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Exhibits I-V 

DATED this 6th day of June, 2007 in Salem, Oregon, 

Lane Shetterly, Director 
Department of Land Conservation 
and Development 
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reg on 
Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor 

February 14, 2007 

Kathryn Figley, Mayor 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 

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

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

RE: LCDC Approval of Per-iodic Review Task 2 and Urban Growth Boundary 
Amendment (Order 07-WKTASK-001720) 

Dear Mayor Figley: 

I am pleased to inform you that the Land Conservation and Development Commission has 
approved the City of Woodburn's Periodic Review Task 2 and urban growth boundary 
amendment submittal. The approval order finalizing this decision is enclosed. 

Judicial review ofthis order may be obtained by filing a petition for review within 60 days from 
the service of this final order, pursuant to ORS 183.482 and 197.650. 

We appreciate the efforts of the City of Woodburn in completing this periodic review task. P lease 
contact Jason Locke, your regiona l representative, at (503) 373-0050 extension 289, if you have 
any questions or need further assistance. 

Yours truly, 

;UMf--
Rob Hallyburton 
P lanning Services Division Manager 

Enc losure 

cc: Jim Allen, Woodburn P lanning Director 
Sterling Anderson, Marion Co. Planning 
S id Friedman, I 000 Friends of Oregon 
Mary Kyle McCurdy, I 000 Friends of Oregon 
Roger Kaye, Friends of Marion County 
Edward Sullivan 
Brian Moore 
Corinne Sherton 
Roger Alfred 

JeJTy Mumper 
Carla and Diane Mikkelson 
Lo li ta and Kath leen Karl 
Larry Wells, Marion County Farm Bureau 
Larry French, DLCD PR Specialist 
Darren Nichols, Community Services 

Division i\ifanager (e-tnail) 
Jason Locke, Regional Rep. (e-mail) 
Gloria Gardiner, Urban Pl. Spec. (e-mail) 
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EXHIBIT A 
LCDCRECORD 

1. DLCD staff report with responses to objections dated January 3, 2007 

2. Attachment A: City of Woodburn correspondence identifying material in the record 
responsive to objections (11113/06) 

3. Attachment B: UGB and Task 2 submittals 
a. City Ordinance No. 2391 , and the following exhibits thereto: 

o 1-A Woodburn Economic Development Strategy 
o 2 Woodburn Comprehensive Plan!UGB Map 
o 4-A Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis 
o 4-B Woodburn Population and Employment Projections 
o 4-C Woodburn Occupation/Wage Forecast 
o 4-E Woodburn Buildab le Lands Inventory 
o 4-F Woodburn Residential Land Needs Analysis 
o 4-H Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries 
o 5-B UGB Justification Report 

b. Cotmty Ordinance No. 1233 

4. Attachment C: Objections 
I . Opus NW 
2 . Renaissance Homes · 
3. Tukwila Partners 
4. Fess ler fami ly 
5. 1000 Friends of Oregon 
6. Friends of Marion County 
7. Marion County Farm Bureau 
8. Diane and Carla Mikkelson 
9. Lo lita and Katherine Carl 
10. Jerry Mumper 

5. Attachment D: City oC Woodburn Periodic Review Work Program Summary 

6. Attachment E: DLCD Order 00 17 14 

7 . Attachment F: Statemen t of the record 

7. Attachment G: Re levant rules from 0/\R 660, Division 9 

8. Any va lid exceptions to the department 's report and response from the department. 
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BEFORE THE 
LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

IN THE MATTER OF PERIODIC REVIEW 
TASK 2 AND THE AMENDMENT OF 

APPROVAL 
ORDER 

THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 

) 
) 
) 
) 

07-WKT ASK -001720 
FOR THE CITY OF WOODBURN 

This matter came before the Land Conservation and Development Commission 

(Commission) on January 25,2007 as a referral by the Director ofthe Department of Land 

Conservation and Development (depmtment) of a completed periodic review work task and an 

urban growth boundary (UGB) amendment submitted by the City of Woodburn (city). The city 

submitted Task 2, "Commercial and Industrial Lands Inventory," of its approved work program 

to the department for review pursuant to ORS 197.633 and OAR chapter 660, division 025. The 

city also submitted the amendment of its UGB to the department for review pursuant to ORS 

197.626 and OAR 660-025-0175. The Commission, having fully considered the written record 

listed in Exhibit A, including the city 's Task 2 and UGB amendment submittal, and the oral 

presentations of the objectors, the city, and the department, now enters the following findings, 

conc lus ions, and order: 

Recitals 

I . On August 3, 2Q06, the department received Ordinance 239 1 fro m the city. The department 

considered the submittal complete on August 4, 2006. 

2. Between August 22 and August 24, 2006, the department received objections from 10 

objectors . The objections were timely filed . 

3. On November 30, 2006, the department referred Task 2 and the UGB amendment to the 

Commiss ion by Order 0017 14 and notified the city and the objectors . 

4. On January 25, 2007, the Commission held a hearing on the Task 2 and an UGB am endment. 

Conclusion 

Based on the foregoing recitals, the findings and conclusions contained in Exhibit B, and the 

record of this matter, the Commission hereby approves the city' s Task 2 and UGB amendment 

submittal, pu rsuant to OAR 660-025-0150 and 660-025-0 160. 

I of 2 Item No. 2 ----
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THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT: 

1. The city's UGB amendment as contained in Exhibit 2 of Ordinance 239 1 is approved. 
2. Periodic Review Task 2, Commercial and Industrial Lands Inventory, is approved. 

DATED THIS 14th DAY OF FEBRUARY, 2007. 

FOR THE COMMISSION: 

Lane Shetterli,Dl7ec or 
Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development 

NOTE: You may be entitled to judicial review of this order. Judicial review may be obtained by filing a petition for 
review within 60 days from the service of this fin al order. Judicial review is pursuant to the provision ofORS 
183.482 and 197.650. 

Copies of all documents referenced in this order are avai lable for review at the department 's office in Salem. 
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EXHIBITB 
LCDC FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS 

(Note that attachments referred to in this Exhibit are listed in Exhibit A) 

I. BACKGROUND 

A. History of Action 

On August 3, 2006, the City of Woodburn properly submitted Periodic Review Tasks 1~ 

and 7- 11 and a UGB Amendment. The department approved Tasks l.a, l.b, 3.a, 4, and 
7- 10, partially approved and remanded portions ofTask 3.b (TSP) , and referred to the 
Commission Task 2 and the UGB amendment (Order 001714). 

Task 2, "Commercial and Industrial Lands Inventory," was approved as part of the city's 
periodic review work program on July 30, 1997. T he UGB amendment was not part of 
the city's periodic review work program. 

B. The Submittal 

1. Commercial Lands: The land included for commercial uses include a small area 
adjacent to the go lf course and two larger areas, one on the west side of 99W and one 
located in the southwest quadrant that is planned as part of a larger nodal development. 
The relatively small amount of commercial land in the amended UGB has been justified 
by the city as a way to ensure the redevelopment and infi ll potential of the downtown 
area and Highway 99W corridor. Both of these existing commercial areas are considered 
to be underutilized. 

2. Residential Lands: The city included 546 acres of land in the amended UGB fo r 
residential uses, including public and institutional uses. The lands are located in the north, 
no rthwest, south, southwest, and east. The lands in the northwes t, east and south areas are 
primari ly exception lands, and the lands located in the north and southwest areas are 
primarily resource land. The residential need analys is, efficiency measures, and 
locational analysis conducted by the city are summari zed in the " Woodburn UGB 
Justification Report" (Attachment B, pp. 27-79). The department has reviewed the 
res idential needs anal ys is, effi ciency measures, locati onal analysis, and other supporting 
documents contained in the record and approved the relevant periodi c review task. 

3. Industrial Lands: The city included 409 acres of land in the amended UGB for 
industri al uses. The lands are located in the northeast, southeast, and southwest part of the 
UGB. The largest indus trial area in the amended UGB is the Southwest Industrial 
Reserve (SWIR), which is comprised of large parcels bounded on the south and west by 
Buttev ille Roa,cl . The city performed a 2020 employment projection (Attachment B, pp. 
20-22), an Indus trial Land Needs Analysis, and a refined Target Industry Site Suitability 
(Attachment B, pp.23-27) as well as an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and 
Economic Development Strategy (EDS) (Attachment B, pp. I 0-1 2). In these documents, 
the cit y established the need for 409 acres of industri al land, and the analyses address site 
s izes, types, and locations as requ ired by OAR 660-009-00 15. 

CITY OF WOODBURN ORDER 07-WKT~ 
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The city applied the Goal14 boundary location factors and ORS 197.298 to determine 
the lands that would accommodate the identified need within the priority framework. The 
Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Part III, contains the UGB locational analysis. The 
city created eight UGB Expansion Study Areas, consisting of 3,984 acres, for the purpose 
of evaluating the land around Woodburn in accordance with the locational factors and 
Goal 14 .priorities. The UGB amendments were developed based on the results of the 
locational analysis, which also considered transportation impacts, constraints such as 
wetland and riparian areas, public facilities availability and serviceability, and impacts on 
abutting agricultural lands. 

II. Objections 

The department received 10 objections to the City of Woodburn UGB amendment. The 
objections have been separated into 2 categories: Residential objections and Industrial 
objections. 

A. Residential Objections 

1. Renaissance Homes (Perkins Coie) . This objection asserts the city misconstrued 
ORS 197.298 and failed to include the eastern part ofOGA Golf Course despite 
identified "high-end" housing need. 

Commission Findings: The city has exhaustively documented the reasons for not 
including the subject area noted in the objection. Primary among those reasons is that the 
soils are almost entirely Class I. This makes the subject area the lowest priority for 
inclusion pursuant to ORS 197.298. Furthermore, the city found that the identified need 
for high-end housing could be met on other lands of higher priority. 

2. Tukwila Partners (Garvey Schubert Barer). This objection maintains the city failed to 
include an adequate amount of residential land and erroneously fa iled to include 277 
acres around the OGA Golf Course for "high-end" hous ing. 

Commission Findings: This objection is similar to Objection I , above, regarding location 
of the subject area. In addition, the objection states that the city did not include enough 
Janel for high-end housing. The city identified the need for I ,074 "high-end housing 
units" (defined as having a selling price of $2 12,500 or higher, in 1999 do ll ars), and that 
need is proposed to be mostly met on Class II soil s near the OGA Golf Course. The lands 
proposed for inclus ion in thi s area w ill accommodate approximately 825 high-end units at 
5.5 uni ts per net buildable acre. Furthermore, the ci ty found that the identified need for 
high-end hous ing could be met on other lands of higher priority. 

3. Fessler (Saalfeld Griggs). This is an objection to a provision of the Woodburn 
Development Ordinance that limi ts residential annexations to a five-year supply. 

Commission Findings: The objector argues that the city erred by requiring that there be 
less than a fi ve-year supply of land in a particul ar res idential designation before annexing 
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additional land from the UGB. There is no statutory or rule violation in th is action , and 
the five-year supply requirement will serve to ensure that development occurs in an 
orderly and efficient manner, and that there are adequate public facilities and services 
avai lable in accordance w ith Goal 14. 

B. Industrial Objections 

1. Opus N W (Johnson and Silerton). This party objects to the lack of a deadl ine to 
complete the m aster plan requirements for the SWIR (Southwest Industrial Reserve) prior 
to annexation and contends the provision violates the OAR 660-009-0025 requirement to 
prov ide sufficient serv iceable lands. 

Commission Findings: The city implemented a two-step master planning process for land 
in the SWIR prior to annexation. The first step, embodied in Policy E2.2, requires that the 
entire SWIR area be master planned for the provision, s izing, and general layout of water, 
sewer, storm drainage and transportation facilities, and that this be approved by the city 
council. The department believes this has already been done through the adopted a public 
facilities plan and transportation system plan that address these specific issues in the 
SWIR, and serve as the basis for the more detailed second step site specific master plan 
requirement contained in Policy E-1 .6. This policy is designed and implemented through 
the WDO to ensure that parcels of adequate size are reserved to meet the needs of the 
targeted industries identified in the EOA. Therefore, there does not appear to be a confl ict 
between these two requirements . 

In addi tion, the Commission finds that these master planning requirements are not 
inconsistent w ith OAR 660-009-0025(1)- (4). While the objection does not contain an 
all egati on of spec ific rule v iolations, the Commission fi nds that the master planning 
requ irement will not affect the designation of needed industrial sites nor w ill it affect the 
serviceabi li ty of the sites. Rather, it ultimately ensures their serviceability and further 
ensures that needed site s izes and types are preserved. 

2. Jen y M umper. This objection states the city overestimated industrial land need in 
violation of Goal 9 and objects to the targeted employer site size and type methodology. 

Commission Findings: See response to Obj ection 7, below. This objector quotes 
ex tensive ly from the Goal 9 guidebook. Whi le the gu idebook provides information and 
suggests various ways to achieve compliance w ith Goal 9, j urisdi ctions are not requi red 
to util ize it. In the case of Woodburn, the city has developed an employment proj ection in 
coordination with Marion County, has performed an industrial land inventory in 
accordance with OAR 660-009-0 15(3), and has deve loped a detailed EOA and s ite size 
for targeted industry ana lys is. The city's submittal contains an adequate factual base and 
the conclus ions arc supported by substan tial evidence in the record. 

3. Diane and Carla Jli!ikk elson. These objectors contend the city overestimated industrial 
land need, unde restimated redevelopment potenti al of existing industri al land and 
facili ties, and fa iled to coordinate w ith other jurisd ictions. The obj ectors state the city's 
submittal violates Goals 2, 3, 9, and 14, and ORS 197.296. 
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Commission Findings: See response to Objection 7, below. The objectors assert that the 
city has violated ORS 197.296, but fail to provide any details or cite relevant subsections. 
The requirements of 197.296 focus primarily on housing. There does not appear to be any 
pari of the objection that addresses housing in relation to the UGB expansion. In addition, 
the objectors state that the city has violated Goal 3. Goal 14 no longer requires taking an 
exception to Goal 3, but rather, Goal 3, i.e., the preservation of farmland, is implemented 
through the locational factors of Goal 14 and the UGB priorities of ORS 197.298. 

4. Lolita and Kathleen Carl. This objection alleges the city fail ed to protect farmland in 
violation of Goal 14 and ORS 197.298, inadequately coordinated with other affected 
governments in violation of Goal 2 and ORS 197.015,1 and included too much -industrial 
land in violation of Goal 14. 

Commission Finding: See response to Objection 7, below . 

5. Friends of Marion County (Roger Kaye). This objector also states the city included 
too much industrial land in the expanded UGB. 

Commission Finding: See response to Objection 7, below. 

6. Marion County Farm Bureau. This organization objects to the submittal, stating the 
city included too much land in the UGB in violation of Goal 14, failed to adequately 
coordinate with other jurisdictions in violation of Goal 2, and unnecessarily included 
prime farmland in violation ofORS 197.298. 

Commission Finding: See response to Objection 7, below . 

7. 1000 Friends of Oregon (Sid Friedman). This is a multi-part objection. Each 
allegation is addressed individually below. 

7 .a. Amount of Industrial Land - 1000 Friends-' first objection contains four reasons why 
it believes the city overestimated the amount of needed industri al lands: unreasonable job 
growth projections, site requirements for targeted industries methodology and 
conclusions, the miscalculation of buildable land and vacant industrial buildings, and 
failure to coordinate with affected jurisdictions . 

7.a.l. Job growth projections: The objection states the city projected there would 
be 18,762 employees in the year 2020, refl ecting a three percent average annual growth 
rate (AAGR). The city and county have adopted a population projection that provides fo r 
a 2 .8 percent AAGR. 1000 Friends argues that the job growth projection is unreal istic in 

1 ORS 197.015(6) defines "comprehensive plan" as: "a generalized, coord inated land use map and 
policy statement of the governing body of a local government that interrelates all functional and natural 
systems and activities relating to the use of lands, including but not limited to sewer and water systems, 
transportation systems, educational facilities, recreational facilities, and natural resources and air and 
water quality management programs ... . A plan is "coordinated" when the needs of all levels of 
governments, semipublic and private agencies and the citizens of Oregon have been considered and 
accommodated as much as possible. (italics added) 
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that Woodburn would be taking 23 percent of all the j obs forecasted for Marion County 
during the plaiming period (8,374 out of36,199 forecast jobs). 

Commission Findings: The city states that the current jobs/population ratio of one job per 
2.4 residents is lower than the one job for 1.8 residents for the rest of Marion County, 
which has created a jobs/housing imbalance that the city seeks to correct through its 
Economic Development Strategy. The city also points out that the projection is 
reasonable given the city's I-5 location and availability of relatively flat, serviceable land 
within the SWIR. Given the circumstances and the information in the record, the 
Commission finds that the conclusions made by the city and county are reasonable and 
supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

7. a. 2. Site requirements for targeted industries methodology and conclusions: The 
objection addresses the city' s decision to base its economic development strategy on the 
s iting needs of its targeted industries. 1000 Friends argues that the city concluded that it 
would need only 224 acres of land if they utilized the "employees per acre" methodology 
based on the number of projected jobs and that even if the city is utiliz ing the site 
requirements for targeted industries methodology, the city has still included far more 
industrial land than is justified. (The city has repeatedly stated in the submittal that they 
are not utilizing-the employees per acre method and that the targeted industries site 
requirement methodology has no relationship to floor area ratios or employees per acre). 
The objection cites examples of this by pointing out the number of sites included in the 
various categories, including four industries that utilize sites smaller than fi ve acres (25 
sites) and 12 industries that utilize sites smaller than 50 acres (40 sites). 

Commission Findings: This is somewhat mislead ing, as Tables I and 2 of the UGB 
Justification Report (Attachment B(5-B), pp. 24 and 26) identify the total number of sites 
required for all the site s ize needs, and find 42 tota l sites needed fo r all targeted 
industri es. According to 1000 Friends, this is an oversupply of s ites that leads to more 
land than is justified. However, the city has designated these sites to provide for the 
required short-term supply as well as to provide market choice among si tes. The 
Commission finds that thi s is a key componen~ of a successful industrial development 
strategy, and is required by OAR 660-009-025 . In add ition, the objection states that the 
city acknowledges that " not all of the industrial land proposed for inclusion is expected to 
develop by 2020." This is due to the fact that indus trial users often choose to purchase a 
site larger than their immediate need in order to ensure that they have adequate land for 
fu ture expansion, and the statement referred to by the objector is recognition of that fact. 
Additionally, OAR 660-009-025(2) specifies that plans must designate serviceable land 
su itab le to meet the site needs identified in Section ( 1) of thi s rul e. Except as provided for 
in Section (5) of this ru le, the total acreage of land designated must at least equal the total 
projected land needs for each industrial or other employment use category identified in 
the plan during the 20-year planning period. 

7. ct.3. The miscalculation of buildable land and vacant industrial buildings: The 
city conducted an extens ive inventory and analys is of existing industri al lands in 
accordance w ith Task 2 and OAR 660-009-0 15(3), which states " Inventory oflndustrial 
and Other Employment Lands. Comprehensive plans for all areas within urban growth 
boundaries must include an inventory of vacant and deve loped lands within the plannino 
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area designated for industrial or other employment use." The obj ection asserts that the 
city failed to include 79 acres of industrial land that would be available for existing 
industries, and that buildable lands were removed from the inventory (Attachment C5, 
p.5). 

Commission Findings: The city addressed the issue of vacant, partially vacant and 
potentially redevelopable industrial land in the Woodburn UGB Justification Report 
(Attachment B (5-B), p. 22) by stating that " ... the 2002 [existing] Woodburn UGB 
included 126 acres ofvacant, partially vacant, and potentially redevelopable industrial 
land, distributed among 36 parcels, with an average parcel size of 3.5 acres. The report 
goes on to note that "this land is a valuable component of the City's industrial land 
inventory" but "for the most part fails to meet the specific siting requirements of 
industries targeted in Appendix B of the Woodburn EOA [Economic Opportunities 
Analysis]." 

Thus, it is clear from the record that the city inventoried all industrial land within the 
UGB. The city's Buildable Lands Inventory (Attachment B (4-E), pp.11-12) describes 
two objectives of the city ' s employment lands analysis: 

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 ECONorwest's 2003 
memorandum titled ' Site Requirements for Target Industries.' 

Partially vacant land in Woodburn has an existing industrial user but is not full y 
developed; potentially redevelopable land has a low improvement to land value ratio. The 
Buildable Lands Inventory (pp. 12-14) explains in more detail the process the city used to 
determine whether partially vacant and potentially redevelopable land would be available 
to meet the needs of targeted new employers, or of the existing industrial fi nn that owns 
the land. Tables 24 and 2 5 (pp. 28-29) identify all partially vacant and po tentially 
redevelopable land (tax lots or portions thereof) with in the U GB and their contiguous 
industrial owners. Tax lots that have been struck through are available to meet the 
expansion needs of the existing industrial firm that owns the adjoining land. 

As summarized in the UGB Justification Report (p. 22), "City staff contacted owners of 
' partiall y vacant' and ' redevelopable ' industrial firms identified in Winterbrook's 2003 
BLI. In most cases, the owners of industrial firms stated that partia lly vacant land on their 
property was being held fo r future expansion, and was not available fo r purchase to meet 
the needs of new targeted employers. In other cases, owners stated that 'redevelopable' 
industria l land (i .e., land with an improvement to land value ratio of less than 1) was 
actual ly being used for storage of vehicles, equipment or materials." (Emphas is added .) 

Contrary to claims by obj ectors, the city did not exclude "partially vacant" and 
"potenti ally redevelopable" land from the Buildable Lands Inventory, it simply classified 
such land into two categories: land that is su itable to meet the needs of new targeted 
industries; and land that is owned by an ex isting industrial firm, and is either (a) reserved 
for futt1re expansion by the ex isting owner, or (b) used fo r industrial storage. As noted in 
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the UGB Justification Report (p. 22), "there are only 47 buildable acres on 23 separate 
tax lots available to site new targeted employment in Woodburn['s) existing (2002) 
UGB." The remaining 79 "partially vacant" or "potentially redevelopable" acres are " a 
valuable component of the City's industrial lands inventory," but are being used or held, 
by their industrial owners, for future industrial expansion. 

The objection further argues that the city did not take into account the employment 
capacity of existing occupied and vacant existing buildings. If that capacity were 
considered, objectors reason, less land would be needed to serve the targeted industries . 
The Commission notes that there is no statutory, Goal 9 or Goal 14 requirement that the 
city inventory vacant buildings. The objector cites other studies (City of Salem, City of 
McMinnville) that show that jobs can be ascribed to vacant buildings using an employee 
per acre approach, and that jobs will occur as part of expansion of existing industries or 
not occur on industrial lands. While this argument may be relevant to cities that choose to 
apply an employee-per-acre methodology, it has no relevance to the site needs approach 
applied by the City ofWoodburn, and authorized by ORS 197.7 12 and the Goal 9 rule. 

The objection also asserts that there is no reasonable basis for assuming that one of the 
city's targeted industries, a "silicon chip manufacturing plant," w ill locate in Woodburn 
and , therefore, the 125-acre parcel included in the UGB to serve this targeted industry is 
unneeded. The Commission disagrees . The city, in its oral presentation, pointed to the 
record to identify several reasons why it is reasonable to provide a 1 00+ acre site for a 
large industrial user. 

First, ECONorthwest prepared both the Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis 
(EOA, Attachment B, 4-1) and the Woodburn Economic Development Strategy (EDA, 
Attachment B, 1-A). ECONorthwest is a highly respected economic and planning firm 
with extensive experience in economic land needs analysis. The Commission regards 
ECONorthwest as a highly credible expert in this area, and notes that objectors did not 
prov ide comparable expert testimony to support their claims. The EDA (p. 3-1 ) descri bes 
the need fo r "very large manufacturing and high-tech firms [that] want sites as large as 
40-80+ ac res," and notes that the pre-amendment UGB lacked such s ites with freeway 
access . The EOA (Attachment B , 4-A, pp. 4-8 tlu·ough 4-9) further explains that these 
[large site] users typically require sites that exceed l 00 acres. 

Second, the EDS (p. 3-2) notes that of the three sites over 30 acres w ithi n the existing 
(2002) U GB, "one of the sites was under development in the Spring of200 1, and the 
other two are re latively distant from Interstate 5 and are not particularly well sui ted sites 
to accommodate target indus tries." The EOA (p. 4-9) responds directly to objectors' 
c laim that Woodburn is too far from ex isting electronics manufac turing "clusters" to 
attract large site indus trial manu facturers. ECONot1hwest observes that "Woodbu rn is 
c lose enough to the high-tech areas of Wi lsonville and Washi ngton County to be a viable 
opti on fo r a co rporate campus. Firms in the E lectronic and Electric Equipment and 
Business Services have potential in thi s regard." 

Third, the Commission notes that Wilsonville is only 12 miles north of Woodburn, and 
has been very successful in attracting e lectronic firms such as In-Focus and Tek tronix . As 
documented in the UGB Justi fica tion Report (p. 20), Wilsonvi lle in 1980 was much 
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smaller than Woodburn is today, ·but had large tracts of serviced industrial land with 1-5 
access. Approximately 80 percent of Wilsonville 's 1,000 acre industrial land base has 
developed since 1980. Today, Wilsonville has over 18,000 covered employees- which is 
comparable to the 18,762 employees projected by the City ofWoodburn (up from 10,388 
in 2000). The Commission finds that Woodburn's plans to take advantage of its 1-5 
access, to become a regional industrial center, are reasonable. 

Fourth, the Commission notes the high level of coordination that has occurred between 
the City of Woodburn and Marion County, and takes particular notice of the oral 
comments of Marion County Commissioner Patti Milne. Commissioner Milne noted that 
the Marion County Growth Management Framework Plan identifies Woodburn as the 
employment growth center for North Marion County. She also noted that each of Marion 
County's 20 cities had received written notice of the county's proposal to amend the 
Marion County Comprehensive Plan to adopt the city's proposed 2020 population 
forecast. This forecast was based on the city's 2020 employment forecast, to which none 
of the cities objected. 

Finally, Woodburn has take extraordinary measures to provide services to, and protect, 
the 1 04-acre site reserved for a large-scale industrial user, and the Southwest Industrial 
Reserve Area as a whole. The city's public facilities planning and master planning 
requirements establish a direct linkage between targeted industrial users and site 
allocation, and provides an exceptionally strong policy framework for protection of 
industria l sites for their intended purpose, as required by the Goal 9 rule. (See Woodburn 
Transportation Systems Plan (Volume VI, Exhibit 1-C), Woodburn Public Facilities P lan 
(Volume VI, Exhibit 1-B), the SWIR policies ofthe Woodburn Comprehensive Plan 
(Volume VI, Exhibi t 1) and the SWIR regulations found in the Woodburn Land 
Development Ordinance (Volume VI, Exhibit 3).) In particular, the Commission notes 
that Woodburn requires that any future user of the 1 00-acre site must: (a) employ at least 
300 people, and (b) parti cipate in required improvements to the 1-5 interchange and to the 
Southwest Arterial Street connection to the west side of the interchange. 

In conclusion, the Commission finds that Woodburn 's plans for economic development 
comply with the Goal 9 and Goal 14 ru les. The city's employment projection and land 
needs assessment are reasonable, for reasons explained in these findings and more 
particularly descri bed in the Woodburn UGB Justification Report (pp. I 0- 12, 15- 17, 20-
27 .) The Commission agrees with the city's view that the site is needed as part of its 
hierarchy of sites and will serve its targeted industry needs in accordance wi th 
admin istrative rules, and that there is a reasonable likelihood of a silicon chip fabrication 
plant or other large site manufacturing use given the characteristics of the site. 

7. a. 4. Failure to coordinate with affected jurisdictions: The objection states that 
the city fai led to coordinate with nearby cities in Marion County, Metro, Wilsonville, and 
other Marion County cities as part of this process, and has therefore violated Goal 2. 

Commission Findings: The city coordinated extensively with Marion County during this 
process, as required. Furthermore, the objector provides no explanation of how the listed 
jurisdictions will be affected. While Metro d id submit a letter to the record, the city is 
only required to take such info rmation into consideration during its process. Finally, the 
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city is not required to send notice of work sessions or public hearing to the alleged 
"affected" jurisdictions, as intimated by the objector. The Commission finds the city 
coordinated appropriately as required by Goal 2. 

b. Location of Industrial Land- The objection states that the inclusion of prime farmland 
on the west side ofl-5 (the Opus site) is unnecessary for the stated purpose of ensuring a 
connection to I-5 from the SWIR east ofl-5 and that the criteria for industrial land being 
within two miles of the freeway is arbitrary, which resulted in the city not including areas 
of poorer soi ls south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry Road and I-5. 

Commission Findings: The Commission agrees with the city' s findings related to 
compliance with Goal 14 locational factors and ORS 197.298 priorities for UGB 
expansion, as found in the UGB Justification Report (Attachment B (5-B) pp. 15-17 and 
45-79 and documents referenced in these pages). As documented in the city's findings, 
Woodburn has included almost all lower priority exception areas (UGB Justification 
Report, p. 48). Except for exception areas, the existing UGB is surrounded by Class I and 
II agricultural soils (UGB Justification Report and referenced soils map, p. 49). 
Therefore, Woodburn must include "prime" agricultural soils to meet 20-year growth 
needs. The UGB expansion avoided all but one acre of Class I soils (UGB Justification 
Report, p. 50). To reach two large concentrations of lower priority and buildable Class III 
soi ls in Study Areas 2 and 7, the city must extend streets and urban services through 
higher priority Class II soils (UGB Justification Report, pp. 50-53). To provide suitable 
sites with for master planned industrial parks and targeted industri es, Woodburn must 
include flat, agricultural land within two miles oflnterstate 5 (UGB Justification Report, 
pp. I 0- 11 and 24-25). 

Woodburn 's findings w ith respect to the contested Opus N01ihwest s ite, in Study Area 8, 
are extensive. This site has about 88 acres of buildable land, most of which has C lass II 
soils. The Opus site is the closest of any possible industrial site to the North Marion 
County (Woodburn) I-5 interchange. The site can be immediately served by sanitary 
sewer and water facilities . The site is located next to developed indus tri al land, between 
the existing (2002) UGB and Butteville Road, a planned arterial street. Land to the west 
ofButteville Road with Class I and II so ils was excluded from the UGB to minimize 
impacts on agri cultural land, based on comments from the Oregon Department of 
Agriculture (UGB Justification Report, p. 77). The city has shown, in deta il , how public 
facilities and serv ices can be extended fro m the existing UGB to serve the site. (Public 
Facilities Plan, Volume I, Exhibit 1-B sani tary sewer, water and storm drainage maps). 

The Commission agrees with the city's finding that inclus ion of the Opus s ite is 
necessary for the construction of Butteville Road (a planned arteri al shown on the 
Transporta ti on System Plan) to urban standards, which would allow the SWIR and other 
properties to access I-5 from the west. The city and ODOT have made it clear, throughout 
the record, that accessing the freeway from the west side is necessary clue to the lack of 
capacity at the east access to the interchange (UGB Justification Report, pp. 12- 13). Not 
only does the Opus site satisfy all of the city's site requirements for targeted industries, 
development of this site is necessary to provide access and services to the remainder of 
the Southwest Industrial Reserve. For these reasons, the Commission concludes that 
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exclusion of the Opus site would be inconsistent with the Goal 9 rule, and inclusion of 
the Opus site is justified under Goal14 and ORS 197.298. 

The city explains why it included land within Study Areas 7 and 8 in the UGB 
Justification Report (pp. 52-54). Because objectors have focused this issue, the 
Commission quotes directly from Woodburn's findings: 

Item No. 2 

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 2002 
UGB. Most of this Class II and III soils area is designated for industrial use within 
the SWIR, although a portion to the east is designated for residential use. To 
provide access to I-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 develop and 
help pay for needed road and utility improvements. Evergreen Drive, which will 
be extended by private developers to the 2002 UGB line next year, also must be 
improvc;:d to arterial street standards on Class II soils to connect with Parr Road 
and the South Arterial. In addition, urban sewer, water and storm drainage 
services must be constructed through intervening areas with Class II so ils to allow 
development of lower priority Class III areas. 

The Class III soils found on the southern portion of Study Area 7 continue to the 
south and southwest of this study area. Although the city did include one 46-acre 
primarily Class III parcel located south of the original Study Area 7, it did not 
inc! ude additional areas of predominantly Class III soil further to the south and 
southwest, for two reasons. 

First, the two Class III 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 noti h. Woodburn did not add these parcels to the UGB to meet the siting 
needs of target industries. 

Second, the large concentration of Class III soi ls located further to the south 
extend beyond the two-mile (from the I-5 Interchange) locational need limit 
established by the Council for inclusion of parcels within the SWIR. This land is 
too far from the I-5 Interchange to be attractive to targeted industrial firms. 
Inclus ion of th is land would have meant that other more suitable land closer to the 
interchange and urban services cou ld not be justified (on a strict need basis) for 
inclusion within the UGB. Ftnther, inclusion of parcels wi th Class 111 so ils south 
of the expanded SA 7 would have resulted in an inefficient urban form, would not 
have met the city's industrial siting need criteria, and vvould have increased 
substanti ally the cost of providing urban services . 
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The Council also considered the possibility of including land south of the SWIR 
to meet residential land needs. The Council rejected this option for several 
reasons: 

• First, 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, 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 I 0. 

• Third, the Council recognized 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 cities of Gervais and Woodburn would be reduced. If the UGB 
were extended south of the SWIR to accommodate residential growth needs, 
then the new residenti al area would be separated from the neighborhood 
commercial areas, parks and schools by incompatible industrial development. 

As noted earli er, Woodburn has no large concentrations of C lass III soils adjacent to 
the 2002 UGB. In Study Areas 2, 7 and 8, maxi mum efficiency of land use requires 
that intervening Class II so ils be efficiently developed, to allow fu ll development of 
more distant areas wi th Class III so il concentrati ons. 

In other UGB Study Areas, Class II so ils predominate and there are no large 
concentrations of buildable Class III soils. U nlike the land included within the 
2005 Woodburn UGB, there is no need to develop C lass l and IT lands in Study 
Areas I, 3, 4, 5, or 6 to achieve urban efficiency objectives or provide services to 
areas wi th predominantly C lass III agri cu ltural soil s. In other Study Areas, no 
identified urban land use need wou ld be served by extending urban services 
through Class I and II soils to reach relati ve ly sma ll, li near confi gurations of 
unbu ildable Class IV-VI so ils. 

In conclus ion, the adopted UGB expansion avoids the highest value farm land 
whereve r reasonably possible, while including land w ith the lowest agricultural 
so il classi fi cation that can be served in an efficient and livable UGB 
configuration. 

In summary, Study Area 8 is comprised predominantly of Class I and II soi ls. Study Area 
7 is compri sed primari ly of Class II and III so i Is, with a large concentrati on of Item No. 2 
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soils in the southern part of the Study Area. As shown on the Woodburn Transportation 
System Plan (Volume VI, Exhibit 1-C), Butteville Road and the South Arterial must be 
constructed to serve the entire SWIR area; thus, both of these planned arterials must pass 
through Class II soils to serve areas with C lass III soils . Development of the Opus site is 
necessary to pay for improvement of Butteville Road to arterial street standards. 
Construction of the Butteville Road and South Arterials is necessary to serve industrial 
land on Class II and III soils in Study Areas 7 and 8. Woodburn has prepared detailed 
drawings showing how sanitary sewer, water and storm drainage facilities will be 
provided to UGB expansion areas. As shown on the Woodburn Public Facilities Plan, to 
reach lower priority Class III soils in Study Area 7, public facilities must be extended 
through Class II soil areas in Study Areas 7 and 8 (Volume VI, Exhibit 1-B). For these 
reasons, the city's findings are consistent w ith Goal 14 locational factors and ORS 
197.298 priorities. 

Goal 14 states that local governments may "specify characteristics, such as parcel size, 
topography or proximity, necessary for land to be suitable for an identified need." This is 
exactly what the City of Woodburn has done. The city has established the importance of 
interstate access for target industries (Attachment A, pp. 4-6) and has concluded that, "for 
many targeted industries, being w ithin one or two miles of an interstate is much more 
preferable than being three or four miles away. Each mile from an interstate represents a 
significant increase in travel time, particularly if traffic has to pass through an urban area . 
. . "The lands in the Southwest Industrial Reserve are within two miles of the Woodburn 
interchange. The Commission agrees with the city's finding that most target industries 
require direct access to I-5. It fo llows that the Southwest Industrial Reserve-which 
provides for targeted industries in a master planned industrial park setting- must also be 
located with direct access to 1-5. For reasons stated in ECONorthwest's April 26, 2005 
memorandum (Attachment A, pp. 4-5), the Commission finds that the two-mile rad ius 
criterion is reasonable, and provides a measurable standard for the more general " direct 
access to I-5 cri terion." Such measurable standards are requi red by the Goal 9 ru le and 
are permitted by Goal 14. · 

The objection references sim ilarities between the target industries of McMinnvil le and 
Woodburn, and questions how the same target industries would locate 30 miles from the 
freeway if freeway access is so important. The answer is that both communities have the 
po tential to attract firms in the same general industrial categories , but Woodburn is at a 
dist inct competitive advantage due to its I-5 loca ti on. Woodburn 's findings quote directly 
fro m the city of McMinnville's Economic Opportunities Analysis in noting that that: 

McMinnville's primary disadvantage for economic development is its poor access 
to I-5 and congestion on commuting routes to the Portland Metropol itan Area 
(Attachment A, p.6). 

Woodburn 's decision to provide industrial land w ith direct access to I-5 is enti rely 
cons istent with Goal 9, which requi res cities to identify their locational advantages. It 
would not serve the state 's, the county's, or the city's economic development efforts to 
handicap Woodburn by limiting the city 's abi li ty to capitalize on its I-5 locati on. For this 
reason, the Commission concludes that Wood burn has appropriately balanced the need 
for industri al development and preservation of agricultural land near the I-5 interchange. 
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In conclusion, the Commission finds that the city has demonstrated compliance with Goal 
14, ORS 197.298 priorities, and provided an adequate factual base for its decision to 
locate the SWIR on both sides ofl-5 in Southwest Woodburn. 

III. CONCLUSIONS 

A. "Vork Task 2- "Commercial and Industrial Lands Inventory" 

The department referred Task 2 to the Commission because of its relationship to the UGB 
amendment. The city has conducted a thorough inventory of vacant, partially vacant, and 
potentially redevelopable commercial and industrial land within the existing UGB in 
response to this work task. The Commission has not identified any elements of the 
submittal that conflict with applicable goals, rules, and statutes. 

B. UGB Amendment 

The City of Woodburn amended its UGB to include 979 acres for residential, 
commercial, and industrial uses. The amended UGB contains 546 acres for residential 
uses (including public and institutional uses), 24 acres for commercial uses, and 409 
acres for industrial uses, of which 200 acres are exception lands and 779 acres are 
resource lands. The Commission has not found any conflicts with applicable goals, rules, 
or statutes. 
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TO: Land Conservation and Development Commission 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Lane Shetterly, Director (W 
Jason Locke, Mid-Willamette Valley Regional Representative·/cf--

Agenda Item 3.b, January 25-26, 2007, LCDC Meeting 

REPORT ON EXCEPTIONS FILED IN RESPONSE TO THE DIRECTOR'S 
REFERRAL REPORT ON THE CITY OF WOODBURN'S 
PERIODIC REVIEW TASK 2 AND UGB AMENDMENT 

I. RESPONSE TO EXCEPTIONS 

The department received two valid exceptions to the Task 2 and UGB director's report issued on 
January 3, 2007. 

A. Kathleen and Lolita Karl 

The department recommends that the Commission not sustain this exception. The Karls' 
exception cites the failure to protect farmland, too much industrial land, and fa ilure to coordinate 
with affected jurisdictions. These are the same issues raised in the initial objection, and provide 
no new argument or information. Therefore, the department finds there is nothing new to respond 
to. 

B. 1000 Friends of Oregon 

The department recommends that the Commission not sustain these exceptions. 

l. Employment projections (p. l) : 1000 Friends again argues that the ci ty's employment 
project ion is not coordinated and leads to "allocating farmland for jobs that will likely locate 
elsewhere." As stated in the January 3 staff report, the amount of land being added to the UGB 
fo r employment purposes is based on targeted industries and their site requirements, not on the 
projected number of jobs. 

2. Coordination with affectedjurisdictions (p.2): 1000 rriends again argues that the city did not 
adequately coordinate with affected jurisdictions and disagrees with the department 's response to 
the original objection. Since there is no new argument made in this exception, and since none of 
the "a ffected jurisdictions" fil ed objections or participated in the local proceedings, the 
department still believes that the requirement for coordination has been satisfied. 
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3. More industrial/and is being added to the UGB than is justified by the targeted industries site 
requirements (p. 4): 1000 Friends continues to argue that the city has added far more industrial 
land than is justified by the requirements of their targeted industries. The department found that 
the city has designated these sites to provide for the required short-term supply as well as to 
provide market choice among sites. This is a key component of a successful industrial 
development strategy, and is required by OAR 660-009-025. 1000 Friends also states that 
department fail s to explain why such an "excessive" number of sites are need, which the 
department explained in response to the initial objection based on the city's findings and the 
applicable Goal 9 rules. Also, 1000 Friends cites no factual basis for their assertions, while the 
city has compiled a substantial amount of evidence in the record to support the number of sites. 

4. Woodburn has included more land than it expects to develop over the planning period (p.5): 
As the department explained in response to the original objection, the exception states the city 
acknowledges that "not all of the industrial land proposed for inclusion is expected to develop by 
2020." This is due to the fact that industrial users often choose to purchase a site larger than their 
immediate need in order to ensure that they have adequate land for future expansion, and the 
statem ent referred to by the objector is recognition ofthatfact. Additionally, OAR 660-009-
025(2) specifies that plans must designate serviceable land suitable to meet the site needs 
identified in Section (1) of this rule. Except as provided for in Section (5) of this rule, the total 
acreage of land designated must at least equal the total projected land needs for each industrial or 
other employment use category identified in the plan during the 20-year planning period." This 
exception rai ses no new issues or arguments. 

5. Woodburn incorrectly removed buildable industrial land from its buildable land inventory 
(p.5): 1000 Friends argument is simply incorrect. The land has not been removed, it is still 
included in the inventory, and has been accounted for. The city described in detail why those . 
lands are not avai lable or do not meet the requirements of the targeted industries and, in addition, 
contacted the owners of those lands and found that those sites were being held fo r future 
expans ion or were being used for the storage of vehicles or materials. Additional ly, the 
depmiment addressed the 47 acres in the director's report, stating, "Of the initial 126 acres, the 
city concluded that there were only 47 acres on 23 separate tax lots to site targeted industries, and 
that while these 47 acres generally lack the characteristics required for targeted industri es, they 
provide opportunit ies for the expansion of ex ist ing industrial uses." 

6. Woodburn's Economic Opportunities Analysis ignores existing industries and firms (p.6): The 
city has not ignored either ex isting industries and firms or the expansion and growth of existing 
firms . Th.rough the city's process, they have actually engaged existing owners and have partially 
based their land needs on the results of that engagement. 

7. The largest new industrial parcel added to the UGB is not justified (p. 7) : I 000 Friends again 
argues that the inclusion of the 125-acre parcel for "silicon chip manufacturing" is not justified 
because the industry is shrinking, not growing in the Pacific Northwest and that a faci li ty is 
un li ke ly to locate in Woodburn due to the "clustering" nature of the indus try and the current 
locat ion of the "cluster" in Washington County. The department still disagrees with this 
argument. The city has established that there is a reasonable likel ihood of a si licon chip 
manufacturer or similar indust1y locating in Woodburn through their Economic Opportunities 
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Analysis and Site Needs for Targeted Industries Analysis. 1000 Friends focuses strictly on the 
s il icon chip industry, when, as the city points out, there may be other emerging industries that 
require a large site. Finally, the opinion ofEcoNorthwest and the economic development 
professionals they cite in the EOA tend to support the proposed strategy. 

8. Location of industrial land included in the UGB (p. 8): 1000 Friends disagrees with the 
department's conclusions, arguing that, among other things, land west of the freeway should not 
be included in the UGB, that the departments assertion that the southwest expansion area 
contains predominately Class III soils is not accurate, and that the department erred when 
concluding that the "within 2 miles of the interstate" location factor for the location of industrial 
lands is justified. There is nothing new in this exception. First, the city and ODOT have made it 
clear, through the record, that accessing th~ freeway from the wes.t side is desirable due to 
eastside capacity issues. Second, the soil classifications found in Study Areas 7 and 8 are 
predominately Class II and Class III. Study Area 7 contains large areas of Class III soils, while 
Study Area 8 contains predominately Class II soils. The city's findings address this soils issue 
extensive ly, along with the locational factors that determined these lands suitability for inclusion 
based on Goal 14 and ORS 197.298. Third, the city's criteria that industrial land be located 
within two miles of the interstate is well-supported in the city's findings. 1000 Friends assertion 
that preferences of potential users are insufficient to include prime farmland are not supported. 

II. RECOMMENDED ACTION 

Based on the exceptions and responses above, the department has not changed its position and 
recommends that the Commission approve work task 2 and the UGB amendment. 
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0 Rob Hallyburton, 
Plannjng Services Division Manager 
Department of Land Conservations and Development 
63 5 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

DEPT OF 
li\ 1\1 16 2007 

LAND CONSERVATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

RE: DLCD report regarding referral of City ofWoodburn's periodic review Task 2 and 
UGB amendment 

We would like to file an objection to the January 3 report of the DLCD regarding the City 
ofWoodburn's period review Task 2 and UGB amendment. 

~,UUre_tG .protect f~ltpd 
First; the report stated that the city of Woodburn reported that the location of industrial 
land was "predominantly Class m land." That is untrue of the land west ofl-5. A review 
of the class of the soils will demonstrate that the land west of the freeway is almost all 
class IT land, and that the SW Woodburn area also contains more class IT than class ill 
land. 

The report states that industry needs access to the freeway. The industrial land on the east 
side of the I-5 has access to the freeway via the Stacey Alison Drive. The industrial sites 
would not be any further away from 1-5 if they were on the east side rather than the west. 

Third, protecting farmland is a goal of Oregon's laws. There is no inherent right of 
industry to be within 2 miles. What if industry demanded to be within '14 mile? 
Protecting farm land should be a priority. Moreover, there are targeted industries for 
which a 3 or 4 mile distance from the freeway will serve those industries' purposes. The 
city should look to poorer lands south ofParr Road for some of their industrial needs. 

Finally, under goal 9, Economic Development, OAR 660-015-009, comprehensive plans 
shall address the strengths of communities. There is no indication of Woodburn trying to 
help the established agricultural strength of this area. The agriculture jobs have been 
growing in this zip code while the city of Woodburn projected a loss in agricultural 
employment. Why was this not addressed? 

Too much industrial land and failure to coordinate with affected jurisdictions 

The report states that Woodburn coordinated extensively with Marion County, yet there 
is no record of coordination with other cities. Woodburn's disproportionate grab for jobs 
in the future could negatively impact other cities. There is no clear rationale for that 
much industrial land in Woodburn alone. 

The City of Woodburn also states that there is a reasonable likelihood of a silicon chip 
fabrication plant for their 125 acre parcel, but there is no data submitted which supports 
that likelihood. Stating a likelihood does not make it so. 

Item No. 3 
Page 33 



We remain committed to the preservation of Oregon's bountiful farmland and hope that 
the Department ofLand Conservation and Development will conserve, and not just 
develop, Oregon's farm land. 

Lolita Carl 

~~ 
K~thleen Carl . 

~~IP~· 
13324 Carl Rd. NE 
POBox 149 
Hubbard, OR 97032-0149 
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HAND DELIVERED 
January 13, 2007 

Land Conservation and Development, John Van Landingham, Chair 
Department of Land Conservation and Development, Lane Shetterly, Director 
635 Capitol Street, Suite 150 
Salem, OR 97301-2540 

DEPT OF 
tJAN 1 6 2007; 

~0 CONSERVATION 
ANO DEV~LOPMENT 

Re: Woodburn Periodic Review & UGB Amendment: Exceptions to Director's 
Report 

Dear Chair Van Landingham and Members of the Commission: 

1000 Friends of Oregon filed valid objections to the planning action referenced above. 
The Department issued a Director's Report dated January 3, 2007. 

Pursuant to OAR 660-025-0160(4), we have the following exceptions to the Report. In 
addition to the issues noted herein, we also hereby renew all issues and points ;aised in 
our original objections and appeal. 

There are fundamental issues before the Commission in its review of the city's submittal: 
What are the limits to how much industrial land a city can add to its UGB? May a city 
include substantially more than a 20-year supply of industrial land? Can the city exclude 
available industrial land from its land inventory because it will be used for expansion of 
existing industries rather than new employers? Can a city add prime farmland to its UGB 
instead of poorer soils because it believes potential users (who may or may not choose to 
locate in W oodbum in the future) will prefer it? 

1. Employment projections 

Woodburn has about 7% of Marion County's population and j ust under 8% of Marion 
County's j obs. ' The city forecasts that Woodburn will add 8,374 new j obs by 2020. 2 

1 In 2000, tota l employment in Marion County was 13 1,622. Total employment in Woodburn was 10,388 
or 7.9% of Marion County's total. Source: "Woodbum Economic Opportunities Analys is," phase one 
report, May 200 I, p. 2-10, and "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" 
EcoNorthwest Memorandmn to W interbrook, April 29, 2002, p.l 6. Volume III , item 6 and item 9 .a in 
record. 
2 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005 . p. 20 . Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record . 
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This accounts for 23% of all future Marion County job growth.3 This is double the 
portion of Marion County job growth that has historically located in Woodbum.4 

The Director's Report concludes this is a reasonable employment forecast because a) 
Woodburn' s ratio of jobs per resident is lower than the Marion County average; and b) 
the flat, serviceable land near I-5 that will be added to the UGB will be attractive to new 
employers. · 

The Department asserts that the City of Woodburn based its inclusion of 430 acres of 
high value farmland along I-5 on a sophisticated and technical "economic opportunity 
analysis" that identified "target industries" and their " locational characteristics." But all 
the City has done is conclude that warehouses and distribution centers are likeJy to locate 
at freeway interchanges. As pointed out below, this results in allocating a lot of valuable 
farm land for relatively few jobs, and is a 4'strategy" that is not coordinated with 
Woodburn' s neighbors along the I-5 corridor. This also results in Woodburn allocating 
farmland for jobs that will likely locate elsewhere or undermine the adopted plans of 
neighboring comniunities if they go to Woodburn. This is the opposite of the coordinated 
comprehensive planning that is the Oregon system. 

2. Coordination with affected jurisdictions 

The employment projection adopted by Woodburn- 23% of a future Marion County job 
growth- is not only disproportionate and unrealistic; it is also uncoordinated with other 
affected jurisdictions, including other cities and Metro, which also aspire to increase their 
employment base. 

Woodburn did not notify Gervais, Hubbard or any other cities in Marion County of its 
work sessions or public hearings on these amendments. 5 They also failed to notify 
Wilsonville of the proposed amendments. 

Hubbard 's UGB is less than 1 mile and the Gervais UGB is about 1 Y.. miles from 
Woodburn's expanded Urban Growth Boundary. The Wilsonville, Salem/Keizer, Mt. 
Angel, Aurora, Donald and St. Paul Urban Growth Boundaries are all within 10 miles of 
Woodbu~n 's expanded UGB. 

In a letter to Woodbum dated February 3, 2005 Metro wrote that they: 

" ... were concerned to learn of the magnitude of the UGB expansion now 
being contemplated by the City of Woodburn ... 

3 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis, p. 2-10. 36,199 new jobs projected county-\\~i::le. Volume 
Ill, item 6, in record. 
4 See pp. 4-5 of letter to Woodburn City Council, dated March 30, 2005, attached to objections 
5 See Notices of Work Sessions, Affidavits of Mail ing and Notice of Public Hearing and Affidavit. Volume 
IV, item l.a, item I.d.i, and item 4.a in record. 
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we would like to offer to meet with Woodburn and Marion County about 
the UGB policy issues of mutual concern and explore how our common,. 
obligations can be addressed in the best public interest. As we discussed 
last year, decisions made in one of our jurisdictions affect conditions in the 
other jurisdiction, and vice versa. Woodburn's potential actions could Mve 
an influence on the future shape of the metro region, as well as on the 
transportation facilities (most notably I-5) between the southern edge of the 
metro region and Woodburn. We hope that the state government will join 
the affected local jurisdictions in evaluating these external impacts we have 
on one another. We look forward to meeting with you."6 

Despite Metro's request for a meeting to discuss their concerns, apparently no such 
meeting took place. 

The Director's Report concludes that the city's coordination was adequate for three 
reasons: 

First, the department notes that the city coordinated with Marion County. Thi~ is 
irrelevant and misses the point of our objection. We do not allege that the city failed to 
coordinate with the county. 

Second, the department asserts that the objections do not explain how the other cities and 
Metro would be affected. It should be obvious that if Woodburn captures a vastly 
disproportionate share of future j ob growth, other nearby jurisdictions that have planned 
for employment growth will be adversely affected because they will see less employment 
growth. The number of new industrial firms that will locate in the northern Willamette 
Valley over the planning period is not limitless. 

As the Carl's point out in their obj ections: 

"Woodburn's expansion claims too much of Marion County's land and 
future j ob growth and is not in the best interests of other communities such 
as Silverton, Aurora, Stayton, or Hubbard. Although Woodburn had ow.Iy 
8% of Marion County's current employment, its plan is to provide land for 
23% of all future jobs in the county. Woodburn is not balancing the needs 
of other communities." 

It should also be obvious that if all cities base their UGB 'son an assumption of 
disproportionate job growth, there will be far more land added to UGB's than can be 
justified. As the Marion County Farm Bureau points out in their objections: 

" ... a lack of coordination with other cities in Marion County that are also 
pursuing and expecting employment growth may result in an overall 
surplus of land slated for development throughout the County." 

6 See letter from Metro to City of Woodburn, dated February 3, 2005. Volume IV, item 4.h.Exhibit 8-1 in 
record . 
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Finally, the department states that the city is not required to provide notices to affected 
jurisdictions. The city has a responsibility to provide affected jurisdictions an 
opportunity to review and comment on the preparation, review and revision of its 
comprehensive plan (Goal 2). It must also consider and accommodate their needs as 
much as possible. (ORS Chapter 197). The city cannot coordinate its plan if ~oes not 
fulfill these responsibilities and it cannot fulfill these responsibilities if it does not notify 
affected jurisdictions of its proposed actions. In this case, Woodburn has done neither. 

3. Woodburn has adding more industrial land to its UGB than can be justified by 
target industry site requirements. · 

The city has based its industrial lands on the site "requirements" of its targeted industries 
rather than on the land needed for the number of employees, as it is permitted to do under 
Goal 9 rules. 7 Even with the city's disproportionately large number of projected 
employees, the city concluded it would need only 224 acres of industrial land over the 
planning period if it had instead based those needs on the number pf projected 
employees, less than half the 486 acres it says it needs based on target industry site 
requirements . 8 

But even based solely on site requirements for targeted industries, Woodburn ; .. ; adding 
far more industrial land to its UGB than is justified. 

As the Marion County Planning Department stated in written testimony to the City 
Council: 

"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 ... " 

The city is targeting 4 industries that utili ze s ites smaller than 5 acres9 yet it is asserting a 
need for and including within its UGB 25 such sites. 10 The city is targeting 12 industries 

~ 

7 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 2 1. Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record. 
8 "Site Requirements for Woodbw-n Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 2. See also letter from I 000 
Friends to Woodburn City Council, dated March 30, 2005, pp. 5-6. attached to our objections. Volume III 
item 9.c in record and Volume V, Exhibit B-96 in record. 
9 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," May 200 I, pp. 4-8, 4-9 and "Site Requirements for 
Woodbmn Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 4 . Volume III, item 6, and Volume III item 9.c in 
record in record. 
10 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 24, p. 26. Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record. 
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that utilize sites smaller than 50 acres 11 yet it is asserting a need for and including within 
its UGB 40 such sites. 12 

The Director's Report concludes this is not an oversupply of sites because a) it provides a 
short-term supply; and b) it provides market choice among sites. 

The department does not explain why an excessive number of sites are needed to provide 
a short-term supply of industrial sites . Indeed, an adequate long-term supply would 
clearly provide an adequate short-term supply. 

The department also does not explain why such an excessive number of sites are needed 
to provide choice in the market place. Overall, the city has targeted 13 industrles, yet it 
asserts a need for 42 sites. The city has not fotmd that it is likely to attract multiple ftrms 
in the same target industry. The need for market choice might justify somewhat more 
than 13 sites, but it cannot justify 42 sites. 

4. Woodburn has included more than industrial land in its UGB than it expects to 
develop over the planning period. 

The city acknowledges that, "not all of the industrial land proposed by this plan is 
expected to develop by 2020. " 13 

The Director's Report does not dispute this, but concludes that this poses no violation of 
rules or goals. This conclusion is wrong and the Commission should reject it. 

Nothing in either statute or rule authorizes the city to expand its UGB beyond its 
identified needs. Indeed, an April 13, 2006, memo to Cities, Counties and Interested 
Parties from DLCD 's Economic Development Planning Team states: 

"The Goal 9 administrative rules do not authorize the designation of more 
than a 20-year land supply nor do they supersede the requirements of 
other goals such as Goal 14." (emphasis added). 

5. Woodburn incorrectly removed buildable industrial land from its buildable 
lands inventory 

Woodburn inventoried 126 acres of vacant, partially vacant, and redevelopable industrial 
land within its existing UGB. 14 Woodburn removed 79 acres from the inventory, 
reducing it to 4 7 acres because: 

11 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," May 200 l, pp. 4-8, 4-9 and "Site Requirements for 
Woodburn Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 4. Volume lli, item 6, and Volume III item 9.c in record 
in record. 
12 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 24, p. 26. Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record. 
13 Buildable Lands Inventory, July 2005. p.4. Vo lume VI, item 4-E in record. 
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It 
" ... the owners of industrial firms stated that partially vacant land on their 
property was being held for future expansion, and was not available for 
pmchase to meet the needs of new targeted employers . 

. . . existing partially vacant and redevelopable parcels along Highway 99E 
and the railroad tracks provide expansion opportunities for existing 
Woodbmn firms."15 (Emphasis in original) 

The Director's Report concludes that these buildable lands need not be included in the 
buildable land inventory because they were being held for future expansion, they were 
not for sale, were being used for vehicle or material expansion, and do not meet the 
requirements of the target industries. This conclusion is wrong and the Commission 
sh0uld reject it. 

Comprehensive plans must include an inventory of all buildable land within a UGB 
designated for industrial use regardless of whether it's for sale and regardless Of whether 
it's likely to be used by an existing industry or a "new targeted employer." Buildable 
land cannot legally be excluded from the buildable lands inventory simply because it 
might be used by industries already in the community rather than new industries. Today's 
land ownership and current market conditions do not dictate - either legally or in a 
practical sense - how land is inventoried; those are transitory conditions that can change 
quickly. The city, in contrast, is engaged in a long term planning process. 

The Director's Report also concludes that the 4 7 remaining buildable acres of industrial 
land that the city did not remove from its inventory generally lack the characteristics 
required for targeted industries but provide opportunities for the expansion of existing 
industrial users. The department has misread the record. The city found these 47 acres 
are, "available to site new targeted employment." 16 

6. Woodburn's Economic Opportunities Analysis ignores existing industr~es and 
I 

firms 

Most new jobs are created by small to medium sized businesses, especially those 
businesses that already have ties to the community. Statewide Planning Goal 9, 
Economic Development, recognizes this. Guideline # 4 states: 

"Plans should strongly emphasize the expansion of and increased 
productivity from existing industries and firms as a means to strengthen 
local and regional economic development." 

14 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 22. Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record. 
15 Woodbtun UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 22. Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record. 
16 Woodbum UGB Justification Repo1t, October 2005 . p. 22. Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record. 
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0 Nonetheless, Woodburn's economic development strategy relies upon the inclusion of 
large parcels of land in the UGB to attract new employers. As noted above, the city has 
even excluded land that it expects to be developed for the expansion of existing industries 
from its inventory of buildable industrial land. 

The Director's Report fails to address this deficiency despite the fact that we and others 
raised it in valid objections. 

7. The largest new industrial parcel added to the UGB is not justified 

The largest of the new large parcels added to Woodburn's UGB is a 125-acre parcel of 
prime farmland intended to lure a "silicon chip fabrication plant."17 This is an industry 
that is shrinking, not growing, in the United States and the Paci-fic Northwest. Since 
2000, the silicon chip industry in the northwest has closed many plants and retains 
significant unused capacity. 

The February 16, 2005 memorandum the city relied on in reaching its decision speculates 
that, "the silicon chip industry may recover during this period ... [or] that there may be 
other emerging industries that require such a large site." 18 

The Director's Report simply concludes that there is a reasonable likelihood c ~ a silicon 
chip fabrication plant or similar use locating on the site because the city states that there 
is a reasonable likelihood. 

The Commission should reject this conclusion. 

The city does not explain why a silicon chip fabrication plant could be "reasonably 
expected to locate in the planning area." (OAR 660-009-001 5, emphasis added) 

There is not an adequate factual basis to conclude that a silicon chip fabrication plant is 
likely to locate in Woodburn over the planning period. Large blocks of prime farmland 
cannot be included in the UGB based on such speculative target industries. The 
electronics industry locates in clusters. Washington county has achieved cluster status 
but few other areas in the state have been able to maintain any electronics base for more 
than one or two employers or more than a few years . Intel's expansion has been entirely 
within Washington county. Little tech development has occurred in Multnomah or 
Clackamas counties. There is no basis to believe the industry will " leapfrog" w 
Woodburn. 

17 "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," May 200 I, pp. 4-8, 4-9 and "Site Requirements for 
Woodburn Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 3. Volume III, item 6, and Volume III item 9.c in record 
in record. 
18 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 6. Volume IV, item 4.i, Exhibit C in record 
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8. Location of industrial land included within the UGB expansion 

The city has included hundreds of acres of prime farmland within its expanded UGB, 
instead ofthe predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr Road. Inclusion of prime 
farmland west ofl-5 is particularly troubling because it is a large expansion of urban uses 
on to prime farmland beyond the "natural" barrier formed by the freeway. 

These concerns are shared by the Department of Agriculture, which testified that: 

"The department is concerned especially with the proposed expansions 
located west oflnterstate 5 and north ofthe existing UGB. Both of these 
areas include prime farmland and Class II soils." 19 ~' 

The Director's Report concludes the inclusion of prime farmland instead of poorer soils 
complies with Goal 14 and ORS 197.298 for three reasons. 

First, the Director's Report repeats a city finding that this prime farmland west of the 
freeway (also known as the Opus site) must be included so that land east of the freeway 
can access I-5 from the west side of the interchange via Butteville Road. 

Proposed industrial land east ofthe freeway does not need to use land west of the freeway 
to access I-5. Traffic from those lands can also access the interchange via the planned 
Stacey Allison Drive Extension. The city's transportation plan has included the Stacey 
Allison Drive Extension as an identified improvement. It fronts the east side ofl-5, it 
does not pass through any residential neighborhoods, and it connects to the proposed 
South Arteria1.20 In fact, this will provide a more direct route to the interchange than 
crossing over the freeway to Butteville Rd. iS 

Second, the Director's Report repeats an assertion from the city that the southwest 
expansion area has predominantly Class III soils. This assertion is in error. Study Area 7 
includes land includes land added to the UGB east of the freeway. Study Area 8 includes 
land added to the UGB west of the freeway. As the soil maps in the record illustrate 
beyond a shadow of a doubt, the vast majority of lands added to the UGB from Study 
Area 7 are prime Class II farmland. Land added to the UGB west of the freeway from 
Study Area 8 and are virtually all prime farmland. 

Finally, the Director's Report repeats a statement from EcoNorthwest that "for many 
targeted industries, being within one or two miles of an interstate is much more 
preferable than being three or four miles away." 

Even if tme, the preferences of potential users are insufficient reason to include prime 
farmland instead of land with poorer spoi ls. As EcoNorthwest notes in the same 
statement, "There is no absolute distance from an interstate beyond which targeted 
industries will not locate." 

19 Volume V. Item 7. Exhibit B-103 
20 See map from record attached to our objections and various other transportation maps in record 
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Under ORS 197.298, higher-priority land must be included in a UGB instead of prime 
farmland if it can reasonably accommodate some portion of identified needs, which this 
higher-priority area clearly can. In Residents of Rosemont v. Metro, the Court of Appeals 
ruled the statute asks whether higher priority areas can accommodate the use at all, not 
whether they can do so as efficiently or beneficially as prime farmland. 

Furthermore, even the EcoNorthwest statement cited by the department did not assert that 
all target industries prefer land near the freeway. EcoNorthwest also listed many types of 
firms among the targeted industries that do not require close proximity to an interchange, 
including health clinics, doctor's offices, some business services, engineering, 
accounting, research, management, and related services fmns.21 

The city's Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries (October 2003) also lists 
downtown, mixed-use and/or other commercial areas as appropriate locations for several 
target industries with no reference to the need for freeway access. 

.!\' 

For these reasons, the Commission should sustain our objections and remand the 
submittal. 

!Jtt---;=::=::b =----

Sid Fnedman 

2 1 Attachment A to Director's report, p. 18 
~y 
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reg on 
Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor 

January 3, 2007 

Kathryn Figley, Mayor 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 

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

First Floor I Costal Fax: (503) 378-6033 
Second Floor / Director 's Office: (503) 378-5518 
Web Address: http:/ / www.oregon.gov / LCD 

RE: Report regarding referral of periodic review Task 2 and the UGB amendment 
submittal for Land Conservation and Development Commission review 

Dear Mayor Figley: 

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) director' s report to the 
Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) regarding Woodburn's submittal 
of periodic review Task 2 and the UGB amendment is attached. We have not included the 
attachments. If you need to obtain or review any of the attachments, please contact Larry 
French at (503) 373-0050 extension 283 or larry.french@state.or.ur. 

This matter is scheduled for a hearing before LCDC at their January 25-26, 2007 meeting at 
the DLCD offices (Agriculture Building), 635 Capitol Street NE, Salem, Oregon. An agenda 
will be provided as soon as it' s availab le. 

Parties to the proceed ings, including the city and those who submitted objecti ons to th e city's 
submittal , may fil e an exception to this report by January 13, 2007 at our Salem offi ce (see 
OAR 660-025-01 60(2)). A fax will be accepted; our fax number is (503) 378-55 18. 

If you have questions, please contact Jason Locke, Mid Willarnette Vall ey Regional 
Representati ve, at (503) 373-0050 extension 289 or jason.locke@s tate.or.us. 

Yours truly, 

~.~ 
Planning Services Division Manager 

Attachment: DLCD report 

cc: Jim Allen, Woodburn Pl anning Director 
Sterling Anderson, Marion Co. Plat111ing Manager 
Sid Friedman, I 000 Friends of Oregon 
Mary Kyle McCurdy, I 000 Friends of Oregon 
Roger Kaye, Friends of Marion County 
Edward Sullivan 
Brian Moore 
Corinne Sherton 
Roger Al fred 
Jerry Mumper 

Carla and Diane Mikkelson 
Lol ita and Kathleen Karl 
Larry Wells, Marion County Farm Bureau 
Larry French, DLCD Periodic Review Specialist 
Darren Nichols, Community Services Division 

Manager (e-mail) 
Jason Locke, Regional Representative (e-mail) 
Gloria Gardiner, DLCD Urban P/ann It N 4 

S, · 1. ( .1,1 em o. pec10 1st e-ma1; ----
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reg on 
TI1eodore R. Kulongoski, Governor 

January 3, 2006 

Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 

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

First Floor I Costal Fax: (503) 378-6033 
Second Floor/ Director's Office: (503) 378-5518 

Web Address: http:/ / www.oregon.gov / LCD 

TO: Land Conservation and Development Commission 

FROM: Lane Shetterly, Director 
Jason Locke, Mid-Wi llamette Valley Field Representative 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item 3.b, January 25-26,2007, LCDC Meeting 

REFERRAL OF THE CITY OF WOODBURN'S 
PERIODIC REVIEW TASK 2 AND UGB AMENDMENT 

I. AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

A. Type of Action and Commission Role 

The city has amended its urban growth boundary (UGB) to add 974 acres to accommodate a 
projected population of 34;919 people and employment needs to the year 2020. The amended 
UGB contains 546 acres for residential uses (including public and institutional uses), 24 acres for 
commercial uses, and 409 acres for industrial uses, of which 200 acres are exception lands anJ 
774 acres are resource lands. 

This item is before the Commission as a referral from the department of two items: 

1. Task 2 of the ci ty' s periodic review work program: "Commercial and Industrial Lands 
Inventory"; and 

2. A UGB amendment of 974 acres. The proposed UGB amendment is greater than 50 acres for a 
city with a population greater than 2,500 and is reviewed in the manner of a periodic review work 
task. 

The director elected to refer these items of a larger submittal to the Commission. Since the UGB 
amendment is partially based on the product of Task 2, the department determined that a refen al 
of both elements of the submittal was appropriate. 

The Commission's role is to address the issues raised by the objectors and department staff and 
do one or more of the following: 
(a) Approve the work task; 
(b) Remand the work task to the local government, including a date for re-submittal ; 
(c) Require specific plan or land use regulation revisions to be completed by a specific date; 
(d) Amend the work program to add a task authorized under OAR 660-025-01 70( l)(b); or 
(c) Modify the schedule for the approved work program in order to accommodate additional 

work on a remanded work task. 
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B. Staff Contact Information 

Agenda Item 3 b 
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If you have questions about this agenda item, please contact Jason Locke, DLCD Regional 
Representative, at (503) 373-0050 extension 289, or jason.locke@state.or.us. 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED ACTION 

The dep artment recommends that the Commission approve work task 2 and the UGB 
amendment. 

III. BACKGROUND 

A. History of Action 

On August 3, 2006, the City of Woodburn properly submitted Periodic Review Tasks 1-4 and 7-
11 (see attachment D) and a UGB Amendment. The department approved Tasks 1.a, 1.b, 3.a, 4, 
and 7-10, partially approved and remanded portions of Task 3 .b (TSP), and referred to the 
Commission Task 2 and the UGB amendment (Order 00171 4, attachment E). 

Task 2, "Commercial and Industrial Lands Inventory," was approved as part of the city' s periodic 
review work program on July 30, 1997. The UGB amendment was not part of the city's periodic 
review work program. This the first time that either of these issues has come before the 
Commission. 

B. Major Legal and Policy Issues 

The issues before the Commission include : 

1. Whether the city correctl y estimated the need for land to be added to the UGB : 
• Industria l land 
• Residential land 

2. Whether the c ity correctly applied the locational factors and properl y prioritized land to be 
added to the UGI3 . 

IV. REVIEW CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES 

A. Decision-making Criteria 

The criteria applicable to the amendment of a UGB are: 

S tatewide Planning Goal14: "To provide for an orderly and effi cient transition from rural 
to urban land usc, to accommodate urban population and urban employment inside urban 
growth boundaries, to ensure efficiept use of la nd, a nd to prov ide for liva ble communities." 
This goal requires cities to have a UGB to separate urbanizable land from rural land. Amendment 
of a UGB is based on consideration of the fo llowing factors: Item No. 4 
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Need Factors. 
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Factor 1: Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban population, consistent with a 20-
year population forecast coordinated with affected local governments; and 
Factor 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. 

In determining need, local government may specify characteristics, such as parcel size, 
topography or proximity, necessary for land to be suitable for an identified need. Prior to 
expanding an urban growth boundary, local governments shall demonstrate that needs cannot 
reasonably be accommodated on land already inside the urban growth boundary. 

Boundary Location Factors 
Factor 1: Efficient accommodation of identified land needs; 
Factor 2: Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services; 
Factor 3: Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; and 
Factor 4: Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities 
occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB. 

The "need" factors are used to determine whether there is sufficient land in a UGB to provide a 
20-year supply of land. Additionally, Need Factor 2 allows local governments to specify 
characteristics that are suitable for the need and requires a demonstration of how that need cannot 
be met within the existing UGB. 

The need fo r housing is further defined in Statewide Planning Goal l 0, "Housing"; Oregon 
Administrative Rule (OAR) Chapter 660, Division 8, "Interpretation of Goal 10 Housing"; and 
ORS 197.296 through 197.3 14, "Needed Housing In Urban Growth Areas." The need for 
employment opportunities is further defined in Statewide Planning Goal 9, "Economic 
Development," and OAR 660, Division 9, "Industrial and Commercial Development." 

The "boundary location" factors 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 most effi ciently accommodate the identifi ed needs, which lands 
can be economically provided with public facilities and services; natural resources which should 
be protected; energy, economic and social impacts, both positive and negative; and protection of 
prime farm and forest land. 

Specific requirements for consideration of fann land protection are set forth in ORS 197.298. 
This statute establishes priorities for adding various types of land to a UGB. All lands of a higher 
priority must be brought into a UGB or shovvn to be unsuitable before lands of lower priority may 
be used. The prioriti es, in order, are: 

1. Lands designated as an urban reserve; 
2. "Nomesource" lands or "exception" lands that have rural residential or other development; 
3. "Marginal lands" designated pursuant to ORS 197.247; 
4. Lower quality farmlands; and 
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Other applicable statutes, goals and rules are addressed in response to the objections later in this 
report. The most prominent of these are Goal 9, Economic Development, and Goal I 0, Housing. 

Statewide Planning Goal 9. "To provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety 
of economic activities vital to the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon's citizens." Goal 9 is 
implemented through OAR 660, Division 9, " Industrial and Commercial Development." Sections 
of Division 9 relevant to these proceedings are included in Attachment I of this report. 

B. Procedural Requirements and Validity of Objections 

OAR 660-025-0 160(5) provides that oral argument is allowed from the local govenunent and 
those who filed objections. The City of Woodburn may provide general infonnation on the task 
submittal and address those issues raised in the department review, objections and the appeal. 
Persons who submitted objections may address only those issues raised in objections. The 
Commission hears referrals based on the record unless the Commission requests new evidence or 
information at its discretion and allows the parties an opportunity to review and respond to the 
new evidence or information. The Commission may take official notice of certain laws, as 
specified in OAR 660-025-0085(5)(e). 

OAR 660-025-0 160(6) states that, in response to a referral, the Commission must issue an order 
that does one or more of the following: 
(a) Approves the work task; 
(b) Remands the work task to the local government, induding a date for re-submittal; 
(c) Requires specific plan or land use regulation revisions to be completed by a specific date; 
(d) Amends the work program to add a task authorized under OAR 660-025-0 170( 1 )(b); or 
(e) Modifies the schedule for the approved work program in order to accommodate 

additional work on a remanded work task. 

OAR 660-025-0 140(2) states that in order for an objection to a submitted task be valid, it must: 

(a) Be in writing and fil ed no later than 21 days from the date the notice was mailed by the local 
govenunent; 

(b) Clearly identi fy an alleged defici ency in the work task; 
(c) Suggest specific rev isions that would resolve the objection; and 
(d) Demonstrate that the objecting party partic ipated at the local level orally or in writing during 

the local process. 

The depatiment received I 0 letters of objection in response to the city's notice the plan 
am endments . The department has determined they are all valid. 

C. The Written Record For This Proceeding 

I. This DLCD staff repot1 with responses to obj ections 

2. Attachment A: City of Woodburn correspondence identi fy ing material in the record responsive 
to objections (1111 3/06) Item No. 4 
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a. City Ordinance No. 2391, and the following exhibits thereto: 
o 1-A Woodburn Economic Development Strategy 
o 2 Woodburn Comprehensive Plan/UGB Map 
o 4-A Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis 
o 4-B Woodburn Population and Employment Projections 
o 4-C Woodburn Occupation/Wage Forecast 
o 4-E Woodburn Buildable Lands Inventory 
o 4-F Woodburn Residential Land Needs Analysis 
o 4-H Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries 
o 5-B UGB Justification Repott 

b. County Ordinance No. 1233 

4. Attachment C: Objections 
1. OpusNW 
2. Renaissance Homes 
3. Tukwila Partners 
4. Fessler family 
5. 1000 Friends of Oregon 
6. Friends of Marion County 
7. Marion County Farm Bureau 
8. Diane and Carla Mikkelson 
9. Lolita and Katherine Carl 
10. Jerry Mumper 

5. Attachment D: City of Woodburn Periodic Rev iew Work Program Summary 

6. Attachment E: DLCD Order 001 714 

7. Attachment F: Statement of the record 

7. Attachment G: Relevant rules from OAR 660, Division 9 

8. Any valid exceptions to the department's report and response from the department. 

Please contact Jason Locke at (503) 373-0050 x289 to view or obtain copies of the record. 

V. ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE TO OBJECTIONS 

A. The Submittal 

1. Commercial Lands: The land included for commercial uses include a small area adjacent to 
the go lf course and two larger areas, one on the west side of 99W and one located in the 
southwest quad rant that is plmm ed as part of a larger nodal development. The relatively small 
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amount of commercial land in the amended UGB has been justified by the city as a way to ensure 
the redevelopment and infill potential of the downtown area and Highway 99W corridor. Both of 
these existing commercial areas are considered to be underutilized. 

2. Residential Lands: The city included 546 acres of land in the amended UGB for residential 
uses, including public and institutional uses. The lands are located in the north, northwest, south, 
southwest, and east. The lands in the northwest, east and south areas are primarily exception 
lands, and the lands located in the north and southwest areas are primarily resource land. The 
residential need analysis, efficiency measures, and locational analysis conducted by the city are 
summarized in the "Woodburn UGB Justification Report" (Attachment B , pp. 27-79). The 
department has reviewed the residential needs analysis, efficiency measures, locational analysis, 
and other supporting documents contained in the record and approved the relevant periodic 
review task. 

3. Industrial Lands: The city included 409 acres of industrial land in the amended UGB for 
industrial uses. The lands are located in the northeast, southeast, and southwest part of the UGB. 
The largest industrial area in the amended UGB is the Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR), 
which is comprised of large parcels bounded on the south and west by Butteville Road. The city 
performed a 2020 employment projection (Attachment B, pp. 20-22), an Industrial Land Needs 
Analysis, and a refined Target Industry Site Suitability (Attachment B, pp.23-27) as well as an 
Economic Opportunities Analysis and Economic Development Strategy (Attachment B, pp. 10-
12). In these documents, the city established the need for 409 acres of industrial land, and the 
analyses address site sizes, types, and locations as required by OAR 660-009-0015. 

The city applied the Goal 14 boundary location factors and ORS 197.298 to determine the lands 
that would accommodate the identified need within the priority framework. The Woodburn UGB 
Justification Report, Part III, contains the UGB locational analysis. The city created eight UGB 
Expansion Study Areas, consisting of 3,984 acres, for the purpose of evaluating the land around 
Woodburn in accordance with the locational factors and Goal 14 priorities. The UGB 
amendments were developed based on the results of the locational analysis, which also 
considered transportation impacts, constraints such as wetland and riparian areas, public fac ilities 
availability and serv iceabi lity, and impacts on abutting agricultural lands. 

B. Objections Regarding Residential Lands 

The department received l 0 objections to the city of Woodburn UGB amendment. The 
objections have been separated into 2 categories: Residential objections and Industrial objections. 

1. Renaissance Homes (Perkins Coie) . This objection asserts the city misconstrued 
ORS 197.298 and fai led to include the eastern part of OGA Golf Course despite identified "high
end" housing need . The department recommends that the Commission not sustain this objection. 

The city has exhaustive ly documented the reasons fo r not including the subject area noted in the 
objection. Primary among those reasons is that the soils are almost entirely Class I. This makes 
the subject area the lowest priori ty for inclusion pursuant to ORS 197.298. Furthermore, the city 
found that the identified need for high-end housing could be met on other lands of higher 
priori ty . 
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2. Tukwila Partners (Garvey Schubert Barer). This objection maintains the city failed to include 
an adequate amount of residential land and erroneously failed to include 277 acres around the 
OGA Golf Course for "high-end" housing. The department recommends that the Commission not 
sustain this objection. 

This objection is similar to Objection 1, above, regarding location of the subject area. In addition, 
the objection states that the city did not include enough land for high-end housing. The city 
identified the need for 1,07 4 "high-end housing units" (defined as having a selling price of 
$212,500 or higher, in 1999 dollars), and that need is proposed to be mostly met on Class II soils 
near the OGA Golf Course. The lands proposed for inclusion in this area will accommodate 
approximately 825 high-end units at 5.5 units per net buildable acre. Furthermore, the city found 
that the identified need for high-end housing could be met on other lands of higher priority. 

3. Fessler (Saalfeld Griggs). This is an objection to a provision of the Woodburn Development 
Ordinance that limits residential annexations to a five-year supply. The department recommends 
that the Commission not sustain this objection. 

The objector argues that the city erred by requiring that there be less than a five-year supply of 
land in a particular residential designation before annexing additional land from the UGB. There 
is no statutory or rule violation in this action, and the five-year supply requirement will serve to 
ensure that development occurs in an orderly and effi cient manner, and that there are adequate 
public facilities and services available in accordance with Goal 14. 

C. Objections Regarding Industrial Lands 

1. Opus NW (Johnson and Sherton). This party objects to the lack of a deadline to complete the 
master plan requirements for the SWIR (Southwest Industrial Reserve) prior to annexation and 
contends the prov ision violates the OAR 660-009-0025 requirement to provide sufficient 
serviceable lands . The department recommends that the Commission not sustain this objection. 

The city implemented a two-step master planning process for land in the SWIR prior to 
annexation. The first step, embodied in Policy E2.2, requires that the entire SWIR area be master 
planned for the provision, sizing, and general layout of water, sewer, storm drainage and 
transportation facilities, and that this be approved by the City Council. The department believes 
this has already been done through the adopted a public facilities plan and transportation system 
plan that address these specific issues in the SWIR, and serve as the basis for the more detailed 
second step site specific master plan requirement contained in Policy E-1 .6. This policy is 
designed and implemented tlu·ough the WOO to ensure that parcels of adequate size are reserved 
to meet the needs of the targeted industri es identified in the EOA. Therefore, there does not 
appear to be a confl ict between these two requirements . 

In addition, the department does not agree that these master planning requirements are 
inconsistent with OAR 660-009-0025(1 )- ( 4). While the obj ection does not contain an allegation 
of specifi c rule violations, the department believes that the master planning requirement wi ll not 
affect the designation of needed industrial sites nor will it affect the serviceabil ity of the sites. 
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Rather, it ultimately ensures their serviceability and further ensures that needed site sizes and 
types are preserved. 

2. Jerry Mumper. This objection states the city overestimated industrial land need in violation of 
Goal 9 and objects to the targeted employer site size and type methodology. The department 
recommends that the Commission not sustain this objection. 

See response to Objection 7, below. This objector quotes extensively from the Goal 9 guidebook. 
While the guidebook provides information and suggests various ways to achieve compliance 
with Goal 9, jurisdictions are not required to utilize it. In the case of Woodburn, the city has 
developed an employment projection in coordination with Marion County, has performed an 
industrial land inventory in accordance with OAR 660-009-015(3), and has developed a detailed 
EOA and site size for targeted industry analysis. The city's submittal contains an adequate factual 
base and the conclusions are supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

3. Diane and Carla Mikkelson. These objectors contend the city overestimated industria1land 
need, underestimated redevelopment potential of existing industrial land and facilities, and failed 
to coordinate with other jurisdictions. The objectors state the city's submittal violates Goals 2, 3, 
9, and 14, and ORS 197.296. The department recommends that the Commission not sustain this 
objection. 

See response to Objection 7, below. The objectors assert that the city has violated ORS 197.296, 
but fail to provide any details or cite relevant subsections. The requirements of 197.296 focus 
primarily on housing. There does not appear to be any part of the objection that addresses 
housing in relation to the UGB expansion. In addition, the objectors state that the city has 
violated Goal 3. Goal 14 no longer requires taking an exception to Goal 3, but rather, Goal 3, 
i.e., the preservation of farmland, is implemented through the locational facto rs of Goal 14 and 
the UGB priorities o f ORS 197.298. 

4. Lolita and Kathleen Carl. This objection alleges the city fai led to protect farmland in 
violation of Goal 14 and ORS 197.298, inadequately coordinated with other affected 
governments in violation of Goal 2 and ORS 197.0 15, 1 and included too much industrial land in 
v iolation of Goal 14. The department recommends that the Commission not sustain this 
objection. 

See response to Objection 7, below. 

5. Friends of Marion County (Roger Kaye). This objector also states the ci ty included too much 
industrial land in the expanded UGB. The department recommends that the Commission not 
sustain this objection. 

1 ORS 197.015(6) defines "comprehensive plan" as: "a generalized, coordinated land use map and policy statement of the 
governing body of a local government that interrelates all functional and natural systems and activities relating to the use of 
lands, including but not limited to sewer and water systems, transp01tation systems, educational facil ities, recreational 
facilities, and natural resources and air and water quality management programs .... A plan is "coordinated" when the 
needs of all levels of governments, semipublic and private agencies and the citizens of Oregon have been considered and 
accommodated as much as possible. (italics added) Item No. 4 
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6. Marion County Farm Bureau. This organization objects to the submittal, stating the city 
included too much land in the UGB in violation of Goal 14, failed to adequately coordinate with 
other jurisdictions in violation of Goal 2, and unnecessarily included prime farmland in violation 
of ORS 197.298. The department recommends that the Commission not sustain this objection. 

See response to Objection 7, below. 

7. 1000 Friends of Oregon (Sid Friedman). This is a multi-part objection. Each allegation is 
addressed individually below. 

Amount of Industrial Land- 1000 Friends' first objection contains four reasons why it believes 
tlie city overestimated the amount of needed industrial lands: unreasonable job growth 
projections, site requirements for targeted industries methodology and conclusions, the 
miscalculation of buildable land and vacant industrial buildings, and failure to coordinate with 
affected jurisdictions. The department recommends that the Commission not sustain this 
objection. 

a) Job growth projections: The objection states the city projected there would be 18,762 
employees in the year 2020, reflecting a three percent average annual growth rate (AAGR). The 
city and county have adopted a population projection that provides for a 2.8 percent AAGR. 1000 
Friends argues that the job growth projection is unrealistic in that Woodburn would be taking 23 
percent of all the jobs forecasted for Marion County during the planning period (8 ,374 out of 
36,199 forecast jobs). 

The city states that the current jobs/population ratio of one job per 2 .4 residents is lower than the 
one job for 1.8 residents for the rest of Marion County, which has created a jobs/housing 
imbalance that the city seeks to correct through its Economic Development Strategy. The city 
also points out that the projection is reasonable given the city's I-5 location and availability of 
relatively flat, serviceable land within the SWIR. Given the circumstances and the information in 
the record, the department concludes that the conclusions made by the city and county are 
reasonable and that this sub-objection should not be sustained by the Commission. 

b) Site requirements for targeted industries methodology and conclusions: The objection 
addresses the city's decision to base its economic development strategy on the siting needs of its 
targeted industries. 1000 Friends argues that the city concluded that it would need only 224 acres 
of land if they utilized the "employees per acre" methodology based on the number of projected 
jobs and that even if the city is utilizing the site requirements for targeted industries 
methodology, the city has still included far more industrial land than is justified. (The city has 
repeatedly stated in the submittal that they are not utilizing the employees per acre method, and 
that the targeted industries site requirement methodology has no relationship to floor area ratios 
or employees per acre). The objection cites examples of this by pointing out the number of sites 
included in the various categories, including four industries that utilize sites smaller than five 
acres (25 sites) and 12 industries that utilize sites smaller than 50 acres ( 40 sites). 
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This is somewhat misleading, as Tables 1 and 2 of the UGB Justification Report (Attachment 
B(5-B), pp. 24 and 26) identify the total number of sites required for all the site size needs, and 
find 42 total sites needed for all targeted industries. According to 1000 Friends, this is an 
oversupply of sites that leads to more land than is justified. However, the city has designated 
these sites to provide for the required short-term supply as well as to provide market choice 
among sites. This is a key component of a successful industrial development strategy, and is 
required by OAR 660-009-025. In addition, the objection states that the city acknowledges that 
"not all of the industrial land proposed for inclusion is expected to develop by 2020." This is due 
to the fact that industrial users often choose to purchase a site larger than their immediate need in 
order to ensure that they have adequate land for future expansion, and the statement referred to 
by the objector is a recognition of that fact. Additionally, OAR 660-009-025(2) specifies that 
plans must designate serviceable land suitable to meet the site needs identified in Section ( 1) of 
this rule. Except as provided for in Section ( 5) of this rule, the total acreage of land designated 
must at least equal the total projected land needs for each industrial or other employment use 
category identified in the plan during the 20-year planning period. Therefore, the department 
concludes that this sub-objection should not be sustained by the Commission. 

c) The miscalculation of buildable land and vacant industrial buildings: The city 
conducted an extensive inventory and analysis of existing industrial lands in accordance with 
Task 2 and OAR 660-009-015(3), which states " Inventory of Industrial and Other Employment 
Lands. Comprehensive plans for all areas within urban growth boundaries must include an 
inventory of vacant and developed lands within the planning area designated for industrial or 
other employment use." The objection asserts that the city failed to include 79 acres of industrial 
land that would be available for existing industries, and that buildable lands were removed from 
the inventory (Attachment C5, p.5). 

The city addressed this issue in the Woodburn UGB Justification Report (Attachment B (5-B), 
pp. 22 and 25-26) by stating that the existing UGB included " 126 acres of vacant, partially 
vacant, and potentially redevelopable industrial land, distributed among 36 parcels, with an 
average parcel size of3.5 acres." The city goes on to describe why those lands do not meet the 
requirements of the targeted industries and , in addition, contacted the owners of those lands and 
found that those sites were being held for future expansion, were not for sale, or were being used 
for the storage of vehicles or material (Attachment A, pp. 14-1 5). Of the initial 126 acres, the city 
concluded that there were only 4 7 acres on 23 separate tax lots to site targeted industries, and that 
while these 47 acres generally lack the characteri stics required for targeted industri es, they 
provide opportunities for the expansion of existing industrial uses. 

The objection further points out that the city did not take into account the capacity of existing 
occupied and vacant existing buildings, and that that capacity could serve to lower the land 
required to serve the targeted industries and therefore require fewer acres for inclusion in the 
UGB. There is no requirement that the city inventory vacant buildings. The objector cites other 
studies (City of Salem, City ofMcMinnville) that show that jobs can be ascribed to vacant 
buildings using an employee per acre approach and that jobs will occur as part of expansion of 
existing industries or not occur on industrial lands. Since these were studies of other jurisdictions 
with different economic development goals, policies, and frameworks, this part of the objection 
is not relevant. The objection also asserts that there is no reasonab le basis for assuming that one 
of the city's targeted industries, a "silicon chip manufacturing plant," will locate in Woodburn 
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and, therefore, the 125-acre parcel included in the UGB to serve this targeted industry is 
unneeded. The city states that the site is needed as part of their hierarchy of sites and will serve 
their targeted industry needs in accordance with administrative rules, and that there is a 
reasonable likelihood of a silicon chip fabrication plant or other similar manufacturing use given 
the characteristics of the site. Therefore, the department concludes that this sub-objection should 
not be sustained by the Commission. 

d) Failure to coordinate with affected jurisdictions: The objection states that the city 
failed to coordinate with nearby cities in Marion County, Metro, Wilsonville, and other Marion 
County cities as part of this process, and has therefore violated Goal 2. In fact, the city 
coordinated extensively with Marion County during this process, as required. Furthermore, the 
objector provides no explanation of how the listed jurisdictions will be affected. While Metro did 
submit a letter to the record, the city is only required to take such information into consideration 
durfng its process. Finally, the city is not required to send notice of work sessions or public 
hearing to the alleged "affected" jurisdictions, as intimated by the objector. The department finds 
the city coordinated appropriately as required by Goal 2, and concludes that this sub-objection 
should not be sustained by the Commission. 

Location of Industrial Land- The objection states that the inclusion of prime farmland on the 
west side ofl-5 (the Opus site) is unnecessary for the stated purpose of ensuring a connection to 
I-5 from the SWIR east ofl-5 and that the criteria for industrial land being within two miles of 
the freeway is arbitrary, which resulted in the city not including areas of poorer soils south of 
Parr Road between Boones Ferry Road and I-5. 

The city addressed both of these issues extensively in its submittal. First, the city found that the 
inclusion of the Opus site was necessary for the completion of the southern arterial (Buttevil le 
Road) to urban standards, which would allow access for the SWIR and other properties to access 
1-5 from the west. The city ' s transportation plan has included this project as an identified 
improvement. Second, as the city points out on page 18 of Attachment A, "most of this land ( 41 3 
gross acres or 45% of the total UGB expansion area), is located in Southwest Woodburn in Study 
Area 7, between Boone's Ferry Road and Interstate 5. This area has predominately Class III 
soils." Third, the city has established the importance of interstate access fo r target industries 
(Attachment A, pp. 4-6) and has concluded that, "for many targeted industries, being within one 
or two miles of an interstate is much more preferable than being three or fo ur miles away. Each 
mile from an interstate represents a significant increase in travel time, particularly if traffic has to 
pass through an urban area . . . " 

The objection references similarities between the target industries of McMinnvi lle and 
Woodburn, and questions how the same target industri es would locate 30 miles from the 
freeway. The ci ty has pointed out that "McMinnville's primary disadvantage for economic 
development is its poor access to 1-5 and congestion on commuting routes to the Portland 
Metropolitan Area (Attachment A, p .6)." So, while the target industries may be similar, there is 
no identifiable relevance in this portion of the objection. The department has concluded that the 
city has demonstrated compliance with Goal 14, ORS 197.298, and provided an adequate factual 
base for their decision. 
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The department referred Task 2 to the Commission because of its relationship to the UGB 
amendment. The city has conducted a thorough inventory of vacant, partially vacant, and 
potentially redevelopable commercial and industrial land within the existing UGB in response to 
this work task. The department has not identified any elements of the submittal that conflict with 
relevant goal and rule provisions. 

II. UGB Amendment 
The City of Woodburn amended its UGB to include 979 acres for residential, commercial, and 
industrial uses. The amended UGB contains 546 acres for residential uses (including public and 
institutional uses), 24 acres for commercial uses, and 409 acres for industrial uses, of which 200 
acres are exception lands and 774 acres are resource lands. The department's analysis has not 
found any conflicts with relevant goals, rules, or statutes in the city's action. 

VI. DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION AND DRAFT MOTIONS 

A. Recommendation 

The department recommends that, based on the information in the written record, the 
Commission approve the City of Woodburn's periodic review Task 2 and UGB submittal. 

B. Proposed Motion 

Recommended 1l1otion: I move that the Commiss ion approve the City of Woodburn's periodic 
review submittal fulfilling Work Task 2 "Commercial and Industrial Lands Inventory," and 
amending the UGB based on the city's findings and oral argument and the department's order 
and oral and written staff reports. 

Alternative Motion 1: T move that the Commission approve the City of Woodburn's periodic 
review Task 2 and the UGB amendment with the fo llowing specific amendment(s) [list 
amendment(s)]. 

A lternative Motion 2: I move that the Commiss ion remand the City of Woodburn 's periodic 
review Task 2 and/or the UGB amendment submittal to the city for reconsideration of: [e.g., the 
20-year industrial land need ; the location of the amended UGB; the consistency of policies and 
implementing regulations with goal compliance] based upon [findings]. 

ATTACHMENTS 

A. City of Woodburn correspondence identi fying materia l in the record responsive to objections 
B. UGB and Task 2 submittals 

1. City Ordinance No. 239 1, and the following exhibits thereto : 
o 1-A Woodburn Economic Development Strategy 
o 2 Woodburn Comprehensive Plan/UGB Map Item No. 
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o 4-A Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis 
o 4-B Woodburn Population and Employment Projections 
o 4-C Woodburn Occupation/Wage Forecast 
o 4-E Woodburn Buildable Lands Inventory 
o 4-F Woodburn Residential Land Needs Analysis 
o 4-H Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries 
o 5-B UGB Justification Report 

2. County Ordinance No. 1233 

C. Objections 
1. OpusNW 6. Friends of Marion County 
2. Renaissance Homes 7. Marion County Farm Bureau 
3. Tukwila Partners 8. Diane and Carla Mikkelson 
4. Fessler family 9. Lolita and Katherine Carl 
5. 1000 Friends of Oregon 10. Jerry Mumper 

D. City of Woodburn Periodic Review Work Program Summary 
E. DLCD Order 001714 
F. Statement of the record 
G. Relevant rules from OAR 660, Division 9 
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·- CITY OF WOODBURN 
Community Development DEPT OF 

NOV 1 3 2006 MEMORANDUM 
------~-------------------------------~----~---------------------------------------------------------l[f\TQLJ-~CJ~~E:Fl\Tf\TIO~ 

270 Montgomery Street Woodburn, Gregon 97071 (503) 982-5246 AND DEVELOPMENT 

Date: November 6, 2006 

To: Laue Shetterly, Director 
Department of Land Conservation and Development 

Copy: Jason Locke, Regional Representative 

From: 

Subject: 

Department of Land Conservation and Development 

~@i.Um.~~<~¥t.!~ent .DeptJrtme.-·t 
Cia~W.~if · 

Ca~r.es:Jnntdinree . lden~.g M~terial in the. Recqrd R~sponsive to Objeetiuns 
Ptirsulflit to O'Alt 660-0~1'~:.()130(4); Woodburn .P·eriodic Review Work Task 
Submittal 
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Purpose and Organization 

lil QliJ-ifi~-we id"eri.#fy ittfmtnatien in the ~lftetU'iv~ w--oo~rrP'~ic Review record that 
responds to issues rais®d in objections to approval of Woodburn's acknowledgment request.' 

g~~~~~:~:;wt~ :~~fthe specific o)}jections are-p~hrased in italic. 

Responses are shown in "quotation marks" and are excerpted directly from documents in the record, 
with citations to the record. References to the Woodburn Record have a "WR" preface, and 
references to the Marion County record are preceded with "MCR". 

Industrial Land 
Required Industriill Site Characteristics (Employment Land Need) 

• Jobs projection too high. [ 1000 Friends, p.4] 

• Jobs proj ection not coordinated with other J'vfarion County cities, Metro or Wilsonville. 
[1000 Friends, p.4] 

• Inadequate factual basis for including 125-acre parcel in UGB as site for "silicon chip 
fa brication plant." [ l 000 Friends, p.6] 

-Sp~i;fi9.•Wo,p1Ja~&~.~pfl:t . tit~: irtd4sffia1:~~~~.4~: Where i~ tlie· evalui1tiort of wl}y th.e--i.ndust:vY ne:eds 
thif~~.:~flanet-antLh<;iw· t1i~-¢~ci~i"ori,w~:1rl:Me? . 
UGB Justification Report (WR, Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B, pp. 23-24) 

"Industrial Land Needs 

"ECONorthwest prepared the Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) in May 2001. 
The EOA considered Woodburn's comparative advantages and identified the types of 
employment and industries that Woodburn can reasonably attract during the plruming period. To 
address ORS 197.7 12 (Economic Development) and Goal9 (Economy ofthe State) requirements, 
ECONorthwest also detennined the types of sites that will be needed to attract targeted industries 
in a subsequent docwnent entitled 'Site Requirements for Woodbmn Tru·get Industries' (October 
2003). These doctunents recognize the City's \ocationa\ advru1tages and outline a strategy for the 

l (OAR 660-025-0130(4)). A submitta l includes only the materials provided to the department pursuant to 
section (3) of this rule. Following submission of objections pursuant to OAR 660-025-D140, the local government 
may provide w ritten correspondence that is no t part of the local record w hich identifies m aterial in the record 
relevant to filed objections. The correspondence may no t include or refer to materials not in the record 
submitted or listecf pw-sua.nt to section (3) of this rule. The local government mus t provide the correspondence 
to each objector at the same time it is sent to the dep artment. 
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City to target specific industries that Woodburn has a reasonable chance of bringing to the City. 
Both documents conclude Woodburn will need additional land with specific size and access 
characteristics to achieve the City's economic development goals. These two ECONorthwest 
documents serve as the basis for determining Woodburn's employment land needs by site size 
through theY ear 2020. 

