIKOV IVAN & ANA USOLTSEFF 
~51W18AA01400 MONNIER,HARRIETT E & WAYNE H 

b_51 W18AAO 1500 SANFTLEBEN,MERRIDEL PENNI 
051W18AA03001 LENHARDT,FLOYD R JR & GLADYS R 
051 W18AA04600 BLEM,JERRY A 

51 W18AA05500 MID-VALLEY COMMUNITY 
051W18AA06200 CORTES,BONIFACIO &MARIAM ASCENC 
051W18AA06300 DOMAN, EARL A & DONNA R 
051W18AA06900 NISBET,G WAYNE & 

051W18AB10000 USOL TSEFF,ANDRON & KALMOGOROFF,V 
051 W1 8AB 1 0300 MACFARLANE,DONALD D 
051 W18AC02200 PEREZ,RUBEN V & 

051 W18AC02202 DYSINGER, CHARLES A & 
J51 W18AD04500 DOMAN, EARL A & DONNA R 
)51 W1 8AD05300 ROSERA,CHARLES J & DEBORAH A 
)51W18BB00500 BOWMAN,HOMER N & NANCY-TRUSTEES 
)51 W18BB00600 ~ALINNIS,WILLIAM J & LORNA J 

·----

May 2005 

"<:i>'P' 

ZONING Dev 
RS lnfill 
RS lnfill 
RS lnfill 
RS lnfill 
RS lnfill 
RS lnfill 

RS In fill 
RS In fill 
RS In fill 
RS lnfill 
RS lnfill 
RS In fill 

RS lnfill 
RS lnfill 
RS lnfill 
RS In fill 
RS In fill 
RS In fill 
RS lnfill 
RS Jnfill 
RS In fill 
RS In fill 
RS lnfill 
RM lnfill 
RM In fill 
RS lnfill 
RS In fill 

Net 
Build LOR 

AC Area AC 
1.0 0.7 0.8 
2.1 1.5 1.6 
1.0 0.7 0.8 
0.8 0.4 0.6 
0.8 0.5 0.7 

0.7 0.1 0.3 
0.7 0.4 0.6 
0.5 0.2 0.4 
1.1 0.7 0.9 
0.6 0.3 0.5 
0.7 0.1 0.2 
0.8 0.5 0.6 
0.5 0.2 0.4 
0.8 0.4 0.5 
0.5 0.3 0.4 . 

1.0 0.2 0.4 
1.0 0.6 0.8 
1.0 0.6 0.8 
0.8 0.5 0.6 
0.7 0.3 0.4 
0.6 0.2 0.3 
0.8 0.3 0.5 
0.6 0.1 0.3 
0.7 0.4 0.0 
0.7 0.4 0.0 
1.3 0.8 1.0 
0.6 0.3 0.5 

Nod Nod Nod Nod 
LOR LOR LOR MDR MDR MDR II DR 
DU AC DU AC DU AC DU 
5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
11 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
6 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
4 0.0 0 0~0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.4 7 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.4 7 0.0 0 
6 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
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Residential lnfill 
lfaxlots-
Existing UGB OWNER NAME !ZONING Oev AC 

P51W188811000 BERGERSON, TERRY R & RS lnfill 0.5 

051 W18BC04500 fiUGGLES,GARY 0 & LINDA L RS In fill 0.6 

051 W18BC04600 HENDERSON,GERALD D & CARTHIA D RS lnfiil 2.3 

051 W18BD02600 RODRIGUEZ,JOSE LUIS & OCTAVIA RS In fill 0.9 

051 W18BD02900 STATE OF OREGON-OVA RS In fill 2.6 

051 W18BD03000 QUINTERO,JOSEFA Y RS lnfill 1.4 

P51 W18BD05200 OREGON SYNOD OF THE EVANGELICAL RS In fill 0.8 

b51 W18BD06800 HENKES,KAREN JO ET AL RS lnfill . 0.6 
051 W18C 00200 WORKMAN,KA Y L & CAROLYN M RS In fill 1.2 
051 W18CA001 00 KUZMIN,KSENIA-ESTATE RS In fill 0.8 
051W18CA03200 SONNEN,RUDY H & PAULETTE R RS lnfill 2.8 

51W18CA03800 VALDEZ,BENITO V & BENITA A RS lnfill 0.5 

051 W18CA03900 YBANEZ,ABEL RS In fill 0.5 
051W18CA07500 !HOUSE OF ZION MINISTRIES INC RS lnfill 0.8 
051 W18CB00300 KEMMERICK MARY-ETAL RS lnfill 0.5 
Q_51 W18CB08200 KISHPAUGH,VIVIAN M RS In fill 0.5 
051 W18DA02400 VANDEHEY,EDGAR J &PATRICIA-TRUST RS In fill 0.5 
051 W18DA03900 MIDURA, ROGER RS lnfill 0.8 
051 W1.8DA09300 DENTAL,GARY L RS lnfill 0.5 
051 W18DB04600 BAKER,BRICE B & RS lnfill 1.9 
051 W18DB05402 OREGON REHABILITATION HOUSING AS RS In fill 0.7 
051W18DB11800 VREDENBURG, HENRY EDWARD & LYNDA RS In fill 0.5 
052W12DA02000 HEIDT,EUGENE N RM In fill 1.8 
052W12DA03800 ~ENDENHALL,DAVID LET AL RS lnfill 2.0 
052W13 00400 MONNIER,RONALD A & DEBRA S RS lnfill 1.1 

Table 13: Partiallv V -----· Residential Taxi ~-~ Existin!! UGB 
Residential 
PartiaUy Vacant Net 
rraxlots- Build 
!Existing UGB PWNER_NAME ~ONING Oev AC Area 

Net 
Build LOR 
Area AC 

0.2 0.4 
0.2 0.4 
1.1 1.2 
0.4 0.6 

- 0.6 0.7 
0.8 1.0 
0.5 0.6 
0.3 0.5 
0.8 1.0 
0.5 0.7 
2.0 2.2 
0.3 0.4 
0.3 0.4 
0.5 0.6 
0.3 0.4 
0.2 0.4 
0.3 0.1 
0.5 0.6 
0.3 0.3 
1.3 1.5 
0.4 0.6 
0.0 0.2 
1.2 1.4 
1.5 1.6 

0.7 0.8 

LOR LOR 
AC DU 

- - - -

Nod Nod Nod Nod 
LOR LOR LOR MDR MDR MDR MDR 
DU AC DU AC DU AC DU 

2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
8 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
6 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
3 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
6 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
15 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.1 2 0.0 0 
4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
2 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
10 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
4 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
1 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
9 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
11 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
5 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Nod Nod Nod Nod 
LOR LOR MDR MDR MDR MDR 
AC DU AC DU AC OU 

--
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Residential 
Partially Vacant 
lfaxlots-
Existing UGB )oWNER NAME 

P52W13 00200 PIONEER TRUST COMPANY 

052W128 00300 !sPRAGUE, BENNIE 
i052W13 00200 PIONEER TRUST COMPANY 

P51W19A 02600 FLECK,HAROLD J (LE) & 
Q51W19A 02100 PISCITELLI ,VINCENZO & ROSALBA 

Q_51W08CA00100 CHURCH OF GOD WOODBURN 

Table 14: Residential Taxlots- Exoansion UGB 

!Residential 
lfaxlots- SUB LOR 
Expansion UGB TAZ AREA Acres Develoj>_ed AC 

b51W06C 00100 106 2 29.97 Vacant 23 
051 W06C 00200 106 2 29.93 Vacant 23 

051 W06C 00300 106 2 32.62 Vacant 25 

051 W06C 00400 106 2 14.00 Vacant 11 
P51 W06C 00800 106 2 17.13 Vacant 14 

P51 W06C 00900 106 2 1.12 Part Vacant 1 
051W06C 01000 106 2 1.00 Part Vacant 1 
051 W060 00300 121 2 10.00 Vacant 8 
051W060 00400 106 2 27.52 Vacant 22 

051W06D 00501 121 2 43.72 Vacant 9 
i051W06DC00100 121 2 1.63 Part Vacant 1 
b51 W06DC00200 121 2 0.43 Vacant 0 
052W13 01000 201 7 41 .75 Vacant 0 
052W13 01200 201 7 74.65 Vacant 0 
P52W13BD00400 187 7 8.69 Vacant 0 
P52W138000600 187 7 3.00 Part Vacant 0 
052W138000700 187 7 8.74 Vacant 0 
052W13BD00800 187 7 2.20 Part Vacant 0 
p_52W13BD00900 187 7 9.03 Vacant 0 
p52W13BD011 00 187 _7_- 1.00 Part Vacant 0 

May 2005 

........ _'; :.? 

Net Nod Nod Nod Nod 
' Build LOR LOR LOR LOR MOR MOR MOR MOR 

ZONING Oev AC Area AC ou AC DU AC DU AC DU 

RM Pvac 19.7 10.3 0.0 0 0.0 0 11.1 194 0.0 0 

NONE Pvac 19.9 10.9 0 .0 0 0.0 0 10.9 191 0.0 0 
RS Pvac 35.7 14.2 0.0 0 14.2 141 0.0 0 0.0 0 

NONE Pvac 4.9 3.5 0.0 0 0.0 0 3.5 61 0.0 0 
NONE Pvac 4.6 2.9 0.0 0 0.0 0 2.9 50 0.0 0 

RS Pvac 3.9 1.1 3.1 21 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 o I 

Nod Nod Nod Nod 
LOR LOR LOR MOR MOR MOR MDR 
ou AC DU AC DU AC DU 

158 0 0 0 0 0 0 
161 0 0 0 0 0 0 

175 0 0 0 0 0 0 

77 0 0 0 0 0 0 
94 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
53 0 0 0 0 0 0 

149 0 0 0 0 0 0 
59 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 17 167 0 0 18 399 
0 51 507 0 0 10 213 
0 0 0 0 0 7 162 
0 0 0 0 0 2 53 
0 0 0 0 0 7 163 
0 0 0 0 0 2 38 
0 0 0 0 0 2 50 
0 0 0 0 0 1 15 
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Table 15: Buildable E . 

frAXLOT ~AZ 
b52W020 00100 101 

52W02D 00200 101 
52W02D 00300 101 

lo52W02D 00400 101 
b52W02D 00601 101 
b52W02D 00602 101 

52W02D 00603 101 
b52W02D 00604 101 
b52W02D 00605 101 

52W02D 00606 101 
b52W02D 00607 101 
P52W02D 00700 100 
P52W02D 00800 100 
b52W02D 00900 100 
b52W02D 01000 100 

52W02D 01200 100 
b52W02D 01201 100 
b52W02D 01202 100 

52W02D 01300 100 
lo52W02D 01301 100 

52W02D 01400 100 
b52W02D 01700 100 
P52W02D 01800 100 
052W02D 01900 100 
052W02D 02000 100 
052W02D 02100 100 
052W02D 02200 100 
b52W02D 03600 100 
b52W02D 03700 100 

f A ..____ ,..__ - -

SUB AREA 

Parcel 
lAc res Pev Status exceptArea !ExcSF ~c;SFDU 

2.7~ Part Vacant ~ 3 1 
2.2€ Part Vacant !'( 2 6 
0.41 f./acant y c 1 
1.94 Part Vacant y 2 J 
1.35 Vacant y 1 -4 

1.45 Part Vacant ~ 1 J 
1.1e !Part Vacant rr 1 1 
1.4C Part Vacant rr 1 j 
1.4~ Part Vacant rr 1 ~ 
1.0€ rvacant rr 1 J 
1.54 Part Vacant ~ 1 ~ 

2.91 :Part Vacant ~ ~ J 
2.91 Part Vacant ~ 3 e 
2.91 !Part Vacant rr 3 € 
1.41 Part Vacant ~ 1 ~ 

1.81 Part Vacant rr- ~ -4 

1.9S IPart Vacant IY ~ 5 
1.3S Part Vacant rt 1 .. ~ 
3.1€ !Part Vacant rt ~ J 
1.8C Part Vacant IY 2 41 

3.1( Part Vacant IY ~ f 
3.4f Part Vacant ~ ~ . s 
2.4E Part Vacant 1Y ~ E 
2.48 Part Vacant IY 2 . € 
4.62 IPart Vacant IY 4 1] 
3.93 !Part Vacant IY 4 11 
3.91 Part Vacant IY 4 11 
1.27 Part Vacant rt 1 _3 
1.23 Part Vacant tL 1 ~ 

'· 
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jrAXLOT ifAZ ~UB AREA !Acres Dev Status !ExceptArea ExcSF ~~cSFDU 
b52W02D 03800 100 1.3§ ~acant ~ ' 1 4 
052W02D 03900 100 1.35 \;a cant y 1 4 
052W11 AA00200 101 1.67 Part Vacant y 1 4 
052W11AA00300 101 1.54 Part Vacant y 1 4 
052W11AA00400 101 1.47 Vacant y 1 4 
P52W11AA00500 101 1.70 Part Vacant y 2 4 
P52W11 AA00600 101 1.79 Part Vacant y 2 4 
Q52W11AA00700 101 1.78 Part Vacant rr 2 4 
052W11AA00800 101 8.00 ~acant h' e 23 
052W 11 ABOO 1 00 100 2.91 Part Vacant y 3 8 
052W11AB00200 100 2.91 Part Vacant y ~ 8 
P52W11AB00400 100 9.08 Vacant y 9 2q 
b52W11 AB00600 100 1.29 ~acant rr 1 3 
Q52W11AB01200 100 1.04 rvacant rr 1 3 
052W11AB01299 100 1.23 ~acant ~ 1 3 
052W11AB01300 100 0.95 ~acant y 1 2 
Q52W11AB01400 100 1.57 Part Vacant y_ 1 4 
052W11AB02200 101 1.94 Part Vacant Y 2 5 
052W11AB02301 101 0.79 rvacant rr 1 2 
052W11 AB02600 101 1.65 Part Vacant rt 1 _4 
052W11AC00100 101 3.00 Part Vacant Y 3 ~ -- ---------- --

'"0--<: 
rf8 2, Table 16: Ind .. v Existinf!' U GB 

-~-- --- .. ------- -- -
rD c 

3 
rD 

l~f~ 
IND Net 

trAXLOT !OWNER NAME ACRES Oev Ac 
P51W05C 01100 !MARY CO -A PARTNERSHIP 8.77 Vac 7.45 
kJS1W05D 01000 HANAUSKA,VICTOR J 13.32 Vac 11.32 1 

b51W07DA00100 DON BURLINGHAM FAMILY CORP 6.04 Vac 5.13 
bs1 W07oooogoo !CITY OF WOODBURN 0.19 Vac 0.10 
b51 W07DD01800 MIKE CAMPBELL DEVELOPMENT INC 0.32 Vac 0.20 
051W088 01500 MERCER INDUSTRIES INC 2.53 Vac 2.15 
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P51 W08BC00500 MERCER INDUSTRIES INC 

P51W17C 00900 CAM,IVAN & 
P51W18AB11100 ~ILLAMETTE VALLEY LAW PROJECT 

~I~ 
\C) 
N 

b51W18AB11500 ~ITY OF WOODBURN 

051W18AB11800 ENGLEMAN,TODD 
051W18AB12300 ~ITY OF WOODBURN 
051W18AB12400 ~ITY OF WOODBURN 
051W18AB13000 . UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD CO 
051 W18AB 13200 CITY OF WOODBURN 
h &:: ">l i\/1 1 (l(\1 (l(l 111/lldr'f"' t:'f"'f"'nQ 111.1 0 

P52W11 00105 HILL YER,LEO M & REYNE M 

Table 17: l nd · I Vacant- Pro nosed E ..., __ .. XI answn 
rT'AXLOT TAZ SUB AREA DEV SWIRAC 
P52W23 00100 202 7 Vacant 46.2 
b52W14 01 600 202 7 Vacant 22.6 
052W14 01500 202 7 Vacant 54.8 
b52W14 01100 187 7 Vacant 18.5 
b52W14 01000 187 7 Vacant 8.5 
052W14 00900 187 7 Vacant 36.4 
b52W14 00800 187 7 Vacant 42.5 
P52W14 00600 159 8 Vacant 13.5 
P52W1 4 00200 159 8 Vacant 8.8 
b52W1 3 01100 201 7 Vacant 19.0 
b52W11 00300 159 8 Vacant 88.2 

Table 18: C - · l Vacant - Existin!! UGB -- --

rt"AXLOT OWNER NAME 
051 W07DC03400 SAUVAIN,C CHARLES 
051 W07DC09500 SAUVAIN,C CHARLES 
051 W07DC09800 EAGLE NEWSPAPERS INC 
051 W08A 04400 LENHARDT FLOYD R JR & GLADYS R 

3.03 
6.26 
0.12 
0.09 

0.26 
0.22 
0.22 
0.11 
0.09 
~ 

0.42 

ACRES 

0.08 

0.11 
0.12 
2.48 

~ :"•/ 
-..: , .. :" 

Vac 
Vac 
Vac 

Vac 
Vac 
Vac 
Vac 
Vac 
Vac 

2.58 
5.32 
0.10 
0.08 

0.22 

0.19 
0.19 
0.09 

o.oa I 

Vas ~I 
Vac o.36 I 

!zONING Dev 
DOC Vac 

DOC Vac 
DOC Vac 

NONE Vac 

. <{_'I- :· 

COM 
Net Com 
Ac Emp 

0.07 1 
0.10 1 

0.11 2 
2.23 44 
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051W08B 02600 WWDM LTD 

051 W08CD05900 WILHELM, GEORGE 

051 W08DA00400 M & T PARTNERS,INC 

051W08DB01001 irAYLOR,CHRIS s ·& DONNA M 

051W08DB02100 

051 W08DB02600 SHELBY,CHRISTOPHER W 

051W08DB02800 SALEM HOSPITAL 

051 W08DC001 00 SALEM HOSPITAL 
051W09B 01000 JESKE,JAMES A ET AL 
051 W17BA00300 ROTH I G A FOODLINER INC 

051W17BA00503 SHANAH,AYESH 0 
051W17BC.00900 SIMMONS,RONALD M & MURIEL 

051W17BC01100 CASEMY,DUANE & 
051W17BC02801 GROSJACQUES,LAWRENCE R ETAL 
051W17BC06600 BERRYMAN,F CLARKE TRUST & 
051W17BC07500 LONG BROTHERS INVESTMENTS 

051 W18AB02200 VERBIN,KONSTANTIN & MARIA 
051 W18A802800 KIM,SOK HWAN & AMY AE KYUNG 

051 W18AB08000 WITHERS,ROBERT L 

051 W18AD08400 EQUALL,IDA M ET AL TRUSTEES 
051 W18BA03900 GUTZLER,J WALLACE & 
051 W18BA09700 PETERSON,DENNIS C & MARLYS I 
051 W188A 10200 CITY OF WOODBURN 
051W18BA11400 BENSON, PAUL M & JUDITH L 
051W18BA12000 MCNUL TY,JOHN L & LORENA M 

051W18BA12200 FARMWORKER HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
051W18BA12500 CITY OF WOODBURN 
052W12AC041 00 CLEMENTS,DARCY & 
052W12AC04301 JENSEN,ROBERT A & 
052W12AC051 00 JENSEN,ROBERT A & SHIRLEY Y 
J52W12AC05203 PLAZA LLC 
)52W128 00600 MOORE CLEAR CO 
J52W12B 01101 BAKER, DALE W 
)52W12C 00200 PIONEER TRUST CO 
-------
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0.46 
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0.15 
0.09 
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0.09 
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0.09 

0.64 
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0.12 

0.36 
0.15 

0.17 

2.43 

0.37 
0.08 

2.23 

o.n 
0.42 
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CG Vac 2.84 56 

CG Vac 0.70 14 

co. Vac 2.99 59 
CG Vac 0;20 3 

CG Vac 0.43 8 
CG Vac 1.62 32 

CG Vac 3.05 61 

CG Vac 3.04 60 

NONE Vac 0.29 5 
CG Vac 0.41 8 

. CG Vac 0.08 1 

CG Vac 0.29 5 
CG Vac 0.27 5 
CG Vac 0.14 2 
CG Vac 0.08 1 
CG Vac 1.31 26 

DOC Vac 0.08 1 
DOC Vac 0.05 1 
CG Vac 0.08 1 
CG Vac 0.58 11 

co Vac 0.11 2 
DOC Vac 0.10 1 
DOC Vac 0.11 2 
RS Vac 0.05 1 

DOC Vac 0.11 2 
DOC Vac 0.32 6 
DOC Vac 0.14 2 
CG Vac 0.15 3 
CG Vac 2 .19 43 
CG Vac 0.33 6 
CG Vac 0.07 1 
CG Vac 1.67 33 
CG Vac 0.66 13 
CG Vac 0.38 7 

27 



1-"C<: 
I» 0 

110 -
ttl = 

8 
ttl 

~ 

~lUI .. 
052W12C 00602 WHITCOMB FAMILY LLC 
052W12C 00604 HERSHBERGER,WARDE ET Al 
052W12C 00605 C T F DEVELOPMENT 
052W12C 01202 BARCLAY SQUARE ASSOCIATES 
052W12C 01203 KIRIAN ENTERPRISES LLC 
052W12DA01600 PETERSON,P l 
052W12DA03200 WOODBURN INVESTMENT ASSOCIATES 
052W12DA03600 BROWN,TIMOTHY R 
052W12DA03700 BROWN,TIMOTHY R 
052W14 00100 PIONEER TRUST COMPANY 

Table 19: C -- . IV t-P dE ------- . --- ... .-.""' ""'.._. __ 
J. - - "'.1--

~AXLOT ~AZ SUB AREA OEV ComAc 
051W19A 02000 197 6 Vacant 9.7 
kl52W13BD00900 187 7 Vacant 5.6 
b51W19A 01800 197 6 Vacant 4.5 
b51W06D 00801 121 2 Vacant 2.2 
P51W19A 01600 197 6 Vacant 0.7 

Table 20: Industrial Partiallv Vacant- Existin!! UGB 

\t.~·~./ 

0.62 CG Vac 0.56 11 
1.24 CG Vac 1.12 22 
2.77 CG Vac 2.49 49 
0.09 CG Vac 0.08 1 
0.37 CG Vac 0.33 6 
1.03 co Vac 0.93 18 
1.04 RM Vac 0.94 18 
1.09 RS Vac 0.98 . 19 
0.20 RS Vac 0.18 3 

21 .05 CG Vac 18.95 3781 

NO Net 
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trAZ lsUB AREA tfAXLOT iOEV ISWIR 

l187 7P52W14 91200 Part Vacant 4.0 

Table 22: C - · l Partiallv V --- - ----· Existin!! UGB 

COM 
Net 

TAXLOT OWNER NAME ~CRES ~ONING Dev ~c 
052W13 00200 PIONEER TRUST COMPANY 45.75 CG Pvac 31 .01 
051W08A 05200 OLSON,ELROY A ET AL 9.51 NONE Pvac 8.11 
051W09B 00900 SEMERIKOV IVAN & ELENA 8.91 NONE Pvac 7.57 

051W09B 00700 ~B VALLEY PROPERTIES LLC 8.85 NONE Pvac 3.47 
051 W17BC06800 EQUALLMANAGEMENTLLC 2.69 CG Pvac 1.70 

Table 23: C - - · I Partiallv V - - - - -- -- . --- . Pronosed E - - - ---
trAXLOT TAZ jsUB AREA DEV ComAc 
lo51W19A 01700 197 6 Part Vacant 3.0 
lo51W19A 01300 197 6 Part Vacant 0.9 
lo51W19A 01400 197 6 Part Vacant 0.7 
lo51W19A 01500 197 6 Part Vacant 0.7 
lo51W19A 01900 197 6 Part Vacant 0.7 
lo52W138001600 187 7 Part Vacant 0.7 
b52W138001700 187 7 Part Vacant 0.7 
lo52W13BD01800 187 7 Part Vacant 0.7 
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l · I Redevel p ------- ... ----o.J-- ---- _____ _. __ ~~-- _. - ExistinQ: UGB -- --

rrAXLOT PWNER NAME ACRES Dev 

P51 W08A 00300 BARRETT PROPERTIES 1.85 Redev 

P51 W08A 00800 CARVER.DANIEL L DBA 1.39 Redev 
P51W08A 01200 CARVER,DANIEL L DBA 1.33 Redev 
n&:; 1 \Af(\Q .11 (\')A(\(\ 0/\DDCTT D I C:c.' ~ ~ 
(\&:; 1 \All\Rli f\':l~f\(\ it.Af'ID~.IIt..t r\01\/C AIAIAV ll..tl"' ~ ReQev. 

P51W08B 02000 !MORGAN DRIVE AWAY INC 1.91 Redev 

P51W08B 02100 MORGAN DRIVE AWAY INC 1.35 Redev 

P51W18AB125QO ~ILLAMETTE VALLEY LAW PROJECT 0.11 Redev 

Table 25: C · 1 Potential Redevel - .......... - -- --- ~ ~ - t- ExistinQ: UGB 
.. 

TAXLOT OWNER NAME ~CRES ZONING 

051 W08CD05600 STEPHENSON,SEAN & 0.71 co 
051W07CA03400 HAMMACKS MARKETS INC 0.24 co 
051 W 18BA02300 CORNWELL FAMILY L TO PARTNERSHIP 0.23 co 
051W07CD12400 CORNWELL FAMILY L TO PARTNERSHIP 0.20 co 
051 W07DC08300 HIGGINS TRUST & 0.14 co 
051 W08CD05800 SAMOILOV,MIKE & MARIA 0.14 co 
051W07CA03100 HAMMACKS MARKET INC 0.12 co 
051 W07CA03200 HAMMACK$ MARKET INC 0.12 co 
051 W07CA03300 HAMMACKS MARKETS INC 0.12 co 
051W07DC08500 BRITO,MARIO & M DEL CARMEN 0.12 co 
051 W07DC08400 NAVA,NOE C & LUCIA GONZALEZ 0.09 co 
051W18BA10600 LIND,JAMES ANDREW JR 0.07 co 

IND Net 
Ac 

1.57 

1.18 
1.13 / 

~ 

~ 

1.62 

1.15 
0.09 

COM Com 
Oev NetAc Emp 

Redev 0.64 12 

Redev 0.22 4 
Redev 0.21 4 

Redev 0.18 3 

Redev 0.13 2 
Redev 0.13 2 
Redev 0.11 2 

Redev 0.11 2 
Redev 0.11 2 
Redev 0.11 2 
Redev 0.08 1 

Redev 0.06 1 
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INTRODUCTION 

Technical Report 2, Woodburn Residential Land Needs Analysis, projects the land area needed 
for residential and public-semi-public uses for the 18-year planning period, from 2003 to 2020. 
This analysis is based on the tentative coordinated population projection of 34,919, which 
represents an increase of 14,059 persons from Portland State University's 2002 population 
estimate for Woodburn.1 

Residential Land Needs 
In this document, we determine Woodburn's residential land needs based on the requirements of 
HB 2709 (ORS 197.196) and Statewide Planning Goals 10 (Housing) and 14 (Urbanization). 
We determine "actual housing mix and density" from 1988-2002, to arrive at a "base case" 
scenario. We then conduct a detailed housing needs analysis, wherein we examine demographic 
relationships and compare housing costs with household incomes in Woodburn. From this, we 
determine buildable land needs for specific housing types (detached single-family, attached 
single-family, manufactured homes on individual lots, manufactured dwelling parks, duplexes, 
and multi-family) and densities. Finally, we determine the need for parks, schools, and other 
public and semi-public land uses that typically are met on residential land. The result is the total 
residential land need to accommodate the 14,059 population increase over approximately the 
next 18 years. 

Economic Opportunities Analysis 
ECONorthwest prepared an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) in May 2001 that 
considered Woodburn's comparative advantages and identified the types of employment and 
industries that Woodburn can reasonably attract during the planning period. To address ORS 
197.212 (Economic Development) and Goal 9 (Economy of the State) requirements, 
ECONorthwest also determined the types of sites that will be needed to attract targeted 
industries, in a subsequent document entitled Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries 
(February 2003). These documents recognize the City's locational advantages and outline a 
strategy for the City to target specific high-wage industries for future growth. Both documents 
conclude the City will need additional land with specific size and access characteristics to 
achieve the City's economic development goals. These two ECONorthwest documents serve to 
determine Woodburn's employment land needs through 2020. 

In March of 2003, ECONorthwest also analyzed the effects of a successful economic 
development strategy on household incomes, and therefore on housing needs, in a document 
called Woodburn Occupation I Wage Forecast (Attachment B). This analysis concluded that: 
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1 ECONorthwest prepared Woodburn' s Year 2020 population projection for review by Marion County in March, 
2002. Via letter, Marion County Senior Planner Les Sasaki agreed that this projection was reasonab le for planning 
purposes. The Marion County Board of Commissioners has not formally agreed to this population projection, which 
is why it is "tentative". 
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• More than 50% of new jobs created between 2000 and 2020 are expected to pay less than 
$30,000 annually on a full-time equivalent basis. 2 This is a range of$7.00 to $15.00 per 
hour expressed as an hourly wage. About 18% will pay between $30,000 and $39,000 
annually, about 13% will pay between $40,000 to $49,000 annually, and about 12% will 
pay more than $49,000 annually. 

• The successful implementation of Woodburn's economic development strategy will have a 
significant impact on the city's wage distribution. The strategy will result in fewer low
paying retail and service jobs, and more high-wage manufacturing, construction, and 
skilled occupations. 

ADEQUACY OF THE EXISTING URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 
In Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory, we determined the buildable land area, on a 
parcel-by-parcel basis, within the existing (2002) Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary (UGH). 
In this document we compare the buildable land supply with projected demand for residential 
and public/semi-public land. This will enable the City to determine whether comprehensive plan 
map amendments are necessary to meet long-term pop~lation and livability growth needs. 

UPDATES TO TmS DOCUMENT 
The 2005 revisions to this Residential Land Needs Analysis are based on comments by the 
'epartment of Land Conservation and Development, Marion County, and others regarding the 

.nethods and results of the 2003 Buildable Lands Inventory and 2003-04 Land Needs Analyses. 

Residen-tial Land Needs 

Statutory Provisions Related to Residential Land Needs 
Woodburn is required to provide a 20-year supply of buildable residential land within its Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB). Statewide Planning Goals 10 and 14, as well as ORS 197.295-
197.312 and OAR 660-07, set forth requirements for residential land use planning. In 1995 the 
Oregon Legislature passed House Bill2709 (ORS 197.296) which supplements existing state 
requirements for the analysis oflong-term residential land needs and provision of buildable 
res idential land within UGBs.3 

2 A full-time equivalent assumes 1980 hours annually. We recognize that many new jobs in Woodburn are likely to 
be part-time jobs that will not equate to the annual salary estimates. The base data, however, do not make a 
distinction between full-time and part-time employment. 

3 This section reads as follows: 

(3) As part of its next p eriodic review pursuant to ORS 197. 628 to 197. 650 following Septem ber 9, 199 5, or any 
other legislative review of the urban growth boundary, a local government shall: 
(a) inventory the supply of buildable lands within the urban growth boundary; 
(b) Determine the actual density and the actual average mix of housing types of residential development that have 
occurred with in the urban growth boundary since the last periodic review or jive years. whichever is greater; and 
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All jurisdictions over 25,000 are required to comply with the provisions of ORS 197.296 at 
periodic review or any other legislative review of an urban growth boundary. ORS 197.296 
contains two key objectives: 

Housing: Ensure that development occurs at the densities and mix necessary to meet a 
community's housing needs over the next 20 years, in accordance with ORS 197.303, Statewide 
Planning Goall 0 and OAR Chapter 660, Division 7, Housing. 

Land: Ensure there is enough buildable land to accommodate .the 20-year housing need inside 
the UGB. 

HB 2709 set forth the following step-by-step requirements related to determine the amount of 
residential land needed within a UGB. Tasks in bold are addressed in order in this document: 

1. Reach agreement on a coordinated population projection with Marion 
County. 

' 2. Determine actual housing density and mix for the last 5 years or since the last 
Periodic Review, whichever is greater. 

3. Project 20-year residential land needs based on actual density. 

4. D etermine housing needs based on a comparison of housing costs and income 
-which may be different from actual housing density and miL Then: 
a) determine the extent to which actual housing types and densities in 

Woodburn have been responsive to Woodburn's housing needs; and 

(c) Conduct an analysis of housing need by type and density range, in accordance with ORS 197. 303 and statewide 
planning goals and rules relating to housing, to determine the amount of/and needed f or each needed housing type 
for the next 20 years. 
(4) If the determination required by subsection (3) of this section indicates that the urban growth boundary does not 
contain suffic ient buildable lands to accommodate housing needs for 20 years at the actual developed density that 
has occurred since the last periodic review, the local government shall take one of the following actions: 
(a) Amend its urban growth boundary to include sufficient buildable lands to accommodate housing needs f or 20 
years at the actual developed density during ·the period since the last periodic review or within the last jive years, 
whichever is greater. As part of this process, the amendment shall include sufficient land reasonably necessary to 
accommodate the siting of new public school facilities. The need and inclusion of lands for new public school 
facilities shall be a coordinated process between the affected public school dis tricts and the local government that 
has the authority to approve the urban growth boundary; 
(b) Amend its comprehensive 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 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 fo llowing the date of the adoption of the new measures; or 
(c) Adop t a combination of the actions described in paragraphs (a) and (b) of this subsection. 
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b) identify measures to increase densities within the UGB to minimize the 
need to expand the UGB to meet identified housing needs. 

·s. Determine residential land needs for school facilities. We have also 
determined residential land needs for parks. 

6. Determine the buildable land area" available to meet housing ne~ds, after 
considering infill and redevelopment potential. 

7. Ensure that sufficient buildable land is designated for needed housing types 
at density ranges likely to be achieved in the housing market, as well as for 
public needs that occur within a residential plan designation. 

8. Amend the UGB and/or adopt measures to provide sufficient buildable land 
to accommodate projected 20-year residential land need. 

Coordinated Population Projection 
Winterbrook and ECONorthwest worked with the City, the County, and TGM administrators to 
determine a coordinated population projection for the purposes of this study. The Interim 
"pproved by County Planning Staff for planning purposes- Woodburn 2020 population 
) rojection is 34,919. This is an increase of 14,81 9 from the 2000 U.S. Census population of 
20,100 (Average Annual Growth Rate of2.8%). This projection is the basis for projecting 
residential and public semi/public land needs. 

Determine Actual Housing Density and Mix 
This step determines the actual mix and density ofhousing development in Woodburn from 
1988-20025

• 

Trends in the Housing Mix 
The housing mix (i.e., percentage of single-family~ attached single-family, single-family 
manufactured, duplex and multi-family dwelling units) is an important variable in any housing 
needs assessment. Distribution of housing types is influenced by a variety of factors, including 
the cost of new home construction, area economic and employment trends, and amount of land 
zoned to allow different housing types and densities. 

Tables 1, 2 and 3 below, through analysis of data from the 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census of 
Population and Housing, give a snapshot of the status quo for housing development in 

4 Technical Report I : Buildable Lands Inventory, responds to the buildable lands requirements ofORS 197.296. 

; ORS I 97.296 requires a time period of 5 years or the last periodic review, whichever is greater. for the purposes of 
this study. DLCD issued Woodburn's periodic review notice in 1988. Volume 5 

Page 1603 

May 2005 6 



' / 

Woodburn. Since 1990 is within the study period, Tables 2 and 3 determine actual development 
before and after the snapshot to examine trends. 

Woodburn, 1990 U.S. Census of Population and Housing 
In 1990, Woodburn had a total of 4,890 housing units. Of these, 3,504 (72%) were conventional 
"stick-built" single-family residences. Multi-family and duplex units were relatively rare, at 
16% and 2% respectively, while the 513 manufactured homes comprised 10% of the total 
housing units. 

VoJume 
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Source: 1990 US Census 

Woodburn, 2000 U.S. Census of Population and Housing 
By the Year 2000, Woodburn had a total of6,784 housing units. Of these, 4,592 (68%) were 
conventional "stick-built" single-family residences. Multi-family units were second highest at 
20%, while duplex units and manufactured homes stayed at 2% and 10% respectively. 

Source: 2000 US Census 

Table 3 describes the change in Woodburn's housing composition from 1990 to 2000. Woodburn 
added 1,894 housing units from 1990 to 2000. Of these units, 57% were single-family, 32% 
multi-family, 3% duplex, and 8% manufactured home. The most significant changes occurred in 
a shift from single-family to multi-family development. Fully 32% of additional units between 
1990 and 2000 were multi-family units, while in 1990, only 16% ofthe total housing stock was 
multi-family. 

Source: 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census 
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Actual Development 
Actual development from 1988 to 2002 in Woodburn was determined through review of building 
pennits- for the 1988-1997 period by the McKeever/Morris Woodburn Buildable Lands and 
Urbanization Project (February, 2000), and for the 1998-2002 period by Winterbrook Planning. 

Woodburn, 1988-1997 Actual Development Mix 
Of the 1,280 units approved between 1988 and 1997, 31% were single-family detached, 29% 
were multi-family, 2% were duplexes, and 38% were manufactured homes. New Woodburn 
housing during this period developed at an average density of about 6.6 dwelling units per net 
acre. 

Source: McKeever-Morris- Woodburn Buildable Lands and Urbanization Project, 2000 

Woodburn, 1998-2002 Actual Development Mix 
Ofthe 904 units approved between 1998 and 2002, 59% were single-family detached, 36% were 
multi-family, 1% were duplexes, and 36% were manufactured homes. New Woodburn housing 
during this period developed at an average density of about 8.4 dwelling units per net acre, due 
to a high proportion of high-density multi-family units and PUDs. 

tl'l~ 
,...... Source: Wintcrbrook Planning and McKeever/Morris. 

Summary of Actual Housing Mix and Density 
Table 6 summarizes the average actual housing mix and density in Woodburn for the years 1988-
2002. Overall , Woodburn has averaged 7.2 dwelling units per net buildable acre: 

• Detached single-family housing has accounted for about 43% of all new units in 
Woo~bum. The average actual single-family residential density has been about 6 units 
per net buildable acre. 



. ' 

) 

• We did not see any building permit information for attached single-family housing during 
this time period. 

• Multi-family housing has accounted for about 31% of all new units in Woodburn since 
1988. The average actual multi-family density in Woodburn has been about 16.3 units 
per net buildable acre. 

• Duplexes have accounted for 1% of all new units in Woodburn. The average duplex 
density has been about 12.6 units per net buildable acre. 

• Manufactured housing has accounted for 24% of all new units in Woodburn. The 
average actual manufactured housing density has been about 5.2 units per net buildable 
acre. 

Source: City of Woodburn; Winterbrook Planning; McKeever-Morris 

Woodburn Subdivisions 1998 to 2002 
Winterbrook conducted a study of available subdivision and partition data for the years 1998 
through 2002 as a comparison to the building permit data. 

We were able to find complete information for 11 projects, comprising a total of 506 lots and 
about 105 acres. This gross density was approximately 4.8 lots per acre. To determine net area, 
we removed area dedicated for streets (Ded. Area), access easements (Access Area)~ and 
required open space (Tracts Area). Subdivisions and PUDs were determined to have an average 
of26% of their area devoted to streets, access, and open space. This led to an average net 
density of almost 6 .6 units per net acre for subdivisions and PUDs during the time period 
studied. It is important to note that a few of the major subdivision developments (Links at 
Tukwila, Ironwood at Tukwila) were associated in a large PUD with a golf course in the northern 
portion of Woodburn. This allowed high densities within the subdivisions, which Table 7 reflects 
below, but a much lower gross density if the golf course were to be included. 

Source: City of Woodburn; Winterbrook Planning 
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Projected 20-Year Residential Land Needs Based on Actual Density 
The "Base Case Scenario" as described below is based on "actual housing ~ensities" observed 
from 1988-2002 (Table 6), as prescribed by ORS 197.296(4)(a). Implementation of this base 
case scenario does not require additional plan policy or code text amendments. Implementation 
of this scenario would, of course, require comprehensive plan map, urban growth boundary and 
(eventually) zoning map amendments. 

Year 2020 Housing and Buildable Land Needs Method- Actual Development 
1988-2002 
For the scenario based on actual development we: 

1. Determined the actual mix and density of dwelling unit (DU) types in new developments 
(from 1988 to 2002). · 

2. Used ECONorthwest's projected and Marion County interim planning population 
projection of 34,919. 

3. Applied the 2000 US Census ratio of institutional population to projected population 
increase. Subtracted these 337 "institutional" people from the population growth for 
purposes of dwelling unit need. 

4. Assumed a projected average household size figure of2.9.6 

5. Applied an average occupancy rate of95% (or a vacancy rate ofS%7
) to all housing 

types. 

We determined the number of needed dwelling units (DU) by multiplying the actual mix by the 
population increase, dividing by household size, then dividing by occupancy rate. We 
determined needed acres by dividing the number of dwelling units by actual density. We then 
applied the above factors to create Table 8. 

Table 8 shows a need for 4,968 dw~lling units and about 680 net buildable residential acres, 
using the above methods. Table 8 shows the housing mix and density experienced in Woodburn 
over the last 14 years - one possible zoning allocation that can achieve 7.25 dwelling units per 
acre. Table 8 does not include need for Public and Semi-Public uses, which is discussed in the 
Public and Semi-Public section of this document. 
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6 The actual household size has risen sharply in Woodburn from 2.7 in 1990 to 3.1 in 2000. This increase can be 
attributed largely to in-migration of families with small children. We project a return in household size over the 
next 20 years (reflecting national trends and cultural shifts) to 2.9 persons per household. See discussion under 
Household Size in the Demographics section of this document. 

7 The 2000 US Census shows overall vacancy rates in Woodburn of 8%. This is a substantial increase fro m 1990's 
overall vacancy rate of2 .7%. We projected a midrange vacancy rate of 5%. See discussion under Vacancy Rate in 
the Demographic Information section of this document. 
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Source: City of Woodburn; McKeever-Morris; Winterbrook Planning 

HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Demographic Information 
While housing needs can be projected based on past trends, there are other factors that should be 
considered in a Housing Needs Analysis. Demographic information 7" statistics on age, 
education, income, employment, and housing costs - provides insight into the nature of need. 
The following sections compare Woodburn's demographic information with some other 
Willamette Valley cities (Wilsonville, Salem, and Portland) as well as with Marion County and 
')regon as a whole, describe recent trends for each demographic factor, and analyze the 
Jemo_graphic information in relation to Woodburn's short and long term objectives.8 

Educatioll 
Overview. Tables 9, 10, and 11 below depict the educational achievement level ofworking
age residents of Woodburn, Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon. 
Educational levels are important in a housing needs analysis, as education levels are related 
to potential income. An educated populace is also more attractive to potential employers, 
which can lead to more jobs and more money to spend on housing. 
Comparison. Compared to the other cities, Marion County, and Oregon, educational levels 
in Woodburn are quite low. Woodburn has a much lower percentage of population with 
college education than any of the comparators. In addition, Woodburn has a much higher 
percentage of population with less than a high school degree. 
Trend. From 1990 to 2000, the percentage of college graduates rose slightly in Woodburn -
the percentage of population with a bachelors degree or higher rose by a total of3%- but the 
percentage of persons with less than a 91

h grade education increased from 20% to 26%. In all 
other comparators, education levels rose across the board. None of the other comparators 
showed an increase in population with less than a 91

h grade education. 
Interpretation . The general educational level of adults in Woodburn is relatively low, and 
the percentage of persons with no high school experience has risen over the last I 0 years. 
These lower educational levels can be explained by the large numbers of recent immigrants 

VoJullle 
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8 1990 and 2000 data used in this analysis is from the 1990 and 2000 US Census. 
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(described in the Nativity section, and Table$ 17, 18, and 19) who often are poorly educated. 
People with lower educational levels typically have lower incomes and generally cannot 
afford higher-priced housing. Part of Woodburn's economic development strategy is to 
provide improved educational and job training services. As educational levels increase, so 
will household incomes. Recent housing trends indicate an increase in multi-family housing, 
which generally is more affordable than single-family housing. As Woodburn's newer 
residents become better educated, they are more likely to afford homeownership, and to 
demand more traditional single-family housing. 

-
Table 9: Educational Attainment, 1990 
~~w·~~•~·~"""'~~\lll~~~~"'lll-~ $-~·;if""' ~,;:,':,.:.,.tt·~,')' .: ··-~·-;; •<"1'<..-~··!~r.·'\f"~ ~, ... _ .. : ·:. -~4 \. "''-1~-"'- ~ .. .,..,., . ..., . ~ ~ ·.. ~~ 
...... -,.:::.-:.~:::--or .... ~i~ ·: ·.f'.:,;.::·:;·?it~r~··~(1%~~;t,.,. ~~~1u:.,;~·~u-::.-,;:...: :f.:~~-,.,:-~4- ... ... 4 ·J'. · <•gw~.J,,:':"" , .. ..:.rt:~· -· ~--r•''l f' ... ' -iji ~ •.• i} • . . . ..... ~ .. f . . .. , ·t! -:\ .... :• ... ,.,,.. ' "" .. , ~f~ .. !1.£ '""8f.i '~ .;,.;.:·: ,_.., ~f""~ : :;·.1 .~ ~l t ~ "~ ¥~J~ ~ ~ ~- ~ ~ v •• .' ~ ; ~~~~ !):- t \ .. "l~ • ; ~ .. ~ ~ .. ~~~ • ~ -:~1 ~=ft'' , .~·~ _ ;!!~ftA~. L~"t~ ~,·~~~~~~.l ~~t.fr:~t,~~~?J. ~~.~~ 
... ~~tWiili!::L~~~..;~~~.iili:.W~~f~~~f!llifiJ~£.U.t1."~1~ti~:~t£ 
Less than 9th grade 
9th to 12th grade, no diploma 

High school graduate 
Some college, no degree 

Associate degree 

Bachelor's degree 

Graduate or professional degree 
Source: 1990 US Census 

Source: 2000 US Census 

Volume 
Page 

5 
1610 

20% 1% 
17% 8% 

30% 23% 

20% 28% 

5% 6% 

6% 24% 

3% 8% 

7% 6% 9% 6% 
12% 11% 13% 12% 

26% 25% 29% 29% 

26% 26% 25% 25% 

8% 6% 7% 7% 

14% 17% 12% 14% 

8% 9% 6% 7% 



Table 11: Educational Attainment Trend 1990-2000 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Age 
Overview. Table 11 below depicts age distribution and median ages in Woodburn, 
Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon. The age of a city's population is 
important in a housing needs analysis because different ages can indicate different types of 
housing requirements. For example, families with children are more likely to want single
family homes, while young people just entering the work force are more likely to be looking 
for rental housing. An older population is likely to desire smaller lot homes, townhouses, or 
condominiums, as their household sizes are smaller (1-2 persons) and yard work can become 
a burden. 
Comparison. Woodburn has a high percentage of its population at the ends of the age 
spectrum. In 2000, 42% of Woodburn's population was under 25 years old, compared with 
34% for Wilsonville, 37% for Salem, 31% for Portland, 38% for Marion County, and 34% 
for the state as a whole. Woodburn has retained a relatively large elderly population. In 
2000, 18% of Woodburn's population was 65 years old or older, compared to 14% for 
Wilsonville, 12% for Salem, Portland, and Marion County, and 13% for Oregon. 
Trend. Woodburn has become noticeably younger over the last decade. In 1990, 36% of the 
population was under 25 years old. In 1990,26% of Woodburn's population was 65 years old 
or older. During the next 10 years, the under 25 cohort increased in Woodburn by 5%, while 
the 65 and older cohort decreased by 8%. As shown in Table 14, Woodburn's age 
distribution increased only in age groups between 10 and 44 years of age- by 8% total. This 
is quite different from all other comparators. Every other comparator showed a substantial 
increase (3-5%) in the 45-54 age cohort, while Woodburn remained the same at that age. 
Interpretation. Woodburn has become relatively young city, with an unusually high 
proportion of young adults and families. This trend can be explained in terms of immigration 
of younger workers, who often have large families. However, Woodburn has retained a high 
percentage of retirement-age residents, which can be explained by the presence of a large 
senior housing development (Woodburn Senior Estates) and by long-term residents. 

The lack of family wage jobs in Woodburn may have contributed to an out-migration of 
working age peopl~ who were born in Woodburn. Volume 
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Typically, households at the bottom and top of the age pyramid have less disposable income 
to spend on housing, while households headed by middle-aged workers have higher-paying 
jobs and demand higher cost liqusing. , Woodburn's policy is to provide more family-wage 
jobs, thus retaining younger and middle-aged workers in the comritunity. This will have the 
effect of increasing demand for 'traditional single-family housing, and decreasing demand for 
more affordable housing types such as apartments and manufactured homes. 

Source: 1990 US Census 

Source: 2000 US Census 
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Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Household Size 
Overview. Table 13 depicts the average household size, as well as the change in household 
size, for Woodburn, Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon in 1990 and 
2000. Changes in household size can have a significant affect on the number of housing 

··units a community will need to house its population. There are two probable affects on 
housing demand from larger household sizes: first, families with many children typically 
have less disposable income to spend on housing; second, these same families are likely to 
spend a greater proportion of their incomes on housing, and prefer traditional single-family 
homes. 
Comparison. In 1990, Woodburn had a larger average household size (2. 7 persons per 
household) than Wilsonville (2.3), Salem (2.4), Portland (2.3), Marion County (2.6), and 
Oregon as a whole (2.5). By 2000, Woodburn's household size had increased to 3.11 while 
Wilsonville and Portland stayed basically the same. Salem and Marion county increased to 
2.5 and 2 .7 persons per household respectively. The state of Oregon a s a whole actually 
declined very slightly in household size during this time period, from 2.52 to 2.51 persons 
per household. 
Trend. The state of Oregon as a whole was the only comparator to decline in household size 
during this time period. Woodburn increased household sizes by 15%, while Wilsonville, 
Salem, Portland, and Marion County increased by 1-5%. 
Interpretation. The rise in household size in Woodburn can be explained largely by in
migration of young and growing families, who typically havelow educational levels and low 
incomes (see discussion of Age, Education, and Income in this document). Woodburn' s 
immigrant families have been mostly of Central European or Hispanic heritage, two groups 
that typically have more children and therefore larger household sizes. However, based on 
the experience of other immigrant groups in America, household size can be expected to 
more closely approximate County-wide averages as young families mature, children create 
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their own households, educational and income levels increase, and the cultural expectations 
change. 
Part of Woodburn's economic development strategy is to provide improved educational and 
employment opportunities. Thus, it is reasonable to project that household sizes will remain 
high, but will more closely approximate household sizes in Marion County as a whole by the 
Year 2020. Woodburn should plari both to provide affordable single family homes, and 
maintain a supply of affordable multi-family housing opportunities, such as provided by 
Nuevo Amanacer and Esperanza Court. 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Households by Type 
Overview. Tables 16, 17, and 18 below show the type of households in Woodburn, 
Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and the state of Oregon, for 1990 to 2000. 
Household type tells us the components ofhouseholds- whether the house4olds are serving 
families, unrelated persons, a single householder, or if the householder is age'65 or older. 
Household type is important to know in a housing needs analysis, as it explains what sectors 
of the population are using the housing available. 
Comparison. In 1990, Woodburn had a comparatively high percentage of family 
households at 69%. Wilsonville was also at 69%, and Marion County was slightly higher at 
70%, but Salem was at 63%, and Portland was lowest at only 56%. The state as a whole was 
slightly lower than Woodburn for family households, at 68%. In 1990,28% ofWoodbum's 
households were occupied by one person, compared to 24% in Wilsonville, 30% in Salem, 
35% in Portland, and 25% in Marion County and Oregon. Woodburn had a large proportion 
of householders aged 65 and above at 20%, substantially higher than the comparators, which 
ranged from 8% in Wilsonville to 12% in Salem and Portland. 
In 2000, Woodburn had the highest percentage of family households among the comparators 
at 72% - 3% higher than Marion County, 6% higher than Oregon as a whole, 8% higher than 
Wilsonville and Salem, and 19% higher than Portland. Woodburn had a comparatively low 
percentage of householders living alone (24%)- equal to Marion County, 2% lower than 
Oregon as a whole, 4% lower than Wilsonville and Salem, and 11% lower than Portland. 
Woodburn still had the highest percentage ofhouseholders aged 65 and above in 2000, at 
16% compared to 9-10% for other comparators. 
Trend. Woodburn moved from a high percentage of family households in 1990 (69%), to a 
higher percentage (72%) in 2000. This is in opposition to trends among the comparators, 
where Wilsonville dropped 6%, Salem remained constant, Portland dropped 3%, Marion 
County dropped 1%, and Oregon as a whole dropped 2%. Woodburn decreased substantially 
(by 4%) from 1990 to 2000 in its percentage of householders living alone, compared to an 
increase of 4% in Wilsonville, a decrease of 2% in Salem, no change in Portland, a decrease 
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of 1% in Marion County, and an increase of 1% in Oregon as a whole. Woodburn' s 
percentage of householders age 65 and above also decreased more than all other comparators 
-a 4% drop- compared to a 2% increase in Wilsonville, a 2% decrease in Salem, a 3% 
decrease in Portland, a 1% decrease in Marion County, and a 1% decrease in Oregon as a 
whole. 
Interpretation. Woodburn increased from 69% to 72% in family households, and dropped 
in all other categories. This means that a vast majority (calculated to 79%) of new households 
between 1990 and 2000 in Woodburn were occupied by families. The 4% drop in 
householders aged 65 and above in Woodburn reflects the younger age of new Woodburn 
residents (see discussion under Age in this document). Woodburn should plan to meet the 
needs of these young families as they become more established in the community and 
integrated into the workforce. Woodburn should not just plan for development to serve the 
existing and future young families, but realize many of the families now in Woodburn will a) 
be able to develop wealth to afford ownership housing; and b) will have young adults moving 
out of the family home and needing affordable rental housing. 

Source: 1990 US Census 

Source: 2000 US Census 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 
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Vacancy Rates 
Overview. Tables 14, 15, and 16 depict vacancy rates for Woodburn, Wilsonville, Salem, 
Portland, Marion County, and Oregon in 1990 and 2000. Vacancy rates are important in 
determining future land needs, as they can affect market choice as well as development 
trends. 
Comparison. Woodburn in 1990 had the lowest overall vacancy rate of all comparators. 
Woodburn's homeowner vacancy rates were fairly comparable at 1.3% to Wilsonville 
( 1.2% ), Salem and Portland ( 1.6% ), Marion County ( 1.1% ), and Oregon ( 1.4% ). Woodburn's 
rental vacancy rate in 1990 was less than half the rate of the other comparators - at 1.6%, 
compared to 3.7% for Marion County, all the way to 9.9% for Wilsonville. In 2000, 
Woodburn's homeowner vacancy rate was over twice as high as the other comparators-
5.9% compared to 2.3-2.6% for the others. Woodburn's rental vacancy rate was still fairly 
low at 6.4%, compared to 9.5% in Wilsonville, 7% in Salem, 6.8% in Marion County, and 
7.3% in Oregon as a whole. Only Portland came in lower, at 6.2%. 
Trend. Woodburn's vacancy rates for both ownership and rental housing units rose 
substantially between 1990 and 2000. The homeowner vacancy rate in Woodburn rose by 
4.6% over the 10 years, compared to 0.7-1.4% rises in the comparators. The rental vacancy 
rate in Woodburn rose by 4.8%, compared to a slight decline in Wilsonville (-0.4%) and rises 
between 1.5-3.1% in the comparators. 
Interpretation. In 1990, Woodburn had a very low vacancy rate, which indicates lack of 
choice in the market for both ownership and rental housing units at that time. Since 1990, 
Woodburn's population grew substantially (from 13,404 to 20,100), and Woodburn's 
housing market responded by increasing housing unit supply by nearly 2,000 total units 
( 4,922 to 6,824). As explained in the Age, Household by Type, and Household Size sections, 
the increase in population between 1990 and 2000 was mostly young families, with a high 
average household size. This phenomenon has led to a fairly high vacancy rate among 
ownership Uhits in 2000, compared with Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County; and 
Oregon. 
However, one of Woodburn' s goals is to increase the education and wage levels of its 
residents by increasing educational and employment opportunities. As described in the Age 
and Household Size sections, thls policy direction taken by Woodburn should act to decrease 
average household sizes, increasing the demand for housing units. It's important to maintain 
choice and competition in the housing market, both to lower prices and to meet the wide
ranging housing needs of Woodburn's diverse population, so the current vacancy rate should 
not be considered a "problem". Nonetheless, we find it likely that Woodburn's vacancy rate 
will move toward Marion County's overall vacancy rate over the next 20 years, due to 
projected changes in age, income, employment, and culture. 