' 'TI1e employment land needs analysis in ECONorthwest's 'Site Requirements for Woodbwn 
Target Industries' (October 2003) concluded that about 370 acres would need to be developed for 
basic employment uses to accommodate a mid-range need of7,140 new employees between 2000 
and 2020, based on employee-per-acre ratios? However, to attract targeted industries Woodburn 
must provide choice among 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 of the site Will be held for future development or because a reserved site will not 
be selected by a targeted industry. As noted below, the proposed Plan includes measures to ensure 

~:.design~~~:~~~~l ~~c~:ls ~e~~,.1;~cult~u~~ ~ti~ .~~~~eds them.
3 

'"·~ ,.·~'-~~-~~.~-~~. ~- ~ ·. . . . .... 
•·:Sta;~tttt;.*~.rlllliti--..·~t<Y~tJmt,.,.:i1t~"nntt'tfm1m:il·g~tuie 
(OA;R Ch.atJter-~f. , Diyi~i~.TI~.~P.:lr~\!it~Wt§ Ui~J. ~l~~·~iQ,~~i.~ th~.t~i·~fs1t~a.-tbat are 
~~~~Y t(l) ~e· ft~·t5.y md\DM~l~u OOittl'rterct~ us.@S wffi~h ·:,- ~l~~w~ ~t Jqg~te 1t\ fug 
pl~-·~a 1' 1ftt·~'¢1Mt ·tnd®tfiatmt~r.~~are ·n0f tlMl~tft5 _ floot~are~ ra;os or emploY7e per 
acre ratios. Table 1 mcludes a select group ofsttes that have a reasonable likelihood ofmeetrng 
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 

Numbe r of Averag e Estimated 
S ite S ize (acres) S ite s S ite Size Acres 

100 or more 125.0 125.0 

50-100 70.0 70.0 

25-50 3 35.0 105.0 

10-25 5 15.0 75.0 

5-10 7 8 .0 56.0 

2-5 10 4 .0 40 .0 

Less than 2 15 1.0 15.0 

Totai/Avera9e 42 11 .6 486.0 
Source: ECONorthwest 

"Refined Target Industry Site Suitability Analysis 
'vVhcn Metro conducted its industrial siting analysis in 2004, it applied tlrree basic criteria to 
identify suitable blocks of inclustlialland: 

• access to transportation facilities (within two miles of a major interchange); 
• proximity to other industrial uses (within one mile); and 

less than ten percent slope. 

2 As noted above in the section titled "Year 2020 Employment Projection", Woodbwn assumed ECONorthwest's high 
employment projection. The Council believes that the site needs indicated in Table I will be sufficient to accommodate the 
higher employment projection as well. 
3 The land will remain in EFU zoning tmtil cumexed to the City. A master plan is required prior to armexation, that will 
ensure re tention of large parcels called for in the EOA. At Marion County 's reques~ the Council has adopted a plan policy 
requiring industrial users to sign a covenant agreeing not to complain about ag1icultmal operations in the area. 
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"In 2003, Winterbrook applied similar locational need criteria to identify sites for targeted 
employers. Suitable industrial sites must: 

• Be comprised oflarge blocks ofland contiguous to or within the existing UGB; 
• Have direct access to the 1-5 I Highway 214 interchange via an existing or planned arterial 

street; 
• Be located to avoid truck traffic through existing or planned urban residential 

Mne~~b?rhoods; 'al fl' 'th . . 1 d 'd . 1 b . . . . 
• l11111UZe potenti con 1cts W1 ex1strng or p anne rest entia areas y tnlll11nlzmg 

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 I-5 interchange; 
• Be adjacent to existing industrial development; 
• Have five or less percent slope; 
• Meet size requirements outlrned ECONorthwest (Oct?ber 2003 memoran~wn entitled 

• 
'T""'· '\~·~~·,;.,H. ~::,., •... ;~·-;"·:_.": , ... ;., f~\ -. ,:,·., ::"l• · !; ~ -·~ ·-~:.;.>·:-f. r · ' · · . 

Iii . . ,. fust Class til soils and second Class II soils, 
·iffl~~~~to;~~~~ titu with'£:-s:m·soj:ls. 

"As a r~t:eftJ\!!stite"· su!Ui~ility·~ts, me-City altoollted·,tantf :f'or wgeted empfeyers in.Study 
Areas 7 and 8, within the Southwest Industrial Re8erve (SWIR). The SWIR is comprised oflarge, 
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, Butteville Road and 
Highway 214. Evergreen Road and the Parr Road Neighborhood Commercial area serve as 
buffers between the SWIR and planned residential development to the east." 

"Importance of Interstate Access for Woodburn Target Industries," ECONorthwest, April26, 2006 
(MC Record, 4/26/06 Public Hearing Comments/Exhibit B, pp. 1-4) 

' 'Most, though not all, industries targeted by Woodbw11 require dired r:s access, and none 
would suffer from such access. ECO's October 2003 'Site Requirements' report highlights 
that freeway access is important to glass manufacturers and aerospace paris manufacturers, 
and that it is critical to motor freight transportation and warehousing finns. The report also 
says that wholesale trade fll111s require good trar1sportation access, and that interstate access is 
beneficial to metal fabricators. · 

"Additional comments beyond those in ECO's 2003 report can be made regarding the 
interstate access needs of other targeted industries. For printing and publishing firms serving 
markets in the Portland ar1d Salem areas (as many of these firms would), access to I-5 would 
be very important. 

"For a variety of other targeted industries, such as electronic and elechical equipment 
marmfactw-ers, business services, non-depository credit institutions, ar1d engineering, 
accounting, resear·ch, mar1agement, and related services, master planned industrial I business 
parks would be desirable locations. Good interstate freeway access is an important 
competitive advar1tage for these master plarmed industrial I business par·ks, as explained in the 
following section. While some fum s in targeted industries could locate within existing 
corrunercial ar·eas (e.g., small health clinics, doctor's offices, some business services finns, 
and some engineering, accOLmting, research, management and related services fitms), mar1y 
£inns would prefer master planned parks. 

"In conclusion, most of Woodburn's targeted industries require direct I-5 access (i.e., a very 
sho1t distance between par·cel and on-ramp), and none would suffer from I-5 access. 
Moreover, many fim1s that may not explicitly require direct I-5 access would prefer to be in 
master plarmed industrial I business parks. Since these parks need to cater for a variety of 
fi1ms, including those who do require direct I-5 access, it makes sense for Woodburn to 
provide land for these parks near an I-5 interchange. 
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"Several of the targeted industries described above prefer to locate in master planned industrial 
or business parks. A fully serviced industrial or business park along 1-5, with a range of 
available site sizes, would provide an additional incentive for targeted industries to locate in 
the Woodburn area. · · 

Industrial parks offer multiple advantages to firms. One is the minimization of infrastructure 
risk. Firms may not risk a location if utilities, such as water or electricity, are not deemed 
reliable or excess capacity is unavailable for possible expansion. These risks are minimized 
when sites are available in developed industrial parks. 

"Another advantage relates to timing considerations~ Timing is everything-especially in 
today's fast-paced environment, where finns are looking to break ground within 90 to 120 
days of making a location decision. It is beneficial for a finn to begin revenue-producing 
activities as soon as possible, to counterbalance start-up and construction costs. For firms to 
take advantage of market opportunities and fulfill promises to clients, they often prefer to 
locate in a developed indusf;rial park. . .,.. .. :. . · ·_ ·~ :~-~":ft~~~=~=~nt 
~~~. Fif1Jls ·$cw·~to,~d·,•~~ ~-~t ttr•:"'~rJ!iP.mY''S klvestmwt, by 
.m61·;~t.,. ~"'"t •.u lli~ 's .. ,..;,.:;Vft..:&.,., ·l:~ •:L·"' .m"'A" .•• At~ ~t· .. .:t·~t t0 •"'g. -. "" ,- ·e Qi;"".""' . ...~_, ~ .• ~ ..... v•~w~·~ ~;~.·~~ q~C,J,;J.~·H~ 1'-.WiiUl~'!-P" .tlil .\:l"W l"flt3' 'l'Y.Ul .!\I!Ol ~~ l.l'l I'!I"H~ .,VW"~!mlt~ 

"Land requirements of industrial I business parks have been described elsewhere. In 
sununary, the minimum size of a park is generally about 25 acres, although industrial parks of 
100 acres or greater are not uncommon and may be required depending on the types of 
industries being courted. A larger site may also be needed to justify preliminary engineering, 
environmental reports, and utility and infrastructure construction. 

"As quoted in Appendix A to ECO ' s "Site Requirements" report from October 2003, 
·Portland industrial park developer Greg Specht believes that industrial parks require the 
following attributes: 

• Properly zoned land 

• Sites readily available ·. 
• No environmental issues 

• Flat topography 

• Minimal barriers to development 

• A master plan allowing for businesses that cater to industry workers, including 
retail, restaurants and gas stations for industry workers and activities. 

• Good freeway access 

"The importance of good freeway access to industrial I business parks, in conjunction with 
many targeted industries' preference for industlial I business parks, supports Woodburn's 
assessment that land close to I-5 should be made available for industrial I business parks. 

"There is no absolute distance from an interstate beyond which targeted industries will not 
locate. Given Woodburn 's particular circw11stances described below, it is reasonable for the 
City to evaluate site suitability based on distance from the 1-5 interchange. It is our 
understanding that Woodburn has established two miles as a criterion for this evaluation. 
Given the circwnstances described below, the "two mile criterion" is reasonable. Economic 
development literature is very clear that distance from an interstate is a key factor in 
location decisions. Even small differences among parcels in distances from the in terstate can 
represent significant comparative advantages or disadvantages. 

"For many targeted industries, being within one to two miles of an interstate highway is much 
more preferab le than being three or four miles away. Each mile from an interstate represents a 
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significant increase in travel time, particularly if traffic has to pass through an urban area and 
experience urban congestion to access the interstate. ·Increased travel time translates into 
higher labor and equipment costs, as well as the possibility of missed delivery deadlines. f' 
Given a choice between a community offering parcels three or four miles from an interstate 
and a community offering parcels within a mile or two from the interstate, many targeted 
industries would choose the community offering better interstate access. 

"Other considerations such as farmland preservation must, of course, be balanced against 
economic development ones. From a purely economic development perspective, for example, 
Woodburn could have included only properties within a mile of the 1-5 interchange (on either 
side ofButteville Road, ratherthanjust the east side). Woodburn chose, however, to include 
poorer agricultural soils that are located one to two miles from the west entrance of the 1-5 
interchange (the entrance with less congestion). Although there are lower value soils even 
further from the UGB to the south towards Gervais, accessing these Class III soils would have 
required inefficient and expensive leap-frogging over the Class ll soils. 

ml~W~'tdi . lt.· -~VlW.tA1(~. 

'"ECO has wo~ked ·with. ~ther·c~mmilluAes with rh.u~h gr~ater distances from I-5 than anything 
in the Woodburn area. It is true that this does not absolutely eliminate the chances of 
economic growth, but it does represent a significant challenge. The following quote from 
ECO's Economic Opportunities Analysis for the City of McMinnville makes this point: 

'McMinnville's primary disadvantage for economic development is its poor access to 
I-5 and congestion on commuting routes to the Portland metropolitan area. However, 
McMinnville grew at a rapid rate in the 1990s despite this disadvantage. We expect 
that McMinnville will continue to grow despite this disadvantage, ulthough it may 
limit the types of firms that locate i'n the city. 4 

' 

"Therefore, while significant distances from an interstate freeway can be overcome, cities 
such as Woodburn that enjoy close proximity to an interstate should take advantage of the 
opportunities that this brings. The greater the distance that available land is from the 
interstate, the less the comparative advantage of good freeway access is realized, and the less 
potential there is for attracting many types oftarget industries. 

"Based on the site requirements of targeted industries, and on the site requirements of the 
industrial I business parks that many of these targeted industries prefer, parcels more than a 
couple miles from I-5 would not be an adequate substitute for serviceable land with more 
direct access to I-5." 

Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Text (WR, Volume Vl, Exhibit 1, pp. 19-23) 

"E. Industrial Land Development and Employment 

The 2002 Woodburn Economic Opporhmities Analysis (EOA) and Economic Dev-elopment 
Strategy provide the basis and policy direction for ·woodburn's economic development 
efforts. Generally, Woodburn is committed to providing the infrastruchrre 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 Woodbum to be competitive, it must 
make the most of its key comparative advantage - location along the Interstate 5 Corridor. 
Woodburn is surrounded by agricultural resource land, therefore the City cannot avoid using 
agricultural land to provide suitable industrial sites. Therefore, in order to meet the City's 

·1 ECONorthwest, Econon1.ic Opportuni ties Analysis for City of McMimwille, p. 4-13. 
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economic development objectives, several large parcels along the 1-5 corridor have been 
reserved exclusively for industrial use. To ensure that these industrial sites along I-5 are used 
solely for targeted industrial uses, Woodburn has adopted stringent policies to prevent the re
designation of industrial sites in the Southwest Industrial Overlay (SWIO) to conunercial 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 econoinic development efforts. Generally, industrial land should not be located 

& to. resid~ti~ ~~ withQJ;t oonw tW·I?. of .l;l.~ffi. enn. •. 1 ~~ m ~.,tw~ t}1e 
-.~.. .-..,~-·--~eiltlt~--$Ll~c)f~ · ·.,. ~·· iiQd :or :."iler 

· ~' , · ·. :"•":;~u~dfat~:-~~med'·- 1fiifuMat tfse rn 
Woodburn. Theynteet all of thy above cri~ria. Tb.e.y are: 

1. In the southeast qu.adt.\nt of the. City; 
2. 1n tfie ri6rtheast quadrant of the City~ the Woodburn Industrial Park and 

surrounding development; 
3. The area between North Front Street and Mill Creek, north of the Woodburn 

H igh School; 
4. The southwest quadrant of the I-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 purpose in the City's long-range industrial 
dt:velopment plans. The majority of the development in the Southeast Industrial area is 
either in the City limits or closely adjacent to it. The majority of land in this Southeast 
area is being used for spray irrigation of industrial wastes from the food processing 
plant. As it has been zoned industrial in the County for some time, the City proposed, 
and the County agreed, that it would be best to have this area in the Urban Growth 
Boundary so future expansion of the food processing fac ili ty on the industrial land 
would be controlled and regulated by the City. This industrial area could realize 
additional development. 

''The Industrial Park area was really the begirming ofWoodbum's industrial expansion 
in the 1970s. It has been very successful and now covers a large amount of land 
between the Southern Pacific Railroad and Highway 99-E no1ih of State Highway 
214. However, almost all of the developable land has either been sold to industiies that 
intend to locate in Woodburn or is under development. It is expected that fu ll build
out will be realized within the next several years. 

"The industrial area on North Front Street north of the Woodburn High School was 
selected because of several reasons. First of all, it is close to State Highway 2 14 and 
therefore has good highway access. Secondly, a spur line from the Southern Pacific 
Railroad could be developed to serve industri es locating in this area. Thirdly, an 
excellent buffer exists in the Mill Creek area to buffer the industrial 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 excellent site for target industries identified in the Economic 
Opportun.ities Analysis. Not all industries desire to locate on railroads. Indeed some 
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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 excellent visibility for industries that wish to m aintain good visibility and 
high corporate image. 

''The fifth Industrial area is the Downtown area. 1bis area is the old downtown 
industrial,eenter. 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 are~ in Woodburn, only two, the North 
FrQnt Street area and the Interstate 5 area are available for future large-scale industrial 
~,, .·. · 

"Industtitif8~v6t~~,rfteftf~ill8· and·~lides 
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"Policies 

Woodburn shall provide and tttilintain an adequate supply of suitable 
industrial sites to attract targeted firms consistent with Statewide 
Planning Goal 9 (Economy of the State), the recommendations of the 
2002 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis and the Woodburn 
Economic Development Strategy. 

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 wotld.trWc>odounf 
and not have to seek employment in other areas. To accomplish this, the 
City should encourage that there be a healthy job market within the City and 
enough industrial land is available for industrial growth to accommodate the 
residential growth expected in the City. 

E-1.2 Industrial land should be located to take advantage of Interstate 5 access or 
rail transportation that is available to the industrial areas. 

E-1.3 To minimize impacts on Marion County's agricultural land base, Class I 
agricultural soils shall be preserved outside the UGB. At the same time, it is 
important that industrial lands be located in relatively flat areas, which have 
suitable soils and that are fi:ee 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 industtialuses. 

E- 1.5 Industries that, through their operating nature, would contribute significantly 
to a deterioration of the enviromnental quality of air, land, or water resources 
of the City should be forbidden to locate within the City limits . · 

E- 1.6 The industiial park concept is one that the City deems is the most desirable 
fonn of industrial development. Whenever possible the industri al park 
concept will be encouraged in an attractive and functional design. Master 
planning of industrial areas shall be required prior to annexation of industrial 
land to the City. Master plans shall reserve parcels of sufficient size to meet 
the needs of targeted industries identified in the EOA. 
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E-1.7 

E-1.8 

E-1.9 

"Goal 

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

Industrial lands shall be protected from encroaclunent 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. 

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. 

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

"Policies 

E .. 2.1 

E-2.2 

w.~ ~, ·"" dndv&ftiat'~llfit;t-"1\J• h1r . , .. _ · -·~ · ·mo 
~esr .- ~ · erlaff'-HWpmtaitTlffi:lf ··· , mritrel~t>h 
sb'I.U be r~~e4- .ex.~lwslv~ly. fpr iuP.~trial U$~ ic4Mtlfi~ in fu~ iO~ ·and 
shal1 not be cenverted to anetitet commereial or re-sict<mtial plan designation. 

A master development plan shall be approved by the City Council prior to 
annexation to the City. The master plan shall show how streets, sanitary 
sewer, water and stormwater services will be sized and located to serve the 
entire SWIO area. The master plan shall show how arterial, collector and 
local street access will be provided to each lot if land division is proposed. 
The proposed master plan shall be referred to Marion County for conunent 
prior to consideration by the City Council." 

,Wfiy\¥~ren'tfamtianqan~ ·t}gnc~lA~~rntP:t9<N~ti9R. a'l#vittlflf~~tr-~c::~~~g~~m9:iwfrY.?,· I.S-Jli:e 
~¥1.6 . '{, ... Hevel€i '•:olerit:str.ffemil eo~ffi~~tt;~~-HlJf. ~1:1£' .. ~~·IJi~A~fes~ (Carl ob. ection) ~ ·~-~-Q'Y.C --·· ~ ~ }L_ . --· !:>-);' !:!!!. _ • . •. - Y.J..!c..~. ~!I . g 'f!_ -""·~~Y~I'!IL ~ ~ 

[Agriculture and food production were considered as potential target industries in the EO A. This 
sector was rejected because it failed to meet target industry criteria. This is not to say that agricultural 
employment is not valued in Woodburn, as evidenced by the fact that food processing is allowed in 
industrial zones. See discussion below.] 

Economic Opportunities Analysis (WR, Volume Vl, Exhibit 4-A, pp.4-3 to 4-5) 

"First-round evaluation 

ECO narrowed the list of nearly 70 industries to 24 potential target industries through the application 
ofthe ftrst set of criteria described above. In applying the ctiteria, ECO separated the industries into 
two groups to reflect their different nature. The first group includes industries commonly referred to as 
Industrial--those in the Construction, Manufacturing, Transportation/Communication/Utilities, and 
Wholesale Trade sectors. The second group includes Non-Industrial industries- those in the 
Agriculture, Mining, Retail Trade, Finance/Insurance/Real' Estate, Services and Govemment sectors . 

"Standards for each criteria were set to identify target industries. While the criteria are the same for 
Industrial and Non-Industtial indusuies, the standards vary to reflect different conditions in each set of 
industries. 

1999 employment: over 1,000 for industries in the North Valley region. Industri es below these 
thresholds may be too small to generate significant opportunities for employment growth in 
Woodburn. 

• Employment growth 1990-1999: over 10% for Industrial firms and over 20% for 
Non-Industrial firms because of a higher average growth rate in Non-Industrial 
industries. 
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• Expected employment growth 1998-2008: over 0% for Industrial industries and over 
10% for Non-Industrial industries, again because of a higher average growth rate in { \ 
Non-Industrial industries. i 

• ·Regional average payroll per employee: over $35,000 for Industrial industries and 
over $30,000 for Non-Industrial industries, because of the higher average payroll per 
employee levels in Industrial industries. 

''These criteria and standards were used to make a first pass at identifying potential target industries 
for Woodburn. To make it to the second rotind of evaluation, industries had to meet the standards for 
all criteria. The results of applying the criteria to Industrial and Non-Industrial industries are shown in 
Tables 4-1 and 4-2. The shading in the table represents criteria on which the industries failed the 
standards listed. The 24 industries that are shaded are those that were not selected as potential target 
industries for a second round of evaluation. " 

North Valley 97071 Zip 
Code Area 

none >1 Either >10% 
General ng Contractors 172 12,011 173% 44% 
Heavy Construction 13 4,873 -43% 31% 
Special Trade Contractors 198 33,527 69% 53% 
Food & Kindred Products 776 13,401 12% 2% 2% -4% ·.,: 

22·: texili~ . · · · 1,014 
•· ~\- -44-t<>'. . ~ !~%!·<' , . .. , .. 

2i· /..l~j,~}-~( - .' 
J . ,~. ;: r ~{ 

2,053 -lQ%.'· . ~.7,1'~·. 
24! llu"'-b11i' ·~WoOd PrQducis· 1,013 10,823 32% -8% 2% -6%····.:" r . ,_.p]~.r . . . 
zq r:ufniD.tra . , · 2,759 29% 8% 
it:f Pft~r;g.· Allie<f Products 3,791 ·~$%·· . 60J~· $4 2 
27 Printing & Publishing 27 11,224 -16% 22% 8% $37,066 
28 Chemicals 1,963 36% 8% $43,100 
29 Petroleum & Coal . 4'~4· -43% $46,687 
3Q R.uboer & Plastics 5,297 51% 20% $30.476 
31 Leather ~.2.~ -11}% -7'% 

. --·'· !-·.·. 
$~~;~95 

32 Stone, Clay, & Glass 3,391 29% 17% $36,253 
33 Pr!mary Meta l 8,282 ~fOi.> 7% $44,561 
34 Fabricated Metal 11,979 26% 14% $35,095 
35 Industrial Machinery & Equipment 129 15,372 63% 20% 9% $50,087 
36 Electronic & Electric Equipment 27,049 102% 30% $70,421 
37 Transportation Equipment 12,719 25% 23% $46,794 
38 ln~trumerits 8,489 -·22% 5% $55,428 
39 MisGellaneous Mam1facturing 2,462 -10o/o 11% $3_1Jl3o 
40 Railroad $1I;645 
41 Passenger Transit 3,337 37% $18.841 
42 Trucking & Warehousing 123 16,341 92% 4% 21% 22% $35,280 
44 Water Transportation 1,954 67% $50,295 
45 Air Transportation 10,593 156% $·34,502 
46 Pipelines 
47 Transportation Services 3,906 25% 21% 22% $~3;488 
48 Communications 23 8,426 44% 10% 15% 4% $52,649 
49 Electric, Gas, Sanitary 6,270 21% 16% $62,150 
50 Wholesale Trade: Durables 166 37,840 181% 10% 19% $46,682 
51 Wholesale Trade: Nondurables 128 28,589 198% 29% 20% ~45,596 

Source: Oregon Employment Department, confiden tial ES-202 data provided to ECONorthwest, and Industry ProjecUons 1998-2008. 
Catculations and summary by ECONorthwest. 
Notes: Shaded cells indicate that the Industry failed under the listed criteria. 
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Table' 4-2. First-round criteria for selecting potential non-industrial target industries 

97071 Zip North Valley 97071 Zip 
Code Area 

Either >10% (if data 
none >1 Either >20% ava 

775 15,152 14% 23% 
·~. + :. ·' ~· _:~: . ..;:::·.~~{( ,_. .:/.~~ :~. :·):~;~;:~-=~~~~· :~ .. ~~-·~-~~ ~:~:.g~i 

403 9,1 42 476% 89% 
36 1,470 .,_ , .. ;,:;~~ :§~?~~~:/~.,:::-,;:;:~·64f~.~ •• ~.j 

·.:-: .. tr~'f /( 
144 
307 
880 
2_74 

&1 
u 

··~ 
84 
76 

24 
11 1 

58 
49 
88 
59 

7 

6,912 -10% 60% 
22,075 326% 20% 
21,283 221% -2% 

28% 
17% 

1~,8~ 41 % ~~·~ 

.J.!· I ! . 1"9% 
16:2-64 79% 29% 20% 
14"jf1;~ ~~~~\!@.~~fl~ 16% 
tflla7 1~ 1 tl% 
1:ofs a3% 18% 

14,314 23% \". .. ·. -::·''"~~ $42,024 
6,033 0% 34% · · 'gok $39,821 

14,543 122% 46% \ 5·/. ·.. ·' t2'~~~~§i? 
1.401 ~s~~:-. ·· -w·&:- 18% $a5~491 · 

10,216 76% 27% 20% ,.: _{11~1·.-~~-t,. 
8,051 ~··~j&~{r• · 1 ~o/d : 14% tRJ§.h, 

68,241 126% 82% 38% 51% $31,253 
1o.oo9 5% 42% 3o% : -~'[ey,~§H 

2,620 40% -27% $31 ,091 
4,91o 104% 36% · $.2W~7:5 ' 

65 11,640 76% 91% 36% : $~~t' 
212 63,475 -2% 24% 19% 20% $36,0()3" . 

16 7,228 io/i 1~o/ci 13% $48,353 
29 13,357 26% 50% 40% $~5:073-

'•4 l I 

185 24,879 671% 75% 43% $1.8,716 
o sea 12% $2J,78(j: 

rnn<>r<>.M "n Qrgani~atiOnS 87 14,388 32% 40% $1'9;13o 
87 Engineering & Management 20 20,042 -1 3% 39% 38% 30% $45,272 
aa Private Households 1,583 -40% 68% $15,234 
89 ~ sefvl.~ NEC 0 ~.61" 23% $45,249 

Local Government 841 86,691 79% 40% 16% 16% $33,404 
Sta_fe ~qvem~ent 27,331 -13% 8% 14% $35,765 
Feaeral Government. 16,857 -5% 5% 2% $44,412 

Source: Oregon Employment Department, confidential ES-202 data provided to ECONorthwest, and Industry Projections 1998-2008. 
Calculations and summary by ECONor1hwest. 
Notes: Shaded cells indicate that the industry failed under the listed criteria. 

Industrial Land Supply 

1000 Friends: Buildable industrial land irnproperly excluded from Buildable Lands 
Inventory. [ 1000 Friends, p.5) 

1000 Friends: Failure to consider vacantlunderutilized industrial buildings as having 
capacity to accommodate portion of projected industrial job g rowth; incons istency with 
methodology used in Economic Opportunities Analysis (EGA) prepared by same 
consultan t for City of McMinnville. [ 1000 Friends, pp.6-7) 

1000 Friends: More industrial land added to UGB than shown to be needed over the 
planning period. ( 1000 Friends, pp. 4-5] 

Item No. 5 
Page 71 

Page l1 



Buildable Lands Inventory (WR, Volume VI, Exhibit 4-E, p. 4) 

[Please note the quote, in context.] 

" Industrial siting needs are defined by ECONorthwest 's 2003 Memorandum titled 'S ite 
Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries' , and further explained in the tJGB Justification 
Report. The 2005 Plan creates a range of industrial sites and provides choice in the marketpla~e. 
Not all of the industrial/and proposed by this plan is expected to develop by 2020." 

UGB Justification Report CWR, Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B, p. 24) 

[Please note that the Buildable Lands Inventory provides a reference to the UGB Justification Report.] 

~H'l.4J;~~qy(I., ~!J ir.J.y~tory s~tabte s-~tes. Und~ th~ site 
stttf!S::~l.~Y ii~t i\i:lty devel0{r.IUffri3 tli~ planniris ptirlod~ . . 

tseeaus~nt·pottioo of m.~ site wttl · fur f\thut¢ dev0topmeut or heeause a res~ed s-ite wttl not 
be by a targeted industry. As noted below, the proposed Plan includes measures to ensure 
that designated industrial parcels remain in agricultural use until a targeted employer needs them.6 

Plan measures also ensure that such parcels cannot be re-designated for commercial use." 

Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries {WR, Volume VI, Exhibit 4-H, pp. 8-9) 

"Site needs can be conceived as a pyramid w ith few large sites at the top and many smaller sites at 
the bottom. Such a land inventory scheme is consistent with OAR 660-009 which requires cities 
to maintain an adequate inventory of sites. 

' 'The table identifies a need for five sites of 25 acres or larger. While inclusion of such sites in its 
land inventory will exceed the identified land need based on the medium range employment 
forecast, an adequate supply of sites w ill provide Woodburn more flexibility in its economic 
development efforts and by accommodating the siting requirements of industries targeted in the 
EO A. 

5 As noted above in the section titled " Year 2020 Employ ment Projection", Woodbmn assumed 
ECONorthwest' s high employment projection . The Council believes that the site needs indicated i.n Table 1 wi ll 
be sufficient to accommodate the higher employment projection as well. 
6 The land w ill remain in EFU zoning until annexed to the City. A master p1t.n is required prior to annexation, 
that will ens m e retention of large parcels called for in the EOA A t Marion Cow1ty' s request, the Council has 
adopted a plan policy requiring i.ndustr ial users to s ign a covenant agreeing not to complain about agricultural 
operations in the a rea. 
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~ 
Table 4. Summary of estimated site needs by size, Woodburn 2000-2020 

Number of Averc~ge Estimated 
Site Size (acres) Sites Site Size Acres 

100 or more 125.0 125.0 

50-100 70.0 70.0 

25-50 3 35.0 105.0 

10-25 5 15.0 75.0 

5-10 7 8.0 56.0 

2-5 10 4.0 40.0 

Less than 2 15 1.0 15.0 

· Totai/Aver~ae 42 11.6 486.0 

Sour~: fiCQNorthwest 

·11u~ hleiir~hy or ~~~d"' i~ corisist~t ~ili ilie requirem~~ <>'f &a~9 and 6AR. 6·6o-oo9. 
SpeQi:fi~ally, 660,.009;;.00'U(~} t:~es .tl;\1#· ~ m'd;;wrial.lf.1id· e~er~ial ·us~ Wi.tk ~patible site 
req:u~~ents shquld be.pSl\lpOO trisetlier int~ commo~.~ite _c~e,SQri~ to s.implifly identification of 
site needs and subsequent planning.' Moreover, 660-009-0025(1) requires plans to identify 
needed sites: 

The plan shall identify the approximate number and acreage of sites needed to 
accommodate industrial and commercial uses to implement plan policies. The 
need for sites should be specified in several broad "site categories," (e.g., light 
industrial, heavy industrial, commercial office, commercial retail, highway 
commercial, etc.) combining compatible uses with similar site requirements. It is 
not necessary to provide a different type of site for each industrial or commercial 
nse which may locate in the planning area. Several broad site categories will 
provide for industrial and commercial uses likely to occur in most planning areas. 

'Thus, t~e administrative rule that implements Goal 9 recognizes that sites designated for 
employment can accommodate different types of employment. This is made explicit in OAR 660-
009-0025(2): 'Plans shall designate land suitable to meet the site needs identified in section ( 1) of 
this mle. The total acreage of land designated in each site category shall at least equal the 
projected land needs for each category during the 20-year planning period.' " 

-[)isqt&~iortotyi1d.~t-\t~l.ji,~d: ii14,~~tpgl p~¢el,s; .· S!¥-VeY$ of.9W,)er$~ indi.vid.ti~J .owner coftiri1cmts etc.? 
There. at~.79-.~0 ~~r~ -that.Wre.:.!J.ri<t~wmi~~ (Mickleson objection) 

Winterbrook Memorandum,· re: Response to Written Comments to Woodburn City Council (WR, 
Volume V, Exhibit 6, pp. 10-11) 

" Industrial Land Need and Supply. On pages 3-10 of the March 30 letter (Section .IJI.D) based on 
projecting "employee-per-acre" ratios, Mr. Friedman argues that the proposed UGB has too much 
industrial and conunercial land. We have responded, repeatedly and exhaustively, to most of 1000 
Friends arguments and will not do so again. 

"On page 9, after acknowledging that Winterbrook did analyze the redevelopment potential of 
existing industrial parcels based on the ratio of improvement to land values, Mr. Friedman argues that 
Winterbrook failed to examine the potential for existing underutilized buildings to accommodate need. 
This claim was reiterated in Mr. Friedman's April 20, 2005 letter. 

• First, we know of no Statewide Planning Goal, rule or statutory requirement that requires such 
an analysis. Cities are required to conduct buildable lands inventories, not vacant or 
tmderutilized building inventories. 
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• Second, in Woodburn's case, the availability of vacant buildings in the Highway 99E area 
supports ECONorthwest's and Winterbrook's conclusion that there Woodburn's primary 
comparative advantage is its location relative to I-5, not to Highway 99E or the existing 
railroad tracks. 

• Third, testimony to the City Council, Roy Clor ofSEDCOR stated that purchase agreements 
were pending regarding the use of two of the industrial buildings in question. Mr. Clor's 
testimony recognizes that industrial and commercial buildings frequently change hands and 
accommodate various numbers of workers during their useful lives. Woodburn consistently 
has encouraged the re-use of existing industrial buildings and vacated industrial sites for years. 
There is nothing inconsistent with supporting intensification of existing industrial sites and 
buildings while at the same time providing new sites with I-5 access for targeted employers.7 

• Finally, Woodburn has not 'turned its back on under-utilized areas of town' as stated by Mr. 
Friedman. Woodburn's existing, largely industrial properties are actively 

capable of · · · Clpr's 

,7itmiCii1i:r4'1ll~t1tth~ sit~ sti_ital:?itity n t.Re'KvJ\; · · 

"In condtision, oo 197.712 and ilie ... -~Rule do n~t - dti~s t~ evaluate the employee 
capacity of vacant or under-utilized buildings; rather, this statute and this rule focus on the site 
suitability needs of targeted industries - just as Woodburn has done." 

UGB Justification Report (WR, Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B, pp. 22; 25-27) 

[Please note that the City did not, as alleged by 1000 Friends and Mickleson, "exclude land that might 
be used for expansion of existing industries from its buildable.lands inventory." Rather, the City 
determiiled that land being held for future expansion by existing industries would not be suitable to 
meet the needs of new targeted industries. Also note that this finding was based on interviews with 
industrial land owners in Woodburn.] 

"As documented in Teclmical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory (revised July 2005), the 2002 
Woodburn UGB included 126 acres of vacant, partially vacant and potentially redevelopable 
industrial land - distributed among 36 parcels, with an average parcel size of 3.5 acres. Although 
this land is a valuable component of the City's industrial land inventory, it is concentrated along 
Highway 99E and the Union Pacific railroad tracks west of this congested highway, and for the 
most pa1t fails to meet the specific siting requirements of industries targeted in Appendix B of the 
Woodburn BOA 

"In response to objections raised by 1000 Friends and FAN, City staff contacted owners of 
'partially vacant' and 'redevelopable' properties identified in Winterbrook's 2003 BLI. In most 
cases, the owners of industrial firms stated that partially vacant land on their property was being 
held for future expansion, and was not available for pmchase to meet the needs of new targeted 
employers. In other cases, owners stated that "tedevelopable" industrial land (i .e., land with an 
improvement to land value ratio ofless than 1) was actually being used for storage ofvehicles, 
equipment or materials. Ail a result of staffs research, the Council has detennined that 
Winterbrook's original estimate of 126 buildable industrial acres was not realistic. In actuality, as 
shown Technical Report l , Buildable Lands Invent01y (revised 2005), 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 l-5 and lacks the range of 
parcel sizes and locational characteristics necessary to attract targeted industries. On the other 

7 In his April 20 letter, !v1r. Friedman neglected to note that Mr. Clor spoke in support of U\e SWIR and UGB 
expans ion to meet indusb·ialland needs. 
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hand, existing partially vacant and redevelopable parcels along Highway 99E and the railroad 
tracks provide expansion opportunities for existing Woodburn finns." 

* * * 
''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 Analysis. Woodbwn has a shortage of sites in all categories over 2 acres in 
size. There is a severe shortage of medium to large industrial sites available to meet-the identified 
site requirements. Overall, Woodbwn has a deficit of20 industrial sites over 2 acres in size, 
totaling about 435 acres. 

Table 2: Target Industry 2020 Site Needs Compared with 2002 UGB Supply 

Source: Winterbrook Planning 
'Minor discrepancies in acreage due to rounding. 

"As shown in Table 3 below, the amended 2005 UGB has a deficit of 1 site in the I 0-25 acre 
category and 1 site in the 2-5 acre category; counter-balanced by a surplus of 1 site in the 5-10 
acre categorY, and a surplus of 1 site in the under 2 acre category. Rather than expand the 
UGB further to add parcels in these ranges, the Council felt it prudent to rely on three 
possibi lities for meeting these needs: 

s Buildable Lands Inventory drafts through 2004 indicated industrial sites totaling 127 net buildable acres inside 
Woodburn's existing UGB. These sites included all partially developed and potentially redevelopable sites 
identified by Winterbrook when the initial draft of the BLI was created in 2002. Staff contacted owners of 
identified partially vacant and potentially redevelopable s ites 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 determined to be unsuitable to meet the siting needs for new industrial firms. 
T11us, the supply of potential industrial sites within the existing UGB dropped to 23, totaling 47 acres. 
[Emphasis added.] 
9 An additional s ite in the 5-10 acre category was created in 2005 inside the existing UGB through re-designation 
of land from Open Space to lndustrial. 
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• First, there is a partially vacant parcel of 19 acres within the 2002 UGB that is being held . 
. for future expansion. If the exis~ing industrial owner of this site changes expansion plans, 
this site may become available. 

• Second, iflarge sites develop at the lower end of their potential site ranges (e.g. 50 
instead of70 acres), additional sites in the ·1 0-25 acre range may become available in the 
SWlR industrial park areas. 

• Third, the City re-designated a site in the 5-l 0 acre category inside the existing UGB 
from Open Space to Industrial, which can be used to meet the need for sites of smaller 
s1zes. 

Table 3:· Target Industry 2020 Site Needs and 2005 UGB Supply 

Source: Winterbrook Planning and ECONorthwest 

Industrial Land Location (Agricultural Laud Impacts) 

Inclusion of prime farmland in UGB instead of predominantly 
non-prime soils south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry and I-5 
violates ORS 197.298 and Goal 14. [8-1 0) 

Industrial land does not need to use land west of I-5 for freeway 
access. [8-9) 

Two-mile distance from I-5 interchange requirement is unsupported 
and arbitrary; not all targeted industries have freeway access as key 
locational requirement. [9) 

-'vVhere are location !actors considered? Is there too much land included in UGB and too 
much.prin:le farn1Jand incl\l.ded m U.GB1 (general objections) . 

[Goall4 locational criteria were a paramount consideration throughout the process, as 
documented in the UGB Justification Report and supporting documents identified below. 
Inclusion of lugh value farmland specifically justified under Goa1 14 need criteria and under 
ORS l97.298(3)(a) and (b) exceptions to priorities.) 
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Winterbrook Response to Written Comments (WR, Volume V, Exhibit 4-1, pp. 9-10) 

"Section VI of Mr. Friedman's letter summarizes 1000 Friends' objections. The first 
four of these recommendations are addressed and require no further comment. The 
fifth recommendation is not supported by the text of the letter, but raises. a new issue 
that deserves further discussion : 

'Exclude prime farmland west of the freeway and north of the existing UGB 
from the proposed expansion. Instead, any expansion onto resource land 
should be southward onto the predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr 
Road between Boones Ferry Road and 1-5.' 

"Exclusion of prime farm land west of the 1-5, combined with inclusion ofland south 
of Parr Road, would be impractical and would not meet Woodburn's economic 
development or transportation system needs. This is true for a number of reasons 
discussed in the Revised UGB Justification Report and in Planning Commission work 
sessions held this fall: · 

1. ~!~f~~t a 
,=~~~~~~~ifi .J",Jt~~ ... tQrdt~-v-6 cong~~tkm a.t the 
~~ · . l4 .W.. , · · "J~&e., ~~~ w.ust be routed via an 

t~ die w al1l-5itltercnange access. 
Interchange improvements must also be made and paid for, in significant 
part by industrial land developers. 

2. In order for Butteville Road to be improved as an urban arterial street, land 
to the east ofButteville Road (west ofl-5) must be developed. The 100-
acre Opus Northwest site is on the Governor's Industrial Task Force list of 
prime industrial sites in Oregon. Leaving this site out of the UGB would 
make it impractical to ftmd Butteville Road iinprovements. 

3. As 1000 Friends rt:c.:ommends, the proposed plan does include land sou'th 
of Parr Road, in Study Area 7, where there is a greater concentration of 
Class ill soils than any of the other UGB expansion altematives.10 

Inclusion of this area also provides for the Southern Arterial connection to 
Highway 99E. This arterial street will serve as the buffer from agricultural 
land fttrther to the south. 

4. The Marion County Comprehensive Plar1 recognizes Woodbwn as the 
growth center of north Marion County. 11 A goal of the Marion COtmty 
Comprehensive Plar1 is to "Maintain physical separation of communities 
by limiting urbar1ization of farm ar1d forest lands between cities." The 
Gervais UGB is located approximately one mile from the proposed 
southern UGB. lfWoodbum were to extend further to the south, towards 
Gervais, it would be more difficult to maintain a "physical separation" 
between the two cities." 

10 Study Area 2 (North Woodburn) also includes a large Class ill soils area west of l-5 and south of Crosby 
Road, w hich is proposed for inclusion within the UGB. Other study areas are comprised primarily of Class II 
soils, except in along unbuildable riparian corridors, where Class IV soils are present. 
11 According to the Growth Management of the Marion County Comprehensive Plan: 

"TI1e north County area contains the cities of Aurora, Donald, GeJVais, Hubbard, St. Paul, and Woodburn, 
with Woodburn being the largest conunwuty and projected to acconunodate the most growth in this area 
of the county. TI1e north County area is also affected by growth and development in adjoining Clackamas 
County which forms the southern boundary of the Portland metropolitan region." 
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Response to Written Comments to Woodburn City Council (WR, Volume V, Exhibit 6, pp. 
12-13) 
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"B-1 03 Oregon Department of Agricultp.re 

"In Exhibit 103, Mr. James Johnson provided comments related to Goal 14, 
Factors 6 (retention and buffering of agricultural land) and ORS 197.298 (urban 
growth boundary expansion priorities). Mr. Johnson notes his agreement with 
comments provided by DLCD, but expressed concern with the proposed 
expansions located west ofi-5 and north of the existing UGB, because these areas 
have relatively high value Class II soils. Mr. Johnson recommends that growth be 
directed as much as possible to the area with predominantly Class III agricultural 
soils located south of the existing UGB- between Boones Ferry Road and I-5 
(Southwest Study Area 7). In closing, Mr. Johnson also speaks to the need for 
buffers to minimiz~ impacts from planned residential development on farming 
operations in the area. · 

in Study Area 7, between try 
predominantly Class III agricultural soils. 

"We have explained in the UGB Justification Report, and before the Planning 
Commission and City Council, the importance of including largely Class II 
agricultural land between the existing UGB and Butteville Road. This land must 
develop in order for Butteville Road to be improved to urban standards, thus 
providing access from industrial sites to the southeast (in Study Area 7) to the east 
access to I-5 Interchange. The Butteville Road properties also have the most 
direct access to the eastern I-5 Interchange and have been recognized by the 
Industrial Lands Advisory Committee as one of25 sites of statewide significance. 
Development of this area is also necessary to provide a looped water system to 
commercial and industrial land on both sides ofl-5. However, due to the 
presence of Class I agricultural soils, no land is proposed for inclusion west of 
Butteville Road. 

"A similar situation exists for property north of the UGB. In order to reach the 
second largest inclusion of Class III soils in any of the study areas, Boones Ferry 
Road must be improved to urban standards and urban services must be extended 
through Class II soils. However, the same cannot be said for land east of the 
emergency access road and north of the UGB in the North Study Area 2 (the "golf 
course property), which is comprised of Class I and II soils that do not need to be 
developed to serve buildab le land with concentrations of Class III soils. 

"Regarding buffers, the UGB is designed in almost every case to utili ze existing 
roads or streams as buffers. Thus, after removing the 56-acre property west of 
Butteville Road, this arterial street provides a buffer along the proposed western 
boundary of the UGB in Study Areas 1 and 8. Similarly, Crosby Road provides a 
buffer separating proposed residential development from agricultural land to the 
north in Study Area 2. In Study Area 7, residential land wi ll be buffered from 
agricultural land by the South Arterial. 

"Finally, by substituting a 50-acre Class III agricultural property in Study Area 7 
(south of the South Arterial) for a 56-acre Class II agricultural property in Study 
Area 8 (west ofButteville Road), ORS 197.298 priorities are met. As implied in 
Mr. Johnson's letter, the most significant adverse impacts on agricultural 
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operations come from residential - not industrial uses . For this reason, 
Winterbrook recommends directing industrial development to Class III soils 
despite the lack of a road buffer for the 50-acre property located south of the 
South Arterial." 

"Two changes are recommended in response ODA comments regarding 
the application ofORS 197.298 and Goal14 Factors 6-7: 

(1) Removal of the predominantly Class ll agricultural parcel 
west of Butteville Road in Study Area 8 (56 acres), and 
replacement with a predominantly Class III agricultural 
parcel south of the South Arterial iil Study Area 7 (50 
acres). 

(2) Removal of approxin.'lately 100 acres of predominantly 
Class I and II soils associated with the golf course on land 
east and north of the emergency access road ln Study Area 
l:~" . · .. 

UCUJ J~ti:ff0Afl~hlt~ijff{ft·~~¥l;'th1\M'!~S\.ft·:f-:;3?~_, 

''OI~fft9.'1.2~8' se$'fbt't!f~ , -·· ._ ---~-~~ ·gtJ.<hvi~ UGBs onee a 
....... --a, !;.· . - ~., ...... t,. •. ..,..u. .... b.~ .• t _ . -- lit v:.hou l'>Kfflwt\U\i.tfe&·likct Wood.... - . . n~nM _....,..1 ~P.~- _ .... , . em~~ .. -~~~- .. . . ~urn~ust 

first look to exception areas, and then to agricultural land to meet these needs. 
Agricultural land with lower agricultural suitability soil classes has higher priority 
for inclusion within UGBs than higher class agricultural soils. 

"Woodburn is surrounded by Class II agricultural land and has relatively few 
adjacent exception areas. Except for the MacLaren School site, the Council 
included all adjacent exception areas within the UGB. The capacity of each 
exception area to absorb future employment and housing has been accounted for 
in this UGB land needs assessment. Even after increasing intensity of land use 
within the existing UGB and the capacity of adjacent exception areas, Woodburn 
still needs additional buildable land to meet planned population and employment 
growth. Therefore, to meet Year 2020 growth needs, the City has no choice but to 
expand onto Class II agricultural land. 

"ORS 197 .298(3) sets forth reasons why a City may include lower priority land 
(i .e., land with higher agricultural suitability) within a UGB: 

(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 (I) 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/ower priority lands in order to include or to 
provide services to higher priority lands. 

"Under ORS 197.298, higher priority is given to land with lower agricultural 
productivity - provided that the land with lower agricultural productivity can meet 
specific identified11~eds. While some Class IV-VI agricultural soils exist in the 8 
study areas, they are associated with unbuildable stream corridors, and therefore 
are unsuitable to meet residential or employment land needs. In the Woodburn 
area, buildable land that meets suitability criteria for residential, commercial, 
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industrial and public land uses is found almost entirely on Class I-III agricultural 
soils. · 

"As noted above, Class I soils have the lowest priority for inclusion within any f"" 
UGB. As shown on attached maps, Study Areas 1 and 3-7 have little or no Class I \ 
soil. However, there are substantial inclusions of Class I soil in two study areas: 
SA-2 (North - 40 acres) and SA-8 (West - 29 acres). 

• In compliance with ORS 197.298 priorities, the City made the difficult 
decision not to include any land in SA-8 to the west ofButteville Road 
within the SWIR. Although large, flat and serviceable parcels proximate 
to 1-5 are located between the railroad tracks and Butteville Road, the 
Council concluded that these parcels should be retained as agricultural 
land because they are comprised primarily of Class I and ll agricultural 
soils, and their inclusion cannot be justified for "reasons" found in ORS 
197 .298(3). 

*** 
"As eX:p"f'airii!it~~»fmm·&f~'~,tft~Ofm8~1f-'~ol'tJ ~lmt!t~ east of 

~§~,F~_}··-ff~.f,1~J~~~.i!~-- ~~!:~=-Q(,~llS)·; t_~tr'~!!itd~ti~ 
ho~ ..... Tmi~M:,.!;l'·~~.J.~.J;: "~- _; ~~~.f.~-"*': * · ~tf·~ · '"'Yoo .u.c 
higner.::enq·hcnising fie¢s·ffiat Woodl5tihl.dan oiify theef oii ttllianext to the golf 
course; and (2) to maxi.nllze efficiency ofland use by providing urban 
transportation access, gravity flow sanitary and storm sewers, and a looped water 
system necessary to serve higher priority Class ill soils to the west. (See Public 
Facilities Plan, Appendix B.) 

"As noted above and shown on attached soil mc:1ps, Woodburn is surrounded 
predominantly by Class II agricultural soils. However, beyond the surrounding 
Class II soils, there are two large concentrations of Class ill soils located within · 
the eight study areas. These areas of Class ill soils can only be developed by 
exte din services and arterial streets throu areas with Class IT soils. ORS 
197.29S }(b) and (c) allow for the inclusion ofiower priority Class n soils to 
achieve maximum efficiency ofland use and where necessary to serve higher 
priority Class III soils. [Emphasis added.] 

• Study Area 2 (North) has a concentration of Class ill soils containing 
approximately 34 acres. The Class ill soils are fow1d 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 ill soils on the Fessler property for needed residential 
and public uses, Boones Ferry and Crosby Roads must be improved to 
a.tterial and service collector street sta.t1dards, a.t1d urban services (sanitary 
sewer, water and stonn 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 ill soil area, which 
includes approximately 185· acres located generally south of Parr Road and 
east of Interstate 5. Class II soils separate this C lass ill area from the 
existing UGB. Most ofthis Class ll and Ill soils area has been designated 
for industrial use within the SWIR, although a pottion to the east is 
designated for residential use. In order to develop and provide access to I-
5 for Class ill soils within SA-7, Butteville Road must be improved to 
arterial sta.t1dards to connect with the planned South Arteri al. For this to 
happen, land in SA-8 between the UGB ·a.t1d Buttevi lle 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 c01mect with 
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Parr Road and the South Arterial. Urban sewer, water and stom1 drainage 
services must be constructed through intervening areas with Class II soils 
to allow development of lower priority Class ill areas. (See Public 
Facilities Plan, Appendix B.) 

"As noted earlier, Woodburn has no large concentrations of Class ill soils 
immediately adjacent to the existing (2002) UGB. In Study Areas 2, 7 and 8, 
maximum efficiency efland use requires that intervening Class II soils be 
efficiently developed, in order to allow full development of more distant areas 
with Class ill soil concentrations. 

" In the other UGB Study Areas, there are no large concentrations of buildable 
Class ill soils. Unlike the land included within the 2005 Woodburn UGB, there is 
no need to develop Class I or ll lands in the other UGB Study Areas to achieve 
urban · objectives or to provide services to areas with predominantly 
Class Ill soils. Moreover in the other UGB Study Areas, no identified . . . . I 

IV-

UGB Jus.tifi¢f!ff0t).~m@.rt.Crfl, }{01\Utie YL ~Mit- ~.,}3, im· 42~$.4) 
[UGB Justffl.catfoh Report- went SE (to include portion of large Class cluster) rather 
than west (across Butteville Road) to preserve higher value resource land.] 

"ORS 197.298(2) requires that "higher priority [for inclusion in a UGB] shall be 
given to land oflower capability as m easured 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 U GB. Woodburn's 2002 UGB is surrounded by 
Class I and II soils, so it would be impossible to avoid high value farmland 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 III soils. As noted immediate ly above 
and in the Executive Summary, the C lass IV soils are generally unbuildable and 
therefore cannot meet identified urban population or employment needs. 

"Table 15 below summarizes agricultural soil capab ility of buildab le lands by 
study area, exclusive of 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 2002 UGB) was 
detern1ined to be unsuitable for expansion. The Class I soils in Study Area 2 are 
within a master-p lanned go lf 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 so ils in thi s Study Area is included in the adopted UGB. The 
portion of Study Area 8 included in the 2005 UGB contains no Class I so ils. 

"Areas with C lass IV Soils Class IV soils are located in all Study Areas. 
However, these so ils are associated with stream corridors that wou ld, if included 
within the UGB, be protected under the City's R CWOD safe harbor zoning 
regulations. Therefore, Class IV soils do not meet an identified population or 
employment growth need. Woodburn has suffici ent constrained land within its 
ex isting UGB to meet natural area needs identified in the Woodburn Parks and 
Recreation Plan . Therefore, the presence of Class IV soils was not a determining 
factor for the City in deciding the direction of growth. 
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"Areas with Class III Soils Class III soils have the lowest quality agricultural 
classification that are capable of accommodating planned urban development 
within the 8 Woodburn Study Areas. Study Area 7 has by far the largest ~.-_.._,_ 
percentage of Class III soils: 31% of the Southwest Study Area is comprised of f 
Class III soils that do not have inventoried Goal 5 or 7 resource areas. Study Area 
2 (North) has the second highest percentage of Class III soils at 12%, followed by 
Study Areas 1 and 5 (11 %), 3 (8%) and 8 (7%). However, the Class III soils in 
Study Areas 1, 3, 5, and 8 are dispersed or located at the edge of an unbuildable 
riparian corridor, whereas the Class III soils in Study Area 2 are concentrated · 
south of Crosby Road and East ofl-5, on what is known as the "Fessler property." 
Therefore, Study Areas 2 and 7 have the highest percentage of Class 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 within these two Study Areas. 

" Cl II the 

inclusions. . . areas are found in Study Area 2 (North), Study Area 7 
cs:ou~t) aflit1:tl.Jit¥ A.Tea 8 (W·est.) . ' - . . 

"As noted above and shown on maps in the Council's record, Woodburn is 
surrounded predominantly by Class II agricultural soils. However, there are two 
large concentrations of Class III soils located within the eight study areas, but 
these areas of Class Ill soils can only be developed by extending services and 
arterial streets through Class II soils. ORS 197 .298(3)( c) allows for the inclusion 
of lower priority Class II soils to achieve maxim tun efficiency of land use and 
where necessary to serve higher priority Class III soils. 

"Study Area 2 is comprised primarily of Class II agricultural soils. 
However, .the second largest Class III soils concentration is also found in 
Study Area 2 (North) and comprises approximately 34 acres. The Class 
III 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 III soils on the Fessler property for needed 

. residential and public uses, Boones Ferry and Crosby Roads must be 
improved to arterial and service co llector 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 Class II soils located on the OGA and Fessler properties to 
efficiently serve the Class III soil areas.) 

"Although the Council has rejected bringing Class I agri cultural soils into the 
UGB to meet specific higher-end housing needs, the Council continues to support 
bringing in the westem portion of the OGC golf course site, which has almost no 
Class I soils, for the following reasons. 

First, the Council 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 supported by testimony from 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 go lf course. Higher end housing is 
needed to retain managers and higher paid workers who wi ll have jobs 
within the SWIR, if the City's economic development strategy is 
successful. Thus, the Council agrees, for reasons stated in Mr. Alfred' s 
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testimony, 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, Council cannot support bringing the lowest priority land 
(Class I agricultural soils) into the UGB to meet this need. Thus, the 
Council decided to include some predominantly Class II land (shown on 
the Study Area 2 Expansion Area and Soils Map) within the UGB to meet 
the general need for housing, and specific need for higher-end housing, as 
authorized_under ORS 197.298(3)(a). 

Second, there are urban efficiency reasons to bring the northwest portion 
of the OGC property into the UGB. An emergency access is required to 
connect an approved subdivision within the 2002 UGB to Boones Ferry 
Road in Study Area 2. This emergency access road will cut through a 
relatively narrow strip of predominantly Class II orchard land sandwiched 

·between existing golf links. This emergency access road will have 
..,_..,.,.., ... ,,"!'· 4· ~ ~ • • un-buffered 

,~===i. ·The !i , .$-.!Jitban 

l~at.liiit'1~lfuri:., Tftt'l1mt·'tlimli.i(ij*'WiiW.. to fund-,ttl'Q-o 
Ian<!t:ll'fl\ "''~~iitt··air.t•"·"'·t:'' t:w"' · Stl'etlt t.Q l.to -dev.elDped for 

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 Plan is through the OGC 
property, beneath this emergency access road. Thus, land shown on the 
Study Area 2 (on either side and generally west of the emergency access 
road) is justified for urban efficiency reasons under ORS 197.298(3)(c). 

Finally, development of land between the emergency access road and 
Boones Ferry Road is necessary to pay for 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 oflnterstate 5. Class II soils in SA 7 and 8 separate 
this Class III area from the 2002 UGB. Most of thi s Class II and III soils 
area is designated for industrial use within the SWlR, although a portion 
to the east is designated for residential use. To provide access to I-5 fo r 
Class III soils within SA-7, Butteville Road must be improved to arterial 
standards to cotmect with the planned South ArteriaL For thi s to happen, 
land in SA 8 between the UGB and Butteville Road must develop and help 
pay for needed road and utility improvements. Evergreen Drive, which 
will be extended by private developers to the 2002 UGB line next year, 
also must be improved to arterial street standards on Class II soils to 
c01mect with Parr Road and the South Arterial. In addition, urban sewer, 
water and storm drainage services must be constmcted through 
intervening areas with Class II soils to allow development of lower 
p1iority Class III areas. 

"The Class III soils found on the southern portion of Study Area 7 continue to the 
south and southwest of thi s study area. Although the City did include one 46-acre 
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primarily Class III parcel located south ofthe original Study Area 7, it did not 
include additional areas of predominantly Class III soil further to the south and 
southwest, for two reasons. r~ 

First, the two Class III 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 SWffi. 
parcels to the north. Woodburn did not add these parcels to the UGB to meet 
the siting needs of target industrie.s. 

Second, the large concentration of Class III soils located further to the south 
extend beyond the two-mile (from the I-5 Iriterchange) locational need limit 
established by the Council for inclusion of parcels within the SWIR. This land 
is 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 

uij~~:w.!~~-~~~~~,Ju.~?.<~!u. crit@ria., and would have 
services. 

''The Council also. considered the possibility of including land south of the SWIR 
to meet residential land needs. The Council rejected this option for several 
reasons: 

• First, 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, 
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 maru1er inconsistent with Statewide Planning Goal 
10. . 

• Third, the Council recognized livab ility 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 Cities of 
Gervais and Woodburn would be reduced. As in the North 
Plains situation, if the UGB were extended south of the SWIR 
to accommodate residential growth needs, then the new 
residential area would be separated from the neighborhood 
commercial areas, parks and schools by incompatible industrial 
development. 

"As no ted earlier, Woodbum has no large concentrations of Class III soils 
adjacent to the 2002 UGB. In Study Areas 2, 7 and 8, maximum efficiency of 
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land use requires that intervening Class II soils be efficiently developed, to allow 
full development of more distant areas with Class III soil concentrations. 

"In other UGB Study Areas, Class II soils predominate and there are no large 
concentrations of buildable Class III soils. Unlike the land included within the 
2005 Woodburn UGB, there is no need to develop Class I and II lands in Study 
Areas 1, 3, 4, 5,-or 6 to achieve urban efficiency objectives or provide services to 
areas with predominantly Class III agricultural soils. In other Study Areas, no 
identified urban land use need would be served by extending urban services 
through Class I and II soils to reach relatively small, linear configurations of 
unbuildable Class IV-VI soils. 

"In conclusion, the adopted UGB expansion avoids the highest value farm land 
wherever reasonably possible, while including land with the lowest agricultura l 
soil classification that can be served in an efficient and livable UGB 
configuration." 

Section 

(The U0]1) JUStifieatibn Jte.pO:ft eXplains Wh)' TlilSidefitialland haS the greatest 
potential impact on near-by farming operations . Owners of such land are required 
to sign a "right to farm covenant."] 

"d. 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 mmexed where 
the owners, their successors, heirs, assigns and lessees, accept possible 
impacts from farming 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 farming 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." 

Transportation System Plan {WR Vohune VI, Exhibit 1-C, Table 7-1, Typical Street Cross 
Sections, Footnote "c" related to limiting pedestrian conflicts with agricultural land) 

[At the request of the Oregon Department of Agriculture, the TSP includes a provision 
prohibiting a sidewalk on the agricultural land side of streets that serve as buffers to agricultural 
land.) 

"c To minimize adverse impacts on farming, new or upgraded faci lities that are co- linear 
with the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) shall not include curb, gutter and sidewalk on 
the street side abutting agricultural land." 

Public Facilities Plan (Volume VI-1 9, Appendix C to Public Facilities Plan)" 

[Appendix C includes maps showing the required locations of san itary sewer, storm drainage, 
water and streets in rel ation to agricultural soil types. These maps clearly show the need to 
extend public facilities through lower priority (higher agricultural va lue) agricultural soils to 
reach higher priority (lower agricultural value) soi ls .] 
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UGB Justification Report (WR Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B, p. 72) 

"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 I-5 access. The City concurs with these 
recommendations. 

"In addition, social consequences will be most positive if Woodburn locates Low 
Density Residential land next to existing single-family neighborhoods, and 
designates higher density residential land to serve as a transition area between 
Industrial I Commercial lands and Low Density Residential land. A small amount of 
neighborhood commercial land is located near residential expansion areas to serve 
local shopping needs. 

• , : ,.,, UJB!Jt :M•~till.iMll3tfi.al ~»tq• in w~=- itt. th4J. ,oorthm,. 

any of~::.t:r;;~U:~~!~~~~4!;p!p~~te~f~;'r!=d~l:!r:!ive, 
des.cril;)~d in Etott(llllie C~nseqlH~nces, ottty ·Sttrdy Ar~a:s 7 and 8; with direct access 
to I.,._S; -meet Wooclbt~m' s ltidusttbtl ~Yite swlability needs. 
"For Residential lands, Study Areas 2, 4, 6, and 7 are adjacent to existing residential 
areas. The majority ofWoodbum's vacant residential land inside the 2002 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, although service costs are relatively 
high for Study Areas 4 and 6. 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. 

'ifl..e Heed ." fOrt t· '""' . ~0~_..,t;rorls1Wg'--'-~lf~'t1Wtg''6lfcoufse neetl&are-idemifH~d;~!;Wll~i'·a·re. the needs. 
b·~. ~d:"~ :··<t}lt':~~ ~1~~ttii&<p· lad~ ···· .. , . . '- . . . - .. "' ' . . . 
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UGB Justification Report (WR, Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B, pp. 16 and 31) 
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"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 Woodburn. TI1erefore, Winterbrook 
queried the Housing Needs Model to determine the number of higher-end, 
detached single-family units needed through the year 2020. 

"The model determined a need for 1,074 higher-end housing units to meet the 
specific need for higher-income fanulics in the HousLng Needs Model's highest 
price range ($2 12,500+ in 1999 dollars). This represents approximately 19% of 
the total number of new housing units that are needed to meet Year 2020 housing 
needs in Woodburn. It is anticipated that most ofthis need will be met on Class II 
soils near the OGC Golf Course in Study Area 2 (North) . (The UGB expansion 
area in Study Area 2 can accommodate approximately 825 new single-family 
residential dwellings at 5.5 units per net buildable acre.)" [p. 31) 

"Similarly, the Council decided to exclude almost all of the Class I land within 
SA-2 to address statutory priorities. Although the Council agrees with 
Renaissance Homes that Class I soils next to the golf course (now occupied by a 
Filbert orchard) east of Boones Ferry Road would make excellent high-end home 
sites, the Council found the argument that a need for high-end housing could on ly 
be met on Class I soils associated with a golf course unpersuasive, and was 
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Wlwilling to jeopardize its broader planning objectives to include this land. The 
adopted UGB includes only an acre of Class I soils, located l 00 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." [p. 16] 
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At.tachment C: Objections 

1. Opus NW 
2. Renaissance Homes 

3. Tukwila Partners 
4. Fessler family 

5. 1 000 Friencis of Oregon 
6. Friends of.Marion County 

7. Marion County Farm Bureau 
8. Diane and Carla Mikkelson 
9. Lolita and Katherine Carl 

10. Jerry Mumper 
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LAW O FFICES OF 

DEPT OF 
AUG 2 2 2006 

LAND CONSERVATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

SALEM OFFIC ID JOHNSON & SHERTON 
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

SUITE 20 
247 COMMERCIAL ST. NE 

SALEM, OR 97301 
TEL (503) 391-7446 
FAX (503) 391-7403 

EMAIL sherton@teleport. com 

~~ 
'· . ND, AIR & WATER LAW 

ALLEN L. JOHNSON 

CORINNE C. SHERTON 

2303 SE GRANT ST. 
PORTLAND, OR 97214 

TEL (503) 233-1533 
FAX (503) 236-8216 

E-MAIL aljohnson@orlanduse.com 

August 22., 2006 WEB orlanduse.com 

Dept. Land Cons~tvation and Development 
'\ft9_:: .:~~- lte!W~ ~~~:~rt~w Specialist 
uJJ :9JPJ.«;1 ~Dj~ NE~ Stiit~- l5Q · 
Salem, OR 97301 

Re: Woodburn Periodic Review 
Work Task Submittal Objection 
Woodburn Ordinance No. 239 1 

Dear Mr. French: 

V1A HAND DELIVERY 

This Objection to the above referenced Periodic Review Work Task Submittal fi led by the City 
of Woodburn on August 2, 2006, is fi led pursuant to OAR 660-025-0 140(2), on behalf of 
Opus Northwest, L.L.C. (Opus). For several years, Opus has held an exclusive option to 
purchase an approximately 1 00-acre parcel located south of State Highway 214 arid east of 
Butteville Road (Assessor's Map 52W 11 TL 300), hereafter referred to as the "Opus Site." 
Opus intends to develop this property as an industrial park. Opus participated both ora lly and in 
writing in the Woodburn Periodic Review proceedings, as reflected in the documents submitted 
by Opus found in the Record submitted by Woodburn, at Vol. IV, Item 4.h, Exhibit B -41 ; and 
Vol. V, Item 7, Exhibit B-1 07. 

Opus is generally pleased with the Work Task Products adopted by Ordinance No. 239 1 and 
submitted by Woodbum to DLCD for review. Woodburn Ordinance No. 239 l (and Marion 
County Ordinance No. 1233) amend the Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary to include the Opus 
Site and redesignate the Opus Site as industrial, with an overlay designation of Southwest 
Industri al Reserve (SWIR). The 2005 Public Facilities Plan adopted by Ordinance No. 2391 
shows that the Opus Site will be immediately serviceable, upon annexation. 

The Woodburn Comprehensive Plan (P lan) and amendm ents to the Woodburn Development 
Ordinance (WDO) submitted by the City impose serious restrictions on the Opus Site, as well as 
other SWIR designated properties. For instance, all SWIR properti es must be reserved 
exclusively fo r industrial uses identified in the City's Economic Opportunity Analysis (BOA), 
and cannot be converted to another Plan designation. Plan Industrial Land Development 
Policy E-2. 1; WDO 2. 114.01 and 2. 11 4.03. SWIR properties must maintain certain minimwn Jot 
sizes required by the industrial uses targeted in the EOA. Plan Industrial Land Development 
Policy E-2.3; WDO 2. 114.08(A). SWIR designated properties are also subject to the Interchange 
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Management Area (IMA) Overlay designation, which is intended to ensure that industrial land is 
retained for the targeted basic employment uses called for in the EOA, and to preserve the 
capacity of the I-5 interchange by establishing trip generation budgets for currently vacant 
industrial parcels. Plan Transportation Policy H-7.1; WDO 2.116.01 and 2.116.04. Opus 
recognizes that limitations such as these are necessary for compliance with Statewide Planning 
Goals 9, 12 and 14, and their implementing administrative rules. 

However, Opus does object to one potential impediment imposed by the newly adopted Plan and 
WDO provisions. Plan Industrial Land Development Policy E-2.2 and WDO 2.114.10(A) 
require that a master development plan for the entire area designated SWIR on the Plan Map 
~ust be approved by the City CoUJ1<;il prior to the annex~.9tl: o~'!\.~y;-~·~;~~t~;~foP.&~· 
This m~aq~ tJtq,t ~v~n ¢:o4Rh. ;.W00 2. 114.04(A) .states th.~t tJ;Ie triastet>clevelopitiettt ·P'l·afi' ;~~slia:H 
be conceptiiai arid non-binding in nature," no land in the SWIR that is currently outside city 
limits (which includes the Opus site) can be developed for industrial use until a master 
development plan has been approved. 

The potential problem is that neither the Plan nor the WDO establish any deadline for City 
Council approval of this "conceptual" master development plan, nor the process by which the 
master development plan can be approved. Opus believes this is inconsistent with the 
requirements of OAR 660-009-0025(1 )-( 4) that sufficient serviceable lands be designated to 
provide needed industrial sites. To remedy this problem, Opus suggests that the City should 
clarify in WDO 2.114.10 that if a master development plan for the SWIR area has not yet been 
approved by the City Council, an applicant for annexation of SWIR-designated property may 
simultaneously submit a proposed master development plan for the SWIR designated area and 
request City Council approval of a master development plan. 

Opus stands ready to develop the Opus Site as an industrial park, and provide needed jobs for the 
citizens of Woodbwn, as provided for in the EOA. Opus asks only that the potentially 
obstruc ting master development plan requirement be revised so that it cannot impede Opus from 
following through with its development. 

~lease contact me if there is any way I can assist DLCD staff in its consideration of this matter. 

Since rely, 

&~~c .. ~ 
Corinne C. Sherton 

En c. 

cc: Rob Hallyburton, Field Division Mgr. 
Jason Locke, Field Representative 
Jim Allen, Woodburn Platming Director 
Les Sasaki, Marion County Planning Div. 
Client 
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Perl<ins 
Coie 

Roger A Alfred 

PHONE: 503.727.2094 

FAX: 503.346.2094 

EMAIL: ralfred@perkinscoie.com 

1120 N.W. Couch St reet , Tenth Floor 

Por tland, OR 9 7209-4128 

PHONE, 503-727-2000 

FAX' 503-727.2222 

www.perkinscoie.com 

August 23,2006 

VIA EMAIL and U.S. MAIL 

Petiodic Review Specialist 

Or~~}%~ P~P~S!~~l).t . qfL.an4 C.on~,w~yation 
and Development 

8-uite 150 
635 Capitol Street NE 
Salem, OR 9730 1-2540 

Re: Objections to City of Woodburn Periodic Review Work Tasks 

Dear Periodic Rev iew Specialis t: 

We represent Renaissance Homes in the proceedings regard ing the C ity of 
Woodburn's recent expansion of its U rhan Growth Boundary ("UGB") as part of its 
periodic review work tasks. The city made a decision on October 31 , 2005 amending 
its comprehens ive plan to add 979 acres of land to its UGB. Pursuant to the c ity' s 
intergovernmental agreement w ith Marion County, the county reviewed the city's plan 
amendments and adopted an ordinance concurring in the city's p lan amendments on 
July 19, 2006. Written notice of the decisions was mailed on August 2, 2006. Pursuant 
to the periodic review rules, objections to the work task must be filed w ith DLCD on or 
before August 23, 2006. This letter constitutes Renaissance Homes' objections to the 
work tasks . 

l . S tauding 

Renaissance Homes participated orally and in w riting in the c ity and county 
proceedings regarding the plan am endments. Counsel [or Renaissance H omes 
appeared before the city and county in their consideration of th is matter. Renaissance 
H omes has developed the first five phases of the L inks at Tukwila PUD, which is a 
res identia l housing development incorporated in to the OGA golf course on the north 
side of Woodburn, adjacent to the existing UGB. 

[41 995-000IIPA062340.099) 
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2. Objections 

Renaissance Homes objects to the City Council's decision rejecting the Planning 
Commission's recommendation to include the eastern portion of the study area 
including the OGA golf course property within the UGB. The City Council concluded 
that it was prevented from bringing in the easternmost P~Etion of that area by ORS 

·. , t97 .298, because the property includes Class I soils. Instead, the City Council brought 
ifi a sm~er ~11ilBWl'lt ef ~tlllp~r.ty on thct w~s.t, ~-~~a$ t0 B'~l~.n~s F~ lt~. 

.. ' · ;, 1. ' ., . ,, ' . . - ·:- ; . : .' · .. · · - .,, :· ;:i: ,;<,- . ,' .::'':.~11ii~l~;;;i;}_7i.l ., ... : tj'<>;, .·t,:-hti6rt~f.: . 
~ , ,_ .... · :It:t~~~clltn~ 1ts 4!:flSJQ& t.~-~ .2!~.S2~!!~~.~!UJ~~P~~:~~-~:~m.,C.t;;~W.~---~ ~----

re0ent~2f.J~5) arne11<tthceJ.tts to Goall4 and tts tm:plemctitln~tuJ~-s,WMG1f(tlJ~l'Q%oaJ · 
goveffiments· more Jiti~ffiHiry wtth res-pect to tlte::iifeti1:ificirfi~ 0f'h~eat·''iieR{ti'' ·tor 
location-specific expansions . 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. The City may also identify a specific need based on special 
characteristics of land, such as location, topography, parcel size, or "livability." 

In the periodic review proceedings, the City Council identified 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 
·ty pe of recreational and open space amenities that will draw higher-income res idents to 
Woodburn, and that wi ll provide housing opportunities to support development of the 
new industrial land brought into the c ity. 

The city misconstrued the law and adopted inaccurate findings in making its 
fi nal decis ion. The city fai led to consider the amended Goal 14 rules when it refused to 
include the eastern poriion of the OGA golf course area in the UGB expansion, and 
also misapplied ORS 197.298. The Director should issue a decision approving the 
objections and recommending remand for purposes of re-analyzing the OGA golf 
course properly under Goai 14 and ORS 197.298. 

cc: City of Woodburn 
Marion County 
Renaissance Homes 

(41 995-0001/PA062340.099) 
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beijing, china 
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GSBL A W.CO M 

P le ase re ply 10 EDWARD J. S U L LI VA N 

es u ll ivan @gsb la w. co m TE L EX T 3 106 

Augus t 22, 2006 

Mr. Lane Shetterly 
Director 
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Deve lopment 
Suite 150 
635 Capitol Street NE 
Salem, OR 97301 -2540 

Re: Woodburn Periodic Review 

Dear Mr. Shetterly: 

This firm represents the Tukwila Patiners who partic ipated in the p roceedings. as 
p art of completing certain Periodic Work Tasks in accordance with the department of Land 
C onservati on and Development Periodic Review Order #00794. T hese tasks included , amo ng 
other things, amending the Woodburn Comprehensive P lan; adopting a new m ban growth 
boundary, amending the W oodburn Development Ordinance; and o ther acti ons. Written notice 
of the City's Work T ask Completion was mailed on A ugust 2, 2006. Pursuant to the periodic 
review rules, objections to the work task must be filed vvith D LCD on or before August 23, 2006. 
This letter consti tutes Tukw ila Partners' objections to the work task. 

T ukwila Partners participated orall y and in writing in the C ity process to adopt the 
work task. Counsel fo r Tukwila Partners appeared befo re Marion County Commissioners when 
they cons idered concurring with the City o f Woodburn 's work task, and submitted a 
m emorandum el ated Apri l 25, 2006. 

Tukwila Partners objects because considering res ident ial need, the po pu lation and 
income projections showed a shortage of high-end housing within the City. This high-end 
housing is necessary to serve the expand ing industri al uses served by the UGB expansion. 
N otwithstanding that identified special need, the City fa iled to include adequate amounts of 
residenti al lands, most notably approx imately 277 acres surrounding the exi sting Links go lf 
course on the north s ide of the City. 

For this reason, the City did not have adequate evidence to justify expans ion. 
Therefore, the Di rector should issue a decision approving the objections and recommending 
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s~· ~ G A R .Y E Y S C HUB E R T B A R E R Mr. Lane Shetterly 
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remand to the City for purposes of re-analyzing the Tukwila Partners' property and correctly 
applying the appropriate standards and criteria. · 

Sincerely, 

Cc: Roger Alfred 
Clients 

PDX_DOCS:J78070.1 [36282-001 00] 
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SAALFELD GRIGGS,., 

Dept. of Land Cehservation and D evelopment' 
Attn: Larry French, Periodic Review Specia l ist 
635 Capitol Street N~, Suite 150 
Salem, OR 97301 

RE : Woodburn Periodic Review 
Work Task Submittal Objection 
Woodburn Ordinance No. 2391 

Dear Mr. French: 

DEPT OF 
AUG 2 a 2006 

LAN . AN8 5~f!SLERVATJQN 
"~ OPM&Nt 

August 23, 2006 

This objectio n to Woodburn Periodic Review Work Task Submittal (Woodburn Ordinanc:e No. 
D91) is filed pursuant to OAR 660-025-0140(2) on behalf of Fess ler Fami ly, LLC (the Fesslers). The 
Fess lers own four parcels consisting of approximately 120 acres (the Fessler Property) located directly 
west of Boones Ferry Road, sou th of Crosby Road, and east o f 1-5 (Assessor's M ap 5 1 W 06C, TL 1 00, 
200, & 300; Assessor's Map 5 1 W 060, TL 400). The property is north of the City of Woodburn's 
current U rban Growth Boundary (UGB). O rdinance No. 2391 proposes to expand the UGB to include 
the Fessler Property. The Fess lers participated verball y and in wri ti ng in the Woodburn Periodic 
Review proceedings, as demonstrated by the Record submitted by the City at Volume V, Item 7, 
Exhibits B-93 and B-1 08 (submiss ions by Bri an M oore on behalf of Fesslers), and Attachment A 
(Minutes of March 28, 2005 City Council HeariJ]g) . 

The Fess lers agree with the inclusion of their property w ithin the proposed UGI3. In genera l, 
the Fesslers agree w ith the City' s completed Work Tasks as contained in Ordi nance No. 2391. The 
Fess ler Property w ill be zoned for low density residentia l deve lopment (Res idential Single Family- RS), 
wh ich w i ll serve not on ly housing needs, but needs for public and semi-public uses as well (e.g. 
elementary school, park, church, etc.). 

The Fesslers do object to one element o f the annexation cri teri a con tained in Woodburn 
Development O rdinance (WOO) contained in O rdinance No. 2391. The applica ti on criteria for 
annexation contained in W OO 5.104.01 prevent annexation of residentially designated property if the 
annexa tion would cause the residential bu i ldable land inventory to exceed a 5-year supply. WDO 

. :Jiem-Bencl 
www.sglaw.com 

Park Place, Sui te 300 Pos t O ffi ce Bo x 4 70 tel 503 399- lo - o 
2 50 Church Street SE Salem, Oregon 97 308 fax 503 3 71-292 7 Ite m N 0 . 6 ----
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11.....,,.,.¥' 5.1 04.01 D.1.c.(2)(b). There appears to be no legal or ev identiary justification for this limitation. 

Moreover, the limitation is inconsistent w ith the City's objective to provide a 20-year supply of 
buildable land by expanding its UGB in Ordinance No. 2391. Until the property included in the 
expanded UGB is annexed, it is not truly buildable land, should not be included in the City's buildable 
land inventory, and cannot be used to accomplish the City's housing needs as driven by its economic 

-objectives. Furthermore, there is no methodology in either the City's Comprehensive Plan or the WDO 
to determine w hat constitu tes a "5-year supply." 

The Fessler Property is currently, readily serviceab le by transportation, storm, sewer, and water 
infrastructure upon its annexation into the City. The development of the property w ill provide housing 
necessary to accomplish the economic objectives of the City in accordance with Statewide Planning 
Goals 10 and 14. Aside from the lack of justification and methodology discussed above, the Fe&s-lers 
believe that limiting annexation of residential inventory to ,a .S.~y~a.r,s.vpfii¥Js inc,b:n$istentwith Goai.W, 
(specifi ca lly Planning Guideline A.2), Goal 14 (specifically Planning Guidelines A.1 and A.2; 
Implementation Guideline 8.4), and the resulting economic and howsing objectives of the City. 
Potentially, because the City has only 14 years remaini ng in the 20-year period intended to be covered 
by this Work Program (years 2000-2020), the five-year supply limitation of WDO 5.104.01 would 
delay 25% of the supply planned for 2020 until annexation well after 2020. 

The Fesslers recommend that the 5-year limitation in WDO 5.104.01 D.1 .c.(2)(b) simply be 
replaced w ith a 20-year limit or, in the alternative, that the limi tation be removed altogether. By doing 
so, there w ill no confusion as to what constitutes a 5-year supply, the supply being annexed w ill be 
justified by the Buildable Lands Inventory and Residenti al Land Needs Ana lys is supporting Ordinance 
No. 2391 , and perhaps most importantly, the demand for housing wi ll not exceed the supply due to an 
artifi cial limi tation . 

Otherwise, the Fesslers commend the City for completing its Work Tasks in a way that 
accompl ishes its Goal 9 economic objectives and provides the supp ly for the resul ting residential, 
industrial, and commercial land needs. The Fess lers simply request that the an nexation of their 
property not be limited to only a portion that w ould be insuffic ient to meet the housing need. 

Thank you for your consideration. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 

BGM:ms 
Enclosures 
cc: Tom Fessler 

)im A llen, Woodburn Planning Director 
Les Sasaki, M arion County Planning Div. 

H:\Oocsl 15000-1 5499115087\l ctter.Objection.DLCD.Ooc 
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Lane Shetterly 
Jason Locke 

August 23, 2006 

Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street, NE 
Suite 150 
Salem, Or 9730 1 

Dear Mr. Shett~rly and Mr. Lo0ke: 

DEPiOF 
AUG 2 3 2006 

~rvgJ~v~SLE0RVA TiON 
PMENT 

On August 2, 2006, the City of Woodburn and Marion County mailed notice of adoption 
of ordinances approving City of Woodburn periodic review plan amendments. These 
amendments have been submitted to DLCD pursuant to 197.628 to 197.650. 

The package of adopted amendments contains many positive elements, including new 
opportunities for a variety of housing-types, protection for riparian and other natural 
resources, and extensive public fac ilities planning. 

Nonetheless, we continue to have s ignifkant wncerm; regarding the Urban Gr~1wlh 
Boundary elem ent of the amendments, particularly regarding the hundreds of .:·xcess 
acres included in the UGB expansion for industrial development as well as the inclus ion 
of prime fann land west of I-5, rather than Class III soils adjacent to the southern 
expans ton area. 

1000 Friends of Oregon submitted written and oral testimony at the public hearings on 
these amendments and has standing to file objections. As explained below, we have 
several objections to the city's submittal. 

To resolve our objections, the Department should not ncknowledge the subm itta l. 
Instead, it should be returned to the city and county with instructions to develop a 
proposa l that is consistent w ith the relevant statu tes, goals, and administrati ve rul es. 

In traduction 

The City of Woodburn has been engaged in a review of its Urban Growth Bor·ddary for 
too long. Despite the advice of l 000 Friends of Oregon, other organi zations, iu·ea 
residents, and previous consultants, since entering period ic review in 1997, the City of 
Woodburn has repeatedly taken actions resulting in lengthy delays and greatly increased 
expense. While Woodburn was entitled to delay the process and spend additional funds, it 
should recognize that these delays and expenses are the result of its own decisions. 
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At the beginning of the periodic review process, Woodburn hired a consultant, .
4

. 

McKeever/Marris, to inventory Woodburn's buildable lands and to analyze the city's future 
land needs. The consultant's work was ;funded by a grant provided by the State's 
Transportation Growth management program. The consultant's report was issued in 
February of2000. It concluded that 

" .. . the amount of industrial land identified by the [city] Committee is 
unrealistic ... The consulting team does not include any land outside the 
existing UGB because the data does not indicate a need in the foreseeable 
future."1 

The city chose not to accept this conclusion. Instead, they hired a new team of consultants 

wltSJ g~yel~~~~:t~w, .~?~q~J~~l}~Ji8~~' ~~~,.ro:x·'~~~; c:U~~.~t. ~,,!1!.l~!t~O,~~~~~ . >.' . • •. 
recommenda.tl.Oll~ . We wfUJ).9t sp~¢\fl-at~}$ tQ ·tft.¢:Q!tY1 ~ m.otiV~~rqj\ ftt n.tl.ilty_g;fl~W consultants, 
led by Greg Winterowd who concurrently worked for a development firm seeking inclusion 
of land in the boundary. Howev0r, we Will point out thaJ the additional time and e~ptmse that 
the city has incurred as a result is not the fault of the periodic review process. Instead, it 
results from a particular course of action chosen by the City. · ~ 

Subsequent actions by the city have resulted in additional delays and expense. In 2002 
Marion County adopted an "urban growth management framework," generally intended to 
encourage efficient use of urban land within existing UGB's prior to their expansion. The 
City of Woodburn appealed this decision to LUBA and, after losing at LUBA, to the CoUit of 
Appeals, which also rejected their appeal. 

These appeals resulted in considerable delay and expense to the City that cannot be attributed 
to the periodic review process. 

After los ing these appeals, Woodburn agreed that their UGB amendment would conform to 
the County's adopted growth management framework. The city then negotiated a new, 
higher population forecast with the County. T his resul ted in flllther delays. 

The city has now proposed a UGB expansion of roughly 1000 acres, most of which is prime 
farmland. Given the size of the expansion and the importance of the agricultural i,;1dustry in 
Marion County it should be no surprise that the proposal is controversial and is Sl1bject to 
scru tiny. 

At the well-attended public hearings on the submitted plan amendments Woodburn and 
Marion County heard from a large number of community members concerned about 
Woodburn's future. Many expressed a vision for Woodburn's economic future that is 
very different from that presented by the Greg Winterowd, the .consultant from 
\Vinterbrook Planning. This comnnmity vision is consistent with the statewide plaru1 ing 
goals and relevant statutes and rules. Indeed, for the reasons detailed in the following 

1 Woodbum Buildable Lands and Urbanization Project, Final Repori, February 7, 2000, pp. 45-46. Volume 
II, item 8 in record 
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objections we believe the amendments adopted by the city and COW1ty are not consistent 
with these legal requirements nor are they in the community interest. 

The adopted UGB expansion contains significantly more buildable land than ~he evidence 
demonstrates is needed, especially for industrial land. Almost all this acreage is prime 
farmland. Much of Woodburn's UGB proposal is predicated on a very aggressive 
development strategy that is both outdated and unrealistic. Therefore, it is not in 
Woodburn's best long-term interests or in the best interest of the sunounding ·t:ommunity. 
It is also not legally supportable. 

Most new j obs are created by small to medium sized businesses, especially those 
businesses that already have ties to the community. Nonetheless, the cons\iltiint's 
economic develo.1.2ment $tl'ate~y primarily reli~s upon the Ua,QLU~io.n of very large parcels 

~~ lf!tl~::~:-~~:WP~-~t.~~!~~-~Mr.~~" t~- t!t~L'!~!!~!t ~!t~~ls)~ · .. 
irit~nd~d· to4ur~~-high~t~h eo-.nput~~silioon,phmt. ·17his ,is :an -industry-that i'i;·s-hrlnkin.g, 
not growip.g, in the United Sjates_ a.nd the Pacific Notthwest. 

We believe Woodburn would be wiser to instead focus its efforts both on the retention 
and expansion of existing employers and on attracting new small to medium-sized 
employers who can: 

a) Strengthen Woodburn' s core business district. For example, an economic 
development strategy that attracts office workers to the periphery of the downtown core 
will provide potential downtown retailers with a pool of customers within walking 
distance of their businesses. The new Chemeketa campus on the north end of downtown 
is a good first step in this direction. 

b) Complement existing industries and the existing local economy. Year in and year out, 
Marion County leads all Oregon counties in gross agricultural sales. Agriculture is a 
traded sector industry. Agricultural exports rank #2 among all Oregon exports, 
accounting for 25% of all Oregon exports in 2002. 80% of production leaves the state, 
40% leaves the country. In 2002, agricultural exports increased 4% to $ 1.1 3 billion while 
high-tech decreased 31%. Woodburn is located in the agricultural heartland of Marion 
County, where direct agricul tural sales topped half a bi llion do llars in 2004 for the fi rst 
time and grew again in 2005 to $540 mill ion. · 

Farmland is not undeveloped land wai ting for urbanization. It is already developed land 
that supports the leading industry in Marion County. The agricultural industry is a 
primary driver of Woodburn's economy. Woodburn 's submittal will harm th~ local 
economy by undercutting the land base that supports this leading industry. 

OBJECTION 1: AMOUNT OF INDUSTRIAL LAND 

M uch of Woodburn ' s UGB expansion is based on a very aggressive industrial 
development strategy. It has adopted an unrealist ically large projection for industrial job 
growth. It has included far more industrial land within its amended boundary than is 
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needed to accommodate that projected industrial job growth, more industrial land than is 
needed to accommodate its target industries, and more industrial land than it expects to 
develop oyer the 20-year planning period. The city failed to coordinate this 
disproportionate expansion with other affected jurisdictions. Finally, the city 
impennissibly exclu~ed available industrial land, already inside the UGB, from its land 
inventory because it might be used for expansion of existing industries rather than "target 
industries." 

Woodburn has about 7% of Marion County's population and just under 8% of Marion 
County's jobs.2 The city forecasts that Woodburn will add 8,374 new jobs by 2020. 3 

This accounts for 23% of all future Marion County job growth. 4 This is double the 
portion of Marion County job growth that has historically located in Woodburn.5 

This disn -'*"-ftl''~' ~~ ... ..-f.:.t-8'·:'-'ioBii'~aff-..4e,a!f;i'ff.u:~..;<:·•·u.-.~4o .. ;;t ~--a..:.~ ~ ....... .d . .yf v..y. ~ , . H\'11 .JV,J. ~'!.ffi'li ... . . Pt..p:~l w.-u. ~~ . ~~~ · ~r-~ -.. - ~~~~~~~ .- --- '~'t '\n'~-~~11..~'t~ 

jurisificfii5fijj''lficttiltiYg'1oift~rcitle~ 'ifi~'M'artowe·otrntY~,.,WFi-te'fi'!~fs<!nt~tiJrferttFiinireas~'iltteir 
enwloyme.nt base, and with Metre, which has expressed concerns over the magnitude of 
the expansion and its impacts on Metro's planning.6 Woodburn did not notify Gervais, 
Hubbard or any other cities in Marion County of its work sessions or public hearings on 
these amendments.7 They also failed to notify Wilsonville of the proposed amendments. 
Hubbard 's UGB is less than 1 mile and the Gervais UGB is about 1 Y.. miles from 
Woodburn's expanded Urban Growth Boundary. (See attached soils maps from local 
record.) The Wilsonville, Salem!Keizer, Mt. Angel, Aurora, Donald and St. Paul Urban 
Growth Boundaries are all within 10 miles ofWoodburn's expanded UGB. (see Marion 
County Comprehensive Plan Map.) 

The amount of industrial land Woodbum is adding to its UGB far exceeds what would be 
needed to accommodate this disproportionate, uncoordinated employment projection. 

The city has explicitly based its industrial lands on the site "requirements" of ~: s targeted 
industries rather than on the land needed for the number of employees.8 Based on the 
number of projected employees, the city concluded it would need only 224 acres of 

2 1n 2000, total employment in Marion County was 131,622. Total employment in Woodburn was I 0,3 88 
or 7.9% of Marion County's total. Source: "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one 
report, May 200 I, p. 2-10, and "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" 
EcoNorthwest Memorandum to Winterbrook, April 29, 2002, p.l6. Volume III, item 6 and item 9.a in 
record. 
3 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 20. Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record. 
4 Woodburn Economic Oppoitunities Analysis, p. 2- 10. 36, 199 new jobs projected county-wide. Volume 
III , item 6, in record. 
5 See pp . 4-5 of at1ached letter to Woodbum City Cou ncil, dated March 30, 2005 
6 See letter from Metro to City of Woodburn, dated February 3, 2005. Volume IV, item 4.h.Exhibit B- 1 in 
~~- f 
7 See Notices of Work Sessions, Affidavits ofMailing and Notice of Public Hearing and Affidavit. Volume 
IV, item l .a, item l.d.i, and item 4.a in record. 
8 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 21. Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record. 
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industriallarid over the planning period, less than half the 486 acres it says it needs based 
on target industry site requirements.9 

· 

~ 
Even based solely on site requirements for targeted industries, Woodburn is adding far 
more industfialland to its UGB than is justified. The city is targeting 4 industries that 
utilize sites smaller than 5 acres 10 yet it is asserting a need for and including within its 
UGB 25 such sites. 11 The city is targeting 12 industries that uti lize sites smaller than 50 
acres 12 yet it is asserting a need for and including within its UGB 40 such sites. 13 

The city acknowledges that, " not all of the industrial/and proposed by this plan is 
expected to develop by 2020. " 14 (emphasis added). Nothing in either statute or rule 
authorizes the city to expand its UGB beyond its identified needs. Indeed, as noted in 
loj?a_.l' t~&--timoay; an Apfill3, ~Q9§t.m~m~ tQ .. ~i.tb~~. CQ.~~s 1Pl4 W.ter~$X~~ f~i..~~ from 
JJ.OOil-~. ;; -~. ~r- ~0. ~~. ··,r;;;tl!tl'!.~.lliD ''DI~~,~ 'ruoi!IFfifl :~~~...,, 5~~""·~ a _ iid.oKJ..-..~.-.. t·. . . _ . ~~ JJIQUM' - ~"F:V~.l P'-f~'- -\"J..~~lHl~~,.gnt:.~~~'\,!.I?:;H~1cJ :u~ ~7.; ~~"'~\.-t~JV'e 
rules ·'tili'n'ift'tit;t!Wfiilt'tfie 't1e8'1iflf4fffjjft)fmoffFthart:'ff10·Y¢ar tanvfHhpJityrtrt:tr-·tlo''fhey 
supersede the requirements of other goals such as Qp(l[]4." (Emphasis add~d). 

The UGB adopted by Woodburn includes a total of 407 net buildable acres of industrial 
land, just for targeted industries. 15 This total does not include another 79 acre~ of 
industrial land available for expansion of existing industries. Buildable industrial land 
was removed from Woodburn's revised Buildable Lands Inventory. 16 Buildable land 
crumot legaily be excluded from the buildable lands inventory simply because it might be 
used by industries already in the community rather than new industries. Today's land 
ownership and cunent market conditions do not dictate- either legally or in a practical 
sense - how land is inventoried; those are transitory conditions that can change quickly, 
while the city is engaged in a long term platming process. 

Most new jobs are created by small to medium sized businesses, especially those 
businesses that already have ties to the community. Statewide Plarming Goal 9, 
Economic Development, recognizes this. Guideline# 4 states: 

"Plans should strongly emphasize the expansion of and increased 
producti vity from existing industries and firms as a means to strengthen 
local and regional economic development." 

9 "S ite Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 2. See also att(Jched letter from 
1000 Friends to Woodburn City Council, dated March 30,2005, pp. 5-6. Volume III item 9.c in record and 
Volume V, Exhibit B-96 in record. 
10 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analys is," May 200 I, pp. 4-8, 4-9 and "Site Requirements for 
Woodburn Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 4. Volume Ill, item 6, and Volume fli item 9.c in 
record i.n record. 
11 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 24, p. 26. Volume VI, Exhibi t 5-B in record. 
12 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," May 200 I, pp. 4-8, 4-9 and "S ite Requirements for 
Woodburn Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 4. Volume III, item 6, and Volume III item 9.c in record 
in record. 
13 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 24, p. 26. Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record. 
1 ~ Buildable Lands Inventory, July 2005. p.4. Volume VI, item 4-E in record .. 
15 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 85 . Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record. 
16 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 22. Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record. 
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Nonetheless, the Woodburn's economic development strategy relies upon the inclusion of 
large parcels of land in the UGB to attract new employers. As noted above, the city has 
even excluded land that might be used for expansion of existing industries from its 
inventory of buildable industrialland. 17 

The largest of the new large parcels is a 125-acre parcel of prime farmland intended to 
lure a "silicon chip fabrication plant."18 This is an industry that is shrinking, not growing, 
in the United States and the Pacific Northwest. Since 2000, the silicon chip industry in 
the northwest has closed many plants and retains significant unused capacity. 

The February 16, 2005 m~morartdum the city relied on in reaching its decision speculates 
th~t~ '~th~ sin~pn chip: ind\JS~ llia.y. r.eoov~r <ill#'in~ this period .. . [or] that tker~ m!ly be 
otbct ~mertttt'btd~M tit¢'hi~!f~~o~tFJJJm~~tt~f'1~- · · 11\~eftf.:~s;t}~~~P..liin;:why 
a sillco1fcliflf'im5r1$at1cm.·"}1lmtfcO'tl:1'<l'l5tr-R"rlfas_v1iab/y\eJ:p?ctv'tft:o "ldb1itt'fti ·the·pt~tm.ing . 
area." (OAR-660-009-0@15; em.phasisadded) 

There is not an adequate factual basis to conclude that a silicon chip fabrication plant is 
1 ikely to locate in Woodburn over the planning period. Large blocks of prime farmland 
cannot be included in the UGB based on such speculative target industries?0 

The city has found that in Woodburn, "Many conunercial and industrial buildings are 
boarded up.'·'21 An economic development strategy that ignores this existing capacity 
turns its back on those areas of town most in need of economic revitalization. ~-

At the hearing before the City Council on March 281
h, 2005, the consultant conceded that 

he did not consider vacant or underutilized industrial buildings as having any capacity to 
acconm10date need, unless the value of the buildings was lower than the value of the 
land.22 - Although not considered by the city, existing vacant and underutilized 
development can accommodate a considerable number of jobs, as illustrated by other 
testimony at the hearing. 

17 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 22. Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record. 
18 "Woodbw11 Economic Opportuni ties Analysis," May 200 I, pp. 4-8, 4-9 and "Site Requirements for 
Woodburn Target Industries, October 20,2003, p. 3. Volume III, item 6, and Volume Ill item 9.c in record 
in record. 
19 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16,2005, p. 6. Volume IV, item 4.i, Exhibit C in record 
20 Even if the purp01ted need for a flat, vacant, 125-acre industrial parcel acres was justified i(l'~ould be 
accommodated within existing UGB on tax lot 052W 13 00 I 00, a vacant 141.56 parcel. This tlat, vacant 
parcel is within the existing Urban Growth Boundary, in an unincorporated area southwest of the city lim its 
and currently has no ci ty zoning. It is general vicinity of the proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve. Given 
that it meets the site requirements laid out for target industries and given Goal 14 require1nents for 
maximum efficiency of land use within and on the fri nge of the existing urban area it seems like a logical 
place fo r the City to plan for industrial development. The City has not explained why it is instead planned 
for residential uses. 
21 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16,2005, p. 7. Vo lume IV, item 4.i, Exhibit C in record. 
22 Technical Report I, p. 4. Volume III, item 5.b in record 
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(-~ 
At that hearing, evidence was presented of numerous vacant and available ind~strial 
buildings within Woodburn that Winterbrook considered to have no capacity. Ray Clor, 
from the Salem Economic Development Corporation (SEDCOR), testified that one of 
these, a vacant 137,500 square foot building, had been recently purchased by Universal 
Forest Products and will soon be providing industrial jobs. This is an illustration of one 
of the ways that existing developed industrial land accommodates new jobs and industry. 

In response, the consultant, Mr. Winterowd, attempted to justify his decision to· not 
consider vacant industrial buildings. He said, "Nobody knows how to ascribe j obs to 
vacant buildings." This is a curious statement, given that Winterowd's subconsultant, 
EcoNorthwest, does exactly this in other communities by estimating square feet per 
employee and then calculating the number of employees that can be accommodated in a 
given amount of building Sfla.OO. 

In ether Eeon~~i~ Opp~~tj6s-~~ly~~&c\Feol}ntly pre,p~d;iQr:~he··.GJitY·~f,-~MetJinnville 
and the City of Salem, Ec.bNorthwest con.clud~d tllt!t some. ~tlll!!loyme.nJ growth c.!Ul be 
accommodated in vacant buifdifigs on non-resiciei:).tial bmd, arid. that 650-square feet of 
built space will accommodate one industrial employee?3 In those other analyses, 
EcoNorthwest also assumed that 5% of industrial job growth will occur on non-industrial 
land, that 7% of industrial job growth will be absorbed by firms adding employees 
without expanding space, and that redevelopment will accommodate an additional 5% of 
industrial job growth. N one of these assumptions was applied in Woodburn. 

For the foregoing reasons, Woodburn has included too much industrial land within its 
UGB. 

Goal 2 requires that plans have an adequate factua l basis and be coordinated with other 
affected jurisdictions. Because there is not an adequate factual basis for the amount of 
industrial land included within Woodburn's UGB and because the inclusion of this 
industrial land has not been adequately coordinated with other affected jurisdictions, the 
submitted plan amendments violate Goal 2. 

Goal 14 requires that Urban Growth Boundaries be based upon demonstrated need. 
Because there is no demo nstrated need for the amount of industrial land included wi thin 
the UGB and because the city does not expect the included land to develop over the 
planning period the submittal violates Goal 14. 

R emedy: For these reasons, the Department should remand the submittal with 
instructions to remove industrial lands included within the UGB expansion because they 
were included without an adequate factual basis, wi thout adequate coordination, and 
without demonstrated need. 

23 At 650 sq. ft./employee this one existing building will accommodate 211 jobs, about 2.5% of 
Woodburn's projected job growth. 
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OBJECTION 2: LOCATION OF INDUSTRIAL LAND INCLUDED WITHIN 
THE UGB EXPANSION 

In addition to our concerns regarding the amount of industrial land within Woodburn's 
proposed UGB expansion, we also have serious concerns regarding its locatiog. 

. ~ 

ORS 197.298 establishes the priorities for inclusion of land within a UGB. Under this 
statute, if farmland must be included, land of lower soil classification must be included 
before land of higher classification unless: 

a) Specific types of identified land needs carmot be reasonably 
accommodated on higher priority lands; 

(b) Future. ~ba,n servio~s could not reas.on~hly be provid~d to the 
higl;ler ~r.f~~:{~~~-~. -~ ·t~J'Q&rfl!J#Q~ QtQ.#t~ll ~y~~.al oonS'trl\tnts; or 
·· .. ·~ · ·· '·)!:tcrMaxhnttfh'~em~tan~Y Of'la:t-rd!' trse"&'Wtt~U:ftl:a :tr;r~p~s¢~i'~!11'b~· 

groWth boundEU]' requires inclusion.oflower priority lands in order to 
inClude ot to provide services to higher priority lands. 

Similar.criteria are found in Goal 14. 

The city has included hundreds of acres of prime farmland within its expandecf. UGB, 
instead of the predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry 
Road and I-5. These poorer soils are suitable for industrial use, are immediately adjacent 
to land that would be included in the UGB in this proposal, and are in close proximity to 
the proposed southern arterial and Butfeville Road. As the Oregon Department of 
Agriculture stated in written testimony: 

"The department is concerned especially with the proposed expansions 
located west of Interstate 5 and north of the existing UGB. Both of these 
areas include prime farmland and Class II soils. Based on the soils 
priority established by both Goal 14 and the statute, the best place for any 
justified expansion onto agricultural land would be south of the existing 
UGB between I-5 and Boones Ferry Road. This area includes large tracts 
of "poorer" Class III so i ls."24 

The city rejected inclusion of this large block of vacant flat parcels for indust1 !al uses for 
two reasons?5 

First, the city concludes that with inclusion of the prime farmland west ofl-5 there is 
enough industrial land. The city maintains that this prime farmland west of the freeway 
(also known as the Opus site) must be included so that land east of the freeway can 
access I-5 via Butteville Road. 

24 Volume V. Item 7. Exhibit 8-l 03 
25 Woodbum UGB Justification Report, October2005. p. 52-53. Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record. 
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The Department should reject this conclusion. Proposed industrial land east of the 
freeway does not need to use land west of the freey.ray to access I-5. Traffic from those 
lands can also access the interchange via the planned Stacey Allison Dr. Extet ::l'ion, 
which fronts the east side ofl-5, does not pass through any residential neighbdrhoods and 
connects to the proposed South Arterial.26 In fact, when the extension and arterial are 
completed, this will be a more direct route to the interchange than crossing over the 
freeway to Butteville Rd. 

Second, the city concludes that these parcels are "too far from the I-5 interchange to be 
attractive to targeted industries." The Department should reject this conclusion as well. 

The list of target industries prepared for Woodburn by EcoNorthwest is identical to the 
list oftafge-t indu~t.ries th~y pl!~p.ared for Me~'itmviJle.27 McMinnville is least 30 miles 
ft"'m t~·~ ft~a.r-e · t- ~~11"' l'R""'"'~.:nH•~- 1f«w. ..t~ t~~ !Wnsultant -tea'itl'> as ·erHh1lt th tar · t v . . t:J.>'\ -~ s _ , . . . q -~~~ • • - ~-- -"~~, .- __ - -+~ __ a ... e ge 
industries wiU not consitle't 's1te·s ih Woo·&tltmfth1tt-1!fe over two nttles from the 
interchange, when they believe the same target ind4stries will consider sites in 
McMinnville, 30 miles from a freeway interchange? 

The October 2005 Woodburn UGB Justification Report states that a locationat' cri ter ion 
was applied in 2003 that eliminated sites over two miles from the 1-5 interchange.28 

However, this criterion does not appear in the October 2003 Site Requirements for 
Woodburn Target Industries (Volume III. Exhibit 9.c in record). 

For certain of the target industries, such as Trucking and Warehousing, access to a maj or 
interstate is listed as a key locational requirement. For other target industries, such as 
Business Services or Non-Depository Credil In.s litutions, there is no such locational 
requirement noted. In fact, for these and several other target industries, the October 2003 
Site Requirements f or Woodburn Target Industries lists downtown, mixed-use and/or 
other commercial areas as appropriate locations. 

The 2-milc criterion is arbitrary. Woodburn and its consultants have not explained why 2 
miles is the magic di stance, rather than 3 miles or I mile. Distance does not equal 
accessibility or time of traveL 

Woodburn and its consultants have also not explained why all target industrie . .; have an 
identical need to be within the same di stance of the interchange. Woodburn contends that 
Metro appl ied a similar 2-mile cri terion for industrial land in 2004. The city has failed to 
fully explain Metro's action. Metro determi ned that while some industries req uired a 
location within two miles of an interchange, other industries did not. These other 
industries include some of the industries Woodburn has targeted. 

26 See attached map from record and various other transportation maps in record 
27 See attached excerpts from t--.IcMinnville and Woodburn Economic Opporhmity Analyses. 
28 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 25. Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B in record. 
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i 
The area of higher-priority soils south of Parr Road towards Gervais can reasonably 
accommodate some portion of Woodburn's identified industrial land needs . The 
Department should reject the conclusion that it cannot. 

· Because Woodburn has incorrectly included prime farmland in the UGB while excluding 
non-prime farmland that can reasonably accommodate some of the identified land needs, 
the submittal violates ORS 197.298 and Goal14. 

Remedy: For these reasons, the Department should remand the submittal with 
instructions to remove the prime agricultural soils west ofl-5 included within the UGB 
expansion and replace them with predominantly Class III soils south towards Gervais. 

Sid Frl¢~ma,n 

Attachments: 1. Testimony of 1000 Friends of Oregon to Woodburn City Council and 
to Marion County with selected attachments: 

a. Target Industries from McMinnville and Woodburn Economic 
Opportunity Analyses submitted at Marion County public hearing 
b. Soil maps submitted at Woodbum public hearing 
c. Transportation Map submitted at Marion County public hearing 

2. Marion County Comprehensive Plan Map 

Cc: (w/o attachments) 
City of Woodburn 
Marion County 

~I 
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April 14, 2006 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 
Courthouse Square 
555 Court St. NE 
Salem, Oregon 97309-5036 

Re: Woodburn Periodic Review!UGB 

Dear Commissioners and Staff: 

~· 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Woodburn's proposed Urban 
Growth Boundary amendment and Periodic Review package. We support your efforts to 
work with Woodburn to proactively plan for growth within Woodburn and to coordinate 
those efforts with overall planning for northem Marion County and for the county as a 
whole. 

The package contains many positive elements including new opportunities for a variety 
of housing-types, protection for riparian and other natural resources, and exte~ ~~ ;ive pub lic 
facilities planning. The plan adopted by the City Council improves upon the original 
plan by removing residential land north of Tukwila from the UGB expansion because of 
the qual ity of its soils and by replacing proposed industrial land jutting west past 
Butteville road with poorer soils south of Parr road. 

Nonetheless, we continue to have significant concerns regarding the UGB expansion, 
particularly regarding the hundreds of acres included in the UGB expansion for industrial 
development as well as the inclusion of prime farmland north and west of the city, rather 
than Class III soils adjacent to the southern expansion area. 

I am submitting these comments in order to outline these principal areas of concern prior 
to the hearing. Additional concerns are detailed in previous testimony to the Woodburn 
City Council and are included as attaclunents to this letter. 

I. Amount of Industrial Land 

Much of Woodburn's UGB expansion is based on a very aggressive industrial 
development strategy that we believe is both outdated and unrealistic. Therefore, it is not 
in Woodburn's long-term best interests or in the best interest of the surrounding 
community. Woodburn has about 7% of Marion County's population and just under 8% 
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~ 
of Marion County's jobs. 1 The city forecasts that Woodburn will add 8,374 new jobs by 
2020. 2 This accounts for 23% of all future Marion County job growth.3 This 
disproportionate forecast is both unrealistic and uncoordinated with other cities in Marion 
County, which also aspire to increase their employment base. Metro has expressed 
concerns over the magnitude of the expansion as well.4 

· Woodburn is adding even more industrial land to its UGB than what would be needed to 
accommodate this very large aspirational employment projection. The city has explicitly 
based its industrial lands on the site "requirements" of its targeted industries rather than 
on the land needed for the number of employees.5 Based on the number of projected 
employees, the city concluded it would need only 224 acres of industrial land over the 
planning period, less than half the 486 acres it says it needs based on target industry site 
requir~ments. 6 

Even based solely on site requirements for targeted industries, Woodburn is artding far 
more industrial land to its UGB than is justified. The city is targeting 4 industries that 
utilize sites smaller than 5 acres 7 yet it is asserting a need for and including 25 such sites. 8 

The city is targeting 12 industries that utilize sites smaller than 50 acres yet it is asserting 
a need for and including 40 such sites. 

At the April 4, 2006 Board of Commissioners work session the city's consultant asserted 
that ORS 197.7 12 requires the city to "develop choice among sites" for the target 
industries it has identified. The statute actually requires the city to "provide for at least 
an adequate supply of sites of suitable sizes, types, locations and service levels for 
industrial and commercial uses consistent with plan policies."9 Nothing in either statute 
or rule authorizes, let alone requires, the city to expand its UGB beyond its identified 
needs. The city acknowledges, "not all of the industrial land proposed by this plan is 
expected to develop by 2020."10 

The UGB adopted by Woodburn includes a total of 407 net buildable acres of industrial 
land, j ust for targeted industries. 11 This doesn't include another 79 acres of ide:lustrial 

1 In 2000, total employment in Marion County was 131,622. Total employment in Woodburn was 10,388 
or 7 .9% of Marion County's total. Source: "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analys is," phase one 
report, May 2001 , p. 2- 10, and " Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" 
EcoNorthwest Memorandum to Winterbrook, Apri l 29, 2002, p. l 6 
2 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 20 
3 Woodburn Economic Oppornmities Analysis, Table 2-10. 36, 199 new jobs projected county-wide 
4 See letter from Metro to City of Woodbum, dated February 3, 2005. Exhibit 8-1 in record . 
5 Woodburn UGB Just ification Report, October 2005. p. 21 
6 "S ite Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries, October 20,2003, p. 2 . Exhibit 9 .c in record . See 
also attached letter from 1000 Friends to Woodburn City Council, dated March 30, 2005, pp. 5-6. Exhibit 
B-96 in record 
7 Woodbum Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report, May 200 1, p. 4-9 and "Site 
Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 4 
8 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 24, p. 26 
9 ORS 197.7 12(2)(c) 
10 Buildable Lands Inventory, July 2005. p.4 i' 
11 Woodburn UGB Justification Repot1, October 2005. p. 85 
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land availab le for expansion of existing industries. 12 This is huge amount of industrial 
land for a city the size of Woodburn. For comparison, Medford is proposing to add 43 1 
acres of industrial land to its UGB for the needs of an additional 94,000 people. Bend 
recently added 338 industrial acres to its UGB for the needs of an additional 4l5,000 
people. Salem/Keizer, with a population 7 or 8 times that of Woodburn's thinks it could 
take decades to develop the 500-acre Mill Creek industrial site. McMirmville just 
adopted period review amendments based on a need for 17 4 acres of vacant industrial 
land for the needs of an additional 13,567 people. 

Most new jobs are created by small to medium sized businesses, especially those 
businesses that already have ties to the conununity. Statewide Plarming Goal 9, 
Economic Development, recognizes this. Guideline# 4 states: 

"Plans- sh.<l>'t.tM stroagly emphasi~e the eKpMsion of and in.oreased 
productivity from existing industries and firms as a means to strengthen 
local and regional economic development." 

Nonetheless, the Woodburn's economic development strategy relies upon the inclusion of 
large parcels of land in the UGB to attract new employers. The city has even f;Xcluded 
land available for expansion of existing industries from its inventory of industrial land. 13 

The largest ofthese new parcels is a 125-acre parcel of prime farmland intended to lure a 
"silicon chip fabrication plant." 14 This is an industry that is shrinking, not growing, in the 
United States and the Pacific Northwest. Since 2000, the silicon chip industry in the 
northwest has closed many plants and retains significant unused capacity. 

The February 16, 2005 memorandum the city relied on in reaching its decis ion speculates 
that, " the silicon chip industry may recover during this period ... [or] that there may be 
o.ther emerging industries that require such a large site."15 

Large blocks of prime farmland should not be included in the UGB based on such 
1 . . d . 16 specu attve target m ustnes. 

Woodburn should in~ tead focus its efforts both on the retention and expansion of ex isting 
employers and on attracting new small to medium-sized employers who can: ,. 

12 Woodburn UG B Justification Report, October 2005. p. 22 
13 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 22 
14 "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report, May 200 l, p. 4-8 and "Site 
Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 3 
15 WiJlterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 6. Exhibit C in record 
16 Even if the purported need for a flat, vacant, 125-acre industrial parcel acres was justified it could be 
accommodated within ex isting UGB on tax lot 052W 13 00 I 00, a vacant 141 .56 parcel. This flat, vacant 
parcel is within the existing Urban Growth Boundary, in an unincorporated area southwest of the city lim its 
and currently has no city zoning. It is general vicinity of the proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve. Given 
that it meets the site requirements laid out for target industries and given Goal 14 requirements for 
maximum effi ciency of land use within and on the fringe of the existing urban area it seems like a logical 
place for the City to plan for industrial development. The City has not explained why it is instead planned 
for residential uses. 
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a) Complement existing industries and the existing local economy. Year in and year 
out, Marion County leads all Oregon counties in gross agricultural sales. Agriculture 
is a traded sector industry. Agricultural exports rank #2 among all Oregon exports, 
accounting for 25% of all Oregon exports in 2002. 80% of production leaves the 
state, 40% leaves the country. In 2002, Agricultural exports increased 4% to $1.13 
billion while high-tech decreased 31%. Woodburn is located in the agricultural 
heartland of Marion County, where direct agricultural sales topped half a l;' illion 
dollars in 2004 for the first time in any Oregon county. · 

Farmland is not ,undeveloped land waiting for urbanization. It is already developed 
industrial land that supports the leading industry in Marion County. The agricultural 
industry is a primary driver of Woodburn's economy. The city's proposal would hann 
the loca1 ecOrt0fnY by UtlGet'{}Utting t.Me l.and bas6 mat SU~]lEJtt:& th!~ l~a41ng ~n£lustty. 

b) Strengthen Woodburn's core business district. For example, an economic 
development strategy that attracts office workers to the periphery of the downtown 
core will provide potential downtown retailers with a pool of customers within 
walking distance of their businesses. 

The city has found that in Woodburn, "Many commercial and industrial buildings are 
boarded up." 17 An economic development strategy that ignores this existing capacity 
turns its back on those areas of town most in need 6f economic revitalization. 

·' 
At the hearing before the City Council on March 281

h, 2005, the consultant conceded that 
he did not consider vacant or underutilized industrial buildings as having any capacity to 
accommodate need, unless the value of the buildings was lower than the value of the 
land.18 Although not considered by the city, this existing development can acconunodate 
a considerable number of jobs, as illustrated by other testimony at the hearing. 

At that hearing, evidence was presented of numerous vacant and available industrial 
buildings within Woodbw11 that Winterbrook considered to have no capacity. Ray Clor, 
from the Salem Economic Development Corporation (SEDCOR), testified that one of 
these, a vacant 137,500 square foot building, had been recently purchased by Universal 
Forest Products and will soon be providing industrial jobs. This is an illustration of one 
of the ways that existing developed industrial land accorrm1odates new jobs and industry. 

In response, the consultant, Mr. Winterowd, attempted to justify his decision to not 
cons ider vacant or underutilized industrial buildings. He said, "Nobody knows how to 
ascribe jobs to vacant buildings." This is a curious statement, given that Wint'howd's 
subconsultant, EcoNorthwest, does exactly this in other communities by estimating 
square feet per employee and then calculating the number of employees that can be 
accommodated in a given amount of bu ilding space. 

17 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 7 
18 Tech.nical Report I, p. 5 
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H In a recent Economic Opportunities Analyses prepared for the City of McMinnville and 
the City of Salem, EcoNorthwest concluded that some employment growth can be 
accommodated in vacant buildings on non-residential land, and that 650 square feet of 
built space will accommodate one industrial employee. 19 EcoNorthwest also assumed 
that 5% of industrial job growth will occur on non-industrialland, that 7% of industrial 
job growth will be absorbed by firms adding employees without expanding space, and 
that redevelopment will accommodate an additional 5% of industrial j ob growth. None 
of these assumptions were applied in Woodburn. 

For these reasons, we believe Woodburn has included too much land in its UGB for 
industrial purposes. Therefore, we respectfully request that the Board of Commissioners 
n?t agree to the proposed amendments. 

II. Location of Boundary Expansion 

In addition to our concerns regarding the size of Woodburn's proposed UGB expansion, 
we also have serious concerns regarding its location. 

ORS 197.298 establishes the priorities for inclusion of land within a UGB . Under this 
statute, if farmland must be included, land of lower soil classification must be included 
before land of higher classification unless it cannot reasonably accommodate identified 
land needs. 

The city has included hundreds of acres of prime farmland within its expanded UG B, 
instead of the predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry 
Road ·and I-5. These poorer soils are immediately adjacent to land included in the UGB 
and are in close proximity to the proposed southern arterial and Buttevi ll e Road. 

1; 

The city rejected inclusion of thi s large block of vacant fl at parcels for industrial uses for 
two reasons. 20 

First, the city concludes that with inclusion of the prime fam1land west of I-5 there is 
enough industrial land. The city maintains that this prime farmland west of the freeway 
(also known as the Opus site) must be included so that land east of the freeway can access 
1-5 via Butteville Road. 

The County should reject this conclusion. Proposed industrial land east of the freeway 
can also access the interchange via the Stacey Allison Dr. Extension, which fronts the 
east side of I-5, does not Bass tlu·ough any residential neighborhoods and co1mects to the 
proposed South Arterial. 1 

19 At 650 sq. ft./employee this one existing building wi ll accommodate 211 jobs, about 2.5% :;tf 
Woodburn's projected job growth. 
20 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 52-53 
21 See attached map from record and various other transportation maps in record 
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Second, the city concludes that these parcels are "too far from the I-5 interchange to be 
attractive to targeted industries." The County should reject this conclusion as well. 

·t 
The list of target industries prepared for Woodburn by EcoNorthwest is identical to the 
list of target industries they prepared for McMinnville.22 McMinnville is least 30 miles 
from the nearest freeway interchange. How can the consultant team assert that the target 
industries will not consider sites in Woodburn that are over two miles from the 
interchange, wheri they believe the same· target industries will consider sites in 
McMinnville, 30 miles from a freeway interchange? 

The October 2005 Woodburn UGB Justification Report states that a locational criterion 
was applied in 2003 that eliminated sites over two miles of the I-5 interchange_23 This 
appears to be a case of writing criteria to justify what you've already d~cided you want to 
do. The no.n-prime soils the eity has exoludecl are l0oatecl barely over two miles from the 
interchange. 

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time this criterion has appeared in print, 
some 6 months after the final public hearing held by the city. It cer1ainly does not appear 
in the October 2003 Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries (Exhi.di t 9.c in 
record). For certain of the target industries, such as Trucking and Warehousing, access to 
a major interstate is listed as a key locational requirement. For other target industries, 
such as Business Services or Non-Depository Credit Institutions, there is no such 
locational requirement noted. In fact, for these and several other target industries, 
downtown, mixed-use and/or other commercial areas are listed as appropriate locations. 

The 2-mile criterion is arbitrary. Woodburn and its consultants have not explained why 2 
miles is the magic distance, rather than 3 miles or I mile, nor have they explained why all 
target industries have an identical need to be within the same distance of the interchange. 
Woodburn contends that Metro applied a similar 2-mile criterion for industrial land in 
2004. The city has failed to fully explain Metro 's action. Metro determined that while 
som e industries required a location within two miles of an interchange, other industries 
did not. These other industries include some of the industries Woodburn has targeted. 

The area of poorer soils can reasonably accommodate some portion ofWoodb~Arn 's 
identified industrial land needs. The County should reject the conclusion that 1t cannot. 

The city also rej ected inclusion of this large block of vacant flat parcels for residential 
uses for three reasons. 24 

First, the city concludes that providing residential land abutting the SW Industrial 
Reserve would create land use conflicts. The city has not explained why unacceptable 
conflicts will occur here but would occur directly north of this area where they have 
planned for residential uses directly abutting the industrial reserve nor has the city 

22 See attached excerpts from McMinnville and Woodbum Economic Opportunity Analyses. 
23 Woodbum UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 25 
24 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 53-54 
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( -"- considered creating a buffer between industrial uses and housing with needed park land 
~ 

~- / or some other transition area. In addition, the South Arterial will separate at least some 
of the non-prime soil area from the industrial area. 

Second, the city contends that this area carmot reasonably accommodate residential land 
needs because it isn't near the golf course or a "nodal development center." This area is 
irrunediately adjacent to the nodal overlay area to the north. It is about~ mile from the 
nodal area's commercial center, closer thai1 several other residential areas in t~~ nodal 
overlay. At any rate, not all of Woodburn's residential land needs are for either nodal 
development or for high-end housing by the golf course. There is no reason this 
additional housing need cannot be met on the non-prime farmland to the south. 

The city also contends that extending urban services from the a.dja.Qent expansion areas 
would inctti:'~Jge housillg costs in a maun~r inconsist~ni with Goa! W. The findings do not 
point to any evidence in support of that conclusion. The data indicates that the southern 
expansion areas will cost about $10,000 more per acre to serve than the northern ones. 
This is roughly another $1250 per housing unit at 8 units per acre. The city has not 
explained how this relatively small cost per unit is inconsistent with Goal 10 or why it 
justifies inclusion of prime fannland within the UGB instead of non-prime farmland. 

Third, city points to Marion County Growth Management Framework policies that 
discourage cities growing together. These plar1 policies cannot override or supercede the 
statutmy directives in ORS 197.298 that direct urban expar1sion away from prime 
farmland. ,. 

For these reasons, we beli eve Woodburn has incorrectly included prime farmland in the 
UGB while excluding non-prime farmland that can reasonably accommodate some of the 
identified land needs. Therefore, we respectf1.dly request that the Board of 
Commissioners not agree to the proposed amendments. 

We hope these comments are helpful. Please include them in the offi cial record of this 
proceeding and notify us in writing of your decision in this matter. 

Sid Friedman 

Attaclunents: Testimony of l 000 Friends of Oregon to Woodburn City Coun~i l 
Soi l map 
Transportation Map 
.Target Industries from McMimwille and Woodburn Economic 
Opportunity Analyses 

Item No. 6 
Page 115 



Cc: (electronic w/o attachments) 
DLCD 
Marion County Farm Bureau 
Oregon Department of Agricu lture 
Metro 
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Woodburn City Council 
City of Woodbum 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

re: Woodburn Periodic Review 

April 20, 2005 

Dear Mayor Figley and Council members: 

At the public hearing held by the City Council on March 28, several issues arose which we 
would like to address prior to the close of the written record. In addition, an apparent 
drafting error in the proposed amendments to the Woodburn Development Code may result 
in an affect that is the opposite of that intended. These comments supplement our letters 
dated February 10, 2005 and March 28, 2005. 

I . Development Code Text: NNC Zone Dimensional Standards 

An apparent error in the Dimensional Standards in the proposed Nodal Neighborhood 
Commercial (NNe:) zone text may result in an affect that is the opposite of that intended. 
The limitation on square footage for conunercial uses that is intended as a maximum, is 
instead stated as a minimum. .. 

The Fourth Revised Draft Amendments, dated November 2004, states: 

"2. 1 07.06 Dimensional Standards 

The fo llowing dimensional standards shall be the minimum for all 
development in the NNC zone .. . 

. . . any single business in the NNC zone shall occupy more than 60,000 square 
feet." 

We believe the intention was to limit conunercial uses to "no more than 60,000 square feet," 
nol to require 60,000 square feet as a minimum. 

In addition, we believe that a limitation of 60,000 square feet is much too large to encourage 
the sort of neighborhood-oriented, pedestrian-friendly commercial developm<. f1t that is the 
purpose of the NNC zone. Businesses that large typically draw upon a city-wide or even 
regional customer base. 
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is 57,860 square feet. 

The NNC zone allows all uses permitted in the DDC zone, including dmg stores, sporting 
goods, hotels, motels, and office supplies. A sporting goods, drug or office supply big-box 
store, or a large motel visible from 1-5 would not be consistent with the stated purpose of the 
NNC zone and would add to traffic problems at the 1-5 interchange. Many corrununities that 
seek to develop neighborhood commercial areas limit the square footage of commercial uses 
to 10,000 to 15,000 square feet with a larger limit (40,000 to 50,000 square feet) for grocery 
stores. 

II. Existing Industrial Ca,pacity 

Winterbrook has found that in Woodburn, "Many commercial and industrial buildings are 
boarded up."1 An econ,omic development strategy that ignores this existing crs_pacity turns its 
back on those areas of town most in need of economic revitalization. 

At the h~aring on March 281
h, Winterbrook conceded that he did not consider vacant or 

underutilized industrial buildings as having any capacity .to accommodate need, unless the 
value of the buildings was lower than the value of the lan:d? Although not considered by 
Winterbrook, this existing development can accommodate a considerable number of jobs, as 
illustrated by other testimony at the hearing. · 

At the hearing, Toni Spencer provided evidence of numerous vacant and available industrial 
buildings within Woodburn that Winterbrook considered to have no capacity. Ray Clor, 
from the Salem Economic Development Corporation (SEDCOR), testified that one of these, 
a vacant 137,500 square foot building, had been recently purchased by Universal Forest 
Products and will soon be providing industrial j obs. This is an illustration of one of the 
ways that existing developed industrial land accommodates new jobs and industry. 

In response to Ms. Spencer, the consultant, Mr. Winterowd, attempted to justily his decision 
to not consider vacant or underutilized industrial buildings. He said, "Nobody knows how to 
ascribe j obs to vacant buildings." This is a curious statement, given that Winterowd's 
subconsultant, EcoNorlhwest, does this in other communities by estimating square feet per 
employee and then calculating the number of employees that can be accommodated in a 
given amount of building space. 

In a recent Economic Opporttmities Analyses prepared for the City of McMiruwi lle and the 
City of Salem, EcoNorthwest concluded that some employment growth can be 
accommodated in vacant buildings on non-residentialland, and that 650 square feet of buil t 
space will accommodate one industrial employee.3 EcoNorthwest has also assumed that 5% 

1 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 7 
2 Technical Report I, p. 5 
3 At 650 sq. ft ./employee th is one existing building will accommodate 2 11 jobs, about 2.5% of Woodburn's 
projected job growth. ii 
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. of industrial job growth will occur on non-industrialland, that 1% of industrial job growth 
will be absorbed by firms adding employees without expanding space, and that 
redevelopment will accommodate an additional 5% of industrial j ob growth. Winterbrook 
applied none of these assumptions in Woodburn. 

III. Purported Need for Very Large Parcels 

The consultant has reconunended that Woodburn base its industrial land needs in part on a 
purported need for very large parcels. 

MaJion County pointed out in lts written testimony that by allowing more fl exibility in 
arranging sites, "it would be possible to provide more available sites or increased choices in 
the size of sites, wltile al~o reqtJ,iring less land to meet the employment needs and economic 
g0a1S and ·Sttat~gy me City wtm1es to ~ursue. " 

The utility of smaller sites is supported by the testimony of Ray Clor from SEDCOR, who 
said at the March 28 hearing that his clients want 15 to 3 5 acre parcels. 

IV. Existing Very Large Parcels 

Even if the purported need for a fl at, vacant, industrial parcel exceeding l 00 a{,res was 
realistic and reasonable, it is likely this need, as well as the need for other large vacant 
industria l parcels (40-80 acres) could be acconunodated on parcels within existi ng UGB. 

The City' s Buildable Lands Inventory identifi es tax lot 052W l3 00 100 as a vacant 141.56 
parcel, tax lot 052W l3 01200 as a vacant 56.64 acre parcel and tax lot 052W l 3 01000 as a 
vacant 40.3 acre parcel. 

These fl at, vacant parcels are within the existing Urban Growth Boundary, in an 
unincorpora ted area southwest of the city limi ts and curren tly have no city zoning. They are 
in the general vicinity of the proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve. Given that they meet 
the site requirements Winterbrook has laid out for target industries and given Goal 14 
requirements for maximum effi ciency of land use within and on the fringe of the existing 
urban area, these parcels seem like a logical place for the City to plan for industrial 
development. The consultant has not explained why he instead recommends that they be 
planned for residen tial uses. 

V. C onclusion 

We hope these comments are helpful. Please include this testimony and all attachments in 
the official record of this proceeding and please provide us with written notice of your 
decision. Because we are uncertain as to whether you have previously received our written 
testimony to the Planning Commission, we have included it among the attachments to this 
letter. 

Item No. 6 
Page 119 



Sincerely, 

Sid Friedman 

Attachments: Property data from Marion County Assessors office 
Excerpts from McMinnville Economic Opportunities Analysis 
Letter to Planning Conunission, dated February 10, 2005 
County Assessors Map showing tax lots 052W13 00100, 0 120G, and 01000 

Cc: (w/o attaeh.ments) 
Marion County 
DLCD 
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Woodburn City Council 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

March 30, 2005 

re: Woodburn Periodic Review 

Dear Mayor Figley and CouneUmembers: 

We support efforts to actively plan for and shape Woodburn's future and appreciate your 
careful review of the "periodic review" package reconunended by Winter brook Consulting. 
We wish to supplement our oral remarks with the following written comments. Please 
include them in the official record of this proceeding. 

.t 

I. Introduction 

At the well-attended public hearing before the Planning Conunission in Febmary, the 
Commission heard from a large number of community members concerned abo ut 
WC?odburn' s future. Many expressed a vision for Woodburn's economic future that is very 
different from that presented by the Greg Winterowd, the consultant from Winterbrook 
Planning. This community vision can be accommodated using very reasonable assumptions 
that are at least as legally defensible as the consultant 's. Indeed, fo r the following reasons we 
believe the assumptions and conclusions used by the consultant are not reasonable. 

We believe that Winterowd overstates the amount of land needed to meet Woodburn's 
projected land needs. Moreover, his recommended UGB expansion contains significantly 
more buildable land than his own reports conclude are needed. Almost all of this acreage is 
prime farmland. Much of Winterbrook's UGB proposal is predicated on a ve:·: · aggressive 
development strategy that we believe is both outdated and um:ealistic. Theref1 )re, it is not in 
Woodburn 's best long-term interests or in the best interest of the surrounding community. 

Most new j obs are created by small to medium sized businesses, especially those businesses 
that already have ties to the community. Nonetheless, the consultant's economic 
development strategy primarily relies upon the inclusion of very large parcels of land in the 
UGB to attract new large employers. The largest of these parcels is intended to lure a high
tech computer silicon plant. This is an industry that is shrinking, not growing, in the United 
States and the Pacific Northwest. 
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We believe Woodburn would b.e wiser to instead focus its efforts both on the retention and 
expansion of existing employers and on attracting new small to medium-sized employers 
who can: 

a) Strengthen Woodburn's core business district. For example, an economic development 
strategy that attracts office workers to the periphery of the downtown core will provide 
potential downtown retailers with a pool of customers within walking distance of their 
businesses. The new Chemeketa campus on the north end of downtown is a good first step in 
this direction. '& 

b) Complement existing industries and the existing local economy. Year in and year out, 
Marion County leads all Oregon counties in gross agricultural sales. Agriculture is a traded 
seetor industry. Agrieultur.al experts~ #2 among all Or.egen exports, accounting for 25% 
of all Oregon exports in 2002. 80% ofproductitm lea-ves the state; 4?@% leaves th0 country. 
In 2002, Agricultural exports increased 4% to· $1.13 billion while high-tech decreased 31 %. 
Woodburn is located in the agricultural heartland of Marion County, where direct.agricultural 
sales topped half a billion dollars in 2004 for the fust time in any Oregon county. 

Fannland is not undeveloped land waiting for urbanization. It is already developed industrial 
land that supports the lead ing industry in Marion County. The agricultural industry is a 
primary driver of Woodburn' s economy. Winterbrook's proposal would harm the local 
economy by undercutting the land base that supports this leading industry. 

II. Winterbrook's proposed UGB contains significantly more buildag,le land than 
stated in the UGB Justification Report or Buildable Lands Inventory 

We believe Winterbrook overstates the amount of land needed to meet Woodburn's projected 
land needs. Moreover, his reconun ended UGB expansion contains significantly more 
buildable land than hi s own reports conc lude are needed . 

W interbrook is recommending a UGB expansion o f 845 net buildable acres, or l ,020 total 
acres. ' This would be significantly more buildable acreage within Woodburn's UGB than is 
indicated by either Winterbrook's J anuary 2005 "Revised UGB Justification Report,"2 or by 
Winterbrook 's July 2004 "Teclmical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory Inside the 
Proposed Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary."3 No j ustification is provided for the 
inclusion for this unneeded acreage. 

Both the Teclmical Report and the UGB Justification Report indicate that there are currently 
752 net buildable acres w ithin Woodburn 's UGB.4 According to the Technical Report, 
under the consultant's prefeiTed scenario there will be 1506 net bui ldable acre ~ within the 

1 Winterbrook tv1emorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 14. 
2 Winterbrook January 2005 "Revised UGB Justification Report," p. 42, Table 16: Preferred Scenario 
3 Winterbrook July 2004 Buildable Lands inventory Inside the Proposed Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary," 
f· 4, Table 1: Buildable Lands Summary, Preferred Scenario 

Teclmical Report I, p. 3 Table A and UGB Justification Report, p. 4, Table I 
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() expanded UGB, an addition of754 net buildable acres.5 According to the UGB Justification 
Report, under the consultant's preferred scenario there will be 1406 net buildable acres 
within the expanded UGB, an addition of 654 net buildable acres. Neither of these 
documents provides any area-by-area analysis of buildable land within the proposed 
expansion areas, nor is any explanation provided for the I 00-acre discrepancy between the 
Teclmical Report and the UGB Justification Report. 6 

An area-by-area analysis of buildable land within the proposed expansion areas was only 
made available after public testimony to the Planning Commission had closed. It shows that 
Winterbrook's proposal actually adds 845 riet buildable acres to the UGB. 7 Winterbrook thus 
proposes the addition of significantly more land than is justified. 

M.eore sp~itl<;l:a>Uy, Wint~~ook 09~i!.ldesth~ Waadbum.Iuntds 554 aGres ofresid@ntialland 
for h'Otfs1ng, p1us:anGt1fer 2J{ir·Ei'ertts of~s.id•-tiai· llm-d' f(!llJpaJC;s, s0hoots-an4 Gljher p.ubtie and 
semi~public uses. 8 Woodburn. has 511 net build~ble acres of resicl<mtialland within its 
exi$ting UGB.9 Thus, if on~ accepts Winterbrook's conclusions r.egarding residential land 
needs, Woodburn needs an additional254 net buildable acres otresidentialland. 
Nonetheless, Winterbrook proposes to add some 3 60 net buildable acres of residential land to 
the UGB. 10 This is 106 acres more than what Winterbrook concludes is needed. 

In addition, Winterbrook proposes to add· 77 net buildable acres of public land to the UGB. 11 

This land could presumably be used to meet projected needs for parks, schools and other 
public and semi-public uses. Nonetheless, Winterbrook "assumes that public park and school 
land needs, as well as religious institutional needs, will be met on land designated for 
residential use." This assumption has not been justified. 

For these reasons we conclude that the consultant's proposed UGB exceeds his projected 
need by 183 net buildable acres. This is roughly equivalent to the 200 net buildable acres of 
residential land proposed for expansion to the north. 

III. Winterbrook's Industrial Land and Employment Projections 

Much ofWinterbrook's UGB proposal is predicated on a very aggressive development 
strategy that we believe is both outdated and unrealistic. Therefore, it is not in Woodburn's 
best long-term interests or in the best interest of the surrounding community. Winterbrook 
considers economic development strategies to be "a policy issue that has already been 
decided by the City Council." 12 Winterowd states that the Economic Opportunities Analysis 

5 Technical Report I, p. 4, Table I 
6 Because it is not clear wh ich of these numbers, are correct, and in fact now appears that they are both 
incotTect, the amendments may not have an adequate factual basis. 
7 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 14, Table 3 
8 UGB Justification Report, p. 42, Table 16: Prefen ed Scenario 
9 Teclmical Report I, p. 3, Table A and UGB Justification Report, p. 4, Table I 
10 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 14, Table 3 
11 id. 
12 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p.4 
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and Economic Development Strategy prepared by EcoNorthwest have been approved by the 
City Council. 13 

· 

We are not aware of any recorded vote by the City CoW1cil to approve or adopt these 
documents. Citizen participation is the first goal of Oregon's land use plannin~ program. 
Because these documents are proposed for adoption as part of this hearing, these policy 
issues have not "already been decided, " and this is the proper time and forum to address 
them. 

lfWinterbrook's preferred scenario is adopted, Woodburn will have 503 net buildable acres 
of industrial land. This is huge amount of industrial land for a city the size of Woodburn. 
For comparison, Medford is proposing to ac;ld 431 acres of industrial land to its UGB for the 
nee·~s. of an ad~til:Ctll!LQ4,900 p~H~l~. &~~4 .re~~n.Hy added 3lS mdustrial aGtes oo its UGB 
for fue needS o'f ail addittona} 4'8,Q{JIJ p~op'ik ··8af~ft11f{~fzei"; with a ptiptdtitt@ri t OF i 'thnes 
that of Woodburn's thinks it could take de~;ad:es to develop the 500-acre Mill Creek industrial 
site. McMinnville just adopted period review amendments based on a need for 17 4 acres of 
vacant industrial land for the needs of an additional 13,567 people. 

Winterbrook concludes that the relatively large amount of industrial land within the 
Wilsonville city limits forms a more appropriate basis for his recommendatior~<) for 
Woodburn than the urban growth boundaries cited above.14 The consultant o~erlooks the 
fact that the Wilsonville city limits comprise a much smaller subarea of the much larger 
Metro UGB. Wilsonville is the only city in Metro that has more employees than residents. It 
has a large number of warehousing and distribution jobs due to its location at the junction of 
tvvo interstate highways. 

It is not unusual for industrial uses to be concentrated within a portion of a UGB. In fact, 
that is what Winterbrook recommends for Woodburn. We do not believe that the 
disproportionately large amount of industrial land that Winterbrook proposes for inclusion in 
Woodburn 's UGB can be justified by a comparison to a subarea ofthe Metro UGB. 

Winterbrook recommends an extremely optimistic forecast of 8,373 new jobs by 2020 15
, of 

which 3,83.6 will use industrialland. 16 This is a substantial jump from Winterbrook's 
previously recommended forecast of 7,140 new j obs. 17 We believe this significantly 
overstates what can reasonably be expected to occur. 

Woodburn has about 7% of Marion County's population and just under 8% of Marion 
County' s jobs. 18 Between 1990 and 2000, 11.2% of all job growth in Marion County 

13 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p.4, p. II 
14 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p, 4. 
15 Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Plmming, January 2005. p. 2. 
16 Teclmical Report 2.8, Winterbrook Plmming, May 2003, p. 8 Table 6 
17 Woodburn UGB Justi fication Report, Winterbrook Plmming, November 2003. 
18 In 2000, total employment in Marion County was 1'31 ,622. Total employment in Woodburn was I 0,388 or 
7.9% of Marion County's total. Source: "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one repoti , 
May 200 I, p. 2-1 0, and "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest 
Memorandum to Winterbrook, April 29, 2002, p. l6 
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n occurred in Woodburn. 19 Even Winterbrook's previously recommended forecast of 7, 140 
- , new jobs assumed that Woodburn would capture 20% of all job growth forecast for Marion 

County? 0 This new higher forecast would account for 23% of all future Marion County job 
growth. We believe this is unrealistic. 

However, even ifWinterbrook's most optimistic projection were to occur, by Winterbrook's 
own figures Woodburn's 503 acres of industrial land will accommodate far more than the 
3,836 new industrial employees and Woodburn's total employment land will accommodate 
far more employees than Winterbrook expects to locate on employment land . 

.---------~---------------------------------------------~----------~ 
From Technical Report 2.B, Winterbrook Planning, May 2003, p. 8: 

Land Use 
Ca:t_eggry u 

Corrunercial 
Office 
Industrial 
Public 
Total 

Employment Growth 2000-2020 
Low M~.dj;yp1 
1,164 1,476 
1,311 1,508 
2,759 3,280 

747 876 
5,98 1 7,140 

Basic Assumptions 

Conunercial Retail: 20 employees per acre 
Commercial Office: 30 employees per acre 
Industrial: 14 employees per acre 

H!gh 
1,810 
1,718 
3,836 
1 0 11 
8,375 

W hat does this mean in terms of land need, assuming the ltigltest projection and 
assuming every new industrial, commercial and office job requires development? 

Collli1lercial : 
Office: 
Industria l: 

Land Use 
Category 
Commercial 
& Office 
Industrial 

I ,810 jobs at 20 per acre= 91 acres of developable land 
1,718 jobs at 30 per acre = 57 acres of developable land 
3,836 jobs at 14 per acre = 274 acres of developable land 

Land Need In Existing Deficit WPS proposes 
UGB to add to UGB 

148 acres 108 acres 40 acres 32 acres 
274 acre 127 acres 147 acres 376 acres 
422 235 187 408 

WPS proposed 
Total 

140 acres 
:i: 503 acres 

643 acres 

19 Source: Oregon Office of Economic Analysis and "Woodbum Population and Employment Projections, 
2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum to Winterbrook, April 29, 2002, p.8 
20 Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning, January 2005. p. 5 
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• • 
• Even under the most aggressive assumptions, WPS is recommending adding to the 

UGB more than 2 Yz times the needed industrial land. 

• Under reasonable assumptions, expected employment growth can be easily 
accommodated with a much smaller expansion or potentially on existing land 

The assumptions above are taken directly from Winterbrook's background documents . They 
assume that Woodburn captures 23% of Marion County job growth and that every new 
industrial, commercial and office job requires development. Even under these unreasonable 
assumptions, the industrial portion ofWinterbrook's recommended expansion is more. than 
double what is needed for the number of employees who will use industrial land. 

Winterbrook states, "ifECONerthwe.st and Wittt.$r:brook have over .. estim:ated potential basic 
employment opportunities, unused industrial land wil1 be retained in large parcels exclusively 
for agricultural use. Wf!- have the following responses: 

a) if ECONorthwest and Winterbrook have over-estimated potential basic employment 
opportunities, land must be removed from the proposed UGB pursuant to Goal 14 and 
ORS 197.296. 

b) we concur with the comments of Marion County recommending that specific 
language be added stipulating the continued use of.these lands/parcels for agricultural 
use and retention of existing County EFU zoning until developed for industrial 
purposes. 

c) Even if the land does temporarily remain in agricultural use, the agriculural industry 
will not make the major investments in them to produce higher-value agricultural 
products and increase employment. 

III. Purported Needfor 125 Acre Parcel 

The industrial portion of Winterbrook's UGB expansion proposal is based in part on "a need 
for one very large s ite of I 00 acres or more." 21 The Economic OppOitunities [illalysis 
includes a list of target industries (Table 4-4) and their site requirements (Tabfe 4-5)?2 

The largest site requirements for any target industry listed in Table 4-5 is Electronics- Fab 
Plants at 40-80 acres+. The text of the EOA identifies these as "silicon chip fabrication 
plants," with site requirements that exceed I 00 acres?3 Since 2000, the silicon chip industry 
in the northwest has closed many plants and retains significant unused capacity. 

Mr. Winterowd speculates that, "the silicon chip industty may recover during this period .. . 
[or] that there may be other emerging industries that require such a large site. "24 

21 "Woodburn UGB Justification Rep01t" November 2003, p.9 
22 "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report, May 200 I, pp. 4-8, 4-9 
23 "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report, May 2001, p. 4-8 
24 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 6 t\:' 
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If the silicon chip industry does recover during the planning period, there is no evidence that 
it is likely to do so in Woodburn. It is far likelier to recover in Asia or in existing areas of 
under~utilized capacity and within existing high~tech clusters. 

It is unreasonable to base a portion of the UGB expansion on the expectation that a 
silicon chip fabrication plant will locate in Woodburn or on speculation ntgarding 
potential unidentified emerging industr·ies. 

IV. Reasonable Assumptions for Industrial Land 

The following industrial land assumptions are reasonable and legally defensible. They 
assume disproportionately large, but credible, increases in Woodburn's employment. They 
$how tlaat u~it\g f0a$0M~l¢ ~sUi\iiWQ.'AS, Wo(',)4~um' s iruiustlial land P.0~ds can pe 
acccnnmmil'a;te'd on b'e't'\li;fMft H:H ~<!I= 1'~~ - aetfi ·ofinuultPiatlartd, .Sinee Woo€lbu,rn alr~ady 
has 127 buildable acres of industr-ial land within its UGB, Woodburn only needs to add . 
between 34 and 68 acres of buildable industrial land to its UGB. 

A. Industrial Job Growth 

As noted above, the consultant previously recommended a forecast of 7,139 new jobs 
between 2000 and 2020?5 This is an aggressive forecast that accounts for 20~ of all j ob 
growth forecast for M arion County. It assumes a 2.65% average annual growih in 
employment within Woodburn's UGB.26 Winterbrook's Revised Woodburn UGB 
Justification Repmi calls this forecast "optimisti c."27 Nonetheless, this "optimistic" forecast 
requires only minimal expansion for industrial land. 

B. Inconsistency between employment growth period and land inventory 

Winterbrook recommended UGB ex:pansion is based in part on a proj ection of job growth 
from 2000 to 2020?8 It is based upon a land inventory conducted in 2002. Two years of job 
growth were absorbed by the date ofthe inventory, but the consultant continues to project a 
need for new land for these jobs, even though they have already been accommodated. 

Winterbrook concludes that this concern, "is both irrelevant and inaccurate. "29 It is neither. 
Between 2000 and 2002 industrial development occurred on about 34 acres offNE Front 
Street.30 This industrial development accommodated a portion of the industrial development 
proj ected to occur between 2000 and 2020 and this land was removed from th~; buildable 
lands inventory. The inclusion of add itional land to meet needs that have already been 
accommodated is not justified. 

25 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," Janumy 2005, p.5 
26 "Woodbum Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum, April 29, 
2002, Tables 8 anq 10, pp. 16-1 7 
27 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.5 
28 "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNOJihwest Memorandum , April 29, 
2002. See also "Woodburn UGB Justification Report" November 2003, p. 8 
29 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 6 
30 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis, p. 3-2 
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We also note that Winterbrook's conclusion is at odds with the conclusions reached by 
EcoNorthwest when a similar issue arose in McMinnville. In that instance, EcoNorthwest 
concluded that it was necessary to revise land need projections to remove that portion of land 
need that had been absorbed on parcels that were removed from a later buildable lands 
inventory. 

The City should reduce projected industrial need by 34 acres to account for industrial 
development that has occurred on land removed from the inventory. Alternatively, the 
City should calculate the percentage of projected industrial need that was absorbed 
between 2000 and 2002. ~ 

Th"e- forec~t~d emplo~ment ~r~w:thof7,139 new jobs assll:lhes a 2.65% avf;Jrage annual 
groWth in 'e'fh:ployment Wlthiti Waodbum's UtJB. 1 Tne·flFst two yeats iner,ement of this 
growth is already accounted for on land that is not included in th€ land inv€ntory. 

At 2.65 % annual growth rate, 558 jobs were absorbed by the time of the land inventory, 
leaving a need to accommodate 6,581 new jobs in all employment sectors. Winterbrook 
assumes that 46% of all new jobs will locate on industrial land. This means that 3,027 new 
jobs will locate on industrial land through 2020. 

C. All New Employment Does Not Require New Development 

Considerable employment growth occurs on exi.sting developed employment lund. In the 
real world many new jobs are created without land being developed· or redeveloped; a 
restaurant adds additional staff in the dining room and kitchen, a processing plant or 

-I 

manufacturer adds a second shift, a retail business expands its hours and hires··new people to 
work those hours. Metro recently fow1d that 21% of new industrial jobs and 52% of non
industrial jobs are absorbed on developed land without expanding onto vacant land. 32 

These numbers are supported by a recent McMimwille Chamber of Commerce Business 
Survey conducted by EcoNorthwest which found, "that nearly half [45%] of the respondents 
that indicated they had expansion plans will not need any additional floor space to 
accommodate new employees." 33 

We note that EcoNorthwest is one of Woodburn's current consultants. In a recent Economic 
Opportunities Analysis prepared for McMinnville, this same consultant found: 

"Some employment growth will be accommodated on existing developed land, as when an 
existing firm adds employees without expanding space ... if a jurisd iction has high vacancy 

31 "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum, April29, 
2002, Tables 8 and I 0, pp. 16-17 
32 Metro Report, September 1999, Urban Growth Report Update" p.5l 
33 McMimwille Business Survey Results, EcoNorthwest, September 200 I, p. l l 
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rates ... then more of the future employment growth can be accommodated in existing 
buildings. We assume ·rates of 7% [commercial and office] and 10% [industrial] ... 34 

We believe the rates assumed by EcoNorthwest in McMinnville are too low and that 
empirical data supports much higher rates. However, Woodburn should recognize that at 
least some new jobs will not require new vacant or redevelopable land. 

In their February 161
h response, Winterbrook seems to misunderstand our argument. We do 

not contend that Winterbrook failed to consider underdeveloped portions of existing 
industrial sites, as Winterbrook asserts. 35 We are uncertain as to why Mr. Winterowd 
ascribes this statement to us. It is true, however, that Winterbrook did not consider vacant or 
underutilized industrial buildings as having any capacity to accommodate need, unless the 
value of the bwflding.s was lower than the value of th.e ltt,nd. 36 

In any case, the point is that developed employment land will absorb some portion of new j ob 
growth. Moreover, ifWinterbrook is correct that in Woodburn, "many commi~rcial and 
industrial buildings are boarded up," it follows that existing developed employment land has 
a significant capacity to meet employment needs. Furthermore, an economic development 
strategy that ignores this existing capacity turns its back on those areas of town most in need 
of economic revitalization. 

Even if only 10% of the 3,027 new industrial jobs do not require buildable industrial 
land, that means that only 2,725 new jobs will need to be accommodated on buildable 
industrial land. 

D. Industrial Land Conclusions 

Under the "optimistic" forecast of7 ,139 total new jobs, 2,725 new jobs will require buildable 
industrial land. Winterbrook includes a "bas ic assumption" that jobs will utilize industrial 
land at 14 employees per acre.37 Thus, only 195 acres of buildable industrial land are needed 
to accommodate this j ob growth. Applying the same set of assumptions used above to the 
consultant' s lower forecast of 5,981 total new jobs between 2000 and 2020 reJults in a need 
for 161 acres of buildable industrial land. 

Since Woodburn already has I 27 buildable acres of industrial land within its UGB, only 34 
to 68 net buildable acres of industrial land needs to be added to the UGB to meet the need for 
161 to 195 net buildable acres. Winterbrook reconunends adding 376 net buildable acres of 
industrial land to the UGB, which is 308 to 342 acres more than the 34 to 68 acre deficit. 

Winterbrook' s highest employment forecast is significantly higher than his "optimistic" 
forecast. Nonetheless, even if this highest forecast is used, under reasonable assumptions 

34 McMinnville Economic Opportunities Analysis, EcoNorthwest, November 2001, pp. 6-3 to 6-4 
35 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 7 
36 Technical Report I, p. 5 
37 Technical Report 2.8 , Winterbrook Planning, May 2003, p. 8 
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regarding j ob absorption, these jobs would only require 229 acres of industrial land, leaving a 
deficit of only 102 acres to be added to the 127 net buildable acres already in the UGB. 

Winterbrook contends that much,ofWoodbum's existing industrial land is of inappropriate 
parcel sizes. Either the land can be used to meet industrial needs or it cannot. If it cannot, as 
part of this periodic review, Woodburn should rezone the land for other urban ~fuses and adjust 
land needs for those other uses accordingly. If the existing industrial land cannot meet any 
identified urban land needs, the land should be removed from the UGB. 

Based on generous but reasonable assumptions regarding industrial employment, the 
overall UGB expansion should be reduc~d by at least 208 acres; from the 654 net 
buildable acres recommended by Wh~terbrook in the UGB Justification Report to no 
more than 444 net bufld;,t:lfl~ a<:res. 

V. Expansion Areas 

It is generally recognized that Woodburn has traffic problems associated with the 1-5 
interchange with Highway 14. These traffic problems will only be exacerbated by expansion 
west of the freeway. Winterbrook recommends a major expansion west of the freeway for 
industrial purposes and for residential purposes west of Butteville Road. Such an expansion 
is ill-advised and is not warranted under state law. 11 

ORS 197.298 establishes the priorities for inclusion of land within a UGB. Under this 
statute, exception land is of higher priority for inclusion within a UGB than farmland. Land 
of higher priority, like exception lands, must be brought in before farmland unless specific 
types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably accommodated on higher priority lands. 
If farmland must be included, land of lower soil classification must be included before land 
of higher classifi cation unless specific types of identified land needs cai1Jlot be reasonably 
accommodated on the poorer soils. 

Goal 14 has similar provisions. It requires urban growth boundaries to be based upon several 
factors, including: 

(1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth requirements 
consistent with LCDC goals; 
(2) Need for housing, employment oppor tunities, and livability; 
(3) Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services; t· 

( 4) Maximum effi ciency of land uses within and on the fringe of the existing urban area; 
(5) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; 
(6) Retention of agricultural land as defined, with Class I being the highest priority for 
retention and Class VI the lowest priori ty; and , 
(7) Compatibi lity of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural activities. 

Exception Areas 
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0 As explained above, under ORS 197.298, exception land must be included in aUG~ before 
farmland unless it cannot reasonably accommodate some portion of the identified need for 
housing, employment, and public and semi-public uses. Contrary to the assertions of Mr. 
Winterowd, we do not argue that the exception areas around Woodburn should be exempt 
from this statute nor do we believe that our position is in conflict with our position in other 
jurisdictions.38 

We believe that under the statute, we Woodburn can justify the exclusion of some of the 
exception areas because they cannot reasonably accommodate any specific types of identified 
land needs. Indeed, despite assertions by the consultant that all exception areas adjacent to 
the Woodburn UGB are proposed for inclusion, he has, in fact, proposed the e~,J~:clusion of the 
MacClaren School site, because it, "is a state facility which, "already has urban services and 
offe1'S no tax b~tlts · to tlte· ootmtronity. "39 

We believe that the exclusion of the following other exception areas because they cannot 
reasonably accommodate any specific types of identified land needs is a more defensible 
reason for exclusion than that advanced by Winterbrook to justify the exclusion of the 
MaClaren school exception area. 

The Butteville Road Rural Residential area west of Butteville Road has an average parcel 
size of less than 2 acres.40 Only two parcels are over 5 acres.41 Because it is so heavily 
parcelized, it is not reasonable to expect any further development beyond limited low-density 
residential development. Woodburn has a surplus of low-density residential land for housing 
within its existing UGB. Woodburn has 403 net buildable acres of residential land withi_n its 
existing UGB.42 Winterbrook projects a nee<.l for 259 net buildable acres of low-density 
residential land in non-nodal areas over the planning period.43 

Winterbrook allocates this surplus to schools, parks, and churches. These uses require 
parcels substantially larger than those found in the Butteville Road area. T herefore, this 
exception area CaJUlot accommodate the ident ified land needs. If the City believes the two 
parcels over five acres could reasonable accommodate a small religious institu tion or 
neighborhood park, as suggested by Winterbrook, the City should consider including the 
portion of the exception area with these two parcels, rather than all 155 acres. 

In addition, the Butteville Road Area is located west ofButteville Road adj acent to 
unbuffered farmland and is separated from most of Woodburn by the traffic problems around 
the freeway interchange. Its inclusion in the UGB would not be consistent with the various 
Goal 14 factors. for these reasons, it should be excluded from the UGB expansion under 
ORS 197.298andGoal14. 

38 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, pp. 7-8 
39 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.34 
40 "Revised Woodbmn UGB Justification Repott," January 2005, p.24 
4 1 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 8 
42 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.4 and Technical Repott I, p.3 
43 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," Januaty 2005, p.9 
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According to Winterbrook, the Northeast Rural Residential (Carl Road) area '''llhas no · ( '\ 
remaining development capacity,"44 and this exception area does not contain land that is 
"usable for urban purposes."45 Because this area cannot reasonably accommodate any of 
Woodburn's identified land needs Woodburn can justify its exclusion from the UGB. Of 

. greater concern, the consultant has proposed to designate this piece for commercial 
development More strip commercial development heading north along Highway 99E is not 
an appropriate land use in this area. This area is currently in residential use. If it is included 
in the UGB, the City should plan designate it for residential uses, rather than commercial 
uses. 

Because these areas cannot reasonably accommodate identified land needs and because they 
would be a significant unbuffered intrusion into surrounding agricultural land they should be 
excluded from the UOB expansion un.der ORS 197.298. and f~tor 7 efGoal 14. 

We agree that the Southeast Commercial Exceptions Area should be brought into the UGB. 

·t 
Resource Land 

Under ORS 197.298 Woodburn should not expand onto the prime farmland west of the 
freeway and north of the existing UGB. Instead, any expansion onto resource land should be 
southward onto the predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry 
Road and I-5. If land needs cannot be met on land north of the proposed South Arterial, 
additional poorer soils are adjacent south of the proposed South Arterial. The reasons 
Winterbrook cites for expanding onto better soils west and north of the existing UGB are not 
sufficient justification to ignore the statutory directive. 

Of particular concern is the SW intruding into prime farmland west of Butteville Road. This 
approximately 60 acre piece of Class II has particularly high potential for conflicts with 
surrounding agriculture because it juts out into surrounding farmland without any physical 
buffers. 

In discussing land west of the freeway proposed for industrial use Winterbrooi:. states that, 
"The 1 00-acre Opus Northwest site is on the Govemor's Industrial Task Force list of prime 
industrial sites in Oregon." This statement is in error. It is true that the Opus site was 
discussed by an advisory conunittee and was included in its report. However, the site was 
not on the Governor's certified list of industrial sites because of the land use obstacles to its 
inclusion within the UGB. 

In addition, Winterbrook has proposed the inclusion of29 acres of Class I soils north of the 
existing UGB. Winterbrook states that these Class I soils are within a master-pla1med golf 
course. 46 While these lands may be owned by the golf course, we believe they are actually in 
farm use as a hazelnut orchard. The long-rru1ge plans of the golf course are not sufficient 
justification to ignore the statutory directive. 

44 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.22 
45 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p. 38 
'16 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.35 
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VI. Other issues 

Lincoln Street School Site 

At Winterbrook's suggestion, the Planning Commission has recommended tht1 inclusion of 
approximately 19 acres on E. Lincoln Street that is owned by the school district. As a 
general matter, we believe it is poor policy to site new schools on the outer edge of urban 
areas rather than to locate them more centrally. 

The land owned by the school district is comprised of Class II soils and is designated for 
farm use. Who holds title to a particular parcel of land is not a statutory consideration when 
detertninit'lg where to e~pand a U O:B. This l!m!d ~an only be in~lucled if the identified need 
for a school cannot be met on other land eflli~ller ptidt-i:ty that is tJraposed for inelusion. If it 
is included as a "special need," we believe a comparable amount of land must be removed 
from another proposed expansion area. 

Winterbrook Response to Woodburn Friends and Neighbors 

In his February 16th response, the consultant lumps together comments from several persons 
who express concern regarding his proposals. 47 He wrongly assumes that they all are 
members of Friends and Neighbors of Woodburn or Friends of Marion Count;'. Not all the 
indiv iduals he lists are members of these groups nor are all persons who disagree with his 
proposals members of these groups. 

VII. Recommendations 

• Adopt an employm ent forecast of either 5,98 1 or 7,139 total new j obs, based on the 
consultant's " Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020. 

• Eliminate Silicon Chip Fabrication plants from the list of target industries . 

• Reduce the overall size of the UGB expansion to no more than 444 net buildable 
acres, l:>ased on generous, but reasonable assumptions regarding industrial 
employment. 

• Eliminate the Northeast Rural Residential (Carl Road) area, the Soutlw\ tst Residential 
Area, and the Butteville Road Rural Residential area from the proposed UGB 
expansion because they cannot reasonably accommodate identifi ed land needs and 
because their inclusion would be inconsistent with various factors of Goal 14. 

• Exclude prime farmland west of the freeway and north of the existing UGB from the 
proposed expansion. Instead, any expansion onto resource land should be southward 

~7 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005 , pp. I 0-11 
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onto the predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry 
Road and I-5. 

We hope these comments are helpful. They address what we see as the most significant 
issues raised by the consultant's proposal. We will try to address any remaining teclmical 
issues prior to the hearing before the City Council. Once again, please include this 
testimony in the official record of this proceeding and please provide us with written notice 
of your decision. 

Attaclunents: Soils Maps ( I set submitted) 

Cc: (w/o attaclunents) 
Marion County 
DLCD 
Oregon Department of Agriculture 
Marion County Farm Bureau 
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Table 4--5. Typical lot size requirements for firms 
in target industries 
Industry 
Printing & Publishing 
Stone, Clay .& Glass 
Fabricated Metals 
Industrial Machinery 
Electronics- Fab Plants 
Electronics - Other 
Transportation Equipment 
Trucking & Warehousing 
V\lholesale Trade 
Non~Depository Institutions 
Business Services 
Health Services 

~lios,~t:.M_~Ui.Qtmen! 

Lot Size (acres) 

·· . . 

• 5 

5- 10 
10-20 
10-20 
10-20 

40- 80+ 
10-30 
10-20 

varies 
varies 
1-5 
·1- 5 

1 '"'7 10 
s 1 . ::._.§.~ . 

Site Needs 

Flat 
Fla't 
Flat 

Suitable soil 

Flat 

-r . 

More spedfie loca.tional issues for firms in target industries include the 
following iss·uQs:r 

• Land use buffers: According to the public officials and 
developers/brokers ECO has interviewed, industrial areas have 
operational characteristics that do not blend ·as well with residential 
land u ses as they do with office and mixed-use areas. Generally, a s the 
function of indust rial use intensifies (e.g., heary manufacturing) so to 
does the importance of b"uffering to mitigate impacts of noise, odors, 
traffic, and 24-hour 7~day week operations. Adequate buffer s may 
consist of vegetation, landscaped swales, roadways, and public use 
parka/recreation areas. Depending upon the indust/ t.a.l use and site 
topography, site buffers range from approximately tiO ~ 100 feet. 
Selected commercial office, retail. lodging and mixed-use (e .g., 
apartments or office over retail) activities are becoming acceptable 
adjacent uses to light industrial areas. 

• Flat s ites: Flat topography (slopes with grades below 10%) is needed 
for manufacturing firms, particularly large electronic fabrication 
plants and 10+ acre fabricated metals and industrial machinery . 
manufacturing facilities. 

• Parcel configuration a nd parking: Industrial users are attracted 
to sites that offer adequate flexibility in site circulation and building 
layou t. Sites must also provide adequate parking, vehicular 

1 Fortune 500 companies appear U> be trend.ini rowards suburban locations for corporate camp~.< ~ facilities. 
Relatively low cost land, flexibility for future growth, and proximity .ro labor force are typical reusona for locating 
facilities auch aa NiJLe, I ntel, In-Focus, and Telctronix in suburban locatiotl.fl. Given the relatively high coa t of land in 
California and Washington, and shorlaupply of Bites over 20 acres throughout the western United States, the~ ia 
an emerging opportunity for the Woodburn area. Woodburn is close enough ro the high-tech areas of Wilsonville and 
Washington Co unty robe a viable option for a corporate campus. Firma in Electronic and Electric Equipment and 
Business Services have potential in this regard. 

_ ------------------------------~~----------------------------- Iten1No. 6 
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Table 6-12. Typical lot size requirements for firms 
in target industries 

Industry 

.Printing & Publishing 
Stone, Clay & Glass 
Fabricated Metals 
Industrial Machinery 
Electronics- Fab Plants 
Electronics - Other 
Transportation Equipment 
. Trucking & Warehousing 
VVholesale Trade 
NQ.m-;.i). • . jfMry ·l1:'1$lltuti6ns 
BI!{$Jnll&;· $.jwJa.es 
Health S~rvic~;~s 
E·t:Jaii'li'!d~Q. & ~~n~gement 

Sourcec ECONorthwest 

Lot Size (acres) Site Needs 
5- 10 
10-20 Flat 
10-20 Flat 
10 ~ 20 Flat 

50 - 1 00 Suitable soil 
10- 30 
10 -30 Flat 
varies 
va.riE!s 
1' .- 5 
1-5 

1 - 10 
1 -5 

'( 

.t 

Our research on other projects found that many large companies are still 
seeking suburban locations for corporate campus facilities. Relatively low
cost land. flexibility for future growth, and proximity to la bor force are typical 
reasons for locating facilities such as Nike, Intel, In-Focus, and Tektronix in 
suburban locations. Given the relatively high cost of land in California and 
Washington, and short supply of sites over 20 acres throughout the western 
United States, there are emerging opportunities for the northern Willamette 
Valley. McMinnville's primary disadvantage in this is its distance from the 
high-tech areas of Wilsonville and Washington County, and pnor access to I -5. 

Site needs depend on the type of industry. The following section refers to 
specific industries by Standard Industrial Codes (SIC). More .tpecific 
locational issues for firms in target indus tries include the fo llu't'ing issues: 

• Land use buffers. Accor ding to the public officials and 
develope~s/brokers ECO interviewed, industria l areas have 
operational characteristics that do not blend as well with residential 
land uses as they do with office and mixed-use areas. Generally, as the 
function of industrial use intensifies (e.g .. heavy manufacturing) so t o 
does the importance of buffering to mitigate impacts of noise, odors . 
traffic, and 24-1-iour 7-day week operations. Adequate buffers may 
consist of vegetation, landscaped swales, roadways , and public use 
parks/recreation areas. Depending upon the industrial use and site 
topography, site buffers range from approximately 50 to 100 feet. 
Select ed commercial office, retail, lodging and mixed-use (e.g., 
apartments or office over retail) activities are becoming acceptable 
adjacent uses to light industrial areas. 

McMinnville addresses land use incompatibility issue!',-through 
development ordinances. Specific examples of these ordinances in 
McM.innville include the City's Airport Ov Zone Ordl~1ance and 

Page 6-16 ECONorthwest November 2001 DRAFT: McMinnville Economic Opportunities Analys 
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Woodburn City Council 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

re: Woodburn Periodic Review 

April 20, 2005 

Dear Mayor Figley and Council members: 

At the public hearing held by the City Council on March 28, several issues arose which we 
would like to address prior to the close of the written record. In addition, an apparent 
drafting eiTor in the proposed amendments to the Woodburn Development Code may result 
in an affect that is the opposite of that intended. These comments supplement our letters 
dated February 10, 2005 and March 28, 2005. 

I. Development Code Text: NNC Zone Dimensional Standards 

An apparent error in the Dimensional Standards in the proposed Nodal Neighborhood 
Commerc ial (NNC) zone text may result in an affect that is the opposite of that intended. 
The limitation on square footage for commercial uses that is intended as a maximum, is 
instead stated as a minimum. 

The Fourth Revised Draft Amendments, dated November 2004, states: 

"2. 1 07.06 Dimensional Standards 

The following dimensional standards shall be the minimum for all 
development in the NNC zone . .. 

. . . any single business in the NNC zone shall occupy more than 60,000 square 
feet." 

We believe the intention was to limit commercial uses to "no more than 60,000 square feet," 
not to require 60,000 square feet as a minimum. 

In addition, we believe that a limitation of 60,000 square feet is much too large to encourage 
the sor t of neighborhood-oriented, pedestrian-friendly commercial developmct-1t that is the 
purpose of the NNC zone. Businesses that large typically draw upon a ci ty-wide or even 
region!ll customer base. 
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is 57,860 square feet. 

The NNC zone allows all uses permitted in the DDC zone, including drug stores, sporting 
goods, hotels, motels, and office supplies. A sporting goods, drug or office supply big-box 
store, or a large motel visible from 1-5 would not be consistent with the stated purpose of the 
NNC zone and would add to traffic problems at the 1-5 interchange. Many communities that 
seek to develop neighborhood commercial areas limit the square footage of commercial uses 
to 10,000 to 15,000 square feet with a larger limit (40,000 to 50,000 square feet) for grocery 
stores. 

II. Existing Industrial Capacity 

Winterbrook has fotmd that in Woodburn, "Many commercial and industrial buildings are 
boarded up." 1 An economic development strategy that ignores this existing ct,.pacity turns its 
back on those areas of town most in need of economic revitalization. 

At the hearing on March 281
h, Winterbrook conceded that he did not consider vacant or 

underutilized industrial buildings as having any capacity .to accommodate need, unless the 
value of the buildings was lower than the value of the land? Although not considered by 
Winterbrook, this existing development can accommodate a considerable number of jobs, as 
illustrated by other testimony at the hearing. 

At the hearing, Toni Spencer provided evidence of numerous vacant and available industrial 
buildings within Woodbmn that Winterbrook considered to have no capacity. Ray Clor, 
from the Salem Economic Development Coq)oration (SEDCOR), testified that one of these, 
a vacant 137,500 square foot building, had been recently purchased by Universal Forest 
Products and will soon be providing industrial jobs. This is an illustration of one of the 
ways that existing developed industrial land accommodates new jobs and industry. 

In response to Ms.· Spencer, the consultant, Mr. Winterowd, attempted to justify his decision 
to not consider vacant or underutilized industrial buildings. He said, "Nobody knows how to 
ascribe jobs to vacant buildings." This is a curious statement, given that Winterowd's 
subconsultant, EcoNorthwest, does this in other communities by estimating square feet per 
employee and then calculating the number of employees that can be accommodated in a 
g iven amount of bu ilding space. 

In a recent Economic Opportunities Analyses prepared for the City of McMitmville and the 
City of Salem, EcoNorthwest concluded that some employment growth can be 
accommodated in vacant buildings on non-residential land, and that 650 square feet ofbuilt 
space w ill accommodate one industrial employee.3 EcoNotihwest has also assumed that 5% 

1 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 7 
2 Teclmical Report I, p. 5 
3 At 650 sq. ft ./employee this one existing building will accommodate 2 11 jobs, about 2.5% of Woodburn's 
projected job growth. i'l' 
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of industrial j ob growth will occur on non-industrial land, that 7% of industrial job growth 
will be absorbed by firms adding employees without expanding space, and that 
redevelopment will accommodate an additional 5% of industrial job growth. Winterbrook 
applied none of these assumptions in Woodburn. 

.~ 

III. Purported Need for Very Large Parcels 

The consultant has recommended that Woodburn base its industrial land needs in part on a 
purported need for very large parcels. 

Marion County pointed out in its written testimony that by allowing more flexibility in 
arranging sites, " 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." 

The utility of smaller sites is supported by the testimony of Ray Clor from SEDCOR, who 
said at the March 28 hearing that his clients want 15 to 35 acre parcels. 

IV. Existing Very Large Parcels 

Even if the purported need for a flat, vacant, industrial parcel exceeding 100 at-res was 
realistic and reasonable, it is likely this need, as well as the need for other large vacant 
industrial parcels (40-80 acres) could be accommodated on parce ls within existing UGB. 

The City's Buildable Lands Inventory identifies tax lot 052Wl3 00100 as a vacant 14 1. 56 
parcel, tax Jot 052W13 01200 as a vacant 56.64 acre parcel and tax lot 052Wl3 01000 as a 
vacant 40.3 acre parcel. 

These flat, vacant parcels are within the existing Urban Growth Boundary, in an 
unincorporated area southwest of the city limi ts and currently have no city zoning. They are 
in the general vicini ty of the proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve. Given that they meet 
the site requirements Winterbrook has laid out for target industries and given Goal 14 
requirements for maximum effi ciency of land use within and on the fringe of the existing 
urban area, these parcels seem like a logical place for the C ity to plan fo r industrial 
deve lopment. The consultant has not explained why he instead recommends that they be 
plarmed for residential uses. 

V. Conclus ion 

We hope these comments are helpful. Please include this testimony and al l attachments in 
the official record of this proceeding and p lease provide us w ith written notice of your 
decision . Because we are uncertain as to whether you have previously received our written 
testimony to the Planning Commission, we have included it among the attachments to this 
letter . 
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Sincerely, 

Sid Friedman 

Attachments: Property data from Marion County Assessors office 
Excerpts from McMinnville Economic Opportunities Analysis 
Letter to Planning Commission, dated February 10, 2005 " 
County Assessors Map showing tax lots 052W13 00100, 01200, and 01000 

Cc: (w/o attachments) 
Marion County 
DLCD 
Oregon Department of Agriculture 
Marion County Farm Bureau 
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Woodburn City Council 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

March 30, 2005 

re: Woodbum Periodic Review 

Dear Mayor Figley and Council members: 

We support efforts to actively plan for and shape Woodbum's future and appreciate your 
careful review of the "periodic review" package recommended by Winterbrook Consulting. 
We wish to supplement our oral remarks with the following written comments. Please 
include them in the official record of this proceeding_ 

I. Introduction 

At the well-attended public hearing before the Planning Commission in February, the 
Commiss ion heard from a large number of corrununity members concemed about 
Woodburn's future. Many expressed a vision for Woodburn's economic future that is very 
different from that presented by the Greg Winterowd, the consultant from Wii1terbrook 
Planning_ This community vision can be accommodated using very reasonable assumptions 
that are at least as legally defensible as the consultant's. Indeed, for the following reasons we 
believe the assumptions and conclusions used by the consultant are not reasonable. 

We believe that Winterowd overstates the amount of land needed to meet Woodburn's 
projected land needs. Moreover, his recorrunended UGB expansion contains significantly 
more buildable land than his own reports conclude are needed. Almost all of this acreage is 
prime fannland. Much of Winterbrook's UGB proposal is predicated on ave-.: · aggressive 
development strategy that we believe is both outdated and unrealistic. Therefnre, it is not in 
Woodburn's best long-term interests or in the best interest of the surrounding communi ty. 

Most new jobs arc created by small to medium sized businesses, especially those businesses 
that already have ties to the community. Nonetheless, the consultant 's economic 
development strategy primarily relies upon the inclusion ofyery large parcels ofland in the 
UGB to attract new large employers. The largest of these parcels is intended to lure a high
tech computer silicon plant. This is an industry that is shrink ing, not growing, in the United 
States and the Pacific Northwest. 
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We believe Woodburn would b_e wiser to instead focus its efforts both on the retention and 
expansion of existing employers and on attracting new small to medium-sized employers 
who can: 

a) Strengthen Woodburn's core business district. For example, an economic development 
strategy that attracts office workers to the periphery of the downtown core will provide 
potential downtown retailers with a pool of customers within walking distance of their 
businesses. The new Chemeketa campus on the north end of downtown is a good first step in 
this direction. '~ 

b) Complement existing industries and the existing local economy. Year in and year out, 
Marion County leads all Oregon counties in gross agricultural sales. Agriculture is a traded 
sector industry. Agricultural exports rank #2 among all Oregon exports, accounting for 25% 
of all Oregon exports in 2002. 80% of production leaves the state, 40% leaves the country. 
In 2002, Agricultural exports increased 4% to $1.13 billion while high-t~ch decreased 31%. 
Woodburn is located in the agricultural heartland of Marion County, where direct agricultural 
sales topped half a billion dollars in 2004 for the first time in any Oregon county. 

Farmland is not undeveloped land waiting for urbanization. It is already developed industrial 
land that supports the leading industry in Marion County. The agricultural industry is a 
primary driver of Woodburn's economy. Winterbrook's proposal would harm the local 
economy by undercutting the land base that supports this leading industry. 

II. Winterbrook 's proposed UGB contains significantly more builda~le land than 
stated in the UGB Justification Report or Buildable Lands Inventory 

We believe Winterbrook overstates the amount of land needed to meet Woodburn 's projected 
land needs. Moreover, his recommended UGB expansion contains significantly more 
bui ldable land than his own reports conclude are needed. 

Winterbrook is recommending a UGB expansion of845 net buildable acres, or 1,020 total 
acres. 1 This would be significantly more buildable acreage within Woodburn's UGB than is 
indicated by either Winterbrook's January 2005 "Revised UGB Justification Report,"2 or by 
Winterbrook's July 2004 "Teclmical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory Inside the 
Proposed Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary."3 No justification is provided for the 
inclusion for this u1meeded acreage. 

Both the Teclmical Report and the UGB Justification Report indicate that there are currently 
752 net buildable acres within Woodburn 's UGB.4 According to the Technical Report, 
under the consultant's preferred scenario there will be 1506 net buildable acre~ within the 

1 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 14. 
2 Winterbrook January 2005 "Revised UGB Justification Report," p. 42, Table 16: Preferred Scenario 
3 Winterbrook July 2004 Buildable Lands inventory Inside the Proposed Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary," 
f· 4, Table I: Buildable Lands Summary, Preferred Scenario 

Teclmical Rep01i I, p. 3 Table A and UGB Justification Report, p. 4, Table I 
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(~) 5 ~ expanded UGB, an addition of 7 54 net buildable acres. According to the UGB Justification 
Report, under the consultant's preferred scenario there will be 1406 net buildable acres 
within the expanded UGB, an addition of 654 net buildable acres. Neither of these 
documents provides any area-by-area analysis of buildable land within the proposed 
expansion areas, nor is any explanation provided for the 1 00-acre discrepancy between the 
Teclmical Report a...nd the UGB Justification Report.6 

An area-by-area analysis of buildable land within the proposed expansion areas was only 
made available after public testimony to the Planning Commission had closed. It shows that 
Winterbrook' s proposal actually adds 845 net buildable acres to the UGB. 7 Winterbrook thus 
proposes the addition of significantly more land than is justified . .. 

More specifically, Win.terbrook concludes that Woodburn needs 554 acres of residential land 
for housing, plus anBth0r 210 acn~s of residential land for parks, schools and other public and 
semi-public uses. 8 Woodburn has 511 net buildable acres of residential land within its 
existing UGB.9 Thus, if one accepts Winte.t;brook's conclusions regarding residential land 
needs, Woodburn needs an additional254 net buildable acres of residential land. 
Nonetheless, Winterbrook proposes to add some 360 net buildable acres of residential land to 
the UGB. 10 This is 106 acres more than what Winterbrook concludes is needed. 

In addition, Winterbrook proposes to add 77 net buildable acres of public land to the UGB. 11 

This land could presumably be used to meet projected needs for parks, schools and other 
public and semi-public uses. Nonetheless, Winterbrook "assumes that public park and school 
land needs, as well as religious institutional needs, will be met on land designated for 
residential use." This assumption has not been justified. 

For these reasons we conclude that the consultant's proposed UGB exceeds his projected 
need by 183 net buildable acres. This is roughly equivalent to the 200 net buildable acres of 
res idential land proposed for expansion to the north. 

III. Winterbrook's Industrial Land and Employment Projections 

Much of Winterbrook's UGB proposal is predicated on a very aggressive development 
strategy that we believe is both outdated and umealistic. Therefore, it is not in Woodburn' s 
best long-term interests or in the best interest of the surrounding community. Winterbrook 
considers economic development strategies to be "a policy issue that has already been 
decided by the City Council."12 Winterowd states that the Economic Opportunities Analysis 

5 Teclmical Report I, p. 4, Table I 
6 Because it is not clear which of these numbers, are correct, and in fact now appears that they are both 
incorrect, the amendments may not have an adequate factual basis. 
7 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 14, Table 3 
8 UGB Justification Report, p. 42, Table 16: Preferred Scenario 
9 Techn ical Report I, p. 3, Table A and UGB Justification Repoti, p. 4, Table I 
10 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16,2005, p. 14, Table 3 
II id. 
12 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p.4 
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and Economic Development Strategy prepared by EcoNorthwest have been approved by the (~ 
City Council. 13 

We are not aware of any recorded vote by the City Council to approve or adopt these 
documents. Citizen participation is the first goal of Oregon's land use plannirlg program. 
Because these documents are proposed for adoption as part of this hearing, these policy 
issues have not "already been decided, " and this is the proper time and forum to address 
them. 

If Winterbrook' s preferred scenario is adopted, Woodburn will have 503 net buildable acres 
of industrial land. This is huge amount of industrial land for a city the size of Woodburn. 
For comparison, Medford is proposing to add 431 acres of industrial land to its UGB for the 
needs of an additibnal 9.4,000 people. Bend recently adcled 338 industrial acres to its UGB 
for the needs of an ·addhional48,0"'60 people. Sale.m!Keizet, with a p6pulation 7 or 8 times 
that of Woodburn's thinks it could take decades to develop the 500-acre Mill Creek industrial 
site. McMiruwille just adopted period review amendments based on a need for 174 acres of 
vacant industrial land for the needs of an additional 13,567 people. 

Winterbrook concludes that the relatively large amount of industrial land within the 
Wilsonville city limits forms a more appropriate basis for his recornmendatior:f.) for 
Woodburn than the urban growth boundaries cited above.14 The consultant o~erlooks the 
fact that the Wilsonville city limits comprise a much smaller subarea of the much larger 
Metro UGB. Wilsonville is the only city in Metro that has more employees than residents. It 
has a large number of warehousing and distribution jobs due to its location at the junction of 
two interstate highways. 

It is not unusual for industrial uses to be concentrated within a portion of a UGB. In fact, 
that is what Winterbrook recommends for Woodburn. We do not believe that the 
disproportionately large amount of industrial land that Winterbrook proposes for inclusion in 
Woodburn 's UGB can be justified by a comparison to a subarea of the Metro UGB. 

Winterbrook recommends an extremely optimistic forecast of 8,373 new jobs by 2020 15
, of 

which 3,83.6 will use industrialland. 16 This is a substantial jump from Winterbrook's 
previously recommended forecast of 7,140 new jobs. 17 We believe this significantly 
overstates what can reasonably be expected to occur. 

~ 

Woodburn has about 7% of Marion County's population and just under 8% of Marion 
County's jobs.18 Between 1990 and 2000, 11.2% of all job grm.vth in Marion County 

13 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p.4 , p. II 
14 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 4. 
15 Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Plann ing, January 2005. p. 2. 
16 Technical Report 2.B, Winterbrook Plaru1ing, May 2003, p. 8 Table 6 
17 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Plruming, November 2003. 
18 In 2000, total employment in Marion County was t31 ,622. Total employment in Woodburn was I 0,3 88 or 
7.9% ofMarion County's total. Source: "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report, 
May 200 1, p. 2- 10, and "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest 
Memorandum to Winterbrook, April 29, 2002 , p. l6 
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' ) occurred in Woodbmn. 19 Even Winterbrook's previously recommended forecast of7,1 40 

new jobs assumed that Woodblll'll would capture 20% of all job growth forecast for Marion 
County.

20 
This new higher forecast would account for 23% ofall future Marion County job 

growth. We believe thi_s is unrealistic. 

However, even if Winterbrook's most optimistic projection were to occur, by Winterbrook's 
own figures Woodburn's 503 acres of industrial land will accommodate far more than the 
3,836 new industrial employees and Woodburn's total employment land will accoinmodate 
far more employees than Winterbrook expects to locate on employment land . 

.--------------------------------------------------------~----------~ 
From Technical Report 2.B, Winterbrook Planning, May 2003, p. 8: 

Table 6. Total employment growth by land u-se type, WoodbumUGB. 2000-2020 

Land Use 
Category 
Commercial 
Office 
Industrial 
Public 
Total 

Employment Growth 2000-2020 
Low Medium 
1, 164 1,476 
1,3 11 1,508 
2,759 3,280 

747 876 
5,98 1 7,140 

Basic Assumptions 

Commercial Retail: 20 employees per acre 
Commercial Office: 30 employees per acre 
Industrial: 14 employees per acre 

High 
1,810 
1,718 
3,836 
1 011 
8,375 

What does this mean in terms of land need, assuming the highest pr·ojection and 
assuming every new industrial, commercial and office job r equires development? 

Cotlli11ercial: 
Office: 
Industrial: 

Land Use 
Category 
Conunercial 
& Office 
Industrial 

I ,81 0 jobs at 20 per acre = 91 acres of developable land 
1, 718 jobs at 30 per acre = 57 acres of developable land 
3,836 jobs at 14 per acre= 274 acres of developable land 

Land Need In Existing Deficit WPS proposes 
UGB to add to UGB 

148 acres 108 acres 40 acres 32 acres 
274 acre 127 acres 147 acres 376 acres 
422 235 187 408 

WPS proposed 
Total 

140 acres 
.. ~ 503 acres 

643 acres 

19 Source: Oregon Office of Economic Analysis and "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 
2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum to Winterbrook, April29, 2002, p.8 
20 Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Platming, Januaty 2005. p. 5 
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• Even under the most aggressive assumptions, WPS is recommending adding to the 
UGB more than 2 Y2 times the needed industrial land. 

• Under reasonable assumptions, expected employment growth can be easily 
accommodated with a much smaller expansion or potentially on existing land 

The assumptions above are taken directly from Winterbrook's background documents. They 
asswne that W oodburn captures 23% of Marion County job growth and that every new 
industrial, commercial and office job requires development. Even under these unreasonable 
assumptions, the industrial poi:tion of Winterbrook' s recommended expansion is more than 
double what is needed for the number of employees who will use industrial land. 

Winterbrook states, '' ifECONorthwest and Winterbrook have over-estimated potential basic 
employment opportunities, tmused industrial land will be retained in large parcels exclusively 
for a gricultural use. We have the following responses: 

a) if ECONorthwest and Winterbrook have over-estimated potentia l basic employment 
opportunities, land must be removed from the proposed UGB pursuant to Goal 14 and 
ORS 197.296. 

b) we concur with the comments of Marion County reconunending that specific 
language be added stipulating the continued use of these lands/parcels for agricultural 
use and retention of existing County EFU zoning until developed for industrial 
purposes. 

c) Even if the land does temporarily remain in agricultural use, the agriculural industry 
w ill not make the major investments in them to produce higher-value agricultural 
products and increase employment. 

III. Purported Needfor 125 Acre Parcel 

The industrial pori ion of Winterbrook's UGB expansion proposal is based in prui on "a need 
for one very large site of 100 acres or more."21 The Economic Opportunities Analysis 
includes a list of target industries (Table 4-4) and their site requirements (Tabl~ 4-5). 22 

The largest site requirements for any target industry listed in Table 4-5 is Electronics- Fab 
Plants at 40-80 acres+. The text of the EOA identifies these as "s ilicon chip fabrication 
plan ts," with s ite requirements that exceed 100 acres.23 Since 2000, the silicon chip industry 
in the nori hwest has closed m any plants and retains significant unused capacity. 

Mr. W interowd speculates that, "the silicon chip industry may recover during this period . .. 
[or] that there may be other emerging industries that require such a large site."24 

21 "Woodbum UGB Justification Report" November 2003, p.9 
22 "W oodbum Economic Opportw1ities Analysis," phase one report, May 200 I, pp. 4-8, 4-9 
23 "W oodbw-n Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one repoti, May 200 I, p. 4-8 
24 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 6 
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() If the silicon chip industry does recover during the platming period, there is no evidence that 
it is likely to do so in Woodburn. It is far likelier to recover in Asia or in existing areas of 
under-utilized capacity and within existing high-tech clusters. 

It is unreasonable to base a portion of the UGB expansion on the expectation that a 
silicon chip fabrication plant will locate in Woodburn or on speculation r1'1\garding 
potential unidentified emerging industries. 

IV. Reasonable Assumptions for Industrial Land 

The following industrial land asswnptions are reasonable and legally defensible. They 
assume disproportionately large, but credible, increases in Woodburn's employment. They 
show that using reasonable assumptions, Woodburn's indtJstrialland needs can be 
accommodated on between 161 and 195 aeres of industrial land. Sinee W oodbum already 
has 127 buildable acres of industrial land within its UGB, Woodburn only needs to add 
between 34 and 68 acres of buildable industrial land to its UGB. 

A. Industrial Job Growth 

As noted above, the consultant previously recommended a forecast of 7,139 new jobs 
between 2000 and 2020. 25 This is an aggressive forecast that accounts for 20~ of all j ob 
growth forecast for Marion County. It assumes a 2.65% average annual growih in 
employment within Woodburn's UGB?6 Winterbrook's Revised Woodburn UGB 
Justification Report calls this forecast "optimistic."27 Nonetheless, this "optimistic" forecast 
requires only minimal expansion for industrial land. 

B. Inconsistency between employment growth period and land inventory 

Winterbrook reconunended UGB expansion is based in part on a projection of job growth 
from 2000 to 2020.28 It is based upon a land inventory conducted in 2002. Two years of job 
growth were absorbed by the date of the inventory, but the consultant continues to proj ect a 
need for new land for these jobs, even though they have already been accommodated. 

Winterbrook concludes that this concern, " is both inelevant and inaccurate."29 It is neither. 
Between 2000 and 2002 industrial development occurred on about 34 acres offNE Front 
Street.30 This industrial development accommodated a portion of the industrial development 
projected to occur between 2000 and 2020 and this land was removed from th~r buildable 
lands inventory. The inclusion of additiona l land to meet needs that have already been 
accommodated is not justified. 

25 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.5 
26 "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum, April 29, 
2002, Tables 8 and I 0, pp. 16-1 7 
27 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.5 
28 "Woodburn Popu lation and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum, April 29, 
2002. See also "Woodburn UGB Justification Report" November 2003, p. 8 
29 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 6 
30 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis, p. 3-2 
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We also note that Winterbrook's conclusion is at odds with the conclusions reached by 
EcoNorthwest when a similar issue arose in McMinnville. In that instance, EcoNorthwest 
concluded that it was necessary to revise land need projections to remove that portion of land 
need that had been absorbed on parcels that were removed from a later buildable lands 
inventory. 

The City should reduce projected industrial need by 34 acres to account for industrial 
development that has occurred on •and removed from the inventory. Alternatively, the 
City should calculate the percentage of projected industrial need that was absorbed 
between 2000 and 2002. ~ 

The for~casted emplo?.'~':ntJ~rowth ~~7,139 n~\¥ J1o~~ ~s~es a 2.65%. average annua~ 
growth m employment wtthm Woodburn's UGB. The first two years thcremertt of thts 

. growth is already accounted for on land that is not included in the land inventory. 

At 2.65% annual growth rate, 558 jobs were absorbed by the time of the land inventory, 
leaving a need to accommodate 6,581 new j obs in all employment sectors. Winterbrook 
assumes that 46% of all new jobs will locate on industrial land. This means that 3,027 new 
j obs will locate on industrial land through 2020. 

C. All New Employment Does Not Require New Development 

Considerable employment growth occurs on existing developed employment land. In the 
real world many new jobs are created without land being developed or redeveloped; a 
restaurant adds additional staff in the dining room and kitchen, a processing plant or 

.! 

manufacturer adds a second shift, a retail business expands its hours and hires 'new people to 
work those hours. Metro recently fow1d that 2 1% of new industrial jobs and 52% of non
industrial jobs are absorbed on developed land without expanding onto vacant land. 32 

These numbers are supported by a recent McMinnville Chamber·of Commerce Business 
Survey conducted by EcoNorthwest which found, "that nearly half [ 45%] of the respondents 
that indicated they had expansion plans will not need any additional floor space to 
accommodate new employees." 

33 .• 

We note that EcoNoti hwest is one of Woodbum's current consultants. In a recent Economic 
Opportunities Analysis prepared for McMimwille, this same consultant found: 

"Some employment growth wi ll be accommodated on existing developed land, as when an 
existing firm adds employees without expanding space ... if a jurisdiction has high vacancy 

31 "Woodburn Population and Emp loyment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum, April 29, 
2002, Tables 8 and 10, pp. 16-17 
32 Metro Report, September 1999, Urban Growth Report Update" p.51 
33 McMinnvi lle Business Survey Results, EcoNorthwest, September 200 I, p. ll 
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() t 
rates . .. then more of the future employment growth can be accommodated in existing 
buildings. We assume rates of 7% [ conunercial and office] and 10% [industrial] .. . 34 

We believe the rates assumed by EcoNorthwest in McMinnville are too low and that 
empirical data supports much higher rates. However, Woodburn should recognize that at 
least some new j obs will not require new vacant or redevelopable land. 

In their February 161
h response, Winterbrook seems to misunderstand our argument. We do 

not contend that Winterbrook failed to consider underdeveloped portions of existing 
industrial sites, as Winterbrook asserts.35 We are uncertain as to why Mr. Winterowd 
ascribes this statement to us. It is true, however, that Winterbrook did not consider vacant or 
underutilized industrial buildings as having any capacity to accommodate need, unless the 
value of the buildings was lower than the value of the land.36 

In any case, the point is that developed employment land will absorb some portion of new job 
growth. Moreover, ifWinterbrook is correct that in Woodburn, "many comm,~rcial and 
industrial buildings are boarded up," it follows that existing developed employment land has 
a signifi cant capacity to meet employment needs. Furthermore, an economic development 
strategy that ignores this existing capacity turns its back on those areas of town most in need 
of economic revitalization. 

Even if only 10% of the 3,027 new industrial j obs do not require buildable industrial 
land, that mea ns that only 2,725 new jobs will need to be accommodated on buildable 
industrial land. 

D. Industrial Land Conclusions 

Under the "optimistic" forecast of7, 139 total new j obs, 2,725 new jobs will requ ire buildable 
industrial land. Winterbrook includes a "basic assumption" that jobs will utilize industrial 
land at 14 employees per acre.37 Thus, only 195 acres of buildable industrial land are needed 
to accommodate this job growth. Applying the same set of assumptions used above to the 
consultant's lower forecast of 5,98 1 total new jobs between 2000 and 2020 results in a need 
for 161 acres of buildable industrial land. 

Since Woodburn already has 127 buildable acres of industri al land within its UGB, only 34 
to 68 net buildable acres of industrial land needs to be added to the UGB to meet the need for 
161 to 195 net buildable acres. Winterbrook recommends adding 376 net buildable acres of 
industrial land to the UGB, which is 308 to 342 acres more than the 34 to 68 acre defi cit. 

Winterbrook's highest employment forecast is significantly higher than his "optimistic" 
forecast. Nonetheless, even if this highest forecast is used, under reasonable assumptions 

34 McMinnville Economic Opportunities Analysis, EcoNorthwest, November 200 I, pp. 6-3 to 6-4 
35 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 7 
36 Teclmical Report I, p. 5 
37 Teclm ical Report 2.B, Winterbrook Planning, May 2003, p. 8 .1 
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regarding job absorption, these j obs would only require 229 acres of industdal land, leaving a (1 
deficit of only 102 acres to be added to the 127 net buildable acres already in the UGB. 

Winterbrook contends that much of Woodburn' s existing industrial land is of inappropriate 
parcel sizes. Either the land can be used to meet industrial needs or it cannot. If it cannot, as 
part of this periodic review, Woodburn should rezone the land for other urban 11uses and adjust 
land needs for those other uses accordingly. If the existing industrial land cam10t meet any 
identified urban land needs, the land should be removed from the UGB. 

Based on generous but reasonable assumptions regarding industrial employment, the 
overall UGB expansion should be reduc~d by at least 208 acres; from the 654 net 
buildable acres recommended by Wi~terbrook in the UGB Justification Report to no 
more than 444 net buildable acres. 

V. Expansion Areas 

It is generally recognized that Woodburn has traffic problems associated with the 1-5 
interchange with Highway 14. These traffic problems will only be exacerbated by expansion 
west of the freeway. Winterbrook recommends a major expansion west of the freeway for 
industrial purposes and for residential purpose~ west of Butteville Road. Such an expansion 
is ill-advised and is not warranted under state law. II 

ORS 197.298 establishes the priorities for inclusion ofland within a UGB. Under this 
statute, exception land is of higher priority for inclusion within a UGB than farmland. Land 
of higher priori ty, like exception lands, must be brought in before farmland unless specific 
types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably accommodated on higher priority lands. 
If farmland must be included, land of lower soil classification must be included before land 
of higher classification unless specific types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably 
accommodated on the poorer soils. 

Goal 14 has similar provisions. It requires urban growth boundaries to be based upon several 
factors, including: 

(1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth requirements 
consistent with LCDC goals; 
(2) Need for housing, employment opportun ities, and livability; 
(3) Orderly and economic provision for public facil ities and services; <· 

(4) Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe ofthe existing mban area; 
(5) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; 
(6) Retention of agricultural land as defined, with Class I being the highest priority for 
retention and Class VI the lowest priority; and, 
(7) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural activities . 

Exception Areas 
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As explained above, under ORS 197.298, exception land must be included in a UG~before 
farmland unless it cannot reasonably accommodate some portion of the identified need for 
housing, employment, and public and semi-public uses. Contrary to the assertions of Mr. 
Winterowd, we do not argue that the exception areas around Woodburn should be exempt 
from this statute nor do we believe that our position is in conflict with our position in other 
jurisdictions. 38 

We believe that under the statute, we Woodburn can justify the exclusion of some of the 
exception areas because they carmot reasonably accommodate any specific types of identified 
land needs. Indeed, despite assertions by the consultant that all exception areas adjacent to 
the Woodburn UGB are proposed for inclusion, he has, in fact, proposed the q~:clusion of the 
MacClaren School site, because it, "is a state facility which, ·"already has urban services and 
offers no tax benefits to the community."39 

We believe that the exclusion of the following other exception areas because they cannot 
reasonably accommodate any specific types of identified land needs is a more defensible 
reason for exclusion than that advanced by Winterbrook to justify the exclusion of the 
MaClaren school exception area. 

The Butteville Road Rural Residential area west of Butteville Road has an average parcel 
size of less than 2 acres.40 Only two parcels are over 5 acres.41 Because it is so heavily 
parcelized, it is not reasonable to expect any furiher development beyond limited low-density 
residential development. Woo,dburn has a surplus of low-density residential land for housing 
within its existing UGB. Woodburn has 403 net buildable acres of residential land within its 
existing lJGR.42 Winterbrook projects a need for 259 net buildable acres of low-density 
residential land in non-nodal areas over the planning period.43 

Winterbrook allocates this surplus to schools, parks, and churches. These uses require 
parcels substantially larger than those found in the Butteville Road area. Therefore, this 
exception area cannot accommodate the identified land needs. If the City believes the two 
parcels over five acres could reasonable acconunodate a small religious institution or 
neighborhood park, as suggested by Winterbrook, the City should consider including the 
portion of the exception area with these two parcels, rather than all 155 acres. 

In addition , the Butteville Road Area is located west ofButteville Road adjacent to 
unbuffered farmland and is separated from most of Woodburn by the traffic problems around 
the freeway interchange. Its inclusion in the UGB would not be consistent with the various 
Goal 14 factors. For these reasons, it should be excluded from the UGB expansion under 
ORS 197.298 and Goal I 4. 

38 Winterbrook Memorandum, Febmary 16, 2005, pp. 7-8 
39 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.34 
40 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.24 
41 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 8 
42 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justi fication Report," January 2005, p.4 and Technical Report I, p.3 
43 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.9 
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According to .Winterbrook, the Northeast Rural Residential (Carl Road) area "'~~has no ( ) 
remaining development capacity,"44 and this exception area does not contain land that is 
"usable for urban purposes."45 Because this area cannot reasonably accommodate any of 
Woodburn's identified land needs Woodburn can justify its exclusion from the UGB. Of 
greater concern, the consultant has proposed to designate this piece for commercial 
development. More strip commercial development heading north along Highway 99E is not 
an appropriate land use in this area. This area is currently in residenti'l.l use. If it is included 
in the UGB, the City should plan designate it for residential uses, rather than commercial 
uses. 

Because the~e areas cannot reasonably accommodate identified land needs and because they 
would be a significant unbuffered intrusion into surrounding agricultural land they should be 
excluded from the UGB expansion underORS 197.298 and factor? ofGoal14. 

We agree that the Southeast Commercial Exceptions Area should be brought into the UGB. 

·~ 
Resource Land 

Under ORS 197.298 Woodburn should not expand onto the prime farmland west of the 
freeway and nmth of the existing UGB. Instead, any expansion onto resource land should be 
southward onto the predominantly non-prime soils south of Pan Road between Boones Feny 
Road and I-5. Ifland needs cannot be met on land north of the proposed South Arterial, 
additional poorer soils are adjacent south of the proposed South Arterial. The reasons 
Winterbrook cites for expanding onto better soils west and north of the existing UGB are not 
sufficient justification to ignore the statutory directive. 

Of particular concern is the SW intruding into prime farmland west of Butteville Road. This 
approximately 60 acre piece of Class II has particularly high potential for conflicts with 
surrounding agriculture because it juts out into surrounding farmland without any physical 
buffers. 

In discussing land west of the freeway proposed for industrial use Winterbroot·. states that, 
"The 1 00-acre Opus Northwest site is on the Governor's Industrial Task Force list of prime 
industrial sites in Oregon." This statement is in enor. It is true that the Opus site was 
discussed by an advisory committee and was included in its report. However, the site vvas 
not on the Governor's certified list of industrial sites because of the land use obstacles to its 
inclusion within the UGB. 

In addition,. Winterbrook has proposed the inclusion of 29 acres of Class I soils north of the 
existing UGB. Winterbrook states that these Class I soils are within a master-platm ed golf 
course.46 While these lands may be owned by the golf course, we believe they are actually in 
farm use as a hazelnut orchard. The long-range plans of the golf course are not sufficient 
justification to ignore the statutory directive. 

44 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.22 
45 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p. 38 
46 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.35 
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VI. Other issues 

Lincoln Street School Site 

At Winterbrook's suggestion, the Plarming Commission has recommended the:; inclusion of 
approximately 19 acres on E. Lincoln Street that is owned by the school district. As a 
general matter, we believe it is poor policy to site new schools on the outer edge. of urban 
areas rather than to locate them more centrally. 

The land owned by the school district is comprised of Class II soils and is designated for 
farm use. Who holds title to a particular p~cel of land is not a statutory consideration when 
determining where to expand a UOB. This land can only be included if the identified need 
for a school cannot be met on other land of higher priority that is proposed for inclusion. If it 
is included as a "special need," we believe a comparable amount of land must be removed 
from another proposed expansion area. 

Winterbrook Response to Woodburn Friends and Neighbors 

In his February 161
h response, the consultant lumps together comments from several persons 

who express concern regarding his proposals.47 I-Ie wrongly assumes that they all are 
members of Friends and Neighbors of Woodburn or Friends of Marion Count:{. Not all the 
individuals he lists are members of these groups nor are all persons who disagree with his 
proposals members of these groups. 

VII. R ecommendations 

• Adopt an employment forecast of either 5,98 1 or 7,139 total new j obs, based on the 
consultant's "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020. 

• Eliminate Silicon Chip Fabrication plants from the list of target industries. 

• Reduce the overall size of the UOB expansion to no more than 444 net buildable 
acres, based on generous, but reasonable assumptions regarding industri al 
employment. 

• Eliminate the Nmiheast Rural Residential (Carl Road) area, the Southr'ust Residential 
Area, and the Butte~ill e Road Rural Residential area from the proposed UOB 
expansion because they cannot reasonably accommodate identified land needs and 
because their inclusion would be inconsistent with various factors of Goal 14. 

• Exclude prime farmland west of the freeway and north of the existing UGB from the 
proposed expansion. Instead, an y expansion onto resource land should be southward 

47 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, pp. 10- 1 I 
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onto the predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry 
Road and 1-5. 

We hope these comments are helpful. They address what we see as the most significant 
issues raised by the consultant's proposal. We will try to address any remaining technical 
issues prior to the hearing before the City Council. Once again, please include this 
testimony in the official record of this proceeding and please provide us with written notice 
of your decision. 

Attaclunents: Soils Maps (1 set submitted) 

Cc: (w/o attachments) 
Marion County 
DLCD 

ltem No. 6 

Oregon Department of Agricultme 
Marion County Farm Bureau 
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Tabla 4-5. Typical lot size requirements for firms 
in target industries 
Industry 
Printing & Publishing 
Stone, Clay .& Glass 
Fabricated Metals 
Industrial Machinery 
Electronics- Fab Plants 
Electronics - Other 
Transportation Equipment 
Trucking & W~rehousing 
V\'holesale Trade 
Non-Depository Institutions 
Business Services . 
Health Service~ 
Engin~~rfng & Management 

Source: ECONoJ1hwesl 

Lot Size (acres) 
5- 10 

10-20 
10-20 
10-20 

40- 80+ 
10- 30 
10-20 

varies 
varies 
1-5 
·1- 5 

1 ~ 10 
1 :- .§ 

Site Needs 

Flat 
Fla't 
Flat 

Suitable soil 

Flat 

.. 
f 

More specific locational issues for firms in target industries include the 
following issues:1 

• Land use buffers: According to the public officials and 
developers/brokers ECO has interviewed, industrial areas have 
operational characteristics that do not blend ·as well with reside ntial 
land uses as they do with office and mixed-use areas. Generally, as the 
function of industrial use intensifies (e.g., heav)r manufacturing) so to 
does the importance of huffering to mitigate impacts of noise, odors, 
traffic, and 24-hour 7~day week operations. Adequate buffers may 
consist of vegetation, landscaped swales, roadways, and public use 
parks/recreation areas. ·Depending upon the indust/ J.al t.ise and site 
topography, site buffers range from approximately oO l;o 100 feet . 
Selected commercial office, retail, lodging and mixed-use (e.g., 
apartments or office civer retail) activities are becoming acceptable 
adjacent uses to light industrial areas. 

• Flat sites: Flat topography (slopes with grades below 10%) is needed 
for manufacturing firms, particularly large electronic fabrication 
plants and 10+ acre fabricated metals and industrial machinery 
manufacturing facilities. 

• Parcel configuration and parking: Industrial users are attr acted 
to sites that offer adequate flexibility in site circulation and building 
layout. Sites must also provide adequate parking, vehicular 

' Fortune 600 companies appear to be treodini towards suburban locations for corporate campt; ~ facilities. 
Relatively low cost land, O.ex:ibility for future growth, and proximity .to labor force are typical rec;sons for locating' 
facilities such as Nilce, IoU!l, In-Focus, and Tektronix in suburban locations. Given the relatively high cost of Land in 
California and Washington, and short supply of sites over 20 acres throughout the western United Sta tea, there ia 
an emerging opportunity for the Woodburn area. · Woodburn is close enough to the high·tech areas o·! Wilsonville and 
Waahingtoo. County to be a viable option for a corporate campus. Finns in Electronic and Electric Equipment and 
Business Services have potenti.Jll in this regard. 
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Table 6-12. Typical lot size requirements for firms 
in target Industries 

Industry Lot Size (acres) Site Needs 
Printing & Publishing 5-10 
Stone, Clay & Glass 10-20 Flat 
Fabricated Metals 10-20 Flat 
Industrial Machinery 10-20 Flat 
Electronics- Fab Plants 50- 100 Suitable soil 
Electronics - Other 10-30 
Transportation Equipment 10-30 Flat 

. Trucking & Warehousing varies · 
Wholesale Trade varies 
Non-O~poslt(!1ry Institutions 1 - 5 
Business Services 1 - 5 
Health Services 1 - 10 
Engine~rlng & Management 1 - 5 

Source: ECONorthwest. 