Table 14: Vacancy Rates, 1990 

Source: 1990 US Census 
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fable 15: Vacancy Rates, 2()00 

9.5% 7.0% 6.2% 6.8% 7.3% 

8.1% 7.3% 5.8% 5.7% 6.0% 8.2% 

Source: 2000 US Census 

Table 16: Vacancy Rates Tre_nd, 1990-2000 
~~~~r!~""f~"'~~~q.~~~~~~~~~"r~·;..i~ie'"'"'~~·~~~~mm~r-{l.~:;~~{'::t~~~m!iX ·~ ~· ~.J,~l!,tM t' ~~;.~- r.•·~:~<--~,_;·--;;;.;_:-~:~ .(~\""!:..iT.. l" ·"·;;;~~r, d~--Ni~f.f:.~~ )*~:,7:;::i..~l'·"' 
. ~~ i+"·•:l ;·~-<~·! : '·.-: -.};:d1~~ti1lf1~ ,;~~ill:~~ ttri~~~~~:~~i~ ..t·.t~,.1,.:. •...:Cid:•<ol .... l>o.!Lu~"J:.IM ...,_ !! ~ L ... . i.tll: 
Homeowner vacancy rate 4.6% 1.4% 0.9% 0.7% 1.4% 0.9% 

Rental vacancy rate 4.8% -0.4% 3.0% 1.5% 3.1% 2.0% 

Overall Vacancy Rate 5.3% 0.6% 1.9% O.l% 2.2% 0.6% 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Nativity 
Overview. Tables 17, 18, and 19 describe nativity and place of birth for residents of 
Woodburn, Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon as a whole from 1990 
to 2000. Nativity is an important factor to look at in a housing needs analysis, as past and 
current population stability can be used to make assumptions regarding future population 
stability, as well as social and economic stability, over the next 20 years. 
Comparison. In 1990, Woodburn had a much lower percentage of native population (as 
opposed to foreign born) than all the other comparators - 81% native population in 
Woodburn, compared to 92-96% in Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and 
Oregon. In 1990, 11% of Woodburn's population had entered the United States in the 
previous 10 years, compared to 1-4% for the rest of the comparators. In 2000, only 65% of 
Woodburn' s population was "native", while Portland and Marion County were at 87%, 
Salem at 88%, and Wilsonville and Oregon were at 92%. In 2000, 22% of Woodburn' s 
population entered the United States in the previous 10 years, while the rest of the 
comparators ranged from 4-7%. 
Trend. All the comparators studied in this document decreased in native population as a 
percentage of the whole- Woodburn decreased by 17%, Wilsonville and Oregon by 4%, 
Portland by 5%, and Salem and Marion County by 6%. The overall trend was also a higher 
percentage of recent US immigrants - Woodburn's population that entered the US over the 
previous 10 year period increased by 11 %, while the other comparators rose by 2-4%. 
Interpretation. Woodburn' s foreign-born population has been increasing at a much higher 
rate than Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon as a whole. Much of the 
increase is comprised of recent immigrants to the US. These recent immigrants bring with 
them a different culture and lifestyle - a diversity that is valued in Woodburn - that also 
includes such demographic impacts such as higher household sizes and lower educational 
levels (see discussions under Household Size and Education). Over the next 20 years, 
Woodburn intends to increase opportunities for education and employment, which should 
allow recent immigrants and their growing children an opportunity to adapt to a lifestyle that 
is more akin to native and long-term Oregon residents. Volume 5 
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) Recent substantial nativity changes and trends in Woodburn residents indicate a population 
currently in flux- we expect the large scale inmigration will slow as a percentage of 
population growth over the next 20 years. which should bring such demographic statistics as 
household size and vacancy rates back toward Marion County norms. 

Source: 1990 US Census 

Source: 2000 US Census 

Table 19: Nativity and Place of Birth Trends 1990-2000 
1f~.l~~-;-:·~~~;nr~~-~;;':·-~-~.: .. ~_·;.~.: .~.-..-~~~~1!Ji~-·~~:--~~r~:~r-~·,·~~~!:~:::r·:~~v-i:~~¥: .. ~~:~~~Jf· .. ~-~:~~~~?~~~~~~~~~:;-r·:t~:-~j~~-:~t~~ 
1~Ji~4~~6--' :~-~;:-~~~j~~,!~~ti?'t~i· f :.;/i-:' :<- -·; ?i ~~t·~ri;:; ~ _; :·r:. ~ ·: :~-~~~· :.: · -~:. F~~---; ..-. ". :)~&r··;{~~~:~i~;~:~:';;. i';~.,~~~~ 

kd .,~( .. --;.~ri·, ,...-'). ..... ,_ " " .•• 1. v.," k,..2'?J.•--d"'"'"' "'" ·-·~·J ~,.:£ ... , ?..:A.~::u.'J1-.w·.., ~ .. ~~c-.1"' ......... ·---~H.L.:J."' ~....~~ ...... ~~-' ,, ...:.~.~ .. .w. 
Native population -17% -4% -6% -5% -6% 

Foreign-born population 17% 4% 6% 5% 6% 

Entered the U.S. Previous 10 Years 11% 3% 3% 3% 4% 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Income 
Overview. Tables 20, 21, and 22 depict household income for Woodburn, Wilsonville, 
Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon in 1989 and 1999. GoallO requires local 
governments to provide affordable housing opportunities for existing and future residents. 
This is done by comparing household income with housing costs, to determine the type and 
density of housing types that are needed in a community. 
Comparison. In 1990, Woodburn had a substantially lower median household income than 
the other comparators- $22,253, compared to $38,456 for Wilsonville, $25,236 for Salem, 
$25,592 for Portland, $26,876 for Marion County, and $27,250 for Oregon as a whole. The 
breakdown of income brackets for 1989 shows that 57% of Woodburn's households were 
earning incomes of less than $25,000 at that time. The comparators had substantially lower 
percentages of householders in the lower income ranges- 29% in Wilsonville, 50% in 
Salem, 50% in Portland, 46% in Marion County, and 46% in Oregon as a whole. 
In 1999, median household incomes in Woodburn rose to $33,722, compared with $52,515 in 
Wilsonville, $38,881 in Salem, $40,146 in Portland, $40,314 in Marion County, and $40,916 
in Oregon. Woodburn maintained the highest percentage of households earning under 
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$25,000, with 33%- compared to 19% in Wilsonville, 30% in Salem, 29% in Portland, 27% 
in Marion County, and 28% in Oregon as a whole. 
Trend. Median household income in Woodburn grew by 152% between 1989 and 1999, 
compared with 137% for Wilsonville, 154% for Salem, 157% for Portland, and 150% for 
Marion County and Oregon as a whole. The increase in median household incomes was 
generally on pace with income growth in the comparators, but Woodburn started at a much 
lower base, so incomes rose less in actual dollars for Woodburn residents than for all other 
comparators. 
Interpretation. Household incomes in Woodburn are low, compared with Wilsonville, 
Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon as a whole. Woodburn has kept pace with 
income growth trends (from a percentage standpoint), but started with and maintains a lower 
base income. Discussion of housing costs to income levels in the Owner Costs and Rental 
Costs sections will allow us to determine if housing costs are out of range for Woodburn 
residents. 
Of note, Woodburn's Economic Opportunities Analysis (ECONorthwest, 2000) prescribes 
specific steps for Woodburn to increase education and household income by allowing for and 
encouraging higher-payingjobs to locate in Woodburn. The economic effects of achieving 
the program outlined in the EOA were described in the Woodburn Occupation I Wage 
Forecast (ECONorthwest, 2003). Woodburn residents are forecast to shift into higher income 
ranges, due mainly to development of more manufacturing job opportunities as opposed to 
minimum-wage retail. To the extent that Woodburn's economic strategy is successful, the 
greater income should lead to greater demand for traditional single-family housing ownership 
and :its-potential for wealth accumulation, and relatively less demand for rental housing. 

Med ian household income 

Source: 1990 US Census 
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Source: 2000 US Census 

Table 22· Income Com arison Trends 1989 1999 I 

Iftl~;~~t-~~--:.::·:. :. ;;_~~ .. :·3;~~~:~:.:~i~~~~i~:~:·~·lk:I::~;;~)~, -:··:r~w~::~:_, ~~-$~~;w~~~t~r:t~F!1~?~?Tf~~~;.~~1~~rr~-2it:~:-.: __ ~~i~~:~t~ 
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Less than $10,000 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

$10,000 to $14,999 -3% -2% -4% -5% -3% -3o/< 

$15,000 to $24,999 3% 4% . 3% 3% 3% 3o/< 
$25,000 to $34,999 -6% -2% -7% -7% -7% -6% 

$35,000 to $49,999 -1% l% l% 0% 0% 0% 

$50,000 to $74,999 4% -2% 3% 3% 3% 2% 

$75,000 to $99,999 -2% -6% -3% -2% -2% -3% 

$100,000 to $149,999 3% 7% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

$150,000 to $199,999 0% -1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

$200,000 or more 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% l% 

Median household income 152% 137% 154% 157% 150% 150% 
'·"'· : · · ··· 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Employment 
Overview. Tables 23, 24, and 25 below depict the percentage of working age (16 and older) 
population in the labor force, and levels of unemployment for Woodburn, Wilsonville, 
Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon. Labor force statistics can aid in a Land Needs 
Analysis by helping to describe both the economic status of a community and age-related 
factors, as most persons age 16 and above and not in the labor force are either involved in 
education (high school I college) or retired. 
Comparison. In 1990, only 50% of Woodburn residents age 16 and above were in the labor 
force, compared with 69% in Wilsonville, 59% in Salem, 67% in Portland, 62% in Marion 
County, and 64% in Oregon as a whole. Woodburn in 1990 had a fairly low unemployment 



rate, at 3%, compared with 4% for Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon as a whole. 
Wilsonville had a lower unemployment rate in 1990 of 2%. 
In 2000, 56% of Woodburn residents age 16 and above were in the labor force, compared 
with 72% in Wilsonville, 63% in Salem, 69% in Portland, 64% in Marion County, and 65% 
in Oregon as a whole. Woodburn's unemployment rate was fairly standard among the 
comparators, at 5%- the same as Salem, Portland, and Marion County, but slightly higher 
than Wilsonville (3%) and Oregon (4%). 
Trend. From 1990 to 2000, Woodburn had the highest increase of population in the labor 
force of any comparator, with a 5% shift- substantially higher than Wilsonville and Salem 
(3%), Portland (2%), or Marion County and Oregon (1%). Unfortunately, Woodburn's 
unemployment rate also increased more than any comparator during this time period - an 
upwards shift of2%- compared to 1% in Wilsonville, Salem, and Marion County, and 0% in 
Portland and Oregon as a whole. 
Interpretation. Woodburn's labor force has grown at a much higher rate than any of the 
comparators. Although Woodburn has a high, but declining, percentage of retired residents, 
the working age population in Woodburn is growing younger, so the labor force is growing 
and expected to grow further. These young workers need jobs near where they live, so 
Woodburn has made the policy choice to increase job opportunities in its UGB, consistent 
with the Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis. Otherwise, Woodburn's increasing 
labor force will face three unacceptable options: (a) join the unemployment roles, (b) 
commute to jobs outside of Woodburn, or (c) leave the area. Because Woodburn is taking 
active steps to increase local employment opportunities, Woodburn residents are expected to 
enjoy increases in income that will allow for better choice in housing options. 

Source: 1990 US Census 

Source: 2000 US Census 
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Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Housing Ownership Costs in Relation to Income 
Overview. Tables 26, 27, and 28 depict total owner costs as a percentage of monthly household 
income for Woodburn, Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon. The relation 
of owner costs to income is very important in a housing needs analysis, as it indicates the 
affordability of the homeownership housing mix in a community. 
Comparison. In 1989,59% of Woodburn's homeowner households were paying less than 20% 
of their income on housing. This was less than the comparators, as 51% I of households in 
Wilsonville and 56% of households in Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon could say 
the same. The percentage of hou~eholds paying 30% of more of their household income on 
homeowrtership was 17% in Woodburn in 1989. This also was lower than all comparators
Wilsonville was at 20%, Portland at 19%, and Salem, Marion County, and Oregon were at 18%. 
In 1999, 52% of Woodburn households had home ownership costs that amounted to less than 
20% of total household income. This was still higher than all the comparators, which ranged 
from 46-49%. However, 28% of Woodburn's owner households were paying 30% or more of 
their income, compared to 23% in Wilsonville, 26% in Salem, 28% in Portland, and 25% in 
Marion County and Oregon. 
Trend. From-1-989 to 1999, Woodburn's housing ownership costs have increased in relation to 
household income, as have all the comparators. Woodburn started at a lower base in 1989, so the 
percentage increases are more substantial than in the comparators. The percentage of Woodburn 
homeowners paying 30% or more oftheir household income on housing increased by 11%, 
compared to 3% in Wilsonville, 8% in Salem, 9% in Portland, and 7% in Marion County and 
Oregon as a whole. 
Interpretation. The high percentage of Woodburn homeowners in the highest cost bracket 
indicates a need for either lower cost homeownership options or an increase in household 
income. Woodburn's demographics are undoubtedly responsible for some of the relatively high 
costs. As described in the sections related to Age, Household Size, and Income, Woodburn grew 
rapidly from 1990 to 2000, and much of the growth consisted of young families. A high 
proportion of young homeowners at the beginning of their mortgages will tend to lead to higher 
ownership costs. As the households and the mortgages mature, and better employment options 
are available, housing costs in relation to household income will naturally decline. 
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Source: 1990 US Census 

Table 27: Owner Costs, 1999 
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Less than 20 percent 52% 49% 46% 46% 48% 49% 

120 to 24 percent 12% 16% 17% 15% 16% 15% 

25 to 29 percent 7% 12% 12% 11% 11% 11% 

30 to 34 percent 6% 9% 8% 8% 7% 7% 

3 5 _I>_ercent or more 22% 14% 18% 20% 18% 18% 

~ource: 2000 US Census 

Table 28: Owner Costs Trends, 1989-1999 
j--=:~~;::.::.: ~ _, ... : · .;; ; ·,. · :~~-.. ~-,;2~--~:: ::.',.~~b.,: f.:.~~.;>~.:<.-.~ ~~i: ·:~~~I-~~ ~~~~;l~:.; :\';~:;,;-~~~~ ~-~~,&l{%:L~J~ ~:i0\~~~i 
.'1 ffi'N<•·~'i<C· N' ·• ·c_ ··-., i!J""'·• •'"' c ,.-.•~>•·"' ,..,.:!}.~ -~-A~""""'~ ,, ... ,.,~'jf,jj ~'•"I··~ ''"""!>· "'·M'-'1'.-~~fq1:-;7J•'';,1·4'if~' --.'1~'>. .·.-..-J.!_,·•b',. ... /~:/..•t·!l'•-«·'~~'<·J• •.. ,·.··•,·''!r.''·-~.,.-,• ·• ~·--•·', '"' '·'" . .or~· ·-.~it< 

¥~ :~J~~~o~~~~'v-; .~i~:~3 tJ~~':li.~~Ef~*'~i£ifi~-~~ ~t'~,~W-~i- ;--~,0~~£f'r'-• %:~~ :.. rttl~~fu mill:il..f~ g~ ~\ltiD: >f.~ .~~JE1illr,£.-~L~ !~t ~~·~..!;>1!.1.~ .:/tif~.¥~~ 
Less than 20 percent -7% -2% -9% -11 % -8% 

20 to 24 percent -1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 

125 to 29 percent -1% -2% 2% 2% 1% 

30 to 34 percent 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 

3 5 percent or more 8% 0% 5% 7% 5% 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Housing Rental Costs in Relation to Income 
Overview. Tables 29, 30, and 31 depict gross monthly rent as a percentage of monthly 
household income for Woodburn, Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon. 
This is important in determining housing needs, as it portrays the affordability of the rental 
housing mix in comparison to household income for a community. 
Comparison . In 1989, Woodburn rental housing was not very affordable to Woodburn 
residents - 26% of Woodburn renter households were spending less than 20% of their 
income on housing, which was less than Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and 
Oregon as a whole (32-34%). On the other side of the scale, 34% of Woodburn rental 
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households were paying over 3 5% of their income on housing - compared to 21% in 
Wilsonville, 31% in Salem and Portland, and 30% in Marion County and Oregon. 
In 1999, 30% of Woodburn renter households were spending less than 20% of their income 
on housing, which was fairly close to the comparators - Portland and Oregon as a whole 
were lower (28% and 29% ), while Marion County, Salem, and Wilsonville were higher 
(31 %, 32%, and 36% respectively). Woodburn retained a slightly higher percentage of renter 
households paying over 35% of their income on housing- 34% compared with 29% for 
Wilsonville, 31% for Marion County, 32% for Salem and Oregon as a whole, and 33% for 
Portland. 
Trend. ·Woodburn rental costs as compared to income remained fairly constant from 1989 to 
1999. The percentage of Woodburn renters paying the lowest amount (under 20%) of their 
income on rent grew from 26% to 30%. Salem remained stable. The other comparators 
generally increased rental costs in relation to household income- Wilsonvill~'s percentage of 
renters paying 35% or more of household income on housing increased by 8%, Marion 
County by 1%, and Portland and Oregon as a whole by 2%. 
Interpretation. Compared to the listed comparators, Woodburn renters pay a slightly 
higher percentage of household income for their housing costs. However, as rental housing 
trended toward less affordable among the other comparators, Woodburn remained fairly 
stable from 1989-1999. Considering the demographic ·changes described in the Age, Income, 
Labor Force, and Nativity sections- a younger population of recent immigrants, with 
relatively high unemployment - that Woodburn did not lose rental affordability from 1989-
1999 indicates a success of the housing mix provided. The increase in rental units and choice 
described in the Vacancy Rates section has allowed the market to provide relatively 
affordable rental units to Woodburn's population growth. Woodburn's economic strategies, 
consistent with the Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis, should increase household 
incomes, thereby increasing rental affordability further in Woodburn. 

Table 29: Rental Costs, 1989 
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Less than 20 percent 

120 to 24 percent 

25 to 29 percent 

30 to 34 percent 

35 percent or more 

Source: 1990 US Census 
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Source: 2000 US Census 

Table 31: Rental Costs Trends, 1989-1999 
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Less than 20 percent 4% 2% 0% -4% -2% 
~0 to 24 percent -3% -7% -1% -1% 1% 
~5 to 29 percent -2% -3% 0% 1% -1% 
30 to 34 percent 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

15 percent or more 0% 8% 0% 2% 1% 
ource: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Actual Housing Costs 
Overview. Tables 32, 33, and 34 depict median rent and home prices for Woodburn, 
Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon. These raw numbers are also 
important to look at for a Housing Needs Analysis, as they depict real (not purely relative) 
housing cost differences between communities. 
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0% 
0% 

2% 

Comparison. In 1990, Woodburn's median rent was fairly midrange at $402 per month
compared to $494 in Wilsonville, $387 in Salem, $397 in Portland, $401 in Marion County, 
and $408 for Oregon as a whole. Median home value in Woodburn for 1990 was 
comparatively quite low at $51,900- compared to $121,400 in Wilsonville, $60,300 in 
Salem, $59,200 in Portland, $59,900 in Marion County, and $67,100 for the state of Oregon. 
In 2000, Woodburn 's median rent was still fairly midrange at $599 per month- compared 
with $746 in Wilsonville, $560 in Salem, $622 in Portland, $574 in Marion County, and 
$620 for Oregon. Woodburn' s median home price remained the lowest among the 
comparators at $114,800- compared with $227,900 in Wilsonville, $131 ,100 in Salem, 
$154,900 in Portland, $132,600 in Marion County, and $152,100 in Oregon as a whole. 
Trend. Woodburn' s median rent increased by nearly $200 from 1990-2000. This was higher 
than Salem or Marion County (increases of $173), but lower than Wilsonville ($252), 
Portland ($225), and Oregon ($212). Home prices in Woodburn, already the lowest among 
the comparators in 1990, increased by the lowest amount from 1990-2000. Home prices 
increased only about $63,000 in Woodburn, compared with about $107,000 in Wilsonville, 
$71,000 in Salem, $96,000 in Portland, $73 ,000 in Marion County, and $85,000 in Oregon as 
a whole. Volume 5 
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Interpretation. Median rent in Woodburn, while lower than several comparators, including 
Oregon as a whole, is slightly higher than median rents in Salem and Marion County, its two 
closest comparators. This seems incongruous at first glance, considering the lower income 
levels of Woodburn (see section on Income in this document). However, there are two other 
factors that are likely to influence median rent in Woodburn- the amount of new rental 
housing, and household size. Woodburn has increased its supply of rental housing recently 
(see sections on Vacancy Rate as well as Actual Development). New housing is usually more 
expensive than older housing, and logically willlea.d to higher re~ts unless there is a 
substantial oversupply of rental units. Woodburn also has the largest household size amqJ).g 
the comparators, and most of the household growth is in the form of families (see sections on 
Household Size and Households by Family Status), which leads to a higher need for larger 
rental units (2-3 bedroom rather than 1 bedroom). Larger rental units logically cost more than 
smaller rental units. These two factors may be skewing the rent upward in Woodburn. As 
household sizes begin to decline in Woodburn over the next 20 years (see section on 
Household Size), and th~ recently developed apartments become older, median rent can be 
expected to drop relative to comparator communities. I . •• 

Median home value in Woodburn has been low and continues to be comparatively far lower 
than other communities in this analysis, as well as the county and state. Tills means that 
Woodburn is providing relatively affordable housing. Woodburn residents can expect to pay 
less for a house than in most other places around the state. In addition to planning for 
economic stimuli as indicated in the Economic Opportunities Analysis, Woodburn should 
continue to encourage low cost housing options. 

Table 32: Housing Costs, 1990 

Source: 1990 US Census 

Table 33: Housing Costs, 2000 

Source: 2000 US Census 

Table 34: Housing Costs Trends, 1990-2000 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 
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:.) The ODCED has developed a Residential Land Needs model that bases housing needs on 

.) 

projected income by age cohort, related to assumptions of types and cost for various housing 
types over the next 20 years. As described in the brief summary below, it is a complex and 
sophisticated model: 

The Housing/Land Needs Models utilize Excel spreadsheets containing components such 
as templates for inputting specific data that is relevant to a community's housing and/or 
land needs and graphs for displaying model results. There are two models - one for 
housing need only and one for housing and the land needed to support that housing- with 
three versions of each model using parameters appropriate to· urban, college or resort 
(U), medium size rural (M), or small rural (S) communities. 

The models and their associated templates are designed to use inputted data to calculate, 
analyze, and display the housing and! or land needs for each community. These files have 
up to 21 worksheets containing 19 templates and 11 graphs that perform different 
functions in the needs analysis. 

The model requires a large number of user assumptions to complete many of the 21 worksheets. 
These assumptions range from those that are fairly standard in a needs analysis (e.g. projected 
population, vacancy rates, household size) to some that may be unique to the model (e.g. the user 
must determine what percent of each of five rental housing types will be in each of six rent 
ranges for the next 20 years). One of the most difficult aspects of the model is that it uses 
different rental and price ranges than the Census, so the user either has to make assumptions 
regarding splits in price and rental ranges, or must perform a complete rental survey (including 
single family house rentals) combined with a full analysis of tax assessor price data. Since we 
did not have a budget to· do a complete rental survey as part of this process, the inputs we used 
could not be backed by on-ground data. A full copy of the Residential Land N eeds Model is 
provided as ~.\tit~ to this document. 

Winterbrook ran the model using the tentative coordinated population projection of34,919, a 20-
year timeframe, household size of2.9, and approximately 100 other assumptions related to 
housing type, rental status, and price/rent levels (See Attachment A). Projected income by age 
cohort inputs for the Model were provided by ECONorthwest. The Model .produced the result 
shown on Table 35. Approximately 385 net acres are needed for Low Density Single Family 
(LDSF), 116 for Medium Density Single Family (MDSF), 94 for High Density Single Family 
(HDSF), 15 for Manufactured Dwelling Park (MOP), 27 for Low Density Multi-Family 
(LDMF), 57 for Medium Density Multi-Family (MDMF), 14 for High Density Multi-Family 
(HDMF), and 6 for Mixed-Use (MU). The total acreage needed to serve the 2020 dwelling unit 
growth of approximately 5,000 units was indicated to be about 714 net acres . When compared 
with existing housing supply, the total additional acreage needed for 2020 was indicated to be 
about 339 acres, as shown on Table 36.9 
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Table 35: 2020 Needed Net Acres for Housing 

Acres Needed 385.1 115.8 94.0 15.4 27.4 56.7 14.0 5.5 713.7 

Source: The Housing/Land Needs Model; Winterbrook Planning 

Table 36: 2020 Additional Net Acres Needed for Housing 

Source: The Housing/Land Needs Model; Winterbrook Planning 

Winterbrook used the Housing Needs Model results as a·base and a guide for this Housing Needs 
Analysis. Discussions with Woodburn staff, review of the Woodburn Economic Opportunities 
Analysis, and demographic factors analyzed above were also factors in the Housing Needs 
Conclusions we reached below. 

Housing Need Conclusions 

Woodburn has two major cohorts: a rapidly growing young population that will continue to grow 
and mature over the next 20 years, and an elder population that should remain fairly stable. 
Currently, Woodburn is doing fairly well, but can improve in providing opportunities for 
affordable housing. Part of the affordable housing "problem" is that the new, young population 
lacks the financial resources of established families. 

A major part of Woodburn's economic opportunities analysis is to take advantage of its growing 
workforce by offering the opportunity for jobs to locate in the area. If Woodburn is successful in 
attracting these jobs, the buying power of residents will improve in relation to housing needs. 
So, while W oodbum can benefit from a wider range of housing types, and should allow the 
opportunity for multi-family and small lot single-family residences to develop, it is important to 
continue to supply traditional single-family housing as well. 

Currently, Woodburn has two residential plan designations: Low Density Residential and High 
Density Residential. These designations are implemented by three zones: Residential Single 
Family, Retirement Community Single Family Residential, and Medium Density Residential. 

In order to better represent and implement the housing types indicated as needed by the Land 
Needs Model and by our demographic analysis, we created two new plan designation overlays: a 
Nodal overlay and Vertical Mixed Use overlay. The nodal overlay would be applied to Single 
Family Residential, producing Nodal Low Density Residential (Nodal LDR) or Medium Density 
Residential, producing Nodal Medium Density Residential (Nodal MDR). The Vertical Mixed 
Use (VMU) ovrrlay would be applied to downtown commercial areas. The two original plan 
designations, plus the overlays produce five distinct plan areas: 

Ql) 

• Low Density Residential: This plan designation allows stick-built single-family homes, 
manufactured dwellings (not parks), and some duplexes. Approximately 30% of new 

~ 
~ 



dwelling units would fall into this designation. Capacity of residential exceptions areas 
adjacent to the 2002 Woodburn UGB totaling 295 units was subtracted from this need. 

• Nodal Low Density Residential: This overlay would allow smaller lot single family 
homes, zero lot line single family dwellings, and manufactured homes in Low Density 
Residential areas. Approximately 30% of new dwelling units would fall into. this 
designation. 

• Medium Density Residential: This plan designation allows duplexes, manufactured 
dwelling parks, and medium density multi-family dwellings. Approximately 20% of new 
dwelling units would fall into this de~ignation. 

• Nodal Medium Density Residential: This overlay would allow slightly higher densities 
than MDR, and would allow condominiums, townhouses, and rowhouses. 
Approximately 20% of new dwelling units would fall into this designation. 

• Vertical Mixed Use: Housing is allowed above retail in Woodburn's downtown 
commercial area and the proposed nodal commercial area. Approximately 1% of new 
dwelling units would fall into this category.10 

As shown in Table 37 below, this proposed implementation of the new Nodal overlays 
results in a residential land need of 527 net acres through 2020 - about 150 net acres less 
than would be needed if actual development trends were extended without measures (as 
hown in Table 8), and about 180 net acres less than the Housing Needs Model indicated (as 

shown in Table 35). 

Table 37: Residential Land Needs 

Source: Wintcrbrook 

Measures 
Table 38 provides more detail on the proposed distribution of housing by type and 
comprehensive plan designation, with projected net density. In order to achieve the densities 
projected for each housing type, amendments to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and 
Development Code are required. Thus, Woodburn will need to adopt "measures" to increase 
density and provide for more affo rdable housing, as proscribed by ORS 197.296. These 

10 Over I 00% due to rounding. 
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.ndicates measures needed. 

DETERMINE PUBLIC AND SEMI-PUBLIC RESIDENTIAL LAND NEEDS 
Public and semi-public facilities such as schools, hospitals, churches, government buildings, and 
parks will expand as population increases. Such lands are necessary to address Goall4, Factor 2 
"livability" requirements. 11 Such uses typically locate on land designated for residential use. We 
have analyzed such need in conformance with ORS 197.296(4)(a). 

Public and semi-public land needs are shown on Table 39 below. Park standards described in the 
1999 Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update were used to determine the 
need for buildable and unbuildable (natural area parks) larid to accommodate parks and schools. 

Summary of Public and Semi-Public Buildable Land Needs Projection 
Methods 

• Schools - The Council used the ratio of developed school land to population in the 1999 
Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update, about 5 acres per 1,000 
residents, arid extended that ratio to the Year 2020 Woodburn population to determine 
larid needed for schools. Woodburn School District reviewed our projection and 
determined that Woodburn needed approximately 48 additional acres beyond our 
projection to meet school needs through 2020Y Woodburn currently has about 115 acres 
of land for schools, arid needs approximately 223 acres by 2023. This leaves an unmet 
need of 1 08 acres for schools to accommodate a new high school, a new middle school 
and two new elementary schools. 

• Parks- Winterbrook used the 1999 Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive 
Plan Update to project park needs through 2020. The 1999 Update recommended a ratio 
of 7 acres per 1000 population to project need for neighborhood arid community parks. 
The Council took a 2020 population of34,919, applied the ratio, and th.en subtracted 
existing park lands to determine needed park acreage. The Parks Plan indicates that some 
of Woodburn's park needs will be met on school lands. The Council assumed 50% of all 
needed 2020 school lands would also serve to meet park needs, arid added that to the 
parks supply. Woodburn currently has about 87 acres of parks and recreational land in 
use (plus about ari additional 112 acres of2020 school lands), and needs about 262 acres 
total to meet the recommended ratio. This leaves an unmet need for about 63 acres of 
park lands. 

11 Goal 14, Factors I and 2 read as follows: 

/) Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth requirements consistent with LCDC 
Goals; 
2f Need for housing, employment opportunit ies, and livability. 
1 August 30, 2004 letter from Woodburn School District. The District has a 20-year planning horizon. In order for 
the second new high school to be operational by 2023, the land will need to be purchased in or before 2020. 
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• Institutional- Woodburn currently has 500 residents who live in "institutions", 
according to the 2000 US Census, and has had no additional institutional development 
from 2000-2002. The Council applied the existing ratio to a projected 2020 population of 
34,919, to determine an institutional population growth of approximately 337 through 
2020. The Council applied a ratio of30 residents per net acre (the maximum allowed 
under current zoning), which translated to an 11-acre need in this category. 

• Religious - The Council applied a ratio of 3 acres per 1 ,000 population growth for 
religious uses. Th~ 2002-2020 population growth forecast of 14,059 translated to a need 
for approximately 28 acres for religious use. 

• Natural Areas- The Council put protected greenways and wildlife corridors into this 
category. The 1999 Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update did 
not project a need for natural areas. Since these uses most often occur on constrained 
(unbuildable) land, the Council did not identify a separate buildable land need for natural 
areas. 

• Government - The Council assumed that public and government employment growth 
would be accommodated through intensification of existing government employment 
areas. Projected government employment growth through 2020 is 252 employees. Using 
similar employee/acre ratio as commercial employment would yield a land need of 
slightly less than 13 acres. Since this need is assumed to be accommodated in existing 
government employment areas, no additional residential land need results from 
government land need. 

Supply of public land was determined in Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory. 
Since public/semi-public uses typically locate on residential land, Woodburn needs 
approximately 210 additional net buildable acres of residential land to meet its 2020 Public 
and Semi-Public Land Needs. 

Table 39: Year 2020, Public and Semi-Public Land Needs 

Source: Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update; 2000 US Census; Winterbrook Planning 

• These acreages are not counted toward total residential dcliciL 

Based on Woodburn's plans, and actual ratios compared to population growth, Woodburn 
will need about 108 net buildable acres for schools, about 63 acres for parks, 11 acres for 
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institutional uses, and about 28 acres for religious uses between 2000 and 2020. Since parks, 
schools, institutional uses, churches, fire stations and similar public/semi-public uses 
typically require a location in a residential zoning district, such public and semi-public needs 
add to the demand for vacant buildable residential land within Woodburn's Year 2020 UGB. 

Residential and Public I Semi-Public Land Needs Conclusions 
Table 6 shows a comparison of residential supply (dwelling unit capacity) -versus dwelling 
unit demand through 2020. Public/Semi-Public lands are included in the' residential need 
totals as described in the Public/Semi-Public section in this document. Dwelling unit capacity 
was determined in Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory. Woodburn requires 
approximately 210 additional net buildable acres of Residential land to meet its 2020 housing 
and public/semi-public land needs for "housing and livability''. 
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ENSURE DESIGNATION OF SUFFICIENT BUILDABLE LAND FOR NEEDED HOUSING 

AND LIVABILITY (PUBLIC/SEMI-PUBLIC) 

Table 40 shows a comparison of residential supply (dwelling unit capacity) versus dwelling unit 
demand through 2020. Public/Semi-Public lands are included in the residential need totals as 
described in the Public/Semi-Public section in this document. Dwelling unit capacity was 
determined in Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory. Woodburn requires significant 
redesignation of land inside the UGB, and approximately 225 additional acres of Residential land 
outside the UGB (after applying the capacity of all adjacent residential exceptions areas toward 
LOR needs) to meet its 2020 housing and public/semi-public land needs for "housing and · 
livability". 

Table 40: 2020 Residential Land Needs with Measures 
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INTRODUCTION 

This report provides an overall justification for the proposed Woodbum Comprehensive Plan 
(Plan) and Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) amendment pac\(age- substantially as 
recommended by the Woodburn Planning Commission. This. report Incorporates some 
recommended changes to plan designations wltl'\in the UGB and to the UGB Itself- based on 
comment$ received d\,Jrlng the Oty Coundl's pubilc hearing and deliberation process. The Oty 
of Woodburn has el~ to proceed with the proposed plan and code amendment package 
based on the "new" Statewide Planning Goal14 (Urbanization), which was adopted by the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) In April of 2005, .and became effective on 
June 28, 2005. 

Report Organization 
The UGB Justification Report Is organized to address Statewide Planning Goal14 
(Urbanization) requirements for urban growth boundary a·mendments. 

First, an Executive Summary explains the under1ylng rationale for the proposed 
amendment package, In terms of local objectives and Oregon land use planning program 
requirements. 

""· . 
Part I of this report addresses Year 2020 land neecis and the capacity of the existing UGB 
to meet these needs. as required by the "Land Need" subSection of the amended Goal 14. 
which reads as follows: 

"Establishment and change of urban growth boundaries shall be based 
on the ft;lllowlng: 

(1.) Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban population, 
consistent with a 2D-year population forecast coordinated with affected local 
govemments; and 

(2) Demonstrated need for housing, employment opportunities, 
livability or uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, schools, parks or 
open space, or any combination of the need categories In this subsection (2). 

In determining need, local government may specify characteristics, 
such as parcel size, topography or proximity, necessary lor land to be suitable 
for an /dent/fled need." 
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UGB amendments are also governed by applicable Oregon state statutes, and must be 
consistent with applicable Land Conservation and Development (LCDC or Statewide 
Planning) Goals and administrative rules (OARs).1 · · · · ' . - ·· ."; . . . 

Statewide Plan.nlng Goals,s (Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Are_j:ts, and Open. 
Spaces) o.n~ 7 (Areas Stibjectto Natural Hazatd$) also apply to the· determlna~oo of those 
lands ·that are "buUdable" and those that are not. Goal$ 9 (Economy of the_ State) and 10 
(Housing) ~pply to .the determination of ~mployment and housing· needs. · Tliese Goals are 
further· refined In t;t.le Goal 9-Rule (OAR Cha~r 660, Division 009) and the Goal 10 Rule 
(OAR ct@pter 660, _DMslon 008). Goals 8 (Recreational Needs) and u ·(Publlc FacUlties and 
Services) Inform needs determinations for parks and schools. · 

·ojg i91·.~§g(iactors to establish ~~ffidency of buildable lands within urban growtfl 
boundary; analysis and determination of residential hou~Jng patterns) requires local. 
governments to meet Identified h9uslng needs and to lnaea$e land use effldenty within the 
UGB before expanding onto adjacent rural lands. ORS 197.303 t:O 197.314 require local 
governments to provide for "needed housing types" under dear and objective zoning 
standards. 

Therefore, Part I of tills report also Incorporates findings related ~ compliance. wlt;_h 
Statewide Planning Goals 5, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11, and applicable statutes anct rules, as well as 
Goal14 {Urbanization). Part I also addresses ORS 197.296 and 197.303 to 197.314 
statutory req~lrements. 

Plrt D of this report addresses ORS 197.296 and Goal 14 requirements related to land use 
effldency within the exJstlng and proposed UGB. In particular, this section explains 

· 1\measures" adopted to Increase land use effldenc:y within the existing UGB, and explains 
"why Identified needs cannot reasonably be accommodated on land already Inside the urban 
growth boundary." · 

Part DI of this report addresses ORS 197.298 "oriorities" and the "Boundary Location" 
subsection of Goal 14. wblch reads as follows: 

"The location of the urban growth boundary and changes to the boundary 
shall be detennlned by evaluating altematlve boundary locations consistent 
with ORS 197.298 and with consideration of the following factors: 

{:l} Effident accommodation of Identified land needs;. 

(2) Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services; 

1 For jurisdictions choosing to apply the amended Goal 14, the goal "exception" requirements of ORS 
197.732, Part II of Goal 2 (Land Use Planning), and OAR 660-004-00 lO( l)(c) and 66Q-004-Q020 no 
longer apply to UGB amendments. 
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(3) Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social 
consequences; and 

( 4) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and 
forest act/viti• occurring on farm and forest land D(ltslde the UGB. • 

ORS 197.298 establishes "priorities" for determining which lands should be added to a UGB. 
The location of UGB amendments also must be consistent with applicable Land Conservation 
and Development· (LCOC or Statewide Planning) Goals. Statewide Planning Goals 5 (Natural 
Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces) and 7 (Areas Subject to Natural 
Hazards) also apply to the determinations of which lands are-"buildable" and which are not. 

Comprehensive Plan and WOO Amendments Relied On 
The flndlngs In this report, and the Planning COmmission's recommendation, rely on the 
adoption of documents amending the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan, Land Development 
Ordinance (WOO), Public Fadlitles Plan (PFP) and Transportation Systems Plan (TSP): 

• Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Polley amendments (Oty r:l Woodburn, 2005): 
• Woodburn Land Development Ordinance amendments (Oty of Woodburn, 2005); 
• Woodburn Public Fadllties Plan adoption (Oty of Woodburn, 2005) · 
• Woodburn Transportation Systems Plan Update (CH2M Hill, 2005) 

Intergovernmental Agreements 
In 2004-05, Woodburn staff have coordinated with Marion County and the Oregon 
Department of Transportation {COOT) In drafting two Intergovernmental agreements. The 
first addresses the Marton COunty Growth Management Framework Plan (Framewori< Plan) 
policy requirement that a new lntergovemmen~l agreement be In place prior to County 
adoption of Oty comprehensive plan amendments that require County approvaL The 
second addresses implementation and monitoring of new development with the Interchange 
Management Area (IMA) OVerlay District. 

• Draft Urban Growth Boundary Coordination Agreement (UGBCA) with Marion County 
(May 2005) 

• Draft Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with ODOT (September 2005) 

Principal Support Documents 
The findings In this report, and the Planning Commission's recommendation, are based on 
the background studies and memoranda listed below. In some cases, these reports and 
memoranda have been modified to support recommended changes as a result of the City 
Council's public hearing and deliberation process. In other cases, the Oty has found minor 
mistakes In background documents that have been corrected In this report. In cases of 
conftict, the findings in this report shall prevail. 

Wood bum Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amendment Justiflcatlon Studies 
(Volume II) 
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• Technical Rep6rt 1 - Bulldabl.e Lands Inventory (Wlnterbrook, 2oos) ......... · 
• UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis (City of Woo~~Urt:\, ~004) 
• Site Requirements For W()9,dbum Target Industries (ECONo~we~ 2003) 
• Technlcai .Report 2 - Res!dentlai .Laf'l(l Needs Analysts (Winterbrook, May 2005) 
• Technical Report 3 - Potential UGB Expansion Area Analy~ls and Natural Resources 

Inventory (Winterbrook, 2002). .. .. · . . · .· 
•. Population aryd Employm.en.t ,Projectlons 200G-2Q20 {ECONorthwest, 2002) 
• ·Economic· opportunities Analysl~ (ECONort;hwest, 2001)_ · . 
• .. Economic Develop~ent Svategy (ECONorthwest, 2002) . 
• Explanation of Pro~ Pfan. and Zoning .Map Changes (City of WOodburn, 2004) 
• Analysis of Public Facilities-to Serve UGB Study Areas (PFP, Appendix C) 

Background Maps . , 
The Council relied orfthe following maps to support Its decision t:0 expand the UGB: 

• Buildable Lands Inventory Map (Winterbrook/Oty of Woodburn, 2005) 
• UGB Study Area Natural Re590rces and Soli capability Oasses Map 

(Winterbrook/Marton .County, 2005) · 

I I •• 

• . Study Areas (1-8} S,qll capability Casses Maps .(Winterbrook/Manon County, 2005} 
• Public Facilities Maps for UGB Expansion Areas (PFP, Apt>endlx B) 

Additional Background Studies and Plans 
The Council also relied on the following secondary sources of Information: 

• . Occupation/Wage Forecast (ECONorthwest, 2003} 
• Storm. Drainage Master Plan (Crane & Merset:h, 2002) 
• Water Master Plan (HDR, 2001}- · 
• aty of Woodburn Local Wetlands Inventory and Riparian AssesSment 

(ShapJro, 2000) 
• Woodburn Local Wetland Inventory Map (Shapiro, 2000), 
• Woodburn Wastewater Facilities Plan, Volumes 1-3 (CH2MHIII, 1995) 
• Staff Reports and Responses to Public and Agency Comments (XX Ust Dates 

XX} 
• "'Ridgefield growth continues with 33Q-acre mixed-use project," (The Dally 

Joum·al of Commerce, August 16, 2005). 

Population Coordination Documents 
The following documents support the City's coordinated 2Q-year population projection: 

• Marton County Comprehensive Plan Amendments Memp {Wlnterbrook, 2004) 
• Evaluation of 2004 OEA Population Forecast (ECONorthwest, 2004) 
• Marlon County Ordinance 1201 and Andlngs Approving Population Projection 
• Marlon County Board Minutes of November 10, 2004 
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Documents Not Relied Upon 
The City Council explicitly did nQt rely on the following documents In making Its decision to 
amend the Woodburn UGB because these documents have been updated and- are 
superceded b_y the documents dted above: 

• Woodburn Buildable Lands. and Urbanization Project (McKeever/Marris, 199~) 
• PmllminaryTransportation Scenarios (Winterbrook, 2003) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This summary explains the underlying planning and legal rationale for the proposed Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan (comprehensive plan or plan) and Development Ordinance (WOO) 
amendment package - Including the proposed UGB amendments. These findings 
demonstrate consistency wl~. Statewide Planning Goal14 ~ Urbanization, as 
amend«! by the Land Conservation and Development Commission, effective June 
28,2005. 

The recommended plan and ordinance amendment package Is designed to allow the aty of 
Woodbum to achieve local community planning and economic development objectives - In 
coordination with Marion County - and consistent with Oregon's land use planning program. 
This has not been an easy task: Woodbum, Marton County, the Department of Land 
Conservation (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) have been working 
to achieve this goal since Woodburn's Periodic Review Work Program was approved In 1996. 

Community Planning Objectives 
As emphasized repeatedly over the last two years In technical advisory committee meetings, 
a joint Planning Commission I Coundl work session held In November of 2003, a series of 
public open houses, four Planning Commission work sessions, public hearings before the 
Marion County Board of Commissioners, and the Woodburn Planning Commission and aty 
Council, the 2005 amendment package Is designed to achieve seven Inter-related 
objectives: 

1. Implement the Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and Economic 
Development Strategy (EDS) by encouraging higher wage jobs In the communitY, by 
providing choice among suitable Industrial sites and master planning to meet the 
needs of targeted Industries (as required by Goal 9, Goal14, and ORS 197.712); 

2. Provide Improved transportation connections and preserve the capacity of the I-5 
Interchange by adopting a revised Transportation System Plan and a new I-5 
Interchange Management Area Overlay District, providing for east-west 
transportation coi"rldors, and relieving congestion at the critical I -5 Interchange (as 
required by Goal12, the Transportation Planning Rule, and Goal14, Boundary 
Location Factor 2). -----·~ --··· 

3. Provide buildable land for housing, parks and schools while Increasing land use 
efficiency, connectivity and livability through aood urban design (consistent with 
Goals 8, 10, 11, 12 and 14; the City's housing needs, parks master plan, and school 
facilities analysis; ORS 197.296, and the Marlon County Framework Plan); 

4. protect Woodburn's stream corridors, floodplains and wetlands from urban 
encroachment (as required by Goals 5 and 7, and Goal 14 Boundary Location Factor 
3) . . 
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5. Preserve farmland and minimize Impacts on agdrultural land {as required by ORS 
197.298, the Marlon COunty Framework Plan, and Goal 14 Boundary Location Factor 
4); 

6. Coordinate with Marton County by adopting a coordinated population projection, 
Incorporating Framework Plan policies Into the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan, 
considering recommendations where possible, and adopting a new Urban Growth 
Management Agreement (as required by Goal 2 and ORS Chapter 195); 

7. Complete the City) Periodic Review process {as required by the City's Periodic 
Review Work Program and ORS 197.628 to 197 .636); 

The 2002-2005 Planning Process 
From 2002~2003, Wlnterbrook staff wori<ed dosely with COOT, DLCD, Marlon COunty and 
Oty planning and public· wori<s staff to prepare a draft comprehensive plan and WOO 
amendment pc;sckage. During this period, Wlnterbrook also conducted ItS preliminary 
housing, school and pari< needs analysis, and buildable lands Inventories for land within the 
existing UGB, and for 8 study areas surrounding the UGB~2 Wlnterbrciok and Woodburn 
planning staff presented this package to a joint work session of the Woodburn Planning 
Commission and aty Council on November of 2003. The Marlon County Board of . 
Commissioners approved the Oty's·Year 2020 population projection ·of 34,919 In November 
of 2004~ During the next year, the Oty tonducted open houses, planning commission work 
sessions, and the Planning Commission public hearing that resulted In the 2005 package of 
recommend"tlons. -

Step 1: lbe Foundation - Woodburn's Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) 
and Economic Development Strategy (EDS) 
Winterbrook Planning used the Council-approved Economic Opportunities Analysis 
{ECONorthw~ . ~OOl) and .Economic Development Strategy (ECONorthwest, 2002) as the 
roun9atlon for Its recommendations to the aty Planning Comrriiss1on and Council. Table 5 
and Appendix B of the EOA Identify "target Industries" based on Woodburn's comparative 
economic advantages and local policy objectives, and desaibe the site requirements of each 
"targeted" employment category and for master planned employment i)ar1<s. In simple 
terms, the EOA and EDA recommend that Woodburn capitalize on Its principal comparative 
advantages: 

• the Oty's Interstate 5 location between Salem and Portland; 
• the availability of large tracts of flat land with direct access (I.e., within two miles of) 

the I-5 Interchange with Highway 214; and 

2 Please see Technical Report 1 - Buildable Lands Inventory (Winterbrook Planning, revised In May 
2005); Technical Report 2- Residential Land Needs Analysis (Winterbrook Planning, revised In May of 
2005); and Technical Report 3 - Potential UGB Expansion Area Analysis and Natural Resources Inventory 
(Winterbrook Planning, 2003); Buildable Lands Inventory Map (Winterbrook/aty of Woodburn, 2005); 
UGB study Area Natural Resources and Soli Capability Oasses Map (Winterbrook Planning, Revised In 
May of 2005). ·- Volume 5 
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• the City's commitment and ability to provide requtred urban services. to these sites In 
the short-term. 

The EOA also determined that Woodburn lacked an adeqy~te St.Jpply Qf suitable sites within 
Its exl~ng U~B to attract targeted employe~' an~ oo~ tf)a.t_~e Oty's pop,ulatlon was 
grOwing· at a much faster rate than projeCted ln Marlo~ Qlt.~nty's "coordinated" forecast. In 
200?-03, ECONorthwest prepared a revtsed. populatlpn arid employment projection, and 
ldentlfled the site size requirements· for targeted emplo'iment categories identified In the 
EOA.3 

·i 

- To Implement the recommendations of the ·eoA and EcONorthwest's Target Industries Site 
Requirements Memorandum (2003), Winterbrook recommended Inclusion of some 400 
gross acres within a ~Southwest Industrial R~rk"'(SWlR) compiel)~nslve plarj c;wertay 
designation and zoning ·dl$b1ct. To ensure dJrect access: tTom the west to 1-5, while 
mlnhillilng lnduslon of aass I and n agricultural soils, the SWIR Is. loCated Immediately 
west and south of existing and developed I-Sindtistrlalland.4 The Coundl's Goal14 Land 
Need fln,dl~gs furthet d~be the ~lte suita~lllty aiterla u~ to ldentJfv, lanc:l fpr lndusion 
within th~ ·SWIR~ The SWIR dlstrJct ~rves· land· exduslvely for .tar9~tecl en;plovment 
categories (lnduding those ld~ntifled Jn the EOA), and requires master plannlng to ensure 
effldent provision of pubHc fadlltles and services, and retention of.s~ In ~~ sizes 
presalbed In ECONorthw.,s 2003 Target Industiies Site Requirements Memorandum. 

• 'I ' ' 

As noted. In the Council's Goal 14 Boundary LOCation findings, most of the SWIR Is 
Considered Serviceable and available for develo~ment within the next flve years. Land on 
the west side of I-5 and east of Butteville Road _can be served Immediately wl~ sanitary 
sewer, water, drainage ·and transportation services. SWIR parcels served btParr Road and 
the planned extension of Evergreen Road are expected to be development:ready within 2-5 

3 Please see "Site Requirements For Woodburn TargeHfldustrles" {ECONorthwest, 2003) and "Population 
and ·Employment projections 2000-2020" (ECONorthwest, 2003). Woodburn's 2020 population projection 
of 34,919 was ado~ In Noveni~r of 2004 by the Marton County BOard of C()inrplssloners. The 2005 
plan and ordinance amendment package Is based on ECONorthwest's high employment projection of 
8,374' new employees. These projections represent a population Increase of 74% from 20Q0-2020, 
compared with an employment l~se of 81% for the same period. · 

4 As documented In Part m of this report, the SWIR lndude.s ~~ ~~ :~ncentration of relatively low 
quality Class lll agricultural soils within the 8 study areas. To minimize fntruslon Into Oass I and II 
agricultural $0115, the City made a conscious decision not to extend the SWIR west of Buttevllle Road. 
Although land to the east of Buttevllle Road Is comprised primarily of aass n agricultural soils, this land 
must be developed In order to (a) pay for Improvement of the Buttevllle Road arterial street to aty 
standards, and (b) extend urban sewer, water and drainage services to other properties within the SWIR. 

5 As explained In the Goal14 Boundary Location findings, the easterty 70 acres of Tax Lot 1300 (to the 
west of Buttevllle Road) was removed from the UGB, because It Is comprised primarily of Oass II soils 
and Its development Is not necessary to extend services to areas with lower quality agricultural soils. 
Based on comments from 1000 Friends of Oregon, 52W23 Tax Lot 100, located east of 1-5 south of the 
"South Arterial" was Included within the SWIR Instead, because It is comprised primarily of Oass III 
agricultural soils, and Its development will help defray the costs of constructing the South Arterial. 
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years. As a result of a recent subdlvtslon approval, Evergreen Road will be extended to the 
southern edge of the 2004 UGB In 2006. 

OVer the next 5-10 years, the remainder of the SWIR will become development ready, as 
industrial land developers pay (throug_t- frontage lmprovemenw1 local Improvement districts 
and systems development charges) for street and . utility extension$ for Evergreen Road to 
the ~South Arterial", Buttevllle and Parr Roads, and for the "South Arterial" connecting 
Evergreen Road with Buttevllle Road {lndudlng the Buttevllle ~oad OVerpass). 

. . : 

Step 2: 'Tlle Transportation System Pla.n (TSP) .. 
From 2002 - 2005, W1nterbrook planners .worked dosely with CH2M Hill, OOOT, Marion 
CountY and aty planning and p~blic works staff on the update !:0 the Woodburn 
Transportation Systems Plan~ The 2001 EOA had observed that the greatest Impediment to 
Woodburn's economic success was congestion at the I-5/ Highway 214 Interchange. To 
address this I-5 capadty and access problem, the TSP proposes three solutions: 

1. 1-5 Interchange Improvements: Through a combination of local, state, federal 
and private funds, construct some $72 million in I-5 Interchange and Highway 214 
Improvements. As noted In the WOodburn TSP, it Is antidpated that Industrial and 
commercial developers served by the 1-5 Interchange will contribute to the timely 
·construction of lnterctlange Improvements by' {a) formation of an UD, and (b) soc 
fees. · · 

2. Ring Road System: Create alternative east-west and north-south arterial routes 
to encourage traffic to access 1-5 from the west, where Interchange traffic 
congeStion is less acute. Improvements to Buttevllie, Parr and Evergreen Roads, 
and the western leg of the "South Arterial", are necessary to the successful 
Implementation of Woodburn's Economic Development Strategy. As a condition of 
annexation to the Oty, Woodburn will require frontage Improvements and 
construction of over-sized utility lines consistent with an approved master plan, to 
ensure the sequential development of land within the SWIR overlay. 

3. Interchange Management Area (IMA) Overlay District: To enslire that local, 
state and private Investments In the long-term capadty of the 1•5 Interchange are 
well managed, the Coundl has adopted comprehensive plan polldes and a. new IMA 
Overlay District. This district will ensure the preservation of I-5 Interchange 
capacity by (a) prohibiting plan amendments that Increase land available for 
commercial land uses, and (b) estabiJshlng dlstr1ct-w1de and parcel-speclftc trip 
budgets. Monitoring of rumulatlve traffic Impacts will be ensured through an 
Intergovernmental agreement with ODOT. 

Completion of the arterial street network, combined with major Improvements to the l-5 I 
Highway 214 Interchange and measures to preserve Its long-term capacity, are essential to 
the success of Woodburn's economic development strategy. Without these Improvements, 
congestion at the 1-5 Interchange will continue to worsen, and Woodburn will suffer the 
same comparative disadvantage faced by 1-5 communities with congested Interchanges-
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such as Tualatin and Wilsonville· to the north. Woodburn and ODOT staff have prepared a 
draft Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) to ensure coordinated Implementation and 
monitoring of Interchange Preservation Plan and IMA OVerlay District. 

. . 

Step 3: Providing Buildable Land fOr Residential Neighborhoods While Increasing 
Effldencr of Land Use . . . 
From 2002;.03, Wlnterbrook al$0 conducted a preliminary housing, school and park needs 
analysis, and buildable lands Inventories for land within the existing UGB, and for eight 
study areas surrounding the UGB. 6 Since park, school and IO$tltUtlonal needs typically are 
met on land designated for residential use, theSe needs are Incorporated lnt:Q the residential 
land needs·:analysls. WlnterbroOk revised these preliminary studies In response to pubUc 
and agency comments, and Changes In co.mprehenstve· plan designations, In 2005. 

The planning period runs from 2002 through 20l0. The Oty's land needs analysis and 
buildable lands Inventory are based on 2002 data. As of 2002, Woodburn had 511 net 
buildable aaes7 of land designated for residential use Inside the then-existing UGB • 

. -.from .. 1988-2002, WoodbUrn developed at an average densitY of 7.25 dwelling units per net 
buildable aqe. r There are' several . reasons tor "this relatively hlg~ density figure: ( 1) much of 
Woodburn's single-family resldentlall'louslng during this period was developed through the 
PUD process, resulting In relatively small subdMslon lots clustered around a golf course; (2) 
Woodburn experienced a relatively high proportion of multiple-family units (31 %) built 
during this period; (3) most of Woodburn's residential development occurred on relatively !' 
large parcels -lea\jJng many smaller, partially-vacant parcels that are unlikely to develop as 
efficiently In the future; and { 4) actual density calculations did ·not Include single-family 
homes constructed on lnflll parcels created through the less-efficient partitioning process. 8 

6 Please see Technical Report 1 - Buildable Lands Inventory (Winterbrook P~nnlng, revised In May 
2005); Technical Report 2 - Residential Land Needs Analysis (Winterbrook Planning, revised In May of 
2005); and Technical Report 3 - Potential UGB Expcmslon Area Analysis and Natural Resources Inventory 
(W1nterbrook Planning, 2003); Buildable Lands Inventory Map (Winterbrook/City of Woodburn, 2004); 
UGB Study Area Natural ~rces and Soil Capability Oasses Map (Winterbrook Planning, Revised In 
May of 2005). These doCuments were updated for accuracy and clartty based on public and agency 
comments and Council direction; however, the parcel data baSe Is from 2002. 

7 Please note that Wlnterbrook defined a "'net bulldabie aae" as 43,560 square feet of land exduslve of 
protected constrained areas (floodplain, wetlands, rtparlan comdors) and needed public rtghts-of-way. 
Thus, a 1o-aae residential site with 2 aaes of protected rtpartan/floodplaln area, would have six 
buildable acres, assuming 20% of the site (another 2 acres) Is dedicated for streets. 

8 Actual single family densities are based on the actual density In approved subdivisions and planned unit 
developments. Parcels approved through the less-efficient partitioning process (resulting In 3 or fewer 
parcels) were not Included In actual density calculations. Actual densities for parcels approved through 
the partitioning process occurred at less than 3 units per net buildable acre. Thus, the actual densities 
would have been slightly lower had single-family homes approved through the portioning process been 
Included. 
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As noted In the Part I ~I 14 Residential Land Needs findings, If recent actual housing 
density trends and mix were to continue to 2020, Woodburn would need ~0 net buildable 
residential acres (outside of exceptions areas) through 2020 to provide for housing. As 
noted In the Part I Goal14 Public and Semi-Public Use Land Needs findings, through 2020 
Woodburn woul~ also need 210 net buildable residential acres for publiC/semi-public uses. 
Together, these needs would require an expansion of the existing UGB residential land 
supply by about 380 net buildable acres, to meet the housing, park, school and Institutional 
needs of 13,722 new resJdents living outside of gr9lJp quarters.9 

( 

Recognizing that ORS 197.298 requires local governments to look first to "exceptions 
areas," Wlnterbrook carefully analyzed. the capadty of residential exceptions areas adjacent 
to the existing UGB ~ meet Identified housing needs. Wlnterbrook detennlned that 
approximately 295 low-density ~ldentlal dwelling units, 10 and 105 medium-density 