1 

t 

~ 

Our research on other projects found that many large companies are still 
seeking suburban locations for corporate campus facilities. Relatively low
cost land, flexibility for future growth, and proximity to labor force are typical 
reasons for locating facilities such as Nike, Intel, In-Focus, and Tektronix in 
suburban locations. Given the relatively high cost of land in California and 
Washington, and short supply of sites over 20 acres throughout the western 
United States, there are emerging opportunities for the northern Willamette 
Valley. McMinnville's primary disadvantage in this is its dis tance from the 
high-tech areas of Wilsonville and Washington County, and poor a ccess to I-5. 

Site needs depend on the type of industry. The following section refers to 
specific indus tries by Standard Industria l Codes (SIC). More .:)'pecific 
locational issues for firms in target industries include the follu~ing issues : 

• Land use buffers. According to the public officials and 
developers/brokers ECO interviewed, industrial areas have 
operational characteris tics that do not blend as well with residential· 
land uses as they do with office and mixed-use areas. Generally, as the 
function of industrial use intensifies (e.g., heavy manufacturing) so to 
does the importance of buffe ring to mitigate impacts of noise, odors , 
traffic, and 24-hour 7-day week operations. Adequate buffers may 
consist of vegetation, landscaped swales, roadways, and public use 
parks/recreation areas. Depending upon the industrial use and site 
topography , s ite buffers range from approximately 50 to 100 feet. 
Selected commercial office, retail, lodging and mixed-use (e .g., 
apartments or office over retail) activities are becoming a cceptable 
adjacent uses to light industrial areas. 

··west 

McMinnville addresses land use incompatibili ty issueE,-through 
development ordinances. Specific examples of these ordinances in 
McM.innville include the City 's Airport Ov Zone OrcH~1ance and 

November 2001 



Large Color Maps from this Section 
are located in Section 11 
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Department ofLand Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol St. , NE 
Salem, OR 97301 
August 2 1, 2006 

Attn: Periodic Review Specialist 

Re: Objection to City of Woodburn's Periodic Review 

Dear Sir: 

DEPT OF 
AUG 2 2 2006 

Friends of Marion County presented both oral and written testimony at a 
publie meeting; therefore we have standing to file objections to the City's 
stib'rnitta1. 

OBJECTION: 

The employment needs portion of Woodburn' s UGB expansion is based on 
what they have defined in an October, 2005 Woodburn UGB Justification 
Report as "Siting needs of targeted basic employers." This approach 
inflates the number of acres to be included in the proposed UGB expansion 
for industrial job growth. This method does not address the demonstrated 
need for any additional industrial land to be included in the proposed UGB 
expansion as required hy Goal 14. 

The Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) prepared for the 
City in May 200 1 by ECONorthwest is inconsistent with a similar EOA the 
same firm prepared for the City ofMcMinnville. The EOA for the City of 
McMinnville rejected the very analys is approved for Woodburn. The 
McMinnville analysis came just six months later. The EOA for 
McMinnvil le based employment needs on a per acre method, rather than 
the siting needs of targeted basic ernployers. This inconsistency calls into 
question the validity of the anal ys is prepared for Woodburn. 

The per acre method provides a community a method to determine a fixed 
number of acres based on their employment needs rather than allowing a 
community to select an arbitrary amount of acres that they might want to 
include in thei r UGB, and then to designate enough site sizes to 
accommodate the designated acreage, as the method of targeting basic 
employers might allow. Such an ana lysis employs a proposed goal to 
justify the current need, effective ly placing the cart before the horse. 

An April 13, 2006 memo to Cities, Counties and Interested Parties from 
DLCD, Economic Development Planning Team states that The Goal 9 

FRIENDS of MARlON COUNTY •P.O. BOX 3274 • SALEM, OR 9730? 
http://FriendsOfM arion.org Item No. _ _ 6 _ _ 
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. ' 
Objection to City of Woodburn's Periodic Review 
August 21, 2006 
Page 2 

,. • ·""tt! administrative rules do not authorize the designation of more than a 20-year land supply nor do 
:{ ~~\. \ they supersede the requiren:ents of other go~ls s~ch a~ Goal 14. However, the planni~g pro~ram 
:"' U does not prevent a communtty from consummg tts esttmated 20-year land supply for mdustnal 
· ~·~.,~/and other employment uses within a shorter period oftime." Woodburn has obviously included 

more than a 20-year land supply for industrial growth in their submittal. This can be 
substantiated by looking at and using the assumptions that ECONorthwest. used in the 
McMinnville EOA. 

In the McMinnville EOA ECONorthwest assumed that 5% of total employment growth would 
not require any commercial or industrial space because a certain segment of the population will 
work ol)t of their homes. Ariothet 1% ofth~ em,ployment groWthw6w}cl be a~c.p,mmodated on 
existing developed land, as when an existing tirm adds employees without expanding space. 
They also assumed that 5% of employment growth would be accommodated by utilizing vacant 
buildings on non-residential land. Therefore 17% of employment growth would not require any 

· add itional acreage. Woodburn forecasted in their submittal that they would need to add a total of 
8374 jobs by 2020, with 2710 of those being industrial jobs. ECONorthwest also assumed that 
they would use 11 employees per acre for McMinnville's employee per acre ratio, as the City of 
Salem also uses. Using the assumptions that ECONorthwest used in the McMinnville EOA, 
Woodburn would need to add 197 acres to their UGB to accommodate for forecast industrial job 
growth. This is much less than the 486 acres asked for in the submittal and even if there were 
slight changes in these assumptions if Woodburn completed a new EOA, the differences in 
acreage would probably be insignificant, and very likely would be lower, as we feel that 11 
employees per acre is low for the type of industry that Woodburn is trying to attract 

REMEDY: 

For the reasons stated above the Department should remand the submittal to the City to correct 
the amount of industrial land needed to accommodate projected employment g rowth. 

Sincerely, 

Roger Kaye, President 
503-743 -4567 
rkaye@Oregon VOS. net 

c: City of Woodburn 
Marion County Public Works/Planning Division 

[tem No. __ 6 __ 
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_____ .....;__3_4_1_s_c_o_m_m_e_r_ci_al_s_t_.,_s_u_it_e_G_ s_a_le_m...;,_o_r_e.;:.go_n_9_73_o.,::2 

Telephone: (503) 399-6417 
Fax: (503) 399-8082 

erly 
Dep nt of Land Conservation and Development 
63 5 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 
Salem, OR 97301 

Dear Mr. Shetterly: 

DEPTO 
AUG 2 2 2006 

J.AND CONSERVATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

On October 31 , 2005, the city ofWoodburn adopted Ordinance No. 2391 pertaining to 
Periodic Review Work Tasks that amend the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and adopt a 
new Urban Growth Boundary. On February 17, 2006, the City submitted its Periodic 
R,.~~w P.l~·-t~·:if4il*fler.t(l'~OtlCo~l)' tbP~vtt\Vi ·~~ aad 
adapt1en (;}t1flo4ita1f-'tftft~tttffifeftW·i'Jtffiautt t<J thtf·Jn'O'Vi~~-, '(Jf·~·tttty 6f 
WoodbllJ.ll/Mlgian County Um&Ji Growth Boundary oo.ordiilitiQn Asfeement. On July 
19, 2006, Marion Gounty adopted Ordinance No. 1Z33, apvroving the City c;>f 
Woodburn's Periodic Review plan amendments. Subsequently these decisions (City 
Ordinance No. 2391 and County ordinance No. 1233) involving Woodburn's Periodic 
Review Plan amendments were submitted to the Department ofLand Conservation and 
Development. Marion County Farm Bureau objected to Woodburn 's periodic review 
plan amendments at the public hearing stage, and detailed our objections in letters to the 
Woodburn Planning Commission and the Marion County Board of Commissioners. In 
addition, Tom Brawley provided oral testimony on behalf of the Marion County Farm 
Bureau at a public hearing held before the Woodburn Planning Commission on Fcbn1ary 
3, 2005. Marion County Farm Bureau's concerns were not resolved in the plan 
amendments before the adoption phase, thus Marion County Farm Bureau continues to 
object to the adoption of these amendments and to an acknowledgement of these 
amendments by the Depa1t ment ofLand Conservation and Development. 

Marion County Farm Bureau supports and shares in the objections filed by 1000 Friends 
of Oregon. In addition, we specifically object to Woodburn ' s plan amendments fo r the 
following reasons. 

First, the unreasonable size and scope ofWooclburn 's Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 
expansion results in too much land being brought into the UGB in violation of Goal 14. 
Second, we object to Woodburn's lack of coordination w ith the needs of other Marion 
County cities and with the county as a whole in violation of Goal 2. Third, removing 
large blocks of high value farmland fi·om farm production for uses that do not require 
high value farmland vio lates ORS 215.243. Fourth, we object to the inclusion of prime 
farmland in Woodburn 's UGB instead of lower quality so ils in violation of ORS 197.298. 
We especially oppose Woodburn's plan to extend onto prime farmland west oflnterstate 
5 rather than on to Class Ill soils south of Woodburn. 

To begin with, Woodburn 's UGB expansion is predicated on an aggressive industrial 
development strategy that exceeds fo recasted growth and fails to balance growth 
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forecasts throughout Marion County as a whole. Eight percent of Marion County 
employment is currently located in Woodburn. However, Woodburn is predicting that 
23% ofMarion County's new employment will locate in Woodburn by 2020. 1 

Woodburn's unrealistic expectations for employment growth are being used to justify 
bringing more land into Woodburn's UGB than would otherwise be required. Marion 
County Farm Bureau objects to Woodburn including more land in their UGB expansion 
than what can be reasonably justified. Furthermore, a lack of coordination with other 
cities in Marion County that are also pursuing and expecting employment growth may 
result in an overall surplus of land slated for development throughout the County. 

Marion County Farm Bureau serves to support the interests of Marion County's leading 
in<lustry, . aariculture. Agricultural production reli~s on avail~ble, affordable land 

:f!iti · ....i4..-,._~ .... ~· ~iiW.:-·~.4DJ-~ .. ...:~ .. ...s..-..uc~-.-.. f'F . -~f~'tftC·p~:~,~~}P:~t~4Y l\~~~~~·· 
Mtil'io'i1:eeliftl)'Fmif~ if·~rtt\lt'WtJtJtfimmWw, ... ~-
emp~sizes attr~~ing~new imdustries. to the city that will be oqrnp.~ti4&: f~.r t)l,e la!:ge. flat 
pateels <>f land th~t attt c.wretitly, ill vtabl~ agricultural pr.educti~n, Airi:wltural ·land is 
industrial land, land that is supporting a successful portion of our County's economy. 
Marion County Farm Bureau objects to Woodburn's plan to convert farmland to other 
industrial uses. 

In particular, setting aside a large block of productive farmland on speculation that high
tech industry such as silicon chip fabrication can be lured to locate in Woodburn, appears 
to undermine the importance ofthe County's top revenue producing industry. In 2002, 
Oregon agricultural exports grew by 4% while high-tt!ch declined by 31%. In 2004, 
Marion County direct agricultural sales posted a record high. During the decade of the 
1990's, employment in the agriculture, forestry, and fishing sector grew by 39% in the 
Woodburn zip code.2 However, documents used to justifY Woodburn's development 
plan forecast a job loss in the agricultural sector for the second half of this decade and the 
next. A Winterbrook planning document li sts as an employment goal that Woodburn lose 
between 55 and 222 jobs in the agriculture sector, based on low to high employment 
growth forecasts for 2000 to 2020? Marion County Farm Bureau recognizes the · 
importance of Woodburn 's location in the center of Marion County farmland and seeks to 
support the sustainability of agriculture and agricultural employment in Woodburn. 

Marion County Farm Bureau objects to the inclusion of prime farm land in Woodburn's 
UGB expansion. Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) Chapter 197.298 dictates priority factors 
for bringing land into a UGB. The statute requires that land of lower soil classification 
be included in a UGB before land ofh.igher soil classification4 IfWoodbum can prove a 
factual basis for needing to include more land, it should expand further south onto the 
lands of lower soil quality. Whereas the farming industry depends on rich soil, prime 
farm land should not be squandered on industries that do not require a higher soil quality 

1 Woodburn Econontic Opportunities Analysis, Table 2-10. 
2 Woodburn Economic Opportmtities Analysis, Eco Northwest, May 200 1, p. 2-4 Table 2-3 
3 TecbJtical Report 2.B, Winterbrook Planning, May 2003, p. 7 Table 5 
4 Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 197.298 2 
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{) to generate revenue. Marion County Farm Bureau wishes to preserve the highest quality 
of lands for valuable farm production. 

In conclusion, Marion County Farm Bureau objects to the excessive amount of land being 
added to Woodburn 's UGB; the removal of protections on agricultural land and the 
subsequent conversion of agricultural land to other industrial uses; and the location of 
Woodburn' s UGB expansion onto prime farm land. To resolve these objections, Marion 
County Farm Bureau requests that the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development refuse to acknowledge Woodburn 's periodic review plan amendments and 
Woodburn and Marion County's adoption of ordinances approving these amendments. 
The Department of Land Conservation and Development should remand the periodic 
review plan amendments to the City of Woodburn and .Marion County with instructions 
t "'~ t'-· rioM.oi f th . ..a .. .-.;..J ...S:.A4- . ' . M""4.'"'n+ •• .l4.S.. A-..- .. B., ' ~-...1 Cl•~tut Q ~"w" 'Me t<~w ~t __ e p •. -vPQ~ "-_ffi'-, are m~JL :P.~~"" ¥Y1>1>n ~t!:)tl 'evt~ ~ ·. · ~s, as 
w~t it! the ONgon ActmitH~t'ftlttve Rums and Statewtd~ Phtfming Goats. 

~lly, 

Larry:? u)~ 
President of the Board, Marion County Farm Bureau 
August 22, 2006 

Cc: City of Woodburn, Community Development Department 
Marion County Public Works/Planning Division 
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•, 

August 22, 2006 

Lane Shetterly 
Jason Locke 
Deprutment of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 
Salem, OR 97301 

Dear Mr. Shetterly and Mr. Locke: 

DEPT OF 
AUG 2 3 2006 

!.AND CONSERVATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

On August 2, 2006, the City of Woodburn and Marion County mailed notice adoption of 
ordinances approving the City of Woodburn periodic review plan amendments. These 
amendments have been submJtted to fiLCb. Diane artd Carla Mi~lson ~u.,f11].tted 
wfittei'l: ·and oritl'testithony at •t'rte pul5iic heafthgs 011' these affiendhtents afid have st~nC:ring 
to fil.~ obj.eotions. 

We have lived in and around the Woodburn area most of our lives (so far). We do 
support portions of the amendments: the desire to attract higher paying jobs; increas ing 
public transit; downtown redevelopment; and developing park areas and 
pedestrian/bicycle paths along the city's creeks/waterways to name a few. However, we 
do object to several elements of the plan. 

After reviewing the data regarding the City' s economic analysis, we be lieve that the City 
is overst~ting the need for new industrial land by severFtl hundred acres. While we 
believe that Woodburn' s desire to create better j obs is sincere, it has led to an estimate 
that it will create 23% of all future job growth in Marion County, even though it has 
roughly 7% of the County 's population. This fi gure was not coordinated with other 
communities in the County. Woodburn rejected the County's growth management 
framework and filed suit aga inst it, delaying their plan amendments even further while 
they complained about how long the process was taking. Other local jurisdictions were 
not notified of the plan or of public hearings on the plan. We believe this violates Goa l 2, 
which requires that plans be coordinated w ith other jurisdictions. 

The City did not include some of its vacant industri al capacity in its economic 
development strategy or bu ildable lands inventory because it will be used fo r expansion 
of existing industries . Woodburn also has a number of industrial sites that are available 
for redevelopment. Although the City's consultant states " no one knows how to ascribe 
jobs to vacant buildings", the City already docs this. When the C ity announces vacant 
industrial sites are being redeveloped by new businesses they always . aJUlOunce an 
anticipated employment figure. If the City doesn' t calculate this, someone docs, so it can 
be done. Someone knows how. We believe that other analyses in other communities 
have made these es timates . In a report for the City of Salem consul tant EcoNorthwest 
estimated redevelopment would accommodate 5% of industrial j ob growth. This 
assumption was left out of Woodbum's analysis, as was EcoNorthwest's assumption that 
5% of industrial job growth will occur on non-indus trial land and that 7% will be 

- -:1 accommodated by firms add ing employees within their current space. 
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~ ~) We also believe that the methodology used to calculate land needs was used 
~~~l!},e:-) inappr?l?riately. Woodburn chose not to use a forn1ula. of emplo~ees p~r acre, which 

-~ most c1t1es have used. They used the acreage needs of thetr targeted mdustn es. However, 
this formula also overstated their needs. For example, Woodburn identified four target 
industries that need sites of five acres or less. If four targeted industries need five acres 
or less for their sites, it would seem logical to project a 20-25 acre need (leaving room-for 
streets and easements) for those industries, not the 125 acres requested by the City for 
target industries that utilize sites smaller than five acres. Even if one argues that more 
than four of these particular targeted industries may arrive, it is unlikely that more than 
20 more will be interested .. This is one example of why we believe that Woodburn is 
asking for mor(} .than a 20 year supply of ind~ustrialland. 

we al's~ 'b~tl~ve tfiij City is timetdfstte rfi its ab"Ufty to ~'rtracnhe types of employers listed 
in its ecortowic analysis - ·partic.t!;larly the silicon chip manufacturing facility . There are 
several facilities within Metro, Salem, and Eugene which are sitting vacant. It is our 
belief that manufacturers would be- attracted to this unused developed capacity instead of 
locating in Woodburn, assuming they chose not to build overseas. Our concerns over the 
size of the parcel (1 25 acres) are also based on experience in the City of Keizer. Council 
Chai r Richard Walsh stated that Keizer Station Shopping Center was developed because 
land owners in the area, then zoned industrial, wanted to sell their properti es but the City 
had been unable to attract significant industries to the area, even though it has easy access 
to the Salem Parkway and to I-5, the same advantage being touted for Woodburn. The 
City of Keizer then changed the zoning and allowed major new commercial development 
on what was supposed to be an industrial reserve. We believe that a 125 acre parcel may 
remain vacant for many years to come and the pressure to develop it for non-industrial 
purposes will override the City 's initial desire to increase industria l capacity. The City is 
claiming its new industrial overlay zone will prevent such changes. However, there will 
be many changes of leadership in Woodburn during the next 20 years and the City has 
not shown much willpower over the previous 20 years to resist development of any sort. 
It will be much more in accord with ORS 197.296 to maintain a 20 year supply of land 
within the UGB and develop it than to include more land than is necessary and leave it 
vacant for decades, causing the problems noted above. 

Before expanding out onto farmland, vve believe that cities are required to use land 
already in the UGB effectively and efficientl y. Marion County is the leading agricultural 
producer in the state of Oregon. Taking farm land out of production is simply 
subs tituting one type of industry for another. One can argue the merits of the various 
employment opportunities produced, but if land is being farmed it is neither vacant nor 
undeveloped. Land taken out of farm use and convetied to another industry can always 
be convetied to a different industry than initially developed; however, it can never be 
converted back to farm land. As noted in a previous comment, the City of Woodbum has 
indu strial capacity which it did not include in its calculations to determine industrial land 
need s. Inflating need for non-agricultural industrial land does not serve the needs of the 
City or the County and violates Goal 3. 
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(..----...) The City of Woodburn has not included som e of its vacant industrial capacity in their 
plan; it has not used the best methodology for determining their employment land needs; 
it has not correctly used the methodology it chose for determining employment land 
needs; and it is asking for more industrial land in the UGB than is necessary for the next 
20 years. It did not coordinate its plan with neighboring communities and is not 
participating in the French Prairie regional group, which does include neighboring 
communities. We believe that this puts Woodburn in violation of Goals 2, 3, 9, and 14, 
and ORS 197.296. 

We believe the best remedy would be for DLCD to remand the submittal to the City of 
Woodburn, requesting them to recalculate their industrial land needs: 1) by including 
vacant industrial capacity in their economic development strategy; 2) by assessing 
demand for sites m€5re reatistieftt1y ba8,~d on lon:g-t:ei'ln economic foreoasts; and 3) by 
coordinating their plans wi'th other jurisdictions itdhe county. 

While we are not going to object to Woodburn's plans based on Goal 1, Citizen 
Involvement, we would like to point out to DLCD that this Goal is probably the single
most abused of all the 19 Goals. Citizens are viewed by jurisdictions as a nuisance and 
as unsuitable for making any kind of decisions about the quality of life in a community. 
They are kept out of the process until it is too late to do anything but complain. Public 
hearings are held merely because the law says they have to be. Woodbum was very 
uncooperative at times when trying to get information· about the plan. The Marion 
County Board of Commissioners actually held a work session on the plan amendments in 
which the City's consultant was able to speak at length about the proposal and citizens 
were not allowed to speak at all. T he work session was a de facto hearing w ith onl y one 
side allowed to speak. We understand full y that we will not get "our way" during a 
public process and do not expect it. We are simply part of a larger process. However, we 
do expect that all patii es involved be treated fa irly and equally. T hi s was not done in 
this case. We don ' t believe that the City of Woodburn was any more egregious in this 
than other jurisd icti ons, but this attitude w ill have to be addressed soon or the who le 
notion of citizen invo lvement will be meaningless . 

Thank you for your cons ideration o f our objections and comments. 

~) 
Carl a Mikkelson 
17244 Arbor Grove Road NE 
Woodburn, OR 9707 1 

~~~ 
Diane Mikkelson 
1090 N. F irst Street 
Woodburn, OR 9707 1 
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() 
Lane Shetterly 
Jason Locke 
Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street 
Suite 150 
Salem, OR 97301 

D~T202F06 

AUG 2 3 2006 
I..AND CONSERVATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

Subject: Objections to City ofWoodburn Period Review Plan Ordinance No. 2391 and 
Marion County Ordinance No. 1233 

Dear Mr. Shetter4y and Mr. Locke: 

We, ~Jita and Kathleen Gad; at~ r~fei«.mting tlw ·MaRton A. C~ LL£, a f-.tl'liiy f4.fn:t 
Oti ·w.t.~'Uh :tlve oeftet6ti~n·s· :·f./[:'Giiili:! . h_~>;v.a. litv."""'; " ... ;a woo.L, ..... ..a; ·PUt (:lftb•li A<.-. is··With' ' ;th . . .1,11_,_ . 1:1 _ . . <.1o . _ • , , . Q . ~- ~ . . 9 . ov .. W'~N .. _1~11;8..1 . •• • "" J;~ Ill . lt} e 
Hubbard zip code and part of the farm is within the Woodburn zip code. Our farm is 
within a mile of the present Woodburn UGB, but only a few hundred feet from 
Woodburn's sewage treatment property. 

In the past 90 years the Carl farm has produced a variety of crops and livestock, including 
flax, wheat, corn, peas, dairy and beef cattle,. sheep, horses, hogs, chickens, fruit, 
hazelnuts, oats, grass seed, alfalfa hay, grass hay, clover, and berries. This diversity is 
characteristic of agricultural practices in our area. Farmers are quick to adapt and 
respond to market changes and demands and the Willarnette Valley's mild climate and 
fertile soil are ideal for a number of crops. The burgeoning wine and nursery industries 
are examples of this adaptability. Bio-fuel production may be one the next uses of 
Oregon's agricultural versatility . 

We participated orally and/or with written commentary before the City of Woodburn's 
Plarming Commission, the Woodburn City Council, and the Marion County 
Commissioners (two hearings) as these groups considered Woodburn's proposed Urban 
Growth Boundary and Periodic Review package. 

We have several objections to the final package submitted . 

Objections 

(1) Failure to protect farm land 

(a) Woodbum is in the heart of Marion County where agriculture is the number on.e 
industry; direct agricultural sales have topped half a billion for the last two years. The 
agricultural industry is a primary driver ofWoodbum's economy. Agriculture ' s 
increasing economic importance is a testimony to its success and sustainability. Under 
Goal 9, Economic Development, OAR 660-015-0009, "Comprehensive plans for urban 
areas shall: 1. Include an analysis of the community's economic patterns, potentialities, 
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'\ strengths, and deficiencies as they relate to state and national trends." Yet Woodburn's 
~ f\ \ Ec~nomic Opportunities Analysis does not analyze or even mention the im~ortanc~ of 
\ , :v 1agnculture to the local economy. Instead, the plan targets a large parcel of mdustnalland 

· ~: / for hi~tech industries and projects a loss in agricultural employment. This is contrary to 
'•: •..• .,,~ what has actually been happening in Marion County in the recent past. Even in 

Woodburn's Economic Opportunities Analysis by EcoNorthwest for the 97071 zip code 
it stated that "covered employment does not include most farm employment"(Table 2.2 
pages 2- 3). 1 This underestimates the growing economic importance of the area's 
increasing agricultural industry. 

(b) Under Goall4 OAR 660-015-0000(14)#(6) boundaries should be based on 
"Retention of agricultural lan4 as defmed with Class I b~ills-the highe$t .. pfiori_ty for 

· r•_-~_., ., .. ~.r~ .. fli!sg .. Vf:;thl_ ·--_,m_--~ ~ih.lrikr." M19<HW- ia~.-m,~ ~..-. .. ;fu1' "-.J:Pi!l~~~~ -~- .... :··-::.~,:.:.. - :. •. - ~· ·<A·i·" -7-~~-~~-~---~~ . · " ~- - . -~ ·~·=. ~ , · _· _··· ·.- · · .. ·· . Y~iY~Y ·. 
incl.'tmibii --orctas~s onMf(fiviktliffuttJtlfi;gF~Wtfi'bmm~. -eu l arnftff·lefli-w8Bt of 

1~5 '3ltVraJS~.J, i»;. tb.~ oa®·r~~i~lt;lded:in W o~bmu1 s:U0ll ~~~--wlt-R~: tb.~ ~3n.sion 
exclude$ :~. Class Ut ~'its ltt~b' ;and' co:ntl~qu$l'y,:tiHhe :rotnhcof:P.arr-~ijt ~ttt.U.udng 
towards Gervais_ W-oodburn has incorrectly included prime farmland in -the UGB while 
excluding non-prime farmland which can reasonably accommodate the identified land 
needs. 

(c) Also under Goal 14 is (7), "compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby 
agricultural activities_" Urban pressures do impact agriculture negatively. There is 
already difficulty for Woodburn area farmers to safely travel with large trucks and 
equipment to Lenon Implement and Ag West, the Woodburn Auctions and Woodburn 
Fertilizer. Woodburn Fertilizer must navigate Front Street and 214 with its large spray 
rigs. As Woodburn pushes out to Crosby and Butteville Roads, the city will simply push 
the congestion and development further onto farm land. 

Not only will this UGB increase traffic congestion for farmers and others, but also create 
more potential conflicts with non-farming neighbors. Trespassing, theft, vandalism, and 
dumping have increased dramatically on our farm. More non-fanning neighbors will 
only exacerbate confli cts about dust, odors and night-time harvesting. 

(2) Inadequate coordination with affected governmental units 

U nder Goal 2 (OAR 660-01 5-000) planning must be coordinated with affected 
governmental units. Under statute 197_ 015 "a plan is coordinated when the needs of all 
levels of governments, semipublic and private agencies and citizens of Oregon have been 
considered and accommodated as much as possible." Woodburn' s expansion claims too 
much of Marion County's land and future job growth and is not in the best interests of 
other communities such as Silverton, Aurora, Stayton, Donald, Canby or Hubbard. 
Although Woodburn had only 8% of Marion County's cuiTent employment, its plan is to 
provide land for 23% of all ·future jobs in the county_ Woodburn is not balancing the 

1 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analyses, May 200 1 
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-~ 
\ I needs of other communities. Even Metro expressed concerns about Woodburn's plan? 

(see volume IV, item 4.H. in the record .) Plans should consider the needs of all 
Oregonians. 