dwelling units, could be accommodated In adjacent exceptions areas. This reduced the 
number of housing units to be accommodated on other buildable lands from by 400- from 
13,722 to 13,322 units. 

As a result of the housing needs analysis, the Coundl detennined that a wider range of 
housing types would be needed In the future, tndudlng small-lot single-family (Nodal SFR), 
attached single-family (row homes), and vertical mixed use housing (above retail In the 
downtown and nodal commercial zones}. 0\ie@ll.lfle housing needs analysis projects a 
60:40 single-family to multiple-family sollt with an average density of 8.9 dwellings per net 
buildable acre outside of built and committed exCeptions areas. After accounting for lower 
single-family densities projected within hlghly-parcellzed exceptions areas, planned urban 
residential development Is projected to occur at an overall density of 7.8 dwellings per net 
buildable acre. 

. . 
As explained In Part n of this Report, the adoption of specific land use efficiency measures 

. reduces Year 2020 net buildable residential land needs by 13Q-160 acres, depending on the 
"base case 5ceniuto" selected. 

Step 4: Protect Stream Corridors, Floodplains and Wetlands 
The 2005 plan and code amendment package lndudes specific •safe harbor" policies and 
land use reg~latlons to protect Inventoried riparian corridors and locally slgnlflcant wetlands. 
Residential, commercial and lnduStrtal construction Is also prohibited within •undeveloped" 
floodplain areas, as mapped on the Woodburn Buildable Lands Inventory (BU). Therefore, 
protected riparian corridors, wetlands and floodplains are exduded from the BU. 

9 This analysis assumed an average household size of 2.9 persons and an average vacancy rate of 5%. 
Group quarters are non-Institutional living arrangements for persons not IMng In conventional housing 
units or groups living In housing units containing nine or more persons unrelated to the person In charge. 

10 Projected density In hlghly-parcellzed exceptions areas Is slightly higher density (3.0 units per net 
buildable acre) than actually occurred on lnflll projects approved through the partitioning process In 
Woodburn from 1998-2002 (2.4 units per net buildable acre). 
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Step 5: Preserve and Limit Impacts to Agricultural Land 
ORS 197.298 sets forth rigid priorities fOr Inclusion of land Within UGBs. Once a need has 
been established. Willamette Valley communities like Woodburn must first look to 
exceptions areas, and then to agricultural land to meet these needs. Agricultural land with 
lower agricultural suitability soli· dasses Is considered blgher priority for lnduslon within 
UGBs~ . . . 

Woodburn Is surrounded by Oass n agricultural land and has relatively few adjacent 
exception areas. Except for the Maclaren School site, the Coundllncluded all adjacent 
exceptions areas within the UGB; the capacity of each exceptionS area to absorb future 
employment and housing has been accounted. for In UGB,Iand need~ assessment. Even 
after Increasing Intensity of land use within the existing UGB and the capacity of adjacent 
exceptions areas, Woodburn still needs additional buildable land to meet planned population ' 
and employment groWth. Therefpre. to lneet vear 2020 arowtb needs. the City bas no 
choice but to expand onto Class n aqrJcultural land. 

ORS 197.298(3) sets forth reasons why lower priority land (I.e., land with higher agricultural 
suitability) may be tnduded wtthtn a UGB: 

Tolume 5 

. . 
(3) Land of lower priority under subsection (1) of this section may be .fnduded 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) Sptic/fic types of /dent/Red 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 physfcal constraints; or · 

(c) Maximum effldency of land uses within a proposed t~rban growth boundary 
requires Indus/on of lower priority lands In order to lndude or to provide serVIces to 
higher priority lands. 

Under ORS 197.298 priorities; higher priority Is given to land with lower agricultural 
productivity - provided that the land with tower agricultural productivity can meet speclflc 
tdentifled needs. While some dass IV-VI agricultural soils exist In the 8 study areas, they 
are found In linear conflguratl.ons associated with unbulldable stream corridors, and 
therefore are unsuitable to· meet residential or employment land needs. In the Woodburn 
area, buildable !arid that meets suitability criteria for residential, commercial, Industrial and 
pubtlc land uses Is found almost entirely on Oass l-UI agricultural soils. 

As noted above, Class I soils have the lowest priority for Inclusion within any UGB. As 
shown on attached maps, Study Areas 1 and 3-7 have little or no Class I sol!. However, 
there are substantial Inclusions of dass I soli In two study areas: SA-2 (North- 40 acres) 
and SA-8 (West - 29 acres). 

• In compliance with ORS 197.298 priorities, the dty made the difficult decision D.Qt to 
Include any land In SA-8 to the west of Buttevllle Road within the SWIR. Although 
large, flat and serviceable parcels proximate to I-5 are located between the railroad 
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tracks and Buttevllle Road, the Council concluded that these parcels should be 
retained as agricultural land because they are comprised primarily of Oass I and n 
agricultural soils, and their Inclusion cannot be justified for "reasons* found In ORS 
197 .298(3). . 

• Similarly, the Council decided to exclude almost all of the Oass I land within SA·2 to 
address statutory priorities. Although the Council agrees with Renaissance Homes 
that Oass l soils n~ to the golf course (now occupied by a Albert orchard) east of 
Boones Ferry Road would make excellent high-end home sites, the Coundl found the 
argument that a need for high-end hquslng could on}f be met on Oass I soils. 
associated with a golf course unpersuaslve, and was unwilling to jeopardize Its 
broad~r planning objectives to Include this land. The adopted UGB Includes only an 
acre of Oass I soils located 100 feet eastward from an emergency access road 
required to connect an approved residential development within the Woodburn UGB 
to Boones Ferry Road, a planned urban arterial street 

As explained further In Part m of this report, the dass II soils area east of Boones Ferry 
Road that Is served by this ~~ road Is needed to meet Identified needs for low density 
residential housing. This land Is needed for two additional reasons: (1) first, to meet 
specific higher-end housing needs that In Woodburn can only be met by land next to the 
golf course; and (2) to provide local access, gravity ftow sewer and stotm drainage, and a 
looped water system necessary to maximize efficiency of land use. (See Public Facilities 
Plan, Appendix B.) 

~ noted above and shown on attached soli maps, Woodburn Is surrounded predominantly 
by aass n agricultural soils. However, beyond the surrounding Oass n soils, there are two 
large concentrations of Oass m soils located within the eight study areas. These areas of 
Class m soils can only. be developed by extending services and arterial streets through 
areas with Class n soils. ORS 197.298(3)(b) and (c) allow for the Inclusion of lower priority 
Oass II soils to achieve maximum efficiency of land use and where necessary to serve 
higher priority aass rn soils. · 

• The first aass m soils concentration is found In Study Area 2 (North) and comprises 
approximately 34 acres. The dass m soils are found on the Fessler property, 
located between InterState 5 and Boones Ferry Road, south of Crosby Road and 
Immediately north of the 2002 UGB. In order to develop the Class m soils on the 
FeSsfer p'R:5f5erty for needed residential and public uses, Boones Feny and Crosby 
Roads must be Improved to artertal street standards, and urban servtces (sanitary 
sewer, water and storm drainage) must be extended through Intervening Class II 
soils. (See Public Facilities Plan, Appendix B.) 

• Study Area 7 (Southwest) has by far the largest Class m soli area, which Includes 
approximately 185 acres located generally south of Parr Road and east of Interstate 
5. Class II soils separate this Class ru area from the existing UGB. Most of this 
aass n and m soils are~ has been designated for Industrial use within the SWIR, 
although a portion to the east is designated for residential use. In order to develop 
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and provide access to I-SJor Oass m soils within SA-7, Buttevllle Road must be 
improved to arterial standards to connect with the planned South Arterial. For this 
to happen, land In SA-8 between the UGB and Buttevllle Road must develop and 
help pay for the arterial Street extension. Evergreen Drive also must be Improved to 
arterial street standards on Class II soils to connect with Parr Road and the South 
Arterial. Urban sewer, water and storm drainage services must be oonstrticted 
through Intervening areas with Oass II soils to allOw development of lower priority 
Class m areas~ . (See Public Fadlitles Plan, Appendix B.) 

As noted earlier, Woodburn has no large concentrations of aass III soils Immediately 
adjacent to the existing (2002) lJGB. In study Areas 2, 7 and 8, maximum efftdency of land 
use requires that Intervening aass n soils be effldently developed, In order to allow full 
development of more distant areas with aass m soll ·concentratlons. 

In the other UGB Study Areas, there are no large concentrations of buildable Oass m soils. 
Unlike the land lnduded within the 2005 Woodburn UGB, there Is no need to develop aass I 
and n lands In these other UGB Study Areas to achieve urban effldency objectives or to 
provide servtces to areas with predorrilhantly Oass m ··agrlcultural soils. Moreover, In these 
other UGB Study Areas, no Identified urban land use need would be served by extending 
urban services through Oass I and U soils to reach relatively small, linear configurations of 
unbulldable aass IV-VI sons. 

Step &: Coordinate with Marlon County . 
Woodburn and Marion County have a long and fruitful history of Intergovernmental 
coordination. Despite disagreements regarding certain aspects of the Marlon County 
Growth Management Framework Plan In 2002-03, Cty and County staff have worked 
together productively to: · .... 

• Incorporate applicable growth management policies Into the adopted 2005 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan; 

• Adopt a coordinated Year 2020 population projection of 34,919; 
• Update the Woodburn Transportation Systems Plan; and 
• Develop staff recommendations regarding amendments to the Growth 

Management Agreement between the two jurlsdlctJons. 

As stated In the Marlon County's March 21, 2005 comment letter to the City, County staff 
supports the 2005 comprehensive plan and development code amendment package as 
recommended by the Planning Commission. In particular, Planner Les Sasaki stated County 
support for: 

Volume 5 

• Inclusion of County Framework Plan goals and policies Into the Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan; 

• Nodal development provisions; 
• The Interchange Management Overlay (IMA) overlay district; 
• Rlparlan and wetland conservation (safe harbor) provisions; 
• Measures to Increase land use efficiency (smaller lot sizes and allowance of a 

broader range of housing types); 
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• Incorporation of the 2001 Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and Economic 
Development Strategy (EOS) Into the 2005 Woodbur:n Comprehensive Plan; 

• Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR) master planning requirements and 
retention of large parcels of land within the Southwest Industrial Reserve; 

• Downtown redevelopment provisions; 
• ,.. 'Pr0Vrs1ons to retain agricultural land In farTI'l use until needed fur urban 

development; · 

Mr. sasakl included a number of comments related to Industrial and residential land supply, 
which are addressed in Part I of the Council's findings. 

.., ..... 
Step 7: ~mplete the Periodic Review Process 
As requested by the 'Department of Land Conservation and Development (OLCO) In a March 
16, 2005 letter frQm Wlllamette Valley Rf!gtomil Representative Geoff Crook, Oty staff has 

· made extensive updates to the draft Public Fadlltles Plan. In ·particular, the PFP now 
Identifies short-term (2005-10 projects, as well as detailed tables and maps showing how 
5anttary'sewer, water, storm drainage and transportation fadlltles will be provided to UGB 
e)cpanslon areas. The PFP.(Task 3.A) was the last remaining wdi'k task In Woodburn's 1996 
Pertodlc Review Work Program. · 

Agpeodlx 1 to this document lndudes a detailed description of the Periodic Review work. 
program and explains how the Oty has completed each of the required tasks - In most 
cases, more than once. In summary, Woodburn has completed: 

• An Initial and revised Buildable Lands Inventory and Land Needs Assessment (fask 
l.A) 

• Initial and revised growth management policies and land use regulations (Task l.B) 
. • An Economic OpportUnities Analysis, Including eommerclal and Industrial land· 

Inventories and site suitability analyses (Task 2) 
• An update ofthe Public Fadlltles Plan (fask 3.A) 
• Revisions to the Transportation Systems Plan (Task 3.8) 
• An Inventory and protection program for wetlands and riparian corridors (Task 7) 
• An update comprehensive plan and land use regulations (fask 8) 
• A successful coordination with Marlon County and affected state and local 

governments (Task 9) 
• An extensive citizen Involvement program (Task 10) 
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PART 1: LAND NEEDS .ASS.E$SME~T {.GOAL 14: LAND NEEDS) 

The Land Need section of Goal 14 reads as follows: 

"btabllshment and changJJ of ur(Jan growth boundaries shall be based 
on the i'ollowlng: 

(J) Demonstrated need to accommo!late long range urban population, 
consistent with a 20-year population forecast coordinated W.lth aHec:t:ed local 
govemments; and 

..... . . 
• : .'':., >;, • , • • •· ' I'·• • , ~·· • 

. . : .. . (~)-~mon~led llti«<(Dr hf:IIJ...l'lk empiDYD~;ent opportunities, 
livability or uses such as public &dlltle$, streets lind I'OIId$, 6Choo/4 parks or 
oJHin spaatr or 11ny combination of the need i:ategotlesln thl1 6U~n (2). 

· · rn determining need, lop~lgovemmept may specifY c:haritc:tetlstk:s, 
such •s ~ri::el size, topography 01' proximity, ~ry lbr la,;d to 11!1 suitable 
for an Identified need." 

The land needs assessment compares projected land needs through, ,ne year 2Q20 with the 
supply of land wtthln the.exlstlr\g.(2002) W9Qdbum UGB. Resldenthsl and pu~llc land needs are 
directly related to projected population growth. In contJ:ast, employment land needs are based 
on the siting requlremeJ'lts of targeted employers. 

Needs for housing, employment opportunities, livability and publiC/semi-public uses over the 
approxlm~tely 2G-year planning period are summartze4. In this d~ment under sections titled 
"Employment Land Needs," "Residential Land Needs" and 'I\ Public and Semi-Public Use Land 
Ne~s." Together with examining measures t:O increase the lnt4!nsltY of. land use within the 
existing (2002) UGB (see Part U), these sections provide the basis for determining the amount 
and type of land that are needed outside the existing UGB. 

Population and Employment Projections 

Year 2020 Population Projection 
The proposed Plan and UGB amendment package is based on a Year 2020 popylatlon 
projection of 34.919 with an average annual growtb rate (MGR) of 2.8%. Although 
opposed by 1000 Friends of Oregon (1000 Friends) and Friends and Neighbors of Woodburn 
(FAN), the Marlon County Board of Commissioners adopted this projection as part of the 
Marlon County Comprehensive Plan in November of 2004. This population projection 
represents an Increase of 14,819 persons from Woodburn's 2000 U.S. Census population of 
20,100 and an Increase of 14,059 persons from Woodburn's 2002 PSU population 
estlmate.11 This coordinated and acknowledged population projection serves as the basis 
for projecting residential and publiC/semi-public land needs through the Year 2020. 

11 Portland State University Center for Population Research estimate. 
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ECONorthwest's April29, 2002 memorandum entltled .~Woodbum Population and 
Employment Projections, 2002·2020" justifies a 34,919 year 2020 population projection and 
explains why the previous projection of 26,290- with an AAGR of 2.13- was unreasonably 
low.12 In simple terms, Woodbu.m'spopulatlon grew at an average annual rate of 3.3% 
frorn 197G-2000. Woodburn's location along Interstate 5 between Salem and Portland will 
contribute to sustained population growth during the planning period. See ~Marion County 
Comprehensive Plan Amendm~nts to Update the Coordinated 2020 Population Projections 
for the Oty of Woodburn and for Marlon County." (Winterbrook Planning, November 10, 
2004) 

Year 2020 Employment Projection 
ECONorthwest also projected employment growth during the planning period. The 2002 
ECONorthwest memorandum estimated that In 2000, Woodburn· had 10,388 employees 
(lndudlng employees that are "covered" by employment Insurance laws and those who are 
not). This memorandum provided employment projections ranging from 16,370 to 18,762-
or annual growth rates ranging from 2.3 - 3.00Jo. The Coundl chose the higher projection 
for several reasons: 

• Arst, Woodburn currently has a relatively low employment-to-population ratio, when 
compared with the County as a whole. Using covered employment figures, Woodburn 

. has 5% of total county employees- but 7% of the County population. Woodburn has 
only 1.job·for 'every 2.4 residents, compared with 1 job for every 1.8 residents In Marion 
County. Thus, there Is a substantial Imbalance. between jobs and housing In Woodburn 
- a situation that the Oty addresses In the Woodburn Economic Development Strategy 
· (EDS). · If Woodburn's economic development strategy Is successful and Woodburn Is 
able to attract 8,374 new jobs to go along with planned population growth, then 
Woodburn will have a more reasonable ratio of 1 job f9r e-~ery 1.9 people. 

• Second, Woodburn's projected annual employment growth rate Is reasonable given the 
City's 1-5 location and the availability of master-planned, flat, vacant and serviceable 
land within the SWIR. As noted In Wlnterbrook's February 16, 2005 memorandum, 
Woodblim's comparative advantages are similar to those of Wilsonville, which attracted 
substantial economic growth over the last 25 years arid has more jobs than resldents.13 

. . 

12 This ECON<>rthwest memorandum served as the basis for agreement among Woodburn, Marton 
County, Department d land ConservatiOn and Development (OLCO) and Oregon Department of 
Transportation (OOOT) agreement to use thls projection for planning purposes In April of 2002. See April 
2002 letter fr9m Les Sasaki, Manon County Senior Planner. 

13 In 1980, Wilsonville had a population of 2,no and relatively few jobs. Wilsonville was surrounded by 
agricultural land and, befOre the consti-uctlon of I-5, relied heavily on the agricultural economy. f4s of 

. September 1999, Wllsonvlile had over 800 acres of developed Industrial land and 200 acres of vacant 
Industrial land. By 2003, accordlf19 to the most recent PSU population estimate, Wtlsonvllle 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 1.11 employees for every City 
resident, From the above comparison, It Is dear that the size of a community has little to do with Its 
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The record also indudes a Dally Journal of Commerce artlde regarding the aty of 
Rldgefleld, ·washln~ranother- 1·5 communlty·located some·20·mnes.north of the _ 
Portland UGB. After ld~ntlfylrig several new Industrial· and commercial development 
projectS totaling 3j5,000 square feet, the 2005 artlde notes that "Ridgefield Is well on 
Its way· to become a significant economtc ·engine for the· region. During the next 20 
years, Rldgeftefifls ·set'to'grow rrom·:a poj)Uiatl6n·of2,900 to: mere than 25,000, wH:h an 
employment base ·of· more than 1.6~·ooo new Jobs. • Thus, th~ Initial' size of a community 
has little to do.wlth potential employment growth, especially- when the community has 
large tracts of Industrial land with direct I-5 access. 

Objectors to Woodburn's economic development strategy also dte the City of Keizer's 
· i'E!Cent decision to redesignate Industrial land for commercial uses. H~, ln·the 

Council's view, the Cty of Keiser's recent decision to convert Industrial land near the 
freeway to commercial use accentuates, rather than diminishes, Woodburn's 
comparative advantage. 

Contrary to views expressed by 1000 Friends and FAN, Woodburn's projected annual 
population growth rate at 2.8% AAGR Is proportionate to Its projected annual 
employment growth rate at 3.0% AAGR. 

• Third; Woodburn revised Transportation Systems Plan (TSP) and Interchange . 
Management Area OVerlay Dlstrtct are based on the high employment projection of 
1.8,762. If Woodburn were·to attract fewer than the projected number of jobs, then 
Impacts on the Interchange would be reduced and Interchange improvements would 
have-a longer life. On the other hand, If Woodburn were to under-estimate job growth 
near the Interchange, and provtde for ~esser Interchange Improvements, then Woodburn 
would face a potential moratorium on higher employment growth under the Oty's IMA 
(Interchange Management Area) OVerlay District. · 

In Its various objections, 1000 Friends of Oregon repeatedly argues that Woodburn has 
more land than "'needed" to accommodate the htgh employment projection - based on the 
employee-per-acre method of calculating land needs preferred by that organization. 
However, as noted below In the employrm!nt needs discussion. Woodburn has Projected 
employment land needs based on the siting needs of targeted basic employers -
Woodburn's projections are not based directly on employee-per-acre or floor area ratios. 14 

Rather, as required by ORS 197_.71l..Ja.Dd. ttl~ Goal 9 Rule, the Coundl has projected land 
needs based on the site characteristics that are required by targeted employers. Thus, 

employment or population growth potential. Woodburn's EOA Instructs the Oty to capitalize on Its I-5 
location and the availability of large tracts flat, serviceable Industrial land. Unlike WllsonvUie 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 lndustrtal .land supply exduslvety for baste employment uses. 
Thus, If ECONorthwest and Wlnterbrook have ever-estimated potential basic employment opportunities, 
unused Industrial land will be retained In large parcels exduslvely for agricultural use. 

14 In responding to objections raised by FAN and 1000 Friends of Oregon, the City Coundl relied on the 
February 16, 2005 Wlnterbrook Planning Memorandum to Planning Director Jim Mulder. 
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reducing the employment projection to the mid or even low end of the range would not 
change_ the characteristics of the sites _tha~ Woodburn requirE!$ to be competitive In 
attracting family-wage jobs. ·· · · 

As docvmented In the 2005 Revised Buildable lands Inventory, the 2002 Woodburn UGB 
lnduded 126 aaes of vacant, partially vacant and pOtentially redevelopable Industrial land -
distributed among 36 parcels, with an.,verage parcel size of 3.5 aaes. Although this land Is 
~ :valuable component of·the-·Oty's h'ldusbial land Inventory, It Is concentrated along 
Highway 99E and the Union· Padtlc railroad track$ ~est of thl$ congested highway, and for 
the most part falls to meet the specific siting requirements of lndusbies targeted In 
Appendix B of the Woodburn EOA. -

In response to objections raised by-1000 Frtends and FAN, Oty staff contacted owners of 
"partially vacant" and."rede\telopable" properties Identified In Wlnterbrook's 2003 BU. In 
m~ cases, the owners of lndusbial firms stated that pa_rtlally vacant land on their property 
was being held for future expansion, and was not available for purchase to meet the needs 
of ruM targeted employers. ~n 9tfler cases, owners stated that ~redevelopable" lndusbial 
land (I.e., land with an Improvement to land value ratio.of less than 1) was actually being 
used for storage of vehldes, equipment or materials. As a result of staffs research, the 
Coundl has determined that Wlnterbrook's original estimate of 126 buildable Industrial acres 
was not realistic. In actuality, as shown on the 2005 Wlnterbrook BU, there are only 47 
buildable acres on 23 separate tax lots available to site new targeted employment In 
Woodburn existing (2002) UGB. 

Simply put, land served by Highway 99E does not have direct access to 1-5 and lacks the 
range of parcel sizes and locational characteristics necessary to attract targeted Industries. 
On the other hand, existing partially vacant and redevelopable parcels along Highway 99E 
and.the railroad tracks prov1de expansion opportunities for ~lsting Woodburn firms. 

Employment Land Needs 

Goal14, Land Need factor (2), recognizes that changes to a UGB may be based on 
demonstrated need for employment opportunities. 

Commercial Land Needs 
A commonly-accepted method of projecting commerdalland 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 projected population growth. 
Using this method, Woodburn would need 310 net buildable commercial acres to meet 2020 
commerdal land needs. Since Woodburn has 108 net buildable commercial acres within the 
existing UGB, 15 this would result In a need for an additional 202 net buildable commercial 
acres. 

15 The Coundl worked dosely with Oty staff to Identify the portions of commercial sites within the 
existing UGB that are not being used for buildings or parking, and accounted for these areas as vacant. 
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The .Coundl did DQt use this method, because the Council has Intentionally under-allocated 
commercial land to encourage redevelopment along Highway 214, Highway 99E and In 
Downtown Woodburn. ~ explained further In Part n of this Report, as a measure to 
Increase land use efficiency, the Council assumed.. that rnQSt. future commercial and 
govem~ent employment ~Ill -~r 9n .. ~W..!l9 ·¥.mm,f9allands through lntenslftcation and 
redev~lopment.·. In addition, the need for'hlghway. commerdal uses can be met to a limited 
exten~ within the SOUtheast Commercial Excepticins Area. The Highway 99E area has a 
rang~. ·of low-Intensity development uses. The City has assumed that strip commerdal 
properties along Highway 99E_ and .tilghway 211 will redevelop over time, thus redudng the 
need .to designate new commercial · areas on resource land. . 

To meet future commercial land needs, Including the need for nodal neighborhood 
commerdal centers, the Coundl· has added to the existing UGB only 22 net buildable acres 
of Commercial land (about 6% of the existing CommerdaJ land base). These 22 net 
buildable aaes Include the following: 

-. 11 net buildable general commercial aaes within existing commercial exceptions 
a.reas adjacent to the exi_stfng UGB; . 

• · 9 net buildable nelghbomood commercial acres In the Parr Road Nodal 
• ~elopment area; and . . . r 

• 2 net buildable neighborhood commercial acres along Boones Ferry to the north of 
the existing UGB. 

The Coundl notes that providing neighborhood commercial centers near higher density 
nodal residential development also meets a community livability need. SUch centers are 
accessible· by pedestrians and bicyclists, are required by the woo tO have public plazas that 
Increase opportunities for relaxation and community events. Therefore, the Coundl ftnd~ 
that neighborhood community centers provide Increased "livability" opportunities by 
encouraging healthful exerdse and Increased human Interaction. 

Industrial Land Needs 
ECONorthwest prepared the Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) In May 2001. 
The EOA considered Woodburn's comparative advantages and ldentlfled the types of 
employment and Industries that Woodburn can reasonably attract during the planning 
period. To address ORS 197.712 (Economic Development) and Goal9 (Economy of the 
State) requirements, . ECONorthwest also determined the types of sites that will be needed 
to attract targeted lndustiies In a subsequent doa.Jment entitled -"Site Requirements for 
Woodburn Target Industiies" (February 2003). These documents recognize the Oty's 
locational advantages and outline a strategy for the Oty to target specific indusb'fes that 
Woodburn has a reasonable chance of bringing to the Oty. Both documents condude 
Woodburn will need additional land with speclflc stze and access characteristics to achieve 
the Oty's economic development goals. These two ECONorthwest documents serve as the 
basis for determining Woodburn's employment land needs by site size through the Year 
2020. 

The employment land needs analysis In ECONorthwest's "Site Requirements for Woodburn 
Target Industries" (October 2003) concluded that about 370 acres would need to be 
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developed for basic employment uses. In order to accommodate a mid-range need of 7,140 
new employees between 2000 and 2020, based on employee-per-acre @tlos.16 However, to · 
attract targeted lndustrfes Woodburn must provide choice amon·g· and an adequate 
Inventory of suitable sites. Under the site suitability method, It Is possible that some sites 
may not fully develop during the planning period, either because a portion o~ the site will be 
held for future development or because a reserved site will not be selected by-a targeted 
lndusby. As noted below, the prQPOSed Plan lndudes measures tO ensure that designated 
lndustrfal parcels remain rn agricultural use until a targeted employer needs them.17 Plan 
measures a_lso ensure that such parcels cannot be re-designated for commercial use. 

WoOdburn's employment land needs are designed to meet ORS 197.712 and the Goal9 
Rule (OAR Chapter 660, Division 009) requirements that dtles "Identify the "types ~sites 
that are likely to be needed by lndusb1al ~nd commercial uses which might expand or locate 
In the planning area/' To be dear. lndysb1al site needs are not based on floor-area mtlos or 
employee. per acre· @tiQS. - Table 1 lndudes a seiect group of sites that have a reasonable 
likelihood of meeting the needs of targeted employers. This group of sites totals slightly 
less than 500 acres. · · 

Table 1. Summary of estimated industrial site needs 
by size, Woodburn 2000-2020 

Number of Average Estimated 
Site Size (acres) Sites Site Size Acres 

100or 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 
5-10 7 8.0 56.0 
2-5 10 4.0 40.0 
L~sthan 2 15 1.0 15.0 

Total/Average 42 11.8 486.0. 
Source: ECONorthweat 

Refined Target Indusby Site Suitability Analysis 
When Metro conducted Its Industrial siting analysis In 2004, It applied three basic criteria to 
Identify suitable blocks of Industrial land: 

16 As noted above In the section titled "Year 2020 Employment Projection", Woodburn assumed 
ECONorthwest's high employment projection. The Council believes that the site needs Indicated In Table 
1 will be sufficient to accommodate the higher employment projection as well. 

17 The land will remain In EFU zoning until annexed to the Oty. A master plan Is required prior to 
annexation, that will ensure retention of large parcels called for In the EOA. At Marlon County's request, 
the Coundl has adopted a plan policy requiring Industrial users to sign a covenant agreeing not to 
complain about agricultural operations In the area. 
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1 access to transportation facilities (within two miles of a major Interchange); 
1 proximity to other Industrial uses (within one mile); and 
1 less than ten percent slope. 

In 2003, Wlnterbrook applied similar locatlonal need criteria to Identify sites for targeted 
employers. Suitable Industrial sites must: · 

1 Be comprised of large blocks of land contiguous to or Within the existing UGB; 
1 Have direct access to the 1·5/ Highway 219 Interchange vta an existing or planned 

arterial street; · · 
• Be located to avoid truck traffic through existing or planned urban residential 

neighborhoods; 
• Minimize potential conflicts with existing or planned residential areas by minimizing 

.common boundaries; 
• Be located·to take advantage of existing or proposed arterial streets that direct 

Industrial traffic to Highway 214 west (rather than east) of the Interchange to access 
1-5; . 

• Be located within a two mile radius of the 1-5 Interchange; 
• Be adjacent to existing Industrial development; 
• Have flve or less percent slope; 
• Meet size requirements outlined by ECONorthwest (October 2003 memorandum 

entitled "Site Requirements of Targeted Industries" and summarized on Table 1 of 
this Report); . 

• Be serviceable within the next Q-15 years with sanitary sewer, water and storm 
drainage facilities; and 

• Avoid aass I agricultural soils; then include first Class lll soils and second Class n 
soils, If necessary to serve otherwise suitable sites with aass m soils. 

As a result of this site suitability analysis, the Oty allocated land for targeted employers In 
Study Areas 7 and 8, within the Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR). The SWIR Is . 
comprised of large, flat sites that can be provided readily with urban services and which 
have direct access to the west side of Interstate 5 via the Evergreen Arterial Extension, the 
South Arterial, Buttevllle Road and Highway 214. Evetgreen Road and the Parr Road 
Neighborhood Commercial area serve as buffers between the SWIR and planned residential 
development to the east. 

Employment Land Needs Conclusions 
Table 2 below shows a comparison between the supply of Industrial sites within the existing 
UGB and the 2020 basic employment site needs determined by the EOA and 
ECONorthwest's Site Requirements Analysls.18 Woodburn has a shortage of sites In all 

18 Buildable Lands Inventory drafts through 2004 Indicated Industrial sites totaling 127 net buildable aaes 
inside Woodburn's existing UGB. These sites lnduded all partially developed and potentially redevelopable 

I 
sites ldentlfled by Wlnterbrook when the Initial draft of the BU was created In 2002. Staff contacted 

1/) ~ owners of Identified partially vacant and potentially redevelopable sites In 2005, and determined that 
~ many were being held for expansion of existing uses, or actually being used by the existing owner for 

storage necessary to the existing use. These sites were detennlned to be unsuitable to meet the siting 
needs for new Industrial firms. Thus, the supply of potential Industrial sites within the existing UGB 

~ 
8 dropped to 23, totaling 47 acres . 
.a ~ 
0 ~ ----------------------------------------------------------------;>-~ 
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categories over 2 acres In size. There Is a seyere shortage of medium to large Industrial 
sites ayallable to meet the ldentlfled·slte regulrements. OVerall, Woodbum has a deflclt of 
20 Industrial sites over 2 acres In ~lze, totaling about 435 acres. 

Table 2: Target Industry 2020 Site Needs Compared with Current UGB Supply 
::trot'alZitX'cFiSn ', :ft2f'ii1'1"~·1~~: r.~cunJntuoa· lutti~~ '~woc.•·•unstua· ·roancttr·,m·i 
Under 2 15 16 1 
r otal Acres 15 8 (7) 

tO 5 10 5 . ___ ,. , . {5) 

Total Acres 40 18 (22) 
e to.10 7 1 (6) 
Total Acres 56 8 ·· (48) 
11 to 25 5 1 (4) 
Total Acres 75 11 (64) 
~Ito 50 3 0 (3) 
Total Acres 105 0 (105) 
~1 to 100 1 0 (1) 
Total Acres 70 0 (70) 
100+ 1 0 (1) . 
Total Acres 125 0 (125) 

trotaJ Sites 42 23 {191 
trotal Acres 488 45 (441) 

Source: Wlnterbtook Planning 
*Minor discrepancies In acreage due to rounding. 

As shown In Table 3 below, the amended 2005 UGB has a defldt of 1 site In the 1Q-25 acre 
category and 1 site in the 2-5 acre category; counter-balanced by a surplus of 1 site In the 
5-10 acre category19

, and a surplus of 1 slte·ln the under 2 acre ~tegory. Ratner than 
expand the UGB further to add parcels In these ranges, the Council felt It prudent to rely on 
three possibilities for meeting these needs: 

• Rrst, ·there Is an exl$1:ing partially vacant parcel of 19 acres that Is being held for 
future expansion. If the existing Industrial owner of this site changes expansion 
plans, this site may become available. 

• Second, If large sites develop at the lower end of their potential site ranges (e.g. 50 
Instead of 70 acres), additional sites In the 10-25 acre range may become available 
In the SWIR Industrial park areas. 

• Third, the Oty re-designated a site In the 5-10 acre category Inside the existing UGB 
from Open Space to Industrial, which can be used to meet the need for sites of 
smaller sizes. 

19 An additional site In the 5-10 acre category was created In 2005 Inside the existing UGB through re
deslgnatlon of land from Open Space to Industrial. 
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Source: Wlnterbrook Planning 

"Base Case" Residential Land Needs 
Goal 14, Land Need factor (2), recognizes that changes to a UGB may be based on 
demonstrated need for housing. 

In Technical Report 2 - Residential land Needs Analysis (RLNA), Wlnterbrook determined 
Woodburn's residential land needs based on the requirements of ORS 197.296 and 
Statewide Planning Goals 10 (Housing) and 14 (Urbanl~tlon). This section considers two 
"base case" scenarios from which to determine the housing and buildable land area needs 
for residential uses for the 18-year planning period, from 2002 to 2020. Part n of this 
Report considers the results of the housing needs analysis and ldentlfles land use effldency 
measures that have enabled the Oty. to provide affordable housing opportunities and reduce 
Its need for buildable residential land. 

Alternative 1: Residential land Needs Based on Actual Housing Mix and Density 
The first "'Base Case Scenario" described below Is-based on "'actual housing mix and 
densities" observed from 1988-2002 {RLNA, Table 6), as prescribed by ORS 197.296(4)(a). 
Implementation of this base case scenario would not require additional plan pollcy or code 
text amendments.20 Implementation of this "actual development:.~~~O~r!L~ould, of 
course, require comprehensive plan map, urban growth boundary and (eventually) zoning 
map amendments. ..-.... _ _ _ 

20 Currently, Woodburn has two residential plan designations: Low Density Residential and High Density 
Residential. Three zones Implement these designations: Residential Single Family, Retirement Community 
Single Family Residential, and Medium Density Residential. 
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For the base case scenario based on ictYDI development. Wlnterbrook: 
1. Determined the actual mix and' den~ty of dwelling unit (DU) types In new 

dev~loPments (from 1988 to 2002); . 
2. Usecf @Northwest's P.fOJected, and Marion County's (then) Interim planning, 

population projection of 34,919; . . 
3. Applied the .2000. US Census ratio of Institutional population to projected population 

Increase and subtracted ~ 337 1\lnstltutlonal" residents from the population 
growth for pu~ Of dwellli)g unit need; 

4. Assumed a projected average household size flgure of 2.9;21 and 
5. Applied an average occupancy rate of 95% (or a vacancy rate of 5o/o22) to all · 

housing types. 

Wlnterbrook determined the number of needed dwelling units (DU) by multiplying the actual 
mix by the population lnaease, dMdlng by household size,. then dMding by occupancy rate. 
Wlnterbroak determined needed acres by dMdlng the number of dwelling units by actual 
density. lhe above factors were then applied to crea~ Table 3A. 

Table 3A shows a need for 4,968 dwellln.g units and about 680 net buUdable residential 
acres, using the above methods. ·Table 3A shows the housing mix and density experienced 
In Woodburn avet the. last 14 years and one possible zoning allocation that can achieve 7.25 
dwelling units per acre. Table 3A does not lndude need for Public and Semi-Public uses, 
which Is discussed In the following Public and Semi-Public Use Land Needs section. Nor 
does this base case scenario consider lneffldencles that result from converting hlghly
parcellzed land within built and committed exceptions areas to urban residential uses. 

Finally, based on testimony received from Renaissance Homes, the Council finds that there 
Is a "'special need" for higher end housing adjacent to the OGC Golf Course. Renaissance 
Homes testified that they have been able to meet a speclflc market niche for higher end 
housing In Woodburn solely because of the golf course vtews and open space available In 
the Tukwila Planned Unit Development. The Council notes that higher paid executives In 
existing and future Woodburn flrms also are more likely to reside In Woodburn (rather than 
In Portland, Salem or rural Marion County) if such higher-end, higher-amenity homes were · 
available within the Woodburn UGB. 

21 The actual household size has risen sharply In Woodburn from 2.71n 1990 to 3.lln 2000. This 
Increase can be attributed largely to In-migration of families with small children. Wlnterbrook projected a 
return In household size over the next 20 years (reflecting national trends and cultural shifts) to 2.9 
persons per household. There Is a direct relationship between the success of Woodburn's Economic 
Development Strategy and household stze: as household Incomes and educational levels Increase, 
household size typically decreases. 

22 The 2000 US Census shows overall vacancy rates In Woodburn of 8%. This Is a substantial Increase 
from 1990's overall vacancy rate of 2.7%. As with household size, Wlnterbrook projected a midrange 
vacancy rate of 5%. 
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As explained In the Residential Land Needs Assessment (RLNA), Woodbum has two major 
population cohorts: a rapidly groWing young population that will continue to grow and 
mature over the next 20 years, and an elder population that should remain fairly stable. 
CUrrently, Woodburn Is doing a reasonable job of provtdlng affordable housing, but can take 
steps. to ~de a greater variety of housing types at higher densities. Part of the 
affordable housing "problem• Is that the new, young population la.cks the flnandal resources 
for home ownership. This problem Is considered In the ODCED Alternative below. 

Alternative 2: Application o; the ODCED· Residential Land Needs Model . 
Housing need depends on household· Income, which ts related to economtc·development In 
Woodburn. ki noted In ECONorthwest's analysis of the relationship between economic 
development, household Income and housing needs: 

• More than 5096 of new jobs a-eated between .2000 and 2020 are expected to pay 
le$5 than $30,000 annually on a full-time eqUivalent basis. This Is a range of $7.00 to 
"$"15.00 per hour expressed as· an hourty wage. About 18% will pay between $30,000 
and $39,000 annually, and about 13% will pay than $40,000 to $49,000 annually. 

• The successful Implementation of Woodburn's economic development strategy will 
have a significant Impact on the dty's wage distribution. The strategy will result In 
fewer low-paying retail and service jobs, and more high-wage manufacturing, 
construction, and skilled occupation jobs. 

The Impact of projected econor:nlc trends on residential land needs was further explored 
through use of the ODCED Residential land Needs Model. For an alternative base case 
analysis, Winterbrook used the Residential Land Needs Model developed by th~ .oregon 
Department of Community and Economic Development (ODCED) that bases housing needs . 
on projected Income by age cohort, related to assumptions of types and cost for various 
housing types over the next 20 years. 

Winterbrook ran the model using the coordinated population projection of 34,919, a Year 
2020 planning period, an average household size of 2.9, and approximately 100 other 
assumptions related to housing type, rental status, and price/rent levels (see RLNA, 
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Attachment A). Due to Woodburn demographics and Hispanic preferences for 
· homeownershlp, Wlnterbrook assumed a high demand for affordable homeownershlp 
opportunities, which translates Into a need for small-lot single-family and townhouse 
(single-family attached) development. Projected Income by age cohort Inputs for the Model 
were provided by ECONorthwest, based on successful implementation of Woodburn's · 
economic development objectives. 

The Model produced the results shown on Table 38. _Approximately 385 net ~cres are 
needed for Low Density Single Family (LDSF), 116 for Medium Density stngl~ Family 
(MDSF), 94 for High Density Single Family (HDSF), 15 for Manufactured DWelling Part 
(MOP), 27 for Low Density Multi-Family (LDMF), 57 for Medium Density Multi-Family 
(MDMF), 14 for High Density Multi-Family (HDMF), and 6 for Mixed-Use (MU). The total 
acreage needed to serve the 2020 dwelling uolt gr.owth of approximately 5,000 units 
requires about 714 net aaes (about 34 aaes more ~n was projected using the "actual 
housing mix and densities" method). 1hls represents the total amount of buildable 
residential land needed to accommodate the projected 14,059 population Increase over 
approximately the next 18 years. 

Sourco: RLNA; 'lbe ~Needs M~ Wintedlrook. P1anniq 

Base case Housing Need Conduslons 
A major part of Woodburn's Eccinomlc Development Strategy Is to take advantage of Its 
growing workforce by creating opportunities for jobs to locate In the area~ If Woodburn Is 
successful In attracting these jobs, the buying power of residents will Improve In relation to 
housing costs. Thus, while Woodburn can benefit from a wider range of housing .types, and 
should allow the. opportunity. for multi-family and small lot single-family r-esidences to 
develop, It Is Important to continue to supply single-family home ownership opportunities as 
well. lhe Qty -also has a s~lal need for hlgh~r-end homes near the OGC Golf Course to 
provide housing for future executives In flrrns that moose to locate In Woodburn. 

Without the adoption of land. use effidency measures, as discussed In Part n of this Report, 
Woodburn would require from 680 to 714 net buildable acres of residential land to meet Its 
housing needs through the year 2020. As noted below, with efficiency measures, the City 
will need approximately 13Q-160 fewer net buildable acres. This range assumes relatively 
large buildable parcels, and does not account for lneffldencles In land development that 
occur when built and committed exceptions areas are converted to urban residential uses. 

Public and Semi-Public Land Needs 

Goal14, land Need factor (2) recognizes that changes to a UGB may be based on 
demonstrated need for "livability or uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, schools, 
parks or open space." 
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Public an~ seml·p~bllc facilities such as schools, hospitals, churches, government buildings, 
an~ parks wm· expand as populatlorflricreases. Such uses are necessary to support planned 
population groWth and· (In the case of parks,· open space and schools) Increase the livability 
of residential neighborhoods. In Woodburn, such uses typically locate on land designated 
for residential use. · 

PubliC and seml-publlc.l·and needs are shown In Table 4 below. Park standards desaibed In 
the 1999 Woodburn. Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update were used to · 
determine the. need for bu11dable and unbulldable (natural area parks) land to accommodate 
parks and SChools. · 

To create a l~nd n~s projection table tor public and se'ml-public .. iands;-··the dty separated 
land types: bY categories of: schools, parks, lristituUonal, religious, natural areas, and 
government. The dty approached. each. type slightly differently: 

; · 

• Schools -The Oty used the ratio of developed school land to population described In 
the 1999 Woodbum Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update- about 5 acres 
per 1~000 residents ~ and extended that ratio, to the projected Year 2020 Woodburn 
population to detennlne land needed for scho9ls. In 2004, the Woodburn School Dlsb1ct 
reVIewed Wlnte'rtrook's projection' and determlned that Woodburn needed. . 
approximately 48 additional acres beyond Wlnterbrook's simplistic ·projection to meet 
school needs through 2020.23 Woodburn currently has about 115 developed acres of 
land for schools, and needs approximately 223 total acre$ by 2020. Ibis means there Is 
a need for 108 vacant buildable acre:; to·aecommodate· a· new high school. a new middle 
school a·nd two new elementary· sdlogls. · 

• Parks - The ,Oty used the 1999 Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan 
Update to projett .. park needs through 2020. The 1999 Update recommended using a 
ratio of 7 acreS per 1000 population to project need for neighborhood and community 
parb. The ratio was applied to the projected 2020. population of 34,919, and then 
exiStlng parkland was subtracted, to determine· needed park acreage. The Parks Plan 
t'ndlcates that sonie of Woodburn's park needs will be met on school lands. Therefore, It 
was assumed that 50% of all needed 2020 school lands would also serve to meet park 
needs, and that amount was added to·the parks supply. Woodburn currently has about 
.87 acres of parks and recreational land In use (plus about an addltlonal112 acres of 
2020. school lands), and needs about 262. acres total to meet the recommended ratio. 
Jbls means there Is a need for abOut 63 acres of parkJands by the year 2020. 

• Institutional - Woodburn currently has 500 residents who live in "lnstltutionsn, 
according to the 2000 US Census, and has had no additional Institutional development 

- ·-
23 August 30, 2004 letter from Woodburn School District. The District has a 2Q-year planning horizon. In 
order for the second new high school to be operational by 2024, the land will need to be purchased on or 
before 2020. This would allow sufficient time for land to be annexed to the Oty, a bond measure passed, 
and the high school designed and constructed. 
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from 2Q00-2002. The Oty applied the exiSting ratio to a projected 2020 population of 
34,919, projecting an Institutional population growth of approximately 337 through 
2020. The aty applied a ratio of 30 residents/units per net acre (the maximum allowed 
under current zoning), which translated to an 11-acre need ih this cate9ory. 

• Religious - The Oty applied a ratio of 2 acres per 1,000 population growth for religious 
uses. The 2002-2020 population growth forecast of 14,059 translated to a· rfeJ!d for-"··· 
approximately 28 aqes for religious use. 

. . . . . 

• Natural Areas - The aty put protected greenways and wildlife corridors Into this 
category. 111e 1999 Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update did 
not project a need or standard for natural areas. However I natural areas can serve to 
provide trail syStems and natural pathways for Woodburn residents. According to the 
1999 UPdate, there were 1.22 acres of greenways, open space, and trails/pathways per 
1000 population In Woodburn. Extending this ratio to the projected 2020 popul~tlon 
projection of 34,919 would require 42.6 acres for greenways, open space, and 
trails/pathways. There are approximately 129 constrained (unbulldable) rl~rlan, 
wetland and floodplain aaes In Woodburn available to meet this generalized need. 
Therefore. no additional buildable land Is required. 

• .Govem·ment- Projected government employment growth through 202Q Is 252 
.employees. Using an emplciyeefaae ratio similar to that for commercial emplOyment 

· ytelds a ·land need of slightly less than 13 acres. There are approximately 5 vacant 
publicly owned aaes of land to help meet this need. The C1ty assumed that the 

_. ~emalnder of the government employment limd need will be met through redevelopment 
of ·c:ommerdal areas and Intensification of use of existing government-owned property. 
Therefore, no additional residential land Is rieeded to accommodate government 
employment growtb. 

The supply of public and semi-public land In Woodburn's current UGB shown In Table 4 was 
determined In Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory. 
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Based on Woodburn's plans, and actual· ratios_ of land occupied· by public and semi-public 
uses compared -to population, WOOdburn will need about 108 net buildable aqes for 
schools. 63aqes for parg. 11· aqes tor lnstltutlohBI Uses. and 28 aqes,for religious uses. 
through 2020. The Oty relied on redeVelopment Of existing commercial and public lands to 
meet government employment need$.. ~!nee parks, schools, Institutional uses, churches, 
and. similar public/semi-public uses typically require a location In a· residential zoning district, 
such public and semi-public use needs add to the demand for vacant buildable residential '-= 

land within W~bum's UGB. In summary. Wooclbum requires approximately 210 
additional net buildable acres of Residential land to meet Its 2020 public and semi-public use 
land needs. 

Recap of Base Case Residential Land Needs without Efficiency 
Measures _ 
Without land use efficiency measures (I.e .. relying on existing plan designations and 
zoning), from 2002 to 2020 Woodburn will require approximately 68Q-714 net buildable 
acres of residential land for housing, and 210 net buildable acres for public and semi-public 
uses. The total amount of residential land needed for Woodburn during the planning period 
without land use efficiency measures would be 890-934 acres. Again, this need range does 
not account for land use Inefficiencies that result when built and committed exceptions 
areas are converted to urban residential use- as required by Goal14 and ORS 197.298. 
However, these inefficiencies are accounted for In Part II of this report. 
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Buildable Lands Inventory 

In Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory (BU), wtnterbrook determined the 
buildable land area, on a parcel-by-parcel basis, within the existing (2002) Woodburn UGB. 
BU Information was also used by COOT for modeling transportation Impacts from three 
preliminary land use scenarios. 24 

After completing a Residential Land Needs Analysis,. r~viewing transportation options, and 
coriferrtng with Woodburn staff, Wlnterbrook amen~ed Technical Re'port 1 to account for 
changes proposed In the "2005 Plan". The "2005 plan" Is the prooosed Plan and UGB 
amendment package, to meet Identified needs for residential, public. and employment 
lands. As discussed below, the 2005 Plan includes proposed (1) amendments to the 
Woodburn UGB to increase land supply, and (2) measures to Increase land efficiency and 
residential densitl~ within both the existing UG6 and the proposed UGB expansion area. 

The BU consists of a Year 2002 GIS database that describes the gross area and net 
buildable area of each tax lot within the UGB by comprehensive plan designation and 
existing zoning. Net buildable area is determined by subtracting topographical constraints 
and infrastructure requirements from the gross area of each tax lot. 

The BU, and associated Buildable Land~ Map show: (a} how much· vacant, lnfill, or 
potentially redevelopable land Is available to meet future residential, public/semi-public, 
commercial, and industrial land needs; (b) where these parcels are; and (c) the size and 
constraints of each parcel. 25 

Buildable Lands Inventory Overview 
Table 5 (Buildable Lands Summary) provides the net buildable area, in acres, of land in each 
comprehensive plan designation inside Woodburn's existing UGB as of 2002. Table 6 (Lots 
by Slze)··provides the buildable area in parcels of various sizes by plan designation. Tables 5 

24 To ensure that relationships between transportation and land use were considered early In the process, 
ODOT used data from the BU to infonn Periodic Review Task 2 (COOrdination with ODOT), and by 
association Statewide Planning Goal12 (Transportation), by estimating household and employment 
capacity within the current (2002) UGB. ODOT used this information to model impacts of potential 
development alternatives on the transportation system from each Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ). 

25 The 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 basis. For example, a two-acre parcel with 
an existing home zoned for 6,000 square foot lots will have some left-over land. After accounting for 
streets (20% of the 87,120 square-foot parcel) and the existing home (one-fifth of an acre or 8,712 
square feet), 60,984 square feet remain. At 6,000 square feet per lot, the buildable area of the parcel 
can accommodate 10 legal lots, leaving an "extra" 984 square feet. Because land usually develops on a 
parcel-by-parcel basis, it would be unrealistic to assume that this left-over land will be used by another 

developer. Volume 
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and 6 correspond to Tables A and B In Technical Report 1 (Buildable Lands Inventory) and 
do not include proposed UGB expansion areas. 

Table 5: Buildable Lands Summary within the 2002 UGB 
Plan Total Acres Net Buildable Unit Capacity {RES) or 
Designation Acres Employee Capacity {IND, · 

COMj_ 
Commercial 599 108 2,135 
Industrial 685 47 658 
Residential <12 1.478. 403 2_,_190 
Residential >12 . 385 108 1 256 
Pu!)llc (open 94 (583) 6 NA 
space) 

Source: Wlnterbrook Planning 
•Acreage available for new targeted Industries was reduced from 1~ to 47 based on property owner Interviews; as desalbed 
In the Employment land Needs section. The remaining 79 acres are being held fot future expansion by existing Woodbum 
firms, and thus will accommodate additional employees beyond the number shown In Table 5. 

Table 6: Lots by Size (in Buildable Acres) 
Plan Lots 20- Lots 
Designation Lots< 1 Lots 1·5 Lots 6-10 Lots 11·20 50 >50 

Acre Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres 
LOR 313 24 2 4 3 
MDR 40 10 2 3 0 
Commercial 49 13 2 1 1 
Industrial* 11 10 1 1 0 

Source: Wlnterbrook Planning 
• The number of available Industrial parcels also was reduced based on property owner interviews conducted In 2005, as 
described In the Employment land Needs section. 

1 
0 
0 
0 

The 2005 Buildable Lands Inventory (BU) included optimistic assumptions regarding 
residential infill and partially developed residential, commercial and industrial lands. For 
example, the BU reserved only one-fifth of an acre for existing homes on partially 
developed lots (compared with one-half acre assumed by Metro), and assumed that the 
remainder of the lot would develop at densities permitted by zoning. The BU also looked 
carefully at partially developed ·tndustrlal and commercial parcels, was based on interviews 
conducted with property owners, and assumed that unused portions of parcels that were 
not planned for expansion of the existing use would be availabie to meet new industrial and 
commercial siting needs. 
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PART II. AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND LAND EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
~ . . . 

(ORS 197.296; GOAL 14: ACCOMMODATING NEEDS INSIDE UGB) 

nPrior to expanding an urban growth boundary, local governments shall 
demonstrate that needs cannot reasonably be· accommodated on land 
already inside the urban growth boundary.'! 

__ ;_ 

The Land Need section of Goal 14 requires a. demon$tration that identified Jand needs 
cannot reasonably· be accommodated on land already Inside the UGB by Increasing land use 
efficiency. As explained above, In this case, these standards require a demonstration that 
the projected needs for urban uses cannot be accommodated withi~Jhe City's existing UGB, 
either by locating. the needed uses on vacant bulld.able land within the UGB or by inc;reaslng 
the existing or future density and efficiency of uses within the UGB. 

The City considered several alternatives and analyzed several measures to Increase the 
intensity and efficiency of land use in Woodburn, prior to deter11')ining the need for UGB 
expansion,.., These land use Intensification measures are described In Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan Proposed Goal and Policy Amendments, Proposed WOO· Revisions, and 
in Technical Report 3 (Residential Land Needs Analysis). These intensification measures 
Include provisions for lnflll and redevelopment, lncre~sed density, master planning and 
nodal development- all of which increase efficiency of land use. 

The Coundl notes the following provisions that encourage land use efficiency: 
• The Woodbum Comprehensive Plan would provide opportunities for densities In 

excess of 10 dwelling units per net buildable acre outside of highly parcelized 
excep,tions areas. By constraining the residential land supply based on optimistic 
density assumptions, land prices will increase, which In turn is likely to Increase land 
use efficiency. 

• Except for the developed Maclaren Youth Correctional Facility, all exceptions areas 
adjacent to the UGB would be included within the proposed UGB. As noted above, 
the City has assumed that densities in exceptions areas will be greater than those 
actually experienced on infill parcels within the Woodburn City Umits from 1988-
2002. 

• Application of highly conservative assumptions for new Commercial land (only 22 
additional buildable commercial acres are proposed to be added to the UGB for the 
18-year planning period), accompanied by a virtual prohibition on Commercial plan 
amendments near Interstate 5. 

• Liberal assumptions regarding redevelopment of commercial land, "infill" on 
residential land inside the existing UGB as well as in rural residential exceptions 
areas, and the availability of undeveloped portions of existing industrial land. 

• Very strong measures to ensure that industrially designated land within the 
Southwest Industrial Area (SWIR) is retained in agricultural use until targeted 
employer requirements are met. 

• Limitations on division of parcels in the SWIR to insure that sites of sufficient size to 
satisfy requirements of target industries remain available. Volume 5 
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• Master planning requirements for the SWIR and the Parr· Road Nodal Development 
Are~ prior to annexation and provision of urban services . 

. • Minimum density requirements for all residential_ l~nd. · 
• Clear and objeCtive protection meast.kes for WoOdburn's floodplains, wetlands and 

riparian corridors. 

Built and Committed Exception Areas 
Existing Marion County zoning maintains large lot sizes through EFU zoning for large vacant 
parcels within the unincorporated urbanlzable area. EFU zoning will continue to apply to 
such lands until a master plan showing maximum efficiency of land use has been approved 
by the Oty, the land Is annexed, and· urban zoning has. been applied. y 

Except for the MacLaren School (a state juvenile detention facility),_: all-non-resource land 
(f.e., areas ·that already-have built and committed exceptions) adjacent to the Woodburn 
UGB Is proposed for Inclusion within the expanded UGB. Woodburn has four existing built 
and committed exceptions areas adjacent to the 2002 UGB26

: 

• Butteville Road Rural Residential Exception Area (155 gross acres) 
• Northeast(Hwy 99E) Rural Residential Exceptions Area (13 gross acres- completely 

developed as a manufactured dwelling park) · -·--~ 

• Maclaren School Institutional Exceptions Area 
• Southeast (Hwy 99E) Re51dentlai/Commercial Exceptions Area (35 gross acres) 

The Butteville Road residential exception area contains 108 net buildable acres, but due to 
the existJng parcelization and development pattern, this land cannot meet residential land 
needs as· efficiently as would large, vacant parcels (See Attachment 1: Development 
Pattern of Exception Area). As· shown In Table 7 below, the median parcel size In the 
Butteville Road Exception Area Is less than two acres. Only 2 of the 61 residential exception 
area parcels in the Butteville Road Exceptions Area are between 6-10 acres in size. 

Table 7: Butteville Road Exception Area Parcel Characteristics 

~~~~~tttlrtf~fl\f.~~~~~~~~~est4~Jffijlf).\'t1t1i~rc'~bi.D·~j~;?~ 
Sites <2ac 43 
Acres 44 
Sites 2-5ac 16 

·!Acres 47 
Sites 6- 1 Oac 2 

Acres 17 

h" otal Sites 61 
tfotal Acres 108 

26 Information in Technical Report 3 related to exceptions areas has been refined through additional GIS 
analysis of the areas. 
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During the 5-year period from 2000 through 2004, Woodburn approved 8 applications for 
land divisions of residential parcels under 5 acres in size with existing residences - parcels 
that would be defined by this study as "potential inflll" or "partially developed~. These land 
divisions comprised a to~l of 9.8 acres and 241ots, for an average total post-division 
den.!?ity of 2.4 units per gross acre. The 2.4 unit-per-acre density Includes the.orlglnal 
h9use and lot. Thl::fs, th~ Council as.sumE!$. th5tt exception area parcels .(at 3 n·ew units per 
net acre ·on undeveroped portions of each e><ception area lot27

) will develop at densities · 
comparable to, but slightly higher than, th~se .of existing lots of less than five acres In the 
City Umlts. . . 

This assumed lnfill density for exception areas Is slightly higher than the actuallnflll density 
that has occurred Inside the existing Woodburn city limits over the last five years. This 
assumption Is optimistic because the lnflll and partially developed parcels were lnsl~e the 
city limits with urban services, whereas the exceptions areas lie at the UGB fringe, are 
outside the city limits, and currently do not have urban services. Moreover, public 
testlmoiw at work sessions indiCated strong oppoSitlon from most propertY owners to be 
included within the Woodburn UGB because they feared Increased urban densities. Thus, it 
is probable that some parcels within built and committed exceptions areas will remain 
undeveloped during the planning period. 

The need for low-density infill housing can be accommodated to a limited extent within the 
Butteville Road Exception Area. The Butteville Road Exceptions Area has the capacity for 
limited lnflll at an estimated density of 3 units per net buildable acre, after subtracting a fifth 
acre for each existing house. At this density, the Butteville Road area has the capacity for 
295 low-density residential units. 

The Southeast Exception Area contains.one large undeveloped parcel with approximately 
7 !S_net buildable acres adjacent to the south of a developed manufactured home park 
within the City Umits. This parcel has a Medium Density Residential designation and 
development of this parcel is assumed to occur at the ·same density assumed for MDR sites 
within the existing UGB (14 units per net buildable acre), yielding a capacity for 105 medium 
qensity residential units. This exceptions area also includes approximately 11 net buildable 
commercial acres that were applied toward 2020 commercial needs. 

The Northeast Rural Residential Exceptions Area is fully developed as a manufactured 
dwelling park and has no remaining development capacity. 

·- ·~~ .-~···"'l''•.-- . 

The Maclaren School exceptions area is owned by the state and is capable of meeting 
statewide juvenile incarceration needs that generally are unrelated to Woodburn's 

27 The parcelization pattern and .small size of many of these lots limit efficient development - causing a 
loss of " partial units" on individual lots. For example, an exception area lot that is 0.75 acres in size is 
expected to accommodate 2, rather than 2.27 units. This contributes to lower anticipated densities in 
built and committed exceptions areas, and explains why the capacity of the area's 108 net buildable acres 
is 295 units. 
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institutional needs. This state faclllty alr~ady has urban services and Is not available or 
appropriate for meeting long-term institutional needs of Woodburn. 

... . 

. . ' : ; ' . 

New Residential Plan Designations and Zoning 
In order to provide buildable land for needed housing types In Woodburn (as Identified by 
the OECED Land Needs Model and by Winterbrook's demographic analysis), the aty has 
adopted two new "nOdal deveiQpment" overlay districts: Nodal Single Family Residential 
(RSN). 13n~ Nodal Multi-Family Residential (RMN) •. '!~.rtical mixed use is allowed in the 
Commercial plan designation where implemented by Downtown Development and 
Conservation district; and in floors above ground floor commercial In the Nodal 
Neighborhood Commerdal District. 

There are six zoning distrtcts (two mixed use and four residential) that are available to meet 
housing needs In Woodburn: · 

• Residential Single Family (Rs): This district allows stick-built single-family homes, 
· manufactured dwellings (not parks), and some duplexes. Approximately 30% of new 
dwelling units are planned In this district. 

• Nodal Single Family Residential (RSN): This overlay district allows smaller lot 
single-family homes, zero lot line single-family dwellings, and manufactured homes in 
Residential Single Family zoned areas. Approximately 30% of new dwelling units are 
planned In this· district. 

• Medium Density Residential (RM): This district allows duplexes, manufactured 
dwelling parks, and medium density multi-family dwellings. Approximately 20% of new 
dwelling units are planned in this district. 

• Nodal Multi-Family Residential (RMN): This overlay district allows slightly higher 
densities, and would allow condominiums, townhouses, and row houses In Medium 
Density Residential zoned areas. Approximately 20% of new dwelling units are planned 
In this district~ 

• Downfown Development (DDC) and Nodal Neighborhood Commercial (NNC): 
Vertical mixed-use housing is allowed above retail and would be generally confined to 
the downtown area and Parr Road Nodal Commercial area. Approximately 1% of new 
dwelling units are planned in these dlstricts.28 

This amended zoning program substantially increases land use efficiency on buildable lands 
within the 2005 Woodburn UGB. If Woodburn were to expand exclusively onto large tracts 
of agricultural land (and not Include built and committed exceptions areas), then the City 
would need 573 net buildable acres to accommodate needed housing through 2020. This 
is from 107 to 141 fewer net buildable acres than would have been needed under 
the two base case alternatives discussed above. 

28 Over 100% due to rounding. 
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However, the efficiency advantage provided by land use measures Is counter-balanced In 
part by Inclusion of residential exceptions areas, which develop at less efficient overall 
densities. The 2005 UGB Includes all. residential exceptions areas adjacent to the existing 
UGB. As shown In Table 8 below,. even with the less-efficient exceptions areas, 
implementation of the new Nodal districts deq-eases residential land need to 634 net 
buildable acres through 2020 - about 46 net buildable acres less than would be needed if 
actual development trends were extended without land use efficiency measures (as shown 
in Table 3A), and about 80 net buildable acres Jess than projected in the ODHED Model (as 
shown In Table 38). 

Table 8: Projected Residential Land Needs (Net Buildable Acres) 
===~~~..,. 

Source: Winlerbrook 

Table 9 provides more detail on the proposed distribution of housing by type and density 
within each Woodburn zoning district. In order to achieve the densities projected for each 
housing type, the City has amended the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and Development 
Ordinance. Thus, Woodburn has adopted "measures" to increase density and provide for 
more affordable housing, as proscribed by ORS 197.296. These measures are included in 
adopted Comprehensive Plan and Development Ordinance amendments, and are outlined as 
follows: 

• Plan for Higher Density - Woodburn's new zoning districts allow for cumulative 
maximum densities of about 10.3 dwelling units per net buildable acre, which compares 
favorably with the 8 dwelling units per gross buildable acre recommended in the Marion 
County Urban Growth Management Framework Plan. Assuming that development will 
occur at 80% of maximum permitted density, Woodburn projects that new development 
through 2020 will occur at an overall density of 7.8-8.9 dwelling units per net buildable 
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acre. 29 This Is significantly higher than the actual density of about 7.25 dwelling units 
per net buildable acre developed between 1988 and 2002. 

• Multi-Family Mix - Woodburn planned for a ratio of 60°/o single-family (Including 
manufactured homes, with nearly 50% of the single-family as "small lot'' single-family) 
and 40% duplex, attached single family or multi-family for new residential development 
In Woodburn through 2020. 

• Modify Zoning Districts - Woodburn adopted two new overlay districts, Nodal Single 
Family Residential and Nodal Multi-Family Residential, and a new Nodal Neighborhood 
Commercial district that allows Vertical Mixed Use, In order to better meet housing type 
needs and allow for higher density in mixed-use node areas. 

• Mixed-Use Node - Woodburn has designated a nodal development area In the 
southwest portion of Woodburn near Parr Road. This area will have a mix of multi
family, small lot single-family, and row houses, as well as a small neighborhood 
commercial center and a location fairly near new Industrial jobs. 

• Minimum Density Standards- Woodburn has incorporated minimum density 
standards for new subdMslons and planned developments in each-of its residential 
zones. This standard Is designed to achieve approximately 80% of maximum permitted 
densities. 

29 Projected densities are 80% of maximum densities, outside of exceptions areas planned for LDR. The 
7.8 units per net buildable acre includes exceptions areas and other buildable lands; whereas the 8.9 
figures excludes exceptions areas. 

Volume 5 
Page 1676 

Woodburn UGB Justification Report- SUBJECT TO CITY ATTORNEY AND COUNCIL REVIEW- Page 41 
September~ 2005 



• t ) , 

295 6% 3 RS 

1,490 30% 8 RSN* 

50 1% 8 RS 

50 1% 8 RM* 

199 4% 8 RM 

99 2% 12 RMN* 

615 12% 14 RM 

105 2% 14 RM 

870 18% 18 RMN* 

25 1% 16 DDC* 

25 1% 16 NNC* 

4,968 100% XXX N/A 

Source: Wlnterbrook Planning 
• Indicates new adopted measure. 

Table 10 compares buildable residential land supply in 2002 (before proposed amendments 
to the comprehensive plan or UGB) and residential land needed after adoption of the 
measures described above. Within the existing 2002 UGB, there is a surplus of land 
designated for Low Density Residential and Medium Density Residential use, and a deficit of 
land designated for Nodal Low Density Residential and Nodal Medium Density Residential 
use. There is a need to include all available residential exceptions land before any other 
land, and this is accounted for In Table 10. There is also a deficit of residentially designated 
land for public and semi-public uses. Combined, this deficit totals 340 acres. The 2005 
Buildable Lands Inventory accounts for Comprehensive Plan changes and new planned 
street systems within the existing UGB that decrease residential land supply by 
approximately 30 acres. This brings the net buildable residential lands deficit 
within the 2002 UGB to about 370 acres. 
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To ensure zoning consistent with Comprehensive Plan designations, as well as provide· 
opportunity for affordable housing, the City has re-designated some lands Inside the existing 
UGB to better provide for the City's housing needs through 2020. The unmet need for 
approxlmately·3.70 acres.ofresl.denthii t·an4 supports the cfty's· deeislon to expiuid the UGB 
by approximately 384 net buildable acres for residential and pubfl€/seml-pUbllc uses through 
2020. This acreage Is within 15 acres of the overall residential need, calculated on a 
aggregate basis. However, when the capacity of each parcel Is considered individually 
(rather than In the aggregate), there is an under-supply of approximately. 30 acres- slightly 
under the need when Inefficient lot sizes are accounted for, slightly above when they are 
not. 30 

Table 10: 2020 Residential LaJJd Needs (Net Buildable Acres) . 
after Adoption of Land Use Efficiency Measures 

Source: Wlnterbrook Planning and City of Woodburn 

30 This figure represents total acreage, and does not Indicate Individual parcel capacity. Due to inefficient 
lot sizes within the existing UGB (e.g., a 7,000 square foot lot In a zone with a minimum lot size of 6,000 
square feet), mainly within the areas planned for low density residential uses, the actual capacity 
provided for residential dwelling units Is approximately 30 acres lower than the total land 
supply would indicate. 
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PART Ill: UGB LOCATIONAL ANALYSIS (ORS 197.298; GOALS 5, 7, 
11-13; GOAL14, BOUNDARY LOCATION FACTORS 1-4) 

The Goal 14 Boundary Location section reads as follows: 
. . 
The loa~tlon of the urban growth boundary and changes to the boundary shall 
be determined by evaluating alternative boundary locations consistent with 
ORS J97.298 and with consideration of the fOllowing factors: 

(J) EHldent accommodation of ldentifled land needs 
(2) Orderly and economiC provision of public facilities and services; 
(3) Comparative environmental, energy, ectJnomlc and social conseql!ences; 

and 
( 4) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and 

forest activities occun-lng on farm and forest land outside the UGB. 

Wlnterbrook Identified 8 Study Areas surrounding the existing Woodburn UGB for potential 
inclusion in the UGB, and evaluated each study area for consistency with ORS 197.298 priorities 
and Goal14 (Urbanization) Boundary location Factors 1-4. 

. . 

To address ORS 197.298 priorities and Goal14 Boundary location Factor 4, Winterbrook 
inventoried Goal 2 exception areas (built and committed to non-resource uses) and agricultural 
soli cla5sifications for each study area. 

To address Goalll (Public Facilities and Services) and Goal14 Boundary Location Factor 2, the 
Woodburn Public Works Department analyzed the feasibility and cost of providing water, 
sanitary sewer and -storm sewer services to each study area. 

To address Statewide Planning Goal 5 (Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Resources, and 
Open Spaces), Goal 7 (Areas Subject to Natural Hazards) and Goal 14 Boundary Location Factor 
3 (economic, social, environmental and energy consequences), Wlnterbrook inventoried 
wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and wildlife habitat (for special status species) within 
each study area. 

Finally, to determine the area of buildable land for each study area, Winterbrook applied the 
same methods used within the existing Woodburn UGB. (See Technical Memorandum 1-
Buildable Lands Inventory (2005).) Protected Goal 5 and 7 resources were considered 
unbuildable. A fifth of an acre was considered non-buildable for each single-family residence in 
rural residential areas. For partially developed. industrial and commercial land, the unbuildable 
acreage for each parcel was determined based on actual development area based on aerial 
photographs and visual surveys. 
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Potential UGB Expansion Study Areas 

The 8 Study Areas extend approximately one-half .mile outside of the ~!sting 2002 UGB. The 8 
Study Areas were defined based on transportation considerations (Study Areas usually comprise 
multiple transportation analysis zones or TAZs) and drainage basins. Study Area boundaries 
were extended in certain locations to Include topographic or artlflclal feettures (e.g., roads or 
streams), contiguous exception areas, and whole tax lots (where practical). 

Major roads and rallw'ays form. the prim~ry divisions ~tween the StuctY Areas. The Study Areas 
range in size from 191 to 755 acres, and have a combined size of 3,984 acres- or about six 
square miles. The Study Areas are ordered in a cloc~!se manner, beginning ~ northwest of 
the existing UGB with Study Area 1 (SA-1 - Northwest) and ending with Study Area 8 (SA-8 -
West). The location and size of each Study Area Is summarized In Table 11.31 

Table 11. Study Area Location and Size 
Size 

St~dy Area Locationlbouaclaries (~cres) 

SA-1. Northwest Bounded to the east by Interstate S .and the UGB, west by Oregon Electric 655 
Railway; south by Highway 214 (Newberg Hwy.), and north by a line 
approximately 1,000 feet north of and parallel to Crosby Road. 

SA-l. North Bounded to the west by Interstate 5, east by Union Pacific Railway and N. Front 675 
Street, south by the UGB, and north. by a line approximately 1,000 feet north of 
and parallel to Crosby Road. 

SA-3. Northeast Bounded to the west by Union Pacific Railway and the UGB, east by the 330 
MacLaren School for Boys, north by Dimmick Road NE, iind south by Highway 
211 (Estacada Hwy). 

SA-4. East Bounded to the west by the UGB and Cooley Road, east by properties within ~ 343 
mile of the UGB (Pudding River plateau, reservoir), north by Highway 211 
(Estacada Hwy), and south by Highway 214. 

SA-5. Southeast Bounded to the west by Highway 99E (Pacific Hwy) and the UGB, east by 431 
properties within Y2 mile of the UGB (Pudding River plateau), north by Highway 
214, and south by Geschwill Lane NE. 

SA-6. South Bounded to the east by Highway 99E (Pacific Hwy), west by Southern Pacific 191 
Railroad, north by the UGB, and south byBelle Passe Road. 

SA-7. Southwest Bounded to the east by Southern Pacific Railroad, west by Interstate 5, north by 604 
the UGB, and south by property lines. 

SA-8. West Bounded to the east by Interstate 5 and the UGB, west by Oregon Electric 755 
Railway, north by Highway 214 (Newberg Hwy.), and south by property south of 
Parr Road NE. 

TOTAL 3984 

31 Study Area 7 was increased in size by 3 tax lots totaling approximately 98 acres in response to 
comments by DLCD and 1000 Friends of Oregon. These added parcels included no natural resource or 
natural hazard lands and contained about 36 acres of Class II soils, 61 acres of Class III soils, and an 
acre of Class IV soils. These changes are reflected in this report, but not in the 2002 Technical Report 3: 
Potential UGB Expansion Area Analysis; Natural Resources Inventory. 
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The 8 study areas are comprised entirely of ~.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) Class I through aass IV agricultural soils. Approximately 97 percent of non-exception 
area lands' are dasslfted as high value farmland. Constrained Goal 5 and 7 resource lands 
total 248 acres and are located primarily along the Seneca and Mill. Creek corridors in Study 
Areas 1 and 2. Ravines associated with slgnlflcant riparian corridors generally have Class IV 
~gricultural soils. Thus,. the StudY Areas with the lower quality agricultural soils tend to have 
the least buildable Goal 5 and 7 resource sites. Table 12 describes. the soil type and natural 
features constraints of each study area. 

Table 12. Goal3, 5 and 7 -Constrained Land Summary 
Size GoalS (Natural Resources Goal7 Total GoalJ (Agricultural Lands) 3 

Study ~acres: Vetlanll:s Streams Species Flood- ~onstralne. Class I u 01 IV 
Area plains 1 

1. 655 54.37 96.24 W/in 16.89 107.32 4 320 73 30 
Northwest streams 

l.North 675 34.44 62.47 W/in 40.62 68.31 29 432 83 62 
streams 

3. 330 6.93 14.95 W/in 0 15.1.2 . 135 27 10 
Northeast streams 

4. East 343 3.20 18.49 W/in 0 19.22 296 14 12 
streams 

s. . .. 431 0 6.15 W/in 0 6.15 355 46 24 
Southeast streams 

6. South 191 15.30 15.34 W/in 11.38 16.14 147 2 12 
streams 

7. 604 0 .87 0 0 0 0.87 397 185 20 
Southwest -
8. West 755 4.43 14.09 W/in 0.26 14.41 40 567 52 81 

streams 

Total 3984 119.5 227.73 227.73 69.15 247.54 73 2649 .. 48i . .. 251 
Area 4 
% ofStud: 100 3.00% 5.72% 5.72% 1.74% 6.21% 1.83 66.49 12.10 6.30% 
Area % % % % . . 
1. Adjusted for overlappmg resource coverage. 
2. Excludes Goal 5 and 7 constrained lands and exception areas. 

Table 12A indicates, by study area, the gross and net buildable acreages that are proposed to be 
included in the 2005 Woodburn UGB, and the proposed Plan Map designation for each area. 
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Table 12A. Areas Proposed for Inclusion in 2005 UGB 
Study Area Plan Map .. Gross Acreage Net Buildable Acres 

Designation ' 
1 Northwest Low Density 155 107 

Residential 
Low Density 210 150 . 

2 North Residential 
Commercial 2 2 

3 Northeast Low Density 13 0 
Residential 
Commercial 13 ' 13 
Medium Density 8 8 

&South Residential 
low Density 15 0 
Residential .. 
Low Density 85 68 
Residential .. .. 

7 Southwest Medium Density 60 51 
Residential 
Nodal Commercial 9 8 
SWIR 279 252 

8West SWIR 130 111 
Total --- 979 770 

ORS 197.298- Priority Areas for UGB Expansion 

ORS 197.298(1) r~quires that the following priorities be used in selecting land for inclusion in . 
a UGB (in order of higher to lower priority for inclusion): 

(1) Land designated as an urban reserve under ORS 197.298. 
~:· 

Woodburn has .no lands designated "urban reserve;" therefore, this priority does not 
apply. 

(2) Exception areas or non-resource land adjacent to the UGB. 

Woodburn has five exception areas adjacent to its existing·UGB- to the west (1), 
southeast (2), and northeast (2). To comply with this priority, the City Included all of 
these exception areas in the 2005 UGB, with the exception of the Maclaren Youth 
Correctional Facility. This is a state facility that already has urban services and 
offers no opportunity for further urban development. Neither Macl aren nor 
Woodburn would benefit from inclusion of this developed facility within the UGB. 
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There Is no other non-resource land adjacent to the existing Woodburn UGB. All · 
land surrounding the existing Woodburn UGB is Class I - IV agricultural land. .. -· ' 

(3) Land designated as marginal/and under ORS 197.247. 

Marion County is not a "marginal lands" county and has no lands designated as 
"marginal lands;" therefore, this priority does not apply. 

{4) Land designated for agriculture or forestry in an-acknowledged comprehensive plan. 

Because (a) there are no designated urban reserve lands or designated marginal 
lands surrounding WOOdburn, (b) no non-resource areas adjacent to the existing 
UGB other than exception areas, and (c) the adjacent exception areas with buildable 
lands that have been included In the 2005 UGB will accommodate only an additional 
400 dwelling units, agricultural land must be Included in the 2005 UGB to meet 
demonstrated needs for lndustrtal. residential. public and semi-public land. 

ORS 197.298(2) requires that "higher priority [for inclusion in a UGB] shall be given to land of 
lower capability as measured by the [U.S. Natural Resources Conservation service (NRCS) 
agricultural soil] capability classification * * * ." 
Woodburn carefully considered impacts on agricultural lands when deciding in which 
direction(s) to expand the UGB. Woodburn's existing (2002) UGB is surrounded by Class I 
and II soils, so it would be impossible to avoid high value farrriland in any expansion scenario. 
However, ORS 197 .298(2) requires analysis of potential expansion areas to determine which 
areas contain lower quality soils than others. Some Study Areas contain the highest value 
(Class I) soils, while others have substantial inclusions of less valuable Class Ill soils. As noted 
immediately above and in the Executive Summary, the Class N soils are generally unbuildable 
and therefore incapable of meeting identified urban population or employment needs. 

Table 13 below summarizes agricultural soil capability of buildable lands by study area, 
exclusive of exceptions areas. 
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Table 13. Soil Classifications by Study Area* 
Study Area Size Class 1 Class II Class III Class IV 

(acres) 

t. Northwest 655 4 1 320 49% 73 11% 30 5% 
% 

2. North 675 29 4 432 64% 83 12% 62 9% 
o/o 

3. Northeast 330 0' 135 41% 27 8% 10 3% 
o/o 

4. East 343 0 296 86% 14 4% 12 30~ 

o/o 
5. Southeast 431 0 355 82% 46 11% 24 6% 

% 
6. South 191 · o- 147· n% 2 1% 12 6% 

% 
7. Southwest 604 0 397 66% 185 31% 20 3% 

% .. 

8. West 7s5 40 5 . ' . 567 75% 52 7% 81 11% 
o/o 

Total Area , 3984 73 2649 482 251 
o/e of Study Area 100% 1.83 66.4 12.10 6.30 

% 9% 0/o o/o 
Source: Wlnterbrook Planning and USCS Maps. 
* Excludes Goal 5 and 7 unbulldable lands and exception areas. 

Areas with Class I Soils 
Class I soils are located only in Study Areas 1, 2, and 8. Study Area 1 (other than the 
exception area adjacent to the existing UGB) was determined to be unsuitable for expansion. 
The Class I soils in Study Area 2 are within a master-planned golf course interspersed With 
Filbert trees, and were originally proposed to be included in the 2005 UGB. However~ to 
comply with the statutory priorities, the City revised the proposed boundary so that only one 
acre of Class I soils in this Study Area has been included in the UGB. The portion of Study 
Area 8 included in the 2005 UGB contains no Class. I soils. 

Areas with Class IV Soils 
Class N soils are located in all Study Areas. However, these soils are associated with 
unbuildable ravines which would, if included within the UGB, be protected under the City's 
safe harbor zoning regulations. Therefore, Class N soils do not meet an identified population 
or employment growth need. Woodburn has sufficient constrained land within its existing 
UGB to meet natural area needs identified in the Woodburn Par~ and Recreation Plan. 
Therefore, the presence of Class N soils was not a determining factor for the City in deciding 
the direction of growth. 
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Areal with Clap III Soils · . 
Class IU soils baye the lowest gyallt,y agricultural classlflcatlon that are capable of 
accommodating planned urtian development within the 8 Wooclbum Study Areas. Study Area 
7 ha, by far the largest percentag~ of..Oa~ m soJis: 31% of the Southwest Study Area Is 
comprised of Class III soils that do not. have Inventoried Goal 5 ·or 7 resource areas. Study 
Ar~ 2 (North) bas the secQnd highest p~rcentage of Class IU soils at 12°/o, followed by Study 
Areas 1 and 5 (11%), 3 (SOAJ) .and 8 (7%). However, the Oass m soils In Study Areas 1, 3, 5, 
and 8 are dispersed or located at the edge of a~ unbuildable riparian corridor, whereas the 
Class IU soils In Study Area 2 are.C9ncentrated.south of Oosby Road and East of I.-5, on what 
Is known as the ~Fessler property." Therefore, Study Areas 2 and 7 have the highest 
percentage of Oass III soils: and they contain the top priority resource lands for Inclusion 
according to ORS 197.298(2). Most (83%) of the resource land Included within the 2005 UGB 
for Industrial and residential uses Is wlthln·these two Study Areas. 

Areal with Clag II Solis 
dass U soils are the most common soil classifications Immediately surrounding the 2002 
Woodburn UGB. As noted In the Executive Summary, Class.n soils must be traversed In three 
areas tO reach large Class m lndl!slons. These three areas are found In Study Area 2 
(North), Study Area 7 (Southwest) and Study Area 8 (West.) 

As noted above and shown on maps In the Councll's· record, Woodburn is surrounded 
preddtnlnantly by Oass n agricultural soils. However, there are two large concentrations of 
ClaSs m soils located within the eight study areas, but these areas of Class ill soils can only 
·be developed by extending service~ and arterial streets through Class n soils. ORS 
197 .298(3)( c) allows for the inclusion of lower priority Class n ·sons to achieve maximum 
efficiency of land use and where necessary to serve higher priority Class Til soils. 

• Study Area 2 is comprised primarily of Class II agricultural soils. However, the 
second largest Class Ill soils concentration is also found in Study Area 2 (North) and 
comprises approximately 34 acres. The Class Ill soils are found on .the Fessler 
property, located between Interstate 5 and Boones Ferry Road, south of Crosby Road 
and north of the 2002 UGB. In order to develop the Class Ill soils on the Fessler 
property for needed residential and public uses, Bo9nes Ferry and Crosby Roads must 
be improved to arterial street standards, and urban services must be extended 
through Intervening Class II soils. (See Appendix B of the Woodburn Public Facility 
Plan, which includes maps showing how sanitary sewer, water, and storm drainage 
services must extend through dass II soils located on the OGA and Fessler properties 
to efftdently serve the Clas5 lli soil areas.) 

Although the Coundl has rejected bringing Oass I agricultural soils into the UGB to meet 
specific higher-end housing needs, the Council continues to support bringing in the western 
portion of the OGC golf course site, which has almost no Oass I soils, for the following 
reasons. 

~ the Coundl agrees that the golf course has provided, and continues to provide a 
unique opportunity to meet higher-end housing needs in Woodburn. This conclusion is 
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supported by testimony In the. record form Renaissance Homes, which stated that this 
company specializes In higher-end housing, and would not have Invested In Woodburn If 
there _had not been development area adjacent to the golf cou~~ Higher end housing Is 
needed to retain managers and hlgher paid workers who will have jobs within the SWIR, If 
the Oty's economic devetopm·ent strategy Is successful. Thus, the COundl agrees, for 
reasons stated In Mr. Alfred's testimony, that some land near the golf course outside the 
UGB Is needed for higher-end housing; However, because there Is a choice between Oass 
I and n soils, Coundl cannot support bringing the lowest priority land (Oass I agrfeultural 

· soils) .Into the UGB to meet this need. Thus, the Coundl decided thafsome predominantiy 
Oass n land shown on study Area 2 Expan$fon Area and Soils Map be Inducted within the 
UGB to meet the general need for housing, and spedflc need for higher-end housing, as 
authorized under ORS 197.298.(3)(a). 

Second, there are urban efftdency reasons to bring the northwest portion of the OGC 
property Into the UGB. An emergency access Is required to connect an approved 
subdMslon within the existing UGB to Boones Feny Road in Study Area 2. This emergency 
access road will cut through a relatively narrow sbip of predomtnantJy Oass n orchard land 
sandwk:hed between existing golf links. lhis emergency access road will have adverse 
impacts on existing agrfrultural operations by providing un-buffered· vehicular and · 
pedestrian access through the center of the orchard. The City would prefer to have this 
emergency access road constructed to urban street standards, with curbs, gutters and 
sidewalks, because It serves a local street function. The only reasonable way to fund these 
Improvements Is for land on either side of the street to be developed for urban residential 
uses. Moreover, this land must be develoPed to help pay for a looped water system 
beneath the local street, which Is needed to maintain adequate water pressure for' land 
within the UGB and for proposed expansion areas north of the UGB. Moreover, the most 
direct way for gravity flow sanitary and storm sewer to be extended from the Fessler 
property to the City Sewage Treatment P1an is through the OGC property, beneath this 
emergency access road. Thus, land shown on Study Area 2 Expansion Area and Soils Map 
(on either side and generally west of the emergency access road) is justified for urban 
efficiency reasons under ORS 197.298(3)(c). 

Rnally, development of land between the emergency access road .and Boones Ferry Road 
in Study Area 2 should be included to enable improvement of the east side of Boones Ferry 
Road to urban minor arterial standards. Such improvement Is necessary to serve planned 
land uses safely and efficiently, as called for in the 2005 Woodburn Transportation Systems 
Plan. 

• Study Areas 7 {Southwest) and 8 {West) also have predominantly Class II 
agricultural soils. However, SA 7 has by far the largest Class III soil area, which 
includes approximately 185 acres located generally south of Parr Road and east of 
Interstate 5. Class II soils in SA 7 and 8 separate this Class III area from the existing 
UGB. Most of this Class II and III soils area has been designated for industrial use 
within the SWIR, although a portion to the east is designated for residential use. In 
order to develop and provide access to l-5 for Class III soils within SA-7, Butteville 
Road must be improved to arterial standards to connect with the planned South 
Arterial. For this to happen, land In SA-8 between the UGB and Butteville Road must 
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develop a_nd help p~y for needed road and utility lmprovem~nts. Evergreen Drive, 
whl~h ~ill be extended by private developers to the existing (2002) UGB line next 
year, also must be Improved to arterial street standards. on Class n soils to connect 
with Parr Road and the South Arterial. In addition, ~rban sewer, water and storm 
drainage services must be construct~d through Intervening areas with Class II soils to 
allow development of lower priority Class III areas. 

The Class III soils found on the southern portion of Study Area 7 also continue to the 
south and southwest of this study area. Although the City did include one 46-acre 
primarily Cl_ass III parcel located south of the original Study Area 7, It did not Include 
additional areas of predominantly Class Ill soli further to the south and southwest, for 
two reasons. 

Arst, the two aass m parcels located between the 2005 UGB and I-5 are not needed 
at this time for industrial expansion. Although these parcels meet some SWIR siting 
criteria, their development would not facilitate extension of the South Arterial, which Is 
needed to provide direct access to I-5 from SWIR parcels to the north. Woodburn did 
not need to bring these parcels in to meet the siting needs of target industries at this 
time. 

Second. the large concentration of Class III soils located further to the ~uth extend 
·beyond the two-mile (from the I-5 Interchange) locatlonal need limit eStablished by 

·. the Council for inclusion of parcels within the SWIR. Thls land is considered too far 
from the I-5 Interchange to be attractive to targeted industrial firms. Inclusion of this 
land would have meant that other more suitable land closer to the Interchange and 
-urban services could not be justified (on a strict need ba'sis) for inclusion within the 
UGB. Inclusion of parcels with Class III soils south of the expanded SA 7, therefore, 

: would have resulted in an inefficient urban form, would not have met the City's 
industrial siting need criteria, and would have increased substantially the cost of 
providing. urban services. 

The Council also considered the possibility of induding land south of the SWIR to meet 
residential land needs. The Council rejected this option for several reasons: 

• Rrst. providing residential land directly abutting the SWIR would have created 
unnecessary land use conflicts, which would be inconsistent with the siting needs of 
target industries, and with ORS 197.712 and the Goal 9 administrative rule provisions 
requiring minimization of conflicts between industrial and residential development. 

• Second, providing new residential land immediately south of the SWIR would be 
contrary to identified livability needs. The Council has carefully selected residential 
areas to encourage livable neighborhoods in nodal development centers and near the 
golf course. Providing residential land south of planned industrial development would 
be inconsistent with the City's goal of providing livable neighborhoods. Moreover, 
extension of urban services further to the south would increase housing costs in a 
manner inconsistent with Statewide Planning Goal 10. 
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• Third, the Council recognized existing livability policies In the Marion County Growth 
Management Framework Plan that discourage cities growing together. If residential 
growth were encouraged south of the SWIR, the mandated buffer between the Oties 
of Gervais and Woodburn would be reduced. As In the North Plains situation, ifthe 
UGB were extended south of the SWIR to accommodate residentlai growth needs, 
then the new residential area would be separated from the neighborhood commercial 
areas, parks and schools by Incompatible Industrial development. 

As noted earlier, Woodburn has no large concentrations of Class m soils adjacent to the 
existing (2002) UGB. In Study Areas 2, 7 and 8, maximum efflcii:mcy of iand use requires that 
intervening Class n soils be efficiently developed, In order to allow full development of more 
distant areas with Oass III soil concentrations. 

In other UGB.Study Areas, Class n soils predominate and there· are no large concentrations of 
buildable Oass m ·soils. Unlike the land Included within the 2005 Woodburn UGB, there Is no 
need to develop Oass I and n lands In Study Areas 1; 3, 4, 5, or 6 to achieve urban efficiency 
objectives or provide ·services to areas with predominantly aass m agricultural soils. In other 
Study Areas, no ldentifh!d urban land use need would be served by extending urban services 
through aass I and n soils to reach relatively small, linear configurations of unbulldable Class 
IV-VI soils. 

In conclusion, the adopted UGB expansion avoids the highe~ value farmland 
possible, while lnch.idh1g land with the lowest agricultural soli classification that 
can be served In an efficient and livable UGB configuration. 

Goal 14 Boundary Location Factors 1 and 2 - Efficiency and 
Serviceability 

(1) Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 
(2) Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services; 

In evaluating alternative areas for possible inclusion in the UGB, these factors require 
consideration of each study area's relative serviceability and efficiency in accommodating 
identified land needs. Winterbrook met with the City of Woodburn and ODOT to determine 
which study areas could be most efficiently developed for identified land needs and 
economically provided with public facilities and services. As described in Technical Report 3 
(Potential UGB Expansion Area Analysis; Natural Resources Inventory), the buildable portions 
of all of the study areas contain relatively flat and reasonably well-drained soils that can 
accommodate the identified land needs. 
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Serviceability of Study Areas 
Woodburn Public Works evaluated the cost of extending sewer, water, and storm drainage 
services to each of the study areas in a document titled "UGB Study Area Public Services 
Analysis" with a latest revision in August 2004. (See Appendix C to the PFP.) The results are 
summarized in Table 14 below. 

Table 14, on the following page, assigns an initial ranking (A, B, or C) to the Study Areas 
based on service costs per acre. · · 

• Top (lowest cost) ranking ("A'1 went to Study Areas 3 (Northeast), 5 (SoutheaSt), and 
8 (West) with per acre costs of around $21-22,000. 

• Study Areas 1 (Northwest), 2 (North), and 7 (Southwest) received "B" rankings with 
per acre costs of about $24-26,000. 

• Study Areas 4 (East) and 6 (South) were slgniflcantly more expensive to serve on a 
per acre basis, with costs of $33-39,000, which led to a "C" ranking. 
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ag E- Table 14: Ranked Public Utilities Costs by Study Area 
3 
~ 

/if~ 
Land Use Distribution in Acres 

Study Area Study 
Area Residential 

1. Northwest 600 360 
2. North 650 440 
3. Northeast 334 100 
4. East 343 343 
5. Southeast 430 0 
6. South 190 190 
7. Southwest 510 380 
8. West 

- __ _7?0 _ 457 
---------

Woodburn UGB Amendment Report 
J . -,,st 2005 

Commercial 
/ Industrial 

240 
210 
234 
0 

430 
0 

130 
296 

Estimated Costs In $Million 
Stonn 

Sewer Water Drainage Total 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 
4.48 6.1 4.17 14.7 
5.2 6.28 4.17 15.65 .. 

2.15 2.35 2.92 7.42 
3.24 5.2 5 13.44 
2.7 3.26 3.15 9.11 
2.3 2.64 1.47 6.41 

4.79 5.1 3.64 13.53 
5.62 6.67 4.63 16.92 

loitial 
Est. Costs Ranking 
per Acre _AB,C 

$24,500 B 
$24,077 B 
$22.216 A 
$39,184 c 
$21,186 A 
$33,737 . c 
$26.529 B 
~~.560 A 

55 



A -substan~al dlffer~nce amorig.the sti,Jdy areas In term~ of public facilities costs. is In 
transportation. As noted In the Executive Summary, the UGB Is designed to facilitate 
construction of east-west alternatives to Highway 214. ··: Development of study areas on the 
east side of Woodburn would not. reduce congestion on aty streets and County roads as 
much as lf Study areas near 1-5 (with access to 1-5 from the southwest via Parr and 
Butteville Roads, the west via Butteville Road, and the north via Crosby and Butteville 
Roads) were developed. The limiting factpr i~Jh~ e~stern access to ijle I-.5 I Highway 214 
Interchange. which can be avoided by dlrecthig ·traffic around rat;ber than through the 
center of the qty. This goal is furthered by Inclusion of portions of Study Areas 1, 2, 7 and 
8. : '. . 

Although Study Areas 3 and 5 rank "A" for low costs of providing sanitary sewer, water and 
storm drainage, development of these areas would not help reduce transportation 
congestion at the I-5/ Highway 214 Interchange. Thus, the need to malntaln Interchange 
capacity was an important consideration In the recommendatiQn to limit eXpansion Into 
Study Areas 3 and 5. Moreover, inclusion ·of these areas would not meet Industrial siting 
requirements. 

. . 

Study Areas 1, 2, 7, and 8 were considered optimal for UGB expansion based on service 
efficiency, because these areas allow for the propqsed "rfng road" street configuration 
utilizing existing County roads (Crosby, Butteville and Parr) and also rank "B" or higher for 
sanitary sewer, storm drainage and water service efficiency. 

To address ORS 197.298 priorities, the 2005 Plan includes several "exception areas" within 
Study Areas 1, 3, and 6, although Study Area 6 is relatively expensive to serve. 

Ring Road System 
Traffic congestion is most acute at the east access to the I-5/ Highway 214 interchange
because traffic from Woodburn and outlying areas to the east Is funneled to I-5 almost 
exclusively from Highway 214- and .there are no other east-west urban arterial roadways 
available to facilitate access to 1-5 from the west. To address this problem and alleviate 
cross-town traffic congestion, the 2005 Woodburn TSP (Figure 7-1) proposes two new · 
north-south arterials and two new east-west arterials: 

• Evergreen Road- connecting Highway 214 to Parr Road and the "South Arterial" 
parallel to and Immediately east of 1-5; 

• The "South Arterial" - connecting Highway 99E to Butteville Road near the 
southern edge of the UGB; 

• Butteville Road - connecting the "South Arterial" west of I-5 to Highway 214 and 
(eventually32

) Crosby Road; and 

32 Because Crosby Road Is located outside the 2020 UGB, it will serve a rural function during the 20-year 
planning period, exceptfor the segment between Boone's Ferry Road and the 1-5 overpass. Volume 5 
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• Crosby Road Segment- connecting Settlemler - BQones Ferry Road to the 1-5 
overpass and. (eventually) to Buttevllle Road and Highway 99E at the north UGB. 

. . . . . 

It Is anticipated that the Buttevure Road, Evergreen Road, Parr Road and (the western 
portion of) the "South Arterial" Improvements will be paid for by developers of Industrial and 
commercial land - through SOC contributions and frontage Improvement exactions. 

Serviceability of.2005 UGB Expansion Areas . 
The 2005 Woodburn UGB expansion Includes land In Study Areas 1 (the Buttevllle Road 
rural residential exception area), 2 (Northwest residential area), 3 (Highway 99E developed 
manufactured dwelling .park), 6 (Highway 99E rural residential and commercial exceptions 
areas), 7 (SOuthwest Industrial Reserve, nodal development and residential area), and 8 
(western portion of the SWIR). 

As described In Table 15 below, all 2005 UGB expansion areas can be served within the 
planning period. Smaller exception areas along Highway 99E in Study Areas 3 (Northeast) 
and 6 (SOuth) are more costly to service, as shown by higher per-acre costs. The higher 
cost of including the exception areas In Study Areas 3 and 6 Is due to the need for a new 
pump station to serve that area. The PEP includes additional Information reg.SJrdlng how 
each UGB expSJnslon area will be provided with· sanitary sewer. water. storm drainage and 
trnnsportatlon facilities. both In the short- (2005-2010) and long- (2010=2020) term. 

The UGB Expansion Study performed by Woodburn· PubUc Works shows that providing 
sewer, water, and drainage service to the sele<;ted UGB expansion areas Is feasible during 
the planning period, and reasonably economical, and thus complies with Boundary location 
Factor 2. 

Table 15: Serviceability of 2005 UGB Expansion Areas by Study Area 
Study Area Exception Resource Estimated Estimated 

Acres. Acres Service Cost Cost per Acre 

1. Northwest 155 0 $4 280 000 $27 613. 
2. North 0 212 $4,210,000 j16 381 
3. Northeast 13 0 $413'000 $31,769 
6. South 36 0 $1 960 000 $57 647 
7. Southwest 0 433 $10,230 000 $26 992 
8. West 0 130 $3,238,000 $15,202 
Totals 204 775 $24,331 ,000 $23,150 

Transportation Scenarios 
ODOT analyzed the three scenarios in the 2003 Draft Woodburn TSP for potential traffic 
impacts- especially to the I-5 Interchange. ODOT's modeling determined that there were 
no substantial differences among the scenarios with respect to the safety and efficiency of 
the transportation system. However, Scenario 1 was rejected because it limited expansion 
to the south, which would have made the Southern Arterial less practical. As noted in the 
Woodburn TSP Update, expansion to the south was viewed as essential to allow for efficient 

Volume 5 
Page 1692 

Woodburn UGB Justification Report- SUBJECT TO CITY ATIORNEY AND COUNCIL REVIEW - Page 57 
September 7., 2005 



t • ~ I 

nodal development and to connect Buttevill.e Road to Highway 99E via a new southern . 
arterial street. The adopted 2005 Woodburn TSP found that (following Table 5-2): 

·~ .. more than 90 percent of the lane. miles on the System are projected to operate 
under or near capacity In the year 2020 In all scenarios. However, the propos_eq 
Southern Arterial and the widening of Oregon 214 between Butte_vil/e and Oregon 
99E (as Included In Alternatives 2 and 3) would significantly reduce the number of 
lane miles forecast to operate over capacity. n · 

The adopted 2005 .Woodburn TSP also analyzes intersection operations under the three 
scenarios and concluded that ''Based on the operational analysis, * * *Alternative 2 Is the 
preferred alternative to meet the City's long-term transportation goals.* * *Alternative 2 
balances the need for operational imd mobility improvements with the constraints of funding 
and coordination wltlr other jurisdictions. " 

Thus, the adopted 2005 Woodburn TSP concluded that Alternative 2, whl~h relies on the 
high employment projection and Includes expansion to the west and southwest to 
accommodate Industrial uses, and to the north to meet residential needs, is the .most 
efficient from a transportation perspective. 

Goal 14 Boundary Location Factor 3 - Comparative ESEE 
Consequences 

(3) Comparative environmental, energy; economic and social consequences 

Goal14 Boundary Location Factor 3. requires a description of the characteristics of the 
alternative areas considered and the advantages and disadvantages of Including each Study 
Area; or a portion of a Study Area, within the 2005 UGB. 

From a social and economic perspective, avoidance of high value fannland generally should 
be encouraged, because such lands support Marion County's resource-based economy. 
From an environmental perspective, development of steeply-sloped areas, floodplains and 
riparian corridors should be discouraged, to minimize adverse impacts on these sensitive 
lands. From an energy conservation standpoint, commercial development should be 
encouraged through redevelopment of existing commercial areas near the 1-5/ Highway 
214 Interchange, to minimize vehicle miles traveled. Residential development should be 
encouraged in areas that abut the existing UGB and which can rely on gravity-flow sewer 
collection rather than energy-consumptive sanitary sewer pump stations. 

To address Boundary Location Provision 3, the Council described the ESEE consequences of 
expansion of industrial or residential uses in each Study Area, described why each Study 
Area would be suitable or unsuitable for the proposed UGB expansion, then summarized the 
findings for each ESEE category. Volume 5 ----
Study Area 1 (Northwest) Page 1693 
Study Area 1 is located northwest of the current UGB. This site Is bounded to the east by 
Interstate 5 and the UGB, to the west by Oregon Electric Railway, to the south by Highway 
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214 (Newberg Hwy.), and to the north by a section line approximately 1,000 feet north of 
and parallerto Crosby Road. 

A 155-acre residential exception area (Butteville Road Exception Area) comprising the 
southwestern portion of Study Area 1 Is proposed for Inclusion Into Woodbum~s UGB for 
residential' use. This area Is proposed for Inclusion primarily to ensure ·compliance with ORS 
197 .298(1), which requires that exception areas be lnduded before agricultural lands. The 

·remainder (agricultural land portion) of this Study Area Is not proposed for Inclusion in the 
UGB. 

The Butteville ROad Exception Area ls·bounded on the west by Oregon Electric Railway and 
on the south by Highway 214. These public rights-of-way effectively separate and buffer 
existing rural residential development In the Buttevllle Road Exception Area from nearby 
agricultural land. Although ~ere Is no· natural buffer at the northeast comer of the 
Buttevllle Road Exception Area, rural residential land uses have co-existed with farming·· · 
activities in this area for many years. In any case,. ORS 197.298(1) requires Inclusion of this 
land In the UGB because it has higher priority than agricultural land. 

For reasons stated below, the agricultural land ~rtion of Study Area 11s not 
proposed for Inclusion within the 2005 Woodburn UGB. 

Economic Consequences 
Inclusion of land within Study Area 1 for employment uses was not desirable (negative 
economic consequence) for two reasons. First, lot sizes generally are not large enough 
to meet. industrial siting needs. Study Area 1 is cut up into relatively small parcels - an 
average parcel size of under 9 acres in agr:icultural lands and under 2 acres in ·the 
exceptions area. Industrial areas require large sites that do not border residential areas 
and which can be clustered· together to create an industrial sanctuary. There are a few 
parcels over 20 acres in size, but .~ese are interspersed with the smaller parcels, and 
divided fr:om each other by riparian· corridors. Woodburn's greatest industrial land need 
is for. large parcels, preferably close. to each other so the area can be effectlveiy master
planned ahd so that residential conflicts can be minimized. Study Area 1 Is not optimal 
for this. 

Second, as stated earlier in this Report, Woodburn intends to meet its commercial land 
needs within existing commercial areas - through intensification and redevelopment, or 
in small, neighborhood-oriented commercial areas. Study Area 1 is adjacent to the 
outlet mall, a regional commercial center and Interstate 5, which makes it less desirable 
for residential uses and associated neighborhood commercial. 

Study Area 1 also includes some Class I agricultural soils in the northern portion of the 
Study Area. Several parcels are intensively developed for hops and berries. 
Development of this best quality farmland for urban uses would have an adverse 
economic consequence on the agricultural industry. However, bringing the Butteville 
Road Exception Area into the UGB would minimize the use of high value farmland to 
serve residential needs, providing a positive economic benefit to agriculture. 
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Social Consequences . 
The proxlfl11W of Study Area 1 to the outlet mall and I~terstate 5 give it negative social 
consequences as a residential area due tQ_.noise and exhaust pollution from traffic . .Study 
Area 1 Is also undesirable for residential uses. because It Is separated-by 1-5 from other 
neighborhoods In the Woodburn community~ As with _the Oty of North Plains, Woodburn 
does not want to have 1-5, which is a formidable barrier, splitting Its residential 
community. However, intlll development of the Butteville Road Exception Area is likely 
to provide in ore affordable housing opportunities, which has a positive social 
consequence. 

Environmental CQoseguence$· 
Study Area lis divided north to south by a riparian corridor. Development of land near 
this area for residential or employment uses would have negative-environmental 
consequences· on the riparian area, due to Increased disturbance and urban run-off. 

Energy Consequences . 
Study Area 1 is fairly efficient to serve with sewer, water, and storm drainage fac;ilities, 
as described under BOundary Location Factor 2 above. However, increased development 
In the agricultural land portion of this Study Area would likely Increase traffic through 
the busy outlet mall an~a to reach the Interstate 5 interchange. This likely increase In 
traffic congestJon represents a negative energy consequenc;e. 33 

Due to environmental constraints, efficiency of urban land use in Study Area 1 would be 
·decreaseo. _Moreover, since Study Area 1 contains a relatively lower proportion of 
buildable land, per unit service costs would be greater. 