(3) Too much industrial land 

Under Goal 14 (OAR 660-015-0000(14) local governments should demonstrate that their 
needs cannot be reasonably accommodated on land already inside urban growth 
boundaries. Woodburn may need more industrial land, but the amount proposed is 
unrealistic and exceeds ·even that needed for the city's future job projections---the same 
aagressive job proj.ections apjecwd to in· the previous-_par,3gfa_ph. The city ack.nowl~dged 
ttilta-.~w""'·;~~_.nm-u ·_ ;:iiJ:tii :tiitt4 ·.~n~ ... ..:....;;;·' · · ·· --- ~ -· · ·· · ·· J . - .... . •• f .. ~- -~ . lQ! - · ~ vr ...... . . ._ . ~mn0 
~~~fig iriltu!fiies. t~ ~~i'rirtet~aF Pfanh~r TGr ~ff'Cbliiffy sef(t· thaflfjij ~unty 
see$ "the inolusion of ap_pr~>Ol~- 430 ~Woes .of (}xi sting f~mland in these areas as 
b¢~g more than is 'need~ to -~ the ~P9roic d~v~l~porent qbj~ives of the city and 
provided for the site needs of targeted industries."3 (see attached) Woodburn does not 
demonstrate the need for this much industrial land. 

Under Statewide Planning Goal 9, guideline 4 says that "Plans should emphasize the 
expansion of and increased productivity from established industries and firms as a means 
to strengthen local and regional economic development." Woodburn's plan relies too 
heavily on attracting only new industries and ignores the local and regional agricultural 
economy. In Woodburn's Economic Opportunities analysis there was no mention of 
agriculture or the rich soil surrounding Woodburn as one of the comparative advantages 
of this area. In Woodburn 's projections for 2020 they projected a 400/o ·drop in agriculture 
jobs from 20004

; yet agriculture's contribution to the economy has been growing. In 
technical background documents, Woodburn set loss of agriculture jobs as a goal !5 

Agriculture is a viable, thriving part of Woodburn's economy and it should not be a goal 
to reduce it. 

High-tech jobs are going overseas and setting aside a 125 acre parcel for a silicon chip 
fabrication plant does not increase production from established industries. Woodburn 's 
hig h school and middles schools have not been making Adequate Yearly Progress on 
their Oregon Report card and if any software-type jobs do come to Woodburn those jobs 
will likely be filled by commuters. Woodburn ' s labor pool may not have the skill s to fill 
these jobs. 

2 Letter from Metro to City of Woodburn, dated February 3, 2005 

3 Letter from Marion Cmmty to Jim Mulder, City ofWoodbum, March 21, 2005, p. 8 
4 Parker and Moore to Winteroad and Annstrong April 2002, page 17 
5 Teclutical Report 2.B, Winterbrook Planning, May 2003, p. 7 Table 5 
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SPECIFIC CHANGES TO THE TO THE WORK TASK 

(1) Reduce the amount of Class 1 and 2 soils included in the UGB by expanding to 
the south on poorer class lands, rather than to the north (towards Crosby Road) or 
west ofl~5 to Butteville Road. 

(2) Recognize the importance of agriculture to the Woodburn economy by reducing 
the amount ofUGB expansion on to EFU land, thereby protecting farmland. 

(3) Reduce the industrial land to be more commensurate with Woodburn's 
population in relation to other communities in Marion County and nearby Oregon 
counties 

( 4) Include all available indust.rial parcels to accurately account for eligible 
,~iJ~.liliili~:fle&, . .. . . . 

PO Box 149 
13324 Carl Rd. NE 
Hubbard, OR 97032 

Attached: letter from Les Sasaki, Principal Planner for Marion County to City of 
Woodburn, March 21 , 2005, p. 8 
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The County .is supportive of the City's need to expand the UGB to include industrial lands to meet the 
,"bployment needs of the Woodburn area. The County supports an expansion to the west and 
\ . uthwest but sees the inclusion of approximately 430 acres of existing farmland in these areas as 

1g more than is needed to meet the economic devefopment objectives of the city and provide for 
l1 1d site needs of targeted industries. As discussed in the section above on Industrial Land Needs, an 
expansion for industrial lands in this area to include between 300-325 acres would be adequate to 
meet employment needs and targeted industry site needs in conjunction with the approximately 130 
acres of industrial land currently within the existing UGB along with 130 acres of commercial lands 
being provided. The County has questions about the inclusion of the 56-70 acre parcel west of 
Butteville Road as part of the proposed ;ndustrial 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 prop.osed 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 ind~Y*i.~.~aJ u.s_e tran~!tation standpoint, and the po.S.$ible evenJYality of commuter rail 
service oomtng ·tf.·"'~]Villaf:r\0 -~ · · . 

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

;ncerely, 

Les Sasaki 
Principal Planner 
Marion County PW/Pianning 

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

555 Court Street NE • P.O. Box 14500 • Salem, OR 97309 • www.co.marion.o1 

Item No. 6 
Page --1-73--



i 
' 

Item No. __ 6 __ 

Page 174 

O f lll(\ :l! l indi v iclu11l indu ut.,· i ~~ ~-; 11how n in T uule :2. -~ . £ £of Llw lll uJdeJ 
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period include li'or cstry (-5t1), Uuilding Materials stores (-16), and Heavy 

Construction (-1 0). 

Table 2-2. Covered employment and payroll in the 97071 zip code 
area 1990 and 1999 

1999 

Soc tor /lndu~try SIC 2 Units Emp Payroll Units Emp Payroll 
69 9"49" $1.3,466,736 6T 1,321 $23,372,828 Agrlcul tuo, Foro&try, Fl&hlng 

Agricullural Production - Crops 
Aoncultural Services 

01 36 618 $9,196 ,086 35 775 $.15.397.605 
07 1-4 70 $1 ,(}10,654 17 .( 03 $-4 ,659,463 

Forestry 06 17 90 $844 ,724 ~ 36 S506,995 
Min ing 0 0 $0 0 0 $0 
ConGtrucUon 65 203 $<4,894.,630 88 363 $11,0~5.132 

General Building_ Contractors 15 20 63 $1 28 172 $5,006,499 
16 3 2~. 3 1 ~, ~~-H,Bi ,fy,_ . ,. -· ' . 

17 ~ 11'7 5'7> · ttl ·~· 
35 1.~ ~ 2:i1~~- -~ 

. . • 

Products 20 s 693 1 776 s11i:147.z93 
Lumber·&,·Wood ProduGll'. 24 12 767 11 1.01 3 $ 2tl_.ll90;1)73 
P~,, ~~~ 21 1 37 .,. 111· s¥9,~i8 

· tri!fUS®f~ t:E~tuit>menl 35 3 79 ·' 3 12!1 ~if·~~tl!iO 
Transportation & UUIItlos 22 179 $4;0r.1,0G6 24 288 $8;799;996 
Trucking &.Warehousing 4 2 12 6-C $1.451,618 1 2 123 S3.~ 1 .292 

Communications 4 8 3 16 $272.567 5 23 $697.287 
WhoiMalo Trado 20 102 $2,229,820 22 29-4 ~8,396,088 

Durable Goods SO 10 59 $1 ,326 . .C 99 10 166 $4,949.320 
Nondurable Goods 51 10 . 43 $901.321 1 2 128 $3.4-46,768 
Rotall Trado 
Building Materials 52 
General Merchandise 5.J 
Food Stores 54 
Automotive Dealers & Service 55 
Apparel 56 
Furniture 57 
Eating & Drinking 56 
Miscellaneous Retail 59 
Flna nco, lnGuranco, & Roal Es t..a1o 
Depository Institutions 60 
Insurance Agents f>~ 

Rc~ l Estate G!J 
Sorvlcos 
Hotels & Lodging Places 70 
Personal Services 72 
Business Services 7 J 
Auto Repair & Services 75 
MiscellaneQus Repair 76 
Amusement & Recreation 79 
Health Services 80 
Legal Services o 1 
Educational Services 62 
Social Services OJ 
Membership Organizations 66 
Engineering&. Management 67 
Private Households 8ll 
Nonc lasslflablo 99 
Govornmont 
Local 
T olaf Covorod Employmo nt 

109 1 ,166 $16,782,983 146 2,340 $&.4,993,656 
12 160 $<4;166,.(13 11 144 $4.234.232 

2 72 $6-42 .766 5 307 $ 5.062,822 
16 27-4 $3,639,546 H ~0 S 27,6-oW,.C7 3 
22 195 $3.«8.543 19 27-4 $.8 ,6«.059 

8 16 $171,914 17 61 $620.653 
8 16 $246 ,322 14 ~2 $723,056 

25 306 $2 .722.603 3 7 548 S6,353.271 
1 G 47 $522.572 26 84 S 1,298.889 
26 149 $ 3,226,163 63 223 $5,76-4,00 1 

-1 73 $2.279.960 14 76 12.H2,676 
9 24 $462.6 12 9 24 $673.363 

1 I 50 
126 697 

J :n 
12 51 
10 3 9 

9 56 
4 s 
4 37 

29 216 
5 15 
2 23 

13 24 
19 66 
10 23 

5 
10 2 

4 -4 71 
3 471 

476 6,652 

$4 57 ,250 
$7 ,460,1 69 

$251 .334 
$612,328 
$510.182 
$918.1 96 

$82,760 
$279,751 

S2,965,1 82 
$293,64 1 
$232,099 
$266.74 6 
$55-4.~ 15 
$-41 6.003 

$41,1 0 7 
$86,959 

$9,803,993 
$ 9 802 259 

$9 5,480,268 

25 11 1 s 1.910,099 
167 905 $ 16,626,27-4 

6 56 Sf>-47 ,896 
11 ..(9 $979,57 -4 
16 8 6 $ 1,1-46,37'1 
13 59 $1 ,614,526 

7 7 $ 173,212 
6 65 $714,622 

26 212 $4.777,74 0 
9 16 $427,066 

29 $477,642 
14 165 $3,495,529 
23 87 $ 1,190,29 1 
11 20 $645,501 
6 3 $1 05.885 
6 6 $77,262 
6 8-42 $20,916,041 
4 641 S20 669 365 

693 8,714 $ 20 5 ,676,~27 

Source: Oregon Employment Depa11ment. Conftdenlial ES-202 Employment Data provided to ECONorthwesl. 
Notes: Woodburn area employment summarized by ECONorthwest; .~rrte!nt~~·ltt~~'4 
rno51:~~tlh us the l ilblc underestimate!'~!o•;~f.~.mployment. 
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Jerry Mumper 
P.O. Box 262 
Turner, Oregon, 97392 

August 22, 2006 

DEPT OF 
AUG 2 3 200S 

lAND CONSEAVA'fd,~~ 
AND DEVELO?M!=.~lf 

Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol St. N.E. 
Suite 150 
Salem, Oregon 973 0 1 

Attn; Periodic Review Specialist 

Re: Objection to city ofWoodbtll'n's Periodic Review 

Dear Sir: 

On August 2, 2006, the City ofWoodbmn and Marion County mailed a notice of 
adoption of City of Woodburn Ordinance No. 2391 pertaining to Woodbmn's Periodic 
review process. 

I presented both oral and written testimony at a public meeting; therefore I have standing 
to file objections to the City's submittal. 

OBJECTION: 

The employment needs portion of Woodburn's UGB expansion is based on what they 
have defined in an October, 2005 Woodburn UGB Justification Report as "Siting needs 
of targeted basic employers." While Goal 9 and its implementing rules allow this 
approach, they do not allow tullimited amounts of industrial land to be included within a 
UGB. The amount ofland included must still have an adequate factual basis. Woodbmn 
has included an inflated munber of acres in the proposed UGB expansion for industrial 
job growth. The methodology used by the city does not address the demonstrated need 
for any additional industrial land included in the proposed UGB expansion as required by 
Goall4. 

The Woodburn Economic Opporttuuties Analysis (EOA) prepared for the City in May 
200 l by ECONorthwest is inconsistent with a similar EOA the same firm prepared for 
the City of McMinnville. The EOA for the City of McMinnville rejected the very 
analysis approved for Woodbmn. The McMinnville analysis came just six months later. 
The EOA for McMinnville based employment needs on a per acre method, rather than 
the siting needs of targeted basic employers. This inconsistency calls into question the 
validity of the analysis prepared for Woodburn. 
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, ·· ,'(~e per acre method provides a community a method to determine the number of needed 
..r' 0 \aetes based on their employment needs,. Use of target industry site requirements must not 
{ all~w a community to select an arbitrary amount of acres that they might want to include · 
··:.. · itythe UGB, and then to designate an arbitrarily large number of sites and sizes to reach 

·, ~ 

-~~ .... , ..ilie selected acreage. 

The Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) created a 
guidebook in 2005, Industrial and Other Employment Lands Analysis, to assist planners 
in identifying and analyzing the supply and need for industrial and other employment 
uses in their communities. The guidebook describes "The centerpiece of Goal 9 planning 
is the eeonomic opportunities analysis (EO A) described in section two. The EOA is the 
prooe~s of analyzing trend data to determine the future employm~f\t land needs fer the 
p~-:~·.'' 

The guic;le.book further states that "The purpose of the demarud an&lysis is to identify 
industrial and other employment uses that can reasonably be @X~too to loo~tte in an 
area. A review of national, state, regional, county and local trends provides the context 
for local economic growth." 

The guidebook also states tmder "Long-Term Demand Analysis" that "Forecasted 
employment growth can be translated into de maud after ascertaining the possible types of 
companies expected to expand in the planning area and the employees per acre. The 
resulting estimate can be refined further by applying assumptions about re-use of vacant 
buildings, redevelopment of built sites and floor-to-area ratios in multi-story buildings. 
The resulting supportable acreage is the amotmt of building or land area likely to be 
needed or supported by the projected job growth." ./ 

The Oregon State Employment Department forecasts 2004-2014 total nonfarm 
employment growth of 15.0 percent and manufacturing increase of 3.0 percent for the 
state and total nonfarm employment growth of 15.1 percent and a manufacturing decrease 
of 0.5 percent for Region 3, which encompasses Marion, Polk and Yamhill counties. In 
spite of this forecast of modest growth, the City of Woodburn forecas ts an increase in 
industrial job growth from 1171 jobs in 2000 to 3002 jobs in 2020 based on an April 
2002 memo from ECONorthwest. In an April 13, 2006, memo from the DLCD to cities, 
counties and interested parties the department states "Reviewing trends is the principfe 
method for estimating needed sites for future industrial and other employment uses." As 
can be seen from the forecast trends, the City ' s 156 percent industrial growth projection 
can not be supported by the available data. 

The memo also states that ' 'Many cities want to grow as fast as economic opportunities 
will allow. Such aspirations are consistent with the statewide land use planning program. 
Goal 9 requires that a 20-year land supply provide a diverse range of site sizes, types, and 
locations to meet the needs projected through the Economic OppOttunities Analysis 
process. The Goal 9 administrative rules do not authorize the designation of more than a 
20 year land supply, nor do they supersede the requirements of other goals such as Goal 
14. However, the planning program does not prevent a community from consuming its 
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20 ... year land supply for industrial and other employment uses within a shorte~ period of 
time." Woodburn has obviously included more than a 20-year land supply for industrial 
growth in their submittal. This can be substantiated by looking at and using the 
assumptions that ECONorthwest used in the McMinnville EO A. In the McMinnville 
EOA ECONorthwest assumed that 5% of total employment growth would not require any 
commercial or industrial space because a certain segment of the population will work out 
of their homes. Another 7% of the employment growth would be aCcommodated on 
existing developed land, as when an existing firm adds employees without expanding 
space. They also assumed that 5% of employment growth would be accommodated by 
utiiizing vacant buildings on non-residential land. Therefore 17% of employment growth 
would not require any additional acreage. Woodburn forecasted in their submittal that 
t4~y would need to add a total <?f 8374 jobs by 2020, wi* 2710. of those b@in~ industrial 
j~. ~C~JNn$w_$at tdse ~atmlled .tlmt-tJiN· ~~~ · - ·~U: ~~:l"-r ~ii·fbr 
M-cmtmvftteys employee }:fer ·~Wre nrtio, runli.e'Cify "'nt 'tii~o:ut~. tJ:striglhe 
asswnptions that ECONorthwest us.~ ill the McMinnville EOA, Wo@4b'!Jl'n WQtdd need 
to ~d 197 acres to their UGB to accommodate for fu~t industrial job growth. This is 
much less than the 486 acres asked for in the submittal and even if there were slight 
changes in these assumptions, if Woodburn completed a new EOA, the differences in 
acreage would probably be insignificant; and very likely woUld be lower, as I feel that 11 
employees per acre is low for the type of industry that W oodbum is trying to attract. 

REMEDY: 

For the reasons stated above the Department should remand the submittal to the City to 
correct the an1oW1t of industrial land needed to accommodate projected employment 
growth. 

cc: City of Woodbtu·n Conmmnity Development Department 
Marion County Public Works/Planning Division 
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City of Woodburn Periodic Review Work Program Summary Page 1 

() CITY OF WOODBURN 
PERIODIC REVIEW WORK PROGRAM SUMMARY 

DLCD Field Representati ve and 
Periodic Review Team leader: 

City Plarming Director: 

City Recorder: 

Marion County Planning Department: 

Jason Locke Phone : (503) 373-0050 ext 289 
Fax: (503) 378-5518 

Jim Allen Phone: (503) 982-5246 

Mary Tenant Phone: (503) 982-5246 

Sterling Anderson Phone: (503) 588-5038 

Date Work Program Approved by DLCD: July 30, 1997 Order 001714 

Final Work Program Completion Date: March 31,2001 Or·der 001714 
Revised Date: T u-Be-Determined 

Summary of O rders Pertaining to vVork Program: 

Task 1b, 12/03/2003, Order N/A, 
T ask 1a, 11130/2006, Order 001 714, 
Task 2, 11130/2006, Order 001714, 
Task 3a, 11130/2006, Order 001 714, 
T ask 3b, 11130/2006, Order 001714, 
Task 4, 11130/2006, Order 001714, 
T ask 5, 03/29/2000, Order 001181, 
T ask 6, 03/29/2000, Order 001181, 
Task 7, 11/30/2006, Order 001714, 
T ask 8, 05/12/2004, Order 001631, 
Task 8, 11/30/2006, Order 001714, 
Task 9, 11/30/2006, Order 001 714, 
Task 10, 11-30-2006, Order 001714, 
Task 11 , 11/30/2006, Order 001 714, 

Partial Acknowledged, Growth Management Ordinance 
Approved, Buildable Lands Inventory 
Referral to LCDC, Commercial and Indus trial Lands Inv 
Approved, Update Public Facilities Plan 
Remanded, Transportation System Plan 
Approved, Wetlands Inventor-y, Natur al Resources Study 
Approved, Recrea tion, Parks and Open Spaces Plan 
Approved, Historic District and Downtown Plan 
Approved, Changes in Goal /Objective, Unanticipated Events 
Approved, Sign Ordinance 
Approved, Plan and Zoning Ordinance 
Approved Planning Coordination 
Approved Citizen Involvement 
Pending Outcome of l b , 2, and 3b, Collating and P rinting 
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City of Woodburn Periodic Review Work Program Summary Page 2 

Major Work Tasks Subject to Public Notice and DLCD Review 
(See OAR 660-25-130) 

Task Work Program Summaries and Product(s) Submittal Dates 
Reference 

1 Buildable Lands l.a- Buildable Lands Inventory: 6/30/1999 
Inventory Conduct a buildable lands inventory fo llowing the 

requirements found in ORS 197.296. 
Task lA 

Funded by 
Approved 11/30/2006 PR-U-03-219 1) Prepare detai led work program for sub task I .a. 

2) Coordinate with Marion County to develop a 20-year Order 001714 
population projection to determine the potential demand 
for residential land. 
3') Doc'1:l,rt\lent recent <:i'eff<I.OgNtphlo, economic and 
transpotiation trends impacting residential land. 
4) Analyze demand for residential land/prepare housing 
needs analysis, pursuant to Goal 10, coordinate with 
surrounding jurisdictions to address low income housing 
needs. 
5) Analyze comprehensive plan policies/map and 
inventory related to buildable land supply, Goals 10 and 
14. 
6) Compare supply and demand in light of policies . 
7) Incorp-orate findings from public facilities plan that 
will affect availability of residential development. 
8) Coordinate proposed comprehensive plan map 

changes wi th findings and recommendations from 
commercial and indus trial land study. 

9) Adopt approved SMART development 
recommendation, research overlay district/infill 
strategies. 
1 0) Analyze growth management measure/public 
facilities strategy and development necessary ordinances. 

P1·cpa1·e Growth 11 ) Recommend amendment to comprehensive plan text 
Management and land use map to the ci ty's implementing ordinances 
Ordinance (zoning, subdivision ordinances). 

eR-~00 

Funded by 
l.b - Prepare Gro·wth Management Ordinance: Partial 

PR-U-03-219 
Based on growth management measures resulting from Acknowledged 
Task 1 a, 2 and 3 the city will prepare implementing land 12/03/2003 
use ordinances. The first step in this subtask will be to 
prepare a refined work plan and submit it to DLCD for 
comment. 
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C ity ofWoodbum Periodic Review Work Program Summary Page 3 

lr]k Work Program Summaries and Product(s) Submittal Dates 
•. Reference 

1-

2 Commercial and 1) Prepare detailed work program for task 2. 6/30/1999 
Industria l Lands 2) Coordinate with Marion County to develop a 20-year 
Inventory population projection to determine the demand for 

Task2 commercial and industri al land us ing Goal 9 criteria. 
3) Document recent demographic, economic and Referral to LCDC 

Funded by transportation trends impacting conun ercial and industrial 11/30/2006 
PR-U-03-219 land use. Order 001714 

4) Analyze demand for industrial and corrunercialland. 
5) Evaluate and map inclu~trial apd .coquntm~i\}1 sit~s to 
det~rmh.~~- ifth.(}y~ ~-e d~rv.elQPfl.WJil:t r.ea<;l~;; haive. s~;I=vi~.e 
available, or have development constraints. 
6) Analyze adequacy of comprehensive plan policies 
rel ated to 
Goal 9. 
7) Compare supply and demand in light of policies . 
8) Incorporate findings from the public facili ties plan and 
natural resources study (wetlands, floodplain, sensitive 
aquifers, wellhead protection) that will affect 
serviceability of Goal 9 lands. 
9) Coordinate proposed comprehensive plan map changes 
with the findings and reco1ru11endations from the 
residential land housing study to ensure efficiency (Goal 
14, factor 4) and compatibility of land uses. 

In conjunction w ith Task 1, eva luate commercial and 
industrial land needs and coordinate w ith land use map 
changes, including growth management measures and 
strategies development in Task 1. 
I 0) Recommend amendments to the comprehensive plan 
text and map and to the city's implementing ordinances, 
consistent with the findings of the study. 
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City of Woodburn Periodic Review Work Program Summary Page 4 

Task Work Program Summaries and Product(s) Submittal Dates 
Reference 

3 Update Public 3.a -Update Public Facilities Plan: 6/30/1999 
Facilities Plan The public facilities plan will be coordinated and updated 

and incorporate revised policies, which are consistent in Task 3a 
serving growth management approaches developed in Approved 11/30/2006 

Funded by Task I. Order 001 714 
PR-U-03-219 

1) Prepare detailed work program for sub task 3 .a. 
2) Use Marion County coordinated 20-year population 
projection to determine the potential demand for critical 
public facifittes.ahd s6rvi~es. 
3) Use>wfarrbn'€eu»ty·co'0r<il.irtated 20-year -~·opulation 
projection to determine the potential demand for public 
facilities and services, i.e. , parks/open space/schools. 
4) Review/submit wastewater plan. 
5) Complete water plan: 

a. sensitive aquifers inventory; 
b. wellhead protection plan; 

1. identify and describe the resource and 
conflicting use; 

2. analyze date; 
3. prepare technical paper ; 
4. evaluate impacts on buildable land inventory; 

c. hazard substance cleanup site inventory; and, 
d . look at water rights . 

6) Complete storm water plan. 
7) Incorporate findings into a public facilities p lan. 

F unded by 
8) Recommend amendments to the comprehensive plan 
text and map and to the city's implementing ordinance, 

TGM grant 
consistent with the findings of the study. 

2Q-01 

3.b- Revise Transportation System P lan (TSP): 6/J~OO 

Amend TSP based on the appl icable land use and public 
facilities planning results and recommendations from Task 3b 
T asks 1, 2 and 3.a. R emanded 11130/2006 
1) The first step in thi s task will be to prepare a refin ed Order 001714 
work plan and submit it to DLCD for comment. 

2) Update transportation plan/refinement study. 
Refinement study will be supported by bui ldable lands 
inventory, needs anal ys is and populations forecast. 
Update TAZ and amend the TSP to provide for OAR 
660-1 2-060 land use and transp011ation coordination . 
3) Review transpotia.tion impact of Octoberfest, Tulip 
Festival and the Oregon Gardens. t 

4) Review and update TSP implementing ordinances, and '-
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City of Woodburn Periodic Review Work Program Summary Page 5 

Task Work Program Summaries and Product(s) Submittal Dates n Reference 

4 Wetlands, An inventory of wetlands, riparian corridors and w ildlife 12/31/1999 
Inventory and habitat will be prepared, along with supporting maps, 
Natural po li c ies and land use ordinances. 
Resources S t udy Approved 11130/2006 

l ) Prepare de tailed work program for wetl ands , riparian Order 11/3012006 
corrido rs and wildlife habitat protection. 
2) Review new Goal 5 requirements (OAR 660-23). 
3) Conduct inventory and assess quality according to 
work program approved by DSL. 
4) Propose amen<dments to the comprehensive plan text 
and to the city's impl~rn.~nting, oJ4.i:.rian~-~ .con.sis.t~nt with 
findings of other periodie review planning studies: 

a. pedestrian/bike plan; 
b. public facilities plans; 
c. land use inventory and needs analys is; and 
d. parks plan. 

Recreation, Parks This task will update the Recreation, Parks and Open 
5 and Open Spaces Space Plan to meet the needs within the urban growth 6~ 

Plan boundary. 

. 
1) Project initiation and meetings w ith staff and Approved 3/2912000 j 

recreation and park board to refine work p lan and Order #001181 
schedule. 
2) Corrununity profi le to identify qua lities, trends, and 
demographics . 
3) Parks and recreation inventory and assessment: 

a. conduct inventory; 
b. analyze current levels of serv ice and future needs; 
c. prepare new parks and recreation m ap, ex isting and 

proposed; and, 
d. review routes to existing and proposed parks sites. 

4) P rograms and serv ices inventory and assessment. 
5) Community invo lvement. 

6) Prepa re plan update. 
7) Recommend a mendments to the comprehens ive plan 
text and map and to the city's implementing o rdinances, 
consistent with findings o f the s tudy . 
AJJproved 

Item No. 7 

Page 185 



City of Woodburn Periodic Review Work Program Summary Page 6 

jTask Work Program Summaries and Product(s) Submittal Dates 
Reference 

Historic District This task will provide the community with a physical and 
6 and Downtown strategic planning document that can guide 6/30/98 

Plan redevelopment of the downtown area. 

1) Set goals and objectives specific for the downtown Approved 3/29/2000 
area. Order 001181 
2) Create a physical master plan. 
3) Prepare an urban design guideline. 
4) Describe a specific redevelopment projects. 
5) Prepare a capital improvement program and 
deve.lopmep.t h~9.g~t. 
6)··Rr.ep_~-e ,an· illipl~mMtatiort, plan, 
7) Recommend amendments to the comprehensive plan 
text and map and to the city's implementing ordinances, 
consistent with the findings of the study. 

Avvroved 
7 Changes in For the most part, the existing goals and objectives still 6~~00 

Goai\Objective, reflect the objectives of the city. Annexations, location of 
Unanticipated urban growth boundary, transpoiiation, and the ability to 
Even ts pay for public infrastntcture and improvements appears to Approved 11/30/2006 

be the biggest challenge for Woodbum. These issues Order 001714 
may necessitate changes or additions to the 
comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances. There 
has been some recent activity and more research into the 
paleoarchaeological site near the high school. 

I) Prepare detai led work program for this task. 
2) Review annexation policies . 
3) Recommend amendments to the comprehensive plan 
text and map and to the city's implementing ordinances, 
consistent with the findings of the study. 
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City of Woodburn Periodic Review Work Program Summary Page 7 

Task Work Program Summaries and Product(s) Submittal Dates n_ Reference 

~ Update Plan and There are a number of housekeeping items to be 613012000 
Zoning ordinance, addressed in this review. Some plan policies need to be 
other Related updated that address Goals 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11 , 12, 14. Ree' Ei £Bi:Jtas1E :fe F 
Ordinances Others need revision based on legislative changes since £igA fhEiiAanee 

the last periodic review. 313 012004 Review by 
KeviA G 

Likewise, changes to the zoning ordinance (chapters 1-
40), sign, tree, subdivision, and flood plain ordinances are Sign Ordinance 
also needed. The current landscape standards will also be Approved 05/12/2004 
revieweq .. Thjs tas~. wi.ll in,corporate re.view of 

. . . 
recommendation oftlj:e citY's ob~4u;les r~moval.proj.ect. 

Order No. 0:016~1 

(This subtask may be submitted on an earlier date). 

1) Refine detailed work program for this task .. Plan and Zoning Ord 
2) Review all current comprehensive plan policies and Approved 1113012006 
implementing ordinances for consistency with statewide Order 001714 
pla!Uling goals. 
3) Review all current comprehensive plan policies and 
implement ordinances for consistency w ith legislation. 
4) Review zoning ordinance and other implementing 

: 
ordinance fo r consistency with comprehensive plan. 
5) Recommend amendments to the comprehensive plan 
text and map and the city' s implementing ordinances, 
consistent with the find ings of the study. 

9 Planning This task will review and update, as necessary, the city's 6R-GI-J.-.99.9 
Coordination urban services and coordination agreements. 

Approver/11130/2006 
t ) Prepare detail ed work program fo r this task. Order 001714 
2) Review Urban Growth Boundary Agreement. 
3) Review or establish agreements with fire district, 
school district, Marion County, ODOT, and other 
agencies fou nd to be necessary (ORS 195 .065). 
-+) Recommend amendments to the comprehensi \'C plan 
text and to the c ity's implementing ordinances, consistent 
with the findings o f the study. 
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City ofWoodburn Periodic Review Work Program Summary Page 8 

Task Work Program Summaries and Product(s) Submittal Dates 
Reference 

10 Citizen Citizen involvement throughout the periodic review ~ 
Involvement process will comply with the provision within the 

comprehensive plan. The planning commission will Approved 11130/2006 
serve as the citizen advisory involvement committee. Order 001 714 

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. 

I I Collating/ This. task will coordinate all revisions of the Woodburn J-/31/2()(}1 
Printing Comprehensive Plan and ensure consistency of policies Rec'd 08/02/2006 
M~pJ)ing thro~~hout. each sect ion. ~t wilt also ln.ch.tde revision to 

all affe'eted· itn]JleMettting ·ordinances-. Must wait for 
outcome and 
resolqtion of 
Task 1b, 2 and 3b 
Order 001714 
11130/2006 

A dditional Comments: 

The dates listed under the ASubmittal Date:= column refer to the date that the work task should be completed 
and sent to DLCD in Salem, however agencies and other groups are advised to monitor tasks and subtasks prior 
to the submittal date. 

Call Mary Tenant, City Recorder, at 503/982-5246, to be advised on how you will be notifi ed and involved at 
the local level. The city will provide you with notice of public hearings before the pla1ming commission and 
city council. For those listed work tasks affecting your agency, please contact the city if you wish to notifi ed of 
hearings on work tasks not listed below after your name/agency. 
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reg on 
Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor 

November 30, 2006 

Kathryn Figley, Mayor 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn , Oregon 97071 

RE: Ferla:dJ~ J;~view Tllsks 1-4 and· 7-11 

Department of Land Conserva tion and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 

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

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

Partin! A~proval, Partial Remand , and Partial Referral (Ordet· 001714) 

Dear Mayor Figley: 

On August 3, 2006, this department received Woodburn 's submitta l of its comprehensive plan 
amendments in fu lfi ll ment of period ic review Tasks 1-4 and 7-11, and to amend the c ity's urban 
growth boundary (UGB). Since the UGB amendment is greater than 50 acres, the UGB expans ion 
po1t ion of the subm ittal is also rev iewed accord ing to the procedures and requirements for a 
period ic rev iew work task submi tta l, pursuant to OAR 660-025-0 175. 

I am pleased to inform you that the department has approved the fol lowing tasks: 

J. 11ui lclab le Lands Invento ry 
3.a Public Facilities Plan Update 
4. Wetlands Inventory and Natura l Resources study 
7. Changes in Goals/Objectives 
8. Update Plan and Zoni ng Ordii laiJCe 
9. Planning Coordinati on 
I 0. 'itizen Involvement 

This letter constitutes th e depa rtment 's order approv ing th ese tasks under OAR 660-025-
0 I SO(I)(a) . DLCD received no objections to these tasks in response to the city's notice. 
Therefore. th is order app roving the tasks is fina l. 

J n a deli tio n, Task 3. b, Update Transportation System PI an (TS P), is parti ally approved and 
rarti a lly rem a nclccl. A II e lements of the TSP are ap proved except for the three e lements identified 
in the enclosed report. Those three issues are remanded for the reasons contained in the reporl. 
Pursuant to OAR 660-025-0 ISO( l )(b), the elate for submitta l of the amended task is June 30, 
2007. The department is ava ilab le to provide the city with techn ica l ass istance in add ress ing th ese 
items. 

The c ity may appea l the departmen t's remand to Land Conservation and Development 
Commiss ion. Appeals must be in writing and received by the department' s Salem office by 
December 21, 2006. Appeals to the commiss io n are governed by OAR-660-025-0 I' 50( 4). 
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City of Woodburn 
Periodic Review 

-2- November 30, 2006 

Finally, this letter is the offi cial notification that the director of the department has referred 
Task 2, Inventory of Commercial and Industrial Lands, and the UGB amend ment to the Land 
Conservation and Deve lopment Commiss ion for consideration, pursuant to OAR 660-025-
0 150( l )(c) . The matter has been scheduled for the Commission's January 25-26, 2007 meeting in 
Salem. The department wi II issue a staff report on or before January l 0, 2007 . The city and the 
objectors will have I 0 clays to fi le an exception to that report, if you so choose (OAR 660-025-
0 160(3)) . The Commiss ion allows oral argument from the city and those who fi led valid 
objections or exceptions (OAR 660-025-0160(4)) . 

Approval of Task 11-Collat ing, Printing, and Mapping-must await the outcome and reso lution 
ofTasks 2 and J. b. 

We appreciate the efforts of Woodburn officials and staff in completing the periodic review tasks. 
PteltiR~ flilel free to SF.ea.k with Jason Locke, yo~:Jr periodic revi·ew teatn lea:d.er and' r~$i~>n~l 
r~jWe-se-titatlve, at (503) 373-0050 ·extension 28"9, if you have any questions or need further 
assistance. 

Yours tru ly, 

!:;!,~ 
Planning Services Div ision Manager 

Enc losure 

J:\PR\A LARGECITY\WOODBURN\T l -4_7- 11 order 17 15 November 2006 doc 

cc: J im Allen , Woodb urn Planning Director 
Sterlin g Anderson, Marion County Plann ing 1\ lanager 
S id Friedman, I 000 Fri ends of Oregon 
Mary Ky le McCurdy, I 000 Friends of Oregon 
Roger Kaye, Friends of Mar ion County 
Edward Sulli van 
Brian Mo0re 
Corinne Sherton 
Roger Al fred 
Jerry i\ r ll lll per 
Carla and Diane Mikkelson 
Loli ta and 'Kathleen Ka rl 
Larry Wells, Marion County Farm Bureau 
Larry French, DLCD Periodi c Review Speciali st 
Darren Nichols, Comm unity Serv ices D ivision Manager (e-mail) 
Jason Locke, Regional Represemarive (e-mail) 
Gloria Gardiner, Urban Pla11ning Speciafisr (e- t11ai!) 
Eric Jacobson, Transp orrarion Planner (e cmail) 
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DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 
REPORT ON CITY OF WOODBURN 

PERIODIC REVIEW TASK 3.b 

DLCD Order 001714 

November 30, 2006 

I. DECISION 

The Dep~rtment of the Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) concludes that the 
Transportation Syst~m Plan (TSP) adGptetf' ·by the Cfty of Woud'bw·n on August 3, 2006 
compiles with most, but not all , of the teqtiltefnents for a i SP in Oregon Administrative Rule 
(OAR) Chapter 660, Division 12 (the "Transportation Planning Rule" or TPR). Because the 
TSP is not fully compliant with th€ TPR, portions are t'ematl.ded for the reasons explained in 
this report. The remainder of the TSP is approved. The required revisions are summarized 
below: 

1. Local Street Com1ectivity: Address the standards fo r granting an exception to require 
pedestrian accessways in lieu of street connections where street connections that meet the 
600-foot maximum block length are impracticable, and include standards for stubbing out 
streets to adj acent parcels. 

2. Local Street Standards: Revise and adopt local street standards that meet the TPR 
requirements so that the design and width of the street corresponds to the function, use, and 
on-street parking demands. 

3. Transit: Revise the transit eletnent to include a map or planned transit services and 
facilities and guidel ines or policies regarding the type and timing of funding mechanisms to 
implement the platU1ecltrans il service and facility improvements. 

Detailed descriptions of the legal requirements, the deficiencies and the requ ired improve
ments are included in Section V of this report. The full li st of requi red improvements is 
included in Section VI at the end of this report. 

II. REVIEW PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA 

Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 197.644(2) and (3) and Oregon Admin istrat ive Rule (OAR) 
660-025-0 140 thJough 660-025-0 150 authorize the director 's review of submitted periodic 
review tasks. The legal provisions that goYern thi s review and decision are the statewide 
plam1ing goals and OAR Chapter 660, Division 25, Periodic Review. This report addresses 
only Subtask 3.b on Woodburn 's periodic review work program- Transportation System 
Plan Update. 

The broad requirements fo r transportation plam1ing are set forth in Stalc\\'ide Platlning Goal 
12. The specific requi rements for a TSP are found in OAR Chapter 660, Division 12, 
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commonly referred to as the Transportation Planning Rule, or TPR. The TPR requires a local 
jurisdiction to gather information about the current transportation systems for all modes of 
transportation, including automobi le, pedestrian, bicycle, transit, railroad, air, water and 
pipeline. The TPR requires estimation and projection of the demand for the transportation 
modes and then identification of defi ciencies, e ither current or projected. TSPs address 
identified defi ciencies, usua lly by specifying improvements to the transportation system. The 
TSP must also include standards to guide infrastructure construction and land deve lopment. 

III. BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF TASK SUBMITTAL 

The City of Woodburn "Revised Periodic Review Work Program Summary" lists Task 3.b as 
follow$; 

3.b - Revise Tr·a•tsportation-Sy~te.m Pbm (TS·P): 
Amend TSP bas.e.d on the applicable land use and public faci lities planning results and 
recommendations from Tasks 1, 2 and 3 .a. 
1) The first step in this task will be to prepare a refined work plan and submit it to DLCD for 
comment. 
2) Update transportation plan/refinement s tudy. Refinement study will be suppotied by 
buildable lands inventory, needs analysis and populations forecast. Update TAZ and amend 
the TSP to provide for OAR 660- 12-060 land use and transportation coordination. 
3) Review transportation impact of Octoberfest, Tulip Festival and the Oregon Gardens. 
4) Review and update TSP implementing ordinances, and implementing access management 
ordinance. 

The city 's submittal consi sts of a TSP, an amendme nt to the city' s comprehensive plan to 
incorporate the TSP, and implementing ordinances . 

IV. OBJECTIONS 

No objections to Woodburn's RSP submittal were fil ed with the department. 

V. DEPARTMENT REVI EW 

The department has per formed an analysis of the Woodburn TSP submittal and has identified 
and analyzed the issues be low. 

1. Local Street Connectivity 

OAR 660-0 12-0020(2)(b) requires local governments to adopt a TSP that includes a " road 
plan for a system of arterials and co llectors and standards for the layout of local streets and 
other important non-co llector street connections." This rule also states: 
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The standards for the layout of local streets shall provide for safe and convenient bike 
and pedestrian circulation necessary to carry out OAR 660-012-0045(3)(b) .. . . The 
standards for the layout of local streets shall address: 

(A) Extensions of existing streets; 
(B) Cormections to existing planned streets, including arterials and collectors; 

and 
(C) Connections to neighborhood destinations. 

OAR 660-012-0045(3)(b) states: 

On-site facilities shall be provided which accommodate safe and convenient 
ped~s.tri!Ul Wl.d bicyole acoee.a ftom w.ithia new subdivisions, rhtl~ti:..fa.t1tily 
develnpinents, plai:lrted de~ttiph'H:~·nts, shopping cehtets, anu ·cortrm.ef'c1al districts to 
adjacent residential areas and transit stops, ami to neighborhood, activity centers 
within one-half mile of the development. Single-family residential developments shall 
generally include streets and accessways. Pedestrian circulation through parking lots 
should generally be provided in the form of accessways. 

With regard to local street co1mections, the city has adopted block length standards as 
described on p. 2-20. The standards are: 

Block length sha ll not be less than 200 feet and not more than 600 feet, EXCEPT 
wl.1ere the dimensions and alignment of existing blocks and streets adjacent to or in 
the vicinity of a proposed s11bdivision, topography, adequate lot size, or need for 
traffic fl ow warrant other dimensions. The maximum block length shall not exceed 
1,200 feet. [emphas is in ori ginal] 

The 600-foot block length meets TPR requirements. However, the maximum block length of 
I ,200 feet, all o¥vable through an exception, does not sati sfy the TPR requi rement for 
"convenient bike and pedestri an circulation" without a requirement for pedestrian 
accessways on blocks longer than 600 feet. Although the TPR docs not include a numeric 
standard for maximum block length, blocks in excess of l ,800 (600 by 300 feet) feet in 
circumference are not generally regarded as acceptable !'or reasonable pedestrian access. 
Add itionally, the city's standards do not specify under what circumstances other block 
dimensions wil l be \\'arranted, ka\· ing it open to an interpre-tation that may result in poor 
circulation for pedestrians. Final ly, the standards do not specify what types of developments 
are required to meet the maximum block length standards. 

The local record includes the fol lowing findings related to these issues: 

The exceptions to the 600 foot block length outlined are only reasonable and realistic 
when looking at dea ling with the exceptions cited. The intent will be that the block 
standard wi ll be 600 feet and that there wilt need to be very strong justification for 
approval of any block length extension request. If block length exceptions are 
granted, pedestrian connectivity will be closely evaluated and pedestrian connections 
enhancements conditioned as part of the proposal approval process. Item No. 8 
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The city's intent appears to be consistent with the intent of the TPR, and the city seems to 
understand the imp01iance of limiting block lengths and providing pedestri an accessways 
where longer blocks may be necessary. However, the adopted language does not provide the 
necessary tool s to accomplish the objective. It is not clear what it means for exceptions to be 
"closely evaluated" or how the city can require pedestrian connections as part of a 
development approval process without adopted regulations specify ing the need for those 
facilities. 

Finally, the TSP does not specify under what conditions approved streets are expected to be 
stubbed out to adjacent develop able prope1iy, including which streets should be stubbed out 
at the edge of the proposed urban growth boundary (UGB) so that, in the event future UGB 
expansion-s m~t- be· a.~J.ro:v~d; lod'tti $tteet eonne'etions Qatt b~ provi'd~~t · Tlte niR:·~requir~ment 
for l<o·MJ s:mndtttls addf.e1lst.l'f~· lttcluf'ittt~f chfifyeeti'VitY neecf to be ~dclr~ss'ed in the TSP ~ith 
regards to future street layou.t at the edge of the ·city. 

Conclusion : Woodburn' s TSP submittal should be remanded for revision to: 

1. Address the standards for granting an exception to the block-length standard 
2. Require pedestrian accessways in lieu of street corU1ections for blocks where street 

cotmections that meet the 600-foot maximum block length are impract icable, and 
3. Include standards for stubbing out streets to adjacent parcels. 

The TGM Model Development Code for Small Cities provides guidance and suggested 
language on cormectivity in Section 3.4.100.0 on page 3-47. 

2. Local S t1·eet Standa1·ds 

OAR 660-0 1 2-0045(7) requires loca l governments to adopt "standards for local streets and 
accessways that minimize pavement width and total ri ght-of-way consistent vvith the 
operational needs of the facili ty. " The intent ofthi s requirement is that local govemments 
cons ider and reduce excessive standards for loca l streets and accessways in order to reduce 
the cost of construction, provide for more efficient use of urban land, provide for emergency 
vehicle access whi le discouraging inappropriate traffic vo lumes and speeds, and 
accommodate convenient pedestrian and bicycle circu lati on. 

The city's TSP and Woodburn Development Ordinance (WOO) assert com pliance with this 
TPR provision (WDO p. 9-5). 

The c ity's TSP includes three local street standards (Figure 7-2): 

(a) 34-foot pavement width with parking on both sides; 
(b) 29-foot pavement width with parking on one side; 
(c) 24-foot pavement width with no on-street parking. 

The T SP states that the 24- and 29-foot pavement width options require additional common, 
on-site parking over and above the parking requirements under other provisions of the WDO 
as fo llows : one space per dwelling unit for the 29-foo t pavement width option, and two 
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spaces per dwelling unit for the 24-foot pavement width option, located no furiher than 250 
feet from the subject lot. 

The local record states that with the "trend toward smaller lots, the 34' wide street is a viable 
option for developers and is needed to provide safe and effi cient vehicle and bicycle 
movement on streets where there is a significant amount of on street parking." The city's 
findings also state that the alternative standards, as well as the poss ibility of other standards 
permitted under a planned unit development process, allows innovative street widths and 
configurations. 

As a general matter, 34-foot ~ide streets with parking on both sides is excessive in single
family residential neighborhoods where densities rarely exceed seven dwelling Wlits per acre. 
No more· .th~U'l 28 f~*t, .or :lll.~I:'~aps. a m.~i:mmn of 30 fet?t, is n_¢c(l}ssary for this typ6 of ~ocal 
street In thege nei'~SltborltC>ot\ts. 

The department agcees with the city that a 34-foot wide street may have au appropriate place 
in residential neighborhoods with higher densities and more on-street parking demands. We 
also appreciate that the city has adopted alternative standards that allow more narrow 
pavement widths in some situations. However, the requirements for additional on-site 
parking in exchange for use of the 24- and 29-foot pavement width options makes these 
street types impractical for more developments. 

Conclusion: Woodburn 's TSP submittal should be remanded for revision to local street 
standards that satisfy the TPR requirement to "minimize pavement width and total right-of
way consistent with the operational needs of the faci lity" while responding to the concerns 
raised by the city regarding density and on-street park ing. [t wo uld be appropriate for the city 
to adop t more than one local street width standard and specify the use of each based on the 
density of adj acent land uses, or on the amount of average da ily traffi c on a street, so that the 
design and width of the street corresponds to the function, usage, and on-street parking 
demands. 

3. Transit 

The TPR requires local govenunents to adopt a TSP that has a public transportation plan. For 
areas within a UGB that has public transit service, the public transportation plan needs to 
identify ex isting and planned trans it trunk routes, exc lusive transit ways, terminals and major 
transfer stations, major transit stops, and park-and-ride stations (OAR 660-0 12-0020(2)(c)). 
The TPR requires that each modal clement of the TSP include an ana lysis of facility and 
service needs and planned facil ities and services. These requirements include a description 
and map showing planned transportation facilities, services, and major improvements 
(OAR 660-0 12-0020(3)). The TSP is also required to include a transportation financing plan 
that includes a li st of platmed transportation facilities and maj or improvements, a general · ·-
es timate of the timing and rough costs for planned transpo rtation facilities and major 
improvements, and guidelines or policies descri bing the ability of existing or new funding 
mechanisms to fund the planned fac ili ties and majo r improvements (OAR 660-0 12-0040). 

Woodburn has a fi xed-route transit system. The TSP has a map of the existing transit routes 
(Figure 3-4) and includes a di scussion of potential transit improvements in the Alternatives 
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Analysis section of the TSP (p. 5-9). The city included a discussion of potential changes to (\ 
the transit system in the Modal Plans section of the TSP, including providing service to new 
routes and corridors. However, the TSP does not include a planned transit system map 
identifying such elements as planned serv ice routes, major transit stops, transfer stations, or 
park -and -ride lots. 

The TSP includes a discussion of capital and operating costs for transit improvements (p. 8-
6). However, the TSP does not include guidelines or policies regarding existing or new 
funding m echanisms for transi t faci lities and senrice improveme nts. 

The local record includes the fo llowing findings address ing this issue: 

It wo~Jd::b@ unrealistic ta· tty to -develep ·a R~atHit this tilfie ~llat s~ows pf~ed routes. 
As dev~h:J~M~ttt d'ecurs and funcl1i1g is avaHa&le service Fr~~o~ncy wtll be lrtcrefised 
to the areas that develop and are determined to need transit service. If a new funding 
source is identified that a llows for a more robust systetn than the existing route 
planning should take place at that time looking at the development and needs ex isting 
at that time. 

The depa rtment appreciates the difficulty in planning for transit systems. Nevetiheless, the 
city's population is. projected to increase from 20,000 to 35,000 over the plan11ing peri od. In 
planning fo r this growth, it is impotiant for the city to plan for the facilities and services 
needed to serve this higher population level. The c ity has done considerable planning to 
consider U GB expansions, land use des ignations, and the required facilities to serve that 
populatio n and expanded UGB. It is essential for the city to also plan for the appropriate 
level, type, and location oftrans it service for the la rger population level, UGB, and land use 
des ignations, and to adopt guidelines or polic ies regard ing the type and timing of funding 
mechanis ms to implement the p lanned transit service. The department finds that it is 
unreasonable to wait until the growth has occurred to consider these issues. One of the 
primary purposes o f comprehensive p lanning is to anticipate and plan for the facilit ies and 
serv ices needed over the plan11ing horizo n. 

C onclusion: Woodburn 's TSP submittal should be remanded for the city to rev ise the trans it 
elem ent to include a map of p lanned transit services and facilities and guidelines or po lic ies 
regarding the type and ti ming o f funding mechanisms to implement the planned transit 
service and facility improvements. 

VI. OVERALL CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION 

The City of Woodburn Transportati on Sys tem Plan parti ally complies with Goal 12 and 
OAR C hapter 660, Div ision 12. The tlU'ee issues specifi cally addressed in this report as 
defi c ient are remanded for further consideration by the city. All other elements of the plan 
are approved . On remand the city must amend the TSP to: 

1. Address the stan dards for granting an exception to the block-length standard ; 
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2. Require pedestri an accessways in lieu of street connections for blocks where street 
connections that meet the 600-foot maximum block length are impracticable; and 

3. Include standards for stubbing out streets to adjacent parcels ; 
4. Revise the local street standards in a manner that satisfies the TPR requirement to 

" minimize pavement wid th and total right-of-way consistent with the operational needs 
of the fac il ity"; and 

5. Revise the transit element to inc lude a map of planned trans it services and facilities and 
guidelines or pol icies regarding the type and timing of funding inechanisms to implement 
the plarUled transit service and facility improvements. 

J :\PR\A LARGECITY\WOODBURN\Woodbum T3 TSP Remand Report.doc 
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. ' 

City of Woodburn Periodic Review Work Program Summary 

·8 
Federal and State Agencies, Special Districts, Affected Local 

ovemments and Interest Groups Participating in Review: 

A ~enc1es c on tact Tasks 
. Department of Fish and Wildlif~ (ODFW) 

Patty Snow 4, 8 

Division of State Lands (DSL) John Li lly 4, 8 
Dana Fields 

Economic Development Department (EDD) Arthur Fish 1,2,3,7,8 
Lynn Beaton 

Department of Transportation (ODOT) Akin Owosekun 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9 

8ta.te Historic Preservation Offic€ (SHPO) Steve Williams 6, 8 

Dept. of Water Resources (WRD) Rebecca Geisen 3, 4, 8 

Dept. of Environmental Quality (DEQ) Roberta Young 3, 4, 8 

Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) Steve Will iams 5, 8 

Housing and Community Services Dave Foster 1, 5, 8 

Please contact Larry French at (503) 373-0050, ex tenSIOns 283, 1f you have questions or need add ttional fonns. 
<j:\pr\lc ity\woodbum> 
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·Q . Attachment F: Statement of the record 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
· FOR MARION COUNTY, OREGON . 

fu the m atter of an Ordinance amending ) 
the Marion County Comprehensive Plan ) 
by adopting text, goal, policy and plan map ) 
amendments to the City of Woodburn ) 
Comprehensive Plan relating to the urban ) 
growth area of the City's Plan, an urban . ) 
growth bolllldary expansion of 979 acres ) 
to meet residential, commercial and ) 
industrial land needs, the redesignation ) 
and rezoning of properties included in the ) 
UGB amendment, and declaring an ) 
emergency. ) 

ORDINANCE NO. 

Legislative Amendment 
LA 06-2 

THE MARION COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS HEREBY ORDAINS AS 
FOLLOWS: 

SECTIONJ. PURPOSE 

This ordinruiGe is enacted pursuant to the authority granted ge~erallaw counties in the State of 
Oregon ·by Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 203, and the comprehensive land use 
planning and coordination with local government provisions under Chapters 195 and 197, by 
amending the .Marion Cotmty Comprti:hensive Plan by adopting amendments to the City of 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan including an Urban Growth Botmdary amendment, and the 
redesignation and rezoning of properties included within the amended City of Woodb'um urban 
growth boundary. 

SECTION 2. AUTHORIZATION 

The Marion County Board of Commissioners initiated a legislative amendment to the Marion 
County Comprehensive Plan by Resolution No. 06-9R dated March 22, 2006. The legislative 
amendments came before the Board at the request of the City of Woodburn for concurrence in 
and adoption of, text, plan, development code, and map amendments being considered by the 
City as part of its Periodic Review work program to update the vVoodbiDTI Comprehensive Plan, 
pursuant to the planning coordination and concurrence provisions tmder ORS Chapters 195 and 
197, and the provisions of the executed October 5, 2005 City of Woodburn/lvia1ion Co~ty 
Urban Growth Botmdary Coordination Agreement that establishes · procedures for addressing 
land use matters of mutual concern, including amendments to the comprehensive plan and urban 
growth boundary. The Board held public hearings on April 26, 2006 and on Jlllle 5, 2006 in the 
City of WoodbiDTI for which proper public notice and advertisement was given. All persons 
present during the public hearing and those provided notice of the hearing, were given the 
pportunity to speak or present written statements on the proposed amendments. 

Item No. 9 ----
Page 203 



SECTION 3. EVIDENCE AND Fil'IDWGS 

· The Board has reviewed the evidence and findings in the record and given due consideration to 
the testimony provided in the public hearing record. ·The amendments to the Marion County 
Comprehensive Plan by adopting te:lft, goal, policy and plan map amendments to the City of 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan as they apply to the urban growth area outside the city limits, 
along with a 979 acre urban growth boundary-amendment and the redesignation and rezoning of 
properties mcluded within the amended boundary are based on consideration and analysis of 
information, justification and :findings regarding the plan and code amendments adopted by the 
City of Woodburn as part of the City's periodi~ review. to update its Comprehensive Plan along 
with testimony presented at the public hearings on the proposed amendments: The County's 
concurrence and adoption of the amended provisions of the City of Woodburn Comprehensive . 
Plan is necessary for application of the Plan within the urban growth area. The evidence and 
:findings to support the amendments (Exhibit A), the City of Woodbru;n UGB Justification 
Report/Statewide Planning Goal Findings (Exhibit B), and the complete City of Woodbum 
Comprehensive Plan periodic review plan amendment package are by reference a part of the 
record and this Ordinance. 

The City of Woodburn Comprehen~ive Plan amendments address revisions to goals, policies, 
text, background information and inventories pursuant to the City's Periodic Review Work 
Progr~ approved by the Department of Land Conservation and Development and pertaining to 
specific sections of the Woodburn Plan: a new sectio11 on Marion County Coordination; 
incorpoi·ation of the County Growth Management Framework coordination language, policies 
and guidelines regarding housing, transportation, environment and economic development into 
the Plan; updated Buildable Lands Inventory and Resic):ential Housing Neecls Analysis; 
Residential Land Use and Housing goals and policies providing for adoption of a housing code, a 
variety of hou.sing types, design standards, neighborhood ameniti~s, and provisions for new 
residential land efficiency measures that provide for infi.ll, redevelopment, mixed uses, smaller 
lots and increased densities; Commercial Land Use goals and policies encouraging infill and 
redevelopment of existing commercial areas; map amendments changing existing designations of 
specific properties in the city; establishment of industrial reserve areas for targeted industries; 
Development Code amendments to include several overlay zones or districts (nodal areas, 
indust:J.ial, riparian corridor, downtown, interchange management area); an Economic 
Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and Economic Development Strategy to increase employment 
opportunities; an update of the Woodburn Transportation System Plan including a new south 
side east-west arterial as pari of a ring road system; and an update of the Woodburn Public 
Facilities Plan. 

Land needs in the _updated Comprehensive Plan are based on the .provision of residential, 
commercial and industrial lands necessary to accommodate the revised coordinated year 2020 
population forecast of34,919 adopted by the City and County in November 2004 (Ordinance No. 
1201) for the planning period of the Plan, and the City's s.trategy ar1d housing needs analysis for 
addressing residential growth and economic opporhmities analysis to meet target industry site 
requirement needs for commercial and indusb.ial employment growth within the Plan. The 
yYoodbum Comprehensive Plan update involves a 979 acre mban growth bOLmdaxy amendment 
to meet identified residential, commercial and industtial land needs. The redesignation of lands 
included in the botmda.ry expansion .6:om Marion Com1ty designations of "Primary Agriculture" 
and "Rmal Residential" for the exception areas included in the boundar-y to City of Woodbtm1 
Comprehensive Plan designations conesponding with the planned uses (low density or medium 
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of these lands from Marion County rural zoning designations of "Exclusive Farm Use" (EFU) 
and "Acreage Residential" (AR) to Collllty urban zoning designations of "Urban 
Transition/Farm" (UTF) and "Urban Transition" (UT), is a part of the growth boundary 
amendment process. The amendments to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan included an update 
and revision of the intergovernmental agreement between the CitY and County as required by the 
Marion County Urban Growth Management Framework policy with the revised agreement titled 
the "City of Woodbum/Mari~n Collllty Urban Growth Boundary Coordination Agreement" 
having been adopted and signed by each jurisdiction dated October 5, 2005. 

The updated City of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan conforms with the requirements under ORS 
Chapter 197 and the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals and Administrative Rules for the 
development and revision of comprehensive plans, urban growth boundary amendments. and · 
periodic review procedures, with ORS Chapter 195 for county coordination with local 
comprehensive plan activities, and the Marion County Comprehensive Plan Urbanization 

· Element on plan amendments, growth boundary changes, and· coordination with cities on urban 
growth management policies and guidelines. The City of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan· and 
Urban Growth Boundary were initially adopted by Marion County on February 6; · 1980 
(Ordinance No. 572) and acknowledged by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCDC) on March 20, 1981. Amendments to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan 
since acknowledgment have been coordinated with the County and State to maintain consistency 
and compliance with applicable land use planning requirements. 

The Marion County Board of Commissioners finds that the adoption of the amendments to the 
Marion County Comprehensive Plan by the adoption of the City of Woodburn Comprehensive 
Plan amendments including an urban growth boundary amendment of 979 acres and the 
redesignation and rezoning of properties included within the growth botmdary amendmep.t, 
provide for a coordinated review, concurrence in, and uniform application of urbanization 
policies regarding land use matters affecting properties within the urban growth area. The 
amendments are consistent with the coordination and procedural provisions of the 
intergovernmental coordination agreement between Marion Cotmty and the City of Woodburn. 
The Board further fmds that the an1endments are in compliance with Statewide Land Use 
Planning Goals and Administrative Rules, ORS Chapters 195 and 197, and applicable provisions 
of the Urbanization Element of the l\IIarion County Comprehensive Plan. 

The Marion County Board of Commissioners further finds that the adoption of the amendments 
to the Marion County Comprehensive Plan by adoption ofthe City ofWoodbum Comprehensive 
Plan amendments is made with the understanding that the City of Woodburn will consider 
amendments to its comprehensive plan and urban growth boundary to include properties the 
County believes could have been, but were not included in the City's plan amendments. This 
understanding between the City and the County is set forth in a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) approved and executed between the City and County (Exhibit C) stipulating that upon 
adoption of this Ordinance, the County will commence a review and recalculation of its 
population projections to the year 2030 and density guidelines. Upon completion of the 
population projections review, the City shall re-evaluate its residential housing needs analysis 
based upon the 2030 population projection with all other existing sets of assumptions used and 
other factors remaining unchanged. The City shall consider amendments to its comprehensive 
plan to include additional properties, including , the Tukwila, Woodburn School District and 
Senes properties within its mban growth boundary if substantiated by the new population 
projection figures and residential housing needs analysis. 
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SECTION 4 . .A1v.IENDMENTS TO THE MARION COUNTY COMPREHENSNE PLAN 

The Marion County Comp~ehensive Plan is amended to include the adoption of an updated City 
of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan for application in the area within the urban growth boundary 
that lies outside the city limits. The Marion County Comprehensive Plan Map is amended to 
include a 979 acre urban growth boundary expansion and changes in the Plan designation of 
those properties added to the boundary and within the urban growth area as depicted on the map 
set forth in Exhibit A. The Marion County Comprehensive Plan and implementing ordinances 
(zoning maps) are further amended to include the rezoning of the properties included within the 
amended urban growth boundary as depicted on the map set forth in Exhibit A. 

SECTION 5. REPEAL OF PORTIONS OF EXISTING ORDINANCES 

Those portions of Marion County Ordinance No. 572 adopting a City of Woodburn Urban 
Growth Boundary and a Comprehensive Plan for the area outside the city but within the growth 
boundary and any subsequent amendments to, pertaining to the City of Woodbmn, are hereby 
repealed or amended as set forth in this ordinance through the adoption of the City ofWoodbmn 
Comprehensive Plan updates and amendments, which by reference are incorporated into this 
Ordinance. 

SECTION 6. SEVERABILITY 

Should any section, subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause, or phrase of this ordinance or any 
policy, provision, finding, statement, conclusion, or design.ation of a particular land use or area 
of land, or any other portion, segment, or element of this ordinance or of any amendment thereto 
and adopted hereunder, be declared invalid for any reason, such declaration shall not affect the 
validity or continued application of any other portion or element of tlus ordinance or amendment 
to Marion Cotmty Ordinance No. 572 as amended or as amended hereunder; and if this ordinance 
or any portion thereof should be invalid on one ground, but valid on another, it shall b e 
construed that the valid ground is the one upon which this ordinance or any portion thereef, was 
enacted. 

SECTION 7. EFFECTIVE DATE 

This ordinance amending the Marion County Comprehensive Plan by adopting amendments to 
the City of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan, an urban growth boundary amendment, and 
redesignation and rezoning of properties added to the urban growth boundary, being necessary to 
protect the public health, safety and welfare, an emergency is declared to exist and this 
Ordinance shall become effective upon its passage. 

SIGNED and FINAilZED at Salem, Oregon this Jq dL day of M 2006. 

~l""r±'dL.I.JN COUNTY BOARD OF COMNIISSIONERS ....._ 
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. JUDICIAL NOTICE 

01·egon Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 197.830 provides that land use decisions may be. · 
reviewed by the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) by filing notice of intent to appeal within 
21 days from the date this ordinance becomes final. 
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EXHIBIT A 

EVIDENCE AND FINDINGS 

Marion Cormty Comprehensive Plan 

Amendment (LA 06-2): 

Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Amendments -

Urban Growth Boundary Amendment, 

Redesignation and Rezoning of 

Properties Added to the UGB, 

Map ofUGB Expansion Areas 

1: 
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EXHIBIT A 

EVIDENCE AND FINDINGS 
MARION COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT (LA 06-2} 

CITY OF WOODBURN COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 

BACKGROUND 

This matter comes before the Marion County Board of Commissioners at the request of the City 
of Woodburn for concurrence in and adoption of amendments to the Woodburn Comprehensive 
Plan resulting from completion of the City's Periodic Review Work Program (Exhibit B).' The City 
has held public h'earings on the . amendments to their Plan, supporting documents and 
development code and has adopted an ordinance (City Ordinance No. 2391) approving the 
amendments being considered by the County. 

The City of Woodburn adopted their initial comprehensive plan in August 1979 which was titled 
the Woodburn 2000 Plan. The; Marion County Board of Commissioners adopted the Woodburn 
urban growth boundary and Comprehensive Plan for the area outside the city limits but within the 
boundary on February 6, 1980 (Ordinance No. 572). The Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCDC) acknowledged the City of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan on March 
20,1981. 

Marion County and the City of Woodburn signed and executed an Urban Growth Boundary and 
Policy Agreement (UGBPA) in 1986 which was updated in ' May 1989 as part of the periodic 
review process involving City and County plans and ordinances. The UGBPA establishes 
procedures for dealing with and coordinating land use matters of mutual concern. As part of the 
City's current period ic review work tasks and for consistency with the County's Urbanization and 
Growth Management policies, a revised Urban Growth Boundary Coordination Agreement was 
signed and executed by the City and County on October 5, 2005. The Agreement provides for 
the County to concur in the City's Comprehensive Plan and to adopt those provisions for 
application within the urban growth area (the area within the UGB that lies outside the city limits). 
Such provisions include: urbanization, growth and plan coordination policy changes; plan map 
amendments affecting properties in the urban growth area; and growth boundary changes. 

The City of Woodburn underwent its initial State mandafed periodic review of its Plan in 1986 
which was completed and approved by LCDC in 1991. The City is currently updating its 
comprehensive plan and supporting planning documents and ordinances as part of the periodic 
review process to cover the next 20 year planning period, as the City's 2000 Plan reached the 
end of its initial 20-year planning period. The City was issued its Periodic Review Order in 1997 
resulting in an approved Work Program in 1999. The City received State grants to complete 
various tasks in its Work Program. The City initiated and has adopted amendments to its 
Comprehensive Plan, Development Ordinance and supporting documents such as its Buildable 
Lands Inventory, Growth Management strategy, Public Facil ities Plans, transportation System 
Plan, Wetlands and Riparian Corridor resource protection, Parks and Recreation Plan, Historic 
and Downtown Plans, Economic Opportunities Analysis and Economic Development Strategy. 
The proposed Plan amendments would complete the City's Periodic Review Work Program tasks. 

""\uring the City's process of updating its Comprehensive Plan and the public hearing process on 
.. e proposed amendments, County, DLCD, ODOT and other state agency staff worked with City 

staff and their consultants to complete work tasks under the Periodic Revievv llrrl o r ~rnnn w ith 
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Environmental Assessment and related transportation improvement projects. County staff 
participated on technical advisory and project management teams for several transportation 
projects, provided technical support, reviewed and commented on draft amendment proposalc
coordinated on a revised 2020 population forecast for planning purposes, worked with City staff 
revise the intergovernmental UGB agreement, and met with City staff as requested to discuss 
plan amendment issues. The City has addressed many of the concerns and items raised by 
County and DLCD staff and modified the Plan amendment proposal and findings th rough its 
hearing and review process. 

MARION COUNTY/CITY OF WOODBURN COORDINATION 

Marion County and the City of Woodburn have coordinated on several key items regarding the 
City's Periodic Review Work Program and Comprehensive Plan update. Additionally, as 
indicated above in the Background section, County staff were involved in technical capacities on 
various transportation projects and the review of City Periodic Review work items. 

1. Revised 2020 Population Projection for the City of Woodburn 

In 2002, the City of Woodburn requested that Marion County review-the coordinated and adopted 
2020 population projection of 26,290 for the City and update the projection based on new 
population information. New information included 2000 Census data, annual population data and 
estimates by Portland -State University Population Research Center, and a population and 
employment projection study by ECONorthwest for the City. County, City, DLCD and ODOT staff 
met and agreed the 2020 forecast of 26,290 was too low given recent population trends and 
agreed on an interim 2020 projection of 34,919 for the City for use in its periodic review work as P 

planning tool to update the comprehensive plan. The interim projection was the medium rang 
projection from the ECONorthwest study based on a 2.8 percent average annual growth rate 
applied to the City's 2000 Census population of 20,100 whereas the adopted 2020 projection 
applied a 2.13 percent growth rate to the City's 1997 PSU estimate of 16,150. The interim 
forecast was not an adopted projection since the County intended to review the adopted 2020 
forecasts for all the cities and the county pending release by the State Office of Economic 
Analysis (OEA) of new long-range forecasts for the state and counties, consistent with the 
County's statutory requirements for popu lation coordination. Upon release of the 2004 OEA long
range population -forecast report, the County initiated consideration of amendments to the 
coord inated population projections in its Comprehensive Plan. A revised 2020 projection was 
reviewed and coord inated between the County and City of Woodburn in 2004 to address the 
need for the City to update the projection as part of its Period ic Review work. A revised 2020 
population projection for the City of 34,919 and for the County of 359,581 was adopted by the 
County in November 2004 (Ord inance No. 1201) with the City also adopting the revised 
projection. The revised 2020 population projection for the City is a key component in updating its 
comprehensive plan to provide for land needs to accommodate growth over the 20-year planning 
period consistent with statewide plann ing goals and administrative rules. 

2. Marion County Urban Growth Management Framework 

In December 2002, Marion County adopted the Urban Growth Management Framework as part of 
the Urbanization Element of its Comprehensive Plan. The Framework is a coordination planning 
strategy that provides a guide which cities may fo llow in coordinating planning efforts with the_, 
County when considering urban growth boundary expansion needs and decisions in response to 
local arowth issues. The Framework provides an array of goals, pol icies and guidelines that 
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economic development and environment, and how the Framework can be utilized in coordinating 
planning issues between the City and the County. 

The City and County disagree on aspects of County statutory authority surrounding growth 
management and the planning activities of cities, and some of the guidelines within the 
Framework. Despite the disagreements, City and County staff worked together to identify 
applicable provisions of the Framework to be utilized in the analysis of or incorporated as 
amendments to the City's Plan. The Framework was a useful tool for setting forth guidelines the 
City could follow and for County review in the Plan update process to develop comprehensive 
plan and development code amendments that County staff would be supportive of and provide 
coordination on specific issues such as transportation and economic development. 

3. City/County Urban Growth Boundary Coordination Agreement 

One of the Urbanization policies under the adopted County Urban Growth Management 
Framework is to update the Urban Growth Boundary Policy Agreements between the County and 
cities to be consistent with the Framework when a city goes through periodic review or proposes 
plan' amendments involving growth management that require County concurrence. The current 
agreements the County has with cities were drafted and adopted during the 1980's and are 
procedural documents as to how developments and plan amendments in the urbanizable areas 
outside the city but within the growth boundary are processed, along with procedures for growth 
boundary changes. With the adoption of the Framework and a focus on coordination between the 
County and cities on growth issues, there is a need to update the existing agreements. 

City and County staff worked together to update and improve the coordination agreement on 
growth boundary and plan amendment issues during the City's periodic review process. After 
many iterations and reviews of draft agreements, City and County staff agreed on a revised UGB 
Coordination Agreement, the first of such agreements to be updated consistent with the 
Framework. The Agreement was adopted and signed by the City of Woodburn and Marion 
County with an effective date of October 5, 2005. The Agreement procedures are being utilized 
in the County review of the City's Plan amendment proposal. The adopted agreement is also 
used as a template in the update of current agreements with other cities as required. 

WOODBURN COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENTS 

The City of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and Development Code Amendments involve 
substantive updates and revisions to the Plan, supporting Plan documents, and implementing 
ordinances in order to develop a policy guide for growth and development of the City during the 
20-year planning horizon of its Comprehensive Plan to the year 2020. The amendments support 
a proposed 979 acre urban growth boundary expansion to accommodate land needs based on 
the revised coordinated 2020 population forecast of 34,919 and meeting Statewide Planning Goal 
14 (Urbanization) requirements for growth boundary amendments (Exhibit B). The adoption of 
several key documents amending the City's Comprehensive Plan (an Economic Development 
Strategy, Public Facilities Plan, Transportation System Plan and Land Development Ordinance) 
were relied upon by the City in the development of the amendment proposal. 

The City conducted various studies and analyses (e.g. Buildable Lands Inventory, Land Needs 
· ssessement) consistent with the applicable Statewide Planning Goals, administrative rules and 
Jcatutory requirements to provide background information, findings and justification supporting 
proposed Plan amendments (Exhibit B). The City's land analyses indicated a deficit of 
residential, commercial, industrial and public lands within the current UGB tc Item No. 9 
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projected 2020 population and identified need for employment lands for targeted industries. 
Through the utilization of _land efficiency measures required by Goal 14, the City was able to 
reduce the amount of land needed as part of the amendment package. 

The Comprehensive Plan amendments include text and policy amendments to specific sections 
of the Plan, the inclusion of a new Plan section on County coordination, and map amendments 
changing existing plan/zone designations for properties within the city but not involving any 
properties outside the city within the current UGB. Development code amendments which 
include several overlay zones or districts (nodal area, industrial, riparian corridor, downtown) are 
proposed to implement the policy amendments within the Plan. The proposed UGB amendment 
to include approximately 979 acres in various locations around the existing UGB would involve 
the redesignation of properties from current County resource and rural residential land 
designations (Primary Agriculture and Rural Residential) to City land use designations 
(residential, commercial, industrial, open space and parks) and changing the zoning of the 
properties from County rural zones (EFU- Exclusive Farm Use, AR - Acreage· Residential) that 
apply to properties. outside of UGBs to County urban zones (UTF - Urban Transition/Farm, UT -
Urban Transition) that are applied to properties within an UGB but outside the city limits. 

County staff have reviewed the City's Plan and Development Code amendment package on 
several occasions throughout the City's plan development/review process and indicated support 
of many components of the City's amendment package. Though there have been changes or 
modifications to various parts of the amendment package (some as a result of previous 
comments), upon review of the final amendment package submitted to the County for 
concurrence, staff continues its support of those items outlined in its March 21, 2005 letter 
submitted to the City and made part of the City Council Public Hearing Record on the Periodic 
Review Plan Amendments. A summary of the Woodburn Plan and Development CodL 
amendment items that staff supports is provided below: 

Item No. 
Page 

1. Inclusion of Marion County Coordination Goals and Policies, Marion County Economic 
Development Coordination Goals and Policies, and incorporation of applicable County 
Growth Management Framework coordination language, policies and guidelines regarding 
housing, transportation and the environment into the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. 

2. New plan and zone designations for proposed nodal development areas to meet housing 
needs by allowing for increased densities, varied dwelling unit types, compact 
neighborhood development residential and commercial opportunities, provisions for 
parks/open space, and master planning of these areas. 

3. New plan and zone designations for proposed industrial reserve areas for targeted 
industries to meet economic development needs for employment opportunities. The 
provis ions protect specific large sites by limiting land divisions, require master planning of 
areas prior to annexation, retain agricultural use of the areas, and prohibit conversion to 
other land uses. 

4. New plan and zone designations for proposed riparian conservation and wetland overlay 
areas to meet resource protection goals and policies. Provisions restricting development 
of vacant lands within these areas and providing for buffers/setbacks from identified 
resources consistent with the Environmental guidelines of the County's Growtl·, 
Management Framework and safe harbor provisions of applicable administrative rules. 
The management of riparian corridors as public greenways, pathways or recreation areas 

9 3S for open space and park opportunities within the community. 
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5. Residential Land Use and Housing goals and policies providing for adoption of a housing 
code to improve existing housing stock, encourage and provide for a variety of housing 
types for single-family and multifamily uses, requirements for application of clear and 
objective multifamily residential design standards including. open space, allow for 
affordable home ownership opportunities through reduced lot sizes and increased housing 
types, provision of basic neighborhood park facilities with multifamily projects, and for 
efficiency of residential lands by allowing provisions for achieving increased densities. 

6. Commercial Land Use goals and policies encouraging infill and redE?velopment of existing 
commercial areas of the City rather than increasing the commercial land supply or 
p(oviding additional commercial land around the interchange. Five major commercial areas 
and three minor areas primarily for office use are identified to meet commercial needs. 
The inclusion of policies encouraging establishment of neighborhood scale commercial to 
serve the designated nodal development area and provisions alloWing for vertical mixed 
uses to occur. 

7. Creation of an Interchange Management Area overlay to monitor and manage the 
capacity, safety and functionality of the transportation system around and at the 
interchange through peak hour trip generation estimates and numerical ceilings based on 
land use. Included are traffic impact study requirements and prohibitions on plan changes. 

8. Incorporation of the City's May 2001 Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and 
Economic Development Strategy as part of the Comprehensive Plan. The economic 
development strategy commits the City to providing infrastructure and a land base to 
attract higher paying jobs, provide increased employment opportunities, utilize comparative 
advantages such as location along the 1-5 corridor, target specific industries desired by the 
community, educate and train the local labor force, improve the quality of life for residents, 
assist local business development, rehabilitate the downtown area through a downtown 
design and revitalization plan, provide financing for marketing and creating economic 
development programs. 

9. New land efficiency measures that provide for infill, redevelopment, vertical mixed uses, 
smaller lots, variety of housing types, and increased densities. Providing for an increase in 
the multifamily percentage of the total new housing mix, provisions of minimum and 
maximum allowable densities, requirement for development to occur at a minimum 80 
percent of allowable density, and the City's goal to improve its overall residential land 
efficiency for new residential uses to 7.8 overall res idential dwell ing units per acre 
consistent with the efficiency guidelines in the County Growth Management Framework for 
a community of Woodburn 's projected size. 

10. The Woodburn Transportation System Plan (TSP) which addresses all major County ' 
issues raised during the TSP update process and is consistent with the applicable 
Transportation guidelines of the County's Growth Management Framework. Key 
components of the TSP focus on interchange area improvements, a ring road system that 
includes a new south side east-west arterial, an interchange management area overlay 
district, and the use of improvement districts and systems development charges to fund 
improvements. The County will continue to coordinate with the City on transportation 
issues and projects within the Woodburn area. 
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11. The Woodburn Public Facilities Plan wherein 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 othe'" 
applicable parties. Also City efforts to coordinate facility planning with the Cour. 
regarding stormwater management and transportation issues on a regional level. 

12. The identified need for an urban growth boundary amendment to accommodate projected 
population, housing, employment and other uses. The existing Woodburn UGB contains 
approximately 3,824 acres. The UGB amendment proposal is for an expansion of the 
UGB by approximately 979 acres. Though staff is supportive of an urban growth boundary 
amendment for the City to meet future planning needs, staff has concerns about 
justification for the amount of land being considered in the proposed growth boundary 

. amendment which is comprised of prime farmland (Class II and Ill soils). 

WOODBURN URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY (UGB) AMENDMENT PROPOSAL 

The City's "UGB Justification Report" (Exhibit B) provides the background information and 
analyses to support the proposed UGB amendment. Based on information contained within the 
report along with information contained in the Buildable Lands Inventory, the existing Woodburn 
UGB contains approximately 3,824 acres. The UGB amendment proposal is for the expansion of 
the existing UGB by approximately 979 gross acres of which 770 acres are determined to be net 
buildable acres (exclusive of constrained lands and right-of-way needs). 

The Plan proposal is based on a 2020 projected population of 34,919 utilizing a 2.8 percent 
annual average growth rate over the 20-year planning horizon of the Plan with the 2000 Census 
population of 20,100 as the base year. The Plan proposal to determine residential land needs i 
based on the Buildable Lands Inventory which utilized a 2002 base year. The Plan proposal 
would accommodate a population increase of 14,059 people over the 2002 population of 20,860 
that would require an additional 4,753 dwelling units (using a household size of 2.9 persons per 
dwelling). The employment projection adopted by the City for the 20-year planning period is for 
the Woodburn area to add 8,37 4 jobs using a high range employment growth forecast based on a 
3 percent average annual growth rate. 

The existing UGB (using the 2002 BLI data) contains a 746 acre supply of net buildable lands 
which consists of 403 acres of low-density residential land, 108 acres of medium density 
res idential land, 6 acres of public lands, 108 acres of commercial land, and 127 acres of industrial 
land. In summar;, 517 acres of buildable residential lands and 235 acres of buildable 
employment lands currently exist within the UGB. 

The proposed 979 acre UGB expansion (770 acres of buildable lands) would add approximately 
546 acres (384 net buildable acres) of residential lands and 433 acres (386 net buildable acres) 
of employment lands (commercial and industrial). The 546 acres of residential lands include 
approximately 188 acres of residential exception lands. The 433 acres of employment lands 
include 13 acres of commercial exception lands.' In rough net buildable land totals, the proposed 
UGB would contain 854 net buildable acres of residentia l lands (includes lands for publ ic and 
semi-public uses) and 534 net buildable acres of employment lands (commercial and industrial 
lands) to meet projected housing and employment needs. These net acreage numbers would 
increase by approximately 20 perce~t when constrained lands, right-of-way needs, and exceptio1 
lands are added to arrive at a gross acreage figure of lands available to accommodate growth . 
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Identified land needs from the UGB analysis indicate a need for approximately 634 acres of 
buildable residential land (510 acres of low density residential which includes nodal and exception 
areas, and 124 acres of medium density residential which includes nodal and exception areas). 
An additional 210 acres of public and semi-public land (schools, parks, institutional, religious 
uses) needs which are accommodated on residential lands are also part of the residential land 
needs analysis. Employment 'land needs are estimated at 627 buildable acres (141 acres of 
commercial land and 486 acres of industrial land) with industrial land needs based · on the 
provisions of specific site numbers and sizes to meet target industry needs rather than a standard 
employees per acre ratio. 

Residential Land Needs 

The residential land need is to accommodate an additional 4,753 dwelling units and 
approximately ·14,000 additional people. Residential lands are also utilized to accommodate 
public and semi-public uses (schools, parks, institutional uses, churches, government uses). 
Through the provision of various land efficiency measures, creation of nodal development areas, 
increased density allowances and opportunities for single-family and multifamily, infill and 
redevelopment of existing developed residentiql and· residential exception lands, the overall 
residential land need to accommodate the additional population growth is reduced. The 
residential land need for housing purposes is 634 buildable acres. The supply of buildable · 
residential lands for housing within the current UGB is 511 acres. For strictly housing purposes, 
an additional 123 buildable acres of residential land is needed. 

The determination of residential land needs is complex due to a variety of factors that are 
included in the land need analysis. One factor is distinguishing between gross acres and net 
buildable acres (exclusive of constrained lands and rights-of-way) for housing needs. Often a 20 
percent additional land factor is utilized for residential lands to accommodate for streets and other 
rights-of-way. The Buildable Lands Inventory provides net buildable acres for residential lands 
within the existing UGB but not gross acres. The conversion of residential acres into gross and 
net buildable acres in both determining land needs and UGB expansion areas for residential 
purposes is often confusing when the analysis does not include both sets of numbers. 

Another factor is the inclusion of public and semi-public land uses within the residential land 
needs analysis. The analysis indicates a need for 210 buildable acres of public and semi-public 
lands as part of the overall residential land needs. Various standard ratios were initially utilized to 
determine · land needs for schools, parks, institutions, churches and government uses, then 
adjusted based on specific needs identified. The School District, whose boundaries extend 
beyond the city limits and UGB identified a need for 108 additional acres for a high school, middle 
school and two elementary schools in addition to its current facilities. Park land needs are 
estimated at an additional 63 acres (as some park land needs will also be accommodate on 
school lands), institutional needs at 11 acres, and religious/church needs at 28 acres. Public and 
semi-public uses and needs do not necessarily occur on strictly buildable lands. Constrained 
lands can be utilized for public uses or to serve multi-functions such as for park lands. Publ ic and 
semi-public uses often do not require additional land for streets or rights-of-way as they tend to 
be unified developments with extensive open areas that can serve multiple functions. The 
inclusion of public and semi-public uses and land needs with housing land needs can skew the 
overall residential land needs determination by mixing uses with different land requirements. The 
"'1 0 acres of public and semi-public land need for residential ancillary uses is a significant portion 
vf the overall residential land needs component of the UGB expansion where there is no 
requirements for development of these uses though with a strong connection to residential 
development. Item No. 9 
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Another difficult factor of the residential land need analysis is the incorporation of the residential 
exception area land supply and housing need allocation into the overall residential picture. ThP 

. analysis incorporates exception areas into the buildable acre supply and need columns whil 
cancel each other out, .but is a factor in the ov·erall residential land need determination and UGB 
expansion area picture. The 155 acre residential exception area in the northwest part of the 
proposed. UGB has the potential to provide additional housing to· meet future housing needs. It is 
unclear in the analysis whether the existing dwellings and population within the exception areas· 
being included within the boundary were subtracted from both the population and dwelling unit 
needs which would have reduced the overall residential land/dwelling unit numbers. The 
residential exception areas being proposed for inclusion contain dwell ing units and population 
that add to the inventory and have an effect on overall residential land needs. 

The proposed expansion includes 546 gross acres of residential land (384 acres of net buildable 
acres). The residential land deficit within the existing UGB for housing purposes only is around 
'123 buildable ~cres,. exclusive of the residential exception lands. The residential l<;md need for 
public and.semi-public lands as a component of res idential land needs is 210 net buildable acres. 
Considering the above mentioned factors and the justification provided to support the residential 
land need component, it continues to appear to staff that the proposed UGB expansion for 

·r esidential lands contains more land than is justified by the background data and analysis. 

The Board of Commissioners in reviewing the residential land need component of the 
amendment proposal found that the City data and residential housing needs analysis provided 
sufficient justification to meet the need and locational factors under Goal 14, requirements under 
Goal 1 0 and the provisions of ORS Chapter 197 for needed housing and the priority of lands for 
indusion in the urban growth boundary. In addition, the Board determined that there wer 
additional residential lands or properties that could have been, but were not included in the City's 
plan amendments and has executed a memorandum of understanding with the City that these 
properties be considered for future amendment to the plan and boundary should new 2030 
population projections and re-evaluation of the City's residential housing needs analysis 
substantiate the need to include further residential lands within the urban growth boundary. 

Industrial Land Needs 

The Buildable Lands Inventory and land analyses indicate the current UGB contains 108 net 
buildable acres of commercial land and 47 to127 acres of net buildable industrial land when 
expansion of existing industries are considered. The identified need is for 141 acres of buildable 
commercial land and 486 acres of industrial land. The proposed UGB would contain 126 acres of 
buildable commercial land and 41 3 acres of buildable industrial land. The proposed UGB 
expansion wou ld add 409 gross acres (363 net buildable acres) of industrial land and 24 gross 
acres (23 net buildable acres) of commercial land to current inventory totals. 

The City has ta rgeted certain industries (businesses) through its adopted Economic Development 
Strategy in order to increase employment opportunities and higher wage jobs in the Woodburn 
area. Statewide Planning Goal 9 (Economic Development) and corresponding Administrative 
Rules allow for employment lands to be based on the need to provide for various sites (number of 
sites and sizes) to meet expected businesses that would locate in the area. Analysis by the City 
indicates a need for large parcel sites, generally 20 acres in size or more. 

The City's industrial land expansion proposal is to the southwest and west of the existing UGB to 
Item No. ·· ·· 9 '- - -~ ional advantages of the Interstate 5 corridor for target businesses. Identified as 
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the Southwest Industrial ReseNe (SWIR) area, these industrial lands comprise 409 gross acres 
(362 net buildable acres). Industrial lands exist adjacent to the proposed SWIR expansion and 
will likely accommodate future expansions of existing industries in the area. Proposed industrial 
lands are intended to be developed as business campuses with an ·array of parcel sizes to meet 
targeted industry needs. 

The City's Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) indicates a need for large parcel sites tied to 
target industries identified in the report and specific site requirements for these industries. The 
EOA ·identifies both numbers of sites and a range of site sizes to address land needs for 
employment rather than utilizing an employee per acre ratio for commercial and industrial uses. 
The EOA indicates a need for one site in the 1 00-plus acre range and one site in the 50 to 100 
acre range. Provisions for these two sites which cannot be divided below these large lot 
thresholds comprise approximately 170 net buildable acres of the 362 net buildable acres within 
the SWIR. 

The EOA identifies the target industries that could reasonably locate within the City and industries 
the City desires to locate in Woodburn . Targeted industries (businesses) which are identified by 
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code include six industrial manufacturing categories 
(printing, stone/clay/glass, fabricated metals, machinery, electronic/electrical and transportation 
equipment), three non-industrial business categories (trucking, transportation, wholesale), and 
four service categories (finance, business services, medical and professional services). The 
targeted industries are comprised of manufacturing and non-manufacturing businesses, which do 
not all require location on industrial land. It could be possible that development within the SWIR 
industrial areas consists of non-industrial businesses and service uses. 

The targeted industries requiring the largest site size needs are identified as the electronics 
sector which is a highly competitive industry from a recruitment standpoint. Other targeted 
industry categories generally require sites less than 20 acres, with several industry categories 
with site needs between 20-40 acres. The SWIR site west of 1-5 along Butteville Road consists 
of approximately 130 acres (1 11 net buildable acres) and the SWIR site east of 1-5 north and 
south of Parr Road consists of approximately 279 acres (251 net buildable acres). 

In reviewing the industrial land needs proposed by the City, staff previously and continues to 
express concerns along with suggestions for the 409 acre UGB expansion to accommodate 
industrial land needs. A large part of the SWIR land is committed to two large industrial sites for 
specific target industries that are highly competitive with a range of siting needs beyond location 
along a major transportation route. Setting aside a considerable amount of industrial land that is 
limited to one or two specific target industry categories and which land cannot be reduced in size 
below site size thresholds may limit the City's ability to achieve its employment goals. Staff has 
suggested lower parcel size thresholds for retention of large lots for employment lands. The 
majority of target industries on the City's list require sites less than 20 acres. A lower large parcel 
threshold would allow for more flexibility in accommodating businesses with in a business campus 
setting as proposed for the SWIR area by allowing the potential for an increased number of 
business sites while also providing for large sites to be aggregated if needed to accommodate a 
specific industry. The proposed UGB expansion for industrial lands, in particular, the retention of 
very large sites limited to a specific target industry(ies) raises concerns as to the efficient use of 
lands for employment purposes. The target industries listed in the EOA do not all require large 
!tes, locations adjacent to 1-5 or industrial lands. Allowing for flexibility in a development strategy 

f)articu larly where changes in industrial development patterns and industry considerations occur 
on a regular basis, may provide the City with increased opportunity for meetinn it<:: P.molovment 
needs and for efficiently utilizing its employment lands. Item No. 9 
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The Board of Commissioners in reviewing the industria l land component of the plan amendments 
found that the City's analysis and economic development strategy met the provisions and 
requirements under Goal 9, the Goal 9 administrative rules, and justification for inclusion of land!=' 
under ORS Chapter 197, and need and locational factors under Goal14. 

UGB Expansion to include adjacent Rural Exception Areas 

The UGB amendment proposal includes adjacent rural exception areas that are contiguous to the 
existing UGB, except for the public exception area containing Maclaren School which will not 
provide ariy benefit to the City by its inclusion. These exception areas Include the 155 acre 
residential exception area to the northwest q.long Butteville Road and the railroad tracks, the 13 
acre residential exception area to the northeast along Highway 99E south of Carl Road, and the 
34 acre (13 acres of commercial, 21 acres of residential) exception area to the south along 
Highway 99E in the Belle Passi Road area. Inclusion of these exception areas will allow these 
areas to transition to urban levels of development and be provided with urban services. Staff has 
indicated previously and continues to support the inclusion of these exception areas as part of the 
UGB amendment proposal. -

UGB Expansion Location Factors 

The UGB amendment proposal involves a 979 acre expansion to accommodate residential, 
commercial, industrial and public/semi-public land needs. The location of the expansion areas 
are primarily to the west and southwest of the existing UGB, with additional areas to the north, 
northeast and south (Attachment B). Industrial land expansion areas are to the we·st and 
southwest to take advantage of locational factors adjacent to the 1-5 corridor and proximity to the 
interchange. Residential land expansion areas are to the north and southwest of the existin~ 

UGB with the southwest area containing the new nodal development overlay adjacent to the 
industrial expansion area. The residential land expansion areas to the north are along Boones 
Ferry Road and include an expansion of the residential development around the golf course and 
a residential areas south of Crosby Road and east of the 1-5 corridor. The remaining UGB 
expansion areas involve rural exception areas to the northwest, northeast and south of the 
existing UGB. The commercial land expansion areas are to the north, southeast and south and 
correspond to the identified nodal areas and existing commercial exception lands. 

The expansion areas that are included in the UGB amendment· proposal result from the City's 
analysis of Goal 14 and statutory requirements for identifying land needs and for the inclusion of· 
lands within the UGB. Factors considered include specific locational needs for particular land 
uses such as industrial lands, livabil ity factors based on existing patterns of development, public 
facilities costs of providing services tQ areas, and the priority factors for inclusion of lands that 
considers exception lands and the value of resource lands (soil classes). The City analyzed 
study areas around the existing UGB in making its determination for which lands to meet specific 
land needs to include within the UGB expansion proposal. 

The area surrounding the existing Woodburn UGB is comprised primarily of Class II and Class Il l 
soi ls and flat terrain with few development constraints . Several stream corridors meander 
through and adjacent to the UGB. Public facil ities costs to provide services are comparable for 
surrounding areas due to level topography, though some areas may be easier to serve due to 
existing facil ities and topography. In determining and justifying areas for inclus ion, certain factors 
may be given more weight, but consideration and analysis is a balance of the various factors 
since areas tvnir.:::l lly have both positive and negative factors. 
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Various propertie$ and areas were considered for inclusion in the proposed boundary and 
justification can be made for. the inclusion of certain lands over other lands. Consideration of a 
boundary expansion is required to justify both a need for additional lands and the location of such 
lands to meet the need. Locational considerations for transportation system access reasons for 
industrial lands or the location of residential lands in proximity to commercial corridors or city 
services (downtown) as opposed to outlying fringe areas are quality of life factors that can be 
considered by a jurisdiction. Staff focus has been oh the justification for and amount of land 
included as part of the expansion proposal., a quantitative review, rather than the more qualitative 
review surrounding the location of the expansion areas which is a balancing of numerous factors. 

REDESIGNATION/REZONING OF PROPERTIES ADDED TO THE UGB 

The 979 acres proposed to be added to the Woodburn urban growth boundary is currently 
designated "Primary Agriculture" in the Marion County Comprehensive Plan and zoned Exclusive 
Farm Use (EFU) in the Marion County Rural Zoning Ordinance, except for the rural exception 
areas which are designated "Rural Residential" and zoned Acreage Residential (AR). Should the 
979 acres be included within the UGB for future urban· development purposes, the County Plan 
d~signations which apply to. lands outside of UGBs will be replaced with City of Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan · designations to correspond with their planned uses (i.e. low density ·Or 
medium density residential, nodal development, commercial, industrial, open space). 

The lands included within the UGB also need to be rezoned from the current County Rural Zone 
Code designations applying to lands outside of UGBs to a County Urban Zone Code designation 
applying to lands· within UGBs but outside the city limits where the County still maintains land use 
control over such properties until annexed to the city. The appropriate rezoning of properties 
zoned EFU would be to an Urban Zone Code designation of Urban Transition/Farm (UTF) while 
for properties zoned AR, the appropriate Urban Zone Code designation would be Urban 
Transition (UT). As stated in Chapters 13 and 14 of the Marion County Urban Zone Code: 

'The UT zone is intended to retain and protect for future urban use properties which are 
undeveloped or underdeveloped and do not have available urban facilities such as sanitary 
sewer, water, drainage and streets. The zone allows for the continuation of legally 
established uses and establishment of uses compatible with the plan designation." 

'The purpose of the UTF zone is to encourage the continued practice of commercial 
agriculture in areas planned for future urban development. The UTF zone shall be applied 
in those areas within an urban growth boundary whre the applicable urban area 
comprehensive plan indicates that land should be retained in large blocks, and acreage 
residential development discouraged, to facilitate efficient conversion to urban use. " 

Applying the County's UTF zone designation to properties that are presently in a rural resource 
zone allows for the continued use of these. properties for agricultural purposes until the properties 
are annexed to the City and developed for urban use. Appl ication of the County UT zone to 
properties currently in rural residential zones and uses allows for continued use of these 
properties fo r rural use until annexed to the city and provided with urban services. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS/TESTIMONY 

0ixty-five persons were provided the opportunity to testify at the two public hearings and 56 
written comments were submitted during the County review process which are part of the County 
record in this matter and considered by the Board in its decision on the plan ameltem No. 9 
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EXHIBIT B 

CITY OF WOODBURN 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDJ\1ENTS: 

BACKGROUND MATERIALS 

AND WOODBURN UGB 

JUSTIFICATION REPORT 
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February 17, 2006 

Honor~bJe.M~on County Board of Coi11Inissioners 
Courthqui;e Square. · 
555' Court..Str~et NE, Rqom 4130 

. P.O. Bert 14500 . 
Salem, Oregon .97309 HA.ND DELrVERED 

Re: Or<J.ii]an~e 2391 (l,egislative Amendment 05"01) 
City fu:iti~ted.-lJrban· Growth Bomidary Amendment and Compr.ehensive Plan 
Ainenct·me:ixts·tor L·an.d ii;t Urban Growth Area · 

~{OlW.IAble Chair Wlne and Commissioners Brentano-and Carlson: 

Pursuant to Section IT 1 B of the City of Woodburn/Marion County Urban Growth Boundary 
Coordi:o.ation Ag;Feement, please :find a copy of Ordinance 23 91 together with the en tiLe local 
reco1:d. Ordinance 2391 adopts the City' s Periodic Review work program and provides .findings 

\d justifications related to expanding the City's u:rban growth b~:rlllldary. 

"Advancy copies" of the doci..Unents supporting Ordinance 23.91 w ere provided to the county 
Planning Department in October 2005 as parr of the cooicliJ:;l.ation that occurred between City and 
County tl:u:'ough9rit the City's periodic review project. However, you should rely on the attached 
rec;QTd (which includes the ordinance and all supporting documents) as the City's official 
conveyance of materials,. as required by Section IT I B . 

.;-v • 

... . 

· As you are· ~WarE1, undei·. the Coordination Agreem~nt, Marion County is required to hold a. 
public hearillg on whether the County concms witl1 the City's actions· Within 90 days after receipt 
ofthis material. Please provide me with notice of the public hearing and any other Board .: 
meetings or workshops where this matter is to be discussed. ' 

Sincer~{, __ _ 
r 

_/ 

KF/j c 
Enr.1nsme: Local Record PuJsuantto Section IT 1 B 

· Offic~ of ti1e Mayor 

270 Momgomery Street • Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

· Ph-503-982-5228 • Fax 503-982-5243 
m~>,.,~==.""""' ...... -.- ·'""'"""""" -~ bL:Zk-tW'O:i'J<!)CJWUO 
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COUNCIL BILL NO. 2596 

ORDINANCE NO. 2391 

AN ORDINANCE· TO COMPLETE PERIODIC RE'iiEW WORK TASKS BY AM_f;NDING THE 
· WOOPBURN COM~R-EHEN~IVE PLAN; ADOPTlNG A NEW U~B-Ai'i .GROWTH 
BOUNDARY; AMENDING THE WOODBURN DEVELOPMENT. ORDINANCE; REPEALING 
ORDINANCE 1689; ADOPTING CERTAIN BACKGROUND DOC-UMENTS; . MAKING ... . . . -

lEGISLATIVE FINDINGS; AND SETTING AN EFFECTIVE DATE-

. . \yHEREAS·, the City is c0rre~tly in Periodic Re~few pursuqnt to o~s 197.633 
and ddopts this ordinance to complete certain Periodic Review Work Tasks as 
specified herein; and · _, 

WH tREAS, the Department of Land - ConseNation and Development 
approved the Work Program for the City on July 30, 1997; and · 

·; .. ' . 

WHER~AS, the Ci.ty adopted Resolution 1741 initiating amendments to the 
Woodburn Development Ordinance, the Wqoqpqrn Qffid.a ! Zoning· Mapr-and . 

··the Woodbufn-·CCimprehensive ?"ian· text and map; including func tional plans 
{"the Periodic Review Amendment Package"}; and 

WHEREAS, the City coordinated with Marion County to develop a 20-year 
population projection, and Marion County Ordinance 1201, a llocated a year 
2020 population projection of 34! 919 to the City; and 

WHEREAS, the -City used the coordinated population of 34,9 19 to 
d etermine its need for residen-tial land; and 

WHEREAS, -the City considered and accepted the Woodburn Economic 
Opportunities Analysis and adopted the Woodburn Economic Developmen-t 
Strategy to ident ify target industria l firms and site suitability need s; and 

WHEREAS, the City used the Year 2020 population projec-tion and th? 
economic development ·studies to prepare the Woodburn Public Facilities Plan, 
the Woodburn Residen-tial Land Needs Analysis, a nd the Woodburn 
Transportation. System Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the City sent public notice as required by s-tate iaw and the 
Woodburn Development Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, the City held open houses to receive public input on the 
Periodic Review Amendment Package; and 

Page 1 - COUNCIL BILL NO. 2596 

9 
nDnll--l li.NCE No. 2391 

Item No. ---
Page 226 



WHEREAS, the Woodburn Planning . Commission conducted four work 
sessions to consider the Periodic Review Amendment Package, held a public 
hearing on February 3, 2005, and . recommended ap~xovai _of the Periodic · 
Review Amendment Package witn amendments by the City Council; and 

· _ , WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on March 28, 2005 on 
t~-~ Peri9dic Review Amendment Package and left the record open· until 'April 
20, 2005; and · 

WHEREAS, .the City Council deliberated on April25, 2005 ··and at its June 13, 
200~ _meeting, the City Cquncil continued deliberating and allowed additional 
w~itten testimony to be submitted until June 27, 2005 related .to four matters; and · 

WHEREAS, the ·city· Council deliberated on September -~ 9, 2005 and 
tentatively approved the Periodic Review· Amendment Package with 
amendments; c:ind 

WHEREAS, the passag~ of this ordinance adopting the amended Periodic 
Review Amendment Package will complete Periodic Review Work Tasks 1 
through 4 -and 7 through ll; NOW, THEREFORE; ... .. 

THE CITY OF V·JOODBURN ORDAINS AS FOLlOWS: 

Section 1. The W9odburn Comprehensive Plan is amended as provid ed in 
Exh ibit 1, attached hereto and incorporated herein; including the fo llowing sub
exhibits: 

1-A Woodburn Economic Development Strategy (ECONorthwest, June 
2001) 

1-B . City o f Woodburn Public Facilities Plan (C ity of Woodburn, October 
2005} 

1-C Woodburn Transportation System Plan (CH2M Hill, O<;tober 2005} 
1-D Woodburn Local Wetlands lnventorj List (Shapiro, 2000} 

Section 2. A new Comprehensive Plan Map and urban growth boundary 
is adopted as d epicted in Exhibit 2, attached hereto and incorporated herein . 

. Section 3. The Woodburn Development Ordinance, induding the Official 
Woodburn Zoning Map [2005) is amended as provided in Exhibit 3, attached 
hereto and incorporated herein. 

Section 4. Ordinance 1689, the growth management ordinance, is 
repealed. 
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Section · 5. The following documents, attac~ed hereto as Exhibit 4 and 
inc~rporated herein, are adopted as b_ackground documents to the Woodburn 

· Comprehensive Plan: 

4-A Economic Opportun(ties Analysis, ECONorthwest, May 2001 
4-B Woodburn Population and Employment Projections memorandum, · 

ECONqrthwest, Aprif29, 2002 
4-C Woodbu·rn .Occupation/Wage . Forecast memorandum., 

ECONorthwest. March 20, 2003 . 
4-b Citv of Woodburn Local Wetlands. Inventory and Riparian 

Assessment, Shapiro 2000. 
4-E Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory, including ·· 

Housing/Lands Needs Model M, Winterbrook Planning, Jufy 2005 
(includes Bvlldable Lands Map J 

4-F · Tec hnical Report 2, Woodburn Residenti.al Land Needs Analysis, 
Wlnterbrook Planning, May 2005 · 

4-G Technical Report 3, Potential U.GB Expansion Area Analysis, Natural 
Resources Inventory, Winterbrook Planning, November 2003 
(includes Soil Capability Classes Mapsj · 

·4-H Sit-E~· ReqUirements For WooabLkf\ Target lndustrh3s (ECONorthwest; 
2003) 

4-1 Citizen Involvement Report, City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive 
Plan Update, LCDC Periodic Review Work Order #0078, Work Task 
# l 0, (Woodburn ·community Development Department, October 
2005) 

Section 6. This decision is consistent with the applicab-le Statewide 
Pldnni!lg Goals based on evidence on the record as a whole and the following 
legislative findings, attached hereto as Exhibit 5 and incorporated herein, ale 
made: 

5-A Findings of Fact, demonstrating that Woodburn has completed its 
Periodic Review work program, and compliance with statewide 
Goals 1 through 8 and i 1 through 13. 

5-B Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning, October 
2005, demonstrating compliance with statewide Goals 5, 7, 9, 10, 
11 ,12and 14. 

5-C Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update, Explanation of 
Proposed Plan and Zoning Map Changes, Revised 2005, Woodburn 
Community Development Department. · 
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Section 7. This . ordinance shall take effect . on the date o f an 
acknowledgement' urider the City's Periodic Review process. 

Approved as to form: q;. / (} .... J /- '2. 01> S 
......,..~ . ....._ . ..... 

Passed by t_h.e Council 

Submitted to the Mayor 

Approved b/the Mayor 
,. 

Filed in the Office of the Recorder 

ATTEST: ~~ 
Mar{Te ant City Recorder 
C_ity of Wood_burn, 9regon. 
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November ~. 2005 

November 2. 2005 

November 2, 2005 
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August 8, 2006 lAND CONSERVATION 

Jason Locke 
Willamette Valley Regional Representative 
Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 
Salem, Oregon 97301-2540 

AND DEVELOPMENT 

Re: Written testimony submitted as part of Marion County review of City of 
Woodburn periodic review and Comprehensive Plan amendments proposal 

Jason: 

Enclosed is the Marion County record with regard to written testimony/public 
comments that were submitted during the County's review of the City of Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan amendments proposal that was concurred in and approved by 
the County following two public hearings on the matter. 

The public comments are arranged in a series of five packets, each with a cover 
page that lists the items and when they were submitted. The packets include the 
following: 

• Public comments submitted and included as an attachment to the County staff 
report dated April 28, 2006. 

• Public comments submitted after the County staff report was prepared and prior 
to the April 28, 2006 hearing 

• Public comments/exhibits submitted at the April 28, 2006 hearing 
• Public comments submitted after the April 28, 2006 hearing and prior to the June 

5, 2006 hearing 
• Public comments/exhibits submitted at the June 5, 2006 hearing 

If there are any additional items in the Marion County record for this matter that you 
need, please let me know. As you know, the bulk of the County's record includes 
the City of Woodburn record which was delivered to both the DLCD and Marion 
County back in February 2006. 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS 
(Attachment E of April 28, 2006 staff report) 

1. 1000 Friends of Oregon (letter dated April14, 2006 with attachments) 
2. Irene Westwood (e-mail dated April 15, 2006) 
3. Kay Peterson (e-mail letter dated April18, 2006) 
4. Arlene Harris (e-mail dated April19, 2006) 
5. Bob Lindsey (letter dated April17, 2006) 
6. No name (letter received Apri118, 2006 
7. Phil S. (letter received April18, 2006) 
8. Amando Benavidez Jr. (letter received Apri118, 2006) 
9. Mark Unger (letter received April18, 2006) 
10. James P. Kirsch (letter received April18, 2006) 
11 . Evarardo Castro (letter received April 18, 2006) 
12. No name (letter received April 18, 2006) 
13. Feodor Ivanov (letter received April 18, 2006) 
14. Toni Spencer (letter received April18, 2006 with attachments) 
15. Serres Family (letter received April18, 2006 with attachments) 

Item No. 9 

Page 233 



Item No. 9 
Page 234 



,. 

534 SW Third Avenue, Suite 300 • Portland; OR 97204 • (503) 497-1000 • fax (50f) 223-0073 • www.friends.ord 
"' s rn re.,on ~ , 28 • (541) 474-1155 phone/fax 

~i!]ameHe Valley Office • 18 Liberty St. N.E., Ste 307A • Salem, OR 97301 (503) 371-7261 • fax (503) 371-7596 
a e County Office • 1192 Lawrence • Eugene, 7401 • (541) 431-7059 • fax (641) 431-7078 

Central Oregon Office • PO. Box 1380 • Bend, OR 97709 • (541) 382-7557 • fax (541) 317-9129 

April 14, 2006 IPd ~ ((; ~ llW!~ {j)) 
Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 
Courthouse Square 

APR 1 4 2006 

MAAIONCOUNTYPLANNJNG 
555. Court St. NE 
Salem, Oregon 97309-5036 

Re: W oodbum Periodic Review/UGB 

Dear Commissioners and Staff: 

Thank you for the opporhmity to comment on the City of Woodburn's proposed Urban 
Growth Boundary amendment and Periodic Review package. We support your efforts to 
work with Woodburn to proactively plan for growth within Woodburn and to coordinate 
those efforts with overall planning for northern Marion County and for the county as a 
whole. 

The package contains many positive elements including new opporlunities for a variety 
of housing-types, protection for riparian and other natural resources, and extensive public 
facilities planning. The plan adopted by the City Council improves upon the original 
·plan by removing residential land north ofTukwila from the UGB expansion hPcause of 
the quality of its soils and by replacing proposed industrial land jutting west past 
Butteville road vvith poorer soils south of Pan road. 

Nonetheless, we continue to have significant concerns regarding the UGB expansion, 
particularly regarding the hundreds of acres included in the UGB expansion for industJ.ial 
development as well as the inclusion of prime farmland north and west of the city, rather 
than Class III soils adjacent to the southern expansion area. 

I am submitting these comments in order to outline these principal areas of concern prior 
to the hearing. Additional concerns are detailed in previous testimony to the Woodburn 
City Council and are included as attachments to this letter. 

I. Amount of Industrial Land. 

Much of Woodburn's UGB expansion is based on a very aggressive industrir ~ 

development strategy that we believe is both outdated and unrealistic. Therefore, it is not 
in Woodburn's long-term best interests or in the best interest of the surroundirn 
community. Woodburn has about 7% of Marion County's population and just tmder 8% 
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ofMariori County's j obs. 1 The city forecasts that Woodburn will add 8,374 new jobs by 
2020. 2 This accounts for 23% of all future Marion County job growth.3 This 
disproportionate forecast is both unrealistic and uncoordinated with other citie,r in Marion 
County, which also aspire to increase their employment base. Metro has expressed 
concerns over the magnitud~ of the expansion as well.4 

• 

Woodburn is adding even more industrial land to its UGB than what would be needed to 
accommodate this very large aspirational employment projection. The city has explicitly 
based its industrial lands on the site "requirements" of its targeted industries rather than 
on the land needed for the number of employees. 5 Based on the number of projected 
employees, the city concluded it would need only 224 acres of industrial land over the 
planning period, less than half the 486 acres it says it needs based on target industry site 
requirements. 6 

Even based solely on site requirements for targeted industries, Woodburn is adding far 
more industrial land to its UGB than is justified. The city is targeting 4 industries that 
utilize sites smaller than 5 acres 7 yet it is asserting a need for and including 25· ~uch sites. 8 

The city is targeting 12 industries that utilize sites smaller than 50 acres yet it is asserting 
a n.eed· for and including 40 such sites. Jt 

At the April4, 2006 Board of Commissioners work session the city's consultant asserted 
that ORS 197.712 requires the city to "develop choice among sites" for the targ~t 
industries it has identified. The statute actually requires the city to "provide for at least 
an adequate supply of sites of suitable sizes, types, locations and service levels for 
industrial and commercial uses consistent with plan policies."9 Nothing in either statute 
or rule authorizes, let alone requires, the city to expand its UGB beyond its identified 
needs. The city acknowledges, "not all of the industrial land proposed by this plan is 
expected to develop by 2020."10 

.. 

The UGB adopted by Woodburn includes a total of 407 net buildable acres of industrial 
land, just for targeted industries. 11 This doesn't include another 79 acres of industrial 

1 In 2000, total employment in Marion County was 131,622. Total employment in Woodblli11 was I 0,388 
or 7.9% of Marion County 's total. Source: "Woodburn Economic Opportuuities Analysis," _7hase one' 
report, May 200 I, p. 2-10, and "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" 
EcoNorthwest Memorandum to Winterbrook, April29, 2002, p.I6 
2 Woodbum UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 20 
3 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis, Table 2-10. 36,199 new j obs projected county-wide 
4 See letter from Metro to City of Woodburn, dated February 3, 2005. Exhibit B-1 in record. 
5 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 2 1 · 
6 "Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 2. Exhibit 9.c in record. See 
also attached letter from I 000 Friends to Woodburn City Council, dated March 30, 2005, pp. 5-6. Exhibit 
B-96 in record 
7 Woodburn Economic Opportmlities Analysis," phase one report, May 2001, p. 4-9 and "Site 
Requirements for Woodblirn Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 4 
8 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 24, p. 26 
9 ORS I97.7!2(2)(c) 
10 Buildable Lands Inventory, July 2005. p.4 
11 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p . 85 
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land available for expansion· of existing industries.12 This is huge amount of industrial 
land for a city the size of Woodburn. For comparison, Medford is proposing to add 4 31 
acres of industrial land to its UGB for the needs of an additional 94,000 people. Bend 
recently added 338 industrial acres to its UGB for the needs of an additional 48,000 
people. Salem/Keizer, with a population 7 or 8 times that of Woodburn's thinks it could 
take decades to develop the 500-acre Mill Creek industrial site. McMinnville just 
adopted period review amendments based on a need for 174 acres of vacant industrial 
land for the needs of an additional 13,567 people. 

Most new jobs are created by small to medium sized businesses, especially those 
businesses that already have ties to the community. Statewide Planning Goal 9, 
Economic Development, recognizes this. Guideline# 4 states: 

"Plans should strongly emphasize the expansion of and increased 
productivity from existing industries and firms as a means to strengthen 
local and regional economic development." 

Nonetheless, the Woodburn's economic development strategy relies upon the inclusion of 
large parcels of land in the UGB to attract new employers. The city has even excluded 
land available for expansion of existing industries from its inventory of industrial land. 13 

The largest of these new parcels is a 125-acre parcel of prime farmland intended to lure a 
"silicon chip fabrication plant."14 This is an industry that is shrinking, not gro~g, in the 
United States and the Pacific Northwest. Since 2000, the silicon chip industry_ in the 

·northwest has closed many plants and retains significant unused capacity. r 

The February 16, 2005 memorandum the city relied on in reaching its decision speculates 
that, "the silicon chip industry may recover during this period ... [or] that there may be 
other emerging industries that require such a large site."15 

Large blocks of prime farmland should not be included in the UGB based on such 
1 . . d . 16 specu at1ve target m ustn es. · 

Woodburn should instead focus its efforts both on the retention and expansion of existing 
employers and on attracting new small to medium-sized employers who can: 

12 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 22 
13 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 22 
14 "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report, May 2001, p. 4-8 and "Site 
Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 3 
15 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 6. Exhibit C in record $ 
16 Even if the purported need for a flat, vacant, 125-acre industrial parcel acres was justified it could be 
accommodated within existing UGB on tax lot 052Wl3 00100, a vacant 141.56 parcel. This flat, vacant 
parcel is wi thin the existing Urban Growth Boundary, in an unincorporated area southwest of the city limits 
and currently has no city zoning. It is genera l vicinity oftbe proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve. Given 
that it meets the site requirements laid out for targe t industJies and given Goal l4 requirements for 
maxim.wn efficiency of land use within and on the fringe ofthe existing urban area it seems like a logical 
place for the City to plan for industJ·ial·development. The City has not explained why it is instead pla1med 
for residential uses. 
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a) Complement existing industries and the existing local economy. Year in and year 
out, Marion County leads all Oregon ·counties in gross agricultural sales. Agriculture 
is a traded sector industry. Agricultural exports rank #2 among all Oregon exports, 
accounting for 25% of all Oregon exports in 2002. 80% of production leaves the 
state, 40% leaves the country. In 2002, Agricultural exports increased 4% to $1.13 
billion while high-tech decreased 31%. Woodburn is located in the agricultural 
heartland of Marion County, where direct agricultural sales topped half a billion 
dollars in 2004 for the first time in any Oregon county. 

Fannland is not undeveloped land waiting for urbanization. It is already developed 
industrial land that supports the leading industry in Marion County. The agricultural 
industry is a primary driver of Woodburn's economy. The city's proposal would harm 
the local economy by undercutting the land base that supports this leading indvstry. 

b) Strengthen Woodburn's core business district. For example, an economic 
development strategy that attracts office workers to the periphery of the downtown 
core will provide potential downtown retailers with a pool of customers within 
walking distance of their businesses. 

The city has found that in Woodburn, "Many commercial and industrial buildings are 
boarded up." 17 An economic development strategy that ignores this existing capacity 
turns its back on those areas of town most in need of economic revitalization. 

·At the hearing before the City Council on March 28th, 2005, the consultant conceded that 
he did not consider vacant or underutilized induStrial buildings as having any capacity to 
accorrrmodate need, unless the value of the buildings was lower than the vaiue of the 
land. 18 Although not considered by the city, this existing development can acJommodate 
a considerable number of jobs, as illustrated by other testimony at the hearing. 

At that hear ing, evidence was presented of numerous vacant and available industrial 
buildings within Woodburn that Winterbrook considered to have no capacity. Ray Clor, 
from the Salem Economic Development Corporation (SEDCOR), testified that one of 
these, a vacant 137,500 square foot building, had been recently purchased by Universal 
Forest Products and will soon be providing industrial jobs. This is an illustration of one 
of the ways that existing developed industrial land accommodates new jobs and industry. 

In response, the consultant, Mr. Winterowd, attempted to justify his decision to not 
consider vacant or underutilized industrial buildings. He said, "Nobody knows how to 
ascribe jobs to vacant buildings." This is a curious statement, given that Wi11terowd's 
subconsultant, EcoNorthwest, does exactly this in other corrrmunities by estimating 
square feet per employee and then calculating the nun1ber of employees that can be 
accommodated in a given amolmt of building space. 

17 Winterbrook Memm·andwn, Febnwry 16, 2005, p. 7 
18 Teclmical Report 1, p. 5 
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G fn a recent Econorriic Opportunities Analyses prepared for the City of McMinnville and 
the City of Salem, EcoNorthwest concluded that some employment_growth can be 
accommodated in vacant buildings on non-residential land, and that 650 square feet of 
built space will accommodate one industrial employee. 19 EcoNorthwest also 1'Jsumed 
that 5% of industrial job growth will occur on non-industrialland, that 7% of industrial 
job growth will be absorbed by firms adding employees without expanding space, and 
that redevelopment will accommodate an additional 5% of industrial job growth. None 
of these assumptions were applied in Woodburn. · 

For these reasons, we believe Woodburn has included too much land in its UGB for 
industrial p).lfposes. Therefore, we ·respectfully request that the Board of Commissioners 
not agree to the proposed amendments. 

II. Location of Boundary Expansion 

In addition to our concerns regarding the size of Woodburn's proposed UGB expansion, 
we also have serious concerns regarding its location . 

. ORS 197.298 establishes the priorities for inclusion of land within a UGB. Uilder this 
statute, if farmland must be included~ land of lower soil classification must be included 
before land of higher classification unless it cannot reasonably accommodate identified 
land needs. 

·The city has included hundreds of acres of prime farmland within its expanded UGB, 
instead of the predominantly non-prime soils south ofParr Road between Boones Ferry 
Road and I-5. These poorer soils are immediately adjacent to land included in the UGB 
and are in close proximity to the proposed southern arterial and Butteville Road. 

The city rejected inclusion of this large block of vacant flat parcels for industrial uses for 
two reasons. 20 

First, the city concludes that'with inclusion of the prime farmland west ofl-5 there is 
enough industrial land. The city maintains that this prime farmland west of the freeway 
(also known as the Opus site) must be included so that land east of the free¥{a~; can access 
I-5 via Butteville Road. 

The County should reject this conclusion. Proposed industrial land east of the freeway 
can also access the interchange via the Stacey Allison Dr. Extension, which fi:onts the 
east side ofi-5, does not pass through any residential neighborhoods and collllects to the 
proposed South Arterial.2 1 

19 At 650 sq. ft ./employee this one existing building will accommodate 211 jobs, about 2.5% of 
Woodburn's projected job growth. 
20 Woodbw-n UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 52-53 
21 See attached map from record and various other transportation maps in record 
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Second, the city concludes that these parcels are "too far from the I-5 interchange to be 
attractive to targeted industries." The County should reject this conclusion as well. 

The list of target industries prepared for Woodburn by EcoNorthwest is identical to the 
list of target industries they prepared for McMinnville?2 McMinnville is least 30 miles 
from the nearest freeway interchange. How can the consultant team assert that the target 
industries will not consider sites in Woodburn that are over two miles from the 
interchange, when they believe the same target industries will -consider sites in 
McMinnville, 30 miles from a freeway interchange? i! 

The October 2005 Woodburn UGB Justification Report states that a locational criterion 
was applied in 2003 that eliminated sites over two miles of the I-5 interchange.23 Tills 
appears to be a case of writing criteria to justify what you've already decided you want to 
do. The non-prime soils the city has excluded are located barely over two miles from the 
interchange. 

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time this criterion has· appeared in print, 
some 6 months after the fmal public hearing held by the city. It certainly does not appear 
in the October 2003 Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries (Exhibit 9.c in 
record). For certain of the target industries, such as Trucking and Warehousing, access to . 
a major interstate is listed as a key locational requirement. For other target industries, 
such as Business Services or Non-Depository Credit Institutions, there is no such 
locational requirement noted. In fact, for these and several other target industries, 

_downtown, mixed-use and/or o~er commt:rcial areas are listed as appropriate Jocations. 

The 2-mile criterion is arbitrary. Woodburn and its consultants have not explained why 2 
miles is the magic distance, rather than 3 miles or 1 mile, nor have they explained why all 
target industries have an identical need to be within the same distance of the interchange. 
Woodbum contends that Metro applied a similar 2-mile criterion for industrial land in 
2004. The city has failed to fully explain Metro's action. Metro determined that while 
some industries required a location within two miles of an interchange, other industries 
did not. These other industries include some of the industries Woodburn has targeted. 

The area of poorer soils can reasonably accommodate some portion of Woodburn's 
identified industrial land needs. The County should reject the conclusion that it cannot. 

The city also .rejected inclusion of tliis large block of vacant flat parcels for residential , 
uses for three reasons?4 

First, the city concludes that providing residential land abutting the SW Indust ial 
Reserve would create land use conflicts. The city has not" explained why unacceptable 
coilflicts will occur here but would occm· directly north of this area where they have 
planned for residential uses directly abutting the industrial reserve nor has the ci ty 

22 See attached excerpts from McMiimvil!e and Woodbmn Economic Opportuni ty Analyses. 
23 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 25 
24 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 53-54 
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considered creating a buffer between industrial uses and housing with needed park land 
or some other transition area. In addition, the South Arterial will separate at least some 
of the non-prime soil area from the industrial area. 

Second, the city contends that this area cannot re~sonably accommodate residential land 
needs because it isn't near the golf course or a "nodal development center." This area is 
immediately adjacent to the nodal· overlay area to the north. It is about ~ mile from the 
nodal area's commercial center, closer than several other residential areas in the nodal 
overlay. At ·any rate, not all ofWoodburn's residential land needs are for eith~r nodal 
development or for high-end housing by the golf course. There is no reason this 
additional housing need cannot be met on the non-prime farmland to the south. 

The city also contends that extending urban services from the adjacent expansion areas 
would increase housing costs in a manner inconsistent with Goal 10. The findings do not 
point to any evidence in support of that conclusion. The data indicates that the southern 
expansion areas will cost about $10,000 more per acre to serve than the northern ones. 
This is roughly another $1250 per housing unit at 8 units per acre. The city has not 
explained how this relatively small cost per unit is inconsistent with Goal 10 or why it 
justifies inclusion of prime farmland within the UGB instead of non-prime farmland. 

Third, city points to Marion County Growth Management Framework policies that 
discourage cities growing together. These plan policies cannot override or supercede the 
statutory directives in ORS 197.298 .that direct urban expansion away from prime 
fRrmland. 

For these reasons, we believe Woodburn has incotTectly included prime farmland in the 
UGB while excluding non-prime farmland that can reasonably accommodate some ofthe 
identified land needs. Therefore, we respectfully request that the Board of 
Commissioners not agree to the proposed amendments. 

We hope these comments are helpful. Please include them in the official record of this 
proceeding and notify us in writing of your decision in tlli.s matter. 

Attachments: Testimony of 1000 Friends of Oregon to Woodburn City Coun ".-il 
Soil map 
Transpmiation Map 
Target Industries from Mc.tvfinnville and Woodburn Economic 
Opportunity Analyses 
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Cc: (electronic w/o attachments) 
DLCD 
Marion County Farm Bureau 
Oregon Department of Agriculture 
Metro · 
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.:1000 534 SW Third Avenue, Suite 300 • Portland, OR 97204 • (503) 497-1000 • fax (503) 223-0073 • www.friends.org 

Southem Oregon Office • PO. Box 2442 • Grants Pass, OR 97528 • (541) 474-1155 phone/fax 
- FRIENDS 

F.OREGON 
Willamette Valley Office • 189 Liberty St. N.E., Ste 307A • Salem, OR 97301 • (503) 371-7261 • fax (503) 371-7596 
Lane County Office • 120 West Broadway • Eugene, OR 97401 • (541) 431-7059 • fax (541) 431-7078 

) 

Central Oregon Offi~e • PO. Box 1380 • Bend, OR 97709 •. (541) 382-7557 • fa:"< (541) 317-9129 

Woodburn City Council 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

March 30,2005 

re: Woodburn Periodic Review 

Dear Mayor Figley and Council members: 

We support efforts to actively plan for and shape Woodburn's future and appreciate your 
careful review of the "periodic review" package recommended-by Winterbrook Consulting. 
We wish to supplement our oral remarks with the following written comments. Please 
include them in the official record of this proceeding. 

I 

L Introduction 

At the well-attended public hearing before the Planning Commission in February, the 
Commission heard from a large numher of community members concerned about 
Woodburn's future. Many expressed a vision for Woodburn's ecpnomic future that is very 
different from that presented by the Greg Winterowd, the consultant from Wil".:erbrook 
Planning. This community vision can be accommodated using very reasonable assumptions 
that are at least as legally defensible as the consultant's. Indeed, forth~ following reasons we 
believe the assumptions and conclusions used by the consultant are not reasonable. 

We believe that Winterowd overstates the amount of land needed to meet Woodburn's 
projected land needs. Moreover, his recommended UGB expansion contains significantly 
more buildable land than his own reports conclude are needed. Almost all of this acreage is 
prin1e farmland. Much ofWinterbrook's UGB proposal is predicated on a very aggressive 
development strategy that we believe is both outdated and wrrealistic. Therefore, it is not in 
Woodburn's best long-term interests or in the best interest of the surrounding community. 

Most new jobs are created by small to medium sized businesses, especially those businesses 
that already have ties to the community. Nonetheless, the consultant's economic 
development str:ategy primarily relies upon the inclusion of very large parcels of land in the 
UGB to attract new large employers. The largest of these parcels is intended tsn lure a high
tech computer silicon plant. This is an industry that is shrinking, not growing: in the United 
States and the Pacific Northwest. 
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We believe Woodburn would be wiser to instead focus its efforts both on the retention and 
expansion of existing employers and on attracting new small to medium-sized employers 
who can: 

a) Strengthen Woodburn's core business district. For example, an economic development 
strategy t~at attracts office workers to the periphery of the downtown core will provide 
potential downtown retailers with a pool of customers within walking distance of their 
businesses. The new Chemeketa campus on the north end of downtown is a good first step in 
this direction. · 

b) Complement existing industries and the existing local economy. Year in and year out, 
Marion County leads all Oregon counties in gross agricultural sales. Agriculture is a traded 
sector industry. Agricultural exports rank #2 among all Oregon exports, accounting for 25% 
of all Oregon exports in 2002. 80% of production leaves the state, 40% leaves the country. 
In 2002, Agricultural exports increased 4% to $1.13 billion while high-tech dt'0reased 31%. 
Woodburn is located in the agricultural heartland of Marion County, where direct agricultural 
sales topped half a billion dollars in 2004 for the first time in any Oregon county. 

Farmland is not undeveloped land waiting for urbanization. It is already developed industrial 
land that supporis the leading industry in Marion County. The agricultural industry is a 
primary driver of Woodburn's econor;ny. Winterbrook's proposal would harm the local 
economy by undercutting the land base that supports this leading industry. 

IL Winterbrook's proposed UGB contains significantly more buildable land than 
stated in the UGB Justification Report or Buildable Lands Invent01y 

We believe Winterbrook overstates the amount ofland needed to meet Woodburn's projected 
land needs. Moreover, his recommended UGB expansion contains significantly more 
buildable land than his own reports conclude are needed. 

,. 
Winterbrook is recommending a UGB expansion of 845 net buildable acres, O.L 1,020 total 
acres.1 This would be significantly more buildable acreage within Woodburn's UGB than is 
indicated by either Winterbrook's January 2005 "Revised UGB Justification Report,"2 or by 
Winterbrook's July 2004 "Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory Inside the 
Proposed Woodburn Urban Growth BOtmdary."3 No justification is provided for the 
indusion for this unneeded acreage. 

Both the Technical Repori and the UGB Justification Report indicate that th~re are currently 
752 net buildable acres within Woodburn's UGB.4 According to the Technical Report, 
under the consultant's preferred scenario there will be 1506 net buildable acres within the 

1 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16,2005, p. 14. 
2 Winterbrook January 2005 "Revised UGB Justification Report," p. 42, Table 16: Preferred Scenario 
3 Winterbrook July 2004 Buildable Lands Inventory Inside the Proposed Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary," 
p. 4, Table 1: Buildable Lands Summary, Preferred Scenario 
~ Teclmical Report 1, p. 3 Table A and UGB Justification Report, p. 4, Table I 
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G expanded UGB, an adqition of754 net buildable acres.5 According to the UGB Justification 
Report, under the consultant's preferred scenario there will be 1406 .net buildable acres 
within the expanded UGB, an addition of654 net buildable acres. Neither of these 
documents provides any area-by-area analysis of buildable land within the proposed 
expansion areas, nor is any explanation provided for the 1 00-acre discrepancy'\>etween the 
Technical Report and the UGB Justification Report.6 

An area-by-area analysis of buildable land within the proposed expansion areas was only 
made available after public testimony to the Planning Commission had closed. It shows that 
v/jnterbrook's proposal actually adds 845 net buildable acres to the UGB.7 Winterbrook thus 
proposes the addition of significantly more land than is justified. 

More specifically, Winterbrook concludes.that Woodburn needs 554 acres of residential land 