Study Area 2 (North) 
Study· Area 2 is located to the north of the existing UGB. This site is bounded to the west 
by Interstate 5, to the east by Union Pacific Railway and N. Front Street, to the south by the 
UGB, and to the north by a line approximately 1,000 feet north of-and parallel to Crosby 
Road. 

The portion of Study. Area 2 included in the 2005 UGB is bounded by Interstate 5 to the 
west, Crosby Road to the north, Boones Ferry Road to the northeast, developed golf course 
links and orchard land extending approximately 100 feet east of a required .. emergency . 
access road to the southeast. The original proposal was to include the entire golf course in 
the UGB. However, based on testimony received d_uring the Council's review of the UGB 
amendment, it was determined that the eastern portion of the golf course I Albert orchard 
is comprised primarily of Class I agricultural soils. Therefore, the Council decided to exclude 
the Class I and II agricultural soils east of the emergency access road. 

There are two major land uses in this Study Area. The western portion, west of Boones 
Ferry Road, is used for ·grass seed and grain farming, while the eastern portion, east of 

33 The residential exception area Included in the 2005 UGB Is located to the west of the outlet mall, so 
traffic will flow around the outlet mall area and avoid the negative energy consequence. 
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Boones Ferry Road, Is primarily a developed golf course that straddles the northern · 
boundary of the Woodburn UGB. The Class I soils In this Study Area are all within the golf 
course J Filbert orchard area. The area proposed for inclusion Is south of Crosby Road, 
Including the western portion ofthe golf course I Filbert orchard area (about 15 net 
buildable acres), and about 160 gross acres of large parcels, currently used for grass seed 
and grain farming, west of Boones Ferry Road. 

Approximately 150 net buildable acres of Study Area 2 are proposed for Inclusion into the 
UGB for residential use, and 2 acres are proposed for inclusion as neighborhood 
commercial. This portion of Study Area 2 was chosen for the proposed residential 
expansion because it Is relatively effident to serve with gravity sanitary and storm sewer, 
has relatively few environmental constraints, and Is adjacent to existing residential . 
development. Crosby Road, Boones Ferry Road· and I-5 provide good buffers to adjacent 
agricultural lands. 

Economic Consequences 

' -~ 

Study Area 2 Is less suitable to meet Identified Industrial needs due to Its distance from 
the Interstate 5 Interchange, the need to route traffic through the Buttevllle Road Rural 
Residential Area, and the proximity of this area to developed residential areas. This 
area Is well-suited for moderate cost housing west of BQones Ferry Road. Land to the 
east of Boones Ferry Road adjacent to the golf course Is especially well-suited for 
higher-end residential development, which will meet a specific housing need that cannot 
be met elsewhere within the UGB. 

The small neighborhood commercial node (two acres) located along Boones Ferry Road 
will provide commercial opportunities for future residents in this area, thus reducing 
transportation costs. 

Study Area 2 contains a significant amount of high· value farmland, so there would be 
negative consequences to the farming economy If the entire Study Area were 
developed. However, the proposed expansion area within this Study Area limits conflicts 
with remaining productive farmland to the north, as the proposed expansion is bordered 
by Interstate 5 to the west, Crosby Road to the north, the golf course to the east, and 
Woodburn's UGBto the south. 

Social Consequences 
As noted in public testimony from the Serres family, the proximity of the westerneortion 
of Study Area 2 to Interstate 5 gives it negative social consequences as a residential 
area, due to noise and exhaust pollution from traffic. However, these Impacts can be 
buffered with walls and landscaping. The proposed residential expansion into Study 
Area 2 provides positive social consequences in two ways. First, it is near an existing 
residential area and golf course, providing positive social amenities and avoiding 
negative consequences associated with location adjacent to Industrial or active farmland. 
Second, as noted under economic consequences, expansion into this Study Area east of 
Boones Ferry Road provides Woodburn a location to site upscale homes and meet 
housin~ needs for higher income families. 
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Environmental Consequences 
Study Area 2 contains some small wetland areas within the western portion that will be 
protected. Residential development around these areas does constitute a serious 
negative environmental consequence. However, most of the natural areas In this Study 
Area are within or associated with the developed golf course, so there is unlikely to be 
further negative environmental consequences. A natural dralnageway Is 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 Boones Ferry Road, which leads directly to Woodburn's 
downtown core shopping and dining opportunities - a positive energy consequence for 
residential development. Study Area 2 can be efficiently served by gravity flow sanitary 
and storm sew~r, and would continue a relatively compact urban: form, which are also 
positive energy consequences of the proposed expansion In this area. Energy 
. consumption will be reduced by the proposed neighborhood commercial nodal 
development. By placing neighborhood commercial node next to higher density 
residential, reliance on automobiles for shopping and services will be reduced in favor of 
blcyde and foot ~vel. · This will have positive energy consequences. . " . . 

Study Area 3 (Northeast) , 
Study'Area 3is located on the northeast .border of the existing Woodburn UGB. This site is 
bounded to the west by Union Pacific Railway and the UGB, to the east by the eastern edge 
of the Maclaren School for Boys, to the north by Dimmick Road NE, and to the south by 
Highway 211 (Estacada Highway). 

The adopted UGB in SA-3 is the boundary of an existing manufactured dwelling park -In a 
small ·rural residential exceptions area. ' 

Existing land uses In Study Area 3 are mixed - some farming on EFU land, two developed 
residential areas with rural residential exceptions, and the Maclaren Youth Correctional 
Facility. The only land from Study Area 3 proposed for inclusion within the UGB is a rural 
residential exception area adjacent to the existi·ng UGB that is developed as a manufactured 
dwelling park, and is owned by a member of FAN. This land Is proposed for inclusion to 
ensure compliance with ORS 197 .298(1) priority requirements that exception lands be 
included before farmland. 

1000 Friends and FAN members objected to inclusion the Northeast Rural Residential 
exceptions area served by Carl Road within the UGB because it has no remaining 
development capacity. They also argue 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 for public health 
reasons, or to facilitate redevelopment of the site for another urban residential use. The 
park residents benefit from proximity to the City and do not pay for urban services. Should 
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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 Goal 11, this can only happen as a result of a 
health hazard annexation or a UGB amendment. Thus, the Council finds that Inclusion of 
the Northeast Rura• Residential exceptions areas will meet both (a) a livability need for 
existing and future residents of the park, and (b) an urban efficiency need, to ensure 
efficient provision of urban services 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 
access to urban services. 

Economic Consequences 
Study Area 3 does 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 Oty would be obligated to provide services 
to an area that Is unlikely to meet the siting~ needs of targeted employers. 

Study Area 3 Is removed from residential neighborhoods within Woodburn, and Is 
located near industrial and commercial areas, and a correctional facility. Though Study 
Area 3 can be provided efficiently with public services, its location makes It relativeiy less 
desirable for residential expansion. However, the developed rural residential exception 
area In Study Area 31s proposed for inclusion within the UGB to ensure ORS 197.298(1) 

. · priorities are met. -

Social Consequences 
Study Area 3 is adjacent to commercial and industrial lands within the existing UGB, and 
includes a correctional facility, as described under Economic Consequences, which would 
make it less desirable for residential expansion from a Social perspective. Study Area 3 
is adjacent to Highway 99E. Noise and traffic impacts from Highway 99E could pose 
negative social consequences for residential development of this area. This could be 
balanced by the proximity of services provided by Highway 99E businesses. 
Development of the area for Industrial or commercial uses would not cause adverse 
social consequences due to land use incompatibility; however, the land in this area does 
not meet Identified siting requirements for targeted employers. · 

As noted above, inclusion of the existing manufactured dwelling park could have positive 
social consequences, should the park require urban services in the future. 

Environmental Consequences 
Study Area 3 contains substantial riparian areas near the existing UGB, so there would 
be negative environmental consequences from developing the area for employment or 
residential uses. The exception area proposed for inclusion within the UGB is fully 
developed, so no additional negative environmental consequences are likely from the 
proposed expansion. 
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As noted above, Inclusion of the existing manufactured dwelll,ng park could have positive 
environmef1tal conseq~ences, should the park's existing. on-site systems fall, thus 
requiring sanitary sewer service In the future. 

Energy Consegyences 
The energy con5equence5 of development of Study Area 3 are relatively lncon~uential. 
Traffic from Study Area} !'Tllght access l-5 by traveling north along Highway 99E, and 
then west to I-5. Traffic.:mlght al.so trav~l through Woodburn, which ~lrea.dy. suffers 
from severe traffic congestion from traffic moving east to west. .Further development of 
ea~ern Woqdburn, Including S~dy Area 3, therefore would have somewhat negative 
energy consequences resulting from poten.tli;!.!_ Increased traffic congestion at the I-5 
Interchange. 

Study Area 4 (East} 
Study Area 4 Is located east of the current Woodburn UGe. This site Is bounded to the west 
by the UGB and Cooley Road, to the east by properties within 1h mile of the UGB (Pudding 
River plateau, reservoir), to the north by Highway 211 (Estacada. Highway), and to the 
south by Highway 214. 

Land Uses In Study Area 4 Include farming on EFU land. The area is comprised almost 
enti_rely of Class II agricultural soils, except for unbuildable areas associated with riparian 
corridors. The Serres property Is located in this Study Area. No land hi Study Area 4 Is 
proposed for inclusion within the 2005 Woodburn UGB. 

Economic Consequences 
StudY Area 4 has som~ sizable parcels, but its location and poor access to 1-5 does not 
fit with Industrial siting criteria. Development of this area for indusbial use would have 
negative economic consequences for Woodburn, as this would not comply with 
Woodburn's EOA or Economic Development Strategy. 

Currently, Woodburn's eastern UGB boundary adjacent to Study Area 4 is a mix of 
larger-lot residential and commercial uses. As discussed under Boundary Location 
Factors 1 and 2 above, the east and southeast Study Areas are substantially more 
expensive to serve with public sewer and water facilities, which would· create a negative 
economic consequence for Woodburn. In addition, expansion into Study Area 4 for 
residential uses would provide more intensive residential uses that would directly border 
high value farmland, which would have negative economic consequences for the farming 
economy. 

However, as noted in the Serres testimony, inclusion of a portion of Study Area 4 would 
provide attractive land for residential development, although residential values might be 
tempered by the presence of strip commercial development along Highway 99E. 

Social Consequences 
Study Area 4 is adjacent to some residential areas, so expansion of residential uses in 
this area would not have adverse social consequences on existing residential uses inside 
the UGB. Study Area 4 is close to Highway 99E. Noise and traffic impacts from Hiahwav 
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99E could pose negative social consequences for residential development of this area. 
This could be balanced by the proximity of services provided by Highway 99E businesses 
and by the presence of stream corridors that could be Integrated Into an attractive 
planned residential community. · 

However, the expansion area would be adjacent to farmland to the east and south, 
which would cause more adverse sodal Consequences to both the new residential uses 
and fariners than proposed·residentlal expansions in Study Ar~as 2 and 7. Despite the 
fact that Study Area 4 is accessed from Highway 99E, based ori testimony from the 
·Serres family It appears that this area could be developed for higher end housing. · 
According to testimony from the Serres family, an existing stream corridor In the eastern 
portion of Study Area 4 could provide an amenity for residential development, which 
would provide positive social consequences. 

Environmental Consequences 
Expansion of the UGB Into Study Area 4 would have relatively minor adverse 
environmental consequences. There are a few water feature natural areas on the 
eastern edge of this Study Area that could be adversely affected by urban development, 
although these impacts could be mitigated by requiring effective stream buffers. 

EnergyConseguences 
As with other Study Areas on the eastern side of Woodburn, expansion of the UGB In 
this area for employment or residential use would have negative energy consequences 
due to increased traffic congestion and overloading· the Interchange from the east. The 
Council recognizes that potential residents may choose to access 1-5 by heading north or 
south along Highway 99E, and then heading west to the Freeway • .However, many 
·residents will also use Highway 214 to access 1-5, which would increase congestion at 
this Interchange. Moreover, residential development east of Highway 99E Is unlikely to 
help fund needed construction of the South Arterial. 

Study Area 5 (Southeast) 
Study Area 5 is located to the southeast of the existing UGB. This site is bounded to the 
west by Highway 99E (Pacific Hwy) and the UGB, to the east by properties within V2 mile of 
the UGB (Pudding River plateau), to the north by Highway 214, and to the south by 
Geschwill Lane N E. 

Land uses In Study Area 5 are overwhelmingly farming. There is a 1-acre exceptions area at . 
the soutfiwesfern edgE! of the Study Area, not adjacent to the existing UGB that Is 
developed for residential uses. The area is comprised almost entirely of Class II agricultural 
soils, except for unbuildable areas associated with riparian corridors. None of Study Area 5 
is proposed for inclusion within the 2005 Woodburn UGB. 

Economic Consequences 
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Study Area 5 contains some large parcels, but these parcels do not fulfill locational 
requirements for industrial siting needs. The economic consequences of providing 
industrial land that does not meet siting needs are negative, as Woodburn would have a 
lower suoolv of desirable industrial land. 
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Study Area 5 Is separated from Woodburn's residential neighborhoods by an Industrial 
area. Though It Is efficient to serve with public facilities, it still would have relatively 
negative economic ronsequences If Included within the UGB for residential use. 

Social Conseguences 
Study Area 5 Is adjacent to existing commercial and industrial areas, so It would not 
have negative social consequences if Woodburn were to designate ad.ditlonal industrial 
land here. 

Since this area is not adjacent to an existing residential neighborhood, but Is adjacent to 
Highway 99E, as well.'-~ lndustrj~l and farm uses that typically conflict with residential 
uses, social consequences of a residential expansion in this Study Area would be highly 
negative. 

Environmental Consequences 
Study Area 5 contains some natural areas that would be negatively Impacted by 
development. However, these natural areas are relatively smaU and near the outer 
edges of the Study Ar:ea. Environmental consequences of expansion Into this area would 
be relatively small. 

Energy Consequences 
Expansion in~o Study Area 5 for residential or employment uses would add to the 
amount of traffic from eastern Woodburn to the 1-5 Interchange, without providing any 
remedy. This .would Increase congestion and decrease transportation effiCiency, which 
would be a negative energy consequence. · 

Study ·Area 6 (South) 
Study Area 6 is located tp the south of the southeastern portion of the current UGB. This 
site Is bounded to the east by Highway 99E (Paciflc Hwy), to the west by Southern Pacific 
Railroad, to the north by the UGB, and to the south by Belle Passe Road. 

Land uses in Study Area 6 are primarily farming, with some commercial and residential 
exception land along the western side of Highway 99E, extending south from the existing 
Woodburn UGB. To satisfy the priorities of ORS 197 .298(1), these residential and 
commercial exception areas, totaling.36 acres, are proposed for inclusion within the UGB. 
No other land in Study Area 6 is proposed for inclusion. 

Economic Conseguences 
As discussed under Boundary Location Factor 2 above, Study Area 6 is the second most 
expensive study area to provide with ~wer, water, and drainage services. Expansion 
into this Study Area has negative economic consequences for Woodburn and its 
taxpayers, as this would be an inefficient use of public funds. 

Study Area 6 does not fulfill siting requirements as well as property closer to the I-5 
Interchange, so is less suitable for industrial expansion. Expanding the UGB in this area 
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for Industrial uses would have negative economic consequences, as Woodburn's 
industrial land supply would be locked Into a less-than-optimal location. 

Including Study Area 6 In the 1005 Woodburn UGB would hav'E! negative economic· 
consequerice·s on local farming Interests as residential exparislon would push residential 
uses past the existing natural buffer (stream and wetland areas) along the southern 
UGB and place them adjacent to active farms. · 

Social Consequences 
Development of Study Area 6 for Industrial uses would also have negative social 
consequences, as this would place new Industrial lands next to an existing residential 
area. 

Since this area Is adjacent to existing residential" lands, potential conflicts· due to 
including this area In the UGB for residential use would be reduced, which would.have 
positive social consequences for existing and future neighborhoods. However, natural 
(streams) and artlfldal (roads) buffers from agricultural land are less available to this 
area than Study Area 2. The eastern portion of Study Area 6 Is adjacent to Highway 
99E. Noise and traffic Impacts from Highway 99E could J)Qse negative social · 
consequences for residential d·evelopment of this area. lhis:· could be balanced by the 
proximity of services provided by Highway 99E businesses. 

Environmental Consequences 
This Study Area contains a few streams and wetland areas adjacent to the UGB, as 
shown on the. Natu'ral Features Inventory Map. Expansion of the UGB and associated 
develop.ment of this area would likely have negative environmental Impacts on these 
areas. 

·• 

EnergyConseguences 
Study Area 6 adjoins the southernmost point of the Woodburn UGB. Expansion further 
south into this Study Area would likely have a negative energy consequence as It would 
not provide a compact urban form. 

Study Area 7 {Southwest) 
Study Area 7 is located tQ the south and southwest of the southwestern edge of the existing 
UGB. This site is bounded to the east by· Southern Pacific Railroad, to the west by· 
Interstate 5, to the north by the UGB, and to the south by property lines. 

Existing land uses in Study Area 7 are grass seed and grain farming. Major portions of Study 
Area 7 are proposed for inclusion as part of a neighborhood commercial nodal development 
area (8 net buildable acres), a residential area (119 net buildable acres), and for an 
industrial reserve area (252 net buildable acres). 

A new southern arterial is proposed close to the southern border of the proposed expansion 
area that will link Butteville Road to Highway 99E. This arterial would provide an alternative 
route to the 1-5 Interchange for the proposed industrial uses and would reduce congestion 
along Hiohwav 214. 
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Economic Consequences 
Study Area 7 has the requisite parcel- sizes, access, and location to meet Industrial siting 
needs. Providing industrial lands consistent with Woodburn's EOA and Strategy would 
provide a positive economic consequence. 

Study Area 7 can be efficiently provided with public facilities and is adjacent to the 
largest area of undeveloped residential land In Woodburn. This makes It a prime location 
for master-planned nodal development. Economic consequences ·of expansion Into Study 
Area 7 for residential uses and special mixed-use needs are also positive. 

In addition, Study Area 7 has a large area of buildable Class Ill soils near the existing 
UGB, as shown on the Natural Features Map. Expansion Into this area would use lower 
quality soils and save hlgher .. quality farmlands. This is a positive economic 
consequence. 

Social Consequences 
Proposed industrial reserve areas in Study Area 7 are buffered from low density 
residential uses by medium density residential zoning. In addition, the Industrial land 
serves as a buffer between farmland and residential. uses. Industrial expansion In this 
location Is preferable to most other Study Areas from a sodal .perspective, so has a 
positive sodal consequence. 

The vast majority of Woodburn's vacant residential land Inside the current UGB is to the 
southwest of Woodburn's city limits, adjacent to Study Areas. 7. Creation of a master

-~. · ·· planned neighborhood in this location would have positive ~ial consequences, as it 
would be near park and school lands on what is currently the southern UGB boundary 
and provide an urban neighborhood. 

Marion County Growth Management Framework policies enco\,lrage buffers between 
communiti-es because the County views separation between UGBs as having a positive 
social consequence. The city of Gervais is located to the south. For this reason, and to 
maintain a buffer between agricultural and urban uses, the Council has not proposed 
placement of housing adjacent to additional industrial land on the south side of the 

. South Arterial. 

Environmental Consequences 
Unlike many other Study Areas, Study Area 7 has no significant environmental 
constraints to development, which means that expansion Into this area will have minimal 
negative environmental consequences. 

Energy Consequences 
Development of the proposed expansion area for residential, neighborhood commercial, 
and industrial uses will also finance a new arterial road near the southern edge of the 
proposed UGB expansion area. This arterial will improve traffic circulation for the City, 
remove some traffic congestion from the 1-5 I Highway 214 Interchange, and provide a 
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faster route to ~nd from Interstate 5 for existing industrial and commercial uses In 
southeast Woodburn. This would be a very positive energy consequence. 

Locating affordable housing opportunities near the nodal neighborhood commercial 
shopping and service center, and near planned job opportunities, energy consumption 
will be reduced, resulting in positive energy consequences. 

Study Area 8 (West) 
Study Area 8 Is located to the west of the current Woodburn UGB. This site Is bounded to 
the east by Interstate 5 and the UGB, to the west by Oregon Electric Railway, to the north 
by Highway 214 (Newberg Highway (Hwy. 211-214)), and to the south by property south of 
Parr Road NE. 

Approximately 130 acres of Study Area 8, located between the existing UGB, 1-5, Buttevllle 
Road and Highway 214, are proposed for Inclusion In the 2005 Woodburn UGB to meet 
industrial siting needs. The proposed expansion within this Study Area would provide land 
for a large Industrial park site as part of the SWIR 

Economic Consequences 
The proposed expansion within Study Area 8 best meets the Industrial siting Criteria. 
Providing Industrial sites that are consistent with Woodburn's EOA and EDS will have 
highly positive economic consequences. 

Study Area 8 is on the west side of I-5, adjacent to industrial development within the 
existing UGB, and In prime location for Industrial use. If it were developed for residential 
use, Woodburn would exchange great Industrial land for an Isolated residential area. 
This would have negative economic consequences. 

In addition, industrial uses are more compatible with the farmlands on the other side of 
Butteville Road than residential uses would be. Expansion of the UGB for industrial use 
would have much more positive economic consequences in this respect than expansion 
for residential uses. 

Social Consequences 

II 

Study Area Sis adjacent to an existing Industrial area and meets industrial siting criteria. 
The proposed industrial expansion has no negative social consequences. Study Area 8 is 
not adjacent to existing residential uses and is inappropriate for residential uses. If this 
area were developed for residential use, the resul.ting residential area· would be isolated 
and adjacent to both farmland and an industrial area. This would have highly negative 
social consequences. 

En vi ron mental Consequences 
Study Area 8 includes some riparian and wetland areas at the north end of the proposed 
expansion area. However, potential adverse impacts from development will be 
mitigated by (a) proposed water and riparian corridor protection measures, and (b) 
master planning requirements. 
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Energy Consegyences ... 
Development of Study .Area 8 will help provide transportation facilities by financing 
planned TSP Improvements along Suttevllle Road. The Improvements to Buttevllle Road 
will relieve congestion at the I-5/ Highway 214 Interch.ange and connect with the 
planned Southern Arterial, to provide a faster and more efficient transportation route for 
residents and businesses In southern Woodburn. The proposed expansion In this Study 
Area would have positive energy consequences. 

•. . ~ 
Economic Conclusions 
The Industrial siting needs described under Employment Land Needs In Part I of this Report 
specify location near and with ready·access.to.I .. s. They also specify large parcel sizes. Only 
study areas 7 and 8 (Southwest and West) contain appropriately sized parcels with good 
access· to ~5. 

As noted In the Residential Land Needs section in Part I of this Report, Woodburn needs 
additional residential land to meet Year 2020 housing needs. The critical economic factors 
In determining In which dlrection(s) to expand for residential use were (a) agricultural soil 
capability, (b) the private cost of deyelopment, (c) the public cost of providing pubiJc 
facilities. and services, and (d) suitable locations for both affordable and higher-end housing. 

Woodburn did not consider Including large concentrations of Oass I soils, primarily because 
of the economic· value associated with such- ~high value farmland" In Marion County. Since 
Woodburn desires to provide affordable housing opportunities, It was essential, from an 
economic perspective, to provide land upon which affordable housing can be constructed: 
i.e.,. relatively flat land with direct access to public facilities and services. Another e(:onomlc 
concern 'for Residential lands Is location near other residential lands - a residentiiii area 
adjacent only to ind.ustrial is not as desirable due to noise/smell impacts as well as lack of a 
community, for example. Study Areas 2, 4, 6, and 7 contained land that satisfied these 
residential criteria. Study Area 2 provides a unique opportunity for higher-end housing near 
an established golf course and will provide housing for higher income families with executive 
positions in future Woodburn firms. 

Social Conclusions 
In providing needed Industrial, Commercial, and Residential land, it is important to 
designate land use types In a compatible fashion, as well as to create a compact urban 
form, and to provide employment I shopping opportunities close to residences. The EOA, 
the 2000 McKeever-Marris aiid'the 2002 Marion County growth management studies all 
recommended that needed Industrial sites be located near existing industrial land along 
Butteville Road (at the western edge of town), to lessen the Impacts on residential 
neighborhoods and to provide industrial sites with 1-5 access. The Oty concurs with these 
recommendations. 

In addition, social consequences will be most positive if Low Density Residential land is 
located next to existing single-family neighborhoods, and if higher density residential land is 
designated to serve as a transition area between Industrial I Commercial lands and Low 
Density Residential land. A small amount of neighborhood commercial land should be 
located near residential expansion areas to serve local shopping needs. . Volume __ s __ 
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There are three substantial Industrial areas In Woodburn ... In the northeast, southeast, and 
west - near study areas 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. From a Social perspective, any of these study 
areas would have been appropriate (or Industrial. However~ as described In Economic 
Consequences, only the areas near I-5 were suitable to meet Woodburn's Industrial siting 
needs. 

For Residential lands, Study Areas 2, 4, 6, and 7 are adjacent to existing residential areas. 
The majority of Woodburn's vacant residential land Inside the current UGB Is to the 
southwest of Woodburn's city limits, adjacent to study areas 6 and 7. Study area 2 Is next 
to a developed residential neighborhood and golf course. Study area 4 Is adjacent to larger
parcel residential areas. All of these areas would be reasonable for residential expansion 
from a Social perspective. However, Study Area 7 best provides for affordable housing 
opportunities near new employment areas, and Study Areas 2 and 4 best provide for higher
end housing opportunities. 

Environmental Conduslons 

n 

All of the study areas contain some amount of wetland or riparian areas. Woodburn Intends 
to limit development In Identified natural resource areas In any expansion area. Study Areas 
1, 2, and 3 contain substantial floodplain, wetland, or riparian areas near the existing UGB, 
which might make them more difficult to develop from an Environmental perspective. 
However, most of the Identified natural resources In Study Area 2 are within an existing golf 
course, and. thus are less likely to be further adversely affected by new development. 

Energy Conclusions 
Woodburn considered energy conSequences, as measured by.( a) compact urban growth 
form and access to/distance from the CitY center, (b) minimization of vehicle trips, (c) 
impacts on congestion at the 1-5/ Hlghway2141nterchange, and (d) the need for sanitary 
sewer pump stations . . 

Study Area 8 is most favorable from an energy consequence standpoint as it provides the 
best access to 1-5 for industrial uses. Study Areas 3, 4 and 5 are less favorable from an 
energy consequence standpoint because they are located on the east side of the City, and 
development of these areas would not facilitate east-west transit construction to ease traffic 
congestion. Inclusion of Study Area 1 (other than the Butteville Road Exception Area) · 
would Increase traffic congestion In the vicinity of the outlet mall. Inclusion of Study Area 6 
would not promote a compact urban growth form. 

Study Area 7 is unique in that is provides buildable land immediately adjacent to the largest 
undeveloped area within the existing UGB. This is why this area was selected for master
planned nodal development. Substantial energy savings can result from when higher 
density development is immediately accessible to neighborhood shopping facilities and jobs, 
as proposed in the draft plan. 
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Summary . 
The proposed· UGB expansion ·locations In Study Areas 2, 7 and 8 provide generally positive 
ESEE consequences and are better suited to meet Identified land needs than Study Areas to 
the east and southeast where no expansion Is propOsed~ Proposed new residential areas 
are adjacent to older resldentlat.areas and have the least Impact on farmland, while 
proposed Industrial expansion areas best meet Industrial siting crltefia. The only proposed 

· expansion areas that are~not ofjtlrnsl from an ESEE standpoint are the exception areas In 
Study Areas 1, 3 and 6. The proposed UGB expansion lndudes these exception areas to 
comply with ·oRS. 197·.298(1) priorities, as described above. 

Goa/ 14 Boundary Location Factor 4 

(4) CompatJ.I?IIity of the propOsed urban uses with nearby agricultural and 
fOreSt actiVIties occurring on faim and forest land outside the UGB. 

. ' ' . 

The term "compatible" does not require that there be OQ Interference with, or adverse 
impact of any kind on, adjacent uses, but rather that the uses be reasonably able to coexist. 

. . 

Woodburn Is surrounded on all sides by farmland, with relatively few exceptJo·ns areas. 
Except for the Maclaren Youth· Correctional Fadlity, an· eXceptions areas adjacent to 
Woodburn's UGB are proposed for inclusion In the 2005 UGB. 

Soil. Type artd Agricultural Productivity by Study Area 
This·analysis of agricultural suitability identifies the types of soil present in each Study 
Area and describes crops typically grown on these soil types as shown in the Soli Survey 
•of .Marlon County Area (US Department of Agriculture, 1972). As explained In text 
'following Table 16, all of the study areas contain some soil types suitable for grass, 
pa~re, and cereal gr~ins. Some C.la,s5 I-III soils are additionally suitable for vegetables, 
hops and berries; the Class III soils must be irrigated. · 

Table 16. Soil Types and Study Areas 
Map ~nit NaDJe .• Map Capability unit ·· High value Study Areas 

Symbol farmlal)d 
AMITY SILT LOAM Am llw-2 Yes 1-8 
BASHAW CLAY Ba Nw-2 Yes 2,6 
CONCORD SILT LOAM Co lllw-2 Yes 1-5, 7-8 
DAYTON SILT LOAM . Da IVw-1 Yes 1-3, 5-8 
LAB ISH SILTY etA Y LOAM La Illw-2 No 2,3 
TERRACE ESCARPMENTS Te IVe-2 No 2,4, 5 
WILLAMETfE SILT LOAM, 0 TO 3 WlA 1-1 Yes 2,3,8 
PERCENT SLOPES ,. 

WOODBURN SILT LOAM WuA, llw-1, Ile-1, lie- Yes 1-6, 8 
WuC, WuD 1 

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 
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broad valley terraces at elevations of 150 to 350 feet. The average annual precipitation 
Is between 40 and 451nches. 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 graS$es, shrubs, hardwoods, and scattered Douglas flrs. Amity 
soils are associated with Dayton and Concord soils. In a typical profile, the surface layer 
is ·very dar1< 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 7.1nches thick. . 
The subsoil Is a substrat\,Jm of mottled olive-brown sflt 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 all the crops 
commonly grown in the survey area. Amity soils are found In all Study Areas. 

Bashaw Series. The Bashaw series consists of poorly drained and very poor1y drained 
soils that have formed In alluvium. These soils are In backwater areas of the flood plains 
and In drainage channels of silty all.uvlal terraces. They have slopes Qf 0 to 1 percent. 
Elevations range from 100 to 400 ·feet. The average annual precipitation Is between 40 
and 45 Inches, the average annual air tem~rature 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 annu~l and perennial grasses, wild blackberries, sedges, rushes, willows, and a 
few ash and oak trees. Bashaw soils are ass~ctated with Wapato soils. In a typical 
profile, the surface layer Is about 311nches 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 sons·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. 
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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·· 
lhfluenced, to some extent, by loess. The soils are on"'broad valley terrates,' and they 
occur In dralnageways and In shallow depressions. Slopes range from 0 to 2 percent, 
and.'elevatlons range ·from 125 to 350 feet. The··average annual· precipitation Is 40 to 45 
inches, the ·average·annual air temperature Is 52P to 54° F., and the length of the frost
free season Is 190 to 210 days. In areas that are not cultivated; thevegetation Is mainly 
annual and,·perennial ·grasses, wild· rose, . and scattered ash tree9. 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 b.r.uwn..ln the lower 
part. The substratum Is mottled grayish-brown siltY clay loam that extends to a depth of 
60 Inches or more. The Dayton soils are used mainly for small grains; pasture, 
hay, and grass grown for seed. ·DaytOna Solis are found In Study Areas 1, 2, 
3, s, 6, 7, and a. 

Lablsh Series. The Lablsh series consists of p<)orly drained soils that have formed In 
mixed mineral and organic material·~ These soils have slopes of 0 to 1 percent. They 
occur on the bottoms of former shallow lakes at elevations of 150 to 175 feet. The 
average annual precipitation Is between 40 and 45 inches, the average annu~l 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, ahd willows. 
Lablsh soils are·associated. with Semlahmoo soils. In a typical profile the surface layer Is 
black and-ls about 7 !riches tlck. It consists of silty clay·loa'm 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 Labish soils are used mainly for onions, small grains, pasture, and hay. 
Labish soils are found primarily In Study Area 2, with a small 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 soli. 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, swordfern, brackenfern, poison-oak, tussock, sedges, 
and grasses. This land type is suitable for pasture and for use as woodland. The ·short, 
steep slopes make tillage Impracticable. Unbuildable terrace escarpments are 
found ·in Study Areas 2, 4, and 5. 

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 of 0 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 
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typical profile, the surface layer Is very dark grayish-brown silt loam about 12 Inches 
thick. A subsurface layer that also consists of very dark grayish-brown slit loam a.nd that 
Is about Slnches thick Is just beneath the surface layer. The upper part of the subsoil is 
dark-brown silt loam about 7 Inches thick; the middle p~rt of the subsoil Is dark-brown 
silty day loam about 141nches thick; and the lower part Is dark-brown silt loam about 
16inches thick. A.substratum of dark yellowish-brown silt loam underlies th.e subsoil, 
and It ext~n.ds to a depth of 65 Inches or more. The Wlllamette soils are used 
mainly for smail grains, pasture, "ay, orchards, berries, and vegetables. 
Wlllamette soils are Class I soils around Woodburn and are found In Study 
Area~ 2, 3, a~d 8. 

Woodburn Series. The Woodburn 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 of 0 to 20 percent. Elevations range from 150 to 350 
feet •. The aveJ11ge annu~l precipitation Is 40 to 45 Inches, the average annual air 
temperature 1$.52° to ~oF., and the length of the frost-free season Is 200 to 210 days. 

· In areas that are not cultivated, the vegetation Is mainly grass and Douglas fir. 
Woodbum soils are associated with Wlllamette 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 day loam ln. the upper part; mottled dark-brown siltY clay loam In 
the middle part; and mottled, dark-brown silt loam ln .the lower part. The substratum Is 
dark-brown slit loam that extends to a depth of 6fJ Inches .or more. The Woodburn 
soil$ are u~ mainly .for small grains, pasture, hay, orchards, berries, and 
veg~.,les. Woodburn soils range from ClaS$ II to IV and are the 
predominant soil type in all Study Areas except Study Area 7, which includes 
substantJal portions of Amity and Concord soils. 

Farm Land Compatibility · 
The greatest concern for compatibility with agricultural uses is residential expansion -
because residential uses have the greatest potential for conflicts with agricultural practices 
due to vandalism, roaming pets, and residents' sensitivity to dust, odors and chemicals 
commonly !Jsed in agriculture. Every Study Area contains high value Class I-III agricultural 
soils. The Council's goal has been to minimize points of conflict between ·new residential 
designations and high value farmland. 

Marion County, Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) and 
Department of Agriculture (DOA) staff have suggested using road rights-of-way as buffers 
where feasible, tQ minimize conflicts with agricultural operations·. The Council took this 
advice seriously and has used public rights-of-way, existing exceptions areas and stream 
corridors as buffers wherever feasible. Thus, the 2005 Woodburn UGB includes natural 
(stream corridors) or artificial (road rights-of-way) buffers between residential and 
agricultural land in most circumstances; 

The 2005 Woodburn UGB further minimizes conflicts between residential land uses and 
agricultural lands by (a) expanding the UGB to include existing exceptions areas, where 
conflicts already exist, and (b) placing industrial (rather than residential) land uses next to 
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agricultural lands, because Industrial uses are more compatible with agricultural practices 
than residential uses. · 

Most of Woodburn's residential development Is expected to occur In the southwest portion 
of the UGB. To minimize Impacts. from residential development near agricultural lands, the 
proposed 2005: UGB Incorporates large public rights-of-way as boundaries: residential lands 
proposed for Inclusion within Study Area 7 for residential use are buffered from agricultural 
lands by the South Arterial as well as the Southwest Industrial Reserve. 

Tp meet additional residential land .. needs, Woodburn has expanded north from a generally 
unbuffered, developed residential neighborhood and golf course Into Study Area 2. This 
expansion includes a portion of. the golf course located outside the UGB, west of a proposed 
service road, and undeveloped agricultural land. The 2005 UGB Is bordered by 1-5 to the 
west, a developed golf course and Boones Ferry- Road to the east, and Crosby· Road (a 
planned arterial ~eet) to:-the north. Only two segments of the UGB on the east side of 
B_oones Ferry Road directly abut farmland, comprised of an existing, poorly maintained 
orchard Interspersed among ~lstlng golf course links. This Is similar In effect to the housing 
development adjacent to farmland that exists now on the border of the 2002 UGB, but is 
confined to smaller areas. 

As noted above, Industrial land uses have operational characteristics that are more 
compatible with farmland than residential uses. Industrial uses typically create noise, dust 
and odors, as do agricultural uses. Industrial uses are less sensitive to nearby agricultural 
uses than resldential ·uses, families with children and petS typically are not present In the 
workplace. Moreover, most industrial uses planned for the Southwest Industrl"cd Reserve 
will occur mostly indoors, and thus will not be as susceptible to dust, pesticides, fungicides, 
and noise from nearby grass seed and wheat operations. Prior to amendment of the UGB in 
2005, existing industrial lands on the western border of the 2004 UGB were not buffered 
from agricultural land at all •. The 2005 UGB expansion reduces conflicts between farmland 
and industrial uses by increasing road right-of-way buffers, as recommended by Marion 

··county, DLCD and DOA staff. 

Industrial uses in Study Area 8 are separated from farmland by Butteville Road to the west. 
A proposed new southern arterial provides a buffer for most of the proposed Industrial land 
in Study Area 7. The only proposed industrial expansion area that will be adjacent to 
farmland without a road right-of-way buffer is one parcel in Study Ar:ea 7, south of the 
proposed southern arterial. This parcel was included for two reasons: first, because it has 
predominantly higher-priority Class Ill agricultural soils, and second, to meet industrial 
siting needs. This parcel cannot be further divided without a master plan, and will only 
develop if Woodburn attracts large industrial firms to the area. The impact of this 
southwestern parcel on farmland will be similar to the existing industrial-farmland interface 
in the area. 

Adopted 2005 expansion areas include buffering between residential and industrial uses and 
farmland that does not exist within the 2002 UGB. The pre-2005 UGB contains residential 
land adjacent to farmland with no buffering along much of _its northern and eastern borders. 
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With the 2005 expansions, there is no more lmpac.t on agricultural lands than -now exists 
under the acknowledged UGB. This point Is documented by Table 17 below. 

The 2005 UGB maintains about 35,300 linear feet (6.7 miles) of the "old" 2002 UGB. 
Conflicts with agricultural· land will not Increase along this common boundary. Although 
much of the existing UGB has natural buffers, such as protected stream corridors, many 
segments have unbuffered residential, commercial or Industrial land uses directly abutting 
agricultural land. 

However, unlike the 2004 UGB, adopted expansion areas have almost no areas with an 
unbuffered boundary between new residential and agricultural land. Approximately 41,400 
linear feet (7.8 miles) of the expanded UGB Is buffered by existing residential exceptions 
areas, arterial street rights-of-way, the existing golf courSe or planned Industrial areas. 

There are only 300 linear feet along the borders of 2005 expansion areas (less than 1% of 
the linear distance of the expanded boundary) where new residential plan designations 
directly abut unbuffered farmland. OVer 99% of the expanded UGB has public road rights
of-way, existing exceptions areas, Industrial plan designations or the existing golf course 
between the planned residential land ~se and productive agricultural land. As noted above, 
the ~ place where new residential plan designations have an unbuffered border with 
agricultural land Is In the North expansion area east of Boones Ferry Road. 

Table 17: 2005 UGB 
Study Area UGB Description Distance (ft} 

1 Northwest Existing UGB 4900 
Buttevllle Road Exception Area 2000 
Buttevllle Road Exception Area and Railroad 4200 
Track 
Highway 214 2300 
1-5 4300 

2 North Crosby Road (Arterial) 3400 
Existing UGB 5500 
Boones Ferry Road (Arterial) 900 
Golf Course 1300 
. Property Line (Unbuffered) 300 

3 Northeast Developed Exception Area 2200 
Existing UGB 7400 

4 East Existing UGB 8000 
5 Southeast Existing UGB 6700 
6 South Exception Area 3700 

Exception Area and H'NY 99E 2500 
Existing UGB 2800 

7 Southwest Southern Arterial 3000 
SWIR (one 50-acre parcel) 4000 
SWIR and Butteville Road (Arterial) 2100 

8 West SWIR and Butteville Road (Arterial) 5500 
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ExlstinQ UGB 6.7 Miles .. 35 300 (46%) 
Buffered 7.8 Miles with Exceptions Areas, Golf Course, 41,400 (54%) 
Expansion SWIR, or Arterial Street Right-of-Way 
Areas Total 
Unbuffered 0.06 Miles where New Residential Plan 300 (0%) 
Total Designation Abuts Agricultural Land 
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SUMMARY OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT CODE 
AMENDMENTS 

The 2005 Plan and Code amendments Include: 

• Inclusion In the UGB of all commercial and residential ''Exception" areas adjacent to the 
existing UGB; 

• Residential UGB expansion into the North and Southwest study areas; 
• Industrial expansion Into the West and Southwest study areas; 
• Creation of the Parr Road Nodal OVerlay area; 
• Extension of the transportation system to support expansion areas; and 
• Inclusion of land for new par:ks, schools, and an urban plaza to support residential 

growth. 

Inclusion of Exception Areas 
The 2005 Plan Includes three exceptions areas - a developed residential exceptions area to 
the northeast along Highway 99E, a residential and commercial exceptions area to the 
southeast along Highway 99E, and a residential exception area to the northwest along 
Buttevllle Road. These exceptions areas are planned for approximately 13 net buildable 
acres of commercial land, 105 dwelling units on 7.5 net buildable acres of medium density 
residential land, and 295 dwelling units on 107 net buildable acres of low density residential 
land. 

Residential Expansion 
The 2005 Plan includes land to the north and southwest of the existing UGB to meet 2020 
residential needs. Approximately 150 net buildable acres of residential land is proposed for 
expansion to the north, between 1-5 and Mill Creek. This expansion area includes some of 
the developed golf course, is designated as Single· Family Residential (SFR), and is expected 
to meet both SFR needs as well as some park and school needs (see discussion under Public 
Uses below). 

Residential expansion to the southwest includes approximately 68 net buildable acres of 
Nodal SFR land and about 51 net buildable acres of Nodal Medium Density Residential 
(NMDR) land. Much of the residential expansion in the southwest is within the Parr Road 
Nodal Overlay area (described under Parr Road Nodal Overlay Area below). Land further to 
the southwest was not included because It would not efficiently meet identified needs for 
employment or livable residential neighborhoods. 

Commercial Expansion 
The 2005 UGB adds 23 net buildable acres of Commercial land, either in Neighborhood 
Commercial nodes (10 acres) or within an existing commercial exception area along 
Highway 99E (13 acres). 

Commercial expansion under the 2005 Plan will occur within the residential expansion areas 
to the north and southwest of the existing UGB and is expected to take the form of 
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neighborhood-serving commercial development. In the proposed north expansion area, the 
proposed commercial area Is 2 acres adjacent to the golf cou~e, o.n the east side of Boones. 
Ferry Road. · · 

In the southwestern expansion area, 9 acres of commercial land are located In the Parr 
Road Nodal Area, to the east of Industrial lands and adjacent to the north, south, and west 
to MDR lands. The 2005 Plan Map shows this commercial area with the Nodal Development 
Overlay (described under Mixed Use Areas below), and adjacent to an urban plaza 
(described under Public Uses below). 

Industrial Expansion ....... 
The 2005 Plan lndudes lands to the west and southwest of the_exlsting UGB to meet 2020 
industrial site needs (per discussion of Employment Land Needs In Part I of this Report). 
These lands are designated Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR), which reserve large · 
parcels exclusively for targeted Industrial needs, and require master planning prior to 
annexation and development. As described In Table 18, the SWIR area Is comprised of 6 
majot sites (Including 17 defined sub-sites to meet targeted industrial needs) with a total 
buildable area of about 362 acres. 
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Table 18: SWIR Sites and Characteristics 
Tax Lot Buildable Reserved Estimated Site Land Division 
Number(s) Site Acres Site Size Sizes Permitted? 

Ranges 
52W11 TL 300 88 25-50 35 Yes, with Master Plan 

1Q-25 15 approval 
(Darma l OPUS} 10·25 15 

5-10 8 
5-10 8 
2·5 4 
2-5 3 

Subtotals: .. 59-130 88 
52W14 TL 200 22 10-25 . 15 No 
52W14TL 600 s-to· 7 
(Weis~} 
SUbtotals: 15·35 22 
West ot·I-5 Sites 110 74-165 110 .See above 
52W13 TL 1100 96 96 96 No, ROW dedication for 
52W14 Tl1500 Southern Arterial and 
52W14 Tl 1600 Evergreen 

(Seibel, Gottsacker, Reserved for Firm > 300 
Weisz) employees 

52W14 Tl800 106 50-100 65 Yes, with Master Plan 
52W14 Tl900 25-50 33 approval; ROW dedication 
52W14 Tl 1000 2-5 4 required 
52W14 Tl 1100 2-5 4 
(Weisz) 50-100 Acre site reserved 
Subtotals: 79-160 106 for Firm > 200 employees. 
52W14 Tl1200 4 2-5 4 No 
52W23 TllOO 46 25-50 35 Yes, with Master Plan 
(Weisz) 5-10 8 approval 

2-5 3 
Subtotals: 32·65 46 
East of I-5 Sites 252 209·326 252 No 
Total SWIR 362 283-491 362 

Parr Road Nodal Overlay Area 
The bulk of Woodburn's vacant residential land supply is in the southwest portion of the 
existing UGB. As this land is not yet developed, it provides an opportunity to combine large 
tracts of vacant land within the existing UGB with land to the north of the proposed 
Southern Arterial, to create a mixed-use nodal area. The intent of the Nodal Overlay is to 
allow for pedestrian-friendly, higher density single- and multi-family residential development 
with pedestrian and bicycle access to a neighborhood commercial center. This will have 
several long-term advantages for Woodburn, including efficient urban development, reduced 
public facilities costs, compact urban form, and reduced transportation costs for residents. 
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It is also close to future ·industrial employment opport~nities, additional shopping, and 
present and future parks and sc.hools. 

' The Parr Road Nodal Overlay area Includes approximately 196 net buildable acres of land 
planned for Nodal Low Density .Residential, 64 net buildable acres of Nodal Medium Density 
Residential, and 10 net buildable acres of Neighborhood Commercial. 

Mixed-Use Areas 
.One of the adopted measures to achieve higher densities within the existing UGB is vertical 
mixed use housing above commercial; This is allowed within the existing Woodburn 
Downtown and the proposed Parr Road Nodal Overlay area. Expected development within 
the NDO Includes housln~rabove commercial In the· form of apartments or condominiums. 
The NDO provides opportunities for Intensification of commercial land use and Increased 
residential densities close to urban commercial amenities. 

Transportation System Extension 
Rgure 5-2 of the 2005 Woodburn TSP describes Improvements to existing transportation 
facilities, as well as proposed new facilities that will support the 2005 Plan. To the north, 
Crosby Road Is shown as improved to minor arterial standards. This will provide a buffer. 
between residential expansion south of Crosby and agricultural land north of Crosby, as well 
as support residential development in the northern expansion area. 

In the southwest, the 2005 TSP shows extensions of Evergreen Road and Stacy Allison 
· Drive, which will support and serve the Industrial expansion areas. There is also a new 

"South Arterial" that is shown as running from Parr Road, across the southern edge of the 
·existing UGB, to Highway 99E on the east side. This South Arterial will support southwest 
industrial uses as well as new residential development in the Parr Road Nodal Overlay Area. 

Public Uses . - ' . . . ' 

· the 2005 Plan includes the opportunity for development of needed parks and schools in the 
residential expansion areas. In the northern expansion area, there is expected to be at 
least one community park and an elementary school to serve residential expansion and 
population growth. In the southwest, an existing community park can expand into new 
residential lands. Near the commercial section of the Parr Road Nodal Overlay area, there is 
an requirement to create an urban plaza to serve both surrounding residents when they 
shop at nearby retail and service establishments. 

Staff Initiated Comprehensive Plan Amendments 
The 2005 Plan includes several plan designation and zoning amendments for individual 
parcels inside the UGB, to make these parcels consistent with existing or surrounding land 
uses. These plan amendments were initiated by City Staff on a separate but concurrent 
track. There were approximately 500 changes to plan designations on tax lots through this 
process. Some of the plan changes affected properties identified as containing buildable 
land on the Buildable Lands Inventory. The changes that affect buildable lands are 
summarized in Table 19. 
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There were a total of 55 tax lots Identified as "Vacant" or "Inflll" on the Buildable Lands 
Invento,.Y that were affected by these changes. In some cases the changes did not affect 
buildable land areas, for example when private land within rtparta·n or flOod plain areas was 
changed from \\Open Space" to "Low Density Residential". In other cases, the changes 
reduced buildable lands by highlighting public ownership and existing use of lots for right
of-way or parks -- Identifying properties that had slipped through the original screening 
process In the Buildable Lands Inventory and were mistakenly id~ntifled as buildable. In 
many cases the changes moved buildable area from one plan designation to another. For 
example, Low Density Residential to Medium Density Residential. 

The end result Is a slightly lowe~. ~PeJ?!Y, o~ Low Density Residential { -6 acres), Industrial {-
1.2 acres), and Commercial (-1.1 acres)Tands within the 2004 UGB, and slight Increases In 
Medium Density Residential (0.5 acres) and Open Space (2.7 acres) lands. 

Table 19: Staff-Initiated Comprehensive Plan Amendments 
Plan Designation Number of Tax Buildable Land 

> 

Acreage Difference Affected Lots Affected 
Low Density 20 (6) 
Residential 
Medium Density 9 0.5 
Residential 
Industrial 8 (1.2) 
Commercial 4 (1.1) 
Open Space 8 2.7 

Amendment Summary 
The residential, industrial, and commercial expansion_s adopted by the City Council meet 
Year 2020 residential, industrial, and commercial needs as shown in Table 20 below. Note 
that t.he adopted plan and code amendment package includes (a) redesignation 
of land in~ide t.he existing UGB to intensify land use in certain areas, and (b) 
expansion of the UGB to meet identified needs. 
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Table 20: Council Approved Plan- Overall UGB Demand I Supply Comparison 
Plan Designation Net Buildable Net Buildable· 2005 Plan Acres 

Acre Supply Acre Need Surplus (Deficit) 
LDR_{Low Density Residential) 371 217 154 
Exception Area LOR 107 107 0 
Nodal LOR 220 186 34 . 
Internal Changes to LOR -6 0 . (6) 
MDR (Medium Density 
Residential) 80 62 18 
Exception Area MDR 8 8 0 
NodaiMDR 73 54 19 
Internal Changes to MDR 1 0 1 
VMU {Vertical Mixed User NA NA NA 
Public and Semi-Public 
(Including Schools, Parks and 
Religious Institutions) 0 210 -210 
All Residential 854 844 10 
Commercial (Retail, Office) 127 NA 0 
Industrial/ Basic Employment 407 486 (79) 
All Employment 534 627 (79) 

Totals Surl)lus {69) 
* Note: The "needn for vertical mixed use housing is met above retail or office development in 
Downtown Woodburn or in the proposed Neighborhood Commercial Node. 

Table 20 assumes that public park and school land needs, as well as religious institutional 
needs, will be met on land designated for residential use. This table shows a tO-acre 
surplus between the demand for, and supply of, residentially-designated land. 34 

Table 20 shows an under-supply of industrial acreage due to the mismatch between existing 
industrial sites and the site characteristics of sites needed by target industries. This stems 
from three sources. 

• First, some sites are below ECONorthwest's estimated site size, but within the site 
size range; For example, an 11-acre site falls within the 10-25 site size range, but is 
below the 15-acre estimated site size. 

• Second, as discussed in the Employment Land Needs section in Part I of this Report, 
and in the 2005 Buildable Lands Inventory, there are some lots that were initially 
identified as partially-vacant within the UGB, but were subsequently determined to 
not meet siting requirements as the landowners indicated they have plans for 
expansion of existing uses. The 2005 Plan intentionally restricts the supply of 

34 This comparison is based on cumulative acreage, rather than on capacity. Due to lot size inefficiency 
on low density residential lands within the existing UGB, the effective capacity is approximately 30 acres 
lower. Either way1 the 2005 UGB is within 15 acres, or within 2%, of meeting identified 2020 residential 
land needs. Volume 5 
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industrial land in order to encourage siting of new, targeted Industrial development 
on these lots to further maximize efficiency of land use. 

• Third, the Industrial siting requirements of the SWIR allow for a range of!'slzes to 
meet siting needs. The allocations are generally by average site size. If developed 
sites within the site ranges are below the average size determined by ECONorthwest, 
there will be additional acreage to allocate to smaller sites. The 2005 Plan allows for 
and ensures large sites to meet industrial siting requirements, but also allows the 
potential for smaller sites on Industrial park sites, as long as site size ranges are met 

In summary. the 2005 Plan meets identified residential. public/semi-public, and employment 
needs for the City of Woodburn through the year 2020. ' 
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PUBLIC FACILITIES PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

The Public Facilities Plan (PFP) identifies major infrastructure projects necessary to 
serve the Year 2020 projected population of34, 919,1 and examines the effect upon 
utility and transportation infrastructure resulting from 2005 expansion of the Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB) of the City-of Woodburn. As required by state statute, four 
elements have been studied: Domestic Water, Sanitary Sewer, Storm Drainage, and 
Transportation. Information for projects within the pre-2005 UGB was derived from 
existing Facilities Plans, updating where necessary. 

In order to assess relative service costs and efficiency for alternative UGB expansion 
areas, the City's initial effort involved characterization of improvements and extensions 
that would be necessary to serve eight Study Areas surrounding the existing (pre-2005) 
UGB. These investigations were conceptual and the data used in comparisons between 
the Study Areas were preliminary in nature. The results of the initial work are contained 
in Appendix C. 

A more comprehensive analysis was performed on four expansion areas recommended by 
the Planning Commission, identified as the North, South, Southwest, and West 
Expansion Areas. Tables summarizing project timing and costs for each area have been 
included in the body oftl,te Public Facilities Plan. Maps showing the locations of 
iiurastructure elements (Water, Sanitary Sewer, and Storm Drainage) for Southwest and 
North Areas (areas with high value farmland) are included in Appendix B. 
Transportation projects and maps were derived from the Woodburn Transportation 
Systems Plan (TSP), which also was updated in 2005. · 

Service Area Characteristics 
Woodburn is located in Oregon's Willamette Valley approximately 17 miles north of 
Salem and 30 miles south of Portland in the Pudding River basin. The topography of the 
service area slopes slightly to the northeast. The area is relatively flat with an elevation 
differential of only 50 feet, ranging 150 to 200 feet above sea level. 

The main drainage through the City is Mill Creek, which drains to the Pudding River. 
Senecal Creek drains a small portion of the City's UGB area west ofl-5. A very small 
portion of the east part of the city (east of highway 99E) naturally drains directly to the 
pudding river. 
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The climate is mild with wet winters and dry summers. Rainfall averages about 41 · 
inches per year and one year in ten will exceed 51 inches. The wettest months are usually 
November, December and January with almost 20 inches of rainfall occurring during that 
time. · 

The soils in the area 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. The Amity series consists of poorly drained soils formed in mixed alluvial 
silts. The layer is general 17 inches thick overlaying a 7 -inch silt loam subsurface layer 
and a 13-inch silty clay loam subsoil. The Woodburn series consists of moderately well 
drained soils fonned in silty alluvium and loess. The 17 -inch surface layer overlays 37 
inches of subsoil and a silt loam substratum to a depth of 68 inches. The course of Mill 
Creek is etched in Bashaw clay and Dayton soils and terrace escarpment are also found in 
the service area. 

The geology of the area consists ofTroutdale formation materials and Willamette silts 
overlaying Columbia River basalt. Depth to basalt is unknown but thought to be 
approximately 600 feet. The Troutdale formation consists of alternate layers of clay, silt, 
sand and gravel. The Willainette silt formation consists of stratified silt, sandy silt, 
clayey silt and silty clay and has poor drainage characteristics. The City is located in a 
Seismic Zone 3. 

Two major highways traverse the City; Interstate 5 along the west side of the City and 
99E along the east side of the City. Both routes run generally north-south through 
Woodburn. Oregon highway 214 is an east-west route through the City Highway 211 
connects W oodbum to Molalla. 

Woodburn is bisected by the Union Pacific Railroad main line. The railroad extends 
north-south through Woodburn and parallels Front Street through the City. Willamette 
Valley Railroad uses spur tracks that parallel Front Street and line that proceeds east from 
Front Street along Cleveland Street. 

WATER PLAN 

HDR Engineering, Inc. prepared a water master plan for the City of Woodburn. It was 
first prepared in 1997 and updated in 2001. The 2001 update provides a 20-year plan for 
the water system through the year 2020. The plan was based on a projected permanent 
population potential of 38,5 86, which exceeds the coordinated Year 2020 populatoin 
projection of 34,919. The City has 5,380 single family, multi-family, commercial, 
industrial, and public connections. The current service area of the water system is inside 
the City limits, although the service area will expand as annexations to the City occur. 

The Water Master Plan assumed that all growth would occur within the current UGB 
( 4050 acres). The PFP identifies additional projects necessary to serve the expanded 
UGB. Some projects identified during preparation of the Water Master Plan have been 
listed and entered into the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The CIP is a six-year plan 
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that focuses on improvements with in the existing City Limits. As land is annexed to the 
City, the CIP will be amended to incorporate and set priorities among additional projects. 
For example, the City anticipates that industrial land will be annexed to the City in the 
short term. Although most improvements necessary to serve expansion areas will be paid 
for by the developer, the CIP will be amended on an annual basis to include sanitary, 
sewer~ water~ stonn drainage and transportation projects necessary to serve recently 
annexed areas. 

Projecte~ Population 
When the Water plan was prepared, it was based on a projected year 2020 permanent 
population of 38,586. Also considered in the water plan were 4,099 projected 
.seasonal workers. 

Water Source 

Water Rights 
The City of Woodburn obtains water entirely from groundwater. Woodburn has 
existing water rights within its certified service area of up to 13.25 mgd (20.45 cfs). 
Table 1 shows a water rights summary from the Water Master Plan. 

Table 1 
City of Woodburn 

Water Rights Summary 
Certificates of Water Rights (Supply) 

WRD Designation Amount WeUName WeUNo. 
(GPM) 

Permit No. G-10931 1000' Centennial Well to 
Permit No. G-11921 1400 Donner Well9 
Permit No. G-11922 2100 Nazarene · Well7 
Permit No G-12022. .. 600 Astor Way Well 11 
Cert. No. 36537 500 Senior Estate 
Cert. No. 36538 750 King Way Well A 
Cert. No. 56379 750 Legion Park WellS 
Regis. GR 2267 750 Shop No. 1 Welll 
Regis. GR 2268 300 Shop No. 2 Well2 
Regis. GR 2269 500 Library We113 
Regis. GR 2270 500 Settlemier Well4 
Regis. GR 3815 300 Old SPRR WellS 
TOTAL 9,200 gpm 

(13.25 mgd) 

The Water Master Plan found that Woodburn has sufficient water rights to meet the 
projected water demands through the year 2020. 

Wells 

The City's seven active wells tap the Troutdale aquifer, a large semi-confined aquifer. 
It is anticipated that the City will continue to utilize this aquifer as the sole source of 
water. Active wells are listed in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
City of Woodburn 

Existing Wells 
No. Description Capacity Function 

3 Library 500 gpm Provides water to the 
Depth= 198' central part of 

Woodburn 
4 Sett1emier Well located at 600 gpm Provides water to the 

the intersection of West Depth= 183' central part of 
Hayes St. and Settlemier Woodburn 
Avenue. Drilled in 1952 

7 Nazarene Well located on 1,000 gpm Provides water to the 
Woodland Avenue. Drilled Depth= 333' northwest part of 
in 1967 Woodburn 

g Legion Park Well located 868 gpm Provides water to the 
on Alexandra Avenue. Depth= 194' southern area of 
Drilled in 1974 Woodburn 

9 Warren Donnet Well 1,000 gpm Provides water to the 
located on Country Club Depth=280' north central area of 
Road Woodburn 

10 Centennial Well located 1,000 gpm Provides water to the 
2205 National Way. Depth+279' north central area of 
Drilled in 1988 Woodburn 

11 Astor Way located at 1200 1000 gpm Provides water to the 
Astor Way. Drilled in 1989 Depth= 288 ' north central area of 

Woodburn 

The 2001 Water Master Plan found that the City needed to install six new wells in the 
west and southwest area ofthe City to increase the total well capacity to 
approximately 12 mgd. To stay ahead of growth in water demands these wells were 
programmed to be installed at an approximate rate of one well every five years. The 
proposed well projects from the Master Plan are listed in Table 3 as follows 
(estimated in year 2000 dollars): 

Table 3 
Woodburn Water Master Plan 

Proposed Well Projects 
Project Description Year of Improvement Estimated Costs 

(2000 Dollars) 
Drill 2 wells at South Woodburn site 2002 $680,000 
Drill 2 wells at S. W oodbum site 2015 $425,000 
Drill 2 wells at West Woodburn site 2022 $335,000 

Totals (2000 Dollars) $1 ,440,000 

Following the recommendations of the Water Master Plan, Woodburn developed two 
new wells in 2003 at south Woodburn sites as follows: 

• Well 12 at 828 Parr Road 
• Well 13 at 515 Settlemier A venue 

During the facility planning p~ocess for the water treatment facilities it was 
determined that the cost of connection of well 8 to the National Way Treatment Plant 
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were excessive and there were further concerns regarding the construction and future 
water production capability of WellS. The decision was made to construct a new 
well in the northern area of the City that would allow simplified transmission line 
connection and be constructed in a manner to provide for a more reliable long term 
water source . . Subsequently Welll4 was constructed at 3015 National Way and a 
raw water transmission line connects this well to the National Way Treatment Plant. 
The locations of the treatment facilities within the system are shown on Figure 10:.. 11. 

Source Water Protection Plan 

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 tpe flow patterns of the 
aquifers. Th~, Troutdale aquifer, from which the City,s wells obtain 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. 

Water Demand 

Existing Demand 

Table 4 contains information from 199.2 to 1995 from metering records of the average 
daily water demand (ADD) and the maximum daily water demand (MD D). 

Table4 
Woodburn Yearly Water Demand <t> 

Average Daily Maximum Daily Demand1
"' 

Demand 
Year MGD MGD Month in which 

MDD Occurred 
1992 1.89 4.36 June 
1993 1.73 3.88 August 
1994 1.91 . 4.45 July 
1995 1.88 4.57 July 
1996 1.88 4 .21 July 
1997 1.89 4.26 August 
_1998 2.01 4 .41 July 
1999 2.13 4.46 July 
2000 2.18 5.30 August 
2001 2.19 4.27 July 
2002 2.31 4.86 August 
2003 2.28 5.25 July 
2004 2.38 5.43 July 
1 

'
1 Based on metering records 

<
2
> Based on ratio ofMDD/ADD from pumping records 

The following table shows the total water demand by land use category, the total 
number of connections (in 1996) by land use category, the water demand by each 
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connection by land use category and the percent of total water demand by land use 
category. 

Table 5 
Woodburn Existing Water Demand Per Demand Category 

Demand Category Total No. or Unit demand v' Percent or Total 
Demand Connections (gpd/connectlon) Demand 

(gpd) (1) (%) 
Single Family 1,098,000 4,176 266 62.00 
Residential 
Multi-F:amily 310,400 127 2,440 17.00 
Residential ·-Commercial 315,800 386 820 18.00 
Industrial 520 3 173 0.03 
City Owned 38,300 56 697 2.00 
Fire Service 1,300 53 26 0.07 
Other 13,800 0. 90 
(Flushing)* 
TOTAL 1,778,000 4,800 100.00 
(1) As ofApril1996 
(2) Based on number of connections in June 1995 and demand from June 1994 
(3) gpd = gallon per day .. • Does not mclude "Unaccounted for water . 

Single-family residence~ used approximately 266 gpd per connection. Multiple 
family residential uses have from 2 to 192 dwelling units per connection, with a 
median of 12. Records show that the water demand per multi-family connection is 
higher than for single-family uses. The 2001 Water Master Plan estimated that water 
demand per capita was 97 gallons per capita. · 

As the table indicates, about 80 percent of the total water demand is from residential 
uses. Commercial uses account for 18 percent, city connections for 2 percent and less 
than one percent comes from industrial uses and fire service. 

All water systems have a certain amount of water that is produced by the system that 
cannot be accounted for by billing records. This is termed "unaccounted-for water" 
and it results from un-metered demands, meter inaccuracies, leakage, hydrant and line 
flushing and testing, and authorized or unauthorized hydrant use. Typical water 
systems, nationwide, average from 5 to 10 percent unaccounted-for water. 

Woodburn conducts annual audits of pumping and water consumption records. Data 
from 1986 through 2004 were summarized in Table 6 as follows: 

Table 6 
Woodburn Unaccounted For Water 

Unaccounted for Water 
Year MG 

1986 - 87 31.0 
1987 - 88 30.9 
1988 - 89 50.1 
1989- 90 67.0 
1990 - 91 50.4 
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1991 • 92 86.3 11 
1992 . 93 64.4 10 
1993 • 94 55.3 8 

•... 1994. 95 56.6 9 
1995-96 48.1 7 
1996-97 41.2 6 
1997-98 55.2 8 
1998-99 58.7 8 
1999-00 46.6 6 
2000-01 71.8 9 
2001-02 50.1 6 
2002-03 58.9 7 
2003-04 43.5 5 
Average 54.7 8 

The unaccounted-for water in Woodburn ranges from 5 to 11 percent of production 
with a median and average of 8 percent. Woodburn gives leaking pipelines priority 
for replacement in its distribution system maintenance budget. 

Projected Year 2020 Demand 
The 2001 Water Master Plan was based on moderate measures to conserve water, that 
the plan expects to reduce demand between 5 and 8 percent, including the following: 

• Leak detection and water line repair and upgrading. 
• Annual water audit to calculate the amount of unaccounted-for water. 
• Metering of all service connections. . 
• A public education program using bill insert~ to publicize the need for 

water conservation. 
• Technical assistance measures including a bill showing the consumption 

history and customer assistance for questions related to water 
conservation. 

• Promotion of conservation for nurseries and park department facilities and 
low water demand landscaping in all retail customer classes. 

• Increasing Block Structure for water rates. 

The W ater Master Plan estimated that by the year 2020 average day demands (ADD) 
may increase to 4.47 million gallons per day and maximum day demand (MDD) may 
increase to 10.28 million gallons per day. 

Table 7 
Water Demand Projections 

No Conservation Impact Moderate Conservation Impact 
Year ADD (mgd) MDD(mgd) ADD (mgd) MDD(mgd) 

20 10 2.96 6.81 2.73 6.28 
20 15 3.51 8.07 3.23 7.43 
2020 4.1 4 9.52 3.82 8.79 
2025 4.70 10.82 4.36 10.02 
2030 5.25 12.08 4.86 11.1 8 
2035 5.74 13.20 5.32 12.23 
2040 6.17 14.19 5.7 1 13.14 
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Table~ 
Water Production Capability Projections . 

No Conservation Impact Moderate Conservation Impact 
Year ADD(mgd) MDD (mgd) ADD(mgd) MDD (mgd) 

2010 3.20 7.35 2.95 6.78 
2015 3.79 8.72 3.49 8.03 
2020 4.47 10.28 4.130 9.50 
2025 5.08 11 .68 4.70 10.82 
2030 5.67 13.05 5.25 12.08 
2035 6.20 14.26 5.74 13.20 
2040 6.66 15.32 6.17 14.19 

Treatment 
Historically, the City of Woodburn provided no water treatment or disinfection because 
the quality of water derived from city wells has proven not to require disinfection and 
neither state nor federal water regulations require treatment or disinfection for wells. 
Increasing concerns with the odor, taste and staining problems generated by iron and 
manganese in the groundwater, a potential decrease in the federal arsenic standard and 
potential regulation of radon led the City to update its master plan and develop a 
treatment plan for the City's water supply. Woodburn complies with the parts of the Safe 
Drinking Act that are currently in force and apply to the City. 

Iron and manganese levels in the City's water source have caused numerous complaints 
about the aesthetic quality of the water. To eliminate the iron and manganese problems, 
the Water Master Plan recommended that the City construct neighborhood treatment 
plants. 

Table 9 
Woodburn Water Master Plan 

.. 
' 

Treatment System Summary of budgetary Cost Estimates 
Treatment Component Year oflmprovement . Estimated Costs 

(2000 Dollars) 
Raw Water Transmission 2003 
Pipelines · 
Raw Water Transmission 2015 
Pipelines 
Raw Water Transmission 2022 
Pipelines 
Reservoir Improvements 2004 
Drill2 Wells at S. Woodburn 2002 
Site 
Drill2 Wells at S. Woodburn 2015 
site 
Drill2 Wells at W. Woodburn 2022 
Site 
Construct three 2.7 MGD 2005 
Treatment Plants 
S. Woodburn Treatment Plant 2015 
Expansion 
Construct W. Woodburn 2022 
Treatment Plant 

Volume 
Final Draft 2005 Woodburn Public Facilities Plan Page 

$1,079,000 

$413,000 

$195,000 

$4,127,000 
$680,000 

$425,000 

$335,000 

$ 10,288,000 

$1 ,500,000 

$1,720,000 

5 
1731 Pagel 1 



Totals (2000 Dollars) I $-20,762,ooo 1 

The City is nearing completion of three neighborhood treatment plants as recommended 
in the Water M~ter Plan. The three treat~ent plants are located at well sites on National 
Way, Country Club Road and Parr Road.' These treatment facilities· treat water from 
wells at their sites and water transmitted from nearby wells through raw water 
transmission lines constructed when the treatment plants were constructed in 2003-2004. 
The locations of the treatment facilities are shown on Figure 10-11. 

Storage 
Water system storage is considered to be comprised of three elements: equalizing, fire 
flow and emergency. "Equalizing storage" provides water supply when customer 
demand .exceeds the capacity of the wells and pumps to produce water flow. · ''Fire flow 
reserves" provides the volume of water needed to provide the demand for fire flow for a 
fire having a ~te quration~ "Emergency storage" supplies water when a portion of the 
water production system is out of comm.issiotl. The same volume of storage can serve all 
three purposes. The W ~ter Master Plan projects that in the year 2020 these storage 
requirements will be as follows: · · 

• Emergency s.tandby 
• Fire Flow Reserves 
• Equalizing Storage 

1,400,000 Gal 
1,500,000 Gal 
2,230,000 Gal 

The City has an elevated reservoir located near Broadway and Front Street. It is 130-feet 
high, was built in 1965 and has a capacity of750,000 gallons. This reservoir is in good 
condition and is planned to continue in service without substantial repair during the 
planning period. An older, smaller tank located next to this tank is scheduled for 
demolition. 

In normal operating conditions, pressure within the water system is established by the 
elevated reservoirs. When demand in the system draws down the reservoir level, pumps 
at the wells are turned on to pump into the system and to replenish the reservoir supply. 
If the level in the reservoir continues to drop after the first well pump has turned on, more 
pumps receive signals to tum on and pump into the system until the tank water level 
reaches pre-determined shutoff level. 

When the treatment plant becomes operational the pressure within the water system will 
be established by the larger elevated reservoir. Backup pressure, which had been from 
the smaller elevated reservoir, will now be established from booster pumps at each of the 
treatment plant sites and pressure sensors located at various locations in the City. The 
booster plant pumps will operate to maintain water levels in the elevated reservoir and to 
supply demands placed upon the system by users. If the elevated reservoir is out of 
service for maintenance or other reasons the treatment plant booster pumps and pressure 
sensor system will maintain desired system pressure. 

The 200 1. Water Master Plan found that there was a significant deficiency in water 
storage capacity. The existing storage was sufficient to equalize demand within the 
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system and to provide minimal fire flow reserves, but does not provide emergency · 
standby storage nor to satisfy ISO fire flow standards. The plan recommends the City 
construction 4.4 million gallons of new storage capacity~ to increase ··the total storage· 
volume to 5.15 million gallons, comprised of2.25 million gallons equalizing and 2.9. 
million gallons of emergency-standby/fire flow reserve storage. The plan recommends 
that the storage be provided in two reservoirs, each providing 2.2 million gallons and that 
the reservoirs be located at the proposed treatment plant sites. These reservoirs were 
recommended to be grade-level facilities. 

In the design review process for treatment facility construction the decision was made to 
place reservoirs at all three treatment plant locations. The decision was made to allow the 
reservoirs to reduce levels of radon in the City groundwater supply. Although not 
finalized, the proposed federal limit on radon in drinking water is exceeded in some city 
wells. The City decided to place radon reduction systems in reservoirs. To fully treat all 
water supplies for radon required a reservoir at ·each treatment site. Reservoirs sizes were 
2.7 million gallons at Parr Road, 0.3 million gallons at Country Club Road ·and 1.7 
million gallons at National Way. With the 0.75 million gallons at the existing reservoir 
the. City has a total of 5.45 million gallons which exceeds the projected 2020 master plan 
requirement of 5.13 million gallons of storage. The location of these reservoirs is shown 
on Figure 10-11. 

Grade level storage utilizes pumps to move water into the distribution system and work 
with the elevated storage reservoir to maintain water pressure. The pumps need to be 
large enough to satisfy anticipated peak demand flow rates. They also need to have an 
aut~mated auxiliary power supply to assure water is available during power failure. All 
three of the treatment plants have emergency generators capable of plant operation as 
well as operation of the wells located at each of the treatment plant sites. The City has 
portable generators that can used to provide emergency power to other wells. 

In 2003-2005 the City is constructing a new storage facility at each of the three new 
treatment plants. The locations of the storage facilities within the system are shown on 
Figure 10-11. 

Water Distribution System 
There is approximately 66 miles of transmission and distribution piping ranging from l
inch to 18-inches in diameter. Approximately four miles are piping with sizes of 4-
inches or less. Substandard pipe of l-inch and 2-inch diameter is being routinely 
replaced. The majority of the pipe within the service area is 6-inch or 8-inch diameter 
service piping. (The City is not required to address these segments of the distribution 
system in the public facilities plan). 

A summary of the quantity of pipe by diameter is illustrated in Table 10 as follows : 
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Table 10 
Summary of Woodburn 2004 Water System Pipe Inventory 

Pipe Sl:t~ .... ·· ·~ .. -· Total'l~ength of Pipe (feet)·· · · . ,•' r • ":" • 

4" 14,034 
6" 153,201 
8" 188,483 

10" 17,670 
12" 65,958 
14" 8,419 
16" 1,425 
18" 2,336 

The majority of the pipe in the system is ductile or cast iron. There is a significant 
amount of asbestos-cement pipe in the Senior Estates area. This _asbestos-cement pipe 
has not caused any water quality problems. The City routinely repairs and replaces older 
leaking or undersized pipes as part of~ annual maintenance program. These pipe 
repairs and replacements are performed by water division personnel or throu~- contracts 
listed in the City's capital improvement program. 

Pressure within the distribution system is generally between 50 and 60 psi. The water 
master plan did not identify significant pressure deficiencies during maximum day flows. 
When water is pumped from the distribution system to fight a fire, water pressure within 
the system can be reduced. State administrative rules require the system maintain a 

- minimum pressure of20 psi. Pumping systems installed as a part of the water-treatment 
project (at each of three treatment plants) will allow this requirement to be met during a 
fire event. 

The City requires the maximum day demand plus fire flow for a proposed development to 
be calculated. Demand must not exceed available supply. Calculated available fire flow is 
compared to the standards in Table 11, which include the Insurance Services Office 
standards for fire flow . . 

Table 11 
Fire Flow Demands by Zoning Classification 

(AJl flows are calculated on the Maximum Day) 
Zoning Classification Minimum Required Duration (Hours) 

Fire Flow (gpm) 
Residential ( <12 units/acre) 1,000 2 
Residential (> 12 units/acre) 3,000 3 
Commercial 3,000 4 
Public Use 4,000 4 
Industrial 5,000 5 

If the available fire flow is less than the required value, the developer may be required to 
either modify the proposed method of construction to reduce the required fire flow or 
make system improvements to increase the avai lable fi re flow in the water system to the 
development. 
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The 2001 Water Master Plan recommended replacing inadequate segmenttofthe water 
distribution· system before emergency situations occur or before capacity problems arise. · 

--~-- The· City WilT'amitiallyfund an ongoing substandard"main replacement program. The · 
Water Master Plan established priorities for replacing pipes as follow_s: 

• Pipes in areas of related frequent customer complaints. 
• Leaking pipes. 
• Pipes identified by either maintenance or operations as problem pipes. 
• Pipes four inches or less in diameter, and in areas that have the potential for 

growth. 
• Undersized transmission mains. 
• Aged Asbestos cement pipe. 
• Aged steel or cast iron pipe. 
• Lead joint pipes 

As areas within the UGB develop, the City will require developers to extend the 
transmission mains into these areas and make any improvements necessary to the 
distribution system. Although the 2001 Water Master Plan did not include project costs 
for distribution improvements in areas to be developed in the future, Table 13 describes 
water system improvements, costs and timing necessary to serve the expanded Woodburn 
UGB. As areas annex to the City and develop, the City will detennine the exact 
. configuration of the transmission pipe system. 

Telemetry and Controls 
The existing pumping system has an antiquated control system based on mercury 
switch technology. The treatment plants will utilize a modem Supervisory Control 
and Data Acquisition (SCAD A) system. The SCAD A system will automate 
operation of each individual facility, enable monitoring and control from a central 
location and provide reliable communication between sites. The SCAD A syst~m will 
optimize water production and control and alarm notification. An operations center at 
the water division shop will be the central base for the computer SCADA system. 
Existing water wells will be incorporated into the SCAD A system. Communication 
between sites and the operations center will be through a radio telemetry system. 

Short Term Water Projects 
Table 12 shows the water distribution system projects in the Capital Improvement 
Program for the next six years. Note that: 

1.) CIP projects occur within the existing (2005) utility service area. Utility service 
areas are coincident with City Limits. 

2.) Service areas change as annexations occur, because the City must demonstrate 
that adequate services are available to serve potential annexation. 

3.) Projects typically are added to the CIP when land is annexed to the City. Thus 
projects not identified on the CIP are possible within the short-term (next five 
years). 
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4.) Projects not listed on CIP may be developer-sponsored, grant-funded, or financed 
by· other means, as City may approve. . 

5.) Se~ Table 13 for projects required to serve land within the expanded Urban 
Growth Boundary. 

Table 12 
Planned Water Improvement Projects 

Woodburn Capital Improvements Program 
Flsc:al Years 2003-2009 

Project Project 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2006-08 
Number 
1 Hwy 214 widening $44,000 
2 Laurel Avenue (replace $46,000 

line) 
3 Hwy 99E: Tomlin to Laurel $22,000 
4 Hwy 99E: Laurel to Aztec $16,500 ·'· 

5 99 E at Sllverton Road $110,000 
(bore) 

6 N First Street/N. Second $18, 
(loop) 700 

7 N. Fifth Street (replace $44,000 
line) 

8 . Hwy 214 A Mill creek 
A Bore $55,000 
B Loop line installation $132,000 

9 Hwy 99E: Blaine to Aztec $44, 
000 

10 Hwy 99 E: Blaine to $66, 
Lincqln 000 

11 Ogle/ParriS. Boones Ferry $96, 
000 

12 McKinley St. Line $22,000 
Capacity Imp. 

13 Lincoln to Hardcastle $132,000 
(loop) 

14 99 E South (New Line) $132,000 
15 Silverton Road (Loop) . $44,000 
16 Water System 

Rehabilitation 
17 Water Treatment $9 million $6.8 $1mi 

million Ilion 

2008-09 

18 Hwy 214/99E Loop Line $100,000 
19 

20 

2 1 

22 

Volume 
Page 

Hazelnut Dr. -n Replace 
Bridge Line 
Brown street - Line Rehab $27,500 
(materials only) 
Parr Road to Evergreen 
Loop 
Woodburn Village Line $61 ,600 
Replacement 
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Funding 
The City allocates its water budget into five funds: Water fund, Water Well Constr.uc:tion 
Fund, Water Equipment Replacement Reserve Fund, ~d the Water System DevelopQlent 
Trust Fund. The available sources of revenues come from water user fees, service fees, 
interest revenues, system development charges and miscellaneous revenues. 

The City last completed a rate study in 1999. The purpose of the study was to determine 
the rates and system development charges that would be necessary to fund needed capital 
improvements and to ensure the ongoing fiscal health of the water system. The study 
also ensured that required increases were equitable in terms of what each class of user 
pays. The rates and charges determined were to provide revenue for capital 
improvements and for operation of the water supply, treatment and distribution system. 

Water rates were determined utilizing a cost-of-service or functional allocation of costs. 
The intent of this allocation is to recover revenue from classes of customers according to 
the demands that they place on the system. Customer classifications included single 
family residential, multi-family residential, commercial, industrial and fire service in 
recognition of the different demands placed by each of the classifications. Single family 
residential, the largest water user~ includes a fixed rate meter charge and a three tier 
increasing block volume rate. The volume block rate increased at quantities equal to 
average winter and summer water use. Other classifications of users were charged a 
fixed meter charge and a single volume rate. 

Service fees are evaluated annually and are based primarily on the cost to provide the 
service. The system development charge is the sum of a calculated reimbursement fee 
and improvement fee. The reimbursement fee recovers costs associated with ~apital 

_ improvements already constructed or under construction. The improvement fee recovers 
costs aSsociated with capital improvements to be constructed in the future . The basis for 
the fee is peak daily water demand. 

Table 13 on the following page identifies short- and intermediate-term projects necessary 
to serve 2005 UGB expansion areas. 
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Table 13 
Project List • Water Plan 

Minor distribution lines within expansion areas are not included 

Refer to Maps for generalized locations of Trunk Lines 

Estimated 
0·5 Year Projects 

Expansion 
Area- Location Description LF Unit $ Cost Funding 

Southwest Industrial 
SOC/Developer 

Looped Line - NW of 1-5 12-inch Water Main 12,500 75 $937,500 /CIP 
to SE of 1-5 

12-lnch Water Main 
Woodburn Town Center (Offslte) 8,200 75 $615,000 Developer 

SOC/Developer 
Parr Road and Other 12-lnch Water Main 9,700 75 $727,500 /CIP 

North Area 

.... ~·--·~·· ·· ---.·-·· SOC/Developer 
East of Boone Ferry 12-inch Water Main 8,900 75 $667,500 /CIP 

6-15 Year Projects 
;, , .. _ 

Southwest Industrial 

12-inch Water Main 
SOC/Developer 

Looped Line 5,900 75 $442,500 /CIP 

Western Exce9tlon Area 
SOC/Developer 

Arney Rd to Butteville Rd. 12-inch Water Main : 4,500 75 $337,500 /CIP 
Butteville Road to 
POC on Hwy 214 West of SOC/Developer 
Willow Lane 12-inch Water Main 4,800 75 $360,000 /CIP 

North Area 
SOC/Developer 

South of Crosby 12-inch Water Main 8,950 75 $671,250 /CIP 

South Area 

SOC/Developer 
Looped (99E to Settlemier) 12-inch Water Main 10,800 75 $810,000 /CIP 
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SANITARY SEWER PLAN 

In November 1993, the City of Woodburn was notified by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 
to develop a plan to meet the more stringent Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) 
effluent limits developed for the Pudding River. The volume of water in the Pudding 
River, during the summer months (July and August), is so low the river cannot dilute the 
treatment plant effluent sufficiently. Low flows result in oxygen levels, needed by 
certain aquatic life, to be .below acceptable limits. The inability to maintain sufficient 
oxygen levels is the main reason the Pudding River has been classified as a water-quality
limited stream. Total maximum daily loads were established for the Pudding River and 
waste load allocations set for the Woodburn POTW. 

In response to DEQ notification, the City prepared and. adopted the 1995 Wastewater 
Facilities Plan for its wastewater treatment and collection system. This plan is designed 
to guide operations and improvements to the City's treatment system through the year 
2020. In addition to providing upgrade guidelines for the existing system, to meet 
regulatory requirements, the facilities plan provides for increasing the system's capacity 
to accommodate planned residential, commercial and industrial growth. 

Additional efficiency is built into the plan by providing for phas~!!, s_cm~truction of the 
improvements. The estimated cost of treatment facilities is divided into two phases. 
Phase 1 estimated costs (in 1998 dollarsrare $38.3 million; Phase 2 estimated costs (in 
1998 dollars) are $11 .9 million. The plan will enable the City to look ahead to long-term 
needs through the year 2020, while implementing the improvements only as they are 
needed. 

Thel995 Wastewater Facilities Plan was designed to 43,672 persons, and thus can readily 
accommodate the coordinated Year 2020 population project approved by Marion County 
(34,919). This projection was based on an average annual growth rate of2.8%, whereas 
the Wastewater Facilities Plan utilized a growth rate of3.4 perc~nt. Based on this 
information, the existing Wastewater Facilities Plan will provide sufficient capacity for 
the 2005 UGB amendments and projected population growth through 2020. Table 13 . 
identifies projects to serve the UGB as expanded in 2005. In fact, the master plan study 
area encompassed the area within the pre-2005 Woodburn UGB and potential UGB 
expansion areas that are now included within the 2005 UGB. Areas outside the UGB 
were also included in the study for public health reasons. The potential also existed that 
other uses, such as trailer parks, outside the UGB could be served in the interest of public 
health. 

On December 28, 2004, the U.S. Environmental Quality Protection Agency (EPA) and 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) issued the City a National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit. The compliance schedule with this 
permit requires the City to develop a plan and construct facili ties for meeting the more 
stringent POTW effluent limits developed for the Pudding River. The treatment plant's 
wastewater effluent temperature/winter ammonia discharge is higher than can be directly 
discharged to the Pudding River during parts of the year. Increased river 
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temperatures/winter ammonia levels have an adverse affect upon aquatic life. DEQ h~s 
established temporary temp~rature and winter ammonia limits until the establishment of 
total maximum daily loads for the Pudding River and waste load allocations are set for 
the Woodburn POTW. In response to the NPDES compliance schedule, the City will 
prepare a Wastewater Facilities Plan update for its wastewater treatment plant and 
collection system. · 

Treatment 
Phase 1 of planned improvements. to the wastewater treatment facility was completed in 
2003. A di~gram showing the physical layout of the· treatment facility is shown in Figure 
7-2 of the Wa8tewater Facilities Plan. Detailed descriptions and maps of the existing and 
proposed system also are included in the Wastewater Facilities Plan. 

The hydraulic design capacity of the treatment plant is 3.3 mgd average dry weather flow, 
and 16 mgd peak hourly flow. The average total biochemical oxygen demand (BODS) 
capacity is 6,SOO lb/day BODS. Currently, the plant has an average daily dry weather 
flow of 2.10 mgd, with average for the peak month being 2.9 mgd, and a wet weather 
peak hourly flow of 13 mgd. The plant average daily load of BODS is 4,SOO lb/day and a 
maximum daily load of 10,S75lb/day. 

No major improvements to the facility have been necessary since Phase 1 construction . . 
Phase 2 improvements will be constructed when Phase 1 facilities near capacity which is 
anticipated to occur by 2008. As discussed above, Phase 1 a.Ild 2 improvements provide 
sufficient capacity for the 2005 urban growth boundary amendments and· projected 

· population growth through 2020. 

Primary Collection System 
The wastewater collection system conveys wastewater from residential, commercial and 
industrial facilities to the treatment facility. A diagram showing the layout of the existing 
sewer trunk and interceptor lines and pump stations is shown in Figure 2 of the 
Wastewater Facilities Plan. Figure 3 shows the pre-2005 sewerage service area. The 
Woodburn sanitary sewerage collection system is composed of approximately 14.4 miles 
of trunk and interceptor line and 10 pump stations. Figure 1 shows the sewerage service 
area analyzed in the Wastewater Facilities Plan and shows areas considered for service 
expansion outside of the current UGB. 

To supplement the 1995 Wastewater Facilities Plan, the Woodburn Public Works 
Department analyzed of the ability of the City to provide wastewater facilities to 2005 
UGB expansion areas (ref. UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004). This study 
provides an analysis of the wastewater collection system improvements needed to serve 
UGB expansion areas and cost estimates of the improvements. In all cases, it was 
concluded that the existing wastewater collection system would have sufficient capacity 
to serve the proposed expansion areas and all proposed expansion areas could feasibly be 

lfl ~ serviced on a cost efficient basis. 
t--
~ 

The Wastewater Facilities Plan provides a description of potential needed improvements 
to the collection system. The results of the hydraulic analysis showed that the Mill Creek 
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Pump Station and Pump Station Numbers 1, 2, 3, and 9 might require capacity upgrades. 
(Since preparation of the Wastewater Facilities Plan, Pump Station 1 has been replaced. 
Construction of a replacement is currently nearing completion at Pump Station 9. In 
addition, the Front Stre~t Interceptor through the downtown area to Lincoln Street and the 
trunk line along Highway 214 and Astor Way serving the northern portion of town will 
require improvement to increase capacity. Additional problems are not expected, but the 
problems listed above are expected to get worse. Further analysis of the condition of 
wastewater collection facilities is included in Volume II of the Wastewater Facilities 
Plan. 

Table 1 below identifies sanitary sewer projects necessary to serve 2005 UGB expansion 
areas. 

Table1 
Project List • Sanitary Sewer Plan 

Minor collection lines within expansion areas are not Included 
Refer to Maps for generalized locations of Trunk Lines 

0·5 Year Projects 

Expansion Area Location Description Quantity Unit$ 

Southwest Industrial 
1200 LF 18-inch Line 

Co'"· ~hare (60%) East of 1-5 Upgrade 720 100 

NWofl-5 18-inch Trunk 1,500 100 

NW of 1-5 12-inch Trunk 3,000 75 

NW of 1-5 1 0-inch Trunk 1,200 55 

NW of 1-5 8-inch 900 45 

SE ofl-5 18-inch.Trunl< 3,000 100 

SE of 1-5 12-inch Trunk 3,200 75 

SE of 1-5 8-inch 1,000 45 
Woodburn Town 
Ctr. 24-inch 3,600 150 

1-5 Pump Station Minor Upgrade 50,000 

North Area 
East of Boones 8-inch gravity trunk 
Ferry sewer 1,325 45 
East of Boones 12-inch gravity trunk 
Ferry sewer 4,1 60 65 

N. Trunk/Hazelnut Listed on CIP 

Final Draft 2005 Woodbum Public Facilities Plan Volume 
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$150,000 

$225,000 

$66,000 
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$300,000 

$240,000 

$45,000 
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$50,000 
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)-15 Year Projects 

)outhwest Industrial 
North of South SOC/Developer 
Arterial 12-inch Trunk 3,200 75 $240,000 /CIP 

Western ExceRtlon Area 
1200 LF 18-inch Line SOC/Developer 

Cost Share (40%) East of 1-5 Upgrade 460 100 $48,000 /CIP 
3240 LF 12-inch Line SOC/Developer 

Cost Share (40%) SW Industrial Area Extension 1,296 75 $97,200 /CJP 

North Area 

South Area 

SOC/Developer 
Butteville Road 6-inch Gravity 2,800 45 $126,000 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
1-5 Pump Station Pump Station Upgrade 1 300,000 $300,000 /CIP 

6-lnch gravity trunk SOC/Developer 
Butteville Road sewer 3,000 45 $135,000 /CIP 

6-inch gravity trunk SOC/Developer 
South of Crosby sewer 4,110 45 $184,950 /CIP 

1 0-inch gravity trunk SOC/Developer 
South of Crosby sewer 4,470 55 $245,650 /CIP 

8-inch gravity trunk SOC/Developer 
West of Hwy 99E sewer 1,800 45 $61,000 /CIP 

1 0-inch gravity trunk SOC/Developer 
West of Hwy 99E sewer 1,350 65 $87,750 . /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
TBD Pump Station 1 300,000 $300,000 /CIP 
Brown Rd to SOC/Developer 
Cleveland Force Main 3,000 60 $160,000 /CIP 

Funding 
To assure that the impact of providing and maintaining new sewer collection facilities is 
not a burden to the community, new development will be required to pay for the cost of 
collection facilities needed to serve such development. Extra capacity facilities required 
to meet the standards of the Master Sewer Plan will be paid from accumulated revenue of 
the System Development Charge Fund. 

The City will continue paying the cost of maintaining and improving the existing 
collection system with funds derived from user fees. Treatment plant upgrades will be 
financed through a combination of system development charge funds, loans, and grants. 
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STORM WATER PLAN 

The Woodburn Stonn Drainage Master Plan was prepared by Crane and Merseth 
Engineering/Surveying in 1995, and was updated in 2002. The study area of the Storm 
Drainage Master Plan included the area within the UGB as it existed before the 2005 
amendments and areas immediately surrounding the City that contribute runoff to Mill 
Creek and Senecal Creek upstream of the City. The study area comprised approximately 
9,44 7 acres. 

The Storm Drainage Master Plan is based on identifying the impervious area that existed 
in the base year, 1994. The study then calculated impervious areas for future land uses 
based on an assumption that every parcel within the UGB fully developed at the 
maximum density allowed by the 2001 Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map. 

As ·noted, there are two major drainage basins within Woodburn- Senecal Creek and Mill 
Creek. See Figure 1, Senecal & Mill Creek drainage basin boundaries. The small basin, 
Senecal Creek is divided into i3 sub-basins (see Figure 4) and the larger basin, Mill 
Creek, is divided into 51 sub-basins (see Figure 5). These drainage basins will continue 
to serve planned development in 2005 UGB expansion areas. 

""'"'"'or..·· ..... ~ .... ~~ .. ,. ···--------

Existing Inventory- Major Drainageways 
Appendix A to the Storm Drainage Master Plan contains an inventory, June 1999, of the 
existing public storm water systems 12-inches and larger in diameter in the Mill Creek 
and Senecal Creek basins in the City ofWoodburn. 

• Table 1 contains a summary listing (by basin) of pipe sizes, materials, and 
conditions. 

• Table 2 includes data for culverts. 
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Table 1 
Mill Creek Tributary and Sub-basin 

Storm Drain Capacity Inventory 

Pipe/Channel Segment Flow Size/ Type Approx Adequacy 

Description Node/ Diameter Length Design Event Carried (YR) 
subbasin (Inches) (IT) 

1996 Full Build 
Conditions 

SUB-BASIN M-6Al 
Hardcastle Ave. 30th Outfall Line M-6A2 30" CSP 2800 100 25 . 
TRIBUTARY M-7 (Includes M-11-Cl 
·SETTLEMEIR TO FRONT ST. 
Front St. Crossing&. Leaping Weir #! 30 C~P 230 I 00 (Ponded) 2 (Ponded) 
Open Channel, I st to Front #7 DITCH 250 25, Storage Maintain as 

Area storage or Convey 
100cfs 

1st Street Crossing #7 30 CMP ISO 2 . <2 
Open Channel, 2nd to 1st #7 PITCH 200 lOO, out of Convey 100 CFS 

bank 
2nd St. Crossing #7 36 CMP 70 5 2 
36", 3rd io 2nd St Crossing #7 36 CMP 350 100 100 
42" Lincoln to 3r4d St #7b 42 CMP 1390 100 2S 
25" Settlemier to Lincoln #7b 24 RCP 280 25 <2 
*HAYES ST. LINE M- 18 RCP 390 10 (no add capacity) 

781.82 
**AUSTIN CTJHAYES ST. LINE M-781 18 RCP 750 10 (No add capacity) 
• M-781 15 RCP 440 10 (No add capacity) 
• M-781 18 RCP 520 10 (no add capacity) 
TRIBUTARY M-9a, MCkiNLEY/99e 
HWY 99e TO OUTFALL 
48" CMP Gatch St. Crossing #9A 48 CMP 375 100 100 
Open Channel, Gatch to Bryant #9a DITCH 800 tOO, ponded Convey 75 CFS 
48" Outfall @ Bryant #9a CMP 150 25 25 
48" CMP, Bryant to McKinley #9a 48 CMP 550 50 50 
McKinley St. 24", Conf. 48" to 99E M-9A3 24 CMP 600 <2 <2 
SUB-BASIN M-10 
12" Collector, Outfall to Jana Ave. M-10 12 CMP 470 2 \ (No add capacity 
12" Collector, Jana Ave. to Hawley M-10 12 CMP 650 2 (No add capacity 
TRIBUTARY M-11 
CLEVELAND ST. OUTFALL TO 
SETTLEMEIR 
Outfall Culvert, Brown to Cleveland #II (2) 42" RCP 100 ~ (Undetained) 
Open Channel, Front St. to Brown St. # II DITCH 50 5 (Undetained 
Front St. Crossing #11 a 48" RCP 200 50 5 (Undetained 
Park pipe, Settlemier to Front #lib 48" RCP 11 60 50 5 (Undetained 
Settlemier Crossing #lib 54" CMP 50 50 5 (Undetained 
18" A Street Collector M-11 18" 1 1300 5 <2 
SPUR M-118/PARR ST. TO CONF. 
Open Channel, Brown St. to Conf. Main M- DITCH 100, Convey 30 CFS 
Tributary 1181 /82 Backwater 

Ponding ... 
• A new stonn dram, m the Hayes/Hall VICinity was constructed m 2001. The !me d1verts flow from the 
indicated lines to an existing 48-inch trunk situated in Highway 214. This line ultimately discharges to Goose 

-.:r Creek, east ofNuevo Amanecer apartments. Calculations show that lines downstream from the diversion are 
II) f! now operating without potential for backwater during design stonn. 

,.... •• A sliplining or pipebursting project will be completed spring 2006. The project will correct problems that 
have contributed to diminished capacity of this line . 
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Crossing 
Description 

Flow 
Node 

Crosby Road Arch M-1 
Culvert 
Private Drive M-2 

Hazelnut Ave. M-4 
Bridge 
High School M-4 
Entrance Drive 
Hwy 214- Box M-5/6 
Culvert 
Front St and SPRR M-6 
Culverts 
Hardcastle A venue 
-&2" CMP 

··Lincoln Street 
Culvert 
Young StreetBox 
Culvert 
Cleveland Street 
Arch Cuivett 
Marshall Street 
Culvert 
Stark Street 
Culverts 
Wilson Street 
Culverts 

M-8 

M-9 

M-
10/11 
M-10 

M-10 

M-10 

M-12 

1995 Survey 
Data 
Size/ 
Diameter 

7'x10" 

8.3'x7.8' 
(96") 
Natural 
Section 
9.J'x14.0' 

12'x7.7' 

96" 

72" 
(defonned 
outlet) 
84" 
( defoni1ed) 
8'x6' 

9.3x16.4' 

48" 

(2) 48" 

(2) 52" 

Table 2 
Mill Creek Main Stem 

Existing Culvert Inventory 
Type Length Top of Road 

(Ff) Overflow 

CMP 
Arch 
CMP 

NA 

CMP 
Arch 
Con. 
Box 
CMP 

CMP 

CMP 

Con. 
Box 
CMP 
Arch 
RCP 

RCP 

69 

26 

80 

66.8 

73 

285 

182 

130 

100 

150 

57 

62 

RCP 74 

Elevation 

148.4 

149.1 

157.1 

158.9 

154.4 

180/6(RR) 

163.6 

169.3 

174.0 

168 (street) 

165.5 

167.9 

169.0 

Indtcates approxunate length only, no field survey data. 

-

Target 
Flood 
Elevation 
(FT) 

148.0 

149.0 

152.0 

153.4 

154.0 

156.0 

161.5 

163.5 

164.3 

164.4 

165.5 

167.0 

169.0 

Needed Drainage Improvements to Support Growth 

APPROXJMA TE 
CAPACITY 

Flow 
(CFS) 

340 

280 

>500 

490 

500 

430 

250 

290 

290 

210 

82 

200 

200 

Event 
(YR) 
1996 Bulldout 
5 2 

2 <2 

100 100 

100 100 

1 00 (Backwater 
Flooding) 
100 100 

50 25 

100 100 

100 100 

100 100 

10 5 

100 100 

100 100 

Recommendations for needed storm drainage projects are found in Chapter 9 of the 
Storm Drainage Master Plan. 

Detention Policy Implementation 

The Storm Drainage Master Plan includes a Stormwater Flow Management Program, 
including policies regarding detention. This policy requires on-site detention for new 
developments and identifies several locations in the City where a public detention 
facility may be sited. Detention facilities are sized based on the Council adopted 
guide presented in Table 3, "Volumes for Different Intensity stonns for 10-Acre 
Site." 
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Table 3 
Volumes For Different Intensity Storms 

For 10 Acre Slte 
Storms Results I A= Develop~d rt~ Volumes rt" 3600sec hrs 

(Intensities) 435,600 C=0.7i Sec storm sec hrs storm 
or 10 (Un)developed 
acres C+0.25 (ds) 

100 yr. 1.26" 0.467 in 435,600 ft" 0.1 3.313 32,205 ft' 32,205 w 
1.7 hrs hr or 10 acres --11 ,340 ft 

0.25 1.167 11,240 f~ 20,865 f? 
storage volume 

50 yr . . 1.20" 0.435 in 435,600 ~ 0.1 3.087 32,672 ft' 32,672 ft' 
1.76 hrs hr or 10 acres -10,800 ft 

0.25 1.087 10,800 f( 19,872 ftl 
storage volume 

25 yr. 1.14" 0.399 in 435,600 ~ 0.1 2.830 29,138 fr 29,138 ft" 
2.86 hrs hr or 10 acres --10,255 ft 

' - .-.-..... 
0.25 0.996 10,255 f( 18,883 ftl 

storage volume 

10 yr. 1.08" 0.364 in 435,600 ft'" 0.1 2.582 27,605 ft' 27,605 ft' 
2 .97 hrs hr or 10 acres -9,720 ft 

0.25 0.909 9,720 f( 17,885 ft3 
storage volume 

5 yr. ' I"'~ 0.285 in ,. ,. .. 1--' 0.93&1'--· -435,600~·'· . ., - ~. o. 1 ... , ~ · . ., ~- . · --·-- 2.024 23,8?9 ft' 23,899 ft' 
3.28 hrs hr or 10 acres -- 8,415 ft 

0.2S 0.713 8,415 f( 15,484 ~ 
storage volume 

2 yr. 0.800" 0.220 in 435,600 ft" 0.1 1.560 20,448 ft' 20,448 ft" 
3.64 hrs hr or 10 acres --7,200 ft 

0.25 0.549 7,200 f( 13,248 tr 
storage volume 

CITY OF WOODBURN 
RUN OFF DETENTION REQUIREMENT 
1) Construct a device that has capacity for detaining difference in run off volume received by 

undeveloped and developed land for a 25-year storm. 
2) Construct a discharge orifice of a size that the quantity of run off through the orifice is equal to run 

off flow from a storm of 5-year or less, undeveloped land. 
3) Construct a detention facility to have a post-development 25-year capacity with a discharge orifice 

(or structure) sized to limit outflow to no more than the undeveloped site peak run off for the 
existing (undeveloped) 5 year frequency storm. Detention volumes calculated by the following 
methods are acceptable: 

Volume 
Page 

A. Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph routing model (as prescribed by the King County 
Surface Water Design Manual) for the post development 25-year runoff hydrograph 
detained back to the existing 5-year peak site discharge. 

B . 18,883 CF/ 10 Acre drainage area as per City ofWoodburn standard table, above, based 
on the rational method 

SAFETY REQUIREMENTS 
1) Depth of storm water within 30 feet from. the edge of detention ponds, if open to public, shall be 

limited to 3 feet, then gradual slope (3%) to higher depth shall be allowed. Maximum pond side 
slopes shall be 3' horizontal to I' vertical, however, gentler slope is desirable . 

(End ofTable) 
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Portions of the existing drainageways .function as detention sites where East lincoln 
Street and Hardcastle Street (and others) are crossed. These sites, four located in the 
Mill Creek drainage and one located in the Senecal Creek drainage basin will 
continue to function as detention areas. Programs directed at improving public 
safeguards during periods of high flow and incorporation of storm water treatment · 
will be continued whenever possible. 

Short and Long-Term .Capital Improv_ements Projects 
Table 4 summarizes needed drainage improvements projects and is derived from the 
Woodburn Drainage Master Plan. 

TABLE4 
Needed Storm Improvement Project Summary 

Woodburn Drainage Master Plan 
Project Project N arne Drainage Subbasin Priority Estimated 

ID Basin ID Cost($) 
P1 Hardcastle Crossing MillCk M-8 High s 191,729 
P2 Front Street Detention & MillCk M-7 High s 151,436 

Crossing 
P3 Marshall Street Mill Ck M-10 High $ 78.560 
P4 Crosby Road Crossing MillCk M-1 N/A $ 587,159 

(county) 
PS Boones Ferry Crossing MillCk M-la High $ 53,157 
P6 Old town - 2nd street MillCk M-7 Medium $ 188,965 
•P7 East McKinley MillCk M-9a High $ $953,101 
P8 Stubb Rd Detention Mill Ck M-lla Medium $ 359,571 
P9 Gonnect 48" at 1-5 & Hwy 214 Senecal Ck ES-2 High N/A 
P10 Goose Creek Re-alignment MillCk M-5 High $ 224,577 

$2,788,255 
• This proJect was completed m 2004. 

The Storm Drainage Master Plan recommended that the city implement several storm 
drainage improvement projects. Five proposed projects within the Study area were given 
high priority for improvement. These are the Mill Creek!Hardcastle Road crossing; 
development of a detention facility at the Front Street park, addition of a 42-inch line 
across Front street and the railroad; adding capacity at Marshall street; ·increasing 
capacity at East McKinley near Bryan Street; and consolidation of storm flows into the 
existing 48-inch line crossing 1-5 ini.iilediately north of Hwy 21 4. 

• On Hardcastle Road, addition of a box culvert auxiliary (overflow) line in the 
embankment of the fill crossing Mill Creek is recommended. 

• On Front Street, flow from an open ditch in the park enters an 18" diameter pipe 
before it goes under Front Street. Flows beyond the capaci ty of the 18" pipe are 
diverted to an open ditch and routed northerly to an existing 30" diameter pipe, 
which crosses under Front Street and the Railroad. The new system would create 
a detention facility at the park and increase capacity of the line under Front Street 
and the railroad by constructing a 42-inch line in place of the existing 30" pipe. 
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• At the Marshall Street crossing of Mill Creek, addition of a second conduit 
(tentatively 54"'inch diameter) to increase capacity of the crossing and reduce 
flows that overtop the street is recommended for immediate development. 

• In the area of Blaine and East McKinley Streets, the existing storm system has 
inadequate capacity the Storm Drainage Master Plan recommends that the City 
abandon the sub-standard pipes and construct new larger diameter pipes within 
the public right-or-way. (This project was completed in 2004) 

• The study identified problems at the Crosby Road Crossing, owned by Marion 
County, and recommended that the City work with the County to improve this 
facility. 

• A dry-line 48-inch storm sewer was constructed asp~ of the ODOT I-5 
construction. this system can be utilized to relieve hydraulic loading to the storm 
system crossing under I-5 to the south ofHwy 214, when placed in service. 

• The study identified two locations along the main stem of Mill creek that appear 
to be overtopped during very high flow periods. These are the Goose Creek 
·confluence at Highway 214 near the Mill Creek Pump station and the private road 
crossing just south of Crosby Road. 

• At Mill Creek at the confluence of Goose Creek just south ofHighway 214 at the 
Mill Creek Pump Station there is significant probability of backwater build up 
during the 25-year event and overtopping at the highway embankment appears to 
be possible during the 1 00-year storm event. To alleviate this potential problem 
the Storm Drainage Master Plan recommends that the city realign the Goose 
Creek Tributary to cross Hwy 214 and intersect Mill Creek to the north ofHwy 
214. This would include the installation of a 60" diameter culvert. 

• The private drive south of Crosby Road is within the City limits but it is not a 
publicly-owned facility nor located within a public right-of-way. Therefore, the 
City does not have authority or responsibility for it. The capacity of the existing 
culver is inadequate to pass a 25-year event. The type, configuration and slope of 
the culvert limits the capacity to less than 250 cfs. The full build-out 1 00-year 
event flow at this location is estimated at 500 cfs. The Storm Drainage Master 
Plan recommends that it should be replaced with a 90" or 96" pipe. 

Table 5 describes storm drainage projects that appear on the 6-year capital improvements 
program. As with the Water CIP, please not that projects change as annexation occurs, 
and that projects that do not appear on the CIP may be funded and constructed in the 
short-term. This is especially true of projects needed to support industrial development 
within the SWIR. 
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Table 5 summarizes stonn drainage projects identified in the 6-year Capital ·· · 
'l Improvements Program. Note that projects may be added to this list based on Council 

priorities as land is annexed to the City. 

TABLES 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM: 2004-2005 THROUGH 2008 - 2009 

STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES 
Project Project 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 .2008-09 

# 
1 
2 
3 

4 

5 
6 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 

12 

13 
14 

15 

Bryan Street Outfall $39,000 $48,000 
Brown/Wilson Storm $130,000 
W .. Lincoln: Leasure to $45,000 
Cascade 
Landau/Laurel Storm (to $50,000 $500,000 $200,000 
Pudding) 
Manhal Street Culvert $80,000 
North 1st & 2nd (north of $62,000 
Church St.) 
N Front Det. -culvert to $151,000 
Commerce 
Hardcastle Culvert $192,000 
Replacement 
Settlemier Regional Detention $194,000 $295,000 
Misc. Wetland Mitigation $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 
Reline Settlemier Crossing N. $20,000 
of Hayes 
Reclaim Channel N. of $7,000 $25,000 
Progress Way 
Garfield-Workman-Hayes SD $59,200 
3"' St. @Nuevo Amanecer to $26,000 $70,000 
Hwy 214 
Oak Street - l" to 2°0 $25,000 

Funding 
To assure that the impact of providing and maintaining new storm drainage facilities is 
not a burden to the community, new development will be required to pay for the cost of 
storm drainage facilities needed to serve such development. Extra capacity facilities 
required to meet the standards of the Master Storm Drainage Plan may be paid from 
accumulated revenue of the System Development Charge Fund. 

The City will continue paying the cost of maintaining and improving the existing storm 
drainage system with funds derived from a combination of system development charges, 
Local Improvement Districts, and street maintenance and construction funds. 

Table 6 identifies stormwater projects that will be needed to support planned 
development in UGB expansion areas. Note that minor collection lines within 
expansion areas are not including and that storm water detention facility area 
requirements are calculated without identifying specific locations. Please refer to 
Appendix B maps for generalized locations of storm water trunk lines. 