for housing, plus another 21 0 acres of resi'dential land for parks, schools and other public and 
semi-public uses. 8 Woodburn has 511 net buildable acres of residential land within its 
existing UGB.9 Thus, if one accepts Winterbrook's conclusions regarding residential land · 
needs, Woodburn needs an additional 254 net buildable acres of residential land. 
Nonetheless, Winterbrook proposes to add some 3 60 net buildable acres of residential land to 
the UGB. 10 This is 106 acres more than what Winterbrook concludes is needed. 

·(< 

In addition, Winterbrook proposes to add 77 net buildable acres of public land to the UGB. 11 

This land could presumably be used to meet projected needs for parks, schools and other 
public and semi-public uses. Nonetheless, Winterbrook "assumes that public park and school 

. land needs, as well as religious institutional neeus, will be met on land designated for 
residential use." This assumption has not been justified. 

For these reasons we conclude that the consultant's proposed UGB exceeds his projected 
need by 183 net buildable acres . This is roughly equivalent to the 200 net buildable acres of 
residential land proposed for expansion to the north. 

IlL Winterbrook's Industrial Land and Employment Projections 

Much ofWinterbrook's UGB proposal is predicated on a very aggressive development 
strategy that we believe is both outdated and unrealistic. Therefore, it is not in Woodburn' s 
best long-term interests or in the best interest of the surrounding community. Winterbrook 
considers economic development strategies to be "a policy issue that has alree;i y been 
decided by the City Council." 12 Winterowd states that the Economic Opportunities Analysis 

5 Technical Report 1, p. 4, Table I . 
6 Because it is not clear which of these numbers, are correct, and in fact now appears that they are both 
incorrect, the amendments may not have an adequate factual basis. 
7 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 14, Table 3 
8 UGB Justification Report, p. 42, Table 16: Preferred Scenario 
9 Teclmical Rep01t l, p. 3, Table A and UGB Justification Report, p. 4, Table 1 
10 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. I 4, Table 3 
II id. 
12 Wintcrbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p.4 
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and Economic Development Strategy preparecl by EcoNorthwest have been approved by the 
City Colll1cil.13 

·· 

We are not aware of any recorded vote by the City Council to approve or adopt these 
documents. Citizen participation is the first goal of Oregon's land use planning program. 
Because these documents are proposed for adoption as part of this hearing, these policy 
issues have not "already been decided, " and this is the proper time and forum to address 
them. 

IfWinterbrook's preferred scenario is adopted, Woodburn will have 503 net biuldable acres 
of industrial land. This is huge amount of industrial land for a city the size of woodburn. 
For comparison, Medford is proposing to add 431 acres of industrial land to its UGB for the 
needs of an additional94,000 people. Bend recently added 338 industrial acres to its UGB 
for the needs of an additional 48,000 people. Salem!Keizer, with a population 7 or 8 times 
that of Woodburn's thinks it could take decades to develop the 500-acre Mill Creek industrial 
site. McMinnville just adopted period review amendments based on a need for 174 acres of 
vacant industrial land for the needs of an additionall3,567 people. 

Winter brook concludes that the relatively large amount of industrial land within the 
Wilsonville city limits forms a more appropriate basis for his recommendations for 
Woodburn than the urban growth bolUldaries cited above.14 The consultant overlooks the 
fact that the Wilsonville city limits comprise a much smaller subarea of the much larger 
Metro UGB. Wilsonville is the only city in Metro that has more employees than residents. It 

.has a large number of warehousing and distribution jobs due to its location at the junction of 
two interstate highways. '~ 

It is not tmusual for industrial uses to be concentrated within a portion of a UGB. In fact, 
that is what Winterbrook recommends for Woodburn. We do not believe that the 
disproportionately large amount of industrial land that Winterbrook proposes for inclusion in 
Woodburn's UGB can be justified by a comparison to a subarea of the Metro UGB. 

Winterbrook recommends an extremely optimistic forecast of 8,373 new jobs by 2020 15
, of 

which 3,836 will use industrialland.16 This is a substantial jump from Winterbrook's 
previously recommended forecast of7,140 new jobs. 17 We believe this significantly 
overstates what can reasonably be expected to occur. 

Woodburn has about 7% of Marion County's population and just under_8% ofMarion 
County's jobs. 18 Between 1990 and 2000, 11.2% of all job growth in Marion County 

13 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p.4, p. 11 
14 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 4. 
15 Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning, January 2005. p. 2. 
16 Technical Report 2.B, Winterbrook Planning, May 2003, p. 8 Table 6 
17 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning, November 2003. 
18 In 2000, total employment in Marion County was 131,622. Total employment in Woodburn was 10,388 or 
7.9% ofMarion County's total. Source: "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report, 
May 2001 , p. 2-10, and "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest 
Memorandum to Winterbrook, April 29, 2002, p.16 
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occurred in Woodbum. 19 Even Winterbrook's previously recommended forecast of7,140 
new j obs assumed that Woodburn would capture 20% of all job growth forecast for Marion 
County? 0 This new higher forecast would account for 23% of all future Marion County job 
growth. We believe this is unrealistic. 

However, even ifWinterbrook's most optimistic proj ection were to occur, by Winterbrook's 
own figures Woodburn's 503 acres of industrial land will accommodate far more than the 
3,836 new industrial employees and Woodburn's total employinent land will accommodate 
far more employees than Winterbrook expects to locate on employment land. 

From Technical Report 2.B, Winterbrook Planning, May 2003, p. 8: 

Table 6. Total emplovment growth by land use type, Woodburn UGB, 2000-2020 

Land Use 
Category 
Commercial 
Office 
Industrial 
Public 
Total 

Employment Growth 2000-2020 
Low Medium 
1,164 1,476 
1,311 1,508 
2,759 3,280 

747 876 
5,98 i 7,140 

Basic Assumptions 

Commercial Retail: 20 employees per acre 
Commercial Office : 30 employees per acre 
Industrial: 14 employees per acre 

High 
1,810 
1,718 
3,836 
1011 
8,375 

What does this mean in terms of land need, assuming the highest projection and 
assuming every new industrial, commercial and office job ·r equires develo~ment? 

Commercial: 1,810 jobs at 20 per acre= 91 acres of developable land 
Office: 1,71 8 jobs at 30 per acre= 57 acres of developable land 
Industrial: 3,836 jobs at 14 p er acre= 274 acres of developable land 

Land Use Land Need In Existing Deficit WPS proposes WPS proposed 
Category UGB to add to UGB Total 

Commercial 
& Office 148 acres 108 acres 40 acres 32 acres 140 acres 

Industrial 274 acre 127 acres 147 acres 376 acres 503 acres -
422 235 187 408 643 acres 

19 Source: Oregon Office of Economic Analysis and "Woodburn Population and Employmen~;;?rojections, 
2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum to Winterbrook, April 29, 2002, p.8 
20 Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning, January 2005. p. 5 
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• Even under the most aggressive assuinptions, WPS is recommending adding to the 
UGB more than 2 ~ times the needed industrial land. 

• Under reasonable assumptions, expected employment growth can be e~sily 
accommodated with a much smaller expansion or potentially on existing land 

The assumptions above are taken directly from Winterbrook's background documents. They 
assume that Woodburn captures 23% of Marion County job growth and that every new 
industrial, commercial and office job requires development. Even under these unreasonable 
assumptions, the industrial portion ofWinterbrook's recommended expansion is more than 
double what is needed for the number of employees who will use industrial land. 

Winterbrook states, "ifECONorthwest and Winterbrookhave over-estimated potential basic 
employment opportunities, unused industrial land will be retained in large parcels exclusively 
for agricultural use. We have the following responses: 

a) ifECONorthwest and Winterbrook have over-estimated potential basic employment 
- opportunities, land must be removed from the proposed UGB pursuant to Goal14 and 
ORS 197.296 .. 

~ . 
b) we concur with the comments ofMarion County r~commending that specific 

language be added stipulating the continued use ot'these lands/parcels for agricultural 
use imd retention of existing County EFU zoning until developed for industrial 
purposes. 

c) Even if the land does temporarily remain in agricultural use, the agriculural industry 
will not make the major investments in them to produce higher-value agricultural 
products and increase employment. 

IlL Purported Need for 125 Acre Parcel 

The industrial portion of Winter brook's UGB expansion proposal is based in part on "a need 
for one very large site of 100 acres or more."21 The Economic Opportunities Analysis 
includes a list of target industries (Table 4-4) and their site requirements (Table 4-5).Z2 

The largest site requirements for any target industry listed in Table 4-5 is Electronics- Fab 
Plants at 40-80 acres+. The text of the EOA identifies these as "silicon chip f.1~rication 
plants," with site requirements that exceed 100 acres.23 Since 2000, the silicon chip industry 
in the northwest has closed many plants and retains significant unused capacity. 

_ Mr. Winterowd speculates that, "the silicon chip industry may recover during this period ... 
[or] that there may be other emerging industries that require such a large site."

24 

2 1 "Woodbtun UGB Justification Report" November 2003, p.9 
22 "WoodblUTl Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase o.ne report, May 2001, pp. 4-8, 4-9 
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Q If the silicon chip industry does recover during the planning period, there is no evidence that 
it is likely to do so in Woodburn. It is far likelier to recover in Asia or in existing areas of 
under-utilized capacity and within existing high-tech clusters. 

It is unreasonable to base a portion of the UGB expansion on the expectation that a 
silicon chip fabrication plant will locate in Woodburn or on speculation regarding 
potential unidentified emerging industries. 

IV. Reasonable Assumptions for Industrial Land 

The following industrial land assmnptions are reasonable and legally defensible. They 
assume disproportionately large, but credible, increases in Woodburn's employment. They 
show that using reasonable assumptions, Woodburn's industrial land needs can be 
accommodated on between 161 and 195 acres of industrial land. Since Woodburn already 
has 127 buildable acres of industrial land ~thin its UGB, Woodburn only needs to add 
between 34 and 68 acres ofbuildable industrial land to its UGB. 

A. Industrial Job Growth 

As noted above, the consultant previously recommended a forecast of7,139 new jobs 
between 2000 and 2020.25 This is an aggressive forecast that accounts for 20% of all job 
growth forecast for Marion County. It assumes a 2.65% average annual growth in 
employment within Woodburn's UGB.26 Winterbrook's Revised Woodburn UGB 

-Justification Report calls this forecast "optimistic."27 Nonetheless, this "optim;stic" forecast 
requires only minimal expansion for industrial land. 

B. Inconsistency between employment growth period and land inventory 

Winterbrook recommended UGB expansion is based in part on a projection of job growth 
from 2000 to 2020.28 It is based upon a land inventory conducted in 2002. Two years of job 
growth were absorbed by the date of the inventory, but the consultant continues to project a 
need for new land for these jobs, even though they have already been accommodated. 

Winterbrook concludes that this concern, "is both irrelevant and inaccurate."29 It is neither. 
Between 2000 and 2002 industrial development occmred on about 34 acres offNE Front 
Street.30 This industrial development accommodated a portion of the industrial development 
projected to occur 'between 2000 and 2020 and this land was removed from the buildable 
lands inventory. The inclusion of additional land to meet needs that have already been 
accommodated is not justified. 

i! 

25 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.5 
26 "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum, April 29, 
2002, Tables 8 and 10, pp. l6-17 
27 "Revised WoodbtUll UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.5 
28 "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum, April 29, . 
2002. See also "Woodburn UGB Justification Report" November 2003, p. 8 
29 Winterbrook Memorandum, Febmary 16, 2005, p. 6 
30 Woodburn Economic Opportu11ities Analysis, p. 3-2 

Item No. 9 
Page 249 



We also note that Winterbrook's conclusion is at odds with the conclusions reached by 
EcoNorthwest when a similar issue arose in McMinnville. In that instance, EcoNorthwest 
concluded that it was necessary to revise land need projections to remove that portion ofland 
need that had been absorbed on parcels that were removed from a later buildable lands 
inventory. ' 

The City should. reduce projected industrial need by 34 acres to account for-industrial 
development that has occurred on land removed from the inventory. Alternatively, the 
City should calculate the percentage of projected industrial need that was absorbed 
between 2000 and 2002. 

The forecasted employment growth of7,139 new jobs assumes a 2.65% average annual 
growth in employment within Woodburn's UGB. 1 The first two years incren!cnt of this 
growth is already accounted for on land that is not included in the land inventory. 

At 2.65% annual growth rate, 558 jobs were absorbed by the time of the land inventory, 
leaving a need to accommodate 6,581 new jobs in all employment sectors. Winterbrook 
assumes that 46% of all new jobs will locate on industrial land. This means that 3,027 new 
jobs willlocat~ on industrial land through 2020. 

C. All New Employment Does Not Require New Development 

· Considerable employment growth occurs on existing developed employment land. In the 
real world many new jobs are created without land being developed or redeveloped; a 
restaurant adds additional staff in the dining room and kitchen, a processing plant or 
manufactmer adds a second shift, a retail business expands its hours and hires new people to 
work those homs. Metro recently found that 21% of new industrial jobs and 52% of non
industiial jobs are absorbed on developed land without expanding onto vacant)and. 32 

These numbers are supported by a recent McMinnville Chamber of Commerce Business 
Survey conducted by EcoNorthwest which found, "that nearly half [45%] of the respondents 
that indicated they had expansion plans will not need any additional floor space to 

. accommodate new employees." 33 

We note that EcoNorthwest is one of Woodburn's current consultants. In a recent Economic 
Opportunities Analysis prepared for McMinnville, this same consultant found: 

"Some employment growth will be accommodated on existing developed land, as when an 
existing finn adds employees without expanding space .. . if ajmisdiction has high vacancy 

31 "Woodbwn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandwn, April 29, 
-II 

2002, Tables 8 and LO, pp. 16-17 
32 Metro Report, September 1999, Urban Growth Report Update" p.51 
33 MrM;,~ .. :n - n - ·iness Survey Results, EcoNorthwest, September 2001, p.ll 
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rates .. . then more of the future employment growth can be accommodated in existing 
buildings. We assume rates of 7% [commercial and office] and 1 0% [industri~ 1] .. . 34 

We believe the rates assumed by EcoNorthwest in McMinnville are too low and that . 
empirical data supports :rimch higher rates. However, Woodburn should recognize that at 
least some new jobs will not require new vacant or redevelopable land. 

In their February 16th response, Winterbrook seems to misunderstand ~ur argument. We do 
not contend that Winterbrook failed to consider underdeveloped portions of existing 
industrial sites, as Winterbrook asserts. 35 We are uncertain as to why Mr. Winterowd 
ascribes this ·statement to us. It is true, however, that Winterbrook did not consider vacant or 
underutilized industrial buildings as having any capacity to aGcommodate need, unless the 
value of the buildings was lower than the value of the land.36 

In any case, the point is that developed employ1nent land will absorb some portion of new job 
growth. Moreover, if Winterbrook is correct that in Woodburn, "many commercial and 
industrial buildings are boarded up," it follows that existing developed employment land has 
a significant capacity to meet employment needs. Furthermore, an economic i ~velopment 
strategy that ignores this existing capacity turns its back on those areas oftown most in need 
of economic revitalization. 

Even if only 10% of the 3,027 new industrial jobs do not require buildable industrial 
land, that means that only 2,725 new jobs will need to be accommodated on buildable 

· industrial land. 

D. Industrial Land Conclusions 

Under the "optimistic" forecast of7,139 total new jobs, 2,725 new jobs will require buildable 
industrial land. Winterbrook includes a "basic assumption" that j obs will utilize industrial 
land at 14 employees per acre.37 Thus, only 195 acres ofbuildable industrial land are needed 
to accommodate this job growth. Applying the same set of assumptions used above to the 
consultant's lower forecast of 5,98 1 total new jobs between 2000 and 2020 results in a need 
for 161 acres ofbuildable industrial land. 

Since Woqdbum already has 127 buildable acres of industrial land within its UGB, only 34 
to 68 net buildable. acres of industrial land ne.eds to be added to the UGB to meet the need for 
161 to 195 net buildable acres. Winterbrook recommends adding 376 net buildable acres of 
in.dustrial land to the UGB, which is 308 to 342 acres more than the 34 to 68 acre deficit. 

Winterbrook's highest employment forecast is significantly higher than his "optimistic" 
forecast Nonetheless, even if this highest forecast is used, under reasonable assumptions 

34 Mc:Nlinnville Economic Opportunities Analysis, EcoNorthwest, November 200 I, pp. 6-3 to 6-4 
35 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16,2005, p. 7 
36 Teclmical Report I, p. 5 
37 Technical Report 2.B, Winterbrook Planning, May 2003, p. 8 
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regarding job absorption, these jobs would only require 229 acres of industrial land, leaving a (~ 
deficit of only 102 acres to be added to th~ 127 net buildable acres already in the UGB. 

Winterbrook contends that much of Woodburn's existing industrial land is of inappropriate 
parcel sizes. Either the land can be used to meet industrial needs or it cannot. If it cannot, as 
part of this periodic review, Woodburn should rezone the land for other urban uses and adjust 
land needs for those other uses accordingly. If the existing industrial land can~ot meet any 
identified urban land needs, the land should be removed from the UGB. 

Based on generous but reasonable assumptions regarding industrial employment, the 
overall UGB expansion should be reduced by at least 208 acres; from the 654 net 
buildable acres recommended by Winterbrook in the UGB Justification Report to no 
more than 444 net buildable acres. · 

V. Expansion Areas 

It is generally recognized that Woodburn has traffic problems associated With the I-5 
interchange with Highway 14. These traffic problems will only be exacerbated by exp~sion 
west of the freeway. Winterbrook recomrriends a major expansion west of the freeway for 
industrial purposes and for residential purposes west of Butteville Road. Such an expansion 
is ill-advised and is not warranted under state law. 

'It 
ORS 197.298 establishes the priorities for inclusion of land within a UGB. Under this 

· statute, exception land is of higher priority for inclusion within a UGB than farmland. Land 
of higher priority, like exception larids, must be brought in before farmland unless specific 
types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably accommodated on higher priority lands. 
If farmland must be ihcluded, land of lower soil classification must be included before land 
ofhigher classification unless specific types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably 
accommodated on the poorer soils. 

Goal 14 has similar provisions. It requires urban growth boundaries to be based upon several 
fa~tors, including: 

(1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth requirements 
consistent with LCDC goals; 
(2) Need for housing, employment opportunities, and livability; 
(3) Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services; 
(4) Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the existing \'..rban area; 
(5) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; 
(6) Retention of agricultural land as defined, with Class I being the highest priority for 
retention and Class VI the lowest priority; and, 
(7) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultmal activities. 

Exception Areas 
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As explained above, under ORS 197.298, exception land must be included in a UGB before 
fannland unless it cannot reasonably accommodate some portion of the identified need for 
housing, employment, and public and semi-public uses. Contrary to the assertions of Mr. 
Winterowd, we do not argue that the exception areas around Woodburn should be exempt 
from this statute nor do we believe that our position is in conflict with our position in other 
jurisdictions?8 

· 

We believe that under the statute, we Woodburn can justify the exclusion of some of the 
exception areas because they cannot reasonably accommodate any specific types of identified 
land needs. Indeed, despite asseriions by the consultant that all exception areas adjacent to 
the Woodburn UGB are proposed for inclusion, he has, in fact, proposed the exclusion of the 
MacClaren School site, because it, "is a state facility which, "already has urbe.iJ. services and 
offers no tax benefits to the community."39 

We believe that the exclusion of the following other exception areas because they cannot 
reasonably accommodate any specific types of identified land needs is a more defensible 
reason for exclusion than that advanced by Winterbrook to justify the exclusion of the 
MaClaren school exception area. · 

The Butteville Road Rural Residential area west ofButteville Road has an average parcel 
size of Jess than 2 acres. 40 Only two parcels are over 5 acres.41 Because it is so heavily 
parcelized, it is not reasonable to expect any further development beyond limited low-density 
residential development. Woodburn has a surplus oflow-density residential land for housing 

· within its existing UGB. Woodburn has 403 net buildable acres of residential land within its 
existing UGB.42 Winterbrook projects a need for 259 net buildable acres of low-density 
residential land in non-nodal areas over the planning period.43 

·winterbtook allocates this surplus to schools, parks, and churches. These usci. require 
parcels substantially larger than those found in the Butteville Road area. Therefore, this 
exception area cannot accommodate the identified land needs. If the City believes the two 
parcels over five acres could reasonable accommodate a small religious institution or 
neighborhood park, as suggested by Wmterbrook, the City should consider including the 
poriion ofthe exception area with these two parcels, rather than alll55 acres. 

In addition, the Butteville Road Area is located west ofButteville Road adjacent to 
unbuffered farmland and is separated from most of Woodburn by the traffic problems around 
the fi·eeway interchange. Its inclusion in the UGB would not be consistent with the various 
Goal 14 factors. For these reasons, it should be excluded from the UGB expansion under 
ORS 197.298 and Goal14. 

38 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, pp. 7-8 
39 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.34 
40 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.24 
41 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16,2005, p. 8 
42 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.4 and Technical Report I , p.3 
43 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.9 

Item No. 9 
Page 253 



Accorcling to Winterbrook, the Northeast Rural Residential (Carl Road) area ";+1as no . n 
re.rnaining development capacity,"44 and this exception area does not contain land that is 
"usable for urban purposes."45 Because this area cannot reasonably accommodate any of 
Woodburn's identified land needs Woodburn can justify its exclusion from the UGB. Of 
greater concern, the consultant has proposed to designate this piece for commercial 
development. More strip commercial development heading north along Highway 99E is not 
an appropriate land use in this area. This area is currently in residential use. If it is included 
in the UGB, the City should plan designate it for residential uses, rather than commercial 
uses. 

Because these areas cannot reasonably accommodate identified land needs and because they 
would be a significant unbuffered intrusion into surrounding agricultural land they should be 
excluded from the UGB expansion under ORS 197.298 and factor 7 of Goal 14. 

We agree that the Southeast Commercial Exceptions Area should be brought into the UGB. 

Resource Land 

Under.ORS 197.298 Woodburn should not expand onto the prime farmland west of the 
freeway and north of the existing UGB. Instead, any expansion onto resource land should be 
southward onto the predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry 
Road and I-5. If land needs cannot be met on land north of the proposed South Arterial, 
additional poorer soils are adjacent south of the proposed South ArteriaL The reasons 

· Winterbrook cites for expanding onto better soils west and norlh of the existing UGB are not 
sufficient justification to ignore the statutory directive. 

Of particular concern is the SW intmding into prime farmland west ofButteville Road. This 
approximately 60 acre piece of Class II has particularly high potential for conflicts with 
surrounding agriculture because it juts out into surrounding farmland without any physical 
buffers. 

In discussing land west of the freeway proposed for industrial use Winterbroo~ states that, 
"The 1 00-acre Opus Northwest site is on the Governor's Industrial Task Force list of prime 
industrial sites in Oregon." This statement is in error. It is true that the Opus site was 
discussed by an advisory committee and was included in its report. However, the site was 
not on the Governor's certified list of industrial sites because ofthe land use obstacles to its 
inclusion within the UGB. 

In addition, Winterbrook has proposed the inclusion of 29 acres of Class I soils north of the 
existing UGB. Winterbrook states that these Class I soils are within a master-planned golf 
comse. 46 While these lands may be owned by the golf course, we believe they are actually in 
farn1 use as a hazelnut orchard. The long-range plans of the golf course are not sufficient 
justification to ignore the statutory directive. 

'
14 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.22 
45 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p. 38 
d~> --~ · '"'- --lt. .. ll UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.35 
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VI. Other issues 

Lincoln Street School Site 

At ·Winterbrook's suggestion, the Planning Commission has recommended the inclusion of 
approximately 19 acres on E. Lincoln Street that is owned by the school district. As a 
general matter, we believe it is poor policy to site new schools ·on the outer edge of urban 
areas rather than to locate them more centrally. 

The land owned by the school district is comprised of Class II soils and is designated for 
farm use. Who holds title to a particular parcel of land is not a statutory consideration when 
determining where to expand a UGB. This land can only be included if the identified need 
for a school cannot be met on other land of higher priority that is proposed for inclusion. If it 
is included as a "special need," we believe a comparable amount ofland must be removed 
from another proposed expansion area. 

Winterbrook Response to Woodburn Friends and Neighbors 

In his February 16th response, the consultant lumps together comments from several persons 
who express concern regarding his proposals.47 He wrongly assumes that the}' all are 
members of Friends and Neighbors of Woodburn or Friends ofMarion County. Not all the 
individuals he lists are members of these groups nor are all persons who disagree with his 

-proposals members of these group::;. 

VII. Recommen'dations 

• Adopt an employment forecast of either 5,981 or 7,139 total new jobs, based on the 
consultant's "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020. 

• Eliminate Silicon Chip Fabrication plants from the list of target industries. 

• Reduce the overall size of the UGB expansion to no more than 444 net buildable 
acres, based on generous, but reasonable assumptions regarding industrial 
employment. 

·'r 

• Eliminate the Northeast Rural Residential (Carl Road) area, the Southeast Residential 
Area, and the Butteville Road Rural Residential area from the proposed UGB 
expansion because they cannot reasonably accommodate identified land needs and 
because their inclusion would be inconsistent with various factors ofGoall4. 

-
• Exclude prime farmland west of the freeway and north of the existing UGB from the 

proposed expansion. Instead, any expansion onto resource land should be southward 

47 Winterbrook Memorandum, Februmy 16, 2005, pp. 10-11 
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onto the predominantly non-priine soils south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry q 
Road and I-5. 

We hope these comments are helpful. They address what we see as the most significant 
issues raised by the consultant' s proposal. We will try to address-any remaining technical 
issues prior to the hearing before the City Council. Once again, please include this 
te$timony in the official record of this proceeding and please provide us with written notice 
of your decision. · 

s;~er;I_y, __ 
~an -

Attachments: Soils Maps (1 set submitted) 

Cc: (w/o attachments) 
Marion County 
DLCD 
Oregon Department of Agriculture 
Marion County Farm Bureau 
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Woodburn City Council 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

re: Woodburn Periodic Review 

April 20, 2005 

Dear Mayor Figley and Council members: 

At the public hearing held by the City Council on March 28, several issues arose which we 
would like to address prior to the close of the written record. In addition, an apparent 
drafting error in the proposed amendments to the Woodburn Development Code may result 
in an affect that is the opposite of that intended. These comments supplement our letters 
dated Febmary 10, 2005 and March 28, 2005. 

I. Development Code Text: NNC Zone Dimensional Standards 

· An apparent error in the Dimensional Standards in the proposed Nodal Neighborhood 
Commercial (NNC) zone text may result in an affect that is the opposite ofthr.{. intended. 
The limitation on square footage for commercial uses that is intended as a maximum, is 
instead stated as a minimum. 

The Fourth Revised Draft Amendments, dated November 2004, states: 

"2.1 07.06 Dimensional Standards 

The following dimensional standards shall be the minimum for all 
development in the NNC zone ... 

.. . any single business in the NNC zone shall occupy more than 60,000 square 
feet." 

We believe the intention was to limit commercial uses to "no more than 60,000 square feet," 
not to require 60,000 square feet as a minimum. 

In addition, we believe that a limitation of 60,000 square feet is much too large to encourage 
the sort of neighborhood-oriented, pedestlian-friendly commercial development that is the 
pmpose of the NNC zone. Businesses that large typically draw upon a city-wide or even 
regional customer base. · 
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For comparison, the Woodburn Roth's is 35,584 square feet, the 11-screen Santiam Regal 
Cinemas multi-plex on Lancaster Drive in Salem is 40,048 square feet, and the Woodburn 
Safeway is 57,860 square feet. 

The NNC zone allows all uses permitted in the DDC zone, including drug stores, sporting 
goods, hotels, motels, and office supplies. A sporting goods, drug or office supply big-box 
·store, or a large motel visible from I-5 would not be consistent with the stated purpose of the 
NNC zone and would add to traffic problems at the I-5 interchange. Many communities that 
seek to develop neighborhood commercial areas limit the square footage of commercial uses 
to 10,000 to 15,000 square feet with a larger limit (40,000 to 50,000 square feet) for grocery 
stores. 

II. Existing Industrial Capacity 

Winterbrook has found that in Woodburn, "Many commercial and industrial b'Clildings are 
boarded up!'1 An economic development strategy that ignores this existing capacity turns its 
back on-those areas of town most in need of economic revitalization. 

At the hearing on March 28th, Winterbrook conceded that he did not consider vacant or 
tmderutilized industrial buildings as having any capacity to accoillmodate need, unless the 
value of the buildings was lower than the value of the land? Although not considered by 
Winterbrook, this existing development can accommodate a considerable number of jobs, as 
illustrated by other testimony at the hearing. · · 

At the hearing, Toni Spencer provided evidence of numerous vacant and available industrial 
buildings within Woodbum that Winterbrook considered to have no capacity. Ray Clor, 
from the Salem Economic Development Corporation (SEDCOR), testified that one of these, 
a vacant 137,500 square foot building, had been recently purchased by Universal Forest 
Products and will soon be providing industrial jobs. This is an illustration of one of the 
ways that existing developed industrial land accommodates new jobs and indq)'!try. · 

In response to Ms. Spencer, the consultant, Mr. Winterowd, attempted to justify his decision 
to not consider vacant or underutilized industrial buildings. He said, "Nobody knows how to 
ascribe jobs to vacant buildings." This is a curious statement, given that Winterowd's . 
subconsultant, EcoNorthwest, does this in other commtmities by estimating square feet per 
employee and then calculating the number of employees that can be accommodated in a 
given amount of building space. 

In a recent Economic Opportunities Analyses prepared for the City of McMinnville and the 
City of Salem, EcoNorthwest concluded that some employment growth can be 
accommodated in vacant buildings on non-residential land, and that 650 square feet of built 
space will accommodate one industrial employee? EcoNorthwest has also assumed that 5% 

1 Winterbrook Memonindum, February 16, 2005, p. 7 
2 Technical Report I, p. 5 
3 At 650 sq. ft./employee this one existing building will accommodate 2 11 j obs, about 2.5% & w oodburn's 
proj ected j ob growth. 
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Q of industrial job growth will occur on non-industrial land, that 7% of industrial j ob growth 
will be absorbed by firms adding employees without expanding space, and that · 
redevelopment will accommodate an additional 5% of industrial job growth. Winter brook 
applied none of these assumptions in Woodburn. tt 

III. Purported Need for Very Large Parcels 

The consultant has recommended that Woodburn base its industrial land needs in part on a 
purported need for very large parcels. 

Marion County pointed out in its written testimony that by allowing more flexibility in 
arranging sites, "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." 

The utility of smaller sites is supported by the testimony of Ray Clor from SED COR, who 
said at the March 28 hearing that his clients want 15 to 35 acre parcels. 

IV. Existing Very Large Parcels 

Even if the purported need for a flat, vacant, industrial parcel exceeding 1 00 acres was 
realistic and reasonable, it is likely this need, as well as the need for other large vacant 
industrial parcels (40-80 acres) could be accommodated on parcels within existingUGB. 

·The City's Buildable Lands Inventory identifies tax lot 052W13 00100 as a vacant 141.56 
parcel, tax lot 052W13 01200 as a vacant 56.64 acre parcel and tax lot 052W13 01000 as a 
vacant 40.3 acre parcel. 

These flat, vacant parcels are within the existing Urban Growth Boundary, in an 
unincorporated area southwest ofthe city limits and currently have no city zoning. They are 
in the general vicinity of the proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve. Given that they meet 
the site requirements Winterbrook has laid out for target industries and given Goal14 
requirements for maximum efficiency of land use within and on the fringe of the existing 
urban area, these parcels seem like a logical place for the City to plan for industrial 
development. The consultant has not explained why he instead recommends tpat they be 
planned for residential uses. 

V. C onclusion 

We hope these comments are helpful. Please include this testimony and all attachments in 
the official record ofthis proceeding and please provide us with written notice of your 
decision. Because we are uncertain as to whether you have previously received our written 
testimony to the Planning Commission, we have included it among the attachments to this 
letter. 
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Sincerely, 

JJF--
Sid Friedman 

Attachments: Property data from Marion County Assessors office 
Excerpts from McMinnville Economic Opportunities Analysis 'It 
Letter to Planning Commission, dated February 10, 2005 
County Assessors Map showing tax lots 052W13 00100, 01200, and 01000 

Cc: (w/o attachinents) 
Marion County 
DLCD 
Oregon Department of Agriculture 
Marion County Farm Bureau 
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Table 4-5. Typfcallot size requirements for firms 
in target industries 
Industry 
Printing & Publishing 
Stone, Clay & Glass 
Fabricated Metals 
Industrial Machinery 
Electronics- Fab Plants 
Electronics - Other 
Transportation Equipment 

. Trucking & Warehousing 
VVholesale Trade 
Non-Depository Institutions 
Business Services 
Health Services 
Engineering & Management 

Source: ECONorthwesl 

Lot Size (acres) 
5- 10 

10-20 
10- 20 
10-20 

40- 80+ 
10-30 
10-20 

varies 
varies 
1-5 
1-5 

1 "":' 10 
1-5 

·' Site Needs 

Flat 
Flat 
Flat 

Suitable soil 

Flat 

More specific locational issues for firms in target industries include the 
following issues: • 

• Land use buffers: According to the public officials and 
developers/brokers ECO has interviewed. industrial areas have 
operational characteristics that do not blend as well with residential 
land uses as they do with office and mixed-use areas. Generally, as the 
function of industrial use intensifies (e.g., heav}r manufacturing) so to 
does the importance of huffering to mitigate impacts of noise, odors, 
traffic, and 24-hour 7~day week operations. Adequate buffers may 
consist of vegetation, landscaped swales, roadways, and public use 
park&lrecreation areas. Depending upon the industrial use and site 
topography, site buffers range from approximately 50 to 100 feet. 
Selected commercial office, retail, lodging and mixed-use (e.g., 
apartments or office over retail) activities are becoming acceptable 
adjacent uses to light industrial areas. 

• Flat sites: Flat topography.(alopes with grades below 10%) is needed 
for manufacturing firms, particularly large electronic fabrication 
plants and 10+ acre fabricated metals and industrial machinery 
manufacturing facilities. 

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

1 Fortune 500 companies appear to be trending towards suburban locations for ~rporate campus facilities. 
Relatively low cost land, flexibility for future growth. and proximity .to labor force are typical reasons for locating 
facili ties such as Nike, [ntel, [n-Focus, and Tektronix in suburban locations. Given the relatively high cost of land in 
California and Washington, and short supply of sites over 20 acres throughout the western United States, there ia 
an emerging opportunity for the Woodburn area. Woodburn is close enough to the high-tech areas ofWilBOnville and 
Washington County to be a viable option for a corporate campus. Firms in Electronic and Electric Equipment and 
Business Services have potential in this regard. 
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Table 6-12. Typical lot size requirements for firms 
in target industries 

·Of[70ftv/) ,f((J1 

19r;"" tyJ A 

Industry Lot Size (acres) Site Needs 
Printing & Publishing 5-10 
Stone, Clay & Glass 10-20 Flat 
Fabricated Metals 10-20 Flat 
Industrial Machinery 10-20 Flat 
Electronics- Fab Plants 50- 100 Suitable soil 
Electronics- Other 10-30 
Transportation Equipment 10- 30 Flat I 
Trucking & Warehousing varies 
Wholesale Trade varies t 
Non-Depository Institutions 1 -5 
Business Services 1 - 5 
Health Services 1 - 10 
Engineering & Management 1 -5 

Source: ECONorthwest. 

Our research on other projects found that many large companies are still 
seeking suburban locations for corporate campus facilities. Relatively low
cost land, flexibility for future growth, and proximity to labor force are typical 
r easons for locating facilities such as Nike, Intel, In-Focus, and Tektronix in 
suburban locations. Giv~n the relatively high cost of land in California and 
Washington, and s hort supply of sites over 20 acres throughout the westem 
United States , there are emerging opportunities for the northern Willamette 
Valley. McMinnville's primary disadvantage in this is its distance from the 
high-tech areas of Wilsonville and Washington County, and poor access to I-5. 

Site needs depend on the type of industry. The following section refers to 
specific industries by Standard Industrial Codes (SIC). More .-'~'pecific 
locational issues for firms in target industries include the following issues: 

• Land use buffers. According to the public officials and 
developers/brokers ECO interviewed, industrial areas have 
operational characteristics that do not blend as well with residential 
land uses as they do with office and mixed-use areas. Generally, as the 
function of industrial use intensifies (e.g. , heavy manufacturing) so to 
does the importance of buffering to mitigate impacts of noise, odors . 
traffic, and 24-hour 7 -day week oper ations. Adequate buffers may 
consist of vegetation, landscaped swales, roadways, and public use 
parks/recreation areas. Depending upon the industrial use and site 
topography, site buffers r ange from approximately 50 to 100 feet. 
Select ed commercial office, retail, lodging and mixed-use (e.g., 
apartments or office over retail) activities are becoming acceptable 

•est 

adj acent uses to light industrial areas. ' · · 

McMinnville addresses land use incompatibility issue~rthrough 
development ordinances. Specific examples of these ordinances in 
McMinnville include the City's Airport Ov Zone Ordinance a nd 

November 2001 
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9 From: "Irene S. Westwood" <imsw@msn.com> 
To: <sabrentano@co.marion.or.us>, <jcarfson@co.marion.or.us>, 
<pmilne@co.marion.or.us> 
Date: 4/15/2006 1:44:13 PM 
Subject: Woodburn's 20 Year Plan 

Please give consideration to expanding the east side of Woodburn to preserve business in· that area and 
. to keep the expansion from engulfing the area west of the freeway. The east side needs help! 

Irene Westwood 

******************* 

This message has been scanned for virus content by Symantec Anti-Virus, and is believed to be clean. 
Viruses are often contained in attachments - Email with specific attachment types are automatically 
deleted. · 
If you need to receive one of these attachments contact Marion County IT for assistance. 
******************* 
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April18, 2006 n 
Dear Mr. Les Sasaki: 

I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed expansion of the Woodburn Urban Growth 
Boundary. The city has only recently begun to address the current traffic mess·on Highway 214 and 
the freeway interchange. Expanding the UGB is only going to make this traffic nightmare worse. 

My husband is a small business owner, located on Evergreen Road, just south of Highway 214. We 
are members of the Woodburn Chamber of Commerce and the Woodburn Downtown Association. 
We are not anti-business. Quite the opposite. Growth without the proper infrastructure is not good 
for business. More and more of my husband's clients have complained about how difficult it is to - . 
negotiate ~he traffic when driving to his office. Just last week I left the office at 4 pm. and headed 
east on 214; the traffic was backed up clear to the high school! Of what "f?enefit is growth going to 
be if people can't get to our business! Also, why push for expansion of the UGB to the west side of 
the freeway when the interchange is a mess and there are no plans for another interchange in the 
foreseeable futufe? · 

It is just flat out wrong to take some of ~e best fa:m:lland in the country out of production forever in 
order to attempt to attract some high tech industry to Woodburn. I say attempt because I quite 
honestly doubt that a high tech industry will locate· to Woodburn. Many high tech industries such as 
computer chip factories have abandoned the United States and gone overseas to China; just ask 
Salem, Gresham, or Hillsboro. On April 9, the Oregonian printed a lengthy article titled "Silicon 
Forest is shmted", referring to the lack of new jobs in the tech industry. I quote from the article: "In 
the past decade, the state has not produced a single, substantial tech success." Agriculture can 
quickly retool, so to speak, to respond to current market conditions- other industries just pick up and 
leave. 

The security of our country depends on us being as strong as possible economically. Every day the 
economic security of our country is compromised as more and more farmland is eaten up for 
development. For the first time in the history of our country the United States imports more food 
than it exports. Do we want to be dependent on foreign countries for our food in the same way we 
are dependent of foreign oil? Each acre eaten up by development adds up quickly. These 410 plus 
acres Winterbrook Consulting says is needed for industrial sites should stay as it is, productive 
farmland, for our benefit, and for the benefit or future generations. 

Sincerely, 

Kay E. Peterson 

503-634-2885 
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From: 
T<;> : 
Date: 
Subject: 

"wtg" <wtg@mail.gervais.com> 
<jcarlson@co. marion .or.us> 
4/19/2006 4:27:58 PM 
Woodburn 99E and east side 

Dear Janet Carlson, 

... • 

As a business own~r. I've come aware of several key buildings along 99E- vacant. Count rne _in as a 
concerned person who feels our 20 year planning needs to include 99E. See you at the meeting April 
26,2006. 

.. Thanks, respectfully, 

_Ari~n~ Hatds_~ ·woodburn Therapy Group 

This m essage has been scanned for virus content by Syinantec Anti-Virus, and.is believed to be clean. 
Viruses are often contained in attachments - Email with specific attachment types are automatically · 

· deleted. . . · 
.. If you need to receive one of these attachments contact Marion County IT for assistance. 
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April 17, 2006 n 
Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Les Sasaki Principal Planner 

8NINNV7d AlNnOO NOitJV~ 

Courthouse square 90flZ 6 T ~dV 
555 Court St NE 
Salem, OR97309-5036 

RE: Woodburn Periodic Review ofUGB 

Dear Commissioners -- Staff 

I fmd the path that Woodburn has chosen to follow a bit diffcult to digest. From my perspective 
and experience, the odds of the plans expectations coming to frution are very low and run in favor 
·of more of what you now see on the ground. 

The prime goal should be: How does one create a liveable, lovable city when in fact you have a 
major rail line through the center of town. When in fact you have 99E & I-5 splitting the 
community with 99E representing 69 blocks of front street. When in fact you have acres and 
acres of under utilized land. When the street system is need of major overhaul to create 
connectivity. These conditions call for a vigorous redevelopment stratergy not more Industrial 
land. Woodburn should be asked to meet the challenge. 

Plan presents a major challenge for Marion county and the other 20 some communites of Marion 
county. 

· The employment projections and need for Industrial lands is way overstated. Which puts the 
county in a very diffcult position of saying yes to a plan that is out of sycn with the other 
marion county communities. 

I would higly recomend that you delete the boundary expansion south of Highway 219 and west 
ofi-5 and leave the present boundary intact. Am of the opinion that you would not be able to 
contain boundary to East side becau.se of presendence. And I see little need for boundary 
expansion on North and East ofl-5 south of Crosby Rd. 

Lastly, When the peroidic review-20 year progam was put on the table it did not give me a warm 
fuzzy feeling then and now that I see it in action, I have a less than warm fuzzy feeling for it. 
There must be a better way. 

Bob Lindsey 
7505 Windsor Is Rd N 
Salem, OR 97303-9701 
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Q I support the urban growth in East W oodbum, we want all 
businesses to grow and flourish not fail 

Amando Benavidez Jr 
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I support the urban growth in East Woodburn, we do not n 
want any more businesses going away, like Roth's IGA, .. : 
Portland Produce, or any other businesses that failed. ~ ~~ ~ \\1 

\15} ~ (C . 1\lllU 
\f'l . ~R l ~ ~~\NG 

Mark Unger . cou~~~ 
Western Pacific Real Es~\ON . 
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0 I ~upport the urban growth in East Woodburn, we want all 
businesses to grow and flourish not fail · 

. .. 

JJ~..-t·c~ f!._cYY'\Sfv-\.A.L..+; ~ 
-·- ~ .. ~- - ~-.. - .,; . .. . 

__.... ... ----
. ____ .. ., ...... -_ , _ _.,. ... -

lR1 rE «; ~ n'W ~ llJ 
APR 1 8 2006 

MARION COUNTY PLANNING 
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Les Sasaki 
Marion County PW /Plann.illg 
555 Court Street NE 
Salem, OR 97301 

fR~rG~llW~flJ 
APR 1 8 2006 

MARION COUNTY PLANNING . 

Re: Woodburn UGB Proposal, testimony for 4-26-06 meeting 

Dear Mr. Sasaki and Board of Commissioners, 

:My mime is Toni Spencer, I live at 13736 Wilco Hwy. NE, a small farm outside of 
Woodburn. I am a native Oregonian raised on a working cattle ran.ch and have 
lived most of my life in a rural environment. 

Although I do not profess to be an expert on Community Development and 
Planning, I feel compelled as a concerned citizen, to comment on Woodburn's 
proposed expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary. 

I have great respect for those who live and work on the land. I also respect and 
realize the importance of the _economic $t~bility that it provides the community. 
Anyone can be proud to live in w oodb~ .. Corisider that AgricultuTe is a viable 
industry. 

-Agriculture and food products are Oregon's largest export by volume. 

-A record breaking 4 billion dollars in Agricultural sales were recorded in 
2005 by the Oregon State Extension Service. 

-Marion County led that record with 540 million. 

-The Oregon Sales of 4.1 billion is a 5% increase over the record in 2004. 

I worry that we may be too eager to include valuable prime farmland in the 
proposed UGB expansion. 

I have looked at areas within the current UGB apd I se~ vacant industrial propyrties 
and buildings that can be redevelop~ed and reocc'upied. . - ' ' 

I have attached photographs of a few of the vacant industrial sites already in 
W oodbum. Unlike bear ground, vacant buildings are not counted in the 
consultant's inventmy of vacant industrial property. 
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Before we expand the current UGB, we have a responsibility to solicit new 
industry into our undeveloped and underdeveloped properties. We have the 
capacity for new industries within our current UGB. 

My hope is that we carefully determine and decide what is really needed before 
including prime farmland in the propbsed UGB expansion. 

We all would like to see economic progress in Woodburn, but remember, new 
industry can move in and cost lis, the taxpayers,-millions of dollars in taxes for 
sewer, water, sidewalks and roads and then up and move out just as fast, leaving us 
with unemployed workers and the bill. Once this productive farmland is paved 
over, it is gone forever. 

Thank you for reading or listening to my comments. 
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Marion County Commissioner s 
Ms. Patti Milne, Chair 
Ms. Janet Carlson 
Mr. Sam Brentano 
Principal Planner Les Sasaki 

ffrl~~~~W/~ [2) 
APR 1 8 2006 

MARION COUNTY PLANNING 

Dear Commissioners Milne, Carlson, Brentano and Principal Planner Sasaki: 

Forword: 

Thank you for this opportunity to present our views on Legislative Amendment 06-2, 
Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan and Urban Growth Boundary Periodic Review and 
Update. We very much appreciate this opportunity to speak freely to you. 

We made many contributions to the record during the public input phase of Woodburn's 
Periodic Review process. The purpose of this letter is to briefly set out some of our 
concerns about Woodburn's Periodic Review and to introduce some of our past 
testimony. Our written testimonies-of-record dated March 23, Aprill9, and June 27, 
2005 are included herein. 

If you read these submissions, you will get a good, if not complete, grasp of our concerns 
at the city level. Our greatest complaint regarding the Woodburn process is that, with 
few exceptions, there was no specific response to the issues raised in our testimony. The 
water avru.Iability/quality issue, and the cost of providing storm drainage to East 
Woodburn UGB expansion are the exceptions. 

Given the detailed nature of our testimony, we take exception to Mr. Winterowd's April 
4, 2006 statement that Woodburn City staff and consultant addressed all citizen concerns. 
In point of fact, most of our concerns were never addressed. 

Since we did not receive the response mandated by Goal I , it is tempting and easy to set 
out a list of grievances about the Woodburn City process. But that is not our intent. 

Issues 

What we wish to bring forward are the following issues: 

The measure 37 effect. The Urbanization section of Marion County's Comprehensive 
Plan lays out land use efficiency goals and targets. Due to lack of city services, land 
developed under a Measure 37 process cannot meet these efficiency standards. 
Seemingly, the Measure 37 eligibility status of lands abutting the Woodburn City limits 
should be a criterion for UGB expansion. Creating an exception area, which must be 
brought into the city at the next iteration of the Periodic Review process (ORS 197.298), 
does not make good pla.mllng sense. 
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Direction of past planning efforts. Past planning efforts; notably under the direction of 
past Woodburn Community Development Director Steve Goekritz, targeted East-ward 

· expansion of the UGB. Investments in Woodburn's infrastructure were. made to 
accommodate expansion in this direction. Two examples are Woodburn School District's 
purchase of 19 acres on East Lincoln Road for a school, and Woodburn Fire Protection 
District's location of its James Street fire station. Directing growth in a different 
direction devalues these past investments of public funds. 

Long Term Consequences of Providing Low Cost Housing. For the past 20 years, 
Woodburn, compared to other Marion County cities, has targeted a greater proportion of 
housing opportunities to low income residents. Woodburn's housing needs analysis 
documents this and projects that housing needs will continue to fall to the lower end of 
the spectrum. Concentration oflower cost housing, given the ravages of time working on 
lower quality construction, sets Woodburn up for an increasingly difficult struggle to 
provide basic community services, such as policing and schools, due to low per capita tax 
base. Continued emphasis on low cost housing ultimately reduces livability. 

No Place to Throw a Ball Around. The drive to provide housing at low cost leads to 
unfortunate consequences. Reducing lot size to reduce cost comes 11t a cost to livability, 
especially for families. Family residential on small lots means that your kids play in the · 
street, and that open space is public space. There is no place to throw a ball around other 
than the street-dodge car instead of dodge ball? 

Building Community. Woodburn has sought to revitalize its old town commercial core 
and its newer, but now aging, commercial strip along 99E. The proposed UGB 
expansion continues a trend of placing new residential, industrial, and commercial 
development near the freeway. The consequences of this policy are manifest in the 
empty store fronts along 99E. Continuation of this policy by placing all ofWo<;>dburn's 
future growth away from the renewal districts undercuts the City's urban renewal goals. 
UGB expansion is a tool which could support and enhance business enterprise value, 
stimulating redevelopment and investment by the private sector in these areas. The 
proposed plan, in directing growth along the freeway, does not provide this support. 
Rather, it permits erosion of enterprise value, reduces private sector incentives to 
revitalize, and continues the loss of businesses and jobs along the 99E commercial strip. 

Minimizing County Road Costs. The City of Woodburn has three roadways designated 
"Primary Arterials", State Hwy 214, State Hwy 21 1, State Hwy 99E. These three 
highways, the backbone road infrastructure of the community, form a "U" shape which 
surrmmds the East side of Woodburn. The West side areas slated for UGB inclusion are 
removed from the state roadway backbone. Consequently, the County road system will 
bear a greater burden in providing inter community access. And the development costs 
per acre for providing road access will be greater, because the existing road system is 
further removed from state funded backbone highways. 

The Alice in Wonderland effect. Part of the impetus for placing additional growth near 
the freeway is to secure a higher priority for interchange improvement funding. This is 
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0 reverse logic--to make the problem better we have to make it worse. By placing the 
community's development proximal to the freeway, the plan virtually guarantees that at 
full build out the upgraded interchange will again be at or over capacity. What will we 
have gained? Like Alice in Wonderland, we are running faster and faster to stay in the 
same place. 

A Simple Solution 

Most of these issues can be addressed very simply .. Allow development on the East Side. 
East side growth maintains the value of past community infrastructure inves1ments by the 
school and fue district, supports business enterprise value, supports community 
redevelopment, locates new residents closer to both existing commercial development 
and existing roadway backbone, and staves off creation of a new exception area. 

Now, are we opposed to creating new jobs in our community? Do we want to see·fue I-5 
interchange mired in gridlock? Is the proposed plan all bad? No, No, and No. But the 
proposed plan, by concentrating new growth on the West side, is not the best plan for 
Woodburn: A balanced plan that maintains values through out the community makes 

. .. . .. . 
more sense. 

Please, restore balance to Woodburn's growth. 

Thank you, 

The Serres Family 
April 19,2006 

Please include this letter in the public record of Legislative Amendment 06-2. 

-·· 
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The Serres Fainily 
1840 E. Lincoln Road 
VVoodburn,~ 97071 

The Honorable Kathryn Figley, Mayor, City. of Woodburn 
VV oodburn City Council 
VV_oodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
VVoodburn,Oregon 97071 

Dear Mayor and Councilors: · 

Thank you for allowing additional testimony into the record. 

June 27, 2005 

VV e 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-The Down and Dirty! 

ORS 197.298 

Consultant Greg VVinterowd, 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 ofORS 197.298, but Greg is incorrect in asserting 
that ORS 197.298 is the controlling criterion for UGB expansion decisions. Following 
Greg's April9 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 
cJassification 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 Geoff to provide a written clarification of ORS 
197.298's relative importance in making UGB expansion decisions. In his response, 
Geoff reiterates that soil capability class is not the controlling criterion for UGB 
amendment purposes. Om request letter, and Geoff Crook's response appear as 
Attachments A and B respectively. 
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0 Rebuttal of Greg Winterowd Testimony 

W e also wish to rebut Greg Winterowd's testimony regarding the Serres property 
(Winter brook Planning, Page 4, Items B-77 and B-1 01, Greg Winterowd, oral testimony, 
April25 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 1. 

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 tenn 
planning horizon, awareness that urbanizing part logically concludes with urbanizing the 
whole, and that infrastructure needs to be considered in a context larger than SA-4. We 

Item No. 9 

Page 289 
2 



have never argued that our entire holding had to be brought in at once. Mr. Winterowd 
misrepresents our testimony 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 flood 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 botindaries 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 ac:re, Class IT 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 III, VI, and Flood 
Plain Soils on Serres Tract. Note that Class 1 Chehalis soil is in flood plain. 
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0 Similarly, if this s.oils argument is really worth its weight in salt, why not bring in 
only the Class ill portion of the Fessler property? Logical access for storm 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 II 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 II. Either way, some Class II 
is in, so why penalize the Woodburn School District? 

ll. Of Infrastructure, Schools, ·and Other Necessary Things 

The Rest of 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 errors 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 can 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 
casted for the SW and West study areas, or are required by topography but omitted 
(please refer to copy of USGS 7 ~ topographic map we have submitted as attachment to 
June I letter). 

Commenting on David Torgeson's Comments about our Comments. 

We appreciate David Torgeson's April25 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 that Mr. Torgeson's April25 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 coinments regarding the suitability of the Serres wells appear well 
founded, pardon the pun. At the least, the Serres wells document 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 storm 
drainage system is correct-no large drain to the Pudding required. 

While we agree with Mr. Torgeson that the same approach was employed to 
evaluate all 8 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 firm, 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/Tech Engineering Report 

The Multi/Tech 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 Multi/Tech 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 cherry picked versions of both Study 
Areas. 

The Multi/Tech report repeats an error that massive storm drains would be 
required in SA-4. Please refer to David Torgeson response to Serres, April25, 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 Senes 
Reservoir to the Pudding River via connecting wetlands, just as it do~s now. We provide 
some reference material on the use of reservoirs and bioswales to manage storm drainage 
as Attachment C. 
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The f'mancial impact of the storm drain error accounts for $6,827 of 
Multiffech's $8807 difference per acre for servicing the two 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. Vfe note that the Multiffech report does 
not support Brian Moore's assertation that"'' ... Area 4 costs over 300 per cent more 
to serve than Area 2." The Multi/Tech report is in the public record as an attachment to 
Brian Moore's letter of April20, 2005. 

Transportation Issues 

Mr. Moore, in his written testimony, makes several statements regarding the 
transportation advantages ofhis client's property. We did a li1;tle checking with our 
odometer. Do you realize that the Serres portion ofSA-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 214/I-5 Interchange is closer to the Fessler property than 
is the West side of the 214/I-5 Interchange via Butteville Road? So which way to I-5/214 
do you thiDk future Fessler property residents will go? 

Brian Moore's testimony states: "The plan assumes the Crosby Road 
improv:ements to be paid by the developer of the Fessler property .... Removing the 
Fessler property could cause the City's plan to become 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 Road property should not be brought into the UGB because it is 100% Class 
II soils (April 25 and 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 Fessler 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 school. 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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lli. Choosing Between the Devil and the Deep Blue Sea 

Woodburn's Needs Study Inadequate 

The Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update, as amended, does not address 
the growth drivers currently shaping Woodburn. 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 all 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: affluent 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 employment, cultural amenity, and advanced medical 
services. These demographics are sorely needed in our community to shift Woodbur:O.'s 
average income, average education level, people per household, etc., closer to state 
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 
this plan differentiate Woodburn from all the other places in Oregon? Does this plan 
optimize all residents' quality oflife? Does this plan make Woodburn feel like home, or 
does this plan make W oodbmn seem tlie like every other growing town? 

Nodal is cmcial 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 
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this level of investment and infrastructure, might actually work. But this nodal concept is 
not the nodal concept proposed for Woodburn. 

What is proposed for Woodburn is Nodal-on-the-Cheap. Is there a feasibility 
study for Woodburn's nodal concept? Is there any documentation 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 Location, Location, Location 

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 noise and pollution. 

• Proximity to established utility infrastructure, notably Electric sub station and 
high pressure gas line. 

• Proximity to Serres Reservoir, Pudding River, and connecting wetland/bioswale 
for storm drainage. 

• Proximity to Woodburn Sewage Treatment Plant. 

• Inclusion completes city street system comprised of Landau, Tomlin, and Laurel 
Streets and Cooley Road. 

• Inclusion resolves all development problems connected with Woodburn School 
District's East Lincoln Road property. 

• Inb.-oduces 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 Woodburn 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 Woodburn 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 all ofWoodburn'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 residential 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 S W1R and 
OpusNW. 

V Conclusion--The Lost Art of Compromise 

\Ve were heartened that the April I 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 sunounding area 
wasn' t brought in to share the costs of improvements, particularly E. Lincoln Road. 

We were 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 housing 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 
Laurel/Landau/Tomlin 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 public, the admission of continuously slanted, unobj ective, misleading testimony 
before the Council, the insistence on ORS 197.298 as the ultimate criterion 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 Councilors, you are the people's representatives in this matter. Do you vote 
to follow the will of your cons~ituents, 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 of Land Conservation and Development 
Les Sasaki, Manon 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 
W oodbum Comprehensive Plan Update and Periodic Review. 
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To: 

Her Honor, Kathy Figley, Mayor, City of Woodburn 
Mr. John Brown, Woodburn City Administrator 
. City Councilor- Ward 1 Walt Nichols 
City Councilor-Ward 2 Richard Bjelland 
City Councilor-Ward 3 Pete McCallum 
City Councilor-Ward 4 Jim Cox 
City Councilor- Ward 5 Frank Lonergan 
City Councilor-Ward 6 Elida Sifuentez 

March 23, 2005 

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

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

***************************************** 

Oregon State Planning Goal #1 provides for citizen involvement. Tbis goal is 
incorporated in the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan as "Citizen and Agency Involvement 
Policies", page 12 of Proposed Woodburn Comprehensive Plan- Volume 1-Goal and 
Policy Amendments. We had an expectation of an open and transparent planning process 
responsive to our input. However, despite Serres Family_ attendance of public meetings, 
private discussions with the city planner, and written and telephone coinmentary to 
Woodburn City Planning, we have not found the process to be either open or transparent. 

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

We have concerns about a decision process based solely upon infrastructure costs. 
Property value is never solely determined by infrastructure investment. We feel that our 

Item No. 9 

1 
----

Page 299 



property brings value to the City that other UGB study regions do not and that this value 
was not considered in the Planning Department's decision-making methodology. · 

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

First, consider the Woodburn Public Worlcs estimate for Sewer Service. Simple 
inspection of the USGS Woodburn 7.5 minute topographic map and City of Woodburn 
Sewer Main Map dated 10/08/02 shows the following to be true ofUGB Region 4: 

• UGB Region 4 is the second closest to the Woodburn Sewage Trea1ment Plant. 

• UGB Regio~ 4 sits on the same topographic feature as the Woodburn Sewage 
Trea1ment Plant-a bench above the Pudding River. Most other study areas are in 
the Mill Creek or Senecal Creek drainages, requiring sewage to be pumped across 
the washboard topography created by the parallel drainages of Mill and Senecal 
Creeks and the Pudding River. 

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

• The sewer main on Hardcastle Street runs along our North property border. The 
Woodburn Public Work's sewer main map does not accuratefy show the terminus 
of the sewer main, which, as evidenced by manhole risers, ends some distance 

.East of the Hardcastle/Cooley Road intersection. 

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

What is it that makes sewer service so expensive on our parcel when the USGS 
map and our familiarity with our property and Woodburn suggests otherwise? Without a 
public vetting of the models and methodologies used to develop the Sanitary Sewer 
Infrastructure costs, we can;t evaluate the validity of Public Work's numbers, and we 
don't think members of the Planning Commission and the City Council can do so, either, 
if all they have is the same Public Works document we have. Based on the information 
available to us-the maps cited, our knowledge of our property, and our knowledge of 
the City of Woodburn and its topography- we do not have confidence in Public Work's 
cost estimate of sanitary sewer infrastructure because it does not make sense that the 

. study area close to the treatment plant, at the same elevation as the treatment plant, with 
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no intervening ridges between it and the treatment plant would have the absolute highest 
cost. 

Second, let us look at Storm Sewer infrastructure costs. Again, Region 4 has the 
highest per acre cost at $14,577.00. The next most expensive is Region 6 at 
$7,737.00/acre with Region 8 the lowest at $6,173.00/acre. This is a tremendous 
disparity, with the only hint of an explanation being that Public Works states that a 78-
inch diameter storm sewer to the Pudding River would be required to service UGB 
Region4. · 

Simple inspection of the USGS Woodburn 7.5 minute topographic map shows 
that the entirety of the Serres Family property, about 60% ofUGB Region 4, slopes at 0 
to 3% to the Pudding River. On the Serres property, each and every future East/West 
street could contain a small storm sewer appropriate for. the area that it serves. And no 
right-of-way problems will be encountered in connecting these Sn1all storm sewers to the 
Pudding River or the Serres Reservoir because the Serres Family owns all of these lands. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Parks and Recreation. 

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

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

Transportation Considerations External to the Serres Tract. 

The Serres tract fronts State Highway 2 I 4 for a mile on its South and Southwest 
sides. The Serres tract communicates to State Highway 211 via Cooley Road on the . 
North. It communicates with US 99E through Hardcastle, Lincoln, Tomlin, Laurel, 
Landau, and possibly Aztec to the West. 

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

Contrary to W oodbum Planning, we believe that siting residential areas clos~ to 
the freeway intensifies I-5/214 congestion. For example, consider the future residents of 
the now approved Montebello Phases II and III. Because of their close proximity to the 
freeway, these residents will choose to access the freeway at the I-5/214 interchange. In 
contrast, residents of any future development in UGB Region 4 will access I-5 through 
the Aurora cut off and Brooks, just as those of us who live in the area do now. 
Residential development in UGB Regions 1 and 7, and the west sides of Regions 2 and 6 

·will exacerbate I-5/214 congestion to a far greater extent than will residential 
development in UGB Region 4. 

Transportation Considerations Internal to the Serres Tract. 

The entire tract, from the Woodburn City Limits to the Pudding River, Hi. 214 to 
Hardcastle, is owned by the Serres family. Internal impediments to road/utility design 
and layout are limited to two public rights of way~ East Lincoln Road and Serres Lane, 
three tax lots owned by one Serres family member, and two residential lots fronting on 
214. Implementation of a North/South parallel road East of 99E, as specified by Final 
Draft, Woodburn Transportation System Plan, Policy K-1-10, (Cooley Road to 214) will 
be easy to accomplish. In contrast, all the other UGB study Regions are more parcelized, 
posing rights-of-way issues and other barriers to efficient road and utility lay out. 

Electric Utility Infrastructure. 

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

Our assessment is that the Serres Parcel is best suited for high-end housing. 1bis 
assessment is at variance with Winterbrook Planning's evaluation. ·The following_ 
comments refer to pages 25 through 28 of Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification 
Report. 

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

We have previously expre~sed concern that Woodburn public works failed to 
verifY its design assumptions with site inspections. We have similar concerns about 
Winterbrook's assessment of Region 4's suitability for inclusion in the UGB for several 
reasons. ·In-2003 both Paul Serres and Susan Duncan participated in Marion County's . 
"Urban Growth Management Framework" workshops held in Woodburn. Both Paul and 
Susan made written recommendations that the entire Serres tract be included in the UGB. 
Evidently no land ownership review was performed to identifY the EFU iandowners to be 
affected ifUGB Region 4 was included in the UGB. If such a study had been performed, 
it would have shown that the largest affected EFU landowner is the Serres family, which 
supports Region 4 inclusion in the UGB. Numerous Serres Family members submitted 
written comments in favor of Region 4 UGB inclusion at the April 16, 2004 meeting. Yet 
these written comments are not taken into account in Winterbrook' s Region 4 
assessment. 

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

As we've noted previously, locating more residential development adjacent to the 
freeway (Region 2's Western boundary) increases loading of the I-5/214 interchange 
until a second Woodburn freeway interchange is installed. Since upgrading the Crosby 
Road overpass to a freeway interchange would be the cheapest and easiest way to provide 
additional freeway access, shouldn't the planning for this area anticipate this as a 
possibility, which would mean Crosby Road would become a connector to I-5 with and 
dramatic traffic load increases on Boones Ferry Road and Front Street, adversely 
affecting suitability for high end housing? 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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This concludes our letter. We sincerely and earnestly hope that we have raised 

concerns that merit further discussion and consideration, even if that means delaying your 
approval of the 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update Periodic Review and Urban Growth 
Boundary Amendments. We call these concerns to your attention, not only out of our 
own interests, but also out ()fan intereSt in the Woodburn community at large. From our 
perspective the process so far has not been transparent. Without access to the process, we 
can't ascertain, but can only suspect, that errors and omissions have been made in the 
cost estimates and land use studies. · 

We do understand that it is difficult for you as city councilors to render good · 
public policy decisions with out accurate information. 

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

Sincerely, 

Ruth Thompson 
Paul Serres 
Rebecca Kirsch 
Mary Grant 
Susan Duncan 

Cc: 

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

7 
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Her Honor, Kathy Figley, Mayor, City of Woodburn 
Mr. John Brown, Administrator, City of Woodburn 
City Councilor-Ward 1 Walt Nichols 
City Councilor-Ward 2 Richard Bjelland 
City Councilor- Ward 3 Pete McCallum 
City Councilor-Ward 4 Jim Cox 
City Councilor-Ward 5 Frank Lonergan 
City Councilor- Ward 6 Elida Sifuentez 

Aprill9, 2005 

Dear Mayor Figley, Administrator Brown, and City Councilors: 

We sincerely appreciate the opportunity to make our views known to you. 

Please accept into the public record the following four submissions: 

1. Cover letter for, and text of spoken testimony by, Susan Duncan before the 
Woodburn City Council, March 28,2005. Pages 4-6.-

2. Cover letter for, and text of spoken testimony by, Paul Serres before the 
Woodburn City Council, March 28, 2005. Pages 7-9. 

3. "Letter in Response to Commissioner Cox", re March 28 Hearing questions. 
Pages 10-20. 

4. "A Quick Critique" ofWinterbrooks SA-2 and SA-4 Assessments, as presented in 
Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justificiation Rep ort. Pages 21-32. 

Of these four submissions, we especially call your attention to "Letter in 

Response to Commissioner Cox" and "A Quick Critique". Both of these documents 

discuss issues and concerns either not discussed in our previous communications with the 

City Council and Planning Commission (new issues), or are significant developments of 

previously expressed concerns. 
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"Response to Commissioner Cox" includes six concerns that address 

Commissioner Cox's request for detail regarding possible flaws in the City's "Public 

Services Analysis, 2004". These six concerns are: 

1. Apples and Ornnges- Residential Services Do Cost More than 
Commerical/Industrial so they can;t be directly compared. 

2. Gross Acres Vs. Net Acres- City Cost Analysis uses Gross Acres, thereby 
distorting cost of supplying city services. 

3. City Costs for Transportation Infrastructure not included in cost analysis. 

4. Woodburn School District Lincoln Road property expensive to service if adjacent 
Serres property not included in UGB. 

5. How can the topographically similar Study Areas 3 & 4 have, respectively, the 
lowest and the highest City Services costs? 

6. City staff not forilicoming on cost study methodology, informal discussion with 
Woodburn City staff indicates possible errors and omissions. 

"A Quick Critique" examines Winterbrook's "Woodburn Year 2020 UGB 

Justification Report". "A Quick Critique" documents that the Winterbrook report is 

neither consistent nor objective. We cover soil types, current land use, proximity to 

transportation assets, and so on, citing Winterbrook's text verbatim to make our points. 

In presenting these documents for consideration, we are not superceding our 

March 23 letter. All of our communications should be treated as one body of work. To 

be sure, our more recent communications bring the benefit of fresh insight, but are not 

intended to cover all issues previously raised. 

In that vein, we would like to retum to our March 23 letter, namely, "We have 

concerns about a decision process based solely upon infrastructure costs. Property value 
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is never solely determined by infrastructure investment. We fed that our property brings 

value to the City that other UGB study regioils do not and that this value is not 

considered in the Planning Department's decision-making methodology." 

Our property brings with it woodlands, pond, bioswales, Pudding River frontage, 

open skies, and Mt. Hood Views. 

Please understand, we will donate a portion of our property to the City of 

Woodburn for parkland, and public open space if our tract in UGB Study Area 4 is 

brought into the UGB. Our parents, Joe and Adela Serres, out of a commitment to the 

community of which they felt a part, purchased Legion Park and held it for the City of 

Woodburn until the City could purchase it. 

Our parents felt, long ago, that the City of Woodburn would eventually engulf the 

Serres farm. Their hope was that the woodlands and reservoir would become a public 

park for Woodburn residents. We, the current generation of Serres's, want to honor their 

vision and simultaneously make our own contribution to the public good. 

The public will only benefit if we are included in the UGB. If we are not included 

in the UGB we will have to consider private development, which will mean private 

ownership of the reservoir and other natural amenities, 

Sincerely, 

The Serres Family 

Ruth Thompson 
Paul Serres 
Rebecca Kirsch 
Mary Grant 
Susan Duncan 
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1. Cover letter for and text of spoken test{mony by Susan Duncan 
before the Woodburn City Council, March 28,2005. 

March 31, 2005 

Dear Mayor and City Councilors: 

Thanks for the opportunity to testify at the March 28 hearing on the Comprehensive Plan 
Update. Please accept this letter and the attached written copy of my testimony into the 
record. 

As you might imagine, it is difficult to address such a complex issue in three minutes. So 
I have given much thought to how I might have given a better presentation. In retrospect, 
there were two interwoven themes to my presentation--one discussed the tangible 
positive attributes of my family's property- the reasons that you can touch that make our 
farm a good complement to the City ofWoodburn. Reasons like: 

• Completing the grid of streets that currently dead-<;:nd at our farm's border. 

• Ease of Road access by state highway on three sides. 

• Ease of internal road and utility layout. 

• Residential use that is buffered from the noise and pollution ofl-5 

The other theme has to do with "livability"- the characteristics of our farm that are more 
subjective-that you feel more than you can touch. And this theme is much harder to 
articulate, because it doesn't show up in services cost analyses or transportation studies. 
Yet it is just as real, just as important, in bujlding a living community as the tangible · 
qualities that can be documented. That is what I was trying to convey when I said that 
many people, both old time residents and people new to the area, would prefer a home on 
om farm over other areas. 

And so, I invite you to tour our farm to see what it has to offer. Our farm is a "Field of 
Dreams". · 

Susan Duncan Item No. 9 ----Page 311 
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Text of Susan Duncan's March 28, 2005 testimony before Woodburn City Council, 
public hearing on the City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update. 

Honorable Mayor, Councilors, Staff 

My name is Susan Duncan. I live at 1840 East Lincoln Road, Woodburn. 

The City of Woodburn has invested a great deal of time and effort to develop a 20 year 
workable plan. Your placement of industry and large commercial establishments along 
the freeway makes excellent sense. 

HOWEVER, WOODBURN IS NOT JUST A FREEWAY TOWN! 

Residential development is better served on the East side. Our land has many features 
that would be beneficial to the City of Woodburn. Many people, new comers and long 
time residents, have told us that if new high quality homes were available on the East side 
that is where they would live. There is no freeway pollution and noise, and less traffic 
congestion. The BBB (big black book) states that higher end housing could not be drawn 
to our area because of the poor quality housing that currently exists along our borders. 
We do not consider the homes .on Heritage Court and Tomlin Ave, for example, to be 
offensive. The school property and public open space can serve as a buffer zone. 

There is a huge market for empty nesters transitioning to ret::iiement. They want the quiet 
life of a smaller town yet be able to enjoy the amenities of Portland just 20 minutes away. 
There currently is a demand for higher quality homes; for example, Tukwila has a 
waiting list for $300,000 homes. New industrial growth will only increase that demand 
Offer this, Build it well, and they will come. 

However, no matter how nice a place is, it has got to have good access for it to work for 
the people that live there. Residential development East of town will not in:). pact the 
infamous I-5/214 Interchange. Woodburn is actually served by 3 interchanges. Eastside 
residents use the Aurora cutoff going North or the Brooks Interchange going South. Our 
land is bounded by 214 to the South and is Yz mile from 211 on theN. and 99E is 'l4 mile 
to the W est. No other undeveloped land in the Woodburn area is served by better 
transportation access than our farm. 

Bike routes and walking paths can be laid out that do not cross major arterials. It is an 
ideal situation. Easy access in all directions by state Highways, yet at the same time, no 
interior traffic. Tilis means that road and utility layout is easy. The addition of our land 
would mean that Landau, Tomlin, Lamel, and Aztec could continue, no longer as the 
dead-end streets dreaded by city planners today. Our parcel is a planners dream! If it 
were up to us we would redraw the UGB to include all of the reservoir. The woods offer 
a potential for a parkland trail system unparalleled in the Woodburn Area. It is our 
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family's wish that this area remain open for public use. A place where families can 
picnic and children can run free. We don't need another open space that is reserved 
solely for those who are able to pay a user fee. 

We love our fann, the land that we grew up on, but we are moving on with our individual 
lives. We want the future of our farm to be something that we are proud of. We feel that 
the city has a unique opportunity to enhance the quality of life for all Woodburn 
residents. We invite you to tour our fann and evaluate these opportunities. 
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2. Cover letter for and text of spoken testimony by Paul Se~res 
before the Woodburn City Council, March 28, 2005. 

Aprilll, 2005 

Dear Mayor and City Councilors 

i appreciate being able to pres€nt my views on the UGB at the March 28, 2005 
hearing. I'm attaching a copy of my testimony to this cover. Please accept both this · 
letter and the text of my hearing testimony into the record. 

Woodburn is at the threshold of a new 20 year plan, just as we are at a threshold 
of a new era as a farming entity. The best use of our land has changed. This Spring will 
be the first in over 70 years that we will not raise a hop crop. 

Please visualize what those of us working the land already lrn.ow: 

• Our land has a gentle slope that drains East to the Pudding River. 

• Our land has great views and exposure to the South. 

• Our land has groves of tall firs above our wetlands and bottom lands. 

• Our land has abundant water resources. 

I hope you can see that a life time on our land gives us an insight into what works 

and what doesn't, what makes sense and what doesn't, that conflicts at times with what is 

stated in the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Update. As the landowners, we will live 

with the consequences of this Comprehensive Plan Update, while city planners and 

consultants are not affected by their decisions. 

Thank you for the opportunity to pass these thoughts along, 

Paul J. Serres 
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Text of Paul Serres March 28,2005 testimony before Woodburn City Council, public 
hearing on the City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update. 

Honorable Mayor, City Councilors, Staff and Audience. 

My Name is Paul Serres 

I reside at 11283 Serres Lane NE, Woodburn (on the East Side) 

I am a life long resident of Woodburn and I'm here as a representative of the Serres 
family to express our concerns and interest in Woodburn's future growth. 

Three generations of our family have lived and worked on our farm, that's over 100 
years. During this entire time we have been a part ofthe community, and we are directly 
affected by the city. Although our work is on the farm we conduct our business in the 
City, Trade at local merchants, etc .. We are very aware of the changes to the city over 
time, and now, the time and conditions are such that the best use of our land has changed 
with regard to its relationship to the city. Woodburn is at the threshold of a New 20 year 
plan that will have significant effect on everyone within and around the UGB. 

We obtained and studied the '"'Woodburn Comprehensive Plan", the Big Black Book, the 
documents justifying the proposed expansion of the UB and familiarized ourselves with 
LCDC's Goall4. We are not professional planners but we are reasonably intelligent 
people blessed with a lot of common sense. We have an intimate knowledge of our land, 
all of us having been born and raised here, and have a very good understanding of 
Woodburn, its history, basic economics, shopping areas, traffic patterns, etc. This BBB 
gave tis the opportunity to see how development takes place from the regulatory side of 
the aisle and how things must be evaluated, their effect evaluated, and decisions made as 
a result of those valuations, decisions meant for _the good of all. 

In that sense are the citizen planners as intended by LCDC goal 1. 

During this past week we submitted a letter with attachments to the City Administrator, 
Mayor, and council. In the event you have not had time to read this letter or have 
difficulty finding it in your packet, I have an additional copy for you at this time. 

Based on the factors you are considering our property, or part of it, is a logical addition to 
the UGB at this time. We feel that the information used to determine the cost to provide 
services on our property, in Study Area 4, was flawed. Simple inspection of a topo map, 
or even a illive by our property will tell you that the majority of the property is flat. A 
topo map will tell you that we are 5-l 0 feet above the sewage treatment plant. Time at 
this hearing does not allow me to detail all the areas in question that were addressed in 
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our letter. I mention this one because it is so obvious that something wasn't right if the · 
results say its cheaper to pump sewage across town 2 ~ to 3 miles than across our farm 
less than I mile to the sewage treatment plant. We have excellent water sources, existing 
wells have the capacity to provide all necessary water for Study Area 4, yet it was listed 
as a high cost to provide. Our land has natural relief for drainage yet drainage became a 
big factor in the study. 

r· 

__j 

Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences will be served on a much 
higher basis utilizing land on the East side for high quality housing. Along with the 
natural drainage, we have woodlands that can be maintained in their natural state and 
enjoyed by all. 99E businesses need development on the East side for their survival. 

Nearby agriculture will not be harmed by inclusion of our property in the UGB. We are 
bordered by 2 I 4 on the South side, the Pudding River for the most part on the East side, 
Woodburn on the West side and Hardcastle Street on the North side. Farmers with land 
adjoining our property on the East and North sides also welcome the expansion of the 
UGB to the East. 

Thank you 
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3. Letter in Response to Councilo.r Cox, submitted April 19, 2005 

Her Honor, Kathy Figley, Mayor, City of Woodburn 
Mr. John Brown, Administrator, City of Woodburn 
City Councilor- Ward 1 Walt Ni~hols 
City Councilor- Ward 2 Richard Bjelland 

,.J City Councilor- Ward 3 Pete McCallum 
City Councilor-Ward 4 Jim Cox 
City Councilor-Ward 5 Frank Lonergan 
City Councilor- Ward 6 Elida Sifuentez 

Mayor Figley, Administrator Brown, Councilor Cox, City Councilors: 

We took issue with the City of Woodburn Department of Public Work's cost 

study in our letter to the City Council ofMarch 23, 2005. Paul Serres reiterated the 

family's concerns in his Mar~h 28, 2005 testimony before the City Council (Public 

Hearing, Legislative Amendment 05-1, City ofWoodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan 

Update). Following Paul's testimony, Commissioner Cox said the March 23 letter raised 

legitimate questions . Commissioner Cox asked Paul how many acres were in the Serres 

tract. Commissioner Cox then requested that further detail and concerns we had about 

the City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004 be submitted to 

the Council's attention. This letter is written in fulfillment of Commissioner Cox's 

requests. 

Regarding Commissioner Cox's question about acreage, the Serres pmiion of SA-

4 consists of the following tax lots and (acreages): 
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Serres Tract--UGB Study Area 4 

Assessor Map Tax Lot Name Houses Gross Acreage 
51W 170 300 Paul's Barkdust 0 1.66 
51W 170 200 Christensen 1 30.97 
51W 17A 500 Rodney's 1 10.5( 
51W 17A 600 Aicher 1 18.50 
51W17A 700 Henry's Pump ( 8.00 
51W 17A 800 Gullickson 1 8.00 
5 1W1 7A 900 Paul's Place 1 10.00 
51W 17A 1000 Camp 1 10.60 
51W 17 100 Rita's 1 39.77 
51W 17 200 Home Place 1 65.95 

Total 8 203.95 

On April 4, 2005 Susan Duncan was able to speak with David Torgeson, 

Assistant City Engineer, regarding our concerns about the costs study, City of Woodburn 

UGB Smdy Area Public Services Analysis, 2004. lvfr. Torgeson was unwilling to show 

Susan the study or explain how tbe cost estimates wer~ determined. He clid offer to give 

Susan a copy of Public Work's memorandum on the study once it is wrinen. The 

expected completion date of this Memorandum is April20, ;W05 at the earliest. 

Our goal was to review the "City ojWoodburn UGB Smcly Area Public Services 

Analysis, 2004" starting from the lowest level design and lay out assumptions. We were 

unabk to accomplish this goal. Without access to the specifics, we can only speak to 

general areas of concern developed from available public-record documentation. With 

that in mind we present six areas of concern. 
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I Apples and Oranges~Residential Services Cost Mor e than Commercial 

The first issue has to do with the correct method of developing the per acre.cost of 

providing city services in each UGB Study Area. At every place where a city services 

cost is discussed in the City ojWoodbum 2005 C<Jmprehensive Plan Update it is ai;1 

average cost that is discussed. No distinction is made between the costs of servicing 

Residential versus Co=ercial!InduStrial!and uses. 

Because no distinction is made 100% co=ercia!lindustrial Study Areas are 

compared clirectly to 100% 'residential Study Areas. Study Areas that are a blend of 

Residential and Co=ercia!IIndustrial uses appear to have lower city services costs than 

I 000/o residential Study Areas because the lower Co=ercial!Industrial costs bring down 

the average cost. 

To fairly and accurately compare the UGB Study Regions for a specific use, like 

Low Density Residential (LDR), the cost of city services must be calculated separate of 

other uses. It does not appear that this has been done. It does appear that various 

decisions and assessments, such· as those detailed in Winterbrook's Woodburn Year 2020 

UGB Justification Report, have been made using aver~ed costs. 

Consequently, we contest the concll)Sion that the city incurs lower infrastructure 

costs for LDR zoning in some UGB Study Areas but not others. The "City of Woodburn· 

UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004", as published, does not su pport this 

conClusion. As p resented, the Public Services Analysis only documents that average 

costs differ. 

12 
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II Gross Acres Versus Net Acres Q 

Each Study Area contains different acreages of"constrained" land that can't be 

developed, and some Study Areas contain land that is already "developed". The 

"constrained" and "developed" land acreages are presented, by Study Area, in Table 10, 

"Goal 3, 5, and 7 - Constrained Land Summary", of Woodburn Year 2020 UGB 

Justification Report on Page 16. This table gives a net developable acreage for each 

. Study Area. 

Despite the expense of generating this information, both Table 11, titled "Ranked 

Public Utilities Costs by Study Area", Page 18 of the Justification report, and City of 

Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis indicate that the cost estimates of 

( city services for each Study Area were developed on a gross acreage basis. 

Since the percentage of"constrained" and "developed" lands differs by Study 

Area, the gross acreage cost estimate can't be used as an index of costs. We do not 

understand why gross acreage was used to develop these city services costs when staff 

had already determined net useable acreage. 

ill Adding Transportation Costs to the City Services Cost Picture 

The City of Woodburn will incur costs in developing and improving roads to 

service the areas brought into the UGB. These Road Improvement Costs are not included 

in the City's infrastructure services cost study. Consequently, the Woodburn 2020 UGB 

13 
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Expansion Justification Report, which makes UGB expansion recommendations based on 

the cost of providing city services, does not include these costs. 

The following table lists most of the proposed Road Improvement Projects to be 

funded with City dollars. A few "small dollar" projects involving sidewalks and 

bicycle lanes have been omitted. Other projects seem to be missing, such as improving 

Front Street from Hazlenut to Crosby Road, and Lincoln Road from the City Limits to the 

UGB. 

Proposed Road Improvement Projects--City Funded 

Owning Estimated Study 
Project Title Timing Jurisdiction Cost Location Area 

Extension Evergreen Road to Parr 
Road Next Ten Years City $4 730,000 SWWoodburn 7 

( 
Extension Stubb to Evergreen 
Road Next Ten Years City $3,900,000 SW Woodburn N/A 

Extension Ben Brown To 
Evergreen Next Ten Years Cicy $4,700,000 SWWoodburn 7 

Add east bound Lane to Parr 
Road/Settlemeir Road Next Ten Years City $380,000 SWWoodburn N/A 

Upgrade of Crosby Road to minor 
arterial standards Ten to Fifteen Years County/City $3,300,000 NWWoodburn 2 

Upgrade of Parr Road to ser:vice 
collector standards Ten to Fifteen Years County/City $3,000,000 SWWoodburn 7 

Service class facility between 
Evergreen and Stacy Allison 
extensions Ten to FifteenYears City $3,000,000 SWWoodburn 7 
Extend Stacey Allison to Parr Ten to FifteenYears City $5,980,000 SWWoodburn 7 
South Arterial, Parr to 99E Fifteen to Twenty City $11,780,000 SWWoodburn 6 &7 
Extend Brown to South Arterial Fifteen to Twenty City $780,000 SWWoodburn 7 

$41,550,000 
2005 W oodburn Public Facilities Plan, Pgs 49-51 

We point out that the Serres tract is served by state highways 211, 214 and 99E, 

all of which are designated .Nfajor Arterials in the City's Transportation Plan. The Serres 

tract fronts 214 on its South side, is 0.2 to 0.4 miles from 99E along its entire West side, 
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and is 0.5 miles from 211 on its North side. The Senes tract is the only undeveloped land 0 
of any size that is less than 0.5 miles from any Major Arterial, much less tbiee of them. 

We do understand that developmg ·the East side will -01ean significant investment 

in road infrastructure, particularly improvements to East Lincoln Road and .Senes Lane, 

extension of Cooley Road South from Hardcastle Street to Senes Lane or 214, and 

extension of Blaine, Tomlin, and Landau onto the Senes tract. However, we contend that 

the proximity of three existing, state :futlded, Major Arterials permits development of our 

tract for LDR at a lower transportation cost to the City ofWoodburn than any other Study 

Area. 

We question why the City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis 

does not consider Road Improvement costs. If the cost of providing city services is used 

as a criterion for inclusion or exclusion of our tract, why aren't all applicable city costs 

considered? 

IV City Services to Woodburn School District's Lincoln Road Parcel 

At the March 28 public hearing on Measure 05-1, UGB update, Jim Mulder stated 

that the Woodburn School District's Lincoln Road property could be supported with City 

Services. Two quick comments regarding .qis remark: the school district's parcel 

naturally drains to the South and East, towards the Pudding River across the Serres tract, 

not towards Mill Creek; and existing City/County street access to the School District 

parcel is inadequate to serve a school. 
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The logical solution to both issues is to include the Serres portion of Study Area 4 

within the UGB. Inclusion of the Serres tract would allow storm drains from the school 

district parcel to follow the natural fall of the land. Inclusion of the Serres tract would 

also allow extension of existing East/West city streets to a North/South extension of 

Cooley Road, giving access to the school property from all four sides, and reducing the 

property's reliance on Lincoln Road for access. 

Given the existing constraints, we do not think it makes sense to bring the School 

District property into the UGB without also bringing in the Serres Tract. Bringing in 

both permits logical infrastructure development. Bringing in the school parcel alone 

means digging extra deep drains to fight the lay of the land and locating a connecting 

roadw~y from Lincoln Road to extensions of Aztec and/or Laurel inside the school 

district's parcel. 

V So High, So Low, So Close Together? 

Study Areas 3 and 4 adjoin each other and sit on the same topographic feature, the 

Pudding River Bench. Please refer to Table 11 , Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification 

Report, Page 18. Note that UGB Study Area 4 has the highest costs per acre for both 

Storm Sewer and Sanitary Sewer while the adjoining UGB Study Area 3 has the lowest 

costs per acre for these same two city services. It just does not make sense that these 

adjoining, topographically similar areas would have such different costs. 

Perhaps there is confusion regarding the UGB St11dy Area boundaries. In various 

places the City ofWoodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update states that the North 
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boundary of Study Area 3 and Study Area 4 is Dimmick Road NE. Since these two 0 
Study Areas aren't side by side, they can't have the same North boundary. (Here are 

three places where this error is stated: Table 9, Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification 

Report, Page 15; Study Area 4, Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report, Page 27; 

1 
I 

i 
Technical Report 2A: UGB Expansion Areas Natural Resource Inventory, Page 3). 

Our understanding, based on the UGB study area map titled "City of Woodburn 

Natural Resources and Soil Capability Classes" is that the North Boundary ofUGB 

Study Area 4 and the S~:mth boundary ofUGB Study Area 3 coincide at State Highway 

211. If Public Works did not work from the correct boundary descriptions when 

performing the three cost studies-storm drainage, septic sewer, and water-it is possible 

that system costs for areas North of State Highway 211 were allocated to UGB Study 

c Region4. 

Perhaps, also, there is confusion about allocating costs for services on the 

boundary between Study Areas. Let us assume that no mistake was made about the 

shared boundary between UGB Study Areas 3 and 4 by Public Works. UGB Study Area 

3 is divided into two different zones by the MacLaren facility, one North of MacLaren 

and one long, narrow strip South of MacLaren. It would make sense to lay out city 

services to serve the narrow strip along State Highway 21 1, where they could also serve 

the North portion of Study Area 4. If so, to which UGB Study Area were shared 

infrasiructure costs allocated? 
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VI Conversation with David Torgeson Validates Concerns 

Susan did ask Mr. Torgeson about these issues and the issues presented in our 

March 23letter during her telephone conversation.of April4. Mr. Torgeson was 

unwilling to discuss any of the bottom level design assumptions of the city services cost 

study, saying that they were 1) too complicated for a lay person to understand, and 2) that 

· he did not have the time to discuss same with a single individual. In the course of the · 

conversation, Mr. Torgeson did confirm the following: 

• The $750,000.00 cost of the proposed Landauffomlin Drainage project, which 
serves an area inside the present City Limits, may have been allocated to SA-4. 

• The costs of providing city services to Residential Zones are significantly higher 
than for Commerical!Industrial Zones, validating our concerns about "blended" or 
averaged costs. 

• Topographic maps and :field assessments were not used to verify assumptions 
about the lay of the land. 

• The storm drainage system for Study Area 4 would use multiple small drains with 
a combined carrying capacity equivalent to a 78 inch diameter main, not a single 
78 inch diameter main drain as stated in the cost analysis, lowering costs. 

• The cost studies were done to the requirements and standards stipulated by the 
Planning Department and were thoukht by Public Works to be a preliminary first 
estimate, not an exhaustively accurate study. 

• Public Works is preparing a memorandum at the request of Marion County and 
LCD, which will summarize the methods, techniques, and procedures used to 
calculate City Services costs. 

Without examination of the costs studies, starting at the bottom level lay out and 

design assumptions, it is impossible for us to determine that these studies accurately 

estimate the costs of providing city services to the 8 UGB Study Areas. We have written 

extensively to the issue that the studies, on their face, do not make sense and do not 
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follow the lay of the land. Our limited contact with City engineering increases our 0 
concerns that the studies do not accurately identifY costs. 

Conclusion 

Mayor Figley, City Councilors, this concludes our letter in response to Councilor 

Cox. We appreciate that Councjlors have found merit in our March 23 letter and we trust 

that the council will find further merit in tbi~ letter. 

We do not disparage Public Works ~or their efforts, for a careful read oftheir 

report and its cover letter suggests that their cost estimating procedure is based on 

c standard service assumptions for each land use zone. However, that level of detail does 

not come through into the published report, leaving decision makers and the public to 

grapple with averaged numbers that don't suppo1i accurate comparisons between Study 

Areas for specific land uses, such as LDR. 

Susan's April4, 2005 telephone discussion with David Torgeson greatly 

increases our concern that the City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services 

Analysis, 2004 does not accmately assess the costs of providing city services to low-

density residential zoning in SA-2 or SA-4. Since costs are cited as the ba,sis for planning 

decisions throughout the City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update, and 

particularly the Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report, it is imperative that the 

"City ofWoodblll11 UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004" be thoroughly 

reviewed for completeness and accuracy. 
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To date, city staff has not cooperated with our requests to review of the City of 

Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004. · This behavior undermines 

our confidence in the current planning process as a whole and contradicts the City of 

Woodburn's Citizen and Agency Involvement Policies (Policy B-1 ; Page 12, Woodburn 

Comprehensive Plan-Volume I-Goal and Policy Amendments). 

Susan Duncan was told that Public Works will not complete the memorandum in 

which they account for their cost estimation process until April20, 2005, which is the 

close date for public testimony. Consequently, we respectfully request that the close date 

for written testimony be extended for 30 days beyond the memorandum's completion 

date, whatever that may be, or May, 20, 2005, whichever date is later. 

We hope and trust you agree 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 Senes 

Rebecca Kirsch 
Mary Grant 
Susan Duncan 
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1 4. A Quick Critique Winterbrook's SA-2 and SA-4 Assessments in ·0 
2 Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report. 

3 

4 The UGB Justification Report follows Statewide Planning Goal14 to assess 

5 Woodburn's land needs by the year 2020. Factors 1 and 2 of Goal 14 identify 

6 Woodburn's 2020 needs and the ability oflands currently in the UGB to meet those 

7 needs. Factors 3 through 7 then justify potential Plan and UGB amendments necessary to 

8 satisfy these identified unmet needs. The Woodhurn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report 

9 is written to fulfill these planning mandates. 

10 And the report is exactly that, a report written to support and justify a 

c 11 recommended plan. We are concerned that W:interbrook's report does not do so 

12 objectively. We feel this report misrepresents our property and improperly presents the 

13 competing property. We are writing this letter to detail these misrepresentations. 

14 

15 

16 First, we would like to point out that the UGB Study Areas are :inconsistently 

17 described. The descriptions ofSA-3 and SA-4 found :in Table 9, page 15 ofthe 

18 Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report are inconsistent with the maps that show 

19 the UGB Study Areas, such as the City of Woodburn Natural Resources and Soil 

20 Capability Classes. This inconsistency is found through out the Woodburn 

21 Comprehensive Plan. The discrepancy, in terms of acreage, is possibly as much as 130-

22 140 acres. These discrepancies may have resulted in inaccurate calculations used to 

23 develop the cost of city services to these areas. 
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24 Second, we feel that the Winterbrook study provides an apples-to-oranges 

25 comparison of our SA-4 property and the SA-2 area West of Boones Ferry Road. These 

26 two areas are competing for UGB inclusion for high-end residential housing needs in an 

27 "either/or" scenario. For the record we would like to present an apples-to-apples 

28 comparison of these properties. To do so we need to define the areas under 

29 consideration, since both are portions of their respective U GB Study Areas. We define . 

30 . the Serres property as that portion of Study Area 4 owned by the Serres family through 

31 Joseph Serres, Inc. and Serres LLC, hereafter referred to as "Serres". We define the SA-

32 2 area property in this comparison to be comprised of tax lots 100,200,300,400, 800, 

33 900, and 1000 of SW V4 SEC. 06 T5S R1 W WM and tax lot 400 of SE V4 SEC.06 T5S 

( 
34 R1 W WM, hereafter referred to as "WSA-2". We support completion of the Tukwila 

35 Golf Course residential community, so we support the proposed UGB inclusion of that 

36 part ofSA-2 East of Boones Ferry Road, and South of Crosby Road. 

37 We begin this apples-to-apples comparison by noting that Goal l4, Factor 5: 

38 Environmental, Energy, Economic and Social Consequences Factor 5 requires a 

39 description of the characteristics of the alternative areas to be considered, and a 

40 discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of including each Study Area, or a part 

41 thereof, within the proposed UGB. The italicized text is quoted directly from 

42 Winterbrook's Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report, and the headings follow 

4 3 the headings format in that report. 

44 1. Economic Argument, Study Area 2 

45 Pg 25, Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning 

46 2005 Study Section 2, proposed area states:" ... well suited for higher end residential 
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47 development near the golf course, which will meet a specific. housing need that would be C) 
48 otherwise difficult to meet elsewhere within the UGB" 

49 This is a statement of opinion. WSA-2 will have I-5, with its noise, air and visual 

50 pollution, on its West, a mobile home court and an RV storage facility to its South, and 

I J 51 EFU operations (currently nursery stock) on its North. The golf course, which is cited as 
.J 

52 a positive amenity, actually lies out of visual range, behind a buffer strip that includes a 

53 _planned nodal commercial center, on the other side of a major road (Boones Ferry). We 

54 believe most people, if shown WSA-2 and Serres on a comparative basis, would prefer 

55 ours because of these negatives. 

56 

( 
57 "the small commercial node (2 acres) located along Boones Ferry Road will provide 

58 commercial opportunities for future residents in this area, thus reducing transportation 

59 costs" 

60 A two-acre nodal commercial center will not meet the daily shopping needs of 

61 area residents. Study Area 2, when compared to Study Area 4, is located further away 

62 from most established shopping in Woodburn. Please refer to the Mileage Table on Page 

63 27, which compares the mileages from Serres and WSA-2 to major grocery outlets and 

64 city agencies. 

65 

66 "Study Area 2 contains a significant amount of high value farmlands, which gives 

67 . negative consequences to the farming economy if the entire Study Area were developecf' 

68 The WSA-2 property is 100% tillable. The Serres property is not. WSA-2 is 90% 

69 Capability Class 2 soils. Serres is 85% Capability Class 2 soils. WSA-2 has 2 
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70 established residences. Serres has 8 established residences. The approximate 

71 percentages of each type of soil and its tillability are noted in the following table: 

Extent of Soil Mapping Units: WSA-2 versus 
Serres 

Soil Type 
Mapping Capability 

Identification* Class* Tillable* 
Amity' Silt Loam ' 

Am 2 Yes 
Woodburn Silt Loam 0-3% WuA 2 Yes 
!woodburn Silt Loam -3-12% WuC 2 Yes 
:Woodburn Silt Loam 12:-20% WuD 3 Yes 
Concord Silt Loam Co 3 Yes 
Dayton Silt Loam Da 4 Yes 

Terrace Escarpment Te 6 No 

Per Cent Tillable 

Per Cent Class 2 
*Soil Survey of Marion County Area, Oregon USDA-SCS, Sept. 1972 

WSA-2 Serres 
40% 70% 
47% 15% 
3% 0% 
0% 3% 
8% 4% 
2% 0% 

0% 8% 

100% 92% 

90% 85% 

Please note that Terrace Escarpment is a capability class 6-NOT a class 4 as reported in both 
Winterbrook and Technical Report 2A. 

72 

73 "However, the p roposed expansion area within this Study Area limits conflicts . .. 

74 as the proposed expansion is bordered by Interstate 5 to the west, Crosby Road to the 

75 north, the golf course to the east , and Woodburn's UGB to the south. " 

76 Barriers also bound the Senes Tract. 214 and the Silverton Spur RR tracks lie to 

77 the South, Woodburn City Limits or Woodburn School District lie to the West, 

78 Hardcastle borders to the North, and the Pudding River to the East. 

79 As Woodburn grows, it will lose its small town rural life style. Further 

80 development adjacent to I-5 increa,ses the urban-like atmosphere, accelerating the loss of 

81 rural feel. WSA-2 had a grove of old trees at its East- its one distinctive feature that 

82 recalled rural, undeveloped Oregon. When the property changed hands, the trees were 

83 cut down. WSA-2 is currently bordered by EFU ground to the North and East. 
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84 2) Social Consequences, Study Area 2 

85 

86 "Adjacent to an existing residential area and golf course, providing positive social 

87 amenities and avoiding negative consequences with location adjacent to industrial or 

88 active farmland .. . provides a location to site up-scale homes for families at or above 

89 median income levels. " 

90 

91 

92 

93 

94 

95 

96 

97 

98 

99 

100 

101 

102 

103 

104 

105 

106 

Not everyone wants to live near a golf course. (Read Letters to the Editor and 

various articles over the last year in the Woodburn Independent, regru:ding residents of 

golf course community-Senior Estates-objecting to paying golf course maintenance 

fees). 

WSA-2 is not adjacent to the golf course. The proposed commercial strip, a row 

of houses, and Boones Ferry Road intervene. WSA-2 is not part of the golf course 

community. Future residents of WSA-2 will have the same vested interest in the golf 

course as all other non-Tukwila Woodburn residents-zero, nada, rien, nein. 

The Serres Property can meet higher end housing needs. People seeking high-

end housing don't want to live near an RV storage facility, mobile home park, and 

freeway that immediately adjoin WSA-2. They do want to live near rivers, streams, and 

trees, and have a view of Oregon's iconic Mt. Hood. Many people who have seen both 

properties have expressed preference in our property. 

3) Environmental Consequences, Study Area 2 

None cited. 
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108 

4) Energy Consequences, Study Area 2 

I 09 "Study Area 2 feeds directly to Boones Ferry Road which leads directly to Woodburn's 

110 Downtown core shopping and dining opportunities. " 

Ill Serres is the same distance to downtown Woodburn as WSA-2. See Mileage 

112 Table on Page 27. 

113 

114 " .. . reliance on. automobiles for shopping and services will be reduced in favor of bicycle 

115 and foot traffic. " · 

116 Again, a nodal mall will not meet the shopping needs ofWSA-2 residents. Most, 

( 
' , 

117 if not all residents will own vehicles, and will use them to purchase the majority of their · 

118 daily groceries and necessities at the larger, established grocery outlets, not at high mark-

119 · up, boutique vendors in a nodal commercial center. 

120 Crosby and Boones Ferry Roads serve WSA-2. Both are narrow country roads 

121 without marked, paved shoulders that see fairly high-speed traffic. The roads serving 

122 Serres are State Highways 211, 214, 99E and, currently, Lincoln, Cooley and Hardcastle 

123 Streets. The roads serving Serres are either scheduled for maintenance (99E, 2008/2009) 

124 and improvements in the next five years or have recently been improved (Cooley Road in 

125 part, Hardcastle). The roads serving WSA-2 are either scheduled for improvement 15 or 

126 more years out (Crosby Road) or are not currently scheduled for improvement (Boones 

127 Ferry). 

128 The table below gives the travel distance from the closest points of both WSA-2 

129 and Serres to existing enterprises and government agencies: 
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Mileages to Selected Establishments: WSA-2 versus Serres 

-, 2004 UGB at 
Serres, 1769 E. Boones Ferry 

Establishment Type of Enterprise Lincoln Road Road 
, 

Lincoln Road/99E (Roth's) - Grocery OA 2.3 

214/99E;/211 Intersection Landmark Intersection 1.1 2_4 

Safeway (center of store front) Grocery & Gas 1.2 2.5 

Luis's Tacqueria, N. Front St. Mexican Restaurant 1.3 1.5 

Woodburn Post Office U.S. Post Office · 1_4 1_4 

Shop N Kart, 214 Discount Grocery 1.5 2.1 

Silverton Hospital (K Mart) Medical Services 1.5 2.1 

Woodburn City Hall Govt. Agency 1.6 1.6 
. 131 

132 Now lets look at Winterbrook's Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report 

133 with reference to UGB Study Area 4. 

134 

135 "Land uses . .. are farming on EFU land. No land in Study Area 4 is proposed 

136 for inclusion within the Woodburn UGB" 

13 7 WSA-2 and Serres are both 100% EFU zoned. Winterbrook states that this is a 

138 negative for Serres, but not for WSA-2 because roads bound it. Serres is similarly 

139 bounded by Pudding River, Highway 214, City of Woodburn, and Hardcastle. Serres is 

140 mixed farming and residential with eight residences, where WSA-2 has two residences at 

141 its Eastern edge. 

142 

143 

( 
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1. Economic Consequences, Study Area 4 

146 Study Area 4 is " .. . substantially more expensive to serve with public sewer and 

147 water facilities." . 

148 Our letters to the City Council of March 23 and April19 detail our concerns with 

149 Woodburn Public Works cost study for storm. drainage, sewer system, and drinking water 

150 services to Study Area 4. In addition, the description of Study Area 4 in the UGB 

151 Justification Report repeatedly states that" Study Area 4 ends on its North at Dimmick 

152 Road. Actually, Study Area 4 ends on its North at State Highway 211. Did Woodburn 

153 Public Works use the correct Study Area botindary descriptions when it estimated city 

154 services costs for SA-4? 

c- 155 The City Services Cost Analysis does not differentiate between the costs of 

156 servicing residential versus commerciaVindustrial zoned areas. Because per acre 

157 residential service costs are significantly higher, a Study Area that is a mix of these two 

158 zones will have lower per acre city services costs than a Study Area that is 100% 

159 residential. Study Area 2 is 68% residential, and 32% Cornmerciallfudustrial. 

160 Winterbrook and the City of Woodburn cost study therefore significantly understate the 

161 costs of providing city services to WSA-2, which is 100% residential. Based on Susan 

162 Duncan's telephone conversation with David Torgeson, Assistant City Engineer, we 

163 believe that the same study overstates the costs of providing city services to Serres. 

164 These findings are detailed in a separate letter. 

165 
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166 " .. . expansion into Study Area 4 for residential uses would provide more 

n 167 intensive residential uses that would directly border high value farmland, which would 

168 have negative economic consequences for the farming economy. " 

n 169 Our farm already borders intensively developed residential subdivisions. IfUGB 

p u 
170 Study Area 4 were included in its entirety, the Serres farm would still be the lar,gest 

l' 
171 farming entity impacted by the new residential development. Mark Unger and Bob 

! 
J 172 · Dryden own the next two largest farms potentially impacted. Both Unger and Dryden 

173 support UGB Study Area 4's inclusion in the UGB. They both would like their acreage 

174 to be taken into the UGB as well. 

175 

(( 176 2. Social Consequences, Study Area 4 

177 

178 " .. . adjacent to existing residential uses inside the UGB" 

179 The study does not mentio:p_ that expansion onto Serres would allow completion of 

180 city streets that currently dead end at our farm's boundary. Completion of the street 

181 network would facilitate infill, particularly along Blaine Street, and would provide access 

182 to Woodburn School Districts future school site. 

183 The study repeats "adverse consequences" of siting residential without buffering 

184 next to EFU as a reason to exclude Sen·es, while ignoring the fact that Serres has not been 

185 buffered from residential for the past 50 plus years. 

186 

187 
,( 

'--

"Because of relatively low quality housing in this area, it would not provide 

188 opportunities for higher-end housing when compared to Study Area 2. " 
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0 189 The Winterbrook report gives Dimmick Lane as SA-4's North boundary. We 

190 therefore believe it is possible that Winterbrook' s assessment, quoted above, is based on 

191 the housing along Highway 99E North of Maclaren and South of Dimmick Lane. We 

192 · agree with this assessment of the housing in this area, but note that this area is in SA-3. · 

193 Prior to establishment of the Tukwila Golf Course Community, the Tukwila-

194 Boones Ferry area had a housing mix similar to the current mix on SA-4. The investment 

195 in the Tukwila community enhanced the area's housing mix and triggered the removal of 

196 several of the more dilapidated homes in the area. We see no reason to believe that 

197 similar investment on the East side won't similarly spur improvements and enhancements 

198 to existing residential areas. 

r 199 Regardless, Serres has 8 well maintained homes on its 200 acres in SA-4, so the 
\ 

200 housing quality argument does not seem applicable to Serres. Further, Serres, in having 8 

201 existing homes scattered throughout the tract, already has mixed farming and residential 

202 use. In contrast, WSA-2 has 2 homes at its extreme Eastern edge of its 160 acres. 

203 

204 3. Environmental Consequences, UGB Study Area 4. /) 
v 

205 None cited. 

206 

207 4. Energy Consequences, UGB Study Area 4. 

208 

209 "As with other Study Areas to the Eastern side of Woodburn, expansion in this 

210 area for employment or residential use has negative energy consequences due to 

211 increased traffic congestion and overloading the (1-5/214) Interchange from the East". 
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212 WHAT??? East-side residents DO NOT ACCESS I-5 at the I-5/214 Interchange. The Q 
213 shortest path to I-5 from the East Side is to take 99E North or South. The distance from 

214 the intersection of214/211/99E to the Aurora Cut-offi-5 On Ramp is 11.0 miles. If you 

215 travel to the same ramp by going West on 214 from the 214/211/99£ intersection and up 

216 I-5, the distance is 14.1 miles and you go through two school zones. 

217 

2 18 Conclusion 
219 
220 The Winterbrook report makes positive statements about the WSA-2 property and 

221 negative statements about the Serres property in an inconsistent manner. Somehow the 

222 negatives, which are applicable to both, are only discussed in reference to the Serres 

223 property. Similarly, some positives apply to both properties, yet are only discussed in 

224 reference to the WSA-2 property. Negatives specific to the WSA-2 property, such as 

225 impact ofl-5, are omitted. Positives specific to Serres, such as recreational opportunities 

226 around pond, are omitted. 

227 We question Winterbrook's statement that SA-2 is the only Study Area offering a 

228 suitable venue for high-end housing. The I-5 freeway noise and pollution, traffic 

229 congestion, lack of true public open space (golf course is signed ''No Trespassing", 

230 requires a greens fee to use-website for fees: 

23 1 http://www.oregongolf.com/oga/ogainf.htm ), poor arterial road support, proximity to the 

232 regional waste disposal site, proximity to RV storage and mobile home parks, lack of 

233 distance views are high end housing negatives. Our farm does not suffer any of these 

234 negatives and offers significant positives, discussed below. 
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·236 

237 

238 

239 

240 

241 

242 

243 

244 

245 

246 

247 

248 

249 

250 

251 

252 

253 

254 
255 
256 
257 
258 

The OGA golf coi.rrse is repeatedly mentioned as a boon and draw for high-end 

residential -development in UGB Study Area 2. We point out that WSA-2, which is not 

part of the Tukwila golf course community, has no identified intrinsic recreational 

attributes. Serres, on the other hand, can benefit future residents by providing 

unparalleled recreational amenities based ru;ound walking and biking trails, and nature 

study areas that range from open areas, riparian hardwood forest, Douglas fir forest, 

mixed conife~hardwood forest, wetlands, river and stream bank, pond, etc. 

We admit we are partisans. So we suggest you decide for yourselves. Jump in a 

rig and visit both properties. Most of the positives and negatives we mention are right 

out in the open. Our property is closer to the businesses and attractions that 

W oodburnites patronize for their daily needs. Our property is not next to Interstate 5. It 

has, hands down, better aesthetics aild recreational opportunities. Our property has better 

highway access over State of Oregon and federally funded highways- 211, 214, and 

99E- not city or county streets. Our property is not devoted 100% to farming; it has 

established residential uses. 

Thank. you, 

The Serres Family· 

Ruth Thompson 
Paul Serres 
Rebecca Kirsch 
Mary Grant 
Susan Duncan 
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The Serres Family 
1840 E. Lincoln Road NE 
Woodbmn, OR 

Mr. Les Sasaki 
Principal Planner 
Marion County Public Works/Planning 
555 Court Street NE 
Salem, OR 97309 

Dear Mr. Sasaki: 

April19, 2005 

We felt it prudent to inform you of our family's imminent Measure 37 application. Our 
property's West border is the City ofWoodburn City Limits. Our property fronts State Highway 211 
on the South, borders the Pudding River on the East, and fronts Hardcastle Street on the North. For 
simplicity, we will refer to this property as "Serres Tract" in reference to our entire holdings, and 
"Serres" in reference to that portion lying within the City ofWoodburp's UGB Expansion Study Area 
4. Please refer to the enclosed aerial photo. 

As you know, the City of Woodburn is completing its Comprehensive Plan update, a process 
which permi1s amendment of the Urban Growth Boundary. The current draft plan amends the UGB by 
bringing in approximately 160 acres to meet 2020 needs for Low Density Residential (LDR). At this 
time, the proposed LDR inclusion area is West of Boones Ferry Road, East ofl-5, South of Crosby 
Road, and North of the current UGB. For simplicity, we will refer to this property as "WSA-2", which 
is a reference to its location within the Woodburn UGB Expansion Study Area 2. 

Our hope was that "Serres" would be included in the UGB based on its superior access to major 
highways, identified recreational features and amenities, proximity to established shopping and 
downtown core, proximity to Sewage Treatment facilities, natural drainage to the Pudding River, 
proximity 1o existing electrical and gas utility infrastructure, and shared border with the City Limits. 
The City of Woodburn, by bringing Serres into the UGB, would realize the following synergies: 
completion of the city street network that currently dead ends at our West border (Tomlin, Landau, 
Laurel Streets), gravity flow storm drainage to the Pudding River for East Woodburn, road access from 
all four sides for Woodburn School District's undeveloped Lincoln Road school property, and potential 
parkland centered around Serres Reservoir, unnamed creeks, wetlands, and Serres Pudding River 
frontage. 

Unfortunately, the City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004 identified 
UGB Study Area 4 as the most expensive area to serve with city services. We question this study, 

. which we regard as flawed. 

Because the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Update process did not solicit public input at the 
time of plan development, we were tmable to testifY to the strengths of our property or question the 
city services cost study until the March 28, 2005 public hearing before the Woodburn City Council. 
' Vhile our understanding is that our testimony has been well received, we cannot depend on a "hearsay 
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maybe". Until such time as the Council amends the Comprehensive Plan bringing "Serres" into the 
UGB, we must consider filing a Measure 37 claim. 

In your March 2lletter to. Jim Mulder, City of Woodburn Community Development Director, 
you state that you do not support UGB inclusion for "WSA-2" because "residential land needs are 
being met through the existing residential land supply within the current UGB and the other residential 
lands being proposed for addition to the UGB." The City of Woodburn feels otherwise . 

By applying for a Measure 37 waiver on "Serres", we will change the Woodburn UGB 
amendment playing field and the rules of engagement. Through the Measure 37 process, we expect to 
receive waivers allowing us to develop our land for low density residential, as legally could have been 
done in 1973. In contrast, most, if not all, ofWSA-2 is ineligible to file a Measure 37 waiver claim. 

Given the state mandate to limit development on high value farmland, we suggest that Marion 
County Planning support UGB inclusion of Serres. This inclusion will allow development on our land 
at urban densities as opposed to the very low densities allowed under a Measure 37 claim. 

We feel that such a strategy is a Win-Win-Win-Win. The County wins, because it minimizes 
urbanization of high class farmland; the City wins, because it gets its requested acreage for Low 
Density Residential; the Serres family wins because it gets "Serres" into the UGB; and Woodburn 
citizens win through improved recreational opportunities that only "Serres" can provide. 

Together with the City and County, we can develop a plan that will benefit everyone. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

The Serres Family: Ruth Thompson 
Paul Serres 
Rebecca Kirsch 
Mary Grant 
Susan Duncan 

cc: Woodburn City Council 
Kathy Figley, Mayor 
Walt Nichols 
Richard Bjelland 
Pete McCallrun 
Jim Cox 
Frank Lonergan 
Elida Sifuentez 

City of Woodbum Administrator 
John Brown 
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ADDITIONAL PUBLIC COMMENTS 
(Not attached to staff report/submitted prior to April 28, 2006 public hearing) 

A. Bert Jones (letter dated April 19, 2006) 
B. Roger and Gloria Blomberg (letter dated April 20, 2006 with 

attachments. 
C. Mark Unger (e-mail/letter dated April20, 2006) 
D. Hallmark Properties (Dave Christoff) for Woodburn School District 

(letter received April 20, 2006 with attachments; also e-mail dated 
April 24, 2006 with attached copy of letter) 

E . Deanne Glomboske (e-mail dated April 24, 2006) 
F. Richard L. Edmonds (letter dated April 24, 2006) 
G. Kathleen Carl (e-mail/letter dated April25, 2006) 
H. Woodburn Chamber of Commerce (Nick Harville); (e-mail/letter dated 

April 25, 2006) 
I. Friends of Marion County (Roger Kaye); (e-mail/letter dated April25, 

2006) 
J. Delbert Gottsacker (letter dated April 24, 2006 with attachments) 
K. Brian Moore for Fessler Family (e-mail/letter dated April 25, 2006 

with attachments) 
L. Winterbrook Planning Residential Land Calculations (e-mail/memo 

dated April 24, 2006) 
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April19, 2006 

Marion County Commissioners 
PO Box 14500 
Salem, OR 97309 

Re: Woodburn Urban Growth 

I own a business on Hwy 99 in Woodburn and I am concerned that the City Planning for 
growth for the future seems to be ignoring the East Side of to~. This has been a vital 
part of Woodburn for years, but it is startin,g to flounder with businesses closing and 
empty buildings and lots showing up. I have discovered that the City Planners seem to be 
putting all their energies into developing the West side near the Freeway but they seem to 
be restricting deve-lopment on the East Side. It would sure be nice to get some additiGnal 
growth east ofHwy 99, which I believe would really help stimulate business along Hwy 
99 and make it a more vibrant and viable area. I ask you to do what you can to allow and 
encourage development in the area east of Hwy 99 as I think it would be a very positive 
thing for Woodburn and the business on Hwy 99. I believe services to that area are in 
pretty good shape and would appreciate your consideration. Please make this a part of 
the permanent record. 

Sincerely, 
./ -. . 

){/ '--' 
ert S. es 

The End Zone Sports Bar & Grill 
980 N Pacific Hwy 
WooclbUin, OR 97071 
503-981-3663 
jjones437@wbcable.net 
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Les Sasaki 
Marion County Principal Planner 
Salem, Or 

Dear Sir: 

4-20-06 

fPtl~cc~~w~~ 
APR 2 0 2006 

MARlON COUNTY PLANNING 

• .. ··· 

I have some concerns about the way the Woodburn City Council is planning to 
change the urban growth boundry. : · 

They have completely ingnored the East side of our community with no logical 
explination why. 

My ~mily ~nc;i I 9wn h9m~~ ~nQ <;9mm~n;i9l pr9p~rty 9n ~h~ E?~t ~iQ~ of t9wn 
and take an interest in what happens on our side of this town. · 

Highway 99E has several empty buildings in what was once the heart of our 
.. commercial area. 

I am enclosing a copy of an engineering study that indicates flawed data in the 
cities cost estimates. 

I urge you to require the city council to reconsider the way the URB is changed 
so that the East side is included. 

cc: Marion County Commisioners 
Patti Milne 

Janet Carlson 
Sam Brentano 
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May 19, 200! 

Mr. David Duncan 
l 840 E. LinoolD Road NE 
Woodburn. OR 97071-8211 

RE: Woodburn UOB Study 

Dear David: 

Consulting Resources, Inc. 
308 Pinehum Drive 

Newbcr& OR 97132 
~ ~3-537 ... 927 

Fax: 503·5374927 
~oblle:503·7~351 

randylyde@COmcut.nel 

Job No. 0138-0002 

Per your req~ we have reviewed the infonnation prepared by the City of W oodbum that was 
transmitted to us from you on May 12, 2005. That information included: 

3-24''x 36"- SAP Stmm, Water and Sewer Maps for all Regions 
24 - ll"x 1 'r' - SAP Storm, Water and Sewer Maps for each Region 
l- ll,.xl r'- Map of all Regions 
8- 8-1/2"xll"- Study Area Cost Discussion for Regions 
5 - 8-l/2ttxll" - Revised Area Cost Discussions for- Regions 
1 - 8-l/2"xll" ~ Woodburn UGB Study Area Inftastructurc Costs Per Acre 
1- 8-l/2"xll" ~ Public R:erotds Request Form 
l - 8-l/2"xl 1"-City of Woodburn Response to Public lnfonnation Requests #1 and #2 of 4/29/05 
2- 8-l/1!' xll"- Methodology for Calculations- Urban Growth Boundary Expansion 
1- 8-l/2"xll"- UOB Exparudon Water Demand 
5- 8-l/2"xll'~- S.A.P. Evaluation of Water Roquire:tnents for UGB Increase 

Our review brought up the following issues: 

1. The scale indicated on the 24"x 36" sheets indicate 1"=2500'. This ttppear& to· be 
inconect The scale of the 11 "x17'' plans is 1 •-=soo•. This appear11 to be correct and it is 
the same as the 24" x 36'' sheets. The length of pipe indicated on the "Study Area Cost 
Discussion for Regions" does not correspond to what is indicated on the plan for water> 
sewer or storm. The resultant lengths of pipe are in question. 

Development Services • Engineering • Project Management 
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2. Tho Costs per acre developed on the uwoodbum UGB Study Area Infrastructure Costs 
per Acre'* retlecw the costs per "Gross Acres" of land. A more relevant mothod would be F_ - ' · 

to use the cost per "Buildable Aero" ofland. \--

3. The linear foot costs of the piping or infrastructure does not appear to be consistent from 
region to region. 

4. The infrastructure that is indicated on the 24''x 36" sheets does not appear to service the 
entire region in any of the regiom. A more detailed look should be considered. 

5. The assumed infrastructure that is proposed does not appear to be based on any real 
topographical dam. A more detailed review should be considerf:d with accurate . 
topographical information. As an example, sewer lift stations are proposed in some areas 
and not in others that appear to need it. 

6. There is no data suggesting what needs that the City may have relative to future housing, 
commercial, retail, parks or industrial based on population projections. A needs analysis 
would be appropri~ f~r consideration ofUGB expansion. 

7. The analysis assumes that the existing storm drain sy$tem does not have capacity in some 
regions and does in others. We find no basis for this evaluation. 

8. The quantity of flow versus pipe slt.e is inconsistent and appears to be in error. 

9. The schematic utilities that are laid out ate not sufficient for proper evaluation. 

DMed on the information tb.c\t was provided to u.s, the analysis that was c.onducted by the City of 
Woodbwn is flawed and not consistent. The evaluation and consideration of land that should be 
brought into the UGB should be further evaluated. Consideration of the needs of the City based 
upon existing facilities and population projections should also be considered. 

Please call if yQu have any questions. 

SincereJy, 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Les, 

Planning 
Lester Sasc:~ki 
4/20/2006 3:28:57 PM 
Fwd: FW: Sam Brentano 

Tami has me minding the web site email account. This one is concerning the Woodburn UGB expansion. 

Thanks 

Burnie 

>» "MARK UNGER" <marklunger@msn.com> 04/20/06 1 :38 PM »> 

>From: "MARK UNGER" <marklunger@msn.com> 
>To: sambrentano@co.marion.or.us 
>CC: marklunger@m sn.com 
>Subject: Sam Brentano 
>Date: Thu, 20 Apr 2006 19:39.:16 +0000 
> 
>I Mark Unger own and live at 2265 E Hardcastle in Woodburn, I would like it 
>if you would consider moving Woodburn's U B G towards the east side, where 
>there is natural water run off that flows towards the pudding river,the 
>sewer treatment plant is on the east side, not as much traffic problems 
>like on the west side, if this is not addresses soon we will loose more 
>businesses like Roths IGA that was there for over 30 years, please help us. 
> 
> 

******************* 

This message has been scanned for virus content by Symantec Anti-Virus, and is believed to be clean. 
Viruses are often contained in attachments - Email with specific attachment types are automatically 
deleted. 
If you need to receive one of these attachments contact Marion County IT for assistance. 
******************* 

CC: Sterling Anderson 
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CHAIR 

l~ECEI,!ED 

A APR 20 2006 HALLMARK COMr.:11SSi ONER . 

MMJON CP!JN:r-y 
BOARD OF COtv1Mi~k~~@06 PROPERTIES INC. 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
555 Court Street NE Rm#2130 
P.O. Box 14500 
Salem OR 97309 

RE: Public Testimony To: 
City ofWoodburn's Comprehensive Plan 
Woodburn·School"District's Land Needs · 
Woodburn School District's 19.5 Acres on E. Lincoln Street 
Adjacent Livingston .SQ of an Acre on Lincoln Street 

Dear Commissioners, 

&SW" 

I am in favor of the City's proposed amendments with the exception 
of its shortfall on the School District's needs. It also has math and typo . 
errors that add to the shortfall. I wrote the CitY about these errors, on August 
30, 2004 and again on February 7, 2005 and wa$ assured by the planning 
department that it would be addressed. (I have attached both letters for your 
review.) · 

Briefly the "Summary of Public and Semi-Public Buildable Land 
Needs Projection Methods" shown on page 32 6f the November 2003 report 
has a typo and error near the end of the second bullet point. This section 
deals with Parks land needs which is based on 50% use of School lands for 
recreational requirements. It assumes 1 00% use of the underestimated 
school needs of 122 acres, rather than the actual 50% ratio . To my- · 
know ledge these errors were never corrected nor addressed meaningfully in 
the consultant 's final repmi . 

The consultant estimated, in April 2004, that the school needed an . 
additionall22 acres to meet the 2020 year forecast. -The District's 
conservative estimate is closer to 170 acres, based on student populaf ~1 ..... · tem No. 9 
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projects. Given the above errors and the lack of redress, I am concerned ~ 
about the consultant's analysis of the District needs. \- -

Another overlooked area was the report's disregard to configuration 
of a site and surrounding property in order to place a school. Bringing in a 
large amount of residential land does not mean that you can place a school 
on it. Sites caimot be too narrow and they must be a minimum of 1 0 to 15 
acres in size for an elementary school and larger for middle and high school 
sites. They also are best when they are .surrounded bY, other residential 

·property or future residential developable sites. 

The biggest oversight is the 19.5 acres the District purchased in 1998 
on E. Lincoln Street. This is a property that the District already owns. The 
District pu~ more research and analysis into· this P'l!rchase than any property 
it has boug4~. It was purchased after hiring a consultant, and after several 
discussions With the City Planning drrecto~, Marion County Planning 
director and with the advice and inp~t from the District's attorney and 
engmeer. 

As a result of these discussions the District felt encouraged to move 
forward. Both planning departments were very positive and felt that at the 
very least the land was ideal for future holding for a school site. Especial'ly 
since this area was ideal for land use goals of redevelopment and infilL 

The Livingston's still own a half acre with their residence ,and shop. \Vhile 
they understood that their sale created a site that did not meet county 
standards they were willing to move forward with the sale in hopes that this 
property would be brought into the Urban Growth Boundary within a few 
years, especially given the positive input from the county and city. 

Since that time virtually all the City's planning depmiment has moved 
on and new personnel in place. Discussions with new staff have resulted in 
their support, but for some unknown reason the Distiict's and Livingston's 
site has not been recommended for inclusion in the UGB. 

The Livingston's would at the very least like to allow this property to 
be annexed or included in the UGB so that they may pmiition it. Until then 
they cannot sell it or refinance it and given their age and health issues they 
may soon need to do so. 

Item No. 9 
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A The most important fact from a land use perspective is how the site 
meets the spirit and goals of land use pi arming issues. It is natural that once 
a school is sited there it willbting the surrounding neighborhoods into the 
city to hook up to city services. It will create redevelopment of older homes 
that are falling into disrepair. ·It will encourage infill and higher density, not · 
currently allowed due to septic. systems presently in use in this location. It 
will help meet Parks requirements for much needed recreational facilities on 
the east side of Pacific Highway. 

The site is ideal for school use. The area has enough student 
population and especially has potential for future population to fill a school. 
With access to both Lincoln St. and Laurel Street and potential from Aztec 
St. the location-would allow many students to walk rather than be bused to 
school. This would be a long-term value add~d to the site. The Serres 
prope:riy is ideal and very logical hind for future expansion as residential. 
The Serres property also was being discussed as the best way to 
accol)J111odate a future by-pass road from Wilco Hwy. to Molalla Rd. 

Why this additionall9.5 acres that is adjacent to the City limits and 
UGB was left out of the proposed expansion defies explanation. To submit 
this proposal without addressing land inventory needs for the School 
District, one of the City's largest entities, seems at the very least irrational 
and at the very best poor. planning. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

~9 
David J. Ch1istoff 
Realtor of Record 
Woodburn School District 
Principal Broker 
Hallmark Properties, Inc. 
745 Glatt Circle 
Woodburn, OT 97071 