Volume 5 
Page 1749 

Final Draft 2005 Woodburn Public Facilities Plan Pag&9 



., 

table 6 
Project List • Storm Drainage Plan 

Expansion 
Area Location Description Quantity Unit$ Estimated Cost Funding 

Southwest Industrial 
NWofl-5 

SOC/Developer 
North end 42-inch Storm Drain 2,200 200 $440,000 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
South end 36-inch Storm Drain 2,100 175 $367,500 /CIP 

TDB Detention Area 1.9 375,000 $712,500 
SOC/Developer 

/CIP 
SE of 1-5 

Evergreen Extn tct SOC/Developer 
Settlemler Park 42-inch Storm Drain 6500 200 $1,300,000 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
Parr Road 36-inch Storm Drain 3,800 175 $665,000 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
Near Stacey Allison 30-inch Storm Drain 2,200 155 $341,000 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
Near Stacey Allison 24-inch Storm Drain 2,700 120 $324,000 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
TBD Detention Area* 2.2 375,000 $825,000 /CIP 

• If detention is used, final design may indicate a smaller size for 42-inch Storm 

North Area 
East of Boones 
Ferry 18-inch Storm ·orain 
East of Boones 
Ferry 24-inch Storm Drain 

To Mill Creek 48-inch Storm Drain 

TBD 3.1 Acre Detention Area 

6-15 Year Projects 

Southwest Industrial 

Near South Arterial 24-inch Storm Drain 

Western Exception Area 
South Collection 
Lines 

Volume 
Page 

Butteville Road I RR 30-inch Storm Lines 

5 
1750 

Drain shown above. 

900 85 

930 120 

3,040 220 

3.1 80,000 

2,600 120 

3,000 145 
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SOC/Developer 
$76,500 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
$111,600 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
$668,800 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
$248,000 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
$312,000 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
$435,000 ' ""' 'P 

. -. ,.· 
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TBD 1.5 Acre Detention Area 1.5 

North Collection 
Lines 
Butteville I Senecal 
Cr 24-inch Storm Lines 3,400 

TBD 3/4 Acre Detention Area 0.8 

North Area 

South of Crosby Rd. 18-inch Storm Drain 3,500 

(western _area near 1-5) 

South of Crosby Rd. 24-lnch Storm Drain 850 

(central area) 

South of Crosby Rd. 36-inch Storm Drain 2,025 

(west of Boones Ferry) --
South Area 

East of Hwy 99E 18-inch Storm Drain 900 

East of Hwy 99E 21-inch Storm Drain BOO 

TBD Detention Area 1 

·) _., 
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80,000 

120 

80,000 

85 

120 

175 

85 

100 

80,000 

SOC/Developer 
$120,000 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
$408,000 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
$60,000 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
$297,500 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
$102,000 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
$354,375 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
$76,500 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
$80,000 /CIP 

SOC/Developer 
$80,000 /CIP 
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TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

The information in this section of the PFP is derived from the 2005 Update of the 
Woodburn Transportation Systems Plan.2 Planning for near~ and long-term 
transportation system needs is a priority for the City. The purpose of the update is to 
amend the TSP based on the following criteria: 

• State Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) requirements 
• Updated transportation model structure consistent with (1) ODOT technical 

specifications, and (2) local land use designations 
• Consistency with plans completed and underway since development of the 1996 

TSP . 
• Compliance with Economic Development Rule (OAR Chapter 660, Division 009) 

requirements that local plans identify short- and long-term transportation projects 
necessary to serve planned commercial and industrial development. 

The updated Woodburn TSP identifies planned transportation facilities and services 
needed to support land uses proposed in the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan in a manner 
consistent with the TPR (Oregon Administrative Rule [OAR] 660-012) and the Oregon 
Transportation Plan (OTP). 

A system of transportation facilities and services adequate to meet the City's 
transportation needs to the planning horizon year of2020 is established in the TSP 
update. The TSP includes plans for a transportation system that incorporates all modes of 
travel (i.e., auto, bicycle, pedestri;m, rail, marine, and public transportation), serves the 
urban area, and is coordinated with the state and county transportation network. 

Existing Facilities 
This section provides a general inventory and a deficiencies assessment of the existing 
transportation facilities within the Woodburn UGB. A more detailed assessment of 
existing facilities is found in Section 3 of the TSP. The TSP addresses pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, transit facilities, rail facilities, air transport facilities, pipeline transport 
facilities, water transport facilities, and roadway facilities. 

Pedestrian Facilities 
Figure 3-2 of the TSP illustrates the available pedestrian facilities and their relationship 
to major activity centers within Woodburn. As shown in Figure 3-2, gaps in the existing 
pedestrian system include the following areas: 
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• Oregon 214: Pedestrian facilities are not provided from 5th Street to Park Avenue 
in front of Woodburn High School on either side of the road. Sidewalks are also 
absent west of 1-5 and east of Oregon 99E around the commercial areas. 

• Boones Ferry Road: Pedestrian facilities are not provided on either side of the 
road north of Oregon 214, which abuts French Prairie Middle School and Lincoln 
Elementary School. 

• Settlemier Road: Sidewalks are not provided on the west side of the road north of 
Hayes Street nor on the east side of the road south of Cleveland Street. These 
connections would provide a continuous link between the residential areas to the 
south of Oregon 214 to French Prairie Middle School and Lincoln Elementary · 
School. 

• Hayes Street: Pedestrian facilities are not provided on the north side of the road 
across the street from Nellie Muir Elementary School. 

• Cascade Drive: Sidewalks are not ·provided on either side of the road between 
Hayes Street and Oregon 214. This connection would provide a link between the 
residential area around Hayes Street and the commercial developments on Oregon 
214. 

• Lincoln Street: Pedestrian facilities are not provided on the south side ofLincoln 
Street between Washington Elementary School and the commercial developments 
on Oregon 99E. · 

Bicycle Facilities 
Figure 3-3 of the TSP shows the existing bicycle routes in the city of Woodburn. As 
indicated in the figure, bicycle facilities in Woodburn have little connectivity between 
residential areas, schools, and commercial centers. Major connections are missing in the 
locations outlined below. 

• Boones Ferry Road/Settlemier Road: Bicycle facilities are not provided on 
Boones Feny Road and Settlemier Road. This connection would provide a link 
from residential communities north and south of Oregon 214 to the commercial 
areas on Oregon 214, French Prairie Middle School, and Lincoln Elementary 
School. 

• Oregon 2 I 4: Bicycle lanes are not provided west of Boones Ferry Road to 
connect with the commercial developments near I-5. 

• Front Street: Bicycle facilities are not provided on Front Street to connect 
residential are~ to the downtown commercial area. 

• Oregon 99E: Bicycle lanes are not provided south of Lincoln Street to connect 
with the commercial and industrial uses to the south. 

Public Transportation 
Figure 3-4 of the TSP shows existing transit routes in the city of Woodburn. Transit is 
provided in Woodburn by the Woodburn Transit System and Woodburn Paratransit 
System during the week. The Woodburn Transit System provides service on the major 
facilities within Woodburn, which include Oregon 99E, Oregon 214, Front Street, 
Boones Ferry Road, and Young Street. Intercity transit is also provided by OHAS, the 
Woodburn Family Clinic, Greyhound, and HUT Transportation. Volume 5 ----
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Rail Facilities 

Figure 3-5 depicts the location of rail crossings and the existing tracks. Nine at-grade 
crossings and one grade-separated crossirtg are located along Front Street and 
Cleveland Street within City "iimits. Three private rail crossings are not indicated on 
the map. These crossings are for driveways leading to residential dwellings. Of the 11 
crossings indicated on the map, seven are gated. 

The Union Paeific Railroad provides through train service and freight service north of 
Hardcastle Avenue. The Willamette Valley Railroad, a short-line operator, provides 
freight service along Front Street and Cleveland Street to serve local businesses. 
Willarnette Valley also provides freight service to communities to the east of 
Woodburn on track leased from Union Pacific Railroad. No passenger train stops are 
provided in Woodburn. The nearest passenger service is available hi Salem, 
approximately 20 miles to the south. A local group is currently exploring the 
possibility of using Willamette Valley Railroad equipment to develop excursion train 
service to Silverton. · · 

Air Transport Facilities 
No commercial-or private aviation facilities are located within the Woodburn UGB. 
Regional freight and passenger service is provided via the Portland International 
Airport, approximately 33 miles from Woodburn via 1-5 and 1-205. Although 
commercial service is not available, passenger service is accessible at the Salem 
Municipal Airport (via private planes) approximately 20 miles from Woodburn, and 
at the Aurora State Airport approximately 10 miles from Woodburn. 

Pipeline Transport Facilities 
There are no major pipeline transport facilities within the Woodburn UGB. 

Water Transportation Facilities 
There are no water transport facilities within the Woodburn UGB. 

Roadway Facilities 

Ownership 
Public roads in the city of Woodburn are owned and maintained by three different 
jurisdictions: ODOT, Marion County, and the city of Woodburn. As owners of a 
roadway, each jurisdiction is responsible for the following: 

• Establishing the functional classification 
• Maintenance 
• Approving construction and access permits 
• ODOT owns the following facilities within the Woodburn UGB: 
• 1-5 provides service from the northern Oregon border to the southern Oregon 

border. 1-5 is classified as an Interstate Highway by ODOT and has a posted 
speed of 65 miles per hour (mph) in the vicinity of the City. The Oregon 214/I-5 
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interchange is the only interchange that provides a direct connection to the city of 
Woodburn. 

• Oregon 214 within Woodburn is part of the Hillsboro-Silverton Highway, which 
connects Hillsboro through Newberg, St. Paul, Woodburn, and Mt. Angel to 
Silverton. Oregon 214 continues south of Silverton to Oregon 22, just south of 
Salem. Oregon 214 is classified as a District Highway by ODOT. The posted 
speed varies between 30 and 35 mph within the City limits. 

• Oregon 219 is also part of the Hillsboro-Silverton Highway and is classified as a 
District Highway. According to the Oregon Highway Plat\ the Hillsboro
Silverton-Highway is considered Oregon 219 to the west ofl-5 and Oregon 214 to 
the east. The posted speed within the City limits is 35 miles per hour; 

• Oregon 99E connects from Portland to Salem and is classified as a Regional 
Highway by ODOT. The posted speed varies between 35 and 45 mph within the 
City limits. 

• Oregon 211 connect~ W oodbum to Estacada via Molalla and is classified as a 
District Highway. The designation of the highway begins to the east of the 
Oregon 214/0regon 99E intersection. The posted speed within the City limits 
varies between 35 and 45 mph. 

Marion County has jurisdiction over the following facilities within the Woodburn 
UGB: 

• Boones Ferry Road south of Ogle Street 
• Parr Road west of Centennial Park west boundary 
• Stubb Road 
• Boones Ferry Road north of Vanderbeck Avenue 
• Lincoln Street from 400 feet east of Oregon 99E 

The remaining public facilities are owned by the city of Woodburn. 

Functional Classification 

The functional classification defines a street's role and context in the overall 
transportation system. In addition, it defines the desirable roadway width, right-of
way needs, access spacing, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, as well as other 
specifications. The city of Woodburn has established a functional classification 
system for the roadways within the City limits. Figure 3-6 illustrates the existing 
classifications. 

Arterials 

Arterials are the highest class of street and serve larger through volumes at greater 
speeds. Arterials serve as the major truck routes and emphasize regional mobility 
over access. 

The city of Woodburn identifies two types of arterials: major arterials and minor .. ......... ~~ - . .. ......... . . . 
arterials. Major arterials provide service to traffic entering and leaving the area and 
traffic to major activity centers in Woodburn. Minor arterials feed the major artenal 
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system and support moderate length trips and service to activity centers. Examples of 
major arterials In Woodburn include Oregon 214, Oregon 99E, and Oregon 211 . 
Examples of minor arterials in Woodburn include Boones Ferry Road, Front Street, 
and Hardcastle Street. 

The arterial system is fairly limited and constrained by the railroad tracks, 1-5, and the 
manner in which land has developed in the City over time. 

Collectors 
Collectors are the intermediate class of street. They provide a link between local 
roadways and the arterial system·. Access · and mobility functions are also important. 
The city of Woodburn identifies two classifications of collectors: service collectors 
and access streets. The purpose of service collectors is to provide significant linkage 
with arterials and accommodate a higher volume of traffic, while access streets are 
meant to provide single-family residential local street access and accommodate lower 
volumes of traffic. Examples of service collectors in Woodburn include Parr Road, 
Arney Road, and Evergreen Road. ·Examples of Access Streets include Hazelnut 
Drive, Woodland Drive between Arney Road and Willow Avenue, and Astor Way 
between Country Club Road and Oregon 214. 

The collector street system in Woodburn is also fairly limited by the manner in which 
the City has developed over time. 

Local Streets 

I I 
I 

' 

/ . 

Local streets provide direct access to homes and neighborhoods and feed into ! 

collectors. Access is the most important role of local streets. The local street grid 
system is well developed between Boones Ferry Road and Front Street south of 
Oregon 214, and north of Oregon 214 between Boones Ferry Road and 1-5. The local 
street grid system is still developing in the remaining area. 

Traffic Operations 

Manual turning movement counts were collected for intersections of arterials and 
collectors within the Woodburn UGB on typical weekdays in November 2002 and 
January 2003. 

Roadways 
Figure 3-7 of the TSP presents the existing p.m. peak hour traffic volumes on all 
collector and arterial roadways. These volumes are two-way volumes derived from 
the intersection traffic counts. As shown in the figure, Oregon 99E and Oregon 214 
carry the most traffic during the weekday p.m. peak hour, with approximately 1,900 
and 1 ,500 vehicles, respectively. 

Intersections 

Traffic operations at intersections are described by a level of service, which 
corresponds to a range of delays a driver experiences at an intersection. The level of 
service ranges from "A" to "F." A level of service "A" corresponds to little delay and 
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good operations, while a level of service "F" corresponds to high delays and poor 
operation. 

Signalized intersections and unsignalized intersections have different measures of 
level of service. For signalized and four-way stop intersections, level of service is 
based on the average delay experienced by all vehicles entering the intersection. For 
two-way stop intersections, level of service is based on the delay experienced by the 
worse movement, which is usually the left-tum movement on the stopped approach. 
The city of Woodburn does not have an operations standard for signalized and 
unsignalized intersections within City limits. 

ODOT has specific mobility standards for the state facilities within the city of 
Woodburn based on the facilitts classification and volume-to-capacity ratio. The 
volume-to-capacity ratio is the degree of saturation of an intersection. The ODOT 
requirements for intersections on state highways are as follows: 

• On Oregon 214, Oregon 211, and Oregon 219, ODOT requires a maximum 
volume-to-capacity ratio of0.85 based on the district highway designation. 

• On Oregon 99E, ODOT requires a maximum volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.80 
based on its classification as a regional highway. 

Levels of service analyses were performed at 33 study intersections using the 
procedures described in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. These included 11 
signalized intersections, as outlined below. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Oregon 214/Woodland Avenue: This intersection is located east ofl-5 and 
provides access to residential neighborhoods to the north and the Woodburn 
Factory Stores. 
Oregon 214/I-5 Southbound Ramp: This intersection provides the city of 
Woodburn and other areas of Marion County with access to I-5 southbound. 
Oregon 21411-5 Northbound Ramp: This intersection provides the City and other 
areas of the county with access to I-5 northbound. 
Oregon 214/Evergreen Road: This intersection provides access to the commercial 
developments on Oregon 214. 
Oregon 214/0 regon Way/Country Club Road: This intersection provides access 
to the residential dwellings to the north and south of Oregon 214. 
Oregon 214/Boones Ferry Road: This intersection provides access to residential 
dwellings to the north and south of Oregon 214. In addition, French Prairie 
Middle School and Lincoln Elementary School are located in the northwest 
quadrant of this intersection. 
Oregon 214/Meridian Drive/51

h Street: This intersection provides access to the 
business developments to the north and the residential dwellings to the south of 
Oregon 2 14. In addition, 5th Street provides a connection to the commercial 
developments along Front Street. 
Oregon 214/0 regon 211/0 regon 99£: This intersection was improved in August 
2002 to include additional tum lanes on the northbound approach. 

Volume 5 
Page 1757 

Final Draft 2 005 Woodburn Public Facilities Plan Pagci\7 



• Oregon 99E!Hardcastle Street: This intersection provides access to the residential 
developments "to the east and·west of Oregon '99E. 

• Oregon 99£/Lincoln Street: This intersection provides access to the residential 
developments and Washington Elementary School to the east Oregon 99E. 

• Oregon 99E/Young Street: This intersection provides access to the industrial and 
commercial uses to the east and west of Oregon 99E. 

The remaining study intersections are stop-controlled intersections. Figure 3-7 of the 
TSP summarizes both the interSection control and the results of the intersection 
operations analysis for all study intersections. -Table 3-1 summarizes the volume-:to
capacity ratios for each intersection. The intersection operations are reported as being 
under, near, or over capacity. The capacity was based on level of service for 
signalized intersections, and the volume-to-capacity ratio of the critical movement for 
unsignalized intersections. For analysis ·purposes, over capacity was defined as not 
meeting ODOT mobility standards. As shown in the figure and table, all study 
intersections currently meet ODOT mobility standards with the exception of the 
Meridian/5th/Oregon 214 intersection. At this intersection, the critical southbound 
left-tum movement currently operates over capacity. 
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TABLE 3-1 
Existing Operations at Key Intersections (volume-to-capacity (v/cl) 

Intersection Existing 

Butteville Road/Oregon 219* 0.16 

Woodland/Oregon 219 0.4S 

I-S/Oregon 214 northbound ramps 0.78 

I-S/Oregon 214 southbound ramps 0.78 

Evergreen Road/Oregon 214 0.90 

Oregon Way/Oregon 214 0.72 

Cascade Drive/Oregon 214 0.31 

Boones Ferry Road/Oregon 214 0.8S 

Meridian/Sell/Oregon 214 >1 

Front Street/Oregon 214 0.73 

Park Avenue/Oregon 214 0.51 

Oregon 99FJ0regon 214 0.82 

Cleveland Street/Oregon 99E 0.67 

Hardcastle Street/Front Street 0.35 

Lincoln Street/Front Street 0.30 

Garfie1d/Y oung Street/Front Street 0.42 

Cleveland Street/Front Street 0.24 

Boones Ferry Road/Crosby 0.27 

Parr Road/Settlemier Road 0.20 

*Note: Butteville/Oregon 219 refers to the southern intersection of the two 
roadways 

The 20-year intersection traffic operations were analyzed for the 33 study 
intersections identified. As shown in Figure 4-2 of the TSP, the following locations 
were identified to experience capacity problems if no improvements are made to the 
existing system: 

• Butteville Road/Oregon 214 
• I-S/Oregon 214northbound ramps 
• I-S/Oregon 214southbound ramps 
• Evergreen Road/Oregon 214 
• Boones Ferry Road/Oregon 214 
• Front Street/Oregon 214 
• Park A venue/Oregon 214 
• .Oregon 214/0regon 99E 
• Cleveland Street/Oregon 99E 
• Hardcastle Street/Front Street 
• Lincoln Street/Front Street 
• Garfieid!Y oung Street/Front Street 
• Cleveland Street/Front Street 
• Boones Ferry Road/Lincoln Street 
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Based on the anticipated intersection deficiencies, the following roadway segments 
are anticipated to exceed capacity in year 2020: 

• Oregon 214/0regon 219 between Butteville Road and Oregon 99E 
• Front Street between Hardcastle Street and Cleveland Street 

In addition to the identified capacity deficiencies, an analysis was performed to 
identify areas ofhigh-vo1ume growth within the UGB. Although not identified to 
operate ·over capacity in year 2020, the Parr Road, Butteville Road, and Crosby Road 
corridors are anticipated to experience a high increase in traffic volumes, as compared 
to today's conditions. Because of the anticipated capacity deficiencies along Oregon 
214 between the interchange and Boones Ferry Road/Settlemier Road as well as the 
high employment and household growth anticipated in each of the three corridors, it 
is quicker for travelers to use these three corridors to access the 1-5 interchange from 
the west than to travel along Oregon 214 to access the interchange from the east. 

Truck Freight Transpo~ation 
As shown in Figure 3-8, the city of Woodburn designates truck routes and truck ways 
through the City. Although Woodburn does not sign for truck freight routes and ways, 
the City does sign where trucks are not allowed. 

Truck routes through Woodburn include Oregon 214 and Oregon 99E. By designating 
these roads as truck routes, the City allows through traffic of motor trucks, truck 
trailers, and truck tractors on these roadways. 

Truck ways are designated as acceptable roads for commercial operation of motor 
trucks, truck trailers, and truck tractors, but do.es not allow a through-city route 
necessary for specialized traffic directional control signs. 

Transportation Improvements 
This section summarizes transportation improvements needed over the 20-year planning 
period as illustrated in Section 7 of the TSP. Figure 7-1 shows the functional 
classification designations for all existing and future streets within the proposed 
Woodburn UGB. Construction of new roadways in the area being studied for UGB 
expansion is contingent upon the expansion occurring. If the UGB is not expanded, the 
roadway system is anticipated to operate acceptably in the absence of these facilities. 

The designation for all streets is as follows: 

• Freeway: I-5 
• Major Arterial: Oregon 219, Oregon 214, Oregon 99E, and Oregon 211 
• Minor Arterial: Southern Arteri al, Boones Ferry Road, Settlemier Avenue, 

Evergreen Road, Front Street, Hardcastle Avenue, Young Street (between Oregon 
99E and Front Street), and Butteville Road 
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• Service Collector: Parr Road, Crosby Road, Lincoln Street (Front Street to 
Oregon 99E), West Hayes Street (Settlemier Avenue to Evergreen Road), Arney 
Road, Progress Way/Industrial Avenue, Park Avenue, Gatch Street (Lincoln 
Street to Cleveland Street), Cleveland Street (Settlemier to Oregon 99E), 
Woodland Drive (Arney Road to Oregon 214), Stacy Allison, Robin Avenue, the 
extension of Evergreen Road into Crossroads Shopping Center, Harrison, Garfield 
(Settlemier to Front Street), Park (Oregon 214 to Lincoln), Cooley (Oregon 211 to 
Hardcastle) 

• Access Street: Woodland Drive (north of.Robin Avenue), the extension of 
Woodland Avenue,to Butteville Road south of Oregon 219, Oregon Way, Astor 
Way (Country Club Road to Oregon 214), Country Club Road (Astor Way to 
Boones Ferry Road), Hazelnut Drive (Tukwila to Front), Tukwila (Hazelnut to 
Boones Ferry), Meridian (Oregon 214 to Hazelnut), 51

h Street (Oregon 214 to 
Harrison), Brown Street (Cleveland Street to Southern Arterial), , Country Club 
Road (Oregon 214 to Rainier). 

The remaining streets within the UGB are designated as local streets. 

Needed Street Upgrades 
Over time, many of the existing streets within the City will be upgraded, and will be 
improved in compliance with the cross sections in Figure 7-2 of the TSP. 

Priority (short-term) upgrades for the City are as follows: 

• Oregon 214/219/I-5 interchange: Reconstruct to a Partial CloverleafDesign in 
accordance with the Environment Assessment currently being conducted. 

• Oregon 2141219: Widen to a major arterial standard between Woodland and 
Oregon Way. 

• Oregon 2141219: Widen to a full five-lane cross section with sidewalks and 
bicycle lanes per the major arterial standard between Butteville Road and I-5. 

• Parr and Butteville Road: As new development occurs in the cqrridors within the 
UGB, upgrade to reflect the transition from the currently rural-character roadways 
to those more urban in nature. Improving these minor arterials to urban standards 
is essential to serve the Southwest Industrial Area (SWIR) over the next five 
years. 

Other important projects to be constructed in the intermediate to long-term 
(approximately 2010-2020) include the following : 

• Boones Ferry and Front: Upgrade to ensure that continuous pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities are provided along the corridors. 
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• Settlemier: Upgrade to ensure that continuous pedestrian facilities are provided 
along the corridor. 

1 Oregon 214/219: Widen to a full five-lane cross section with sidewalks and 
bicycle lanes per the major arterial standard between 1-5 and Oregon 99E. 

• Crosby Road: As new development occurs in the corridors within the UGB, 
upgrade to reflect the transition from the currently rural-character roadways to 
those more urban in nature. 

• Oregon 99E: As redev~lopmertt occurs in the corridor, upgrade to be compliant 
with major arterial standards. This would ensure continuous pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities along the route as well as the implementation of access 
management strategies.3 

Other existing streets within Woodburn will be upgraded to the appropriate standards as 
development and redevelopment occur. 

New Streets 
The following new streets and street extensions are planned over the next 5 years. 4 

. . 
1 Widening Oregon 214 to include four through travel lanes (two per direction) 

between Butteville Road an:d Oregon 99E and the provision of turn lanes at 
intersections between Woodland Avenue and Oregon Way 

• Reconstructing I-5 on-ramps and off-ramps 
• Extending Evergreen Road to Parr Road 
• Extending Stacy Allison Drive to Parr Road 
• Constructing a new service collector between the Evergreen Road and Stacy 

Allison Drive extension 
• Terminating Parr Road to the east ofButteville Road and connecting it into the 

South Arterial . 
• A grid system of collector and local streets should be constructed as part of the 

Nodal Development Area between Stacy Allison and Settlemier to the north of 
Parr Road. The construction of this system would occur with development and 
within the constrains ofthe existing built environment. This grid system should 
provide connectivity options for pedestrians, cyclists, and motorists and also help 
reduce reliance on the historic Settlemier corridor. 

The following new streets and streets extensions are planned over the next 10-1 5 years: 
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3 Currently, the City and ODOT are pursuing potential funding for a modernization project between 
Lincoln and the south City limits. Although the specifics of the project are not available at this time, it is 
likely that this could include the construction of curbs and sidewalks where gaps currently exist, as well as 
access consolidation. · 
4 Projects related to state highways depend in large part on ODOT funding. Projects in the SWIR depend 
in large part on funding from private developers. · 
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• Constructing the South Arterial from Butteville Road to Evergreen Road 
• Constructing the South Arterial from Evergreen Road to Oregon 99E 
• Extending Evergreen Road from Parr Road to the South Arterial 
• Extending and upgrading Brown Street to the South Arterial 
• Constructing a new loop ramp connection on Oregon 214 with Front Street in the 

southwest quadrant of the existing intersection. 

Over the next 20 years, it is the City's priority to coordinate with Marion County to 
provide an extension of Crosby Road to Goudy Gardens and Oregon 99E, and to extend 
the southern arterial from Oregon 99E to Oregon 214. The improvements provide needed 
east-west connections and an alternative route to the Oregon 214/1-5 interchange area. 

Intra-CitY F~ed Route Transit 
Improvements to the fixed route transit system should be implemented incrementally 
over time. The top priorities are outlined sequentially below. 

• Increasing Service Frequency on Existing Route: Initially, the existing one-way 
loop route should be maintained, with service extended to a 12-hour period from 
7:00a.m. to 7:00p.m. at 60 minute headways. An expansion ofthe hours of 
operation of the fixed route service would encapsulate morning and evening peak 
col)Ul1uting times thereby increasing the likelihood that transit could be used for 
employment-related travel. As ridership increases, service frequency should be 
provided every 30 minutes during peak periods and every 60 minutes during non
peak periods on the weekdays. The feasibility of weekend service should also be 
investigated in the future . 

• Converting Single Route to Two Way Operations: To improve passenger 
accessibility, the existing one-way loop route should be modified to two-way 
operations. This service concept would be operated under the increased frequency 
described above. 

• Creating Two Routes (East/ West) with One-Way or Two-Way Operations: An east 
route and a west route with a common connection in the downtown should 
ultimately be established. The common connection could be provided at a new 
transit center in the downtown that may be tied to an intercity bus andlor rail 
station. The east-west boundary between the two routes could either be split at 
Front or at Settlemier. It would be preferable to increase the service frequency to 
30 minutes on both routes between 7:00a.m. to 7 :00p.m. These routes could be 
operated with either one-way or two-way operations. 

In addition to the incremental approach identified above, the route should be expanded as 
growth occurs to include the Parr Road and Crosby Road corridors and potentially the 
South Arterial. The connection to Parr Road could occur via the extension of Evergreen 
Road. The route should also be expanded to include the Woodburn Industrial Park 
located in the Progress and Industrial corridors. 
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' Intercity Transit 
The feasibility of an intercity transh system should be further investigated: Top priority 
should be given to establishing a shuttle service to downtown Salein and the state office 
building area. As a second priority, shuttle service should be investigated between 
Woodburn and the Tualatin Park-and-Ride. Ultimately,"the provision of service into 
downtown Portland may be feasible. Under any of these options, it is likely that service 
would be provided during the morning and evening commute hours with a potential mid
day connection. 

The City and ODOT should continue to investigate the feasibility of establishing a park
and-ride in the northeast quadrant of the I-S/Oregon 214 interchange as part of the 
interchange reconstruction project. If a park-and-ride were developed, consideration 
should be given to provide more spaces than the anticipated intercity transit demand to 
accommodate carpooling to Portland and/or Salem. In additiop, Woodburn's intracity 
fixed route systeni should incorporate a stop at the potential park-and-ride and should 
connect to any future north-south MAX line. 

Special Needs Transportation 
Although improvements in the fixed route system could allow Woodburn to reduce 
the paratransit service, the existing paratransit system provides an essential service for 
inany elderly and handicapped persons in the community. If City resources are 
concentrated on expansion of the fixed route system, the City may investigate 
transferring the paratransit syste~ to a local social service agency. 

Pedestrian Plan 
The Pedestrian Plan, depicted in Figure 7-3, identifies the sections of the City' s arterial 
and collector system where gaps currently exist. In future development areas, the 
sidewalks will be constructed to ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) standards; in the 
downtown and other older neighborhoods, the existing sidewalk width, clear zone for 
pedestrians, and the ramp requirements will need to be addressed as properties redevelop 
and/or roadway improvement projects occur. 
Retrofitting existing. streets to include sidewalks should be balanced with developing an off-street pathway 
system. A 7-mile pedestrian and bicycle trail system is recommended along the Mill Creek and Goose 
Creek corridors. This trail system would include connections to adjacent neighborhoods. The sidewalk 
system should incorporate wayfmding signage to direct pedestrians to the off-street trail system. 

Bicycle Plan 
Figure 7-4 shows the City's bicycle plan. As portions of the City's streets are widened, 
either through adjacent development or public works projects, bicycle lanes would be 
provided where indicated on the plan. 

The bicycle plan establishes a network of bicycle lanes and routes that connect 
Woodbwn's bicycle trip generators to provide a safe, interconnected bicycle system. 
Bicycle lanes are designated on arterial and service collector street segments with 
anticipated future volume·s· of over 3,000 daily vehicles with the exception of arterials and 
collectors within the historic area. On other roadways, it is typically appropriate for 
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bicyclists to share a lane with other vehicles. This on-street system should-be 
supplemented by an off-street trail system along the Mill Creek and Goose Creek 
corridors, . as discussed under the Pedestrian Plan. 

Although bicycle lanes are not provided on arterial and collector streets within the 
historic area, a signed bike route will be provided on Settlemier, Garfield, Meridian, and 
5th to guide bicyclists into the downtown area. The signage would direct cyclists north of 
ORE 214 into the downtown via 51

h and Meridian. Cyclists originating south or ORE 214 
would be signed into the downtown via the east-west facilities. 

Rail Facilities Plan 
As the opportunity arises, the City should pursue a potential rail passenger stop. Current 
discussions focus on extending the commuter rail planned between Wilsonville and 
Beaverton down to Salem. If this occurs,_ ~e City should seek a passenger stop. This stop 
could occur west ofButteville Road, north of Oregon 219. If this stop is established, the 
intra-city fixed route transit system should incorporate a stop at the rail station. -

The City should also continue to investigate the opportunity to remove private grade 
crossings by providing alternative access to parcels as development and redevelopment 
occurs. 

Air, Water, and Pipeline Transport Facilities Plans 
There are no significant air, water or pipeline transportation facilities in Woodburn 
and none will likely be needed in the future. 

Cost Estimates and Timing of Transportation Improvement Projects 
Estimated costs for proposed transportation improvements were developed and grouped 
into three categories that include existing facility upgrades, construction of new facilities 
and existing facility extensions, and intersection improvements. In all, about $136.5 
million (in 2004) dollars of road and transit service improvements for the City have been 
identified for the next 20 years. 

Table 8-3 shows short-term (through the Year 2010) and long-term projects (2011-2020), 
including proposed improvement costs and associated owning jurisdiction. 

TABLES-3 
Proposed Transportation Improvements 

Project Title Estimated Capital Cost 

Short-Term (2005-10) 

Reconstruct I-5 interchange and Improve OR 2 14 $50,000,000 
between Woodland Avenue and Oregon Way 

OR 214 widening between Oregon Way and OR 
99E and Woodland to Butteville Road 

Upgrade Butteville Road to minor arterial 
standards from Highway 211/2 14 to 1-5 

$21,950,000 

1,800,000 
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TABLE8-3 
Proposed Transportation Improvements 

Project Title 

standards from Highway 2111214 to 1-5 

Ext. Stacey Allison Drive to Parr Road 

Service class facility between Evergreen Road 
and Stacy Allison Drive extensions 

Ext. Evergreen Road to Parr Road 

Ext. Stubb to Evergreen 

Upgrade of Parr Road to service collector 
standards 

Sub-Total 

Estimated Capital Cost 

$5,980,000 

$2,260,000 

$4,730,000 

$3,900,000 

$3,000,000 

$21,670,000 

Intermediate Term (1011-1015) 

Upgrade of Crosby Road to minor arterial $1,500,000 
standards 

OR 99E widening between Lincoln Street and 
south city limits 

Ext. Ben Brown to Evergreen Extension 

5th Street upgrade to access street standards 

Sigti'aliZe Meridian Drive/5th Street/OR 214 

Signalize Park Street/OR 214 

Add eastbound right-tum lane to Parr 
Road/Settlemier Road 

Signalize Front/OR 214 ramps 

· Increase service frequency on transit routes 

Upgrade Boones Ferry and Front to provide 
continuous sidewalks and bicycle lanes 

Add northbound right, southbound left, eastbound 
right turn lanes and eastbound through-lane to 
Boones Ferry/OR 214 

Add loop ramp in southwest quadrant of OR 
214/Front Street intersection .~. ·' ,~. . .. ~~· 

Add southbound right-turn and westbound left
turn lane to OR 99EIOR 214 

Convert transit route to two-way operations 

Sub-Total 

$5,750,000 

$4,700,000 

$1,400,000 

$400,000 

$380,000 

$600,000 

$180,000 

$400,000 

$975,000 

$900,000 

$1,800,000 

$5~0,000 

$180,000 

$19,745,000 

Long-Term (2016-2020) 

OR 99E widening between south city limits and $2,900,000 
south UGB 

Signalize southern Butteville Road/OR 214 
intersection and add northbound right-tum lane 

Signalize northern Butteville Road/OR 214 
intersection and add southbound right-tum lane 

Signalize Cleveland Street/OR 214 

$275,000 

$750,000 

$400,000 
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TABLE 8-3 
Proposed Transportation Improvements 

Project Title Estimated Capital Cost Owning Jurisdiction 

South Arterial between Parr Road and OR 99E $11,780,0'00 City 

Ext/Upgrade of Brown to South Arterial $780,000 City 

Two transit routes with one-way or two-way $360,000 - $700,000 City 
operations 

Off-street pathway along Mill and Goose Creek $750,000 City 
Corridors 

Sidewalks on existing service collectors, access $540,000 City 
and local streets 

Bicycle lanes on Garfield, Hardcastle, Young $700,000 City 

Sub-Total $19,235,000- 19,575,000 

Grand Total S60,6SO,OOO - 60,990,000 

• Improvements to County facilities outside of City of Woodburn urban growth boundary (UGB). 

TABLES-4 
Capital and Operating Costs for Transit Improvements 

Alternative Estimated Capital Cost 

1 - Increased Frequency $180,000 

2 - Single Route with Two-Way $1 80,000 
Operations 

3 - Two Routes with One-Way Operations $360,000 

4 - Two Routes with Two-Way Operations $700,000 

Grand Total $1,420,000.00 

TABLE 8-5 

Operating Cost 

$352,000 

$352,000 

$352,000 

$704,000 

$1 ,760,000.00 

2004-2009 Capital Improvement Program Major Projects 

Project Title Year(s) Estimated Cost 

Boones Ferry Road - Street Improvement 2004-05 $51 1,324 

Boones Ferry Road - Undergrounding 2004-05 $96,000 

Country Club Road Undergrounding 2004-05 $326,700 

Front Street Improvements: Settlemier-Cieveland 2004-05 $675,000 

Front Street Improvements: Hardcastle-WHS 2006-07 $585,000 

Front Street Improvements: WHS-UGB 2007-09 $700,000 

Front Street Undergrounding/Streetscape: Settlemier-Cleveland 2004-05 $250,000 

Front Street Undergrounding/Streetscape: Cleveland-Hardcastle 2005-06 $640,000 cu s -------------------------------------------------------------------------- = cu 
- b.O 
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TABLE 8-4· 
Capital and Operating Costs for Transit Improvements 

Front Street Undergrounding/Streetscape: Hardcastle-UGB 2006-07 $442,606 

Highway 214 to Front Street Connection Study 2008-09 $75,000 

Hardcastle!Railroad Realignment 2006-07 $200,000 

Parr Road Improvement: School to Centennial Park 2004-05 $297~600 

West Hayes Improvement: Settlemier to Cascade 2008-2010 $464,000 

Evergreen Road Improvement: Connect to Parr Ro~d 2007-09 $950,000 

Alley Improvement: Garfield-Cleveland 2004-05 $150,000 

Cleveland Improvement: Front to First 2004-05 $117,800 

Cleveland Improvement: Widen First to Second 2006-08 $175,000 

N. Woodland Improvement: Camas-Stevens 2006-07 $50,000 

Fifth Street Improvement North of Harrison 2008-09 $300,000 

Harrison Street Improvement: Front to Settlemier 2006-07 $120,000 

Hayes Street Improvement: Front to Second 2006-07 $80,000 

Ogle Street/Settlernier Intersection 2004-06 $45,000 

Grand Total · $7,251 ,030 

Funding for Transportation Improvements 

Existing Transportation Funding in Woodburn 
Year 2002 transportation-related expenditures in Woodburn totaled $1,611,303 versus 
revenues of $4,819,672. Road-related expenditures represented 86 percent of the total 
transportation-related expenditures for 2002. Revenues for road-related funding needs 
represented 95 percent of total revenues. Revenues for both road-related and transit
related transportation funding exceeded expenditures. 

Road-Related Funding 
Table 8-1 presents itemized road-related revenues and expenditures for the 5 previous 
fiscal years . Revenues are itemized by source of funds. Expenditures are divided into 
cost categories. Transit-related revenues are reported separately in Table 8-2. 
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Working 
Capital 
Carryover 

Interest from 
Investments . 

State Highway 
Trust Fund 

State Revenue 
Sharing 

Federal ISTEA 
Revenue 

City Gas Tax 

Fees and 
A~sessments 

Bond ·Proceeds 

Other Revenues 

Total Revenues 

Personnel 

Materials and 
Services 

Capital Outlay 

Bonds and 
Assessments 

Transfers/Conti 
ngencies!UNAP 

Total 
Expenditures 

1997-98 

1,493,104 

4,224 

690,045 

35,000 

0 

98,783 

547,719 

0 

26,412 

2,895,287 

299,145 

301,460 

361,410 

0 

236,658 

1,198,673 

TABLE 8-1 
Road-Related Funding In Woodburn 

1998-99 1999-2000 

Revenues 

1,696,614 

5,769 

695,835 

40,000 

0 

108,967 

795,772 

0 

78,630 

3,421,587 

2,186,578 

6,316 

754,253 

40,000 

0 

108,517 

548,412 

0 

41,414 

3,685,490 

Expenditures 

310,667 

322,141 

384,441 

0 

241,760 

1,235,009 

321,460 

310,774 

388,611 

0 

240,100 

1,260,945 

Source: C ity of Woodburn Budget 

2000-01 

2,424,545 

7,861 

766,843 

40,000 

0 

105,620 

718,501 

0 

17,960 

4,081,330 

346,114 

336,910 

401,497 

0 

290,410 

1,374,931 

2001-02 

2,706,399 

8,336 

842,069 

40,000 

0 

102,766 

806,212 

0 

50,410 

4,556,192 

362,004 

341,568 

399,650 

0 

286,550 

1,389,772 

The City has a number of large, stable contributors to road-related transportation 
revenue. The State Highway Trust Fund, the City 's Transportation Impact Fees (TIF), 
and the City gas tax all contribute significantly to available revenue. During the past 5 
years, revenues from the State Highway Trust Fund have risen from $690,045 to 
$842,069, an incr~a.~e. ofii percent. The Transportation Impact Fee program, which 
was instituted in 1994-1995, has increased dramatically from $547,719 to $806,212 
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(47 percent). The City gas tax revenue has remained steady at around $100,000 per 
year during the same period. 

The largest category of expenditure during the past 5 years has been capital outlay, 
which comprised about 30 percent of total expenditures on average. Personnel and 
material and services costs typically represent 45 to 55 percent of total expenditures. 
Remaining expenditures are associated with transfers to other City departments and 
accounts for operating facilities and replacing equipment. 

Transit-Related Funding 
Table 8-2 presents itemized transit-related revenues and expenditures for the 
5 previous fiscal years. Revenues are itemized by source of funds. Expenditures are 
divided into cost categories. 

TABLES-2 
Transit Funding in Woodburn 

1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 

Revenues 

Working 51,&17 60,690 47,451 32,264 
Capital 
Carryover 

Property Taxes 77,711 85,317 96,447 93,853 

Interest from 976 1,110 1,240 1,976 
Investments 

Revenue from 36,215 78,626 160,331 48,530 
Other Agencies 

Transit Fares 24,210 22,920 21,641 20,850 

Total Rev~nues 190,929 248,663 327,110 197,473 

Expenditures 

Personnel 88,802 94,520 99,650 107,650 

Materials and 35,937 39,615 41,246 41,562 
Services 

Capital Outlay 0 60,577 147,450 0 

Transfers/Conti 5,500 6,500 6,500 6,500 
ngencies/UNAP 

Total 130,239 201,212 294,846 155,802 
Expenditures 

Source: City of Woodburn Budget 

Outlook for Existing Transportation Funding Sources 

The State Highway Fund should be a relatively stable source of revenue for 
Woodburn. Because these funds are distributed to cities based on population, 
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Woodburn's share could increase or decrease depending· on how it grows relative to 
the state average. Nonetheless; Woodburn's shar~ of state funds wilt probably not 
increase as fast as its street maintenance requirements, especially as the system 
expands to serve current and future demands. 

Revenue from the City's $0.01/gallon gas tax will gradually erode with inflation if 
not increased. Because the tax is based on quantity rather than price, ~ revenues do 
not increase with gasoline prices. In fact, increases in gasoline prices may actually 
decrease tax revenue as higher prices reduce demand. 

Revenues from development and impact fees will remain important sources of 
revenue for Woodburn. Bonds financed by Local Improvement Districts (LIDs) and 
fees from Systems Development Charge (SDC) will be largely dependent on the 
willingness of property owners to fonn LIDs and to initiate development projects that 
trigger SDC fees. Both may be dependent on population growth to increase property 
values and the general economic outlook from which to gauge risk. To the extent that 
these revenues are accurately set to the full cost of transportation improvements, they 
should allow Woodburn to construct baste capital improvements to serve commercial 
and residential development. 

In summary, it is expected that sources of transportation revenue will remain 
relatively stable. Population growth should help support LID-financed improvements 
and SDCs assessed to· new development will allow the City to put some resources 
toward future improvements. In addition, population growth may continue to give the 
City a slightly bigger share of the State Highway Fund. 

The Oregon Transportation Investment Act (OTIA) was passed by the 2001 Oregon 
Legislative Assembly and is funded through bond proceecfs derived from increased 
DMV fees. OTIA currently provides $650 million (including $150 million local 
matching funds) for 173 construction projects that will improve pavement conditions, 
increase lane capacity, and improve bridges throughout Oregon. Projects were 
selected with extensive input from local communities and other stakeholders. In 2002, 
the Oregon Transportation Commission allocated these funds for modernization, 
preservation, and bridge projects throughout the State. This signals a willingness and 
by the State Government to address transportation needs throughout the state. 

The 2004 budget lays the groundwork for a $247 billion, 6-year reauthorization 
proposal, as compared to the current TEA-21 level of $218 billion. Of the proposed 
total, $195 billion would fund the highway program (up from $168 billion) over 6 
years, and $45 billion would fund the transit program (up from $41 billion). Federal 
funding is typically distributed through the state. 

Financing Needed for Transportation System Improvements 

The protects identified represent an ambitious program of roadway and transit 
improvements for the City. The plan identifies over $85 million in transportation 
infrastructure improvements, which does not include the cost of the I-5 interchange 
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improvement project that has been identified as a high priority for funding. 
Constructing these improvements likely will require a higher level of transportation 
expenditures than Woodburn has made in the past. In the past 5 fiscal years, 
Woodburn has spent between $1.3 and $1.6 million for road improvements .and transit 
service. Depending on how the projects are eventually sequenced and staged, the 
improvements identified may require Woodburn to spend twice the amount (annually) 
they have averag~d during the past 5 years. 

It is expected that Woodburn will want to pursue additional funding for transportation 
from the following sources: . 

Volume 
Page 

• State or Marion County funds. 
• Obtain funds from the state for improvements to the state highway. Explore cost 

sharing with the County for mutually beneficial projects. 
• Local Improvement Districts. 
• For public improvement projects with localized benefit (e.g., neighborhoods), 

property owners pay all or a portion of the project cost. 
• Urban Renewal Districts. 
• Fonned to finance projects to remove ''blight" (typically, poor-quality buildings 

or inadequate streets). Property taxes allocated to district based on "division of 
tax" calculation for the renewal district. 

• Transportation Impact Fees. 

For projects that do not relate directly to new development or directly benefit 
property owners, spread the cost and provide funding from existing transportation 
funding sources such as TIF fees. 

• General Obligation Bonds. 

Obtain bond backing from property tax revenue if determined by City staff and the 
governing body to be fair and viable. 

The likely funding sources for transportation improvements in Woodburn are 
presented below. Woodburn should pursue funding sources at the federal, state, and 
local level and develop strategies to maximize the potential for each of these sources 
to implement its transportation improvements. 

Federal and State Sources 

Woodburn should access federal funds by working with ODOT. A key action will be 
to get improvement projects listed as part of the STIP in order to qualify them for 
funding in the adopted plan every 2 years. The City should also work with ODOT to 
detennine the potential for project funding under the upcoming highway bill 
reauthorization. 

The state has a number of programs that can be tapped for improvements related to 
congestion relief, footpaths and bikeways, and other special projects. 
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County Sources 
Woodburn may be able to secure an occasional cost-sharing arrangement with Marion 
County and should seek to coordinate with the County on transportation 
improvements within the County in order to partner on projects wherever possible. 

Local Sources 
W oodbum should continue to seek funds from property owners who directly benefit 
form tr.ansportation improvements that enable new development. 
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM SUMMARY 

The six-year capital improvement program (CIP) estimates spending on capital projects 
(infrastructure construction) for the years 2005-06 through 2010-11. The CIP is updated 
annually and is a component of the annual budget. Appropriations for 2005-06 are included in 
the adopted capital budgets. 

The projects in~luded here do not represent all of Woodburn's improvement needs, only the 
most pressing needs at the present time, as recommended by the department heads and staff. It 
is fully expected that upon annual review in successive years the list will grow, and priorities 
will be changed to meet then-current needs and conditions. 

• Fllldlltle 
2002-«l 2003-04 2004-05 2004-45 200$()6 20()5.06 Qlql Clang~ 
~!dad &pel !dad Mlanded YrCndEst. Baseline ~ ($) (%» 

135 State Rewro9 Shari~ 118,284 100,376 294,400 217,285 229,715 251,715 -42,685 · -14.5% 
169 atyGasTax 25,694 8,670 439,238 185,<m 381,738 381,738 JST,&» -13.1% 
336 Eoo IOITic DeveJqmert 36,7ro 36,005 ~.'!IJT 75,424 259,583 259,583 $,924 -212'k 
358 General Flrld ap 576.~ 677,452 569,491 432,(XX) 97,491 468,541 -90,960 -16.3% 
3ro Spedai.Assessmert 717,746 625,795 1,548,613 444,(XX) 582,00) 582,CXX) -900,613 -&4% 
363 Street/Stam Cap. lrrpu~ 'Zn,f:63 365,115 2,377,648 920,3)) 1,750,721 3,051,721 OT4,rrt3 28.4% 
364 P'a1<s Cap. IIT"p"CMllTlErt 25,00J 0 724,982 0 943,00) 943,CXX) 218,018 30.1% 
376 Trmsp. ll"!l)Cd Fee 006,442 3,156,050 6,2!11 ,C'/ZJ 96,500 5,885,412 5,885,412 -321,611 -5.2% 
377 Starn wa soc 93,673 14,fa} 1,099,839 215,00) 944,839 969,839 -130,00> -11.8% 
378 ?IV Foolity E><pansioo 4,738 3,278 46,994 14,377 30,676 30,867 -16,127 -34.3% 
461 SeY.er Cap. DeveJqmert 47,860 47,800 168,146 79,860 100,089 116,089 -52, CYST -31.00k 
465 SeY.Er Constndioo 3,138,146 2,638,126 4,569,244 3,037,856 3,003,331 3,338,331 -1,230,913 -26.gok 
466 W<i.er 5y.3tem Coost. 2.002.689 11,271,282 9,155,829 5,922,118 3,327,001 3,500,256 -5,646,573 -61.7% 
474 W<Jg 5y.3tem t:lew!~. 2,443,CXX> 0 1,597,885 740,00) 1,007,885 1,007,885 -510,(XX) -31.9% 
475 SeY.er System Develop. 500,CXX> 0 2,195,536 845,139 1,747,':YJT 1,747,397 -448,139 -20.4% 

TOfM.. 11,004,359 19,153,598 31,314,375 13,224,859 20,437,678 22,623,374 -8,691,001 -27.8"/o 

The six-year plan proposes projects totaling $40,181,027. Street improvements total 
$10,460,313; water improvements total $1,467,400; sewer improvements total $13,275,200; 
Parks improvements total $8,045,064; Police Construction improvements total $6,701,000; and 
other General Fund projects total $232,050. 

Project costs for fiscal years 2005-06 to 2010-11 are estimated at current values. Actual cost 
will depend on variables including the timing of projects, contractor availability, modifications 
to the scope of projects, and the future value of money. Projects designated to be funded from 
the General Fund are done so within the limits of resources in that Fund. 

The criteria used to develop the CIP are as follows: 

•!• Accommodate future growth; 
•!• Resolve known or predictable problems; 
•!• Upgrade major deteriorated portions of infrastructure; and 
•!• Improve level of service to the public. 
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Projects to be completed in 2005-06 total $13,712,745. Of that amount, SDC's will fund 
$2,258,400 of parks, water, sewer, street, and stonn projects. Utility rates will finance 
$1,391,700, of water and sewer projects. Of the remaining projects, $6,701,000 will be 
supported by the Police Facility General Obligation Bond, $448,050 will be supported by the 
General Fund, $686,500 by franchise fees, $586,195 by gas tax, $43,600 by special 
assessments, $1 ,251 ,000 by Urban Renewal, and $346,300 by grants and loans. 
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM: 2005-06-THROUGH 2010-11 

Project Revenue Source 2005-08 2006-07 2007·08 2008-08 2009·10 2010·11 Total 

General Fund Capital Improvement Pro ram 
Qtb.!tf.rpgrm;·.·: . .:::;1~:;,i •.:/ \ ::.:>: :· · ', ' ,\ • .. · ; 

1 Replace Ubrary HVAC Compressors 

2 Upgrade Ubrary Restrooms 
3 Replace Ubrary Windows w Broken Seals 

Total Other Programs 

P:' t;<lly;:~;,l'Wil·l·~;::' ( :' .. : . ; •.", .:: .--_--,,;··· . 
. Q.I!!JJ,,~; __ ,~,, .. : .. -· . :.'. ::-> .. , . ,, .. . 

3 Pollee F acillty COnstruction 
Total Pollee F acllity 

.c" ~ 
" . ·.:: . 

General Fund CIP 

General Fund CIP 

General Fund CIP 

Gen Obllg Bond 

;(!_:r-_~~m~~- ... •.. :.:\:;i·_~ .... _~: : : .. ---~: . . . -~ 

. qy1 ,;oC.•n.t..- '<:: : '. · : : .··· 

1 Replace Main Pool Heater General Fund CIP 

2 Replace Main Pool Electrical Panel General Fund CIP 

3 Paint Facility Exterior 
4 Resurface Main Pool 
5 Locker Room Tile 

Total Aquatic Center 

R~[.-f.ti~i\llij~hiues ... : : 
. ,. : . '\' .. _· :..~ 

1 Boones Crossing Developer Dedication 

1 Burlingham Park Renovation Unknown 
3 Senior Estates Park Renovation Unknown 

4 Nelson Park Improvements Unknown 
5 Centennial Park - Cone. Bldg. Picnic Shelter Unknown 

6 Centennial Park - Ballfield #3 Donations 
7 Centennial Park - Ballfield #4/Field Ltg. Unknown 

8 Settlemier Park Acquisitions Unknown 

9 Settlemier Park Renovations Unknown 

10 Legion Park Renovations Unknown 

11 Locomotive Park Unknown 

12 Library Park Unknown 

13 Hermanson Pond Design and Improvement WHIP Grant 

14 Greenway Acquisition Grants 

15 Greenway Construction- Future Grants 

16 Greenway Construction - Hermanson I, II, Ill Grants/Donations 

17 Comprehensive Plan Revlsion Parks SOCs 

18 Woodburn Community Center Replacem. Prop Liquidation 

Parks SOCs 

Privata Grants 

CDBG Grants 

Fund Raising 

19 Woodburn Community Center Design Parks SDCs 

Total Recreational Facilities 

Capital Improvement Program 

10,000 

6,200 
850 

17,050 0 0 

6,701000 

6,701 ,000 0 0 

25,000 . 
20,000 

10,000 
105,000 
55,000 

45,000 170,000 0 

77,000 
60,500 

132,000 
50,000 100,000 

32,500 
50,000 

110,000 325,000 
191,245 

612,037 
15,000 
17,000 

45,000 
33,000 

10,500 
78,000 

15,000 
300,000 

1,565,200 

500,000 
800,000 

100,000 

50,000 50,000 

220,500 3,776,445 1,322,037 

231 

0 

0 

0 

82,500 

391,245 

473,745 

0 

0 

0 

850,000 

612,037 

32,750 

1,494,787 

.• . • ··· ·(>· . . 

0 

10,000 
6,200 

850 

17,050 

6,701000 . 