(503-981-0621). 
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August 30,"2004 

~ 

Jim Mulder 

-HALLMARK 
·. PROPERTIES·JNc_ 

:Director of Community Development 
City ofWoodburn 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Dear Mr. Mulder: 

The Woodburn School D1strict"has ~ked me to .address the Periodic Review 
Amendments you submitted to them· earlier this year. I have no disp~tes With the 
findings other than on page 32 under the ''Parks" bullet item. .) 

It looks to me. like there is a typo and an error. The typo is minor; it should say . 
"122 .. acres of 2020 school lands" instead of 120. This then makes the math caine out on 
the ''57 acres ofpai-k land". Also, it takes 100% of the schools needed land instead of 
50% as noted in the preceding sentences. Given that correction it appear~ that Parks 
needs an additional 61 acres (50% of 122 = 61 acres). 

I am attaching the District's projections for enrollment as it relates to land needs, 
labeled Exhibit A. Tins shows by 2013 a need for an additional 70 to 85 acres, and by . 

· 2023 a need for 140 to 170 acres. This indicates a need for a.ri additional .18 to 48 acres 
more the report's findings. Part of this is due to the minimum lot size requirements that it 
is necessary to site a school facility. The other part is .that Woodbum is one ofthe few 
cities in Oregon that is ~owing younger, I.E. more school aged cliildren. 

Also enclosed are graphs showing District EnroHment History, Exhibit B, Bl , B2, 
BJ and 2003 Em·ollment By Grade, Exhibit C. Exhibits D & E shows 5 to 10 year 
Projections district wide and by grade. 

· In addition to tliis, the-District needs to have a property that they can build on 
before they go out to vote for a bond .. Historically that has been a must Their most 
urgent need is for a school in the SW portion of the city, east ofi-5. However, they 
currently own a 19-acre site on-E. Lincoln Street It is. adjacenno the current UGB but 
not in the proposed expansion. The District would like tliis added for future needs. 

This 19-acres was acquired in 1998. The District checked with the planning 
departments at the City and County and they both gave favorable indication that the site 
woulqb e good for a schooL The common element was that they obtain it for fUture use. 
The District employed a co_nsultant and their attorney reviewed the process. Item No. 
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At that time it made good se.nSe to the City a:nd the District. It would aid ~"-
development ofin-:fill lots by extending city services to the property. The County,fik¢' 
that as welL Currently they could almost fill a grade .school from the students on the East 
side ofHwy. 99-E. Once the in-:fill lots are developed they should .fill that easily. · It also 
would provide additional Park service.s to an area that needS it arid help with the .61-acre 
deficiency noted above. 

Given the District's research and findings within the Periodic Review 
Amendme:t;~is report tlie District would like you to consider two things: First; to incre<ISe . 
the future 2020 needs from 122· acres to an additional48 acres. Secondly they would also 
like you to add the 19 acres. on E. Lincobi Street to the UGB ·for future piannlng. If the 
19 acres is adde~ 1;hen only 29 acres needs to be added to the 122 acres proposed in the 
repbrt. 

Please contact me if you JJave other questions regarding this issue. 

Respectfully, 

~:(~~ 
David J. Christoff /0 
Principal Broker 
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Year 
2003 
2013 

Difference 
Need 

2023 
Need 

20-yr.Total 
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Ul l'-e> 
Ul 

Elementary 
2371 
3161 
790 

2 schools 

41 14 
2 schools 
4 schoo ls 

Woo·dburn School District 20-Year Projection School Land 

#Classrooms Reg/Modular 
81/50 
163 
35 

25-30 acres 

25-30 acres 
50-60 acres 

Middle School 
1046 
1586 
540 

1 school 

2126 
1 school 

2 schoo ls 

x:~:. -
·:-::t· 

# Classrooms Reg/Modular 
49/6 
80 
25 

15-20 acres 

15-20 acres 
30-40 acres 

Exhibit A 

. . 
High School # Clas~rooms Reg./Modular 

1280 51 /8 . 
20~0 90 
770 31 

1 school 30-35 acres 

2820 
1 school 30-35 area~ 

2schools 60-70 acres 140-170 acres 
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City ofWoodburn 
. P.lanning Commission 
210-:tvfontgomery St. -
Woodl:Jl.U'n, OR 97071 

Dear Commissioners, _ 

H. ALLMAR.~ . 
. PROPERTIES~~ 

·RE: School District1s 19.5 Acres on E. Lincoln' St. 

Thanks for extending written testimony for the UGB Expansion, etc. Briefly, the 
City's coi:iSUltant es~ated in Apri12004 the school lands needs to be 122 acres.- The· -
District's estimate is closer to 170 acres. 

Just using the consultant's number of 122 acres, there are limited sites available 
within the proposed UGB expansion in which to locate a schooL . The only added 
location$ with lot sizes adequate for a school are in the Parr Rd. area where the District 
already has facilities. Assuming the District could buy one .of these sites it would still not 
be sufficient to ·meet the-entire 122 acres.; The District already owns the East Lincoln St. 
pJ;operiy. · 

Keep in m,ind the numbers in my August 30, 2004letter shows a shortfail ·of 61 
acres for Parks and Recreation's needs.' This location will give Parks and Recreation 
another desired site east ofHwy. 99-E. 

Anqther added benefit, which should be embraced by LCDC, is that once the 
District builds in this are~ it will spur in-fil1ofthe residential sites there. 

The District needs to OWn a buildable site prior to going for a bond measlire. It 
makes sense to approve this site based on need, availability, and overall benefit to the 
City as well as to the District. 

) 

Respectfuily Subrnitte~ 

-40&t4~~ 
David J.. Christoff 
Realtor ofRecord 
Woodburn; School District Item No. 9 ----
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Les, 

Planning 
Lester Sasaki 
4/24/2006 9:44:25 AM 
Fwd: City of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Hearing 

This email came on the Planning's web email address on the web. 

Thanks 

Burnie 

>» "Dave Christoff' <davec@hallmarkpropertiesonline.com> 04/24/06 9:38AM »> 

Attention: Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 

Attached is a copy of the written testimony I have sent to the County Commissioners regarding the hearing 
on the City of Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan. I have discussed much of this with Sterling Anderson in 
the past. 

Briefly, my concerns pertains to the Woodburn School District's 19.5 acre site on East Lincoln Street. I 
can't see any reason why this site was left out of the plan, l believe that this location (east of Hwy. 99-E) 
goes to the heart of land use planning, especially redevelopment, infill , and higher density issues of 
planning. 

David Christoff 
Principal Broker 
Hallmark Properties, Inc. 
745 Glatt Circle 
Woodburn , OR 97071 

Office: 503-981-0621 
Fax: 503-981-7042 
Cell: 503-989-1676 
davec@hallmarkpropertiesonline.com 

******************* 

This message has been scanned for virus content by Symantec Anti-Virus, and is believed to be clean. 
Viruses are often contained in attachments - Email with specific attachment types are automatically 
deleted. 
If you need to receive one of these attachments contact Marion County IT for assistance. 
******************* 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Les and Sterling, · 

Plann ing 
Lester Sasaki; Sterling Anderson 
4/24/2006 10:58:53 AM 
Fwd: april26 commissioners meeting 

From Planning web email. 

Thanks 

Burnie 

>» <Piasticars@aol.com> 04/24/06 10:52 AM >» 

As a concerned business owner and a resident in East Woodburn, I have a few issues that I feel must 
be addressed. 1st one concerning all of the attention being focused on the other side of town. We need to 
do something about all the business' closing up on this side. It is starting to look like a ghost town. This 
can be a really nice town. Look at all the bueatiful historic homes! This town needs a nice cinema that is 
equipped with a security guard to make sure it doesn't end up a negative. 

2nd issue is concerning grafitti and gang issues.This must be addressed before it gets out of hand. 
When I first moved here and found out that the homeowner is responsible for cleaning up the grafitti I 
thought that was the most ridiculous thing I had ever heard of! That's allowing the homeowner to be 
victim ized twice. Simple solution is to have the people who must do community service due to a crime 
clean it up. Not the homeowner. In some areas in Calif. spray paint cannot be purchased by anyone 
under the age of 18 and you also must fill out paperwork to purchase it. 

3rd issue I have is the invasive noise that must be indured from the inconsiderate people with their 
car stereos. You know the basey hip-hop music that can literally drive a person mad. It is absolutely 
unacceptable when you are sitting in your house and your neighbor has his car stereo p9rked and playing 
causing your things in your house to vibrate and there is no escaping it. What ever happened to disturbing 
the peace? Multnomah County has an ordinance where if the police are called for loud music, the stereo 
is confiscated and the offending person must pay to get it back. Why can't we do something like that 
here? That would really quiet things down. You cannot tell me that you could work in peace at your desk 
while hearing that kind of music thumping in your office from a building or car parked close by. I had to 
confront that sort of situation just the other day from a car by my grooming shop. The music was driving 
my partner and myself crazy. I called the police and they never responed. I confronted the person myself. 
He seemed to think it was already 9:00 in the morning and he could do it until 10:00 pm if he wanted to. 
I am 100% sure that a lot of people would agree with my feelings. Its time to do something to preserve the 
peace and make Woodburn a nice place to live. All of Woodburn! 

Thank you , Deanne Glornboske 

******************* 

This message has been scanned for virus content by Symantec Anti-Virus, and is believed to be clean. 
V iruses are often contained in attachments - Email with specific attachment types are automatically 
deleted. 
If you need to receive one of these attachments contact Marion County IT for assistance. 
******************* 
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UFFLE 5 
525 N. Pacific Hwy. 

· ~ P.O. Box 1048 Jfll'CH£ 5 . Woodburn, OR 97071 

Q"' AND MORE r (503) 981-9294 
1 (800) 293-9294 
Fax {503) 981-8210 

QUAUTY SERVICE SINCE 1980 

Marion County Commissioners . 
Atten: Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 
P .O. Box 14500 
Salem, Oregon 97309 

555 N. Pacific Hwy. 
·P.O. Box 1048 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

(503) 981-8247 
1 {800) 293-9294 
Fax {503) 981-8210 

My name is Richard Ednionds owner and operator of two businesses in Woodburn: Mufflers, 
Hitches & More, Inc., 525 NPacific Hwy, and Woodburn Automotive Repair Center, Inc., 555 
N Pacific Hwy. 

My wife and I both grew up here in Woodburn and have been in business since 1980. We have 
personally seen the changes and-growth in Woodburn and it' s been good: Now that I've seen 
and heard all the yeas and nays about the Urban Growth Boundanes; East and West and how it 
don't'mak:e sense, here is rriy surmise. 

All long-time residence and businesses always assumed the growth would'a.lways be to the East 
because of the geography; the roads, the sewers, the water, the power, every issue is a positive 
for growth to the East. And if you look into Woodburn' s history the city had always planned for 
little growth in the west, i.e. that's why the drag strip was allowed on the Westside and check the 
city records where every city had to have a designated area for a topless bar, W oodbum chose an 
area out of the main and less to be developed and that place was Stucky's which is now Trailer 
World, right next to the freeway and off ramp. Now, there has to be a reason for this major 
change with total di sregard from our fore-fathers and everyone on 99E and East, and after 
dealing with the city and my building and additions three times, I've come to a possibie reason. 
Back in the mid-80's the federal government and the city wanted to put in the national bike trail 
and the city wanted it to nm do·wn highway 99E, there was 3 to 7 million dollars at stake and 
Steve Gerheritz, Conununity Development wanted it so bad he could taste it but a bunch of us 
businesses on 99E with the help of Sowa Photography took pictures of all the businesses that 
would be effected by the 10 foot loss on the west side of99E and 15 to 20 foot on the East side. 
The devastation would have been severe 'vith all the old buildings and as close to the highway as 
we all were. Well, enough of us showed up and the city stopped the bike trail on 99E. 

About 4 or 6 years later I started rebuilding our Muffler Shop and when I was dealing with the 
city and Steve, he reminded me of the bike trail .and the money they lost and referred to me and 
all the other businesses on 99E as you "sons of bitches on 99". Anqther 6 years after that I built 
on my Automotive Shop and Steve was still complaining in that all the main businesses that 
stopped the bike trail have sold or moved and we will never get the money or the chance again. 
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Now with that ~ttitude that many years later what if this was a deciding factor to build west and 
not the east, and ,done as a payback. That is the only scenario I can find that would make· sense 
as to why all the positive on the East-side was ignored and or deleted and now that everyone is 
seeing and complaining about this, one of the biggest city' s response is that we spent all this 
money already on plans for the west-side, well bottom line if the decision was based on a 
vendetta or payback then 2 wrongs don't make a right . . Let's correct it now, make this a positive 
for the City, the Citizens and the businesses and lick our wounds and let's go the way it was · 
always intended. 

chard L. Edmonds, SR 
Owner/President 
Mufflers, Hitches & More, Inc. 
Woodburn Automotive Repair Center, Inc. 

P.S. Please add this to the permanent records. 

P .S.S. If you would like further details of the city and my dealing that shows a clear trend, just 
call me at 503 981-8247 or come and talk to me personally, I'd love to show and explain further. 
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APR 2 5 2006 . 

Marion County Board ofCommissioners 
Les Sasaki, Lead Planner 

MARION COUNTY PLANNING 

CoUrthouse Square 
555 Court St. NE 
Salem, Oregon 97309-5036 

Re: Woodburn Review /UGB 

Dear Commissioners and Staff: 

I am writing to express concern about Woodburn's proposed Urban Growth Boundary 
amendment and Periodic Review package. Although there are many commendable parts 
of this package, I fear tb.Jit the huge amount of industrial land does not serve Woodburn, 
nor the county. 

W oodbum needs to develop a plan that benefits the existing population of Woodburn. 
One way is to focus on local businesses. In the real world many jobs are created without 
land being developed. A processing pl~j or manufacturer adds a second shift or a retail 
business expands its hours and hires new people. Metro found that "on average, 40% of 
all job growth is absorbed tpyouih. redevelopment or infill."1 The McMinnville Chamber 
of Commerce found in a bus.i.u~.ss survey that nearly half ( 45%) of the respondents 
indicated they had expansion plans that will not need any additional floor space to 
accommodate new employees." 2 The plan that Woodbmn has submitted assrunes that 
all new employees will need new all new industrial land. 

Under Statewide Planning Goa19, Guideline 4 says that "Plans should emphasize the 
expansion of and increased produQtivity from established industries and firms as a means 
to strengthen local and regional economic development." Woodburn's plan relies on 
attracting completely new indusb.ies. I believe that Woodbum's economic model- as 
much as possible, should focus on utilizing existing infrastructure. Local businesses such 
as Sabrosa's r eworking of Smuckers ' old cannery or Induslr ial Machining addition of a 

. second shift for welding illustrate Woodbmn's vitality. Underutilized and vacant 
industrial buildings, moreover, are ignored in this UGB plan. 

Woodburn's economic development strategy relies heavily upon the inclusion of very 
large parcels of land to attract m ega-employers. The largest parcel was intended to lure 
high-tech silicon plants. The Brookings Institution, in a national tech report, underscored 
the difficulty of generating new technology clusters where none previously existed; such 

1 Metro Report, September 1999, Urban Growth Rep01i Update, p. 51 
2 Mcl'vfumville Business Survey Results, Eco Northwest, September 200 I , p . 11 / 
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cl~sters build ~n th~ ~6wledge base of current workers and firms. 3 Woodburn does not 
· have this lmoy.rledge base. 

· Mari<?n Cpunty'~ largestindustry is agriculture, but its contribution to Woodburn is 
ignored in this UGB plan. Marion County and its Commissioners can help protect the 
industry that nurtures and sustains their county. Farmland is not just idle land waiting to 
be developed, and large blocks of prime farmland in this UGB expansion should not be 
used for speculative industries. 

Woodburn's UGB expansion is too large for the city and does not emphasize established 
businesses enough as required by Goal 9. This plan also does not capitalize on or 

· consider agriculture's huge monetary contributions to both Woodburn and Marion 
County. · 

I hope you will consider my comments. 

Kathleen Carl 
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A~:·.~ 2 5 2006 

MARION COUNTY PLANNING 

Mr. Les Sasaki 
Marion County Planner 
Marion County 
555 Court St. NE 
Salem, OR. 97301 

Dear Mr. Sasaki: 

· Woodburn Area Chamber of Commerce 
2241 Cmmtry Club Road 

Woodburn, OR. 97071 
April24,2006 

We are a long-time organization of our city. After a special meeting ofthe Board of Directors of 
the Woodburn Area Chamber of Commerce we are writing to express our full support for the 
expansion ofWoodburn's Urban Growth Boundaries. Although this expansion does not include 
some lands members of this Chamber and the community would like; we do approve of the 
boundary expansion. 

In the past 12 months the Chamber office has received several requests for information about 
developable lands in and around Woodbum. These entities seek parcels ofland from 20 to 100 
acres in size. The smaller acreage parcels that today exist do not satisfy the needs oflarger 
industry and manufacturing entities seeking to locate in or around Woodburn . 

Redevelopment of parcels in the .downtown area ofWoodburn along with parcels on Highway 99 
will help with the potential development of Woodburn to its fuller potential and revitalize the area 
along Highway 99 .. 

We urge you, the city, and the county to move forward on the decision to expand the Urban 
Growth Boundaries ofWoodbum. 

Sincerely, 

Nick Harville 
Executive Director, Woodburn Area Chamber of Corrunerce 
Cc: County Commissioners 

Item No . 9 
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·OFFICERS 

Roger Kaye 
President 

Joe Kuehn 
Vice-President 

Richard van Pelt 
Secretary 

Susan Watkins 
Treasurer 

BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS 

Laurel Hines 
Carla Mikkelson 
linda Peterson 
JoAn Power 
Kas ia Quillinan 

April 25, 2006 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Les .Sasaki, Principal Planner 
Courthouse Square · 
555 Court St. , NE 
Salem, Oregon 97309-5036 

RE: Woodburn Periodic Review/UGB 

Dear Commissioners and Staff: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Woodburn Periodic 
Review/UGB proposal. In its .current form, Friends of Marion County 
oppose the proposal submitted by the City of Woodburn and urge 
you to vote to deny concurrence. 

Members of Friends of Marion County have been very active in their 
participation at several hearings at the City of Woodburn Plan·ning 
Commission and City Council on this issue and we are particularly 
interested in your decision as It will affect many important issues, not 
just for the city itself, but for also for the surrounding community and 
the 1-5 transportation corridor. 

After the City of Salem, the City of Woodburn represents the 
greatest impact to Marion County. Woodburn is surrounded by some 
of the most productive farmland in the county as well as an 
important link in the transportation system stretching from Salem to 
the north. Therefore, your decision on this issue will have a 
significant impact to us all. 

The continued reliance on development surrounding the 1-5 corridor 
will ·create even more pressure to increase demand with scarce 
transportation dollars. Salem has managed to contain its industrial 
growth without undue pressure on the 1-5 system. We should expect 
Woodburn to be able to accomplish this also. 

Development in Woodburn can be accommodated within the plan at 
minimal cost to the transportation system and without loss of high 
value farmland if the expansion is limited to areas to the South and 
East of the city. There is no reason truck traffic can't be allowed to 
travel within the city - this is accomplished in Salem at Salem 
Industrial Park. 

We've seen how Woodbu rn has managed to damage the 
transportation infrastructu re by large developments at its 

Item No. 9 ----
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Marion County Board of Commissioners 
April 26, 2006 
Page 2 

1-5 interchange. Additional development' near the two Woodburn overpasses will create 
more pressure requiring major interchange development costing Oregon taxpayers 
millions of additional doliars. 

The choice of locating these developments on the 1-5 corridor clearly mean~ they are 
not designed to serve Woodburn residents. Look at the placement of the Wai-Mart 
entrance. The entrance· faces the 1-5 freeway, not the City of Woodburn. Placing 
development at the 1-5 corridor will cause neglect of the inner city. Woodburn needs to 
concentrate on redevelopment efforts to make its central core attractive to business and 
consumers. 

Sincerely, 

Roger Kaye, Pres. 
503-7 43-4567 
rkaye($0regonVOS.net 
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Marion County Planning Commission 
P. 0. Box 14500 
Salem; OR 97309 

Dear Commissioners; 

l6U~.~~ ~¥1 ~ [D] 
APR 2 o 2006 

MARION COUNTYPLANNING 
RE: Public Hea:ring Before The Marion County 

Commissioners. 
Wednesday April26, 2006; 7:00 P~M. 
Woodburn City Council Chambers 
270 Montgomery St. Woodburn, OR 

I am Opposed to the issues that this Public Hearing is being held for. 

I am opposed to any legislation that is not compatible with Measure 37. Like 
the rules and regulations we are already governed by or that takes peoples rights away 

from them. 

I s.ent a Petition into the Woodburn City Council Public Hearing, when they had their 
hearing on this same matter, and it was ignored. I don't believe Measure 37 was declared 
Constitutio~al at that .time, )3ut it is now, and· I expect you Commissioners to do something 
about it before you approve this total Document. 

I will inclose a copy of that feijtion Document, to· show you there were 100% of the 
Property Owners who sign it.-

I own the 25 acres at 8518 Parr Rd. Ge_rvais, Or. I am in the middle of the Weisz Property 
and the Seibel Property. 

Woodburns document says that the Weisz 25 acres, My 25 acres, and Seibles 50 acres, has 
to be sold in a 100 Acre Tract, to one ( 1) Buyer, who will employ 300 People or more. All 
three ( 3) of these properties are on the South side of Parr Rd. I believe there is a,Iready 2 
or 3 Tracts of 100 acres or more under· one ownership, in this area. 

In my opinion this is a Communistic move and it surprises me that you Commissioners 
would want to take part in something like this, knowing your backgrounds, and especially 
if it was brou·ght to your Attention. 

The minute you approve this document you have lowered my Property Value on my farm 
by ta~g away my Property Rights and making our properties candidates for Measure 37 
Claims. 

If you want to l~ave my pro_l)erty in the Growth Boundary, thats fme, with No Conditions 
Attached. I believe my neighbors would feel the same. 

Item No. 9 - ---
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Hit is approved the way it is now, you have just taken 100 acres out ofwoodburns Growth 
. Boundry, .because I :am in the middle of them and I don't plan on selling my farm and that 
is not fait· to.-the other property owners. · 

Sincerely, 

£)&?;-/~ 
Delbert Gottsacker 

Copies Inclosed; 

Woodburn Petition 

Map ( 3) Properties 
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WOODBURN CITY _COUNCIL PUBLI C HEARING 

MARCH 28 , @(Y (j)§ 

IN THE MATTER OF THE SOU';['HWEST ) 
INDUSTRIAL RESERVE DISTRICT ) 
(SWIR) IN THE WOODBURN GROWTH ) 

BOUNDRY EXTENSION. ) 

RECITALS: 

OBJECTION TO: 
PARCEL SIZE REQUIREMENT 
EMPLOYEE REQUIREMENT 
MASTER PLANNING REQUIREMENT 
TRANSFORATION PLAN IN SWIR 

1. We the undersigne d are owners of /0 1J % of the land, 

by deed, and owned since the 60s , in the proposed Sourhwest Industrial 

Reserve District(SWIR). 

2. We the unde~s~gned are /~0 % of the owners of the l a nd 

in the proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve District. 

3 . The undersigned are desirous of making this Petition a 

8 

part of .. the record of the Public Hearing on March 2_8, 2.0. 05 at 7:00p.m. 

4. We the undersigned we re not approach e d on a ny of the planning 

of the Southwes t Industrial Reserve District and t he r efore feel it is 

the City of Woodbur n s responsibility to do their own master planning 

on any parcels . 

5 . We the undersigned are opposed to b e ing t old how we will 

devide our farm l a nd in · t h e Southwest I ndustrial Reserve District . 

6 . We the undersigned are opposed to being told who we wi l l 

sell our land to i n t h e Sou thwest I ndustrial Reserve District, as 

to the a mount of employees t hat must be e mployeed . 

7 . We the undersign ed feel we are quite capable o£ deciding , 

to who and h ow we will dispose of our land. 

·a. We the undersigned are opposed to the Transportation Plan 

in t he Southwes t Industri a l Reserve District. If the land need is 

greater t h a n t h e proposed s t reet width a nd if it fo llows a property 

l ine a nd does not t ake i off each s ide of the proposed stre~t 

THEREFORE 1 the undersigned h ereby: 

Af 1 ~~~~-r~o~r~tjh~e=-~p~u:r~p~ose 1 ~ 

of objecting to the 

2 . 

contract 

ey are t h e owne 

or more parcels in the 

District . 
ADDRESS 

or under 

i;Item No. 9 - ---
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3. The pnde:r;:signed are desirous ot maKlng -crus .t"t!t.J..t..Luu a 

the record of the meeting of Febura~y 3, 2005 , deliberating 
/ 

I 

8 
said at the Public Hearin9 Feburary 3 , 2005. 

the undersigned were not approached on 

Industrial Reserve District and it is 

5. 

divide our 

6. We the 

sell our land to, 

to the a mount 

7. 

to 

responsibility 

dispose of our 

undersigned are 

the proposed street 

undersigned 

we will 

strial Reserve District. 

to being told wbe we will 

District, as 

capable of deciding, 

Plan 

is 

1. Affix their signature to this document f or the purpose 

of objecting to the above recitals. 

2. Cer~ify that they are the owners, e i ther in fee or under 

contract purchase , of one or more parcels in the propose d Southwest 

Industrial Reserve District. 
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SAALFELD GRIGGS 

Ma rion County Board of Commissio ners 
Courthouse Square 
555 Court Street NE 
Salem, OR 97309-5036 . ' 

RE: Woodburn Comprehe ns ive Pla n/ UG B Amendments; LA06-2 

Dear Ho nora ble Commiss io ne rs: 

April 25, 2006 

O n behalf of the Fessler Fa mily, I tha nk you for this opportunity to comment on the City of 
Woodbu rn's Comprehensive Pla n and Urban Growth Bo undary (UGB) Amendments, a nd I respectfully 
request th~t you app rove the amendment package as adopted by Woodburn's City Counci l. 

The Fess le rs own 120 acres consisting of four lots located on the northern end of Woodburn in 
the area identified by the City as "Study Area 2" fo r the purposes of UGB expa nsion studies (see {Tlap of 
proposed UGB expansion a reas attached as Exhi bit 1, a nd map of Study Areas attached as Exhibit 2). 
The property is located near the Tukwila golf course at the southwest corner of Boones Ferry Road and 
Crosby Road. The Woodburn City Council voted to include Study Area 2 for higher-end, low-density 
residentia l development in the proposed UGB expansio n. 

W e acknowledge County Planning Staff's efforts in reviewing many years of work contained in 
box loads of studies and reports in a relatively short amount of time. It is a daunting task. 
Ne verthe less, we do disagree with some of Staff's conclusions. This letter addresses our concerns with 
Staff's concl us ions and responds to issues raised by other affected property owners. 

I. Residen tial l ands Expansion Proportionate to Need 

County Staff recommends reducing the number of residential acres proposed by the City 
Counc il. Staff concludes that too many acres are proposed for addition because there is a d ifference in 
the tota l acreage needed for the 2020 period and the tota l acreage proposed. 

Salem- Bend 
www.sglaw.com 
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Staff's analysis fails to acknowledge the substantial, det~iled,. , parcel-?y-par~el an?lysis . 
performed by the City. The City's analysis determined the number\ <i(,dyvelling' 'units · that . can ·: be· 
expected for ·each parcel in both the current UGB (infill) and proposed · U<;JB expansic)q ar.ea{:;: 

. Conclusions based entire ly on raw acreage rather than parcel-by-parcel analysis assume that all parcels 
will yield the same number of dwelling uni ts per acre. This analysis neglects the fact that highly 
parcelized infill acreage and exception areas wi ll develop much less efficiently and economically than 
vacant, large-acre tracts. Highly parcelized areas, of w hich Woodburn has many, are much more 
difficult to develop and tend to yield much fewer dwelling units. 89% of the City's residential lots are 
less than 1 acre. Only 11 lots are greater than 10 acres. To assume that these small infilllots will be 
developed at the same capacity as large acre tracts, of. which there ar.e few, ignores the reality that 
these small-lot owners will only infrequently divide their property, a nd developers will just as 
infreque ntly desire to develop them. The practical result of treating all acreage a like would be an 
inadequate supply of low density residential property and an artificial increase in property values. 

. . 

It is the City's objective to provide housing for the population projected for the ~020 period. 
For this reason, the City prefe rred an ~nalysis that considered the density that could pr(lctic<)liy be 
expected from each parcel. Furthermore, the proposed expansion is based o n a conservative needs 
analysis and optimtstic· assumptions ofdevelopment effkienty. The City's consultant utilized·two 
d ifferent housing needs models to calculate residentia l land needs, and the City Council chose to re ly 
o n the more conservauve 2020 residential/and needs estimate because it required Jess consumption of 
agricultural land. Moreover, the City's 2005 Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI) included optimistic 
assumptions regarding rP.Siclential infill and partially developed residential lands. For example, the BLI 
reserved only one-fifth of an acre for existing homes on partially developed lots (compared with o ne
ha lf acre assumed by Metro in their BLI), and assumed the remainder of the ·lot wou ld develop at 
densities permitted by zoning. · 

The City's analysis is thorough and complete. Contrary to Staff's conclusion, the City's 
proposal for expansion does not include too many residential acres. In fact, in light of the above
mentioned assumptions, any reduction in residential acres proposed fo r expansion would likely result 
in an inadequate supply for the 2020 period. · · 

II. Area 2 Best Location for Residential Development 

You have received letters and will likely hear testimony from owners of properties in' or near 
Study Area 4 promoting the City's expansion to the east side of the City. You have a lso received a 
letter from 1000 Friends of O regon requesting ·residential expansio n south of Study Area 7. To the 
extent such testimony questions the inclusion of Area 2 (no rth end of City), I refer you to the letters 
attached as Exhi bits 3 and 4 that address in more deta il why state law requires the indusion of Area 2 
before other areas and respond to concerns ra ised by Area 4 property owners. The City considered 8 
d ifferent Study Areas to determ ine the location(s) for UGB expansion. There are factors imposed by 
Statewide Planning Goa/1 4 and ORS 197.298 to determine the location of"UGB expansion. The City's 
decision as to location of the proposed expansio n is based fJOt only on requirements of state law, but 
a lso on the City's economic development strategy, including the ring-road system contemplated by the 
Transportatio n System Plan. Area 2 is the ideal and most legall y defensib le location for residentia l 
expansion based on the following: . 

• Area 2.has a higher concentration of lower-class soils (Ill and IV), whereas Area 4 has 
predomi nantly Class II so ils. Factor 6 o f Goa l 14 and ORS 197.298(2) both require 
ju risdictions to give lower capability soils higher priority for inclusion in a UGB. 
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• Area 2 costs less to serve with public facilities. In addition, the developer of Area 2, 
rather than the City, will also fund vital improvements to .facilitate the west-side access 
to the 1-5/Hwy. 214 interch~nge and the ring road system required in the City's adopted 
transportation system plan. Factor 3, Goal 14 requires the orderly and econo mic 
provision of public facilities and services. 

• Area 2 has substantial buffers minimizing conflict with agriculh~ral uses. Streets are 
the idea(. buffe r to maintain compatibility between urban and agricultural uses as 
required by Factor 4, Goal 14. Area 2 has existing arterial roads and 1-5 buffering it 
from agricultural uses while the majority of the eastern border of Area 4 would directly 
abut farmland. 

• Area 2 can be developed with highest efficiency. As a completely flat a rea consisti.ng 
of large-acre tracts adjacent to existing services infrastructure, it is difficult to conceive 
of property that could be more effiCiently deve loped as required by Factor 1, Goal 14. 

• Area 2 is centrally located and has proven record for higher-end housing. l ocated 
adjacent to the Tukwi lil golf course and relatively close to schools, parks, and 
commercial cente rs, Area 2 will undoubtedly have the positive environmental, social, 
energy, economic consequences ("ESEE Consequences") contemplated by. Factor 3, 
Goal 14. Furthe rmo re, locating highe r end housing in this area faci li tates the City's 
economic development strategy by providing effic ient access to and from the industria l 
area via the west side of 1-5. 

1000 Friends of Oregon has questioned the location o f low density residential acreage in the 
no rthe rn area of Woodburn proposing instead that it shou ld be located south of Study Area 7 where 
the re is a higher concentration of Class Ill soils. Goal 14 and ORS 197.298 do not support such a 
location . In fact, one of the foremost reasons for locating residentia l expansion in Area 2 is to uti lize its 
high co ncentratio n of Class Ill soils as well as its Class IV so ils. Furthermore, placing residentia l 
expansion south of Area 7 creates conflict between industria l and residentia l uses contrary to ORS 
197.712(2)(d) and creates an island of residentia l development physically separated by industry from 
the rest of the community. Such a location is very unlikely to draw higher-end housing like the 
northe rn area near the Tukwila development and golf course, and as such would not serve the City's 
objectives of providing ho using for the highe r wage earne r in a desirable location. Relocati ng 
res identia l expansion from Area 2 to Area 7, also e li minates buffers from agricultu ra l uses and 
improvements necessary fo r the City's ring road system. 

For these reasons, the locati on of low-density residential expansion should be Area 2 as it 
provides a proven location for higher end housing and the most legally defensible locatio n under O RS 
197.298 and Goal 14. 

Ill. The Proposed UGB Expansion Best Accomplishes City's Priorities for Economic 
Development 

The City's periodic review package comes to the County as an integrated package based on the 
City Council's strategic objectives of taking advantage of the 1-5 corridor. The package, including the 
City's Transportation System Plan, is based on assumptions that a ll buttress each other. If you remove 

y one of those assumptions (e.g. no higher-end housing next to golf course to serve new industri es, 
110 improvements to the ring road system, no a lleviation o f east-side access to 1-5/Hwy 214 
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Interchange), then the package falls apart. A reJatively superficial review -of the complex package 
should not be the basis for delaying-this process that is already nine years old and six years into the 20-
year. planning period it is intended to address. Though we acknowledge that the proposal does not 
satisfy all citizens . of .Woodburn, it does accomplish Woodburn's highest economic priorities, i~ is 
overdue, and it is legally defensible as it goes to the. State for acknowledgment. . 

· Thank you again for your consideration. ·· We respectfully request that you approve without 
modification the Periodic Review p·ackage adopted by the Woodburn City Council.· 

Cc: Tom Fessler 

H:\Docs\lS000-1 5499\ 15087\lette r BOC2.Doc 
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SAALFELD GRIGGS 

Honorable Mayor Kathy ~igley 
Woodburn City Council 
2 70 Montgomery St. 
W oodburn, OR 97071 

RE: Area 2 in UGB Expa nsion 

Dear Hono rable Mayor and Woodburn City Counc il: 

EXHIBIT----3~!11P!' 

June 27, 2005 

I write this lette r on behalf of the Fessler f~mlily respectfu lly req uesting that you retain Area 2 in 
the eXpanded UGB . . , submit the letter into the record re-opened on June 13, 2005 and in response to 
written testimony submitted after April20, 2005 that was received by the City by June 13, 2005. 

The Serres family asks you to inclu<;le Area 4, including property dwnedby the Serres, instead 
of Area 2. In support of their position, the Serres continue to question the cost ·analysis employed by 
Public Works. As Mr. Stein, the Serres attorney, acknowledged in his June 3, 2005 letter to Robert 
Shields, Public Works need bnly 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 comparison based 
on a consi~tent methodology. Woodburn Public Works did that. Neverthe less, the Fesslers provided 
you detailed .data from Multi Tech Engineering of Salem, a well-established and reputable engineering 
firm with expe rience designing and constructing multiple infrastructure projects-past and present- in 
Woodburn. Multi Tech's analysis confirms Public. Works' estimates. Area 4 costs more to serve than 
Area 2-approximately $9,000 more per acre.- See Exhibit B-1 08 (Multi Tech Memo submitted into 
record with April 20, 2005 letter from Brian Moore). 

In contrast, the Serres fam il y provided no data and no alternative methodology to demonstrate 
that Area 4 costs as li ttle as or less than Area 2 to serve. Further, despite the ir many, sharp criticisms of 
Pubfic Works' methodology as a whole and what they perceive as inaccurate numbers, the Serres have 
provided no evidence that Public Works' m~thodology produced an inaccurate comparison of costs 
be tween Area 2 and Area 4. In response to the May 19, 2005 letter from Randolph Lytle, engineer fo r 
th e Serres, Mark Grenz, principa l of Multi Tech Engineering, confir.ms in the attached letter that you 
can rely on Pub I ic Works' cost comparison as consistent and accurate. 

Salem-Bend . 
www.sglaw.com 
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Nevertheless, please keep in mind that comparison of costs is only one element of ·one factor to 
be considered in determining the location of UGB expansion. Where yo!,! c;fj!c;i-9eto.~xpa_l)_d;the (JGB 
is governed by ORS 197.298 and four factors from new Goal 14 (collectively .the ;,Review. Criteria").· In 
short, lower-class soils must be included first, urban uses must be comp·atible .with. nea:rby agricult.urat · 
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 III and some Class IV soils (lower value). Co"nsequently, 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 <:;omments in the 
record from both DLCD and Marion County support staff's recommendations and in nb Way question 
the inclusion of Area 2 over Area 4 or the Public Works analysis. 

Compatability: A majority of Area 4 directly abuts farm land. 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-103. 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 expensiv~ to serve, but development in 
Area 4 will in.crease 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 .will minimize congestion on the east si.de of the Hwy 214/1-5 Interchange by providing 
easy access to thE:! west side of the Interchange. · Thus, Area · 2 costs less to serve and better 
accompli shes Woodburn's Transportation System Plan. 

Efficiency: As a completely fl at area comprised of large-acre tracts with close proximity to 
existing infrastructure of services, Area 2 provides the greatest effi~ iency conceivably · possible for 
development for either residential or public purposes. 

ESEE Consequences: Area 2, with its golf course and the surrounding residential development, 
has a proven record of attracting higher-wage homebuyers, thereby accomplishing the economic and 
social objectives of the new comprehensive plan. Environmentally, -Area 2 has no more sensitive areas 
than Area 4, and many of those areas are accommodated in the golf course. With its centra lized 
proximity to shopping and recreation of all types, including the commercial area to be located within 
it, Area 2 will help conserve energy as well. 

Aga in, we note that the amendment package provided by Staff and its consultant has been 
reviewed favorab ly by DLCD, Marion County, ODOT, and the Planning Commission. None of these 
reviews has questioned either the inclusion of Area 2 over Area 4 or the cost estimates provided by 
Public Works. 

The Serres famil y has been afforded every procedural accommodation required by Oregon law. 
Oregon rules require nothing more than one hearing to present oral testimony, one opportunity to 
present written comment, and one response to such comments: See OAR 660-025-0080(2) . The 
Serres have received these requirements and more. Despite these accommodations, the Serres fam ily 
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would have you start the review process anew by remanding the expan_sion packag~ to the Planning 
Commission. Seep. 5, June 1, 2005 Serre$ 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 Jaw. Nevertheless, the City and its Staff have gone out ()f 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·a!J factors required by Goal 14 and ORS 197_.298. Such a multi
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 1. 
Councilor Pete McCallum, Ward 3 
Councilor Jim Cox, Ward 4 
Councilor Frank Lonergan, W<1rd 5 
Councilor Elida Sifuentez, Ward 6 
Robert Shields, Oty Attorney 
Jim Mulder, Director of Community Development 
Torn fessler 

H:\Docs\ 15()()()- 15499\ 15087\lette<.Councii.Re-Opened Record. Doc 

.Sincerely, 

BRIAN G. MOORE 
bmoore@sglilw.com 
Voice Message #366 
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ENGINEERING_ SERVICES, INC. 

June 27, 2005 

Brian Moore 
Saalfeld Griggs, PC 
POBox470 . 
Salem, OR 97308-0470 

Re: Woodburn UGB 

Dear Brian, 

'-f EXHIBIT ___ _ 
/ 

CONSULTANTS 

1155 13th Street, S.E. · 

Salem, Oregon $7302 

{503) 363·9227 

As ·requested, our office reviewed the comments .from Randolph A. Lytle, P.E. with 
Col}Sulting 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 of the issues included in his May 191\2005 letter to Mr. David 
Duncan using the same number system. . 

1. We did note some problems with the scale noted on a fewofthe .tnaps, 
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 fu this approach. . 

3. The costs that were used for deterrri.ining the piping infrastructure costs did 
take into account knowledge that the City ofWood.blirn 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 comrrnmity. 

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 of each region. The study has been consistent 
in this approach. 

5. The infrastructure discussed and noted as required in the different regions 
does appear to be based on topographic features of the sites together with the 
ability 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 

W e provide a full spectrum of engineering & related technical services - - -------- 
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extended into Region.2 with sufficient depth to service the area Local 
knowledge ofthe Woodburn systems greatly aids in the understanding of the 
information in the study. 

6. The study did take into account previoUs information generated that outlines 
the "buildable" lands available and the types of land needed. It is not 
neces~ for an additional needs analysis to be compleied at this time. 

7. Again, the local knowledge that the City Public Works staff has determines 
the true ability of the existing systems to handle the.existi..IJ.g 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 W oodbuni 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 
clearto 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 
reswt 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 additiona · ormation, please contact our office. Thank you. 

ltcmNo. 9 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Marion Collilty Board of Commissioners 

From: Jesse Winterowd 

Date: Apri124, :2006 

Re: Woodburn UGB: Residential Land Calculations·· · . ; . . -~ 

This memorandum responds to concerns raised ill the Marion Coimty Public Works 'Apri126,'· ·· . 
2006 Staff Report related· to residential land rteed aqd ·supply calculations . .!: ·. We pote that the" ·· 
Staff Report is generally favorable, and references many pointS ofagreement and ·co-ordination ·. 

· in the overall process. ·. 

TABLEOF·CONTENTS ,, ·. 
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Residential LliridNeeds.anrf Sipply.: .... ~ ....... : ........ : ... : ... :.: .... ' ....... :., ............ : ....... ~.: ....... ~ .. :-... ~ .... 1 
Build~ble Land Methods ......... :: ................. : ........... · .... : .... , .. : ....... ~.: ... : . .' ................................. ~ 2 
.Public-and.$ePli-Public.Land Uses· ........................ ~ ......... ,: ........ ~ : .......... :: .... :.:" ... :· .... :.: ..•. -.:: ... :3 ·- .... . 
The Butteville Road Exception Area .... : ..... : ..... _ .......... ...... :: ........... ....................... ~ ................. 3 
Too Mricb Residential Land? ................................................................ ........... .... ........ ......... 4 

Putting Matters in Perspective ......................... ..... :····:····: ............................ : ...................... : ..... 4 

References 
The primary sources for responses to the residential issues raised by Cmmty staff are the 
following: 

• Urban GroWth Bout:Idary Justification Report (Volume \ (I, E~ibit 5-B) 
• Letter to Marion Collilty Plan:lling from Woodburn Community. Development 

Director, June 15, 2005 (Volume V-12) 
• Woodburn Buildable Lands Inverttory (Volume VI, Exhibit 4-E) 
• . Woodbwn Residential Land Needs Analysis (Volume VI, Exhibit 4-.F) 
• March·l 0, 2005 Planning Commission Final Order Recommending Approval of 

Modified Period~c Review Amendment Package (Vohune N-5) 
• Revised Woodburn Comprehensive Plan (Volume VI, Exhibit 1) 
• Winterbrook Memorandum, re: Legislative Amendrpent 05-01(Woodburn 

Comprehensive Plan Update), September 8, 2005 (Vohi~eV-16) \ 

Residential Land Needs and Stpply 
The Staff Report recognizes that Woodburn has done a great deal to increase residential 
densities. However, the Staff Report (pp. 7-8) identifies "factors" that confuse the staff 

1 Woodburn received the staff report via email on April 20. 

Winte~brook Planning 
31 0 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 1100 
~ Ll and, OR 97 20 4 
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regarding methods for determining the buildable land supp1y, and p~blic I semi-publit-I~d ·. · : 
needs, and concludes by noting an apparent over-supply of residentially-designated laJi:cf..witlilir 
the proposed UGB. Quotations in footnotes below are excerpts from Mr. Sasald's Staff Report 

Buildable Land Methods · 
The Staff Report expressed confusion regarding the methods for converting gross acres to net 
buildabl~ acres? Gross acres are defined simply as the total acreage of each tax lot, according to 

· asses·sor's recor<;I:s:-- Gro.ss·acreage is not verY useful for determinlng housirig .densitY or capaCity, 
because. m~ny pai~els at:e constrajned by nattita~ fe~tur~s (floodplains,.wetlands a:ild.tiparian 
corridprs),; ~ild. virtually; ali" parcels require ~~eet dedications . . This !s·.why the GoallO. (Housing) 
adm~str~.tive rule.addn~ss~s housing density in t~nils of''net build~ble acres"- the portion of . 
each parcel that can actualiy be built upon. 

The Buildable Lands Inventory (Volwny ,VI,_fxJ.!ibit4-E,) q~scnbes the exact methods used to 
determine the area of each vacant and partially vacant residential parcel that is buiJdable
after. subtracting constr~ed land and land needed for streets.J. (Jross acre~ge inqlucies .. 
builchtbl~ land; hind with natUral constraints Such as floodplaills;:Wetlailds and"ripan@.ateas, 

··-- ancll~d needed for flmg~ r!ghtS:9f:Wi!Y4 y/ o.odl?wn~~ ne~-zoning regul~ti9ns~nt<?te.c( · . . 
floodplains, wetl~mds and ripaiian corridors - as recommended in the Marion, ~ou,nty Grow_t!I 
Management Framework Plari. Oi). average, ·recent Woodburn subdivisiol1S have dedicc;ted 
22% of their gross area for streets within the City Limits ~ where the arteria1 and colle.ctor 
street syS!em ·already existed. However, the BLI conservatively assrnnes that ollly 20% will 

2 
The Staff Report states: "Buildable Lands fnventory provides net buildable acres for residential Ian~ within the 

existing UGB but not gross acres. The conversion of residential acre.S. into gross and net buildable acres in both 
determining land needs and UGB expansion areas for residential purposes is often confuSing when the analysis 
does not include both sets of numbers." · 

3 
Gross to net acreage copversion is discuSsed iri the Bui~aable Lands ~ventmy cV olurile VI, ExJUbit 4-E, page 6), 

and in the UGB Justification Report (Vofume VI, Exhibit 5-B, Pages 35-36). Tci summarize methods used in 
buildable lands calculations: . · 

1) An acre is 43,560 square feet; 
2) The analysis begins with ''gross acres"~ based oil the parcel size shown on tax assessor's maps and 

including unbuildable land; · . · . 
3) Mapped floodplliin, wetlaPds, and riparian areas are removed from the gross acreage for each p~cel ; 
4) A fifth acre is removed for each existing residence on partially vacant and infill parcels; · 
5) · Future right-of-way is also removed, based on assumptions by plan designation (e.g. 10% reduction for 

industrial and commercial, 10-15% for multiple-family, and 20% for low density residential); 
6) The remainder of the tax lot has a resultant ''net buildable area". '· 

A buildable. acre' is defined as liiwing 43,560 square feet ofbwldable land- the buildable acreage remaining on a 
parcel after removing areas that are tmbuildable, developed, or reserved for streets. This is why ''net" residential 
densities, as defined in the Wo?dburn BLI, are higher than "gross" residential densities. Woodburn zoning for 
buildable areas allows up to 10.6 dwell ing units per net bttildable acre. 

4 For partially vacant and infill parcels in Low Density Residential areas, a fifth of an acre was r~moved for the 
existing residence. 
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. be dedicated for streets in Low Density Residential areas,. 10% for streets in Medilim. Density 
Residential areas, and 15% for streets_in Nodal Medium Density Residential areas. · 

Public"and Semi'-Public Land Uses 
The StaffRepori (iJ. '8) alsci 'expresseq confusion over _methods used for deterillining ~d · · · 
providing for public ·and. serill-imblic land needs~ . These· methods are discussed on pages32-34 
of the UGB Justification Report .and -~ the Residential Land· Needs analysis (pages 34:.35). , In 
our experienc·e'afotind the stat~; .and in_Woodbuin-itself.-: schools, parks 'and religious : · · 
institutions zypically locate on Iru;td with a Residential plan desigtfation~ Wo·ociburn's. · ' 
Residential zoning·districts pdnut such public and sernl~public· uses through the conditional. :· · 
use process .. · Woodbrim does not have the option· of designatingfoture school and park sites· 
on the Comprehensive Plan Map unless the land is owned·by a public. entity. Vacant public:· 
sites. owned by the Woodburn School District or tile City were included in the City's 
calculations~' as noted on page 7 of the Buildable Liinds Inventory (Volume Vl, Exhibit 4-E).' 

~ . .: 
' ' 

The Woodbwn School District proVided .irtfoimat!on regarding I~ng:.tenn school needs. ·· · 
Long-tenn park needs are bast;:d 6ri the'. Woodburn Parks and Recreation Plari." In Woodburn, · 
park needs are met in part on school lands through intei-governmentalagreetnent. Thus; the .... 
·city assumed that school sites will account for half of th-e buildable land needs for active . . 
parks. Contrary to County staff's perception, buildable land was not allocated for passive uses 
such as nature trails, which can be developed in environmentally constrained ("unbuildable) 
areas. 

The ButteVille Road Exception Area . 
The Staff Report (p. 8) concludes th4t the 155-acre Butteville Road exception area has more 
capacity than' shown in the UGB Justification Report. This exception area has 108 buildable 
acres, but is highly parcelized. Moreover, existing homes were constructed without plans for 
future urban development. For these reasons, the City assumed that exception area lots would 
devt;:lop at just under 3 units per net buildable acre.- rather than 5.5 units per net buildable 
acre assumed for the remainder of the Low Density Residential land in the UGB. The UGB 
Justification Report (pp. 42-43) separately accounted for the capacity of the Butteville Road 
exception area (estimated at 295 new (iwelling units), and subtracted these units from the 
"needed housing units" side ofth~ ledger. Because the City assumed 3 .rather than 5.5 
dwelling units per net buildable acre in this exception area, Cotmty staff incorrectly concluded 
that there was unmet capacity- and a corresponding surplus of land - within the adopted 
UGB. 

Woodbmn's population projections were for new growth in the City Limits. The existing · 
dwelling units in the Butteville Road exception area were not included in either the base (Year 
2002) no the Year 2020 housing n·eeds projection, in part because there is no assurance that 
they will ever be annexed to the City. However, if portions ofthis area with houses are 
a11nexed, the people living in these houses will not need new housing units. Therefore, the 
ex..isting houses in along Butteville Road were excluded from both the needs analysis and the 
buildable lands calculations. 
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Too Much ·Residential Land? 
Staff concludes that too much Residential land has been included within UGB - :by 
approxirnatly 51 net buildable acres.5 The comparison of need ye'rSlls supply, is explain~d iii · 
the UGB Justification Report . .Unfortunately, the. Staff:R,epo.rt p.llss~d a couple of steps. ill itS · 
calculations. Fjrst, the StaffE.eport.usesthe2002 UGB ~uildable·la.D.d supply a.s·.a basefqr · 
comparisbh; but this. ba.se was modified by internai comprehensive plan map changes. · (See 
pages 43-44 an~, 83-8.4 of the UGB JustifitationReport regarcfu?.g these ch:ange~.}· Second,. the 
Staff Report acc6unts for the Butteville Road residential exception, area 4t the supply; but no~.; 
in the nee<;l .compo~ent oftheconiparisori,As described in the UG'B.Justification l.{eport, and· . 
in this mymor~d$ ab6ve, the Low Dinsity Residential land n:eed was redu,ced by the:: 
capaCity, of the t~sideiltial exceptions are~ . . . : .. : . !' 

• • ~ • • • : . I .\ • .f 

When these :t-wo-steps ar¢ accoUI).ted for; Woodburn has a either a slight surpli.ls or, a slight . 
deficit ofbuiidble land- dependfug on t.h~ method used. As shoirn on page 85 of the UGB 
Justification Repdrt,.Woodburn ha$ a slight surplus (10 net buildable acre5) iftb,ebui}dable: 
land supply is;analyze<;i in the aggregate . . As descnbed iii the UGB jl.l,5tification Report on . · 
page 44, tlie.more ~ccurate parcel-by-parcel dw(}lling unit capacity analys_is deereases capacity ' . 
by approxunately 30 net buildable acres, putting Woodburn. at a 20-acre residential deficit for 
2020. . 

Putting Matters in Perspective 
To put this in perspective, the proposed 2020 UGB provides a land supply that is within 1-2% 
above or below identified residential buildable land needs, depe11ding. on choSen methodology. 
Further, as noted in the Board's work·session, any disparity between residential land need-and 
buildable land supply is miniscule .when it is recognized that Woodburn's amended UGB does ,, 
not have a 20,..year:supply of buildable residentiafland. Even if the County were to approve 
the UGB in May, ·and LCDC were to acknowledge the UGB this summer; Woodburn will · 
have approximately a 6-.Y~.ar deficit of buildable residentiallarid . . 

· ·,: 

The Staff Report is concerned primarily with numbers and meth~ds- not the quality of 
planning that has occlUTed in Woodb\lm over the hist 10 yeats. As a point ofreference, it may · 
be useful to note that the pre-arnendmentUGB covered about 6.3 square miles (4,050 gross 
acres); including tax lots and public rights-of-way. There are approximately 670 net buildable 
acres inside the pre-amendment UGB - just under 17% of the total area within the pre
runendment UGB. 

5 The Staff Report sa~tes: '.'Th~ proposed expansion includes 546 gross acres of residential land (3Z4 acres of net 
buildable acres). The residential land deficit within the existing UGBfor hmising purposes only is armmd 123 
buildable acres, exclusive'ofthe residential exception lanclS. The residential land need for public and semi-public 
lands as a component of residential land needs is 210 net buildable acres. Considering the above mentioned factors 
and the justificati~n provided to support the residential iand need component, it continues to appear to staff that the 
proposed UGB expansion for residential lands contains more land than is justified by the background data and 
analysis." · 
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Woodburn's population is-projected to increase by 67% (14,059 new people) from 2002-202Q. 
The 2005 UGB adopted by the City Council expands the UGB by 1.5 square miles (979 gross 
acres) - a 24% increase in land area. The UGB expansion is includes all land neede~- for 
residential, employment, schools, parkS and streets through the X ear ?020. In spite of 
·Woodburn's so-called "aggressive econpmic development policy," the City has been able to 
minimize the UGB expansion area by relying almost exclusively on redevelopment to meet 
long-term commercial land needs, and by incre~sing residential densities subst:aptially.-

In conclusion; Woodburn's, UGB expansion is ~IIO"dest and well-justified. Only 17% of 
the land within, Woodburn's· pre-am·~ndment l.(GB is buildable. While the City's 
popuia.tion is projected to increase by two-thirds from 2002-2020, the Council-adopted 
UGB has expanded by less than a qu~rter. 
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EXHIBITS: 

PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS/EXHIBITS 
(Materials submitted at the 4/26/06 hearing) 

A. Unsigned Intergovemmental Agreement for Woodbum Interchange Funding 
Plan, City ofWoodbum between ODOT and the City of Woodburn; dated 
April26, 2006 (submitted by Randy Rohman, Public Works, City of 
Woodburn) Note: signed IGA submitted by City July 12, 2006) 

B. ECONorthwest memorandum on Importance of Interstate Access for 
Woodbum Target Industries; dated Apri126, 2006 (submitted by Greg 
Winterowd, Winterbrook Planning on behalf ofECONorthwest - memo also 
received by e-mail April 26, 2006) 

C. John Gordon, Opus Northwest (letter dated April26, 2006 with attachment of 
comments submitted to City ofWoodburn dated April20, 2005) 

D. John Weisz letter dated Apri126, 2006 (submitted by John Gordon, Opus 
Northwest) 

E. Ed Sullivan letter dated April25, 2006 (representing Tukwila Partners) 
F. Roger Alfred letter dated April 26, 2006 (representing Renaissance 

Development) 
G. Don Kelley legal memorandum dated April 26, 2006 (representing Dale 

Baker) 
H. Darlene Mahan letter dated Apri125, 2006 (submitted by Jack McConnell, 

Norris Biggs Simpson) 
I. Lolita Carl letter with attachment of covered employment and payroll in the 

97071 zip code area, 1990 and 1999 from ECONorthwest Woodburn 
Economic Opportunities Analysis, May 2001 

J. Paul Serres letter dated April26, 2006 with attachments including David 
Torgeson memo dated April1 5, 2005 responding to Serres letter dated March 
23, 2005; and Serres well test reports by Waterlab Corporation dated 
November 23, 2005 

K. Direct Northwest letter dated April 25, 2006 on the proposed Interchange 
Management Overlay District (submitted by Amanda Dalton representing 
North Willamette Association ofRealtors, Salem Association ofRealtors, 
Polk County Association ofRealtors, Willamette Association ofRealtors, and 
Santiam Board ofRealtors) 

L. David Duncan letter dated April 26, 2006 with attaclunents (includ ing copy of 
testimony provided at the hearing); attachments include colored Oregon 
Transportation map ofWoodbum area; Marion County Public Works colored 
map of Highway system in east Woodburn area; Serres Family letter with 
attaclunent (Randolph Lytle Jetter dated May 19, 2005) dated May 19, 2005 to 
City of Woodburn; public records request fo1m to City of Woodburn dated 
April 29, 2005 for 24 maps ofUGB study areas showing public faci li ties 
along with City of Woodburn Public Works memo dated April 2005 on 
Methodology for Calculations - Urban Growth Boundary Expansion Areas 
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Aprif 26, 2006 
Misc. Contracts & Agreements 

No. 23,240 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 
Woodburn Interchange Funding Plan 

City of Woodbu~n 

.;.~ 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into by and between THE STATE OF 
OREGON, acting by and through its Department of Transportation, hereinafter referred 
to as "O'DOT," and the CITY OF WOODBURN, acting by and through its designated 
officials, h~reinafter referred to as "City." · 

RECITALS 

1. By the authority granted in ORS 190.110, state agencies may enter into agreements 
with units of local government for the performance of any or all functions and 
activities that a. party to the agreement, its officers, or agents hav~_ ~h_e _9uthority to 
perform. 

2. On October 31, 2005 City amended its TSP to include proposed improvements to 
the existing Interstate 5 interchange with Oregon Highways 214 and 219, exit 271, 
referred to herein as the Woodburn Interchange, to support amendments to its 
urban growth boundary, land use plan, and zoning ordinance. 

3. Concurrent with the TSP amendment, City and ODOT prepared an Interchange 
Area Management Plan (lAMP) which identifies improvements-to the Woodburn- 1-
5 Interchange area. 

4. This agreement serves as a funding agreement to identify the funding obligations 
agreed to by ODOT and the City to develop the improvements identified in t~e TSP 
and lAMP for the Woodburn - 1-5 Interchange Area. 

5. This agreement serves as written statement by ODOT that the proposed funding 
and timing of the interchange improvements identified in the Woodburn TSP and in 
the Woodburn lAMP are sufficient to avoid a significant adverse impact on the 
Interstate Highway system and that the City may rely upon the improvements 
pursuant to OAR 690-01 2-0060(4)(c)(A) and (B). 

6. Reconstructing the Woodburn Interchange is a top fund ing priority of the Mid
Willamette Area Commission on Transportation (MWACT). 

7. ODOT is currently developing an Environmental Assessment (EA) document 
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as required to advance 
reconstruction of the Woodburn Interchange. 
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City of Woodburn/ODOT 
Agreement No. 23,240 

NOW THEREFORE, the premises being in general as stated in the foregoing recitals, it 
is agreed by and between the parties hereto as follows: 

TERMS OF AGREEMENT 

1. ODOT and City agree that a general funding plan is needed to demonstrate that 
adequate funding to reconstruct the Woodburn Interchange will become available 
within the 20-year planning horizon and in time to avoid a significant adverse impact 
on the Interstate Highway System. 

2. ODOT and City agree· that this Agreement shall serve as the funding plan and 
identifies the party's-respective funding obligations. Approval of the funding plan by 
ODOT and City wilf also serve as ODOT's written statement that the identified 
improvements in the lAMP and in the Woodburn TSP are reasonably likely to be 

. provided by the end of the planning period ~ This determination shaH be effeCtive 
when all parties have signed this Agreement. The terni of t~is Agreement shall begin 
on the date all required signatures are· obtained and shall terminate upon completion 
of the Woodburn Interchange. · 

3. The parties agree that an additional agreement (or agreements) between ODOT 
and City may be needed to define the administrative process to transfer funds when 
specific funding sources are identified and funding participation responsibilities are · 
finalized. · 

4. ODOT and City agree that the overall cost responsibility for funding the Woodburn 
Interchange reconstruction shall be shared by ODOT and City. 

5. ODOT and City agree that the current total reconstruction cost estimate for the 
Woodburn Interchange is $48 million. 

6. ODOT and City agree that the total City financial contribution towards reconstruction 
of the Woodburn Interchange shall be $8 million. 

7. ODOT and City agree the $2.5 million provided by City to ODOT in 2004 
(Agreement No. 21 ,002) to acquire the Zimmel property shall be included as part of 
City's total financial contribution to reconstructing the Woodburn Interchange. 

8. ODOT and City agree that all costs to reconstruct the Woodburn Interchange above 
the $8 million provided by City shall be the responsibility of ODOT. 
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City of Woodburn/ODOT 
Agreement No. 23,240 

CITY OBLIGATIONS 

1. City shall develop and implement funding mechanisms sufficient to ensure its 
financial contribution. These mechanisms may include private contributions, sy$tem 
development charges, special district fees, general revenue measures, bonding, or 
any other means at City's disposal that do not involve state transportation funds, or 
federal transportation funds authorized under Title 23, United State Code (USC). 
City shall, however, be relea·sed from its financial obligations under this Agre.ement if 
ODOT receives additional federal funds dedicated to the total project cost. 

2. City shall CDntribute $8 million as its total local financial contribution towards 
reconstruction of the Woodburn Interchange. This contribution will be due no later 
than two years from the. date a·DOT issues the "Notice to Proceed" for the 
reconstruction project. The $2.5 million already provided to ODOT as described in 
Terms of Agreement Paragraph 7 shall count as part of the $8 million total to which 
City is obligated under this Agreement. · 

3. City will continue to advocate for the state and federal funds to fund the remaining· 
costs to reconstruct the Woodburn Interchange consistent with the priorities 
established by th~ OTC. 

4. City will continue to advocate for the Woodburn Interchange reconstruction project 
as a high priority within the MWACT project recommendation process. 

5. City will work cooperatively with ODOT to market property remnants resulting from 
.right of way purchased for the reconstruction of the Woodburn Interchange. 

ODOT OBLIGATIONS 

1. ODOT Region 2 will continue to advocate for the state and federal funds needed to 
reconstruct the Woodburn Interchange consistent with the priorities established by 
the OTC. 

2. ODOT Region 2 will continue to advocate for the Woodburn Interchange 
reconstruction. project as a high priority within the MWACT project recommendation 
process. 

3. With MWACT support, ODOT Region 2 will advocate for the Woodburn Interchange 
reconstruction project as a high priority within the Region 2 all Area Commission on 
Transportation (all ACT) project recommendation process. 

4. With "all ACT" support, ODOT Region 2 will advocate for the Woodburn Interchange 
reconstruction project as a high priority within the statewide project selection 
process. 
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City of Woodburn/ODOT · 
Agreement No. 23,240 

5. Upon selection for funding as part of the statewide project selection process, ODOT 
will include the Woodburn Interchange in the construction section of the STIP at its 
earliest practical opportunity pursuant tp the project recommendation and· selection 
process described in ODOT Obligations, Paragraphs 2, 3, and 4 above. 

6. In order t0 offset the cost of reconstru.cting the Woodburn Interchange and expedite 
its reconstruction, ODOT Region 2 staff will work with ODOT to try to direct revenue 
received from the resale of property remnants from right of way purchased for the 
reconstruction of the Woodburn Interchange to the project funds needed to 
reconstruct the Woodburn Interchange. 

7. OOOT shall, upon execution of _this Agreement, regard the· Woodburn Interchange 
reconstruction described in the Wo.odburn TSP and in the Woodburn lAMP as a 
planned improvement for ·the purpose of implementing the Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan and meeting the requirements of the Transportation Planning 
Rule, OAR 660-012-060(4)(c) (A) and (B). 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

1. This Agreement may be terminated by either party upon 30 days' notice, in writing 
and delivered by certified mail or in person, under any of the following conditions. 

a. If either party fails to provide seNices called for by this Agreement within the time 
specified herein or any extension thereof. 

b. If either party fails to perform any of the other provisions of this Agreement or so 
fails to pursue the work as to endanger performance of this .Agreement in 
accordance with its terms, and after receipt of written notice from either party 
fails to correct such failures within 1 0 days or such longer period as either party 
may authorize. 

c. If either party fails to receive funding, appropriations, limitations or other 
expenditure authority sufficient to allow either party, in the exercise of either 
party's administrative discretion, to continue to make payment for performance of 
this Agreement. 

d. If federal or state laws, regulations or gu idelines are modified or interpreted in 
such a way that either the work under this Agreement is prohibited or if either 
party is prohibited from paying for such work from the planned funding source. 

2. Any termination of this Agreement shall not prejudice any rights or obligations 
accrued to the parties prior to termination. This does not obligate either party to 
fulfill any portion of this Agreement that has not been fulfilled prior to its termination. 

ItemNo. 9 

Page 404 

4 



.. 

City of Woodburn/ODOT 
Agreement No. 23,240 

3. City acknowledges and agrees that ODOT, the Oregon Secretary of State's Office, 
the federal government, and their duly authorized representatives shall have access 
to the books, documents; papers, and ·records of City which are directly pertinent to 
this Agreement for the purpose of making audit, examination, excerpts, and 
transcripts for a period of three years after final payment. Copies of applicable 
records shall be made available upon request. Payment for costs of copies is 
reimbursable by ODOT. 

4. This Agreement may be executed in several counterparts (facsimile or otherwise) all 
·of which when taken together shall constitute one agreement binding on all parties, 
notwhithstanding that all parties are not signatories to the Spme counterpart. Each 
copy of this Agreement so executed shall constitute an original. 

5. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the parties on the subject 
matter hereof. There are no understandings, agreements; or representations, oral 
or written, not specified herein regarding this Agreement. No waiver, consent, 
modification or change of terms of this Agreement shall bind either party ynless in 
writing and signed by -both -parties and all necessary approvals have been obtained. 
Such waiver, consent, modification or change, if made, shall be effective only in the 
specific instance and for the specific purpose given. The failure of ODOT to enforce 
any provision of this Agreement shall not constitute a waiver by ODOT of that or any 
other provision. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have set their hands and affixed their 
seals as of the day and year hereinafter written. 

The Oregon Transportation Commission on June 18, 2003, approved Delegation Order 
No. 2, which authorizes the Director to approve and execute agreements for day-to-day 
operations, including activities required to implement the biennial budget approved by 

. the Legislature. 

SIGNATURE PAGE TO FOLLOW 
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City of Woodburn/ODOT 
Agreement No. 23,240 

On November 10, 2004, the Director of the Oregon Department of Transportation 
approved Subdelegation Order No. 2, in which the Director delegates -to the Deputy 
Director, Highways the authority' to approve and sign agreements over $75,000 when 
the work is related to . system plans approved by the Oregon Transportation· 
Commission, or in a line iteni in the biennial budget approved by the Director. 

CITY OF WOODBURN, by and through its STATE OF OREGON, by and through 
elected officials its Department of Transportation 

By __________________________ _ 

Title 

By ________________________ ___ 

Title 

Date 
----~--------------------

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

By __________________________ _ 
City Legal Counsel 

Date --------------------------

Agency Contact: 
City Administrator 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery Street 
W oodburn OR -97071 

By ________________ ~--------
Deputy Director, Highways 

Date --------------------------

APPROVAL RECOMMENDED 

By ________________________ __ 
- -Region 2 Manager 

Date ________________________ __ 

APPROVED AS TO LEGAL 
SUFFICIENCY 

By __________________________ _ 

Assistant Attorney General 

Date --------------------------
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Phone • (541) 687-0051 
FAX • (541) 344-0562 
info@eugene.econw.com 

26 April 2006 

ECON orthwest 
ECONOMICS • Fl NANCE • PLANNING 

Suite 400 
99 W. 10th Avenue 

Eugene, Oregon 97401-3001 

TO: . 
FROM: 

Marion County Board of Conunissioners 
Terry Moore, FAICP and Bob Parker AICP 

Other Offices 
Portland • (503) 222-6060 

Seattle • (206) 622-2403 

SUBJECT: IMPORTANCE OF',INTERSTATEACCESS FOR WOODBURN 
TARGET INDUSTRIES 

PURPOSE 

This memo provides additional information on the need for Woodbul'n tal'get industries to 
be within close proximity oflnterstate 5 (I-5). 

BACKGROUND 

In October 2003 ECONorthwest (ECO) completed a report entitled "Site Requil'ements for 
Woodburn Tru:get Industries," which outlined the various needs of ta1·get industries, 
including transportation-related needs . The City ofWoodburn prepared its proposed Urb<;~.n 
Growth Boundary amendment and Periodic Review package in part to provide an adequate, 
suitable supply of land for target industries, taking ECO's description of site requirements 
into accoun,t. 

This memo explains in more detail the degree to which targeted industries benefit from 
direct interstate access; describes the attr activeness of master planned industrial I business 
parks to targeted industries, and the importance of interstate access to these parks; and · 
discusses the difference in attractiveness between pa1·cels at various distances from 
interstate freeway access. 

IMPORTANCE OF INTERSTATE ACCESS TO TARGETED INDUSTRIES 

Most, though not all, indus tries targeted by Woodbmn require clirect I-5 access, and none 
would suffer from such access. EGO's October 2003 "Site Requirements" report highlights 
that freeway access is important to glass manufacturers and aer ospace parts 
manufacturer s, and that it is critical to motor freight transportation and warehousing 
firms. The report also says that wholesale trade firms r equire good transportation access, 
and that interstate access is beneficial to metal fabricators. 

Additional comments beyond those in ECO's 2003 report can be made regaxding the 
interstate access needs of other targeted industries. For printi?g and publishing firms 
serving markets in the Portland and Salem areas (as many of these .fu·ms would), access to 
I-5 would be very important. 



ECO to Marion County 26 April 2006 Page 2 

For a variety of other t ar geted industries, such as electr onic a11d electrical equipment 
manufacturer s, business seryices, non-depository credit institutions, and engineering, 
accounting, research, management, and related services, master planned industrial I 
business parks would be desirable locations. Good interstat e freeway access is an 
important competitive advant age for these master planned industrial I business parks, as 
explairied in the following section. While some firms in targeted industries could locate 
within existing commercial areas (e.g., small health clinics, doctor's offices, some business 
services firms, and some engineering, accounting, r esearch, management and r elated -
services firms), m any firms would prefer master planned parks . -

In conclusion, most of Woodburn's targeted industries require direct I-5 access (i .e., a very 
short distance between parcel and on-r anip), and none would suffer from I-5 access. 
Moreover , many firms that may not explicitly reqUire direct I-5 access would prefer to be in 
master planned indush·ial I business parks. Since these parks need to cater for a variety of 
firms, including those who do require direct I-5 access, it makes sense for Woodburn to 
provide iand for these parks near an I-5 interchange. 

ROLE AND NEEDS OF MASTER-PLANNED INDUSTRIAL I BUSINESS PARKS 

Sever al of the t argeted industries described above prefer to locate in master planned 
industrial or business parks . A fully serviced industrial or business park along I-5, with a 
r ange of available site sizes, would provide an additional incentive for targeted industries to 
locate in the Woodburn area. 

Industrial parks offer multiple advantages to firms . One is the minimization of 
infrastructure r isk. Firms may not risk a location if utilities, such as water or electricity, 
are not deemed r eliable or excess capacity is unavailable for possible expansion. These risks 
are minimized when sites are available in developed industrial parks . 

Anoth er advantage relates to timing considerations . Timing is everything-especially in 
today's fast-paced environment, where fu·ms are looking to break gro~nd within -90 to 120 
days of making a location decision. It is beneficial for a firm to begin revenue-producing 
activities as soon as possible, to counterbalance start-up and construction costs . For firms to 
take advantage of market oppor tunities and fulfill promises to clients, they often prefer to 
locate in a developed industrial park. 

A third advantage is that industrial I business parks ens-ru:e a campus industrial 
env:U:onment through priva te CC&Rs. The trend is for firms to locate in parks with str ict 
development standards . Firms see these standards a~ -safeguards to protect the company's 
investment, by ensuring that t he fu·m's neighbors in the park will be kept to the same 
standaxds. 

Land requirements of industrial/ business parks have been described elsewhere. In 
summary, the minimum size of a par k is generally about 25 acres, although indus trial 
parks of 100 acr es or grea ter are not uncommon and may be requ:U:ed depending on the 
types of industries being cour ted. A larger site may also be needed to justify preliminary 
engineering, environmental r eports, and utility and infrastructure cons truction. 
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As quoted in Appendix A to ECO's "Site Requirements" report from October 2003, Portland 
industrial park developer Greg Specht believes that industrial parks require the following 
attributes: 

• Properly zoned land 

• Sites r eadily available 

• No environmental issues . 

• Flat topography 

• Minimal barriers to dev~lopment 

• A master plan allowing for businesses that cater to industry workers, including 
r etail, restaurants and gas stations for industry workers and activities , 

• Good freeway access 

The importance of good freeway access to industrial / business parks, in conjunction with 
many targeted industries' preference for industrial/ business parks, supports Woodburn's 
assessment that land close to I-5 should be made available for industrial/ business parks. 

ATTRACTIVENESS OF PARCELS AT VARIOUS DISTANCES FROM 1-5 

There is no absolute distance from an interstate beyond which targeted industries will not 
locate. Given Woodburn's particular circumstances described below, it is reasonable for the 
City to evaluate site suitability based on distance from the I-5 interchange. It is our 
understanding that Woodburn has established two miles as a criterion for this evaluation. 
Given the circumstances described below, the "two mile criterion" is r easonable. Economic 
develop men t literature is very clear that dist ance fro m an interstate is a key 
factor i n location decisions. Even small differences among parcels in distances from the 
interstate can represent significant comparative a dvantages or disadvantages. . 

For many targeted industries, being within one to two miles of an interstate highway is 
much more prefer able than being three or four miles away. Each mile from an interstate 
represents a significant increase in travel time, particularly if traffic has to pass through an 
urban area and experience urban congestion to access the intersta te. Increased travel time 
translates into higher labor and equipment cos ts, as well as the possibility of missed 
delivery deadlines. Given a choice between a community offering parcels three or fom· 
miles from an interstate and a community offering parcels within a mile or t'vvo fi:om the 
inter state, many targeted industries would choose the community offering·better interstate 
access. 

Other considerations such as farmland preservation must, of course, be balanced against 
economic development ones. From a purely economic development perspective, for 
example, Woodburn could have included only properties within a mile of the I-5 inter change 
(on either side of Butteville Road, rath er than just the east side). Woodburn chose, 
however, to include poorer agri~ultural soils tha t are located one to two miles from the west 

Item No. 9 

Page 409 



ECO. to Marion County 26 April 2006 Page4 

entrance oft}:le I-5 interchange (the entrance with less congestion). Although there are 
lower value soils even further from the UGB to the south towards Gervais, accessing these 
Class III soils would have required inefficient and expensive leap-frogging over the Class II 
soils. · 

In short, while location within one mile ofi-5 is preferable, a location within one to two 
miles ofi-5 is a reasonable compromise between agricultural land preservation and the 
economic advantages of direct I-5 access. A location further away from I-5 (e.g., two to four 
miles) would substantially detract from the.city's comparative advantage~ 

ECO has worked with other communities with much g1·eater distances from I-5 than 
· anything in the Woodburn area. It is true that this does not absolutely eliminate the 

_ chances of economic growth, but it does represent a significant challenge. The following 
quote from ECO's Economic Opportunities An,alysis for the City of McMinnville makes this 
point: 

"McMin~ville's primary disadvantage for economic development is its poor access to I -5 
and congestion on commuting routes to the Portland metropolitan area. However, 
McMinnville grew at a rapid rate in the 1990s despite this disadvantage. We expect that 
McMinnville will continue to grow despite this disadvantage, although it may limit the 
types of firms that locate in the city .1" 

Therefore, while significant distances from an interstate freeway can be overcome, cities 
such as Woodburn that enjoy close proximity to an interstate should take advantage ofthe 
opportunities that this brings. The greater the distance that available land is from the 
interstate, the less the comparative advantage of good freeway access is realized, and the 
less potential there is for attracting many types of target industries. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the site r equirements of t argeted industries, and on the site requirements of the 
industrial I business parks that many of these tru:geted industries prefer, parcels more than 
a couple miles from I-5 would not be an adequate substitute for serviceable land with more 
direct access to I -5. 

1 ECONorthwest, Economic Opportunities Analysis for City of McMinnville, p. 4·13. 
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OPUS NORTHWEST, L.L.C. 
A manb<r of The Opus Group 
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1500 SW First Avenue, Suite 1100 

Portland, OR 97201 

Ph one 503-916-8963 

Fax 5.03-916-8964 . < T RA C TO R S 

D E V E L 0 P E R S www.opuscorp.com 

April26, 2006 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Les Sasaki, Principal Planner · 
Courthouse Square 
555 Court St. NE 
Salem. Oregon 97309-5036 

Re: Woodburn Periodic Review/UGB 

Dear Commissioners and Still: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary 
Amendment and Periodic Review Package. We find the proposal includes a thoughtful, 
comprehensive and needs analysis to support the UGB expansion and creation of the-Southwest 
Industrial Reserve. Opus Northwest strongly supports the efforts of the City of Woodburn, 
Marion County, the Department of Land Conservation (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (OD01) who have b een working together to achieve this goal since Woodburn's 
Periodic Review Work Program was approved in 1999. Accordingly Opus respectfully requests 
Marion Cmmty to approve these l..n!portant and needed amendments. 

Access to transportation infrastructure 1s a fundamental need for all types of industrial properties. 
Although requirements vary by category, large truck access is invariably necessary for the 
deli very of raw materials, supplies, and other input materials as well as for the distribution of 
products. As a result, direct access to an interstate interchange is likely an industrial development 
site's single most critical attnoute. We concur with the City's proposed proximity standard of two 
miles or less as a r easonable industry standard for detennining whether a site qualifies as having 
"direct access" to an interstate interchange and we further qualify the standard by adding that to 
provide direct access, routes from an industrial site to an interstate interchange also must be 
designated for large trucks and avoid congested coJiliilercial, retail or residential areas. Industrial 
properties more than two miles away, such as those along 99E are too far av,iay from I-5, and 
would require accessing I-5 from the heavily congested east side of I-5. · 

The City's inclusion of portions of Study Areas 7 and 8 in its UGB, togetl1er with the 2005 
Transpo1tation System Plan (TSP), the Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR) zoning district and 
the Interchange Management Area (IMA) overlay district, have been designed to create a viable 
industrial area with sites suitable for the City's targeted industries. Because traffic congestion is 
m ost acute at -the eastern access to the I-5/Highway 214 interchange, it is critical that 
development in the SWIR be able to use the western access to the I-5/Highway 214 interchange, 
which currently has unused capacity. Bu tteville Road is the only north-south road that can be 
used to provide access from the SWIR to the west side of the I-5/Highway 214 interchange. 
Improving Butteville Road to meet minor arterial standards is listed in the TSP as a short-term 
upgrade "essential to serve the Southwest Industrial Area." Bntteville Road will form the western 
boundary of th e UGB. 

TH E OPUS GROUP: Atlanta • Austin • Boca Raton • Chicago • Columbus • Dallas • Denver • Detroit • Houston • lndianapolis • Kansas Ci ty • Los An!. 
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Therefore, the City is relying on industrial development of the 100-acre OPUS parcel and 22-acr~ 
Weisz parcel which adjoin Butteville Road to the east to provide for frontage improvements along 
Butteville Road. If the OPUS and Weisz parcels located between Butteville Road and the current 
UGB are not included in the proposed UGB and rural Butte ville Road is not used to provide 
freeway interchange access, the proposed industria) area to the southwest of the current UGB 
would n:ot b 'e viable. 

A new industrial area with direct access to I-5 will provide benefits to the City of Woodburn, 
Marion County and State of Oregon by strengthening and diversifying Oregon's substantial 
existing manufacturing, warehouse and industrial distribution industry. Adoption of the proposed 
amendments will provide for vital economic growth, reliable employment opportunities, funding 

. for 'sti~ts, roads and major transportation infrastructure improvements. The proposed Opus ·' 
Development alone is estimated to provide 1,000 jobs, an annual $1,100,000 increase in property 
taxes ·and up to $1,000;000 towal'$1 the ODOT I-5 interchange improvements. ' 

We know that targeted industries are interested in oUT proposed Woodburn development because 
we-engage with them regularly. Over the past 7+ years we estimate that 4,000 potential induStrial 
jobs have been lost to Woodburn in the form of businesses that have come to investigate OUT 
proposed development, like the lc;>cation, and can accept the restrictions that the City is imposing 
through its Southwest Industrial ~eserve zoning district but have ultimately left disappointed 
because they can't risk the-uncertainty of the UGB amendmenq:>:rocess. ·As a result many-of the5e 
jobs are now contributing to the economies of other cities, ·counties and states. Please see the 
attached letter from Opus to the Woodburn City Council dated 4/20/05 concerning these lost 
opportunities. · 

For the above stated reasons we "believe Marion County should concUl· with Woodburn's proposed 
Urban Growth Boundary Amendp1ent and Periodic Review Package, adopt the proposed 
amendments to the Marion County Comprehensive Plan, and rezone properties included within_ 
the amended UGB. 

Sincerely, 

o?)it'JL 
J ohll Gordon 

· SR. Real Estate Manager 

Encl: 
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CHlTEC T S 
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Portland. OR 97205 

Phone 503-916-8963 
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Woodburn City Council 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

April 20, 2005 

Re: Woodburn Periodic Review 
Proposed UGB Amendment 

Dear Mayor Figley and Members of the City Council: 

This letter is a follow up tq a letter I sent to Jim Mulder in November 2003. I had been discussing 
with Mayor Figley the opportunities the City of Woodburn has lost as a result of the Mahan 
property (52W11, Tax Lot 0:?9.0.) peing outside the existing urban growth boundary. Here is an 
outline of recent opportunities lost. 

USER BUILDING/A CRES REQUIRED #OF JOBS WAGES 
Confidential 30 acres 300 $38K-$60Kiyr 
Confidential 20 acres (10 acre expansion option) 200 $35K-$45Kiyr 
Conway 25 acres 100 varies 
MiJguard 145,000sf manufacturing 300 varies 
Coremark 100, OOOsf manufacturing unknown varies 
Staples 100, OOO+sf distribution unknown varies 
Pacific Metals 120,000sf manufacturing unknown varies 
Dollar Tree 600,000-800,000sf distribution unknown varies 

We now estimate that over 3,000 potential industrial jobs have come and gone during the 6+ 
years we have been involved in the Mahan property in Woodburn. There is no doubt that some 
portion of this potential industrial development has moved north of the Columbia River into 
Washington State. 

We estimate that the Mahan property will provide up to 14 jobs per acre when developed. 
Assuming 100 usable acres, that's up to 1,400 jobs for Woodburn, plus whatever multiplier you 
want to use for the businesses that would be created, or expanded, to serve the needs of the 
companies operating on the Mahan property and the people working there. You can make your 
own assumptions on what the annual payroll would be, but with a $35K/year average, that would 
be an annual payroll of up to $49,000,000, which buys lots of groceries, movie tickets, restaurant 
meals, etc. 

There appears to be a wide variety of employment opportunities available at the companies who 
have inquir~d about the property, including a high percentage of jobs that would provide "family 
wages". Despite some people's disdain for distribution facilities, driving a forklift looks like a good 
job to a guy picking beets or berries - job security, working conditions, advancement 
opportunities, medical benefits. paid vacations, training, etc., are far more prevalent in an 
industrial park environment than they are in agriculture. 
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Woodburn City Council 
April 20, 2005 
Page2 

I would like to point out that we have received at least two inquiries on the Mahan property each 
month for the past 6+ years. During this period there has been no marketing, no sign on the 
property, no economic development support from the public sector- virtually nothing to 
encourage bus!nesses or the brokerage community to look at the property as a relocation 
alternative. Imagine what might be happening on that property today if it had been included in the 
UGB in 1999. 

In addition to the ongoing· impact of having people going to work every day on the Mahan 
property (less commuting up and dawn 1-5 to find work in Salem and Portland would also be an 
advantage) the initial investment on the property will be significant. 100 acres with 25% - 35% 
~overage means 1,000,000 - 1,500,000sf of improvements. That's somewhere between $50 
million .and $150 million ($50/sf- $100/sf depending on manufacturing/distribution mix) in 
construction value. That would be a significant economic stimulus for not only Woodburn but for 
the entire state. · 

Opus Northwest has spent $170 million at the old Durham qu~rry site (Bridgeport Village) in 
Tualatin. We would be delighted to spend another $100 million on the Mahan property in 
VVoodburn. -

The best time to include the Mahan property in the UGB was six y.ears ago. The next best time is 
right now: -

John Bartell · 

Opus Northwest, LLC 
Vice President 
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April 26, 2006 

John Weisz 
Weisz Family LLC 

14905 Butteville Road NE 
Gervais, OR 97026 

Marion County Board of Co.IllJilissioners 
Courthouse Square 
555 Comt St. NE 
Salem, OR 97309-5036 

Re: Testimony in Support ofijxpansion of the UGB for the SWIR 
' 

Dear Commissioners: 

I am John Weisz, owner of 22$ acres of farmland that is included in the Southwest 
Industrial Reserve (SWIR). My family and I have farmed this land for 4 generations. 

I appreciate your interest in expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary to include the 
SWIR, and I hope that you vote to approve it. 

Expanding the bOlmdary woulfl allow me to sell my prope1ty and buy more productive 
farmland. Regulations and conditions placed on my property because of its location make 
it difficult to farm productively. I want to continue farming, but need land that will allow 
me to farm efficiently. I hope to be able to invest in better quality farmland nearby that 
will allow me greater flexibility. 

My family has lived in Marion County for over 100 years and we take great pride in our 
community. I believe expanding the UGB and developing the SWIR will improve the 
quality of life for our hometov{n. 

Please consider this my written testimony and vote to approve the UGB expansion. 

John Weisz 



A 
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Apri}25, 2006 

Marion County Board of Commission'ers 
Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 
Courthouse Square 
5555 Court St. :NE 
Salem, OR 97309-5036 

PORTLAND OFFICE 

eleventh floor 

121 sw morrison street 

portland, oregon 97204-3141 

TEL 503 228 3939 FAX 503 226 0259 

OTHER OFFICES 

beijing, china 

new york, new york 

seattle, washington 

wash i ngton, d.c. 

GSBLAW.CO M 

Please reply to EDWARD J . SULLIVA N 
esullivan@gsblaw.com TEL EXT 3106 

Re: WoodbUJ.TI Periodic Review and UGB Expansion 

Dear Commissioners: 

This fifii1 represents the Tukwila Partners (Tukwila), a general partnership formed for the 
purposes of owning, developing and selling. approximately 277 acres of real property located 
near the north end of the City ofWoodburn. In addition to providing homesites, Tukwila 
Partners has contracted with the Oregon Golf Association (OGA) and Renaissance Ii;omes 
(Renaissance) .to provide a golf course knoWn as The Links covering approximately 35 acres, as 
well as providing high-end residential homes with golf course views that would serve current and 
future Woodburn residents. Located directly north and adj acent to the City's existing urban 
growth boundary, Renaissance and Tukwila sought inclusion of the g?lf course property into the 
City's UGB as part ofth.is periodic review decision. This property was included as part ofthe 
SA-2 (North). Renaissance testified before the City, during its deliberations on this matter, that 
there is a "special need" for higher-end housing adjacent to the OGA Golf Course. The only way 
for the City to meet this specific market niche for higher end housing in Woodburn is by 
providing golf course views and open space typical of development within the Tukwila Planned 
Unit Development. The City Council agreed finding that "higher paid executives in existing and 
future Woodburn firms 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 area." We believe that this "special need" still exists and cannot be satisfied by any 
other land parcels considered for inclusion as part of this decision. 

Notwithstanding the Council's identified need and desire to include the entire golf course 
property within the UGB, the COtmcil decided that since the eastern portion of the golf course 
property contains Type I soils, it could include only the northwest one-third of the golf course 
property containing predominately Type II soils within the UGB at this time. Only one-acre of 
Type I soils was included within the 2A area as it was necessary to accommodate an emergency 
access way connecting an existing subdivision to Boones Ferry Road. This area was also needed 
.o provide a direct gravity flow sani tary and storm sewer extension from the northern extent of 
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Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Les Sasaki, Principal Plariner 
April 26, 2006 
Page 2 · 
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· . ,the expansion area to the City Sewage _Treatment Plan miderneat4 the emergency access road. _. 
For this reason, it made sense to include the Typ'e II arid small amount of Type I soils contained 
on the eastern portion of the golf course property as authorized by ORS 197.298(3)(c). 

Although, based on conversations with City staff and decision-makers over the past 10 
years, we were quite surprised and disappornted by the City's decision not to include the entire 
golf course property within the UGB, we understand that the City decided, based on the prudent 
advice from counsel, to bifurcate the golf course property in order to preserve its larger UGB 
expansion decisions. The primary focus of the UGB expansion currently before yol1 is to 
provide adequate amounts of industrial lands and the City has worked very hard to provide these 

. lands. As these industrial lands develop, the need for high-end housing to serve executives of 

. these compames will increase thereby providing further justification for additional high-end 
residential lands. 

Basedon the foregoing evidence as well as the documentation submitted by Renaissance 
.. -diiriiig the proceedings oefore the City, we believe that there is adequate eVid~mce- to include the 

golf course property within the UGB at this point. First, there is an identified need, 
approximately 19% ofthe total number of new housing units needed to meet year 2020 housing 
needs in Woodbllin is for higher-end housing within the City. This high-end housing is 
necessary to serve the new a.Ild expanding industrial uses served by this UGB expan sion. 
Second, we believe that the City's overall determination of residential land need may be 
inaccurate as it is based on a 2002 buildable lands inventory that is alre~dy three years out-of
date. As we believe this decision fails to provide adequate amounts of high-end housing, we 
intend to fillthis _shortage by seeking a plan am~ndment shortly after this decision is decided. 
We believe that we can establish a need for additional residential lands as well as meet all of the 
other criteria necessary to bring the entire golf course property in to the UGB. 

I hope that these comments are helpful. Please include them in the record as part of this 
proceeding and notify me in writing of your decision on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

GARVEY SCHUBERT BARER 

· c!A~ 
By 

Edward J. Sullivan 

cc: Roger Alfred 
Clients 

PDX_DOCS:372610 1 f1""'0~ M\!00] 
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Roger A. Alfred 

PHONE: 503.727.2094 

FAX: 503.346.2094 

EMAIL: ralfred@perkinscoie.com 

VIA HAND-DELIVERY 

April26,2006 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Courthouse Square 
555 Court Street NE 
Salem, Oregon 97309 

Re: Woodburn UGB Expansion 

Dear Commissioners: 

Perl<ins I 
Coie 

1120 N.W. Cou·ch Street, Tenth Floor 

Portland, OR 97209-4128 

PHONE' 503-727.2000 

FAX, 503.727.2222 

www.perkinscoie.com 

This office represents Renaissance Development in the ongoing develop-p1ent of the 
Links at Tukwila residential PUD. We are writing in support ofthe Woodburn City 
Council's decision to add a portion of the OGA Golf Course to the city's Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB). Please include this letter in the record of County 
proceedings in this matter. 

The expansion of the UGB in the area north of the existing UGB and east of Boones 
Ferry Road provides an orderly and efficient conversion of rural land to urban use 
consistent with Goal 14, and consistent with the statutory hierarchy of ORS 197.298 
regarding expansion ofUGBs. The City of Woodburn correctly found that the Links 
at Tukwila fulfills a special city need for higher-end housing that cannot be 
accommodated elsewhere, due in part to the recreational and aesthetic amenities 
provided by the OGA golf course. The Links at Tukwi la has been an extremely 
successful residential project for the city, which would not have occurred without the 
ability to develop property adjacent to the golf course. This properiy thus fulfills a 
specific residential housing need that has been identified by the City as pmi of its final 
decision, which provides justification for expansion onto the Class II soils of the OGA 
properi y. 

(IPA061160.103) 

ANCHORAGE . BEIJING . BELLEVUE . BOISf ·C HICAGO · OENVER · HONG KONG · L OS ANGELES 

MENLO PARK. OLYMPIA. PHOENIX. PORTLANO · SA N FRANCIS CO· SEATTLE· WASHINGTON. DC . 

Perkins Coie LLP and Affi l iates 
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April26, 2006 
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Also, as correctly concluded by the City Council, expansion of the UGB in this 
direction allows for urban efficiencies arising out of the extension of .servic"es to the 
Class III soils on the Fessler property in the western portion of Study Area 2. The 
most direct and efficient way f01; gravity flow sanitary and storm sewer _to be extended 
to the Fessler property is through the OGA golf course property, whioh is largely 
comprised of Class II soils. Further, the expansion onto the OGAptoperty is required 
in order to fund the improvements necessary for development of the existing 
.emergency access road extending north from the existing Tukwila development to 
Boones Ferry Road. · 

We are sufficiently confident of the City's legal justifications for including the Class 
II portions of the OGA property that we believe the City could have included the 
entire remaining OGA property, as originally proposed by the Woodburn Planning 
Commission. Although we recognize that the ~astern portion of the property was 
removed by the City Council due to the presence of Class I soils, we believe that the 
specific identified need and urban efficiencies afforded by this area will justify the 
ultimate inclusion of the entire golf course for residential purposes under the 
exemptions to ORS 197.298 and the recent amendments to the Goa114 rule .. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments in support of the City of . 
Woodburn UGB amendment. Please provide me with notice of your decision or any 
future hearings in this matter 

v;:;YRC-
Roger A . Alfred 

RAA:djf 

cc: Renaissance Development 
Ed Sullivan, Garvey Schubert 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

OF 

MARION COUNTY, OREGON 

In the Matter of the Amendment of the 

Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary. 

) 
) 
) 

LEGAL MEMORANDUM 

COMES NOW DALE BAKER, by and through his attorney, Donald M. Kelley, and 

hereby provides the following Legal Memorandum in support of the addition of his land to 

the Urban Growth Boundary of the City of Woodburn. Mr. Baker 's land is approximately 

10.25 acres along the west side of the City and fronting on the 16600 block ofBut_teville 

Road. 

SUMMARY .OF THE FACTS 

In 1988, Mr. Dale Baker applied for and was granted approval by the cotmty to divide 

his 10.25 acres into seven acreage homesite lots. The land is currently zoned and plmmed 

Acreage Residential ("AR"). The city limits of the City of Woodburn lie adjacent to and east 

ofMr. Baker 's property. The Marion County Board of Commissioners ("Board") recognized 

that Mr. Baker's property would likely one day become a pcui of the City of Woodburn, and 
'JEG AL rv!EMO RANDUM. (Daker-99-78-Me.ooc. 4n612oo6) 

KELLEY · KELLEY • DOYLE 
Attorneys and Counselors 

110 NORTH SECOND STREET 
SILVERTON, O REGON 97381 

(503) 873-8671 



1 therefore requ!red a design allowing for its re-subdivision into urban lots. Marion County 

2 Board of Commissioners Order 87-2, p.2. 

3 · In 19 91, the City of Woodburn granted approval to the owners of an adjacent 

4 property to subdivide that property into urban lots. The new subdivision, Senecal Estates II, 

5 had only a single access point, which had the potential to cut off residents from emergency 

6 services. In light ofthis problem, Mr. Baker applied to the City ofWoodbum for a change in 

7 its Urban Growth Boundary("UGB"), a Comprehensive Plan change, a zone change, and 

8 annexation of the applicant's property to allow subdivision of the property into more than 

9 seven lots and to provide additional access to .the adjacent subdivision. 

10 On April13, 1992, the City of Woodburn passed Ordinance 2081 adopting an 

11 amendmenfto the Woodburn UGB to expand the UGB to·include Mr. Baker's 10.25 acres. 

12 Justification for Ordinance 2081 included the fact that Mr. Baker's property was not suitable 

13 for farming unlike the majority of land surrounding Woodburn, corrected the access 

14 problems of Senecal Estates II, created much needed residential housing for west Woodburn, 

15 and did not burden the City's emergency services or infrastructure. Although the Marion 

16 County Board of Commissioners did not ratify the City's action, Ordinance 2081 is still in 

17 effect. 

18 In 2005, Mr. Baker ag~in requested that the City of Woodburn include Mr. Baker's 

19 10.2? acres into the UGB of Woodburn. After receiving both oral and written testimony 

20 regarding the proposal, the City Council adopted an ordinance on October 31, 2005 including 

21 the proposed amendment to the UGB, which would include Mr. Baker's property. 

22 The proposed amendment to the UGB is now before the Board for consideration of 
. . : 

23 whether the City's adoption of the UGB changes should be incorporated into the Colmty's 

24 Comprehensive Plan as well. 

25 II 
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SUMl\llARY OF BAKER'S ARGUMENTS 

In 1992, by passing City Ordinance 2081, the City ofWoodbm11 acknowledged that 

Mr. :Baker's property should be in the UGB. Again in 2005, the City affirmed its initial 

decision, by including Mr. Baker's property in the proposed amendments to the City's UGB. 

Furthermor~, Mr. Baker's property is unsuitable for agriculture and has already been 

exempted from Goals 3 and 4 when it was rezoned as Acreage Residential rather than 

Exclusive Farm Use. This makes Mr. Baker's.property particularly well-suited to meet the 

n~eds of the city and county while protecting Oregon's farmland. 

1) Woodburn's passage of Ord.inance 2081, coupled_with the proposal of 

including Mr. Baker's property in the 2005 UGB review makes Mr. Baker's 

property not only the most logical, but also the best property to include in the 

City's Urban Growth Boundary. 

City Ordinance 2081, passed in 1992, placed Mr. Baker's property within the City of 

Woodburn's UGB. Again in 2005, during its review ufthe City's UGB, the City Council 

15 affirmed its decision by passing an ordinance bringing Mr. Baker's property into the City's 

16 UGB. Marion Cmmty should now give effect to the City ofWoodbum's two decisions to 

17 bring Mr. Baker's property into the City 's UGB. 

18 An "urban growth boundary" is a boundary line established under Goal 14 to separate 

19 urbanizable land from mralland. City ofSalem v. Families for Responsible Gov't. , 298 Or 

20 574, 577 n.3 (1983), reversed on other grounds, 298 Or 574, on remand 73 Or App 620 

21 (1985). 

22 Goal14 provides a process for either the establislunent or change of a UGB. The 

23 purpose of the goal is to provide an orderly and efficient transition from rural to mban land 

24 use. I 000 Friends of Oregon v. Wasco County Court, 299 Or 344 (1985). 

25 On April 28, 2005, the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) 

26 adopted substantial amendments to Goal 14. While these amendments are not effective tmtil 
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1 April 28, 2006, the LCDC included provisions creating two exceptions from the new 

2 effective date. A local government considering a change to a Comprehensive Plan has 

3 discretion to implement the Goal as amended prior to the official effective date at its option. 

4 Conversely, a local government may continue to consider a land use evaluation begun prior · 

5 to April 28, 2005 under the previously existing Goal14, even after the effective date of the 

6 amendments. 

7 Because much of the evaluation of the Woodburn UGB was done prior to April28, 

8 2005, the Board should still consider adoption of the proposed changes to the UGB under the 

9 pre-amendment Goal 14. The older version of the Goal contains seven factors, which must 

10 be considered when establishing or changing a UGB. They are: 

11 1. Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth 

12 requirements consistent with LCDC goals; 

13 2. Need for housing, employment opportunities and livability; 

14 3. Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services; 

15 4. Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe ofthe existing urban 

16 area; 

17 5. Environmental, energy, economic, and social consequences; 

18 6. Retention of agricultpralland as defmed with Class I being the highest priority for 

19 retention and Class VI the lowest priority; and 

20 7. Compatibility of the proposed mban uses with nearby agricultmal activities. 

21 OAR 660-015-0000(14). The City ofWoodbmn determined, twice, that Mr. Baker's 

22 property met Goal 14 and the concomitant factors. Ordinance 208 1 was still in effect at the 

23 time of the second proposal to include Mr. Baker's property into the UGB. The new 

24 ordinance confirmed that the City still viewed Mr. Baker's property as appropriate for 

25 inclusion into the City's UGB. 

26 II 
Item No. 9 ----
Page 424 

'iDUTvf. (Baker-99-78-Me.Doc - 412612006) 

KELLEY· KELLEY· DOYLE 
Attomeys and Counselors 

110 NORTH SECOND STREET 
SJLVE!\TON, OREGON 97381 

(503) 873-8671 

) 



Q 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 
j 

Even if the County considers the proposal under the amended language of Goal 14, 

Mr. Baker's property $till meets the new criteria for inclusion. Much of the language of the 

amended Goal 14 is taken from the previously existing version. The Goal has, for the most 

part, simply been reformatted, with the criteria distributed among different classifications 

within the Goal. The amended Goall4 still requires changes to the UGB to be based on (1) 

demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population, consistent with a 20-year 

population forecast and (2) demonstrated need for housing, employment opportunities, 

livability or uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, schools, parks or open space, or 

~y combination of the need categories in subsection (2). Given the City' s findings under the 

old Goal 14, which included factors substantially the same as the amended factors, it is clear 

that the City will need Mr. Baker's property added into the UGB because of the rapid growth 

of the City and its continuing need ,for housing employment opportunities, and livability. 

The new Goal 14 also imports additional factors from the older version. In assessing 

changes to the U GB, local governments must now con.sider (1) efficient accommodation of 

15 identified land needs; (2) orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services; (3) 

16 Comparative environmental, energy, economic, and social consequences; and (4) 

17 compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities 

18 occturing on farm and forest land outside the UGB. Factors 2, 3, and 4 are taken directly 

19 :fi·om the old version ofGoall4. As such, it is clear that the City considered these factors in 

20 determining that including Mr. Baker's land within the City's UGB would be beneficial to 

21 the City and would help meet long range planning goals. Factor 1 is new language in the 

22 amended Goal and takes the place of "maximum efficiency" required by the previous . 

23 version. Because maximmn efficiency of land use was required under the previous language, 

24 and the City fotmd that addition of Mr. Baker's property met the requirements under the 

25 Goal, inclusion int o the UGB under the new Goal is also appropriate. The inclusion of Mr. 

26 
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1 Baker's property allows for efficient use of land because ofthe low quality of soil and the 

2 demonstrated need for additional housing within the City. 

3 The City has made the inquiries necessary under either version of Goal 14 and 

4 concluded that addition of Mr. Baker's property is appropriate. 

5 1) Mr. Baker's property is zoned for residential use, is exempt from Goals 3 and 

6 4 and has priority when deciding which property to include in an expanded 

7 urban growth boundary. 

8 Mr. Baker's property is unsuitable for agriculture unlike many other surrounding 

9 properties the City of Woodburn could incorporate, making Mr. Baker's property particularly 

10 well-suited to meet the needs ofthe City while protecting Oregon's farmland. The City, 

11 Marion County, and the State have concluded that Mr. Baker's property is not desirable for 

12 agricultural purposes and have exempted it from Goals 3 and 4 in changing the zoning from 

13 Exclusive Farm Use to Acreage Residential. When changing the zoning, the County 

14 examined, with the State, the property value in this regard. The City was required to make its 

15 own determination before the passage of City Ordinance 2081. City, Cotmty, and State all 

16 agreed that Mr. Baker's property was not well-suited for agricultural. 

17 On January 7, 1992, the Board changed the zoning on Mr. Baker's property from 

18 EFU to AR. In doing so, they adopted a list of findings of fact about the property. The 

19 Board fatmd that this change was consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. They required 

20 that the prope1iy be designed to facilitate futme redevelopment and incorporation into 

21 Woodbmn. Most importantly, the Board noted that the County did not want to expand onto 

22 good farmland, and changing Mr. Baker's property to AR helped protect the good farmland. 

23 Mr. Baker's property is wedged between a city neighborhood and Senecal Creek. Finally, 

24 the change from EFU to AR zoning is a result of its exemption from Goals 3 and 4. 
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Although Mr. Baker's property is ·not subject to Goal 3, it is helpful to demonstrate . 

the appropriateness of Mr. Baker's property being included in Woodburn's UGB. Priorities 

for including land within a UGB are as follows: 

1. Urban reserve land; 

2. Exception and non-resource lands adjacent to a UGB; 

3. Marginal lands designated pursuant to ORS 197.247; 

4. Lands designated for agriculture or forestry, or both. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

ORS 197:298(1). Furthermore, the higher the quality of soil, the more inappropriate its 

inclusion into the UGB. The majority of property outside the UGB of Woodburn on the east, 

northwest, ·and south sides of Woodburn are designated for agriculture or forestry and subject 

to Goals 3 and 4. Goal3 requires that the location of the UGB be based on "retention of 

12 agricultural land." Branscomb v. LCDC, 297 Or 142, 146-147 (1984). Ofthe four categories 

13 used in Goal 3, Mr. Baker's land would be considered urban reserve land. Both the City and 

County have ensured that his property was planned "in a manner that ensures a range of 

15 opportunities for the orderly, economic, and efficient provision of urban services when [his] 

16 lands are included in the UGB." OAR 660-021 -0040(1). Mr. Baker's property is a buildable 

17 property within an urbanizable area that is suitable, available, and necessary for residential 

18 use. See, ORS 197.295(1). 
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1 CONCLUSION 

2 The Marion CoillltY Board of Commissioners should give effect to the Ordinance 

3 passed by the Woodburn City Coilllcil on October 31, 2005 and incorporate Mr. Baker ' s 

4 property into the UGB of the City of Woodburn. State law requires Woodburn first 

5 incorporate its urban reserve land, and take farmland only as a last resort. 

6 Respectfully submitted this 26th Day of.April, 2006 at Woodburn, Marion Coilllty, 

Oregon. 
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DATED this J.b .day of (l~ ,2006. 

\J~ELLE • KELLEY • DOYLE 
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April 25, 2006 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Mr. Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 
Courthouse Square 
555 Court St. NE 
Salem, Oregon 97309-5036 

Dear County Commissioners and Staff: 

I am the owner of approximately 108 acres west of the I-5 Freeway, being considered for inclusion 
in the City of Woodbt:!f11's Urban .Growth Boundary -as part of the Revised Comprehensive Plaii" 
A m.enclment and Periodic Review Process. My !and is located between the Winco property (on the 
east) and Butteville Road (on the west), with my north boundary being State Hwy 214 on the north. 

I want to express my support for both this process and the inclusion of my property in Woodburn's 
Urban G rowth Boundary, to be annexeJ. into the City of Woodburn and designated for industrial 
uses. My property is under option to OPUS Northwest who has been working for many years with 
Woodbum and other jurisdictions and agencies to add this land to the City's low inventory of 
industrial properties. 

·I know, through my real estate broker, Mr. Jack McConnell at NAI Norris, Beggs & Simpson, that 
had this property been incorporated into the City years ago, it would have been sold nearly 4 times 
over, given the number of potential buyers who expressed interest in the property, most of whom 
were firms with employees seeking locations outside the City o f P ortland. We also know most of 
those firms pay "family wage" salaries, and provide good health benefits and jobs for their 
employees, plus res ulting taxes coming into both the City of Woodburn and Marion County. 

I understand the 1,000 Friends of O regon has questioned the inclusion of my land and others in the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment on the basis of taking high quality farm land out of its current 
EFU designation for conversion to industrial uses. I can tell you, without question, that my 108 
acres cannot reasonably be considered "high qualitY" farm !and. In fact, my brother, Mr. John 
Weisz, (who farms both my land and his 23 acres south of my property), characterizes most of the 
EFU lands in this area as "poor farm land, not worthy today for farm-reL'lted uses. " I must assume 
much of the hnd east of the I-5 Freeway also being considered for .inclusion in the Urban Growth 
Boundary, must be characterized the same way, that is, not high quali ty farm land today, thereby 
making the contention of the 1,000 Friends of Oregon baseless. 

I urge you to approve the City of Woodburn's proposed Urban Growth Boundary amendment, 
reby allowi.ng both my land and the others proposed in tl1e Amendment to be 9 
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Mr. Les Sasaki 
Apri1 25, 2006 
Page 2 

city, as reasonable locations for the creation of new jobs and taxes for Woodburn, Marion County, 
and this area of the north Willamette Valley. 

Thank you. 

Respectfully Yours, 

Ms. Darlene Mahan 
3 7 65 Park Place 
Addison, Texas 75001 

JRM:DM/ lh 
marionG<>unty.doc 

cc: OPUS Northwest 
John Weisz 
Jack McConnell 
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Q Written Testimony for V\foodburn's Periodic Review/Urban Gr.owth Boundary 

To the Marion County Commissioners: 

Thank you for your efforts to make Marion County a county that works for 
all of us. 

Hopefully you will each take a Woodburn map with the present UGB and 
· proposed UGB expansion lines clearly marked and drive these boundaries. I 
think you will be amazed at how much under-developed land is within the present 
UGB and how much of the proposed expansion is onto prime farmland. If you 
drive around the already included industrial areas of Progress Way and North 
Front Street, as well as north of Parr Road, you will ·see acres and acres of land 
for sa·le. ·, · 

We need to support and sustain the ·small businesses that are. already 
here and provide so many, jobs. For instance, Woodburn Veterinary Clinic is an 
agriculture~related business that emplqys 14 people! Local farmers do major 
business with Lenon lmplern~nt and Woodburn Fertilizer, but I have known sonie 
who have begun to drive mll~s further to St. Paul and Dqnald to avoid 
Woodburn's traffic. · 

I urge you not to think 20 years into the future, but 50, 75, 150 years. Our 
family farm jusfoutside of Woodburn has already had five generations of our 
family living on it, in only 90 years. 

If we think short-term, our ·beautiful valley of mild climate, rich soil, and 
abundant resource land will be paved over. This is some of the nation's most 
valuable soil, and the plants and crops that can be grown here include kiwis, 
wheat, vegetables, berries, nuts, grapes, and nursery stock. In my lifetime, on 
our farm, we have raised corn, peas, flax,· wheat, clover, alfalfa, hazelnuts, beef 
and dairy cattle, grass seed, fruit, berries; hogs, sheep, trees and chickens. 

Perhaps you are looking at a gra:ss seed field and thinking: ."What good is 
that? Let's put in some houses or a commercial or industrial park." 

Because we now have a planet of 6 ~ billion people, 1-2 billion of whom 
are starving. Because the oil reserves are being used up, and we might not be 
able to afford to import strawberries and apples from thousands of miles away. 
Because agriculture is Marion County's #1 industry. 

Yes, Marion County leads the state in agricultural production and 
Woodburn is in the heart of Marion County's agricultural land. Our county is #1 · 
in nursery and greenhouse, 2"d in milk, and 3rd in Christmas trees. 

You cannot stack farm fields on top of each other. But much of the 
housing and commercial needs for a small city such as Woodburn could easily 
go more vertical. It is much more efficient use of land and infrastructure to have 
apartments with several stories and housing over commercial, as seen in many 
downtowns. The happy result is that it also makes a community more walk-able, 
more livable, and engenders a community spirit. 

Woodburn is ignoring the enormous agricultural production surrounding it, 
as well as the fact that thousands of its residents work in the agriculture industry. 
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Most of these_people's occupations have not been counted,·:as indicated in Eco 
Northwest's Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis, page 2-3. 

Even if Woodburn's population increases at the rate some people predict, 
. we can still accommodate it within Woodburn's present urban growth boundary. 
We can save ourselves billions of dollars in taxes for new roads and 
infrastructure. There are presently hundreds of acres for industrial development 
within our current urban growth boundary. Many of these sites have been 
abandoned or not yet developed. They already have sewer and power and 
roads. If behooves us to take care of these areas first, and conserve our 
precious prime farmland. 

The City of Woodburn has just recently spent a couple million of the 
taxpayer's moriey for land for additional sewage. treatment operation and 
roadway c<:mstruction. This only for the land, not the millions to develop the 
infrastructure on the land. This is only the beginning of a huge drain on the 
taxpayer. We must take care to develop and re-develop the land that is already 
within the present urban growth boundary, already with its streets, power, and 
sewer facilities in place. Let's use common sense. ' · 

Already, Woodburn has a huge economic base in place with agribusiness. 
The numbers are in for the year 2004, and they are up for the mid-valley by 
5.6%. The gross value for all farm commodities ·in Marion County·is $519 million. 
The farmers that are the backbon~ of this industry are not pushing for new roads 
and infrastructure. 

The ones who are really pushing for development and expansion are the 
consultants who are paid to say we need it. People such as Greg Winterowd, 
who was paid by Opus Northwest to try to get its land in an expanded UGB and 
also paid by the City of Woodburn. This is a huge conflict of interest that cannot 
be ignored. · 

I hope the Marion County Commissioners are just as ad<;Imant about 
saving our fertile farmland in Marion County as they were when Metro wanted to 
expand industrial land onto farmland south of the Willamette. 

Please take a moment to reflect on the importance of our decisions today. 
Think of the early settlers, my own relatives included, who had no idea what the 
value of one huge old growth tree would be today. Now think. of one acre of land 
today. With our ·rich Willamette Valley soil, it can produce new crops of food 
every single year to feed many, many people for endless generations. How 
many industries can say tha:t? 
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Lolita Carl 
13324 Carl Roc;Id N.E. 
Hubbard, Oregon 97032 
April 26, 2006 
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Of llw :l!> individunl iiul u11lriet; uhown in TuiJlc :l-3, 22 of lhem uddcd 

fewer than 50 jobs' in thP. 1990- 1999 period. Industries thnt lost jobs over thif: 
period include Fores try (-54), Building Materials stores (-16), a nd Heavy 
Construction (-1 0). 

Table 2-2. Covered employment and payroll in the 97071 zip code 
area 1990 and 1999 

1990 1999 
Soctor / lndust!1 SIC 2 Units Erne: - palroll · Units Erne · Payroll 

AgricultU<t, Forostry, Fishing 69 949 $13,466,736 67 1,321 $23,372,828 
Agliculturnl Production - Crops 01 36 676 $9.196,086 35 775 $1 5.397.605 
Agriculturnl Services 07 14 7.0 $1,010,654 17 <403 $4,859 ,483 
Foresliy 08 17 90 $8«,724 4 36 $508,995 
Mining 0 0 $0 0 0 $0 
Con&!ructl<>n 65 203 $-4,894,630 88 383 $11,095,132 
General Building Contractors 15 20 63 $1,979,043 28 172 $5,006.499 
Heavy Construction 16 3 23 $481.216 3 13 $4-66,973 
Spedal Trade Contrnctors 17 32 117 $2,.o434,271 57 198 $5,621.660 
Man1,.1facturing 35 1,7J.o4 $3.o4,467,820 36 2,113 $55,636,160 
Food & Kindred Products 20 5 693 $12,012,.o491 7 776 $18,147,293 
lumber & Wood Products 24 12 767 $15,669,328 11 1.013 $25.990,873 
Printing & Publishing 27 7 32 $508,198 4 2.7 $629,526 
Industrial Machinery & Equipment 35 3 79 $2,115.220 3 129 $4.181 ,930 
Transportation & Utltltlos 22 179 $4;071,066 24 288 $8,799,996 
Trucking & Warehousing 42 12 64 $1.451,818 12 123 $3,681 .292 
Communications 46 3 16 $272,567 5 23 $697.287 
Whoklsalo Trado 20 102 $2,229,820 22 294 $8,396,088 
Durable Goods 50 10 59 $ 1,328 . .o499 10 166 S4.9.o49.320 
Nondurable Goods 51 10 43 $901,32 1 12 128 $3.«6.768 

,. RotaiiTrado 109 1,166 $16,782,983 1.ui 2,.340 $54,993,655 
Building Materials 52 12 160 $4,188,413 11 144 $4.234,232 
Genernl Merchandise 53 2 72 $842,788 5 307 $5.062.822 
Food Stores 54 16 274 $3,639,548 17 880 $27,848,473 
Automotive Dealers & Service 55 22 195 $3,446,543 19 274 $8,644.059 
App,arel 56 8 16 $171.914 17 6 1 $828,853 
Furniture 57 8 16 $246 ,322 14 42 $723.056 
Eating & Olin king 58 25 306 $2,722,883 37 540 $6.353.27 1 
Miscellaneous Retail 59 16 47 $522.572 26 84 $1.298.889 
Flnanco,lnsuranco, & Roal Estato 26 149 $3,226,183 53 223 $5,764,001 
Depository Institutions 60 4 73 $2,270,060 14 76 $2.~72.876 
Insurance Agents 64 9 24 $462.612 9 24 $673.383 
Real Estate 65 11 50 $457,256 25 111 $ 1,910.099 
Sorvlcos 126 597 $7,460,169 167 905 $16,626,274 
Hotels & lodging Places 70 3 33 $251,334 6 58 $647,896 
Personal Services 72 12 51 $612,328 11 49 $979.574 
Business Services 73 10 39 $510,182 16 88 $ 1.1 46,371 
Auto Repair & Services 75 9 56 $918,196 13 59 $1 ,614,526 
Miscellaneous Repair 76 4 5 $82,788 7 7 $173,212 
Amusement & Recreation 79 4 37 $279,751 a 65 S714.622 
Health Services 80 29 216 $2,065,182 26 212 $4,777,740 
Legal Services 81 5 15 $293.641 9 16 $427,066 
Educational Services 82 2 23 $232,099 4 29 $ 477,84 2 
Sodal Services 83 13 24 $ 266,748 14 165 $3,495.529 
Membership Organizations 86 19 66 $554.4 15 23 87 $1.190,291 
Engineering & Management 87 10 23 $418,003 11 20 S545 ,501 
Private Households 88 4 5 $41,107 6 3 $105 ,885 
No ncta&&!Oablo 99 10 2 $86,959 5 5 $77,252 
Govornmont "' .C71 $9,803 ,993 6 842 $20,916,041 
Local 3 471 $9 802 259 4 841 $20 869 365 
Total Covorod Em~lo~mont .(76 5,652 $95,.(80,258 693 8,714 $205,676,427 

Source: Oregon Employment Department Confidentia l ES-202 Em ployment Data provided to ECONorthw esL 
Notes: Woodburn area employment summarized by ECONorthwest; Covered employment does·nol indude~ ... 
most fann employment. thus the table underestimates total employment• 
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April 26, 2006 

To: Marion,Cqunty Commissioners 
Ms. Patti ~lne, Chair 
Ms. Janet. Carlson 
Mr. Sa.Jll Brentario 
Marion. Cotmty Ptannin~ Divisil?ll . 
Mr. Les Sasaki..~ Principal Planner 

~·t . 

···- f. 

The Serres WeJJs, The·R~~ of. the Story 

To start, I wish to say that I deeply appreciate the County Commissioners open approach 
to public testimony. What I am about tO say may seem a side issue. but illustrates our ~perience 
of 1he UGB Expansion and Periodic Review process. · ·· · 

· We have two high capacity water wells on our farm. We.suggest_ed that these wells could 
contribute to the commumty good. should our. lands ~ eventually in.~luded with the City of 

·Woodburn. We brought this issue to·the City's attention at a public hearing held-Mareh 23; 2005 . 

The City of Woodburn did respond. In a memo dated April 15,2005. city staff made the 
following statements, and I quote: 

''Given the heavy agricultural use ofthe property . . . , there is a real potential that hazardous 
agricultural chemicals could have contaminated the wells." 

and 

"Wells on the east side of the city have higher concentrations of arsenic. Given the locations of 
the Serres wells there is a strong possibility that their wells have arsenic levels above the new 
federal standard. (10 PP~)" · 

"Again if the arsenic concentration is consistent with other wells on the east side of the City. 
Treatment would be required and as discussed above, such costs are proru'bitive." 

Th.ese quoted comments are not information-- They are not Factual-- They are Speculative. 

Yet, this speculation was used to justify a conclusion. 

We recognize that successfullong-tenn farming requires scrupulous stewardship of the land and 
its resources. We have used annual cover crops to sequester nitrog~n- an added expense that 
many regard as unnecessary. We pest monitor, rather than use the calendar, to decide when to 
use pesticides. When we do have a. problem, we catefully follow all pesticide Iabel 
requirements. 



And Now~ the Rest ~f the Story 

Being concerned of the negative impact these speculative statements could have 
regarding the future use and value of our property, we decided. tO have our well water tested. We 
had the Waterlab Corp. in Salem teSt the water from our two (2) high capaCity irrigation wells, 
plus one (1) dom~c.well which is located in the center of our property. The .samples were 
tested for thirty-five (35) different minerals and toxic ~s. In a nutshell the conclusion of the 
tests indicate we have, in their terminology "Average Water'' nothing out of line. ·· 

In regard 1o the city staff concern or speculati.on regardin" arsellic levels ~ our water, I 
refer to the test results. All three samples found arSenic UNot Detectable'' at 0.002 mg I L To " 
better explain in terms we can all relate to mg I L means micrograms per liter. One microgram 
p~~ liter is equal to (l).one part per billion, Once again "Not Detectable" . . 

. ;. . -

According to Woodburn's web si~, in 20041he two City wells on the east side ~ 
arsenic concentration of 12 and 13 parts per billion. · · 

. too many geci~ions have been based on this type of speculative co~nts. Under the 
. pro.ce~~,J~. ~Aifficult for us to rebut as our avenues are so limited. This is why~ am giving you 
the rest ofthe stocy.- -·-- · · · --· -· ... · · · · . . · ·. . -· . 

Thank you, 

~cd1/~~ 
Paul J. Serres 

Attachments: 

a) Memo, David Torgenson to Jim Mulder, April 15, 2005, Response to Serres. 

b) Well Water Test Hermie Well, sample date September 291 2005, Repmt date 
November 23, 2005, by Waterlab Corp of Salem, Oregon. 

c) Well Water Test, Henry Well, sample date September 29,2005, Report date 
November 23~ 2005, by Wa1erlab Corp of Salem, Oregon. 

d) Well Water Test,. 11283 Serres Lane NE. sample date July29, 2005, Report date 
November 23, 2005, by Wateriab Corp of Salem, Oregon. 
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· . . ·~-~:. t-. . 

· . .... _ · Health Divi~ion Drinking· Water P(09rarn websitE;}, has an arsenic concentration of 19 
. p'pb: The new federal standafd for arsenic that is effective in January 2006 is 1 0 ppb. 

.i( 

This new-limit is ona of the ~ the city is proceeding with water treatm~nt 
facilities. Given the location of the Serres wells in the same general area there is a 
strong possibility that their wells have arsenic levels above what will be the new 
federal standard. Again if the arsenic concentration is con~istent W1th other wells on . · 
the east side of the city, treatment 'NOUld be required and as diSOJssed above· such 
co~ts are prohibitive. 

The contention that wells on the Serres property could become part of the City 
drinking water di~bution system is not suppOrted by the information stated above. 

' 

Water Distribution System 
The letter indicates that a six-ind11ina is available at the west edge of the Serres 
ownership. This line does not h~ve capadty fa further expansiolt Of service ar:ea, · 
and will not have sufficient capacity to supply ·dem8nds when Serres property is 
d~~. . 

San{tary Sewer System . · · . 
The letter ass\Jmes-that adequate gravity service is available to the ~erres property. 
This is· not true. Only a small part of the property could be ·drairied by grawy to the .: 
~reenView Sewer Pump Station, which.has not been designed for expanded service 
area (A major_tJpgrade in the eXisting pres5lXa force main at Greenview will be' 
needed if additional flow is to be handled.) The configuration of the receiving works at 
the treatment plant necessitates that all sewage be pumped to that point. . 
Dt;tve_lopment of any part of the Serres property will require either a new sevier pump 
Station and dedicated forca main delivering to the treatment ptart, or extensive 
mOdifications to the existing collection system. The costs developed by Public Works 
considered the former case. 

Stann Drainage 
The stUdy _methodology simplmed the sto.nn drainage system. In theory, all runoff 
from a 100-year storm was conveyed to a single diScharge point The pipe required 
to oonvey this flow served as the basis for estimating cost to serve. The Serres letter 
is corTed: that landforms and phasing of development will likely result in several 
pipes~ rather· than the one large pipe. Additional factors (like detention of runoff), 
·beyond the scope of the Public Facilities Plan, may also influence future decisions 
about location, size, and cost of drainage facilities. 

Methodology 

Art outline of the approach that Public Works used to generate the estimated costs of 
infrastructure for all UGB expansion areas is attached. fl.Iea 4, which contains the 
Serres tract, was evaluated in the same fashion as all other Areas. 

ItemNo. 9 
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··L . •. 

Conclusion 
.Tha analysis of the 8 subregions of the study area for UGB expansion was 
conducted to proviqe a planning level (as opposed to a precise engineering design 
level) comparison of the ~stimated public fudl.ity costs of expanding the UGB into 
each subregion. This analysis was conducted using the ·attached methodology, This 
methodotogy was uniformly apptied to each subregion. The . analysis of Region 4 
using this methodology is accurate. The Serres letter analyzes facilities at a greater 
level of detail than vias contemplated within the methodology used for all the other 
subregions. Even vmen this greater level of detail .. is applied to Region 4, the 
comparative c:ondusions of the Public Fadlities Analysis remain accurate. 

~J 

·' . (i' ... 

• Mulder 4/15J05 - Page 3 

. . 
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~~u:~-WATER'lAB CORP. ~ . . : 
. S· \~ ........_ ____,.,__ ..........- ...........__ .........._ .-... ........ ---- --- · __.,a,.__ ........_ ........_ --"""'111111 ......... ......._ ........_ ............_ .........._ --- .........._ .................. __..__ .........._ ..-. ...... __, 

~ . -..~..._;.;..z.a.~ ...w>.-x.aa>~~~M..Q...'4J..NJUV..£VW4LY6A61~'WY .... '4V&Y .... 
' 2603 - 12th Street, SE 

· , 

TO: Serres Farm LLC 
11283 Serres Lane SE 
WoodBurn, OR ·97071 

PO#: 

Collection Information 

Date: 09/29/2005 
Time: 1350 
By: 'Paul Serres 

Lab #: 20050929-036 

TEST REPORT 

Location: 11283 Serres Lane SE/well tap 

_ .Cas.e Narrati\:'~ 

Salem, OR 97302 
. Voice: (503) 363-0473 
FAX:. (503) 363-8900 

11/23/2005 

SERFAR 

Lab Receipt lnf..ormation 

09/29/2005 
1530 . 
MS 

The analyses were performed according to the guidelines in the WATERLAB Corp Quality Assurance Program. ·This 
report contains analytical results for the sample(s) as received by the laboratory. 

WATER LAB Cqrp certifies that this report is in compliance with the requirements of NELAC. No unusual difficulties were 
experienced durl~g analysis of this batch except as noted below or qualified with data flags on the reports. ) 

Suggested 
Analyte Results Qual Units Maximum 

Mineral & Toxic Metals Test 

pH h 7.56 pH units 6.5 - 8.5 

Specific Conductance . ,:!.-.· 174. uhos/cm None Set 

Alka linity, total 78. mg/1 CaC03 None Set 

Antimony ND@0.005 mg/1 0.006 

Arsenic ND@0.002 mg/1 0.05 

Barium ND@0.1 mg/1 2. 

Boron ND@1. mg/1 None Set 

Beryllium ND@0.0002 mg/1 0.004 

Cadmium ND@0.002 mg/1 0.005 

Calc ium 9.5 mg/1 None Set 

Chloride 3.2 mg/1 250. 

NO- No Detection at specified limit 
SM-"Standard Methods for the Examination of Water & Wastewater", 19th ed 
EPA- "Methods for Chemical Analysis fo r Water and Wastes",USEPA 
A-ORE LAP 100039 
B = OR100016 Neilson Research Corporation, Medford, OR 

Analysis 
Date Tech Method Ace 

09/29/2005 JTD EPA 150.1 A 

09/29/2005 JTD EPA120.1 A 

09/29/2005 JTD SM2320 

11 /21/2005 BEM EPA200.9 A 

10/13/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

11/22/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

11 /15/2005 JTD SM4500C 

11/17/2005 BEM SM31 138 A 

11/15/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

10/01/2005 BEM SM3111 B A 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 A 

9 Item No. 
b-J+ Page 

Approved by: --+-~=--__:· __ . ----=-- 443 

Pag/1 of 2-CUSTO MER 2 

"
\ 



.r ~;·WATER~LAB CORP. 
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~ -
' . 

Chromium ND@0.01 

Copper ND@0. 1 

Cyanide ·& ND@0.02 

Fluoride ND@0. 1 

Hardness as CaC03 82. 

Iron ND@~.1 

Lead ND@0.002 

.· TEST REPORT 

LAB # : 20050929-036 

mg/1 0.1 

mg/1 1.0 

mg/1 . 0.2 

mg/1 4.0 

mg/1 CaC03 250. 

mg/1 0.3 

mg/1 0.015 

(Cant) 

· 2603 - 12th Street, SE 
Salem, OR 97302 
Voice: (503) '363-0473 
FAX: (503) 363-8900 

Page: 2 

11/22/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

10/10/2005 BEM SM3111B A 

10/03/2005 JTD SM4500CNCE A 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 A 

09/29/2005 BEM SM2340 A 

10/0\{2005 BEM SM311 1 B 

1 0/13/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

Magnesiut;l 3.98 mg/i" NoneSet 10/10/2005BEMSM31 11B A 

Manaa r:l~~~Q'~~~.-r.n...,.J~.~"'"Ii7'-~li!Q'il,~<Afi-£<~~?"'tM":10L1.0(2P.05~.Bii~S..,~~:lti1!~.~~J-i:~ ~~~ ~~-l.,~S~~~~~~~~~z;.~~~~f:.a:t~~.( 

Mercury ND@0.001 mg/1 0.002 10110/2()05 '13{:M SM3112B A 

Nickel · ND@0.01 mg/1 0.1 10/13/2005"BEMSM311 3B . A 

Nitrogen, Nitrate ND@0. 1 mg/1 N 10. 

Nitrogen; Nitrite ND@0. 1 mg/1 N 1. 

Phosphate, Ortho 1.1 mg/1 P 

1 Potassium. c;(i. 2.88 mg/1 None Set 

Selenium ND@0.002 mg/1 0.05 

Silica 44.5 mg/1 None Set 

Sodium 5.9 mg/1 25. 

Su lfate ND@0.1 mg/1 250. 
1~ 

Total Solids, Dissolved _, . 
~ 

122. mg/1 500. 

Suspended Solids ., ND@1 mg/1 None Set 

Total Solids 122. mg/1 None Set 

Thall ium ND@O.OD 1 mg/1 0.002 

Zinc ND@0.1 mg/1 5. 

NO- No Detection at specified limit . 
SM-"Standard Methods for th e Examination of Water & Wastewater", 19th ed 
EPA- "Methods for Chemical Analysis for Water and Wastes",USEPA 
A-ORE LAP 100039 
B = OR100016 Neilson Research Corroration, Medford, OR· 

Item No. __ 9 _ _ 
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09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 

10/07/2005 JTD SM4500 

10/01/2005 BEMSM3111 B 

11/ 17/2005 1:3EM SM3113B 

10/11/2005 BEM SM4500Si020 

10/10/2005 BEM SM31 11 B 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 

09/29/2005 BEM SM2540C 

09/29/2005 BEM SM25400 

09/29/2005 BEM SM2540B 

11/18/2005 BEM EPA200.9 

10/10/2005 BEMSM31 11B 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 



WATERLAB CORP. . . . ' . . . . . 
.......__ ~ ...tli,;._ ........._ ......... ........ __.....,_ .......___ ........._ --- _........ ...-._ _...._ _..,.,__ --"""'''llt. ........_ ........_ _..-._ .....,.... .........._ ........_ _.-.._ ......._ ..-.._ ...-. .........._ ........._ _..-._~€) 

'cr-.avwza.w...uv..wr..-.~~..wr'4<.&L4W2 ..w>4'-~ ..w>~'47- .......... 
. . 2603- 12th Street, SE 

Salem, OR 97302 
TEST REPORT Voice: (503) 363-0473 

FAX: (503) 363-8900 

Serres F~rm LLC 

11283 Serres Lane SE 

Woodburn, OR 97071 

SAMPLE INFORMATION 

Location: 11283 Serres Lane SE/outside tap 

Date Sampled: 09/29/2005 Sample Type: Water 
. / . 

Time Sampled: 0830 Collected by: Paul Serrea 

CASE NARRATIVE 
The analyse.s were performed according to the guidelines in the WATERLAB Corp Quality Assurance Program. 
This report cc>nt~ills ari~ lytical results for the sample(s) as received by the laboratory. 

WATERLAB Corp certifies that this report is in compliance with the requirements of NELAC. No unusual 
difficu lties were experienced during analysis of this batch except as noted below or qualified with data flags on the 
reports. 

::STING INFORMATION 
Lab #: 20050929-017 

Date Received: 

Received by: 

09/29/2005 

RS 

Time Received: 1329 

Date Reported: 

Reported By: 

10/04/2005 

MS 

*Chlorine Residual!.-. N/A Amount of Sample Used: 100 mls 

Date Started: ' 09/29/2005 Test Method Used: MMO 

Tech: BEM Method Code: SM 9223 

TOTAL COLIFORM BACTERIA RESULTS · 

Analysis shows Total Coliform Bacteria to be: ABSENT 

Absent= Acceptable Present= Unacceptable 
~- ----------- --------------- - - ---------- -- --- ---- --· - ------ - --

E.COLI COLIFORM BACTERIA RESULTS 

Analysis shows E. coli Bacteria to be: ABSENT 

E. coli is a sub-section of Tota l Coliform and its presence in water ind icates 
that raw sewage is present in the water. 

Explanation: W hen coliform bacteria are present in water, it is considered contaminated and therefore unsafe. Coliform organisms are found 
normally in discharges from the intestinal tract of man, animals or birds. Their presence in the water, therefore, must be considered as 
evidence of pollution. The laboratory examination determines the presence or absence of contamination at the time of sampling only. No 
definite conclusions should be drawn from a single bacterial examination. 

* Chlorine Footnote: Chlorine in water will kill coliform bacteria. Presence of chlorine in a water sample should invalidate the test unless the 
1 ter is from a system that is continuously chlorina ted every day the water is in use. 

customer 2 

Item No. 9 

Approved by: c ~ Page 445 

ORELAP ID# OR106()39 PagcU 1 of 1 

\ 

I 



TO: Serres Farm LLC 
1.1283 Serres Lane SE 
Woo'"Ciburn, OR 97071 

PO#: 

Collection Information 

Date: · 09/29/2005 
Time: 1400 ·. 
By: · ~ Paul Serres 

Lab #: 20050929-037 
Location: 11 283 Serres Lane SE/Henry's pump 

Case Narrative 

11/23/2005 

SERFAR 

Lab Receipt Information 
09/29/2005 ~,. 

1530 
MS 

The analyses were performed according to the guidelines in the WATERLAB Corp Quality A$surance Program. This 
report contains analytical results for the sample(s) as received by the laboratory . . 

i WAT ERLAB Q9rp certifies that this report is in compliance with the requirements of NELAC. No unusu<JI difficulties were 
J experienced o4ring analysis of this batch except as noted below or qualified with data flags on the reports. 

Suggested 
Analyte Results Qual Units Maximum 

Minera l & Toxic Metals Test 

pH 'I : 7.82 pH units 6.5- 8.5 

Specific Conductanc~~· 173. uhos/cm None Set 

Alkalinity, total 79. mg/1 CaC03 None Set 

Antimony ND@0.005 mg/1 0.006 

Arsenic ND@0.002· mg/1 0.05 

Barium ND@0.1 mg/1 2. 

Boron ND@1. mg/1 None Set 

Beryllium ND@0.0002 mg/1 0.004 

Cadmium ND@0.002 mg/1 0.005 

Calcium 9.6 rng/1 None Set 

Chloride 1.2 mg/1 250. 

NO- No Detection at specified limit 
SM-"Standard Methods for the Examination of Water. & Wastewater", 19th ed 
EPA- "Methods for Chemical Ana lysis for Water and Wastes",USEPA 
A-ORE LAP 100039 
8 = OR100016 Neilson Research Corporation, Medford, OR 

Analysis 
Date Tech Method A co.., 

09/29/2005 JTD EPA 150.1 A 

09/29/2005 JTD EPA120.1 A 

09/29/2005 JTD SM2320 

11/21/2005 BEM EPA200.9 A 

10/13/2005 BEMSM3113B A 

11/21/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

11/15/2005 JTD SM4500C 

11/17/2005 BEMSM3113B A 

11/15/2005 BEM SM311 3B A 

10/01/2005 BEM SM3111B A 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 A 

Item No. 9 
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.,~·wAT.ERtA·s coRP. . . .. ·. ··:. : . . 
l~ ·~ ........_ ........_ ............ . .....,..... ........___ .........._ ~--- ---""''llllo. .........._ ......... ........_ __......._ ~ _,.... ..........._ ........_ __....,___ ......... ------- ..........._..........._____..........Jill 

.~.-~ ...-r..-w....... w:w-..;.w.'&-4..0~ w«..a?..ar~~ x.-. 
' 2603 - 12th Street, SE · 

Salem, OR 97302 
Voice: (503) 363-0473 
FAX: (503) 363-8900 

TEST REPORT 

LAB #: 20050929-037 (Cont) Page:2 

Chromium ND@0.01 mg/1 0.1 11/22/2005 8EMSM31138 A 

Copper ND@0.1 mg/1 1.0 10/10/2005 8EM SM31118 A 

Cyanide ,$-. ND@0.02 mg/1 0.2 10/05/2005 NRC SM4500CNCE 8 

Fluoride ND@0.1 mg/1 . 4.0 09/29/2005 8EM EPA 300.0 A 

Hardness as CaC03 82. mg/1 CaC03 250. 09/29/2005 8EM SM2340 A 

Iron 0.22 mg/1 0.3 1 0/0,1f2005 8EM SM3111 8 

Lead ND@0.002 mg/1 0.015 10/13/2005 8EM SM31138 A 

Magnesium 4.3 mg/1 None Set 10/01/2005 8EM SM3111 B A 
~~~~!<-~'f~,~~~~,,.~~,.~~· · ·· . g neSi • · - '. ~lif~ ~mg/1¥" --= ' · .Qs,. - ¥ • ·,f.1 0IO:j12Q05t;.6.5.M~S.M3.i'b.1i1J3;~.tt~~~r 