0 6,701,000 

25,000 
20,000 
10,000 

105,000 
55000 

0 215,000 

850,000 
77,000 
60,500 

132,000 
150,000 

32,500 
132,500 
435,000 

567,250 1,149,740 
1,224,074 

15,000 
17,000 
45,000 
33,000 

39,500 82,750 
78,000 
15,000 

300,000 

1,565,200 
500,000 
800,000 

100.000 
" · 

100,000 

606,750 7,894,264 
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lo Project Revenue Source 2005-06 2006·07 2007·08 2008·09 2009·10 2010·11 ToW 

~.N·M~l'iett'•·d·~·{;t(:,;> ··.:'. ~ f-·, · .... :··:· 
. " 1. n .atl«! ........... , ... , · . -. '· 

1 Settlemler Partt lrrlgaUon (Phase I) General Fund CIP 15,000 15,000 

2 Settlemler Plllk l~auon (Phase 2) 30,000 
! 

30,000 .• 

3 Settlemier Parit Fence Repair 6,800 6,800 
4 Legion Part Irrigation Plan 4,000 4,000 
5 Playground Equipment Replacement 10,000 10,000 20,000 
6 Legion Part Irrigation 40,000 40,000 
7 Settlemler Part Elec Syst Upgrde (Phase I) General Fund CIP 20,000 20,000 
8 Settlemler Part Elec Syst Upgrde (Phase 2) 15,000 15000 

Total Parts Maintenance 35,000 65,800 50,000 0 0 0 150,800 

Total General Fund CIP 7,018,550 4,012,245 1,372,037 473,745 1,494,787 606,750 14,9.7!,114 

Public Works Capital Improvement Program 
ft~'~tllr~l•~ln"~ . s~.Roa~v~vi•..n(~_ :·;~:f~;;;·q,:,":.'f;'),<:~~t;l 
.~.U\...I!;U..r-......a;i.~~ ... •~~· .. )-··w-'~ ........ . , .... .r .. t!.· .. . f .... .t~~J':.'P:":. .. -~~ ..... "'(' .. ~ ... 1 4 . ...... 't~.i:t 

1 Boortln'ft_'!!00~/Settlemier/Hwy 214 TIF/ODOT/SpAsmt 611;900 
I!I:R'""'U 611,900 

2 Highway 214 Sidewalk - Phase 2** ODOT Grant/SRS 107,000 200,000 198,550 505 550 
--------------------------------------~~~ 

Total State Roadway System 718,900 200,000 198,550 0 0 0 1,117,450 
• Project bid to be let by ODOT. 
•• Local share of project Is $25,000 

str~,!i~1ml)f?v~m~his: M~i~r Vpgraclei 
1 Country Club Rd TIF/SpAsmi/CIP 326,700 326,700 
2 Hwy 214 to Front St. Conn. (study) St. Storm CIP 75,000 75,000 
3 ErQflt St Und~rgrounding/§treetscaQe 

A. Front Sl: Cleveland to Hardcastle UrbRen 640,000 640,000 
B. N. Front Hardcastle-N UR bound. UrbRen 442,606 442,606 

4 Front Street StreetlmQrovements 

A. S. Front St Settlemier- Cleveland UrbRenfTIF/CIP/EcD 611,000 611,000 ev 
B. N. Front St.: Hardcastle- WHS UrbRen/ODOT/CIP 585,000 585,000 
C. N. Front St WHS to UGB St. CIPITIF/Sp Asmt 200,000 500,000 700,000 

5 Hardcastle/Railroad Realignment St. CIPITIF/Oiher 200,000 200,000 

6 Parr Rd.: School to Centennial Park WaterConsi/Parl<sSD 297,600 297,600 c 
7 W. Hayes: Settlemier to Cascade Sl CIPITIF 100,000 364,000 464,000 
8 Evergreen'Rd: connect to Parr Rd Developer/TIF 475,000 475,000 950,000 
9 Alley: Garfield -Cleveland Street CIP/SpAsmt 169,900 169,900 
10 Cleveland: Front to First Sl Storm CIP 117,800 117,800 
11 Cleveland - widen First to Second State Rev. Sharing 25,000 150,000 175,000 
12 N. Woodland: Camas - Stevens SL CIP/Sp Asmt 50,000 50,000 
13 Fifth St north of Harrison St. CIP/Sp Asmt 300,000 300,000 
14 Harrison; Front to Settlemier St. CIPrTIF/Sp Asmt 120,000 120,000 
15 Hayes: Front to 2nd SRSIOiher 80,000 80,000 
16 Ogle Street Design Study St. Storm CIP 35,000 20,000 55,000 
17 Ml~ellaoeous Modification~ 

A. Pedestrian Movements 

1. Brown St Walkway 0.5 City/0.5 Developer Str CIP 20,000 20,000 
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1 H.ti ~u Y ur VVVVJ.JilUN'4 

' 

No 

• 

Project 

2. Safety Sidewalk Construction 

3. Safety Signal 

N. BoonesFerry @ Henrys Farm 

Hayes @ Cozy Lane 

HardcasUe @ Park Ave. 

4. Downtown Walkway 

B. Intersections 
1. Hayes/Bottle/Settlemier 

2. Settlemier/W. Lincoln 

3. Lawson/Highway 214 

C. Misc. Capacity Improvements 

Major Upgrades Total 

s•-~·~ ~;_;,, 'rtadii : ·o ·· v 1 st:ieeti · .-•U!t -~ !lilt _. 9 -~- ' . . . 
1 No Name Street 

2 Tout Street 
3 Carol Street 
4 Wilson Street 

5 Alexandra Street 
6 Elm Street 
7 Church Street, 1 silo 2nd 
8 Yew Street, 2nd to Jrd 

Total Gravel Streets 

_.,.,., ..... ·-·-r ... .. . -- . ... v 

Revenue Source 2005-0S 2006-07 2007·08 2008-0t 2001·10 2010·11 

Sl CIP 

St. CIP 

SRS 

SRS 

SRS 

SRS 

15,000 

26,400 

26,400 

22,000 

27,700 

St.CIP/Water Consl 150,000 30,000 

St. CIP 25,000 

SRS 50,000 

TIF/CIP 35,000 35,000 

..... 

Total 

15,000 

26:400 
26,400 

27,700 

22,000 

180,000 < 

25,000 
50,000 
70,000 

2,592,800 1,030,306 1,260,000 1,075,000 864,000 0 6,822,106 

' . .. 
. . .· . . .-:~ ·; ~- ... "., : ... ·.l~ 

SRS, GF, SpAsmt 60,000 
SRS,CIP, GF, SpAsmt 106,000 

SRS,CIP, GF, SpAsm! 117,046 
SRS,CIP, GF, SpAsm! 82,277 
SRS,CIP, GF, SpAsm! 78,000 

SRS,CIP, GF, SpAsmt 50,000 
SRS,CIP, GF, SpAsm! TBD 
5RS,CIP, GF, SpAsm! TBD 

so,ooo 
106,000 
117,046 
a2,2n 
78,000 
50,000 

--------------------------------------------60,000 106,000 117,046 82,277 78,000 50,000 493,323 

.~V.!!t~~~~i~~~nse .~ R~~tor~4on: pc)or S~ee~, • ~--1~V~tt 't' Mil( . -_. j 
1 Bryan StMcKinley to lincoln, 650' Gas Tax/SRSI5tFund 34,000 
2 McKinley St: Bryan to Hwy. 99E Gas Tax/SRSI5tFund 83,000 

3 Rainier Rd: Astor to Delmoor, 1275' 
4 Broughton Way, All 

5 Vanderbeck:Princeton to Upmqua 
6 Cahill, All, 440 ft. 
7 Hampton Way 

8 Garfield St Alley to 2nd, 500 ft. 

9 Arthur St: Front to First 
10 Arthur St: Third to SetUemier 

11 Gran~ Front to First 

12 Oak St: Front to Setuemier 

13 Micellaneous Repair 

14 Thompson, All 

15 Ecola Way 

16 Elana Dr. (North) 

17 Quinn Road 

18 Walton Way 

19 Dellmoor Way 

20 Brown Street, Pvmt Rest (Y, cost) 

21 Miscellaneous Street Resurfacing 

Street Maintenance & Restoration Total 

Capital Improvement Program 

Gas Tax/SRSI5tFund 70,000 

Gas Tax/5RSI5t Fund 25,000 
GasTax/5RSISIFund 39,115 
Gas Tax/SRS/51 Fund 25,880 

Gas Tax/SRS/51 Fund 45,000 
Gas TaxiSRS/51 Fund 15,000 
Gas Taxi5RSI5t Fund 20,000 

Gas Taxi5RSISI Fund 15,000 

Gas TaxiSRS/51 Fund 30,000 

Gas Tax/SRS/51 Fund 48,000 

Gas Tax/SRSI51Fund 

Gas Tax/SRS/St Fund 

Gas Tax/5RS/5t Fund 

Gas T ax/SRS/St Fund 

Gas Tax/5RSI5t Fund 

Gas T ax/5RSISI Fund 

Gas T axi5RSI5t Fund 

Gas T ax/SRS/St Fund 

50,000 

160,000 

23,422 

46,884 

112,000 

65,000 

71,000 

50,000 
Gas Tax/SRS/St Fund 150,000 150,000 

499,995 230,306 248,000 200,000 150,000 
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34,000 
83,000 
70,000 

25,000 
39,115 
25,880 
45,000 

15,000 
20,000 
15,000 

30,000 

48,000 
50,000 

160,000 

23,422 

46,884 

112,000 

65,000 

71,000 

50,000 
300,000 

0 1,328,301 
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.1• .... ~ ... ~· 
.,....,._.... ___ ._,. 

... . ,. .. ·-··· r .. . .. v 

.1 I 
I 

) Project Revenue Source 2005-0& 2006-07 2007·08 2008·09 2009·10 2010·11 Total 

~v.~~i~ri~~lfY.j.:M~Wtt.~~.nce::¥~'"'~&'~ ~·srx•:\w;i~tt~o"''Mf~~Jt.il 
Blaine St: Gatch to Hwy. 99E Gas T ax/SRS/St Fund 44,000 44,000 

! RalnlerJOelmoor/Counlty Club Gas Tax/SRS/St Fund 40,000 40,000 
I Tomlin Avenue Gas T ax/SRS/St Fund 81 ,300 81,300 
I George Stllandau Gas Tax/SRS/St Fund 51,000 51,000 
; First St - Cleveland to Harrison Gas Tax/SRS/StFund 50,000 50,000 
5 Second Street- Oak to Harrison Gas Tax/SRSISt Fund 45,000 45,000 
7 Elana Dr. {South) Gas TaxiSRS/StFund 13,175 13,175 
8 Brandywine Ct. Gas T ax/SRS/St Fund 14,639 14,639 
7 Kelwona Ct Gas T ax/SRS/St Fund 16,103 18,103 
8 KelwonaSt Gas Tax/SRS/St Fund 21,958 21,958 
9 Miscellaneous Street Resurfacing · Gas. T ax/SRS/St Fund 21,958 100,000 100,000 100,000 321958 

Street Preventative Maintenance Total 216,300 1821833 100,000 100,000 100,000 0 699,133 

:"V.jflfr'.:;"-'Jiti~~·~~ ··,_~riitni¢iio ... ·<:.;::<:·-· ; .... A,,_: .. ,/.::· ;·~-:{ WJ. J .. . ~tt ... J.tm. ~- . . .. . . o: ...... , ......... -~: . ~,.· ;.- ,. -. -. 
1 Hwy. 214 widening Water Fund 44,000 44,000 
2 Laurel Avenue {replace line) Water Fund/SOC 47 4 35,000 35,000 
3 Hwy. 99E: Tomlin to Laurel Water Fund/SOC 474 52,000 52,000 
4 Hwy. 99E: Laurel to Aztec Water Fund/SOC 474 16,500 16,500 
5 99E at Silverton Road (bore) Water Fund/SOC 474 110,000 110,000 
6 N. First Street/N. Second (loop) Water Fund/SOC 474 18,700 18,700 
7 N. Fifth Street {replace line) Water Fund 44,000 44,000 
8 H~, 214 @ Mill Creek 

A. Bore Water SOC 474 68,200 68,200 
B. Loop Line installation Water SOC 474 132,000 132,000 

9 Hwy. 99E: Blaine to Aztec Water Fund/SOC 474 44,000 44,000 
10 Hwy. 99E: Blaine to lincoln Water Fund/SOC 474 66,000 66,000 
11 99E South (New Line) Water Fund/SOC 474 132,000 132,000 
12 Water Treatment Wtr Const/SOC 500,000 500,000 
13 Hazelnut Dr. - Replace Bridge Line Water Fund 55,000 55,000 
14 Parr Road to Evergreen Loop Oeveloper/WtnWtr Const TBO 0 
15 Hawthorne Circle Une Extension Water Fund/SOC 474 35,000 35,000 
16 Remove Small Water Tank WaterConst 75,000 75,000 
17 MIS<:. Capacity Improvements Water SOC 474 40,000 40,000 

Water System Reconstruction Total 746,700 313,700 407,000 0 0 0 1,467,400 

Wastewater:: Tr~aW1ent Plant 
1 Storm Water Treatment lmpvts Sewer Const 465 120,000 1201000 
2 Effluent Storage Pond Sewer Fund/SOC 80,000 80,000 
3 Pilot Poplar Harvest & Replant Sewer Fund/SOC 51000 25,000 30,000 

4 UV System Expansion Sewer Fund/SOC 75,000 751000 150,000 

5 Chemical & Generator Roof Replacement Sewer Fund/SOC 12,000 12,000 

6 FSL Dredge installation Sewer Fund 160,000 160,000 

7 Bypass Aeration @ Outfall Sewer Const 465 15,000 20,000 35,000 

8 Reuse System Phase 1.5 Sewer Fund 251000 450,000 215001000 2,975,000 

9 Excess Thermal Load-Compiaince Sewer Fund 25,000 5001000 175,000 30,000 7301000 

10 Winter Ammonia-Compliance Sewer Fund 10,000 100,000 110,000 

11 Facility Plan Update - Phase II Sewer Const 25,000 100,000 125,000 
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No Project Revenue Source 2005-06 2008-07 2007.08 2008-0t 2009-10 2010.11 Total 

12 Second MCPS Design & ConstrucUon Sewer Const 25,000 200,000 1,500,000 1,500,000 3,225,000 

MCPS Pump Replacement & Monorail Const Sewer Const 465 62,000 75,000 137,000 

.4 Rainier LS Base Repair Sewer Fund 472 35,000 35,000 

15 LS Electrical Upgrade Complalnce & Monitoring Sewer Fund 472 45,000 45,000 
16 industrial Ave Pump Station Rehab Sewer ConsVEq Repl 390,900 390,900 

17 Greenview Pump Station Upgrade Sewer ConsVEq Repl 499,000 499,000 

18 Rainier, Force main Extension Sewer FdJSWrConst 125,000 125,000 250,000 

19 SW Pump Station (City Share) Sewer Fund 100,000 100,000 
20 Septage Expansion Sewer Const 465 20,000 20,000 

Treatment Plant Construction Total 909,900 275,000 1,839,000 3,175,000 1,530,000 1,500,000 9,228,900 

· '-~ ~::,.•-:-~,"'!P'.Y.:'"W.j~~\~~~1N.hi' .-. ~~~; ;: c;tle;i1··~~ . ·: .. ::: ..... : . I .. ~ W.atJmlf!lCQ. Itt .. Ytti! .. . C. ® ..... ....... -~ .-- ... .. .. 1 

1 Santlam Lift StaiUne lnstaRaUon Sewer Const 465 210,000 210,000 
2 N. Trunk Rehab/Hazelnut Br Xing Sewer Const 465 25,000 75,000 350,000 450,000 
3 Mill ~r~k Trunk 

A. Extension to Shalimar Sewer Const 465 125,000 150,000 275,000 
B. Rehab Cleveland-Wilson Sewer Const 465 325,000 325,000 

4 N. 1st Harrison to Noname Sewer Const 465 30,000 30,000 60,000 
5 Smith Addn to New Well at Settlemier Sewer CIP 461 16,000 16,000 
6 Arthur - Third to Settlemler Sewer Const 465 52,700 52,700 
7 Alley - Hayes to Garfield (East of Plaza) Sewer Const 465/1&1 40,000 40,000 
8 Rehab/1 & I Removal Sewer Fund 472 10,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 110,000 
9 Alley Pipe Sewer CIP/Const 20,000 20,000 

Collectiorts System Construction Total 70,000 298,700 50,000 400,000 220,000 520,000 1,558,700 

vi' "fi""·;·--."' sT·"'-, ,,.. -~~·c· ···-·· etf'-... ,. ____ ·...-; ,,_ = · · . . .-... · .... .;-_ 

--~~ ..... Y!iit,ti .... o.rm .. -~-n ._.,..oQs~nL 2!!.· _,_. -;;:~.i.~''.i?·~.i -: :--::.r.:: ~ · '"· & 
1 Bryan St Outfall Upgrade Storm SDC/CIP 48,000 48,000 
2 Brown Storm: Wilson • Cleveland Storm SDC/CIP 150,000 150,000 
3 Garfield-Worl<man-Hayes SO StormCIP 59,200 59,200 
4 W. Uncoln: East of Cascade (500') Storm SDC/CIP 45,000 45,000 
5 Landau/Laurel Storm (to Pudding) Storm SDC/CIP 50,000 500,000 200,000 750,000 
6 Marshall Street Culvert (P3) Storm SDC/CIP 80,000 80,000 
7 North 1st & 2nd· North of Church St. (P6) Storm SDC/CIP 95,000 95,000 190,000 
8 N. Front Del ~ulvert to Commerce (P2) Storm SOC/CIP 51,000 100,000 151,000 
9 Hardcastle Culvert Replacement (P1) Storm SOC/CIP 192,000 192,000 
10 Settlemier Det. & Outlet Worl<s (P8) Ph. 1 Storm SOC 194,400 194,400 
11 Settlemler Del & Outlet Worl<s (P8) Ph. 2 Storm SOC 200,000 200,000 400,000 
12 Misc. Wetland Mitigation Storm SDC/CIP 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 100,000 
13 Reline Settlemler Crossing N. of Hayes Storm SDC/CIP 20,000 20,000 
14 Reclaim Channel N. of Progress Way Storm SDC/CIP 7,000 7,000 
15 3rd St@ Nuevo Amanecer -to Hwy 214 Storm SOC/CIP 26,000 26,000 
16 N. 111 & 2nd Street- Oak Street Storm SDC/CIP 75,000 75,000 

Storm Drain Construction Total 879,600 1,088,000 305,000 120,000 95,000 0 2,487,600 

Total Public Works CIP 6,694,195 3,724,845 4,524,596 5,152,277 3,037,000 2,0701000 25,2021913 

\ 

) 
TOTAL CITY CIP 13,712,745 7,737,090 5,896,633 5,626,022 4,531,787 2,676,750 40,181,027 
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CITY OF .,OODBURN 
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I CITY OF WOODBURN 
PUBUC JfOIIES DZPAJITJIZNT 

ENGINUJIJNG DrriSIOII 
PLO!.. o.-m: ~'m. 31, . ~~ 

* DI\€RT %30AC TO, SENECAL 
CREEl< WA 1£RSH£D, PROW>£ 
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REGION No. I 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 655 AC total areas. For evaluation purposes, this region was 

dividf!d into 360 AC of Residential and 240 AC of Commercial/Industrial, 55 
acres have been excluded from the total for flood plain riparian areas. . 

• 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 practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• 'Ibe analysis is based on all CIP projects. identifted 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 Jine between systems. 
• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 

durations (2. 93 MOD). 
• 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 gravity line to Boones Ferry Road 

at an estimated cost of $400,000. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $5.10 million and will generate an 

approximate load of 1.05 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 are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$4,480,000 
$6,100,000 
$4,170,000 
$14,750,000 

' ) ·Volume 

Page 
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REGION No. 2 
UENERAL: 

• Approximately 675 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region was 
divided into 440 AC of Residential and 210 AC of Commercial/ Industrial. 25 
ac:res have been excluded from the Iota/for flood plain riparian areas. 

• 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 mtes. 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. . 

• This region was analyzed independent of oth~r 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 12-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-hout fire 
durations (3.3 MOD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $5.02 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 and/or the Mill Creek 
Interceptor. 

• · 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 $5.78 million and will generate an 
approximate load of 1.19 cfs 

• AnaJysis 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 

thi s area, approximately 325 c fs. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $4. 17 m illion. 
• Anal ys is indicates the ex isting system (i.e. current 2004 serv ice area) wi ll support 

lhe improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SU MMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sani tary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

To tal 

$ 5,200,000 
$ 6,280,000 
$ 4,1 70,000 
$ 15,650,000 

5 Volume 

Page 1801 
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REGION No.3 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 330 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region was 

divided into I 00 AC of Residential and 230 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 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 (1.6 MOD). 

• Estimated cost or"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 

existing system at Industrial Pump Station on Industrial Way. 
• From the connection point, approximately 1200 LF of collector will have to 

upsized to the Industrial Way Pump Station at a cost of$265,000. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $2.25 million and will generate an 

approximate load of 0.5 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 outfal l of only a small portion to upper 

Mill C r. The bulk of the region would require construction of approximately 1400 
LF o f 78-inch dia. pipeline Easterly to natura/tributary to the Pudding River at a 
cost of $521,000, approximately 167 cfs. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1.62 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: 

Volume 
Page 

Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stonn Sewer 

TotaJ 
5 

1802 

$2, 150,000 
$ 2.515,000 
$2.141,000 
$6,806,000 
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REGION No.4 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 343 AC total arcu. For cvuluation purposes this rcg10n was 

detennined to be all Residential and no Commercial/Industrial. 
• 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 practical topqgraphic 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 ex1stmg distribution 

system by approximately II OOLF of 12-inch dia. main looped to the adjacent 
existing system at a cost of $154,000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations (1.88 MGD). 

• Estimated cost or"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. 

ii:' 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 2000 LF of 78-inch dia. pipeline Easterly to the 
Pudding River at a cost of $745,000, approximately 170 cfs. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $2.68 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 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$ 3,254,000 
$ 5,200,000 
$3,425,000 
$J/,879. 000 

Volume 5 
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REGION No.5 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 431 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this reg1on was 

assigned into 431 AC of CommerciaVIndustrial and no Residential. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer and stonn distribution and coiJection 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 ~onsidered 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 DJSTRJBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 

system by approximately 3600LF of 12-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 or'construction of distribution infrastructure 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 swnmary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region will require construction of a new lift station in the Northwest corner 

of the region at an estimated,eost-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. J 6 million and will generate an 
approximate load of 0.50 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. Runoff, therefore, requires 

construction of approximately 4500 LF of 84-inch dia. pipeline Easterly to the 
Pudding River at a cost of $2_0 million, approximately 216 cfs . 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1.55 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) wi ll support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 
Cost Estimate Summary: 

Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

) 
j Volume 5 

Total 

$2,700,000 
$ 3,260,000 
$3,150,000 
$ 9,110,000 

Page 
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REGION No.6 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 191 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region was 

assigned into 189 AC of Residential and no CommerciaJ/Industrial, ] acres have 
been excluded from the total for flood plain riparian areas. 

• 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 m gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all ClP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Docwnents. have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• 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 MGD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $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 dra inage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to South Mill Cr. to service 

this area, approximately 95 cfs. 
• Estima ted new collections systems cost is $1.4 7 mi Ilion. 
• Analysis indicates the ex isting system (i .e. curren t 2004 service area) will support 

the improvem ents, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SU MMARY : 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$ 2,300,000 
$ 2,640,000 
$ I ,470,000 
$ 6,410,000 5 Volume 
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REGION No.7 
GENERAL: 

• Approximately 5 I 0 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region was 
divided into 380 AC of Residential and J30 AC of CommerciaVIndustrial. 

• Flow rates for water; sewer ~d stonn distribution and coJJection systems are 
based on zoning densities appropriate t.o 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 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 fire 
durations (2.87 MGD). 

• Estimated cost of"construction of distribution infrastructure 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 I-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 I .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 SEW ER SYSTEM: 
• A new collection syste m would connect to the existing system on the West end of 

Parr Rd. and require upsizing the existing collector to a 84-inch dia. line at a cost 
of $1.7 Million, approximately 255 cfs. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $3.44 million. 
• Analysis ind icates the ex isting system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, esti mated costs are shown be low in the swnmary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 

5 

Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

1806 

$ 4,790,000 
$ 5, I 00,000 
$5,140.000 
$15.030,000 

• • J 
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REGION No.8 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 755 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region was 

divided into 457 AC of Residential and 298 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 
• 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 practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on aJI 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 (3.5 MOD). 
• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $5.62 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 1-5 pump station. 
• Existing collector would require upsizing 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. 
• Analysis indicates the ex isting 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 

To tal 

$5 ,620,000 
$6,670,000 
$4,630,000 
$16,920,000 
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COUNCIL BILL NO. 2588 

RESOLUTION NO. 1806 

A RESOLUTION COMPLETING A PORTION OF CITY OF WOODBURN PERIODIC 
Ri:VIEW WORK · TASK 9 BY ENTERING INTO AN URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 
COORDINATION AGREEMENT WITH .MARION COUNTY. 

THE CITY OF WOODBURN RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Findings. The City of Woodburn makes the following legislative 
find_ings:-

A. The City· . of Woodburn (the "City~') and · Marion County (the 
"County;') previously entered an Urban Growth Bounty Agreement {the "UGB 
Agreement") to coordinate establishment of the City's. urban growth bounoary. . . 

B. The UGB Agreement contains coordination policies and procedures 
applying to urban ·growth boundary ame.ridments, City · and County 
comprehensive plan amendments within the urban growth area, and land use 
decisions in the urban growth area surrounding the City. 

C. The City's Periodic Work Program, Work Task 9, requires the City to 
review and update, as necessary, the UGB Agreement with Marion County. 

D. The City Council, by passing this resolution, is acting to complete a 
portion of Work Task 9 under the Periodic. Review Process. 

E. The City and County have worked for several months to share 
information and coordinate with each other so that the governing bodies of 
both entities are prepared to enter into a new Urban Growth Boundary 
Coordination Agreem ent. 

Section 2. Adoption. Based upon the abov'e legislative findings and in 
order to complete a portion of Periodic Review Work Task 9, the City of 
Woodburn enters into the Urban Growth Boundary Coordination Agreement 
with Marion County, which is affixed hereto as Attachment "A" and by this 
reference incorporated herein. 
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Section 3. Execution. That the Mayor is authorized to execute said 
agreement on behalf of the City: 

Approved as to form(/:J.~~ . 
City Attorney 

Passed by the Council 
.. . Su9r:nitted to. the Mayor ... 

Approved by the Mayor 

· · Filed in the Office ofthe Recorder 

'. 

ATTEST: . !!J'. . ~~ ;;><( . 
M~nt CitY Recorder 
City of Woo<;Jbum, Oregon 

Volume __ s __ 
Page 
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) CITY OF WOODBURN/MARION COUNTY 
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY COORDINATION AGREEMENT 

This Agreement made and entered into this 51H day of bcToBc1L , 
l c:DS , by and between the City of Woodburn, a municipal corporation, hereinafter 

called "City'' and Marion County, a political subdivision of the State of Oregon, 
hereinafter called "County." 

WITNESSE'fH: 

·WHEREAS, IT APPEARING to the City and County that ORS Chapter 197 
-and the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) Statewide PlaD.ning 
Goal 14 (Urbanization) required that an urban growth boundary (UGB) be established 
around each incorporated city in the State of Oregon, and that the "establishment and 
change of the boundary shall be a cooperative piocess between a City and the County or 
counties that surround it"; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the above not~d statutory duty and Goal 14, and the 
authority granted by ORS Chapter 190 concerning intergovernmental agreements, City 
and County have adopted an urban growth ! boimdary, coordination policies and 
procedures for amending the UGB and for revising the City and County comprehensive 
plans within the UGB and outside the City limits, and a coordination process for county 
land division and land use decisions within the urban growth area (UGA) surrounding the 
City of Woodburn; and 

WHEREAS, the intent of the urban growth program for the City is as follows: 

1. Promote the orderly and efficient ~onversion ofland-.from Rural/Resource 
uses to urban uses within the UGA. 

2. Reduce potential conflicts with respurce lands. 

3. Promote the retention of lands in r~source production in the urban growth 
boundary rmtil provided with urb311- services and developed. 

4 . Coordinate growth in accordance with the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan 
and the Marion County Compreheqsive Plan. 

5 Volume 

Page 1811 

Page 1 - URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT 



. NOW, THEREFORE, the City and County adopt the following coordination and 
revision procedures and policies that, along with the policies of the Woodburn. 
Comprehensive Plan, shall serve as the basis for land use decisions within the UGA (i.e., 
the area between the city limits of Woodburn and the urban growth boWldary (UGB)). It 
is the intent of the parties that the boundary and coor~ination policies and procedures 
expressed in this agreement shall be consistent with Oregon State Laws, the Marion 
County Comprehensive Plan and the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. 

I. COORDINATION POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 

1. The County shall retain responsibility for regulating land use on lands 
within the UGA until :such lands are ann:exed by the City. The City and 
County identify the UGA as urbanizable and available over time for urban 
development. 

2 . The City and County shall maintain a process providing for an exchange 
of information and recommendations relating to land use proposals in the 
UGA. The County shall forward land use activities being considered 
within the UGA by the County to the City for comments and 
recommendations. The City shall respond within twenty (20) days, unless 
the City requests and the County grants an extension. 

3. Upon· receipt of an annexation request or the initiation of annexation 
proceedings by the City, the City shall forward information regarding the 
request (including any proposed zone change) to the County for comments 
and recorrtrnendations. The County shall have twenty (20) days to respond 
unless they request and the City allows additional time to submit 
comments before the City makes a decision on the annexation proposal. 

4. All land use actions within the UGA. shall be consistent with the 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and the County's land use regulations. 

5. In order to promote consistency and coordination between the City and 
County, both the City and County shall review and approve amendments 
ofthe Woodburn Comprehensive Plan that apply to the UGA. 

6 . The area outside the UGB shall be maintained in rural and resource uses 
consistent with Statewide Planning Goals. 

7. The City and County shall promote logical and orderly development 
within the UGA in a cost effective manner. The County shall riot allow 
uses requiring a public facility provided by the City within the UGA prior 
to cumexation to the City unless agreed to in writing by the City. 
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8. City sewer and water facilities shall not be extended beyond the UGB, 
except as may be agreed to in ·writing by the City and County, consistent 
with Oregon Administrative Rules, the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan 
and the Marion County Comprehensive Plan. 

9-. _Conversion. of land within the UGA to urban uses shall occur upon 
annexation and be based on a consideration of applicable annexation 
pQlicies in the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. 

10. The City shall discourage the extension of public facilities into the UGA 
without annexation. Hqwever, if the extension of public facilities into the 
UGA is necessary because of an emergency, health hazard or the City 
determines it is otherwise desirable, the facilities may be extended subject 
to terms and conditions contained in a service contra.Ct between the City 
and the property owner, 

11. Pursuant to OAR 660-011-0045, the City is the designated provider of 
public water, sanitary sewer and stonnwater facilities within the UGB and 
is responsible for prep~g the public facilities plan within the UGB. 
This designation does not obligate the City to provide services to any 
properties that are not annexed. 

II. AMENDMENTS TO THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY (UGB) AND 
TiiE URBAN GROWTH .A.:REA (UGA) 

The UGB and plan designations applicable to land within the UGA shall be 
reviewed by the City and County as required by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCDC) under their periodic review rules or as the City updates its 
comprehensive plan where County concurrence is necessary. These, and any other 
amendments to the Plan, UGB or zoning in the UGA shall be reviewed and approved in 
the manner provided below. 

1. City initiated Comprehensive Plan amendments for lands in the UGA and 
proposed UGB amendments. 

A. Upon receipt of notice of periodic review, the City shall review its 
Comprehensive Plan to determine if it needs updating. TI1e City 
may also propose comprehensive plan amendments, including 
UGB amenchnents, at times other than specified by the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) Periodic 
Review Order. 

The City shall develop proposed amendments and forward them 
together with all exhibits, findings of fact, and conclusions of law 
regarding the amendments to the County for review and comments 
at least 20 days before the City's initial evidentiary public hearip.g. 
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The City shall be responsible for providing necessary notice of 
amendments to the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD). 

The City shall hold one or more Planning Commission and one or 
more City Council hearings. Upon conclusion of its deliberations, 
if the City Council concludes it will approve the proposed 
amendment(s), it shall adopt an ordinance with findings of fact and 
conclusions oflaw supporting the Council's decision. 

B. After adopting the ordinance, the City shall forwaxd the proposed 
amendments to the County for hearing along with any comments 
from DLCD or other mterested parties received by the City. 
Within 90 days after the date the City provides its ordinance along 
with all supporting studies, exhibits, comments and findings of fact 
and conclusions of law to the County7 the CoWlty shall hold a 
public hearing on the City's proposal. If the County decides to 
reject the proposal or wishes to propose modifications, either party 
may request a joint meeting to resolve differences. 

C. Upon concurrence by the County, the County shall adopt the 
amendments by ordinance. 

2. County initiated Comprehensive Plan Amendments within the UGA or 
Amendments to the UGB. 

Volume 5 

A. Upon receipt of notice of periodic review, the County shall review 
its Comprehensive Plan to determine if it needs updating. The 
County may also propose amendments at times other than 
specified in the Plan or by the Land Conservation and 
Development Commission (LCDC) Periodic Review Order. 

. The County shall develop proposed amendments and forward them 
together with all exhibits, findings of fact and conclusions of law 
regarding the amendments to the City for review and comments at 
least 20 days before the County's initial evidentiary public hearing. 
Within 90 days after the County provides the proposed 
amendments to the City, the City shall schedule at least one public 
hearing by the City Planning Commission. The County shall be 
responsible for providing necessary notice of amendments to the 
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD). 
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B. The City Planning Commission shall .hold one or more public 
hearings. After the Planning Commission has concluded its 
hearing(s), it shall make a recommendation to the City Council. 
The City Council and the County Board of Commissioners shall 
each hold a public hearing or may jointly conduct one or more 
public hearings. The two governing bodies may deliberate 
together on the proposed amendment(s). At the conclusion of 
those deliberations, if th~ conclusion is to approve the proposed 
amendment(s), the City Council and the Board of Commissioners 
.shall each adopt an ordinance to amend their respective 
comprehensive plans accompanied by agreed upon findings of fact 
and conclusions oflaw. _.,._., · · · · 

3. County Zoning Amendments in UGA. Whenever the County proposes an 
amendment to its zoning map or regulations for lands within the UGA, the 
County shall provide .notice and request for comments on the proposed 
amendment to the City at least 20 days before the County's initial 
evidentiary public hearing. 

4. In amending the UGB, the city. limits or t:p.eir respective comprehensive 
plans, the City and County shall follow all procedures as required by 
Oregon State Law. In the case of an amendment to the UGB, the 
governing bodies shall base the amendment on consideration of Goal 14 
(Urbanization), applicable planning statutes and Administrative Rules. 

lll. ADl\flNISTRATION OF ZONING AND SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS 

In making land use decisions within the UGA, the City and County agree to the 
following: 

1. The County shall provide notice and request for comments on conditional 
uses, variances, adjustments, land divisions, property line adjustments and 
administrative reviews within the UGA to the City at least 20 days before 
the County's initial evidentiary hearing or land use decision when no 
hearing is held. The County shall provide the City a notice of decision for 
all such applications in the UGA when requested by the City. 

2. Applications for uses permitted outright in the applicable county zone 
including ministerial actions will not involve any notice or request for 
comments to the City. ~ · 

3. The County shall, to the extent feasible, require City development 
standards for development within the UGA, including dedication of 
additional right-of-way or application of special street setbacks when 
requested by the City. The Cm.mty shall, to the extent feasible, require 
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compliance with City development standards, in lieu of County standards 
if the development is other than a single-family dwelling. 

4. For development approved under (1) or (2), if public sewer and water 
facilities or city limits are located Within 300 feet of the subject property, 
the County shall require that the development connect to the facilities 
unless use of wells or other means are allowed in writing by the City. The 
City will require any property connecting to City sanitary sewer or water 
facilities to annex to the City. The City shall provide the County 
information about the location of public sewer and water. The County 

· may approve development of permitted uses on properties more than 300 
feet from the city limits, or from a publjc sewer or water facility using 
wells and DEQ approved wastewater disposal systems. 

5. If a proposed· use is not specifically id~tified in the Marion County 
Urban Zoning Ordinance (MCUZO), and the County is proposing an 
interpretation classifying the use as permitted in the applicable zone under 
the interpretation provisions of the MCUZO, the County shall give the 
City an opportunity to ·comment before the County makes a final land use 
decision. 

IV. MARION COUNTY URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

The Coordination Agreement between a city and the County is required to be 
consistent ·with the Urban Growth Management Framework of the Marion County 
Comprehensive Plan. The Framework provides guidelines a city may choose to follow 
when coordinating urban growth boundary needs with the County. The decision on how 
to use any applicable coordination guidelines of the Framework is up to a city and there 
can be several approaches taken by cities to coordinate planning efforts with the County 
consistent with the Framework. 

To facilitate coordination between the City and County, the Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan has been amended to incorporate applicable P<?licies and guidelines 
found in the Marion County Urban Growth Management Plan. The City shall consider 
applicable Woodburn Comprehensive Plan policies and guidelines when making land use 
decisions within the UGA. 

V. AREA OF MUTUAL CONCERN (AMC) 

The area of land identified in Exhibit "A", attached to this agreement, lies outside 
the Woodburn UGB and shall be known as the Area of Mutual Concern (AMC). Land 
use decisions within this area may have a significant impact on future growth plans of the 
City of Woodburn. The County recognizes this interest and agrees to coordinate with the 
City as follows: 
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1. The County shall retain responsibility for land use decisions and actions 
concerning and affecting lands within the AMC. 

2. The County shall provide notice and request for comments of pending 
land use actions within the AMC to the City at least 20 days before the 
initial evidentiary hearing or land use decision when no public hearing is 
held. Where the first scheduled action on a proposal is a public hearing 
and the City responds in writing within 10 days requesting additional time 
in which to review the proposal, the City's time for submitting comments 
may be extended . tmtil the next regularly scheduled hearing before that 
body. If no additional hearing is involved, the City shall be allowed an 
additional 10 days to submit comments. 

3. The County shall discourage development that .would preclude future 
redevelopment and urbanization of the area. The County shall encourage 
applicants for land divisions to submit plans for the efficient future re
division of the land to urban densities. 

4. The County shall send notice of land use decisions within the AMC to the 
City when requested by the City, when such decisions are issued. 
Applicable appeal periods set by County ordinance or State statute _shall 
apply to such decisions. 

5. The County shall send notice of public hearings to the City within the 
times prescribed by County ordinance or State law prior to hearings on 
appeals of such decisions, when requested by the City. 

6. The City may at its discretion develop studies as to the suitability, 
feasibility, and effectiveness of extending urban facilities such as water 
and sewer service to land within the AMC. Such studies shall :riot be 
construed by Marion County or others as being a violation of the City' s or 
County's Comprehensive Plans. The City will not, however, extend such 
facilities into this area 'Y~thou~ .fusj 91;>!~_-qj_ng appropriate amendments to 
the City and County's Comprehensive Plans. This provision is intended to 
recognize that certain facility planning requires consideration of timetables 
that extend beyond the 20-year planning period recognized in the City 
Plan and it is therefore appropriate for specialized facility planning to be 
undertaken for the area. 

VI. APPEALS 

If no mutual agreement can be achieved in the course of reviewing amendments 
or land use applications as noted in Sections II, ill and V, each party retains its right to 
appeal as provided in State law. 
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IT IS HEREBY UNDERSTOOD AND AGREED that this agreement shall 
remain in effect unless terminated by one of the parties through the formal action of its 
governing body by giving the other party a thirty day (30) termination notice, in writing. 
It is further understood that this agreement may be reviewed by the City and County 
every year. 

The City shall pass a resolution authorizing the Mayor and City Recorder to enter 
into this agreement on behalf of the City. The resolution shall be made a p~ of this 
agreement and attached hereto. 

IN WITNESS THEREOF; the respective parties hereto have caused this 
Agreement to be signed in their behalf the day and year first above written. 

~UNTYBOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

. A~ 
Duwv~ 

ss10ner 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

.;/----< t!Dt...._,_ .s~ L- (_ 

Marion County Legal '&unsel 
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MEMORANDUM 
' -

To: 

From: 

The Honorable Mayor and Council through City Administrator 

Greg Winterowd, ConSultant Planer 

Date: September 8, 2005 ,OMMUNITY 
RESOURCE 
PLANNING Re: Legislative Amendment 05-01 (Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive 

Plan Update) 

Purpose 
1bis memorandum is intended to assist the City Council in its review of the many documents 
included in the 2005 legislative Comprehensive Plan and Woodburn Land Development 
Ordinance (WDO) amendment package. · 

Def"ming Terms and .Acronyms 
During this process, staff and consultants have introduced a number of acronyms and terms 
that can be confusing. Commonly used acronyms and terms include the following: 

• LCDC. Land Conservation and Development Commission is non-paid citizen commission 
appointed by the Governor to establish statewide land use policy by "goar• or "administrative 
rule:' .. LCDC also "acknowledges" (i.e., approves) local comprehensive plan and land use 

, regulation amendments. 
• Statewide Goals. Mandatory standards adopted by LCDC that must be addressed by 
cities and cotmties in local comprehensive plans and land use regulations. 
• Administrative Rules. Interpretations of Statewide GoaJs and statutes adopted by the 
LCDC. The devil is in these details. 
• 197.298 Priorities. The statutory requirement to bring in exceptions areas before farmland, 
and poor farmland before good fannland. An "exception" to this rule is allowed only if services 
must be extended through poor farmland to reach good fannland, or if needed land use has specific 
locational needs. 
• Periodic Review. Every 10 years or so, cities are r equired by Statute and administrative 
rule to update their comprehensive plans and land use regulations to address changed 
circumstances or changes in Statewide Goals and Administrative Rules. Almost 10 years ago, 
Woodburn a<:lopted a "Periodic Review Work Program" that included 11 work tasks to 
address this requirement. The 2005 legislative amendment package addresses all Periodic Review 
Work Program elements. 
• DLCD. Department of Land Conservation and Development (LCDC staff). Regional 
Manager Geoff Crook wil1 review the 2005 legislative amendment package and make 
recommendations to the LCDC. 
• ODOT. Oregon Department of Transportation. Teny Cole is Woodburn's regional 
representative. He has worked closely with City staff and consultants in revisions to the 
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Woodburn TSP, and in the development of the ODOT-Woodbwn Intergovernmental Agreement · 
(IGA) and IMA Overlay District. (See definitions below.) ODOT provides staff for the Oregon 
Transportation Commission (OTC). . 
• UGB. Urban Growth Boundary. The UGB "separates urban from nrralland" and must be 
consistent with Statewide Goal14 (Urbanization.) and ORS 197.298 Priorities. 
• Exceptions Areas Areas that are not zoned for Exclusive Farm Use because it is has 
been parcelized to the point where commercial farming is no longer reasonable. Woodburn has 
several adjacent exceptions areas. 
• Comprehensive Plan The Woodburn Co~prehensive Plan is the local land use 
"constitution" for the area within the Woodburn UGB. The comprehensive plan controls how land 
will be developed or protected during the 20-year planning period. The comprehensive plan has 
text (goals and policies) and a map. Other local planning docmnents must be consistent with the 
comprehensive plan. 
• TSP Woodburn Transportation Systems Plan. The 2005 tsP amendments (a) shows 
street improvements to serve the existing and expanded UGB, and (b) provide the policy basis for 
the IMA Overlay District. The TSP must be consistent with Statewide Goat 12 (Transpqrtation) 
and the Goal 12 Administrative Rule. The TSP is part of the W oodbum Comprehensive Plan. 
• PFP Woodburn PubHc Facilities Plan. This plan is essentially a compilation of 
water, sewer, drainage and transportation plans and was developed largely by theW oodburn 
Public Works Department. Among other things, the PFP explains how infrastructure will be 
provided to the expanded UGB. PFP adoption is required by the City's Periodic Review work 
program, Statewide Goal 11, and state statute. The PFP also is part of the W oodbwn 
Comprehensive Plan. 
• WDO Woodburn Land Development Ordinance. This is how the City implements 
its comprehensive plan, TSP and PFP. The WOO has zoning regulations and a zoning map. 
• IMA Overlay District Interchange Management Area-This is part of the WOO. The 
"overlay district" applies to a geographic area where a ''trip generation budget" is maintained and 
commercial plan amendments are' restricted, to ensure that the public's long-term investment in 1-5 
Interchange improvements is consistent with the City's Economic Development Strategy. 
• Nodal Development The WOO also includes Nodal commercial and residential zones. 
that apply in the Parr Road Nodal Development area, and basically call for neighborhood 
commercial, surrounded by higher density multi-family and small lot single-family development. 
• EDS Economic Development Strategy- prepared by ECONorthwest in 2001. A 
cornerstone of the 2005 Comprehensive Plan amendment package. 
• EOA Economic Opportunities Analysis- also prepared by ECONorthwest to support the 
EDS. The EOA is required by the Goal 9 Rule and identifies "target industrial finns" with specific 
siting (locational) requirements. Much of the 2005 UGB expansion is designed to meet the needs 
of target industries. 

July 25, 2005 Staff Reports 
To better understand the amendment package, Staff recommends that the Council carefully 
read Community Development Director Mulder's March 28, June 16 and July 25, 2005 staff 
reports. These reports provide an excellent surrunary of the 2005 legislative amendment 
package, as well as staff and consultant responses to issues raised during the public hearing 
process. 

• The March 28 StaffReport summarizes the content of the Comprehensive Plan and 
WDO text and map amendments recommended by the Planning Commission. 
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• . The June 16 Staff Report responds to the 113 written comments received by the City 
Council, including comments from state agencies and organizations such as 1000 
Friends of Oregon by recommending many changes to .the Woodburn Comprehensive 
Plan text and maps, the WDO text and maps, and the Public Facilities Plan. 

• The July 25 StaffReport considers testimony received between April20 and June 13, 
2005. The report recommends that Council adopt amendments to the four documents 
a.IJ.d maps listed below. · 

What Are You Being Asked to Adopt? 
The 2005 legislative package includes amendments to the following policy and regulatory 
docwnents: 

(1) The Woodburn Comprehensive Plan - Text, Map and Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) 

(2) The Woodburn Land Development Ordinance (WDO) and Zoning Map 
(3) The Woodburn Transportation Systems Pkln (fSP) 

The legislative package also includes a new 2005 document: 
(4) The Woodburn Public Fad/ides Plan (PFP). 

Background Plans and Studies 
These plans are supported by a series ofbackground reports and studies. Although minor 
changes have been made to these studies over the last year, these changes do not have public 
policy implications and were made to correct misperceptions or internal inconsistencies. 

What Substantive Changes Have Been Made During the Council's Deliberations? 
F or the most part, the Council has been asked to adopt the Planning Commission 's 
recommended package. Substantive changes from the Planning Commission 's 
recommendation include the following: 

• Community D evelopment Director Mulder made a number of editorial changes to the 
Comprehensive Plan and WDO text and map, to maintain internal consistency and to 
address technical, administrative issues. These changes are described in the July 16 
Staff Report. 

• The draft of the Woodburn PFP has been revised by the Public Works Department and 
Mr. Winterowd to ensure internal consistency and to identify "short" and "long" term 
projects as required by the Goal9 administrative rule and as requested by DLCD. 

• Several substantive changes were made to the·Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Map 
(and in some cases the Woodburn Zoning Map) to address concerns raised by 
Woodburn citizens, DLCD, the Oregon Department of Agriculture, 1000 Friends of 
Oregon, and Friends and Neighbors ofWoodburn (FAN): 
1. The City Council recently approved a zone change from RS to RM on property 

generally located at the southwest comer of Boones Ferry Road and Country Club 
Road. This change is not currently represented on the Comprehensive Plan and 
Zoning Maps. It is recommended that the proposed CPM for this property be 
changed to MDR and the zoning be changed to RM. 
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2. Revise the Zoning Map in the downtown area to retain the existing zoning instead 
of the proposed Commercial Office (CO) zoning. The Plimning 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 fue areas that are subject to the overlay. 

4. Revise the Comprehensive Plan Map to change the designation on the exception 
area at the southeast comer of Carl Road and Highway 99E from Commercial to 
Medium Density Residential. This corrects a inapping error and makes tlie map 
consistent with the existing use of property as a mobile home park. 

5. Revise the Comprehensive Plan Map to remove the easterly portion of the OGA 
Golf Course from the proposed UGB expansion to avoid Class I soils, consistent 
with ORS 197.298 priorities. 

6. Revise the Comprehensive Plan Map to relocate the industrial designated 50-acre 
UGB expansion at the northwest quadrant ofl-5 and Butteville Road to a 50-acre 
parcel located south of the proposed South Arterial. The land west ofButteville 
Road has predominantly Class IT soils, and the land east ofButteville Road and 1-5 
has predominantly Class ill soils. 

7. Revise Comprehensive Plan Map and zoning map to remove SWIR. designation 
and zoning from south end ofWinco Foods property. 

There is nothing "new'' in the amendment package that Was not discussed at the April 25 and 
June 13,2005 Council deliberations. 

W in ter br oo k Pla nning 

Volume 
Page 

· (~a-Co {o 

Page 4 



em 

Volume~ 
Page ~ 



Volume ~5,___ 
Page /8~~ 



' MMUNITY 
.SOURCE 

PLANNING 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Re: 

Honorable Mayor and City Council 

Greg Winterowd 

September 19,2005 

OHCS Housing Needs Model Update 

Introduction 
With the assistance of Councilor and Housing Analyst Richard Bjelland, Winterbrook ran The 
(OHCS) Housing Needs Model again with revised assumptions. The revised model run 
reflects the shift in area demographics projected by ECONorthwest and accounts for zoning 
districts recommended by the Woodburn Planning Commission. In particular, the 2005 model 
run model considers the higher densities allowed in the recommended "nodal" single-family 
and multi-family residential zones. 

The Housing Needs Model Applied in 2003 
The September 2005 version of the UGB Justification Report included the following language 
regarding how Winterbrook applied The Housing Needs Model in 2003: · 

"Alternative 2: Application of the OHCS Residential Land Needs Model 
Housing need depends on household income, which is related to economic development in 
Woodburn. As noted in ECONorthwest's analysis of the relationship between economic 
development, household iricome and housing needs: 

• More than 50% of new jobs created between 2000 and 2020 are expected to pay less 
than $30,000 annually on a full-time equivalent basis. Tills is a range of $7.00 to 
$15.00 per hour expressed as an hourly wage. About 18% will pay between $30,000 
and $39,000 annually, and about 13% will pay than $40,000 to $49,000 annually. 

• The successfUl implementation of Woodburn's economic development strategy will 
have a significant impact on the city 's wage distribution. The strategy will result in 
fewer low-paying retail and service jobs, and more high-wage manufacturing, 
construction, and skilled occupation jobs. 

The impact of projected economic trends on residential land needs was further explored 
through use of the ORCS Residential Land Needs Model. For an alternative base case 
analysis, Winterbrook used the Residential Land Needs Model developed by the Oregon 
Department of Community and Economic Development (OHCS) that bases housing needs on 
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projected income by age cohort, related to assumptions of types and cost for various housing 
types over the next 20 years. 

Winterbrook ran the model using the coordinated population projection of34,919, a Year 2020 
planning period, an average household size of2.9, and approximately 100 other assumptions 
related to housing type, rental status, and price'rent levels (see RLNA, Attachment A). Due to 
Woodburn demographics and Hispanic preferences for homeownership, Winterbrook assumed 
a high demand for affordable homeownership opportunities, which translates into a need for 
small-lot single-family and townhouse (single-family attached) development Projected 
income by age cohort inputs for the Model were provided by ECONorthwest, assuming the 
successful implementation ofWoodburn's economic development objectives." 

The Model produced the results shown on Table· 3B. Approximately 385 net acres are needed 
for Low Density Single Fanlily (LDSF), 116 for Mediwn Density Single Family (MDSF), 94 
for High Density Single Family (HDSF), 15 for Manufactured Dwelling Park (MDP), 27 for 
Low Density Multi-Family (LDMF), 57 for Medium Density Multi-Family (MDMF), 14 for 
High Density Multi-Family (HDMF), and 6 for Mixed-Use (MU). The total acreage needed to 
serve the 2020 dwelling unit growth of approximately 5,000 units requires about 714 net acres 
(about 34 acres more than was projected using the "actual housing mix and densities" method) . 
. This represents the total amotmt ofbuildable residential land needed to acconunodate the 
projected 14,059 population increase over approximately the next 18 years." 

Table 3B: 2020 Needed Net Buildable Acres for Housing Based on 2003 
Application of OHCS Housing Needs Model 

Source: RLNA; The Housing/Land Needs Model; Winterbrook Planning 

The Housing Needs Model Applied in 2005 
Last week, Winterbrook worked with Mr. Bjelland to use the Housing Needs Model to review 
Winterbrook's Housing Needs Analysis, and to consider the effects of revised household 
income projections and recommended Woodburn nodal zoning districts. 

The following language is proposed to be added to UGB Justification Report to explain the 
results ofWinterbrook's 2005 nm ofThe Housing Needs Model: 

«In September of2005, Winterbrook worked with Richard Bjelland of Oregon Housing 
and Community Services (ORCS) to run The Housing Needs Model a second time. The 
purpose of this second run was to: 

Winterbrook Planning ,--

1. incorporate data from ECONorthwest regarding projected increases in 
household income resulting from successful implementation of 
Woodburn 's Economic Development Strategy; 
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2. consider the effects of higher density nodal zoning districts; and 

3. test the housing needs projection developed by Winterbrook and 
recommended to the City Cmmcil by the Woodburn Planning 
Commission. 

The 2005 run of The Housing Needs Model produced the results shown on Table 3C. In 
the 2005 Model run, approximately 330 net acres are needed for Single Family Residential 
(RS), 62 for Medium Density Residential (RM), 208 for Nodal Single Family (RSN), and 
68 for Nodal Medium Density (RMN). Thus, Housing Needs Model projects that · 
approximately 667 net buildable acres will be needed to serve projected dwelling unit 
need through the Year 2020. This represents the total amount ofbuildable residential land 
needed to accommodate the projected 14,059 population increase from 2002-2020 
asswning that needed housing occurs at 80% e:fficiency.1 

The 2005 model run produced a land need estimate that is approximately: 12 net buildable 
acres fewer than indicated using the "actual housing mix and densities,. method that must 
be considered under ORS 197.296; 47 net buildable acres fewer than resulted from the 
2003 Housing Needs Model run; and 33 net buildable acres more than projected in the 
Winterbrook Housing Needs Analysis. Thus, application of The Housing Needs Model 
in 2005 supports the housing needs conclusions found in the Winterbrook Housing 
Needs Analysis. 

Table 3CB: 2020 Needed Net Buildable Acres for Housing Based on 2005 
Application of OHCS Housing Needs Model 

Source: RLNA; The Housing/Land Needs Model; Winterbrook Planning 

Specific Need for Higher-End Single-Family Detached Housing 
The Council has also identified a need for higher-end single-family detached housing to meet 
future housing needs in Woodbill11. Therefore, we asked the Housing Needs Model to 
detennine the nill11ber of higher-end, detached single-family units needed through the year 
2020. 

The model determined a need for "i ,07 4 higher-end housing units to meet the specific need for 
higher-income fami lies in the Housing Needs Model's highest price range ($212,500+ in 1999 
dollars). This represents approximately 19% ofthe total number of new housing units that are 

1 
Note that none of the land need projections above consider the effect of lower densities expected to occur in 

h.ighly-parcelized Exceptions Areas. 
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needed to meet .Year 2020 housing needs in Vf oodburn. A portion of, this higher-end housing_ 
need will be met on Class IT soils near the 0~ Golf Course in Study Area 2 (North). 
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