Mercury ND@0.001 mg/1 0.002 

Nickel ND@0.01 mg/1 0.1 

Nitrogen·, Nitrate ND@0.1 mg/1 N 10. 

Nitrogen, Nitrite ND@0.1 mg/1 N 1. 

· Phosphate, Ortho 0.84 mg/1 P 

Potassium ; :'·r. ~ 2.2 mg/1 None Set 

enium ND@0.002 mg/1 0.05 

Silica 43.3 mg/1 None Set 

Sodium 5.5 mg/1 25 

Sulfate ND@0.1 mg/1 250. 
,, 

Total Solids, Dissolved _, 125. mg/1 500. 

"" Suspended Solids -· ND@1. mg/1 None Set 

Total Solids 125. mg/1 None Set 

Thallium ND@0.001 mg/1 0.002 

Zinc ND@0.1 mg/1 5. 

NO- No Detection at specified limit 
SM-"Standard Methods for the Examination of Water & Wastewater",19th ed 
EPA- "Methods for Chemical Analysis for Water and Wastes",USEPA 
A-ORE LAP 100039 

OR 100016 Neilson Research Corporation, Medford, OR 

CUSTOMER 2 

" \ 

Approved by: 

10/10/2005 aEM SM3112B A 

09/29/2005 BEM SM3113B · A 

0!314W2005 .8EM EPA 300.0 A 

09/29/2005 8EM EPA 300.0 A 

10/07/2005 JTD SM4500 

10/01/2005 BEM SM3111 8 A 

11/17/2005 8EMSM3113B A 

10/11/2005 JTD SM4500Si02D 

10/10/2005 BEM SM3111 ~ A 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 A 

09/29/2005 8EM SM2540C A 

09/29/2005 8EM SM2540D 

09/29/2005 8EM SM2540B 

11/18/2005 8EM EPA200,9 A 

10/10/2005 BEM SM3111 8 A 
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\~i~WA1ERLAB CORP. . .. . · : . 
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' -.uv..,a..r..wan.awNJU! . .-.r.,.«.WAWY_'-"«.WJJ!4~04&? .-.r..-.:=v~z..ww..-r~ 
· · · • 2603 ~12th Street, SE . 

Salem, OR 97302 · · 
Voice: (503) 363-0473 
FAX: (503) 363-8900 

·, 

TO: Serres Farm LLC 
11283 Serres Lane SE . . . 
Woddburn, OR 97071 

PO#: 

Collection Information 

Date: 09/29/2005 
Time: 1415 

· By: ' Paul Serres 

Lab #: 20050929-038 

TEST REPORT 

Location: Hermly Pump Wi lco Hwy/well tap 

Case Narrative · 

11/23/2005 

SERFAR 

Lab Receipt Information 
09/29/2005 ~ •. 
1530 
MS 

The analyses were performed according to the guidelines in the WATERLAB Corp Quality Assurance Program. This 
report contains analytical results for the sample(s) as received by the laboratory. 

WATERLAB Corp certifies that this report is in compliance with the requirements of NELAC. No unusual difficulties were 
experienced d4Hng analysi~ of this batch except as noted below or qualified w ith dat.a flags on the reports. 

Suggested 
Analyte Results Qual Units Maximum 

Mineral & Toxic Metals Test 

pH 7.79 pH units '6.5- 8.5 

Specific Conductance-:_;,. · 183. uhos/cm None Set 

Alkalinity, total 88. mg/1 CaC03 None Set 

Antimony ND@0.005 mg/1 0.006 

Arsenic ND@0.002 · mg/1 0.05 

Barium ND@0.1 mg/l 2. 

Boron ND@1 . mg/1 None Set 

Beryllium ND@0.0002 mg/1 0 .004 

Cadmium ND@0.002 mg/1 0.005 

Calcium 7.3 mg/1 None Set 

Ch loride 7.3 mg/1 250. 

ND- No Detection at specified limit 
SM-"Standard Methods for the Examination of Water & Wastewater" , 19th ed 
EPA- "Methods for Chemical Analysis for Water and Wastes",USEPA 
A-ORE LAP 100039 
B = OR10001 6 Neilson Research Corporation, Medford, OR 

Analys is 
Date Tech Method Ace 

09/29/2005 JTD EPA 150.1 A 

09/29/2005 JTD EPA 120. 1 A 

09/29/2005 JTD SM2320 

11/21/2005 BEM EPA200.9 A 

10/13/2005 BEM SM311 3B A 

11/21/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

11/15/2000 JTD SM4500C 

11/17/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

11 /15/2005 BEM SM311 3B A 

10/01 /2005 BEMSM3111B A 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 A 

ItemNo. 9 ---- ··' 
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,·.WATERLAB CORP. · . . . . ·. ~ . 
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'cYW.VWV4~ .a.>WJrW4V~W~~'CA&lW..ZV.W.:.,.0..WA47~~~.u>...W 
2603 - 12th Street, SE 
Salem, OR 97302 

TEST REPORT Voice: (503) 363-0473 
FAX: (503) 363-8900 

LAB # : 20050929-038 (Cant) Page:2 

Chromium 

Copper 

Cyanide .~. 

Fluoride 

Hardness as CaC03 

ND@0.01 

ND@0.1 

ND@0.02 

ND@0.1 

82. 

mg/1 

mg/1 

mg/1 

mg/1 

mg/1 CaC03 

0.1 

1.0 

0. 2 '----
4.0 

250. 

11/22/2005 BEM SM311 3B A 

10/10/2005 BEM SM3111 B A 

10/05/2005 NRC SM4500CNCE B 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 A 

09/29/2005 BEM SM2340 A 

Iron 0:20 mg/1 0.3 10/01£2005 BEM SM311 1 B 

Le~d ND@0.002 mg/1 0.015 10/13/2005 BEM SM311 3B A 

Magnesium 5.9 mg/1 None Set 10/01/2005 BEM SM3111 B A 

Mlllf.9ell~i~~t!i.~~~i.:.~'T~~Jm9f.~~~~~/..'f!~i.0}o5~li~i61~~::~1'0/0:fl20'05f#§EMii,.~M~M~1;''t~'1\'~A~~ 
Mercury ND@0.001 mg/1 0.002 10/10/2005 BEM SM3112B A 

Nickel ND@0.01 mg/1 0.1 10/10/2005 ·BEM SM3113B . A 

Nitrogen, Nitrate . 0.6 mg/1 N 10. 

Nitrogen, Nitrite ND@0.1 mg/1 N 1. 

Phosphate, Ortho 0.92 mg/1 P 

Potassium :~ t.t. 1.72 mg/1 None Set 

enium ND@0.002 mg/1 0.05 

Silica - 43.7 mg/1 None Set 

Sodium 6.7 mg/1 25 

Sulfate ND@0. 1 mg/1 250. 

Suspended Solids 
,, 

ND@1. mg/1 None Set _, 

Total Soli<;ls, Dissolve<;l • .:<-· 145. mg/1 500. 

Total Solids 145. mg/1 None Set 

Thallium ND@0.001 mg/1 0 .002 

Zinc ND@0.1 mg/1 5. 

NO- No Detection at specified limit 
SM-"Standard Methods for the Examination of Water & Wastewater", 19th ed 
EPA- "Methods for Chemical Analysis for Water and Wastes",USEPA 
A-ORELAP 100039 
--: OR1 00016 Neilson Research Corporation , Medford, OR . 

CUSTOMER 1 

.. 
\ 

Approved by: 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 

1 0/07/2005 JTD SM4500 

10/01/2005 BEM SM3111B 

11/17/2005 BEM SM3 11 3B 

) ,0/11/2005 JTD SM4500Si02D 

" 10/10/2005 BEM SM311 1 B 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 

09/29/2005 BEM SM2540D 

09/29/2005 BEM SM2540C 

09/29/2005 BEM SM2540B 

11/18/2005 BEM EPA200.9 

10/10/2005 BEM SM3111B 

~ J 
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TO: Honorable Marion County Commission 
Commissioner Patti Mi1ne 
Commissioner Janet Carlson 
Commissioner Sam Brentano 

FR: Amanda Dalton, Direct Northwest · 
Government Affairs Coordinator 

North Willamette Association of REALTORS® 
Salem Association of REALTORS® 
Polk County Association of REALTORS® 
Willamette Association ofREALTORS® 
Santiam Board ofREALTORS® 

. SUBJECT: Proposed Interchange Management Overlay District for 1-5/Hwy 214 
Interchange in Woodburn 

April25, 2006 

We would like to again express our concern with the proposed Interchange Management Area 
included in the City ofWoodburn's Periodic Review. We fear that by enacting such a restrictive 
district within Woodbum' s city limit, that it will be only a matter of time when similar districts 
are imposed along similar interchanges down I-5. Already we are seeing this come true. 

We applaud the city's efforts to expand the UGB, and support the timeliness of bringing much 
needed residential, commercial and industrial land into the city's boundaries. However, we urge 
the commjssion to vote against ODOT's attempt to use Woodburn as a case study in the IMA 
and encourage you to separate the issue from the periodic review. 

. . 

Local R~altors® are principally concemed about the negative effect that the proposed 
"Interchange Management Area" (IMA) would have on commercial development arotmd the I-5 
Highway/214 interchange. We are also concemed with the broader implications of adoption of 
this kind of an overlay district on land use in Woodburn and ultimately across Oregon at similar 
interchanges. 

Following are our major concerns with the proposed IMA: 

ISSUE: Ballot Measure 37 

The proposed "Interchange Management Area" (IMA) represents a significant further restriction 
on the use of land which will be encompassed within the proposed llviA Overlay Dis trict. Given 
the current climate surrounding Ballot Measure 37 and what its implementation has already 
meant for the state' s entire land-use regulatory system, now woilld be a particularly unfmtunate 
time for the City and ODOT to try to further regulate development according to traffic impacts. 
It is our unders tanding that LCDC previously attempted to impose vehicle trip-based regulation 
of interchange areas on a statewide basis pursuant to its 1999-2000 revisions to Goal 14, but 
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ultimately dropped the proposal out of concern for the impact of Ballot Measure 7. Given the 
viability ofBM 37, it would not be a good tinie for QDOT and the City to impose the regulations 
in the IMA with the state of land use regulation in such flux. 

ISSUE: Negath_re Impact On Commercial Growth 

In the name of preserving the capacity of the existing I-S/Highway 214 interchange, it appears 
from its face that the IMA would impose a hard "cap" on all non-residential development within 
a relatively wide swath of Woodburn in the general vicinity of the interchange. This area also 
happens to be the part of Woodburn with the highest level of automobile. access and is therefore 
most appropriate for commercial development. Furthermore, the Areawide Trip Budget in 
Section 2.1 16.02 of the proposed IMA would be set very low,. at just 2,500 peak hour vehicle 
trips total, while the aggregate of the Parcel-specific Trip Budgets is in excess of 4,600 peak hour 
vehicle trips. ODOT's view of what is sufficient to "accommodate peak hour trips anticipated 
by" the WoodbUrn. Comprehensive Plan and theW oodbun1 Transportation System Plan is 
obviously far below what would otherwise be expected in the area covered by the IMA Overlay 
District. 

In essence, ODOT, through the City, is proposing an indefinite growth moratorium in this area of 
Woodburn once the 2,500 trip Areawide Trip Budget has been reached. 

ISSUE; The City Does Have Options 

Though the TPR does appear to require st,ringent review of development in the vicinity of all 
state highway facilities in order to insure that development does not adversely impact the 
perfmmance of those facilities, and although the TPR also appears to strongly encourage the use 
of interchange management plans and regulations like the proposed IMA, the recent amendments 
now provide for local governments like the City of Woodburn to take an alternative approach 
tmder certain circumstances. 

Specifically, OAR 660-012-0060 allows local governments to approve a comprehensive plan 
amendment that would "significantly affect an existing transportation facility without assuring 
that the allowed land uses are consistent with the function, capacity and performance standards 
of the facility." In order to do so, there are various criteria which must be satisfied, including a 
requir ement that any such amendment may not involve property within one-half mile of the 
center point of the interchange. The imp01iant point is that the City of Woodburn is not 
obligated by Oregon law or regulation to pursue the course it is cmrently taking with the 
proposed IMA. Instead, the revised TPR provides for alternative development impact mitigation 
on a case by case basis. We feel the City should seliously consider this alternative before 
moving any :fill'ther on its current course. · 

ISSUE: Implications of IMA J?ar-Reaching 

As mentioned above, LCDC and ODOT have already attempt~d, as part of the earlier 
amendments to Goal 14, to adopt a proposal similar to the proposed IMA throughout Oregon. 
With that fact in mind, it is reasonable to assume that ODOT (and in the background LCDC) 
have regrouped and are now attempting to start the ball rolling in Woodburn with the intention of 
adopting interchange management area overlay disb-icts across the state. 
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The proposed IMA also appears to have the potential to be extended almost indefinitely. 
Today, ODOT is taking the position that land use intensity in the vicinity of the interchange must 
be curtailed in order to preserve the capacity of the interchange. If the interchange's 
performance deteriorates further, it seems likely that ODOT will take the position that residential 
development or an even wider area of Woodburn should also be regulated in this way. 

ISSUE: Unintended Consequences of IMA 

It is possible that the IMA may have the unintended consequence of triggeting a rush to develop 
in the IMA district in order to avoid being locked out when the Areawide Trip Budget of2,500 
peak hour trips is fully c,lllocated. This unintended consequence is another result of the 
artifiCially low Areawide Trip Budget which ODOT and the city are proposing. The 
development of just a few of the largest properties in the IMA Overlay District could consume a 
very large share of the 2,500-trip total Areawide Trip Budget. Rather than be locked out, 
property owners in the IMA Overlay District may decide that it is in their best interest to develop 
now. The adoption of the IMA would therefore result in an unanticipated spate of development 
activity as property owners rushed to secure their development rights. 

We encourage the Commission to view the proposed IMA as affecting more than just Woodburn 
. and to separate the proposed Interchange Management Area from the Periodic Review. 

Sincerely, 

George Haight 
Past President 
North Willamette Association of Realtors® 

Mitch Teal 
2006 President 
Salem Association of Realtors® 

Nancy Hamby 
2006 President 
Willamette Association of Realtors® 

Don Robertson 
Government Affairs Director 
Santi am Board of Realtors® 

Timm Cable 
Appointed Representative 
Polk County Association of Realtors® 
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To: Marion County Commissioners 
Ms. Patti lv.filne, Chair 
Ms~ J an~t Carlson 
Mr. Sam Brentano 

Marion Courity Plrulning Division 
Mr. Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 

Foreword: 

April26, 2006 · 

The purpose of this document is to set out the Serres Family concerns with the Public 
Facilities plan and its supporting documentation, particularly the City of Woodburn UGB 
Study Area Public Services Analysis ("Public Services Analysis"). This latter study was 
used to estimate public facilities development costs of the 8 Urban Growth Boundary 
Expansion Study Areas. The study results were then used by the Planning Consultant to 
categorize Study Areas by average cost per acre of providing dty services. The areas 
ranked "C" were excluded from :further consideration. We believe that the original. study 
contains several errors. We believe the consultant's ranking scheme is not correct, 
because it confuses the city's average cost of providing city services across different . 
service types with the city's cost of providing city services to a specific service type . 

. ··-- - -

Insofar as both the Woodburn Planning·Commission and Woodburn City Council cite 
this scheme as a justification for their land use decisions, the ranking scheme and the 
"Public Services Analysis" prejudiced our substantial rights for due and fair 
consideration. 

Many of the concerns stated herein have been addressed to the City of Woodburn. Tb.e 
City of Woodburn responded only to our concerns as stated in our March 23, 2005 
written testimeny. We have not received issue-specific responses to any of our concerns 
raised in subsequent testimony. 

We do note that the "Public Services Analysis" was amended in late 2005 to more 
correctly .cost storm drainage services, directly in response to our March 23, 2005 
testimony, and for this we are grateful. For clarity~ please note that there are two versions 
of the "Public Services Analysis". Except where we specifically identifY the MaTch, 
2004 version, our comments herein refer to the updated October, 2005 version- the 
version included iri Legislative Amendment 06-2. 

In some respects, this whole cost of services issue is like peeling an onion. Please bear 
with us. 

The First Layer. Study Omits Transportation Costs. 

Under .ORS 660-011-0005(5) "public facilities" include water, sewer, and transportation 
£1.cilities. 
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The ''Public Services Analysis", as presented,-does not include the costs of providing_ 
transportation facilities to the UGB Expansion study areas. The Serres Family believes 
U GB-Study Area 4 is better served by existing primary arterials, State Highways 211 , 
214, and 99E, than competing areas, and that this omission materially affects the City's 
costs of providing services to the UGB Expansion areas. No specific re~ponse was 
received from City, City Staff, or City Consultant." 

- Please refer to Attachment A, Oregon Transportation Map Showing Functional 
Classification of Roads, City of Woodburn, 2003 and Attachment B;Marion County 
Department of Public Works Map 13, Feb 16, 2005, which has been colored to show 
location of Serres and Dryden portions of Study Area 4 relative to State Highways 2 i 1, 
214, and 99E. 

The Second Layer. Accuracy Standards for "Public Services Analysis". 

Under OAR 660-011-0005(2) "Rough Cost Estimates" are "not intended that project cost 
estimates be as exact as required for budgeting processes." While this allows latitude on 

- - --the Standard of Acc-iiracy for the cost estimating process, this Rule does riot justify 
inconsistent application of standards between study areas or allow errors and omissions, 
when determined, to go uncorrected. 

An inspection of the March 2004 "Public Services Analysis;' shows inconsistent 
application of standards and several errors and omissions, such as showing a sewage lift 
station on the appropriate Study Area Sanitary Sewer map, but omitting the cost of that 
sewage lift station from the cost summary. 

The Serres Family commissioned Mr. Randolph A. Lytle, PE, principal of the firm 
Consulting Resources, Inc. to assess the study. Mr. Lytle concluded his assessment with 

"Based on the information that was provided to us, the analysis that was conducted by the 
City of Woodburn is flawed and not consistent. The evaluation and consideration of land 
that should be brought into the UGB should be further evaluated." 

The Serres Family received no response specific to any issue raised in Mr. Lytle's letter 
or to the issues raised in its May 19, 2006 from City, City Staff, or Consultant. 

The Senes Family submits the following attachments: 

Attachment C: City ofWoodbmn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, March, 
2004, as received through a Public Infonnation Request. This is the material furnished to 
Mr. Lytle. 
Attachment D: Letter, May 19, 2005, Serres Family to City Administrator :and Mayor, 
n-1is in!l Goa11 compliance concerns regarding public access to the study and other issues. 
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Attachment E: Letter, May 19, 2005, Lytle to David Duncan re "Public Services 
Analysis" accuracy. 

The Third Layer. The City's Standard of Accuracy. 

The Woodburn City Council heard testimony summarizing Periodic Review 
documentation at its October 10,2006 meeting. Mr. David Torgeson, PE, Assistant City 
Engineer, spoke to the issue ofUGB city services cost estimation. Mr. Torgeson stated 
that the city services cost study was· accurate to "plus minus 30%". 

City Services Costs were presented in the Public Facilities Plan (October 2005) as 
follows: 

UGBSt d A u IV rea 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

CLty_ Services Costs 24583 24077 20624 . 34633 21137 3391e 29741 
Costs X 70% 17208 16854 14437 24243 14796 23741 20819 
Costs X 130% 31958 31300 26811 45023 27478 44090 38663 

The contents of this table are shown graphically below. Please note that at plus/minus 
30%, the lowest price per acre for the most expensive Study Area, $24,243, is less than 
the highest price per acre for the least expensive Study Area, $26,811. In other words, at 
a 30% plus/minus accuracy standard, the study can't def"mitively say that any study 
area is more expensive than any other. 

<1l .... 
(.) 

<t: .... 
<1l 

0.... 
~ 

City Services Costs Per Acre by Study Area, -30% and +30% 
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The Fourth Layer. Constrained lands not considered. 

To comply with the Periodic Review process, Woodburn completed a Constrained Lands 
inventory- an inventory of unbuildable lands, by Study Area. The table summarizing 
these results is presented below. This table appears on Page 47 of the UGB Justification 
Report. 

Table 13. Gi>al3, 5 and 7- Comtrained Land Summary 

1-~-~-trf_he_:~_st-+-4-3....,.1 .;,-,...,...,O,..._.,I--6-.1-5-t-Vi.:::'5cr-ea:-;'iin.;;...,=;.;;c--t--{)..,....--{ ~~~1,~:~:·1---t-·-3-55,..._.,1---46-+---2---,4-i 
5.South 191 15.30 15.34 Wih 11.3:S · -16.14 · 147 2 1i 

Sl::rellru 

'1. 604 0.87 0 0 0 
Southn·est 

1;),87 397 185 20 

&. Weest 755 4.43 14.09 \Win 0.26 14.41 40 567 52 31 
Srre.llru 

227.7'3 227:73 
-· 

: 69.15 247.5"4 

5.72% 5.7;/:'l'o 1.74% 6.21% 

So\JCCe: Wwterorook Pbwin; 
L Adjlb""ted for orerlapping re;oi.l<-ce co~r~ge. 
2. E.'«:ludas Go:ll 5 l!!ld 7 coll5lrained l:w.ds atJ.d exc;!prion SIE<H. 

Study Area acreages were not reduced by constrained lands, even though the constrained 
land;; inventory was available prior to preparation of the "Public Services Analysis". By 
failing to subtract constrained lands, infrastructure connection costs are improperly 
allocated over gross, not net, developable acres. No specific response to this issue was 
received from City, City Staff, or Consultant. 

The Fifth Layer. Comparing Apples to Oranges, Part 1. 

According to the "Public Services Analysis", there are two levels of city services: 
residential and commercial/industrial. The "Public Services Analysis" applies the 
following costs per acre for each type of service to all 8 study areas: 
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0 Table: Base Costs Per Acre by Service Type 

Service Type Residentia Commercial/Industria 
Storm/Acre 7800.00 3600.00 
Sewer/Acre 10800.00 5000.00 
IW ater/ Acre 9000.00 5100.00 

tfota1/Acre 37,60o.ool 14,700.001 

The information in this table is taken from pages 2, 3; and 5 of Appendix C, Public 
Facilities Plan, October, 2005. Please note the difference in base services costs of 

·Residential/and use versus Commercial/lndustrialland use. 

The table below appears on page 56 of the UGB Justification Report, October 2005. This 
table includes the total estimated costs of services, including the Base Costs from the 
previous page, plus any infrastructure costs required to connect the Study Area services 
into the existing City-infrastructure. 

Please note that the Study Areas with the highest per acre services costs are Study Areas 
4 and 6, which are designated 100% residential use. Please note that Study Area 5, which 
is 1 00% Commercial/Industrial, has the lowest per" acre services cost. The other areas fall 
in between these extremes based on the acreage allocation to residential versus 
commercial/mdustrial service type. The development costs in this table reflect the type of 
service, not site-specific factors. · 

Table 16: Ranked Public Utilities Costs by Study .·\rea . 
Land Use Distribution in Acres :Estimated Costs in $Million 

Storm Ini tial 
Study Area Study Commercial S·ewer Water Drainage Total Esl Costs Ranking 

Area Residential /lndustr.ial Costs Costs Costs Costs per Acre A, B. C 
1. Nor:l.h\v;est 600 360 240 4.41:l 6.10 4.17 14 .75 $24,.!ilt3 B 
2. North 1650 440 2 10 5.2[} 8.28 4.17 15.65 $24,077 B 
3. Northeast 330 1GO 230 2.15 2.52 2.14 6 . .S1 $20,624 A 
4. East 343 343 0 3.25 "5.20 3.43 11.88 $:34,633 c 
5. :Soutlleast 431 0 431 2.70 3.26 3.15 9.11 $2·1,137 A 
6. Soutll 189 1S9 0 2.30 .2.64 1.47 6.41 $:33,9·15 c 
7. Soutllwes! 5i0 360 130 4.79 5.10 5.14 15.03 $29 471 8-
B. West 755 457 .298 5.62 -6.67 -?.53 16.92 $22,4·11 A 

scu~J:: 'Ncodtt.Jfn ?ullrc Wo.1:& DepCilrnElll (PFP. P.ppendJx C) and \'lln~:rtr::ck Rarnn; 

Layer 5. Comparing Apples to Oranges, Part 2. 

Please note the "Initial Ranking" column at the far right of this table, which ranks the 
average cost per acre by Study Area, without regard to the type of city services being 
provided. The Study Areas with a higher proportion of residential are at a disadvantage 
in this scheme. Nowhere is it demonstrated that the cost of providing residential services 
in a 1 00% residential Study Area is greater than the cost of providing residential services 
in any other Study Area. To the contrary, the "Public Services Analysis" background 
information supports equal costing across all study areas for base residential and 
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commerciaJJindustrial costs, as set forth Attachment C of the Public Facilities Plan, , 
October, 2005, pages 2, 3 and 5. 

This "ran)cing" scheme confuses two different concepts- Study Area average cost/acre 
across different service types versus Study Area cost/acre for a specific service type. 
Excluding Study Areas 4 & 6 from ftuther consideration on the basis of this ranking 
scheme is incorrect, be<;:ause the underlying study does not demonstrate a difference 
between study areas .for residential service costs. 

We have previously raised this issue in our written testimony to the City of Woodburn, 
and have not received a response specific to this issue from the City, City Staff, or 
Consultant. . · 

The Onion's Core. 

We have set out our concerns in a straightforward manner. Namely: 

• Transportation costs are excluded from city services cost estimates 

• The Study contains errors of omission and consistency. 

• The Study's standard of accuracy, plus/minus 30%, does not permit definitive 
statement that any Study Area is more expensive or less ~xpensive than any other. 

• Constrained lands were not removed from Study Area acreage, skewing costs. 

• Per Acre Residential services costs are more than double those of 
commen;iaJJindustrial (excluding transportation). 

• Study Area average cost per. acre is determined by the proportion of residential 
service acres to commerciaJJindustrial service acres, not intrinsic site 
characteristics. 

• The cost-ranking scheme employed in the UGB Justification Report creates a 
false impression that some Study Areas can serve residential land use more 
cheaply than others. 

o The cost ranking scheme prejudices the rights of landowners in "C" ranked Study 
Areas. 

Several of these are simple nuts and bolts issues. They were presented to the City of 
Woodburn, but not addressed in an issue-specific manner contrary to the requirements for 
appropriate response set out in OAR 660-025-0080(2)(a) and (b). We do feel failure to 
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address our concerns and the advancement of this cost ranking scheme are prejudicial to 
our rights to due consideration urider the body of planning law and regulation. 

We apologize for encumbering the County process. However, to preserve our rights 
under ORS 197.835 and other statutes, we feel we must reiterate these issues at the 
County level. 

Sincerely, 

Serres Family 

Attachments: 

A) Oregon Transportation. Map Showing Functional Classification of Roads, City 
of Woodburn, 2003 - . . 

B) Marion County Department of~blic Works Map 13, Feb 16,2005 (Modified 
to show subject lands by colorization). 

C) City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, Match, 2004, 
as received through a Public Information· Request. 

D) Letter, May 19, 2005, Serres Family to City Ad.mitllStrator and Mayor, Cover 
letter to Attachment E that, in addition, raises Goal 1 compliance concerns 
regarding public access to the study and other issues. 

E) Attachment E: Letter, May 19, 2005, Randolph A. Lytle to David Duncan re 
"Public Services Analysis" accuracy 

Please enter this document and all of its attachments into the record of Marion County 
Legislative Amendment 06-2. 

Four copies provided--one copy to Les Sasaki which includes the full version of 
Attachment C the City Services Cost Study of April, 2004 (includes 24x36 and 11x17 
maps), the remaining three to Commissioners Milne, Carlson, and Brentano, which 
references the Attachment C of Mr. Sasaki's copy. 

Hand delivered, April 26, 2006. 
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First, I want to say that the Periodic Review Plan has good things. For a stable 
community we need community based jobs, better, more efficient roads, and a sense 

· of place or identity unique to our locale. So I support the intent of the economic 
components of the plan. 

But, I am critical of the plan because I believe it is unbalanced. With that if)mind I 
refer to: 

Marion County CompPehensive Plan Urbanization Element 

Urban Growth Policy #3: Development of the urban area should proceed from its 
center outward~ 

Since the 1960's the City ofWoodbuni has grown lob sided, with the· East side static 
and the West side expandbig beyond the freeway~ The proposed UGB expansion 
continues lob-sided grow~h and will allow the first new lands to be developed under 
the UGB expans~on to be tho~e furthest from the city center: . Ctv'J . 6J 

LaCYk & bt-LM 0-Qn of p~£Jios - lC((o3- of oJo-oJb,avt{,/ go;:}r;M~ 
Growth Management Framework: Gvfj i> W>«f~~.::; 
Purpose #4: Maintain physical separation of communities by limiting ·urbanization 
of fitrDJ. and forest lands between cities. 

The proposed UGB expansion moves the Woodburn UGB closer to Gervais and 
Hubbard. · Eastward expansion would maintain physical separation. 

Goals ~ Policies #4: Honor the unique identities of communities and strengthen 
unique characteristics. 

Expansion along the freeway promotes development of an urbanscape dominated by 
the freeway. Expansion outward from the traditional city center encourages a 
cityscape more typical of the locality. 

Transportation Policies and Coordination Guidelines: 2. Communities should 
implement street connectivity standards. 

East side expansion allows completion of the unfinished East side city street grid 
initiated in the 1960's and never completed. 

Coordination Guidelines: When feasible, the County will utilize city standards 
(such as those in the Salem TSP and Salem Revised Code for example) for 
development that occurs on unincorporated lands within UGBs. 
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n \;;.j Eligibility for M37 status should be a factor in determining which lands are brought 
i.Iito a UGB. 

Hou~ing Policies and Coordination Guidelines 

Coordination Guidelines, bullet point 3. The County should lead an effort with the 
cities to develop a numeric goal of providing affordable housing distributed 
proportionally in the cities larger than 10,000 persons in the County. · 

The housing needs analysis documents that Woodburn has provided a 
disproportionate share of lower priced housing. The Periodic Review plan 
continues that trend. 

Woodburn has followed an economic strategy to identify 1) its strategic eco~omic 
advantages and 2) attract new business types best able to capitalize on those 
advantages. Woodburn needs a parallel strategy for housing. Woodburn needs to 
identify its-strengths as a housing provider and appeal to new demographics 
attracted by. those strengths. 

What I think Woodburn has to offer is a small town living experience that is close 
enough to Portland to benefit from that city's medical, cultural, and educational 
facilities and institutions. Woodburn is also close enough to ocean, mountain, and 
river to offer many recreational adventures. 

Use of UGB Expansion as a planning tool to support defined community objectives 
to benefit entire community. 

One way to look at Periodic review is that it is the mechanism by which the City gets 
development rights. The community can use these development rights to support 
community needs. This could mean locating residenti~l growth to offset a lost 
economic center (closed cannery). Doing so would support the neighboring 
commercial district (99E commercial strip), maintain property values and stimulate 
revitalization. 

With balance, this could be a very good plan. Please adjust this plan to put more 
emphasis on quality of life, on support for the assets we already have, and on 
bringing good jobs to the community. 

Thank you 
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The Serres Family 
1840 E. Lincoln Road 
Woodburn, Or 97071 

Mr. John Brown, Aclministrator, 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 a.lld 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 UGBexpansion 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 April19letter, 
the right to comment on the city services stridy 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 Record$ Request. We subsequenlly submitted Woodburn Public Work's study 
to Mr. Randolph A. Lytle, P.E. for review. We requested Mr. Lytle to review 
Woodburn Public Work's Services cost study for its adequacy as. a "frrst 
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 are enclosing Mr. Lytle's letter of findings, dated May 19, 2005 in its 
entirety. 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 
analysis as his Issue No.6, but we were not seeking his evaluation of the needs portions 
of 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 ofWoodbmn is flawed and not consistent. The evaluation and 
consideration of land that should be brought into the UGB should be fmther evaluated." 

We agree with Mr. Lytle's assessment. We do not feel that the existing study 
correctly and adequately estimates the costs of providing City Services to the UGB 
study areas. Consequently, the study should not be used as a decision making tool. 
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However, both 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 Woodbmn 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 Form to obtain the Public 
Works cost study. 

We call your attention to the following excerpts from Goal 1 : 

OAR 660-015-0000(1 )( 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 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 to the public hearing process to adopt 
comprehensive land-use plans. 

OAR 66.0-015-0000(1)(6)(D)(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 necessmy for effective planning. 

OAR 660-015-0000(1)(6)(E)(l) 

At the onset of the citizen involvement program, the governing body should 
clearly state the mechanism through which the citizens will receive a response from the 
policy-makers. 

Contrary to Goal 1, it seems obvious that Woodbmn'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 withGoall. We 
also request that this letter and its attachment be placed in the public record of 
testimony, Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review and Update. 

Yours, 

Susan Dllllcan 

Representatives, 
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 

Hem No. __ 9 __ 

Page 468 



:·t,,:·:. 
--~(~ ·-- ... - ; -.. 

May 19,2005 

Mr(David Duncan 
f~4() E. Lincoin Road NE 
Woodbuti:I, oR 97o·7-t -8211 

RE~ ·Woodburn UGB Study 

bear David: 

Consulting Resources; Jnc. 
308 Pineqpp;t Drive 

Newb(!rg"ORE-_~7132 
Pnonet 5o3-S31Jt927 
F~; 503~5374927 

Mobil~: ~OJ-:780:.835 I 
randyi.Ytie@cob,icast.net 

JQh No. 0138-0002 

P~r yot:tr request, we have reviewe<;l the information prepared by th~ City of Woodburn that was 
transmitted to us from you on May 12, 2005; Thaiinfor.qtation included: 

3-24"x 36"- SAP Storm, Wnter am). Sewer Map~ for.allRegions 
24- 11 "xl7"- SAP Storm, Water and Sewer Maps for each Region 
1- 11 "x17"- Map of all R~gions 
8 - 8-1/2''x ll '' - .Study Area Cost Di.sc:yssiqiyfof ~egions 
5- 8-1/2'-'xll" - ReviS~_df\fe~ C9st Di~cu$sj6os for-Regions 
1 - 8'"1/2''xll~'- W<:Jodbtitn UGBStt.ldy. A,x:e~~trycture Costs Per Acre 
1- 8-ll2"x1l"- PublicRecord~Re.gu~st:Fo~ . 
1 - 8-l/2"x 11 '-'~City of Woodb!lffi Respons~ to fu.blic fuformati~>n Reques.ts # 1 ~d #2 of 4/29/05 
2- 8-l/2" x11"- Methodology for Cc4culations:- Urban GroWth Boun.dary Expansion 
1- 8-1/2"xll''- UGB Expansion Water Pem.and 
5 - 8-l/2;'xl I" - S.A.P. Evaluation ofWatetRequirements for UGB Increase 

Our review brought up the following issues: 

1. The scale indicated on tbe 24"x 36" sh~ets indicate 1 ":=2500·'. This appears to b~ 
incorrect. The scale of the 11 "x17" plans is 1"=800'. This appyarS tp be corr~ct and it is 
the same as ihe 24" x 36" sheets. The length of pipe incqcated on t,he "Stl!dy Area Cost 
Discussion for Regions" does not correspond to what is indicated· on the plan for water, 
sewer or stonn. The resultant lengths of pipe are in question. 
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2. The Costs per acre developed on the ''Woodburn UGB Study Area Infrastructure Costs 
per Acre" reflects the costs per "Gross Acres" of land. A more relevant method would ·be 
to use the cost per "Buildable Acre" Of land. · 

3. The linear foot costs of the piping or infrastructure does not appear to be consistent from 
region to region. · 

4. The, infrastructure that js indicated on the 24"x 36, sheets does not appear to service the 
entire region in any of the regions. A more detailed loQk should pe considered. 

: :~~~:::··;{> 5. TJle assj.lnted infra.stnicture that is proposed does · not appear to be based on apy real 
topogni_phical data. A more detail~d review should be consid.er~d with accurate . ' 

· tq"poffi:apWcal information. As an example, sewer lift stations are proposed in some areas 
and riot in dthers that appear to need it. 

6. Th'ete·is no data sugge&ting what needS' that the City may have relative to. future bouswg, 
comJIIercial~ r~tan;· parks ,or iiJ9!J.strial b<i$ed on population projections. A needs analysis 
would be appropriate for considemtion of UGB expansion. 

7. The analysis assumes 'that the existing storm drain system does not have capacity in some 
regions and does in others. We find no basis for this evaluation. 

8. The quantity of flow versus pip~ size is inconsistent and appears to be in error. 

9. The schematic utilities that are laid out are not sufficient for proper evaluation. 

Based ot~ the information that was provided to·us, the at~alysis that was conducted by the City of 
Woodqunt is -flawed and not consistent. The evaluation and consideration ofland that should be 
brought into the UOB should be further evaluated. Con.sideration of the needs of the City based 
upon yXistiQg facilities and population projections should also be considered. 

Please call if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 
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. ~UB~IG RE~QRD~-- R~~~EST ·F~~~: .. 
i-: ~-- ·.: :.. . ·, _: .·. -. :. . :~ .. '·.' ... ·, ·. ·. .. . ·:... . . . . 

This fonn is used to procass public record requests in !lccordance with .the Oregon Public Records 
Law (ORS Chapter 1 92).. Persons wanting to inspect or obtain ocpies of public records need to 
complete thJs formand submit it to: · · · · 

Flm~nee Dapartment 
City of Woodburn 

Phone: ~3-9S2-5:ir2.2 
Fax: 503-982--5244 
TTY; 503--982·7433 :1.10 MontgOtn$JY Street 

Woodburrt, OR 97071 

DESCRIP'T'ION O:f PUBLIC RECORDS REQI.lESTSD (include as much"detafl as possible, i.e., type 
of document, ub/ication or relea.s~ dates authors, title, ord;nance number, eta. : 

'2_-t-[ mo_ps of Ubo '6fud:j . co-·ec~s Gi1lJuJLv1q IOLf l.ft!Jl _of. putouc 
· Se'~v-ic~ - gcu: u\ la.« uwE loetVJqJ U4tvl to0 e.dfitoL(~~ costs 

ot. rro 1./)' .rJ..-~· Vi?i c~ hr ~rv')( ~ to !Jm 3 1-v.cu, GL r-eeu~ , P 1-eo.¥- ~~ fe V' 
J I . I , • . 

lo YCluid Tc:..reje-:;al/1. IVJ f, ·VYJCVJU {l;t lip 2-<;~_z._oos tlh.1 (};uvJct.J Vr}f&J h v 1 ~ · ·· r · ... ______ ,_ .... ·· ··-···--- -- -

' arn fnte~ted ln: 0 PersonaUy Inspecting Recd'rds ~Obtaining Copie~s 

fov 0- ref.e.v--eVlc't' ~ t/U-Ld ov'Z{.fi~tt") [6 hV.Lf. rv;cvp s.. 
ReQUI!ST SUBMITTED BY: u 
Name: ... 'TJ til I I,?,( l . /i( VI C C<.- Vl Date: t-(- 2 tf -0 5 
Organization: 

2 1 
Phone: So3-q8f-3275 )03 /:;78 -5838 

_Addr6ss:: t8J./..O E. 1 Ll ~--,cof~ 1 tRc.cce.f Fax: 5o?:>-9S2--6 2-1.l 
City/State/Zip: {1 2onr:.l be-l rv1 1 Z, !/<( q7 0/ / 
Signature of Requestor: ~ lf1 .t ['l -{) &~ (/ t/&~·1 C ~"'"'--

/ ~ { 

FE~ Fees are payabfs at rhe tfme of receipt pi the records and are subject to change. Maim checks paytlb/e 
to: City of Woodburn, . 

Copy .f'i~Q 
(Docu.m«ints) 

Copy F'ea 

{Audio Tapes) 

_c 
1 cv~ 

$0.05 per page ~_Ide _(plus a rasearch fee of $31/hour. charged to the nearest 1/4 hour. only 
tor complex duplicative rt:quests requiring over 1/4 hour of research). Additional charges 
may be added for po~rtags and handling. 

$3.0~ per tape (plus a ~search fe~ of $31/hour, charged to 1ha nearest 1/4 hour. or the 
oopymf-1 of non-standard~ed tapes only for complex duplicative requests requiring over 1/4 
hcur or rasaarch). Additional charges moty ba added for postage and handling, 

FOR OFFICE USc ONLY: 

Date Rec'd: 

~emarks: 

Date Provided: Fee Paid: 
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Incorp orated 1889 

FAX TRANSMISSION 

TO: Da..uic{ 

ATTN: _______________ _ 

- ·-- - FROM: Maiy"Teliria.tit:=CityR:erord-er - ·-,.- ---·---··--··-· 

N~ber of Pages: I (Including this cover memo). If transmission is interrupted cir of 
p<>or quality, please notify us immediately. Phone: (503)982~5210. Fax No. (503)980-2482. 
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protected by law. The information iS intended only for the use of the ~eli vidual addressee named above. If you are 
not thC persoll tO whcm this.trari~:lri.on is addresse<:l, you l!l'e hereby notifie(l that any examination, review, . 
disclosure, copying, g.i~ft:r-ibtltion;O{?~&,of811Y. ~tion: in'-t~e of the. ~ontents of this iransrnission il strictly 
P.£R~}..;i~d. If _xpu hftv~ .tr:~ceiy~ this trantrlus3ioii" fn· er:ror, pfi~e rionff'liHi?~~at~Iy by telephone to a:rraage for 
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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, O~het 

. \:'\::.: 
ADD ffor current UGB, at year 202s .:--

4110 Acres 
50% 

2055 Acres 

62% 
17%-
18% 

. 3 0~-

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 
II 

" 
" 

Table 4-4 Mod. ConserVation 

· MF and ·SF Demand--are near-ly ·equaf·per ·dwelling unit--... -· Extrapolated DNT 

Residential Demand 

MOD, as ·factor of ADD 

MOD/Acre Residential 

MOD Comm'l & Industrial 

To thes numbers, Add Fire Flow Demand: 

Residential 
Comm'l/lndustrial 

1315.4 gpd/Ac Calc DNT 

3.9 4.2 Para Last 

5130.2 gpd/Ac Calc DNT 

1489.4 gpd/Ac Calc DNT 

1000 gpm 
2500 gpm 

ISOI'NVFD 
Consensus* 

*Comm'_l/lndustrial assumes sprinkled buildings/Hydrant combinations will 
be most! likely outcome for new buildings in UGB Expansion areas. 

Losses may need to be added to F-inal Demanfd Calculation 5% to 20% ? 
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Q. . M9thodolwv for Calculation"- Urban Growth Boundary Expanelon 
City of Woodburn - Public Works Department 

April2005 

1. Public Works . provided assistance to Community Development (Comm. Dev) in 
preparation· of estimated oosts 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 as Residential, Commercfal, and Industrial. 
Combinations were devised by application of formulas, without describing the 
,location within a mapped area wh~re any particul_ar land use might occur. 

··· --- · 4.---Public Works was ·charged with estimating costs for water, storm sewer, and · 
sanitary sewer within the boundary of each of the 8 subareas. 

5. The physical size (in acres), of each land use for each subarea was calculated 
using CAD. 

6. Master Plan criteria for water consumption, sanitary sewer flow rates and storm 
water runoff were used to determine values . for each .land use. Sizes of 
conveyance facilities were calculated for all areas by uniformly applying derived 
flow rates. Conceptual grid patterns for distribution pipes, sewer collection lines, 
and storm water collection ·lines were devised. The conceptual patterns were 
extrapolated c:tnd reduced to formulas for costs to serve on an acreage basis. 
Generally, the delivery of service to each sub area was considered to oceur 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 future, 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: 
$5.1KJAC 

-Sanitary Sewer: 
$5.0K!AC 
Storm Sewer: 
$3.6KIAC 
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Residential = $9.0K!AC Comm./lndustrial = 

Residential = $1 0.8KJAC Comm./lndustrial -

Residential = $7.8KIAC Comm./lndustrial = 



) 

8. Flow rates for these three infrastructure systems are as follows; 

Water System 

Residential= 1,315 gpd/AC (Avg.), 5,130 gpd/AC (Max.), 120,000 g/2hr. 
Commercialnndustrial = 382 gpd/AC (Avg.), 1,490 gpd/AC (Max.), 600,000 
g/2hr. · 

Saoitarv Sewer 

Residential = 1,420 gpd/AC 
Commercial/Industrial = 700 gpd/AC 

· Storm Sewer 

All areas: 0.5 cubic feet per second (cfs) per acre Thff3 empirical value was 
applied uniformly, regardle.ss of projected land use, because little 

· difference was ·dfscernable between· runoff factors · ·in·· conditlons ··-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 (SDMP). Areas greater than 50, but less than 150 acres were 
described as Secondary Drainage ways. The SDMP instructs that 
conveyance systemS for Primary Drainage ways accommodate runoff 
from .1 00-year event. Secondary Drainage ways are designed for 50-year 
events. The sizes of pipes were determined based upon their estimated 
slope and approximate design runoff for the tributary subarea. 

9. The estimates considered that planning has already been made for some major 
infrastructure projects (mOstly within the current Service Areas, and shown in a 

. five-year plan called Capital Improvement Program, or NCIP"). Calculations were 
performed assuming that water, sanitary sewer, and storm drainage Capital 
Improvement Projects shown in the budget for fiscal year 2004-20005 were 
accomplished before any of these expansion projects were under taken. 

10. Some infrasN-ucture elements within the existing UGB would need upgrading to 
serve individual expansion subareas. Some of these improvements · were not 
included in the C IP. 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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EVALUATION OF WATER REQUIREMENTS FOR UGB INCREASE 

RESIDENTAL COMMERC~NOUS~ TOTAL 
AVERAGE MAXIMUM AVERAGE MAXIMUM ·RES 

PROP RES COMMIIND DO DO DO 00 FIRE FLOW 
ZONE AC ACREAGE 1315.4GPD/AC 5130.2gpd/AC 381 .9gpd/AC 1489.4gpd/AC (2 HRS) 

1 362 239 476,175 1,857,132 92,995 355,967 1,977,132 
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 . 633,020 
4 343 0 451,182 1,759,659 0 0 1,879,659 
5 0 431 0 0 167,702 641,931 0 
6 189 0 248,611 969,608 0 0 1;089,608 
7 382 128 502,483 1,959,736 49,805 190,643 2,079,736. 

8 457 296 601,1 38 2,344 ,501 115,174 440,862 2,464,501-

SUB-TOTAl 2,269 1.542 2.984,643 11,640,424 599,992 2,296,655 12,480;424 

NOTE: Phase Il l of WTP build out will have producible product of 10.8 MGD and 6.1 MG storage.-

Original Date Thur. MarCh 18, 2004 
Printed Date 4!< .,_'200511 :1 5 AM 

0 

.TOTAL 
COMllND . TOTAL 

. FIRE FLOW ~DO 

(2 HRS) WIFF 

955,967 2,933,099 
918,732 3,275,499 
94a,S20 1,581,540 

0 1.879,659 
1,241 ,931 1,241,931 

0 1.089,608 
790,643 2,870,380 

1,040,862 3.505.364 

5,896,655 18,3TI,079 
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STORM DRAIN COST ANALYSIS OF EXTENDED BOUNDARIES BY REGION 

RESIOENTAL COMnND 
SD COST SO COST 

PROP RES COMMIIND PER PER 
ZONE AC ACREAGE AC AC 

1 362 239 $7, 800.00 $3,600 .00 
2 436 214 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 
3 ~ 100 234 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 
4 343 0 $7,800.00 $3 ,600.00 
5 0 431 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 
6 189 0 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 
7 382 128 $7,800.00 S3,600.00 
8 457 296 $7,800 .00 $3,600.00 

SUB-TOTAl. 2,269 1,542 

NOTE. Cost per acre are based upon SOC Recipt history. 

"'0'~ 
to:) ~ 

~ 3 
z 
0 

~ 
-...l l \0 
\0 

TOTAL 
RESIDENTAL 

COST 

$2,823,600.00 
$3,400,800.00 
$780,000.00 

$2,675,400.00 
$0. 00 

$1 ,474,200.00 
$2,979,600.00 
$3,564,600.00 

$17,698,200.00 

TOTAL ! 

COM!tND 
COST 

S860,400.00 ·. 
$770,400.00 
$842,400.00 

' $0.00 
$1 ,551,600.00 

$0.00 
S4Q0,800.00 

s 1,065,600.oQ 

$5,551 ,200.00 

I 
··: 

Original Date Thur. March 18 , 2004 
Printed Date 4/ 13f2(Y'C:.11:15 AM, 

TOTAL 

~· 

$3,684,000.00 
$4, 171,200~00 
$1 ,622,400.00 
$2,675,400.00 
$1 ,551 ,600.00 . 
$1,474,200.00 
$3,440,400.00 
$4,630,200.00 

$23,249,400.00 

a (cf5) 
BASED" ON 
0.5 CFS/AC 

300.5 
325 
167 

171 .5 
215.5 
94.5 
255 

376.5 

8 
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SANITARY SEWER_COST_ANALYSIS OF EXTENDED BOUNDARJES BY REGION 

\~\~ RESIDENTAL COM/1ND 
SD COST SD .COST 

RES COMMIIND PER PER 
A C ACREAGE AC . AC · 

1 3B2 239 $10 ,800. 00 $5,000.00 
2 43B 21 4 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 
3 100 234 $1 0,800.00 $5,000.00 
4 343 0 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 
5 0 431 $1 0,800.00 $5,000.00 
6 189 0 $10,800.00 S5.000.00 
7 382 128 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 
8 ·457 296 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 

SUB-TOTAl. 2 ,269 1,542 

NOTE. Cost per acre are ba sed upon SOC Recipt history. 

TOTAL TOTAL 
RESIDENTAL COM/lND ·TOTAL 

COST COST 

$3,909;600.00 $1,195,000.00 $5,104,600.00 
$4,708,800.00 S1 ,070,000.0d $5, 778,&00.00 
$1 ,080,000.00 $1,170, 000.00 $2,250,0Q0.00 
$3,704,400. 00 so.oo $3,704,400.00 

$0.00 S2, 155,000.00 S2,155.000.00 
$2,041,200.00 $0.00 $2,041,200.00 
$4,125,600.00 $640,000.00 $4,765,600.00 
$4,935,600.00 S1,480,000.00 S6.415.600.00 

$24,505 ,200.00 $7,71 0,000.00 $32,215,200.00 

Original Date Thur. March 18, 2004 
Printed Date 4/13ri"\Q511 :15 AM 

C) 



PROP RES COMM/IND 
ZONE AC ACREAGE 

1 362 239 
2 436 21 4 

. 3 100 234 
4 34 3 0 
5 0 431 
6 189 0 
7 382 128 
8 457 296 

SUB-TOTAl. 2,269 1,542 

~ -~ tD" 
~ 3 

2: 
0 

~ 1 \0 .... 

· Pag( · 5 

SANI TARY SEWER FLOW RATES BY REGION 

RESIDENTAL 
FLOW 
Rate . 

1420 GPD/AC 

514,040 
619, 120 
142,000 
487.060 

0 
268,380 
542,440 
648,940 

3,221 ,980 

CO"M/lND TOTAL 
FLOW FLOW 
Rate TOPOC 

700 GPD/Ac· PER DAY 

167,300 
149,800 
163,800 

0 
301.700 

0 
89,600 

207,200 

1,079,400 

681 ,340 
768,920 
305,800 
487,060 
301,700 
268,380 
632,040 
856,14-o . 

. ; 

4,301 ,380 

Original Date Thur. March i 8, 2004 
Printed Date 4/13120!'-"1 1:15 AM 

CFS 

1.05 
1.19 
0.47 
0.75 
0.47 
0. 42 
0.98 
1.32 

6.66 

D 
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WATER SUPPLY COST ANALYSIS OF EXTENDED BOUNDARIES BY REGION 
~ 
00 \0 
N RESIDENTAL CO Mil NO 

SO COST SO COST 
OP RES COMM/IND PER PER 

ZONE AC ACREAGE AC AC 

1 362 239 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 
2 436 214 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 
3 100 234 S9,000.00 $5,100.00 
4 343 0 S9,000.00 $5,100.00 
5 0 431 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 
6 189 0 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 
7 382 128 $9,000.00 S.S, 100.00 
8 457 296 $9 ,000.00 $5,100.00 

SUB-TOTAl. 2,269 1, 542 

NOTE: Cost per acre are based upon SOC Recipt history. 

TOTAL TOTAL 
RESIDENTAL CO WIND TOTAL. 

·cosr COST · 

$3,258,000.00 s 1,218,900.00 $4,476,000.00 
$3,924,000.00 $1 ;091,400.00 $5,01.5 ,400.00 
$900,000.00 $1 ,193,400.00 $2,093,400.00 

$3,087,000.00 $0.00 S3,o87,000.00 
so.oo $2,198,100.00 $2,198,100.00 

$1,701 ,000.00 $0.00 $1 ,701,000.00 
$3,438,000.00 S652, 800.00 $4,090,800.00 
$4,113,000.00 $1,509,600.00 . $5,622,600.00 

$20,421,000.00 S7 ,864,200.00 $28,285~'.00 

Original Date Thur. March 18, 2004 
Printed Date 4/1? "'0511 :15 AM 

() 
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nEGION No. I · 

CII:NERAL: 
• Approximately 600 · AC tot.al urea. _For evaluation purposes, this region was 

divided into 360 AC of Residential and 240 AC of Commerciai/Induslriai. 
• Flo~ rates· for water; sewer and stomi distribution and coHection systems arc 

based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigneq 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 othe~ proposed regions . 
. • The analysis is based on all CJP projects, identified in ·the current Master Plan 

. Documents, have been completed. 

· WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system can be -looped to the adjacent existing system without 

requiring -any additional distribution line between systems. 
• Flow rate~ were based upon Master Plan use rates J}er capita and 2-hour fire 

durations (2.93 MOD). 
• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $4.48 million. 
• Anillysis indicates the existing system (i.e. ciuTent.2004 service area) will SUppOrt 

the improvements, estimated costs are sh~wn below in the summary. · 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region would be expected to require construction of a new lift station in the 

Northern most point at an estimated cost of $600,000. 
• The new lift station would then require a new force main of approximately 3200 

LF to connect to the existing gravity collection system on King Way at an 
estimated cost of $400,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $5.10 million and will generate an 
approximate load of 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 are~ approximate 300 cfs. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $4. 17 million. 
• Analysis irxlicates the existing system (i .e. cm:ren t 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 

Totnl 

$4,480,000 
$6. 100,000 
$4, 170,000 
$14.700,000 

Item No. 9 
Page 483 
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REGION No.2 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 650 AC total area. For evaluation purppses · this region was 

di vidcd into 440 AC of Residential and 2 I 0 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer and stoim distribution and collection systems arc 

. based on zoning densities appropriate to the nssigned land use and Master Plan 
. consumpti_on/contribution rates. 

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

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

Documents, have been completed. 

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

system by approximately 1300LF of 12-inch dia. · main looped .to the adjacent 
existing system at a cost of$ i 80,000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations (3.3 MOD). . 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $5.02 million. 
• Analysis indicates the e~isting 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 corlector 

will have to upsized to the Goose Cr. connection of the parallel westeriy reliever 
at a cost of $500,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $5.78 million and will generate an 
approximate load of I .19 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 upper Mill Cr. to service 

this area, approximately 325 cfs. 
• Estimated new co llections systems cost is $4.17 million. 
• Analysis indicates the exis ting sys tem (i.e. current 2004 serv ice area) wi ll support 

the improvements. estimated costs are shown be low in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stonn Sewer 

Tnr ~> l 

Item No. 9 
Page 484 

$ 5,200,000 
$ 6.280.000 
$ 4,1 70,000 
$ 15,650,000 
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REGION No.3 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 334 A.C to111l area. For · evaluation purposes this region was 

divided into 100 AC of Residential and 234 AC of CommerciaVIndustrial. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer and stonn distribution and collection systems arc 

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

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

• This region was analy1..cd 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 requ ire extension of the extstmg 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 of construction of distribution infrastructure is $2.09 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

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

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

existing system at Industrial Pump Station on Industrial Way. 
• From the connection point, approximately 450 LF of collector will have to 

upsized to the lndusiriaJ Way Pwnp Station at a cost of$100,000. 
• Estimated new collec tions systems cost is $2.25 million and wi ll generate an 

approximate load of0.5 cfs. · 
• AnaJysi.s 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: 
• NaturaJ drainage is adequate to handle outfall of only a smal l portion 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 cos t of$ i .3 million, 
approximate ly 167 cfs. 

• Estiinated new collections systems cost is $ 1.62 million. 
• Analys is indicates the ex isting system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements. esti mated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvenien ts 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Totnl Item No. 9 

0 

$ 2.150.000 
$2,350,000 
$ 2,920,000 
$ 7.420.000 ----

Page 485 



I{EGJON No.4 

CiENJ-:IU\1.: 
• Approximately 343 ·AC tow! Mea. For evaluation ,purposes this rcg1on was 

determined to be all Residential and no Commercial/Industrial. 

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

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered 1n 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 A TE.R DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 

• · A .new distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 
sy,stem by approximately I I OOLF of I 2'-inch dia. main looped to the adjacent 
existing system at a cost of.$ I 54,000. . 

• Flow rates were · based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations (I .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: 
• T h is region would require construction of a new lift station, off Hwy. 2 11 th~n 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 of 0. 75 cfs. 

• 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. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 

• Natural d rainage is inadequate to handle outfall. Runoff would, therefore, require 
construction of approximately 3500 LF of 78~inc h dia. pipeline Easterl y to the 
Pudd ing River at a cos t of $ 1.3 million, approximately 170 cfs. 

• Estimated new col lec tions sys tems cost is $2.68 million. 
• Analysis ind icates the ex is ting system (i .e. curren t 2004 ~ervice area) will s uppor1 

the improv.ements, es ti mated costs are shown below in the swnmary. 

COST LSTIMJ\TE S UMMARY: 
W ater Im provements 
Sanitary Se wer 
S torm Sewer 

Tota l 

Item No. 9 
Page 486 

.$ 3,240,000 

.$ 5,200,000 
$ 5.000,000 
$] 3,440,000 



-REGJON No.5 

GENERAL: Q 
• · Approximately 430 .AC total area. For evallllition purposes this reg10n was 

ac;signed into 430 AC of Commercial/ln.dustrial 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/con tri buti on rates. 

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

• This region was anfl,Jyzed independent of other proposed regi~ns. 
• . The analysis is based on all CIP projects,' identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• . A new qistribution system will require e)(tension of the existing distribution 

system by appro{(imately -J600LF 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 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: 
• Thi,s region will require construction of a new lift station in the Northwest corner 

of the region at an estimated cost of $350,000. 
• The new lift station would then require a new force main of approximately 4800 

Lf to connect to the existing gravity collection system at the Mill Cr: trunk line 
off of Cleveland SL at an estimated cost of $750,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $2.16 million and will generate an 
approximate load of 0.50 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will s~pport 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage is inadequate to handle outfall. Runoff, therefore, requires 

cons.truction ofapproximately 4500 LF of 84-inch dia. pipeline Easterly to the 
·Pudding River at a cost of $2.0 million, approximately 216 cfs. 

• Est imated new collections systems cost is $ 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 Estimate Summary: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$ 2,700,000 
$ 3,260,000 
$ 3, 150,000 
$ 9. I I 0.000 Itelll N 

Page o.~ 
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REGION No.6 

GENERAL; 
• Approximately I 90 AC total urea. For evaluation purposes this rcg10n was 

a'i.signed into I 90 AC of Residential and no Commercial/Industrial. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer and storm distribution and collection systems are 

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

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

· • This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CJP 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 5000LF of l 2-inch dia. main looped at a cost of 
$600,000. 

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

• 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 drainage appears adequate to handle outfa ll(s) to South Mi ll Cr. to service 

thi s area, approximately 95 cfs. 
• Estimated pew collections systems cost is $ 1.47 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: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

TotaJ 

Item No. 9 
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$ 2,300,000 
$ 2,640,000 
$ I ,470,000 
$ 6,4 10,000 



I~EGJON No.7 
GENf~H/\L; 

• Approximately 510 AC tow! urea. For evaluntion purposes this region wa<; 
divided into 38.0 AC of Residential and l 30 AC of Commercial/ Industrial. 

• Flow -rates for water; sewer and storm distribution and collection systems arc 
based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rat.cs. . 

• When and where practical topographic geography ·was considered in gravity 
-systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of o.ther proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTlONSYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing dis~bution 

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 MOD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastrucnue 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 wilJ generate an 
approximate load of 1.0 cfs. 

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

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• A new collection sys tem would connect to lhe existing system on the West end of 

Parr Rd. and require upsizing the existing co llector to a 42-inch dia. line at a cost 
of $200,00, approximately 255 cfs. 

• Es timated pew collec tions systems cost is $3.44 million. 
• Analysis indicates lhc existing system (i.e. current 2004 service urea) will support 

the improvements, es timated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stonn Sewer 

Total 

$ 4,790;000 
$5,100,000 
$ 3,640,000 
$ 13,530,000 

Item No. 9 ----
Page 489 



REGION No.8 

. GEN!-:HAL; 

• Approximately 750 AC total area. For t:vnJlU:Ition purposes this rt:gion was 
divided into 457 ~C of Residential and 296 AC of Commercial/ Industrial. 

• Flow rates for water; sewer and storm distribution and coJ)ection systems arc 
based on zoning densities appropriate to the fl'lsigned land use and Master Plan 
consumptiorycontribution rates. 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravi ty 
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 existi.ng system without 
requiring any additional distribution line between systems. 

• Flow rates wt;re based upon Master Plan use rates pe.r capita and 2-hour fire 
. durations (3.5 MOD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $5.6~ million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) Will supwrt 

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

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• A new collection system would coru1ect to the existing system on the West end of 

S . Woodland Ave. flowing to I-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 genemte an 
approximate load of 1.32 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, estim'ated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drai nage appears adequate to handle outfall (s) to both fi ngers of Senecal 

Cr. to service thi s area. Approximatel-y 375 cfs. 

• Esti mated new collections systems cost is $4.63 rn illion. 
• A nalys is indica tes the existi ng system (i.e. current 2004 serv ice area) wi ll support 

the improv.ements, esti mated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stonn Sewer 

Total 

Item No. __ 9 __ 
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$5 ,620,000 
$6,670,000 
$4,630,000 
$ 16,920,000 



REGION No. J 

HEVJSED AREA 
AUGUST 2,2004 

GENERAL: 
• · Approximately I 55 AC total area. For evaluation purposes, this region was 

divided into I 55 AC of Residential and 0 AC o f Commercial/Industrial. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer 'arid storm distribution and collection systems arc 

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

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

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis _is based on all CJP projects, identified iri '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 syste'ins. 
• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates ~ capita and 2-hour fire 

durations (0.92 MGD). 
• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $ J AO 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 oh 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 o f0 .35 cfs. 

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

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• 

• 
• 

Natural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to both fingers of Senecal 
Cr. to service this area, approximate 77.5 cfs. 
Estimated new co ll ections sys tems cost is $ 1.2 1 million . 
Analysis indicat6 the existing sys tem (i.e. current 2004 serv ice area) will support 
the improvements, es timated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

TotaJ 

$1,400,000 
$I ,670,000 
$ 1,2 10,000 
$4,280,000 

( · ·} 

Item No. 9 
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nEGJON No.2 
GENERAL: 

nEVJSED AI~EA 
A LJGUST 2,2004 

• · Approximately 251 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region was 
divided into 255 AC of Residential and 2 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 

• Flow rates for water; . sewer and storm distribution and collection systei1'1S arc 
based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• · When· and where -practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• . The analysis -is based on all ·CIP projects, identified in the ·current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
· • · A . new distribution system will require extension of the ex1stmg distribution 

system by . approximately 1300LF of 12-inch dia, main looped to the adjacent 
existing system at a cost of$180,000. 

• · Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations ( 1. I MGO). . 

• Estimated cost of construction of distributior infrastructure is $1.31 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e: current 2004 service area) will support 

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

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 

• This region would require construction of a new gravity system to connect to the 
existing system at the North end o f Boones Ferry Rd: . 

• From the Boones Ferry Rd. connection point, approximately 4000 LF of collector 
will have to upsized to the Goose Cr. connection of the parallel westerly reliever 
at a cost of $500,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1.29 million and will generate an 
approximate load of 0.28 cfs 

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

STORM S EWER SYSTEM: 

• Natural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to upper Mill Cr. to service 
this area, approx imately 128 cfs. 

• Es timated new co llections systems cos t is $930,000. 
• Annlys is indicates the ex is ting system (i.e. current 2004 service area) w ill support 

the improvements, es timat ed costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Wnter Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
S tom1 -~ewer 
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HEGION No.3 
GENERAL: 

JtEVISED AREA 
AVGVST 2,2004 

• Approximately I 3 AC total area. For evaluation purpbses this region was divided 
into 0 AC of Residential and I 3 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 

• Flow rates for water; sewer and storri1 distribution and collection systems are 
bas.ed 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 ba5ed on all ClP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension of. the existi.ng distribution 
, system by approximately 400LF of I 2-inch dia. main . looped to the adjacent 

existing sy~tem at a cost of $60,000. 
• Flow rates were based u~n Master Plan · use rates per capit~ 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 of 0. 0 I 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 o utfall. The region wo uld requ ire 

construction of approximately 700 LF storm sewer conveyance system, Easterly 
to the natural drainag~ at a cost of $75,000 approximately 6.5 cfs . 

• Estimated new collec tions sys tems cos t is $47,000. 
• Ana lysis indicates the existing sys tem (i. e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements. estimated costs are shown be low in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE S UMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
S3Ilitary Sewer 
S torm Sewer 

Total 

$ 126,000 
$ 165,000 
$ 122,000 
$ 4 13,000 

,~ 

~ ~ r· ·-- -
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( ) ........... HEGION No.6 

nEVJSED AnEA 
AVGVST 2,2004 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 34 AC total area. For eval uation purposes this region was assigned 

into 21 AC of Residential and 13 AC CommcrciaVIndustrial. 
• 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 baS'ed on all CIP projects, identified in ihe current Master Plan 

· Documents, have been c;ompleted. · 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 

• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 
system by approximately 500 LF of 12-inch dia. main . lo~ped . at a· cost of 
$600,000. . .. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and. 2-how- 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 reg(on 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 I 800 
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 90,000 arid will generate an 
approximate load of0.06 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the exis ting system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown be low in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 

• Nat ural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to South Mill Cr. to service 
this area, approx imate ly 17 c fs. 

• Estimated new collectio ns sys tems cost is $2 10,000. . 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) wi ll suppo rt 

the improvements, estimat ed costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 

Item No. 

Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
S tom1 Sewer 
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REGION No.7 
REVISED 

.JUNE 3. 2004 

• Approximately 379 AC total area. For evaluation .pUi-poseS this region is divided 
into 285 AC of Residential and 94 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 

• Flow rate~ for water; sewer ·and storm distribution and collection systems arc 
based on zoning · densities appropriate to the assigned !and · usc and Master Plan 
consulllption/contrjbution rates. . .. ·. · 

• When and wh~re practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region ~as an.alyzed independent of other propose·d 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 extepsiof} 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 lv1GD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of dis tribution infraStructure is $3.0 million. 
• Analysis indicates the e~isting system (i.e. current 4004 service area) will support 

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

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 

• This region will require construction of I 000 LF of_new gravity s~wer line to 
connect· to the existing system at the South end of Harvard St. at a cost of 
$80,000; 

• The existing gravity collection system at Harvard St. would require being upsized 
for approximately 3300 LF to 1-5 pump station at an estimated cost of $250,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $3.5 million and will generate an 
approximate load of0.7 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will s upport 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER S YSTEM: 

• !\new collection system.would connect to the existing system on the West end of 
Parr Rd. n.nd require upsiz ing the.exi stlng collector to a 42-inch dia. line a t a cost 
of $200,00, approximately 190 cfs. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $2.5 million. 
• Analysis indicates the ex is ting system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

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

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY:· 
Water Improvements 
Sani tary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$ 3.700.000 
$ J:8J O.OOO 
$ 2,700,000 
$ 1 0.230.000 
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REGION No.8 

GENERAL: 

REVISEI> AREA 
JUNE 3, 2004 

• Approximately 213. AC total area. For evaltu~tion purposes this region is divided 
into I 7 AC of Residential and I 96 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 

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

• When and where practical top(>graphic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proPQsed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects, identified in the current Mas!er Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system can be looped to .the adjacent existing system without 

requiring any additi9nal distribution line between systems. 
• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 

durations ( l. 1 MOD). 
• 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 sys tem would connect to the existing system on the West end of 

S. Woodland Ave. flowing to I-5 pump station . . 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1 .2 million and will generate an 

approxima~e load of0 .25 cfs. 
• Analysis indkates 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 outfaJI(s) to both fingers of Senecal 

Cr. to sci-vice this area. Approximately 1 I 0 cfs. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $838,000. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i .e. curient 2004 service area) will support 

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

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 
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Section 7. This . ordinance shall take effect . on the date o f an 
acknowledgement' urider the City's Periodic Review process. 

Approved as to form: q;. / (} .... J /- '2. 01> S 
......,..~ . ....._ . ..... 

Passed by t_h.e Council 

Submitted to the Mayor 

Approved b/the Mayor 
,. 

Filed in the Office of the Recorder 

ATTEST: ~~ 
Mar{Te ant City Recorder 
C_ity of Wood_burn, 9regon. 

Page 4- COUNCIL BILL NO. 2596 
ORDINANCE NO. 239 1 

November ~. 2005 

November 2. 2005 

November 2, 2005 
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BOARD OF 
COMMISSIONERS 
Sam Brentano 
Janet Carlson 
Patti Milne 

DIRECTOR 
James V. Sears, P.E. 

ADMINISTRATION 

BUILDING 
INSPECTION 

DOG CONTROL 

EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT 

ENGINEERING 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES 

PLAI'toiiNG 

OPERATIONS 

SURVEYOR 

Marion County 
OREGON 

PUBLIC WORKS 
DEPT OF 
AUG 0 8 2006 

August 8, 2006 lAND CONSERVATION 

Jason Locke 
Willamette Valley Regional Representative 
Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 
Salem, Oregon 97301-2540 

AND DEVELOPMENT 

Re: Written testimony submitted as part of Marion County review of City of 
Woodburn periodic review and Comprehensive Plan amendments proposal 

Jason: 

Enclosed is the Marion County record with regard to written testimony/public 
comments that were submitted during the County's review of the City of Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan amendments proposal that was concurred in and approved by 
the County following two public hearings on the matter. 

The public comments are arranged in a series of five packets, each with a cover 
page that lists the items and when they were submitted. The packets include the 
following: 

• Public comments submitted and included as an attachment to the County staff 
report dated April 28, 2006. 

• Public comments submitted after the County staff report was prepared and prior 
to the April 28, 2006 hearing 

• Public comments/exhibits submitted at the April 28, 2006 hearing 
• Public comments submitted after the April 28, 2006 hearing and prior to the June 

5, 2006 hearing 
• Public comments/exhibits submitted at the June 5, 2006 hearing 

If there are any additional items in the Marion County record for this matter that you 
need, please let me know. As you know, the bulk of the County's record includes 
the City of Woodburn record which was delivered to both the DLCD and Marion 
County back in February 2006. 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS 
(Attachment E of April 28, 2006 staff report) 

1. 1000 Friends of Oregon (letter dated April14, 2006 with attachments) 
2. Irene Westwood (e-mail dated April 15, 2006) 
3. Kay Peterson (e-mail letter dated April18, 2006) 
4. Arlene Harris (e-mail dated April19, 2006) 
5. Bob Lindsey (letter dated April17, 2006) 
6. No name (letter received Apri118, 2006 
7. Phil S. (letter received April18, 2006) 
8. Amando Benavidez Jr. (letter received Apri118, 2006) 
9. Mark Unger (letter received April18, 2006) 
10. James P. Kirsch (letter received April18, 2006) 
11 . Evarardo Castro (letter received April 18, 2006) 
12. No name (letter received April 18, 2006) 
13. Feodor Ivanov (letter received April 18, 2006) 
14. Toni Spencer (letter received April18, 2006 with attachments) 
15. Serres Family (letter received April18, 2006 with attachments) 
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534 SW Third Avenue, Suite 300 • Portland; OR 97204 • (503) 497-1000 • fax (50f) 223-0073 • www.friends.ord 
"' s rn re.,on ~ , 28 • (541) 474-1155 phone/fax 

~i!]ameHe Valley Office • 18 Liberty St. N.E., Ste 307A • Salem, OR 97301 (503) 371-7261 • fax (503) 371-7596 
a e County Office • 1192 Lawrence • Eugene, 7401 • (541) 431-7059 • fax (641) 431-7078 

Central Oregon Office • PO. Box 1380 • Bend, OR 97709 • (541) 382-7557 • fax (541) 317-9129 

April 14, 2006 IPd ~ ((; ~ llW!~ {j)) 
Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 
Courthouse Square 

APR 1 4 2006 

MAAIONCOUNTYPLANNJNG 
555. Court St. NE 
Salem, Oregon 97309-5036 

Re: W oodbum Periodic Review/UGB 

Dear Commissioners and Staff: 

Thank you for the opporhmity to comment on the City of Woodburn's proposed Urban 
Growth Boundary amendment and Periodic Review package. We support your efforts to 
work with Woodburn to proactively plan for growth within Woodburn and to coordinate 
those efforts with overall planning for northern Marion County and for the county as a 
whole. 

The package contains many positive elements including new opporlunities for a variety 
of housing-types, protection for riparian and other natural resources, and extensive public 
facilities planning. The plan adopted by the City Council improves upon the original 
·plan by removing residential land north ofTukwila from the UGB expansion hPcause of 
the quality of its soils and by replacing proposed industrial land jutting west past 
Butteville road vvith poorer soils south of Pan road. 

Nonetheless, we continue to have significant concerns regarding the UGB expansion, 
particularly regarding the hundreds of acres included in the UGB expansion for industJ.ial 
development as well as the inclusion of prime farmland north and west of the city, rather 
than Class III soils adjacent to the southern expansion area. 

I am submitting these comments in order to outline these principal areas of concern prior 
to the hearing. Additional concerns are detailed in previous testimony to the Woodburn 
City Council and are included as attachments to this letter. 

I. Amount of Industrial Land. 

Much of Woodburn's UGB expansion is based on a very aggressive industrir ~ 

development strategy that we believe is both outdated and unrealistic. Therefore, it is not 
in Woodburn's long-term best interests or in the best interest of the surroundirn 
community. Woodburn has about 7% of Marion County's population and just tmder 8% 
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ofMariori County's j obs. 1 The city forecasts that Woodburn will add 8,374 new jobs by 
2020. 2 This accounts for 23% of all future Marion County job growth.3 This 
disproportionate forecast is both unrealistic and uncoordinated with other citie,r in Marion 
County, which also aspire to increase their employment base. Metro has expressed 
concerns over the magnitud~ of the expansion as well.4 

• 

Woodburn is adding even more industrial land to its UGB than what would be needed to 
accommodate this very large aspirational employment projection. The city has explicitly 
based its industrial lands on the site "requirements" of its targeted industries rather than 
on the land needed for the number of employees. 5 Based on the number of projected 
employees, the city concluded it would need only 224 acres of industrial land over the 
planning period, less than half the 486 acres it says it needs based on target industry site 
requirements. 6 

Even based solely on site requirements for targeted industries, Woodburn is adding far 
more industrial land to its UGB than is justified. The city is targeting 4 industries that 
utilize sites smaller than 5 acres 7 yet it is asserting a need for and including 25· ~uch sites. 8 

The city is targeting 12 industries that utilize sites smaller than 50 acres yet it is asserting 
a n.eed· for and including 40 such sites. Jt 

At the April4, 2006 Board of Commissioners work session the city's consultant asserted 
that ORS 197.712 requires the city to "develop choice among sites" for the targ~t 
industries it has identified. The statute actually requires the city to "provide for at least 
an adequate supply of sites of suitable sizes, types, locations and service levels for 
industrial and commercial uses consistent with plan policies."9 Nothing in either statute 
or rule authorizes, let alone requires, the city to expand its UGB beyond its identified 
needs. The city acknowledges, "not all of the industrial land proposed by this plan is 
expected to develop by 2020."10 

.. 

The UGB adopted by Woodburn includes a total of 407 net buildable acres of industrial 
land, just for targeted industries. 11 This doesn't include another 79 acres of industrial 

1 In 2000, total employment in Marion County was 131,622. Total employment in Woodblli11 was I 0,388 
or 7.9% of Marion County 's total. Source: "Woodburn Economic Opportuuities Analysis," _7hase one' 
report, May 200 I, p. 2-10, and "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" 
EcoNorthwest Memorandum to Winterbrook, April29, 2002, p.I6 
2 Woodbum UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 20 
3 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis, Table 2-10. 36,199 new j obs projected county-wide 
4 See letter from Metro to City of Woodburn, dated February 3, 2005. Exhibit B-1 in record. 
5 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 2 1 · 
6 "Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 2. Exhibit 9.c in record. See 
also attached letter from I 000 Friends to Woodburn City Council, dated March 30, 2005, pp. 5-6. Exhibit 
B-96 in record 
7 Woodburn Economic Opportmlities Analysis," phase one report, May 2001, p. 4-9 and "Site 
Requirements for Woodblirn Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 4 
8 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 24, p. 26 
9 ORS I97.7!2(2)(c) 
10 Buildable Lands Inventory, July 2005. p.4 
11 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p . 85 
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land available for expansion· of existing industries.12 This is huge amount of industrial 
land for a city the size of Woodburn. For comparison, Medford is proposing to add 4 31 
acres of industrial land to its UGB for the needs of an additional 94,000 people. Bend 
recently added 338 industrial acres to its UGB for the needs of an additional 48,000 
people. Salem/Keizer, with a population 7 or 8 times that of Woodburn's thinks it could 
take decades to develop the 500-acre Mill Creek industrial site. McMinnville just 
adopted period review amendments based on a need for 174 acres of vacant industrial 
land for the needs of an additional 13,567 people. 

Most new jobs are created by small to medium sized businesses, especially those 
businesses that already have ties to the community. Statewide Planning Goal 9, 
Economic Development, recognizes this. Guideline# 4 states: 

"Plans should strongly emphasize the expansion of and increased 
productivity from existing industries and firms as a means to strengthen 
local and regional economic development." 

Nonetheless, the Woodburn's economic development strategy relies upon the inclusion of 
large parcels of land in the UGB to attract new employers. The city has even excluded 
land available for expansion of existing industries from its inventory of industrial land. 13 

The largest of these new parcels is a 125-acre parcel of prime farmland intended to lure a 
"silicon chip fabrication plant."14 This is an industry that is shrinking, not gro~g, in the 
United States and the Pacific Northwest. Since 2000, the silicon chip industry_ in the 

·northwest has closed many plants and retains significant unused capacity. r 

The February 16, 2005 memorandum the city relied on in reaching its decision speculates 
that, "the silicon chip industry may recover during this period ... [or] that there may be 
other emerging industries that require such a large site."15 

Large blocks of prime farmland should not be included in the UGB based on such 
1 . . d . 16 specu at1ve target m ustn es. · 

Woodburn should instead focus its efforts both on the retention and expansion of existing 
employers and on attracting new small to medium-sized employers who can: 

12 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 22 
13 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 22 
14 "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report, May 2001, p. 4-8 and "Site 
Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries, October 20, 2003, p. 3 
15 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 6. Exhibit C in record $ 
16 Even if the purported need for a flat, vacant, 125-acre industrial parcel acres was justified it could be 
accommodated within existing UGB on tax lot 052Wl3 00100, a vacant 141.56 parcel. This flat, vacant 
parcel is wi thin the existing Urban Growth Boundary, in an unincorporated area southwest of the city limits 
and currently has no city zoning. It is genera l vicinity oftbe proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve. Given 
that it meets the site requirements laid out for targe t industJies and given Goal l4 requirements for 
maxim.wn efficiency of land use within and on the fringe ofthe existing urban area it seems like a logical 
place for the City to plan for industJ·ial·development. The City has not explained why it is instead pla1med 
for residential uses. 
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a) Complement existing industries and the existing local economy. Year in and year 
out, Marion County leads all Oregon ·counties in gross agricultural sales. Agriculture 
is a traded sector industry. Agricultural exports rank #2 among all Oregon exports, 
accounting for 25% of all Oregon exports in 2002. 80% of production leaves the 
state, 40% leaves the country. In 2002, Agricultural exports increased 4% to $1.13 
billion while high-tech decreased 31%. Woodburn is located in the agricultural 
heartland of Marion County, where direct agricultural sales topped half a billion 
dollars in 2004 for the first time in any Oregon county. 

Fannland is not undeveloped land waiting for urbanization. It is already developed 
industrial land that supports the leading industry in Marion County. The agricultural 
industry is a primary driver of Woodburn's economy. The city's proposal would harm 
the local economy by undercutting the land base that supports this leading indvstry. 

b) Strengthen Woodburn's core business district. For example, an economic 
development strategy that attracts office workers to the periphery of the downtown 
core will provide potential downtown retailers with a pool of customers within 
walking distance of their businesses. 

The city has found that in Woodburn, "Many commercial and industrial buildings are 
boarded up." 17 An economic development strategy that ignores this existing capacity 
turns its back on those areas of town most in need of economic revitalization. 

·At the hearing before the City Council on March 28th, 2005, the consultant conceded that 
he did not consider vacant or underutilized induStrial buildings as having any capacity to 
accorrrmodate need, unless the value of the buildings was lower than the vaiue of the 
land. 18 Although not considered by the city, this existing development can acJommodate 
a considerable number of jobs, as illustrated by other testimony at the hearing. 

At that hear ing, evidence was presented of numerous vacant and available industrial 
buildings within Woodburn that Winterbrook considered to have no capacity. Ray Clor, 
from the Salem Economic Development Corporation (SEDCOR), testified that one of 
these, a vacant 137,500 square foot building, had been recently purchased by Universal 
Forest Products and will soon be providing industrial jobs. This is an illustration of one 
of the ways that existing developed industrial land accommodates new jobs and industry. 

In response, the consultant, Mr. Winterowd, attempted to justify his decision to not 
consider vacant or underutilized industrial buildings. He said, "Nobody knows how to 
ascribe jobs to vacant buildings." This is a curious statement, given that Wi11terowd's 
subconsultant, EcoNorthwest, does exactly this in other corrrmunities by estimating 
square feet per employee and then calculating the nun1ber of employees that can be 
accommodated in a given amolmt of building space. 

17 Winterbrook Memm·andwn, Febnwry 16, 2005, p. 7 
18 Teclmical Report 1, p. 5 
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G fn a recent Econorriic Opportunities Analyses prepared for the City of McMinnville and 
the City of Salem, EcoNorthwest concluded that some employment_growth can be 
accommodated in vacant buildings on non-residential land, and that 650 square feet of 
built space will accommodate one industrial employee. 19 EcoNorthwest also 1'Jsumed 
that 5% of industrial job growth will occur on non-industrialland, that 7% of industrial 
job growth will be absorbed by firms adding employees without expanding space, and 
that redevelopment will accommodate an additional 5% of industrial job growth. None 
of these assumptions were applied in Woodburn. · 

For these reasons, we believe Woodburn has included too much land in its UGB for 
industrial p).lfposes. Therefore, we ·respectfully request that the Board of Commissioners 
not agree to the proposed amendments. 

II. Location of Boundary Expansion 

In addition to our concerns regarding the size of Woodburn's proposed UGB expansion, 
we also have serious concerns regarding its location . 

. ORS 197.298 establishes the priorities for inclusion of land within a UGB. Uilder this 
statute, if farmland must be included~ land of lower soil classification must be included 
before land of higher classification unless it cannot reasonably accommodate identified 
land needs. 

·The city has included hundreds of acres of prime farmland within its expanded UGB, 
instead of the predominantly non-prime soils south ofParr Road between Boones Ferry 
Road and I-5. These poorer soils are immediately adjacent to land included in the UGB 
and are in close proximity to the proposed southern arterial and Butteville Road. 

The city rejected inclusion of this large block of vacant flat parcels for industrial uses for 
two reasons. 20 

First, the city concludes that'with inclusion of the prime farmland west ofl-5 there is 
enough industrial land. The city maintains that this prime farmland west of the freeway 
(also known as the Opus site) must be included so that land east of the free¥{a~; can access 
I-5 via Butteville Road. 

The County should reject this conclusion. Proposed industrial land east of the freeway 
can also access the interchange via the Stacey Allison Dr. Extension, which fi:onts the 
east side ofi-5, does not pass through any residential neighborhoods and collllects to the 
proposed South Arterial.2 1 

19 At 650 sq. ft ./employee this one existing building will accommodate 211 jobs, about 2.5% of 
Woodburn's projected job growth. 
20 Woodbw-n UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 52-53 
21 See attached map from record and various other transportation maps in record 
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Second, the city concludes that these parcels are "too far from the I-5 interchange to be 
attractive to targeted industries." The County should reject this conclusion as well. 

The list of target industries prepared for Woodburn by EcoNorthwest is identical to the 
list of target industries they prepared for McMinnville?2 McMinnville is least 30 miles 
from the nearest freeway interchange. How can the consultant team assert that the target 
industries will not consider sites in Woodburn that are over two miles from the 
interchange, when they believe the same target industries will -consider sites in 
McMinnville, 30 miles from a freeway interchange? i! 

The October 2005 Woodburn UGB Justification Report states that a locational criterion 
was applied in 2003 that eliminated sites over two miles of the I-5 interchange.23 Tills 
appears to be a case of writing criteria to justify what you've already decided you want to 
do. The non-prime soils the city has excluded are located barely over two miles from the 
interchange. 

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time this criterion has· appeared in print, 
some 6 months after the fmal public hearing held by the city. It certainly does not appear 
in the October 2003 Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries (Exhibit 9.c in 
record). For certain of the target industries, such as Trucking and Warehousing, access to . 
a major interstate is listed as a key locational requirement. For other target industries, 
such as Business Services or Non-Depository Credit Institutions, there is no such 
locational requirement noted. In fact, for these and several other target industries, 

_downtown, mixed-use and/or o~er commt:rcial areas are listed as appropriate Jocations. 

The 2-mile criterion is arbitrary. Woodburn and its consultants have not explained why 2 
miles is the magic distance, rather than 3 miles or 1 mile, nor have they explained why all 
target industries have an identical need to be within the same distance of the interchange. 
Woodbum contends that Metro applied a similar 2-mile criterion for industrial land in 
2004. The city has failed to fully explain Metro's action. Metro determined that while 
some industries required a location within two miles of an interchange, other industries 
did not. These other industries include some of the industries Woodburn has targeted. 

The area of poorer soils can reasonably accommodate some portion of Woodburn's 
identified industrial land needs. The County should reject the conclusion that it cannot. 

The city also .rejected inclusion of tliis large block of vacant flat parcels for residential , 
uses for three reasons?4 

First, the city concludes that providing residential land abutting the SW Indust ial 
Reserve would create land use conflicts. The city has not" explained why unacceptable 
coilflicts will occur here but would occm· directly north of this area where they have 
planned for residential uses directly abutting the industrial reserve nor has the ci ty 

22 See attached excerpts from McMiimvil!e and Woodbmn Economic Opportuni ty Analyses. 
23 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 25 
24 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, October 2005. p. 53-54 
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considered creating a buffer between industrial uses and housing with needed park land 
or some other transition area. In addition, the South Arterial will separate at least some 
of the non-prime soil area from the industrial area. 

Second, the city contends that this area cannot re~sonably accommodate residential land 
needs because it isn't near the golf course or a "nodal development center." This area is 
immediately adjacent to the nodal· overlay area to the north. It is about ~ mile from the 
nodal area's commercial center, closer than several other residential areas in the nodal 
overlay. At ·any rate, not all ofWoodburn's residential land needs are for eith~r nodal 
development or for high-end housing by the golf course. There is no reason this 
additional housing need cannot be met on the non-prime farmland to the south. 

The city also contends that extending urban services from the adjacent expansion areas 
would increase housing costs in a manner inconsistent with Goal 10. The findings do not 
point to any evidence in support of that conclusion. The data indicates that the southern 
expansion areas will cost about $10,000 more per acre to serve than the northern ones. 
This is roughly another $1250 per housing unit at 8 units per acre. The city has not 
explained how this relatively small cost per unit is inconsistent with Goal 10 or why it 
justifies inclusion of prime farmland within the UGB instead of non-prime farmland. 

Third, city points to Marion County Growth Management Framework policies that 
discourage cities growing together. These plan policies cannot override or supercede the 
statutory directives in ORS 197.298 .that direct urban expansion away from prime 
fRrmland. 

For these reasons, we believe Woodburn has incotTectly included prime farmland in the 
UGB while excluding non-prime farmland that can reasonably accommodate some ofthe 
identified land needs. Therefore, we respectfully request that the Board of 
Commissioners not agree to the proposed amendments. 

We hope these comments are helpful. Please include them in the official record of this 
proceeding and notify us in writing of your decision in tlli.s matter. 

Attachments: Testimony of 1000 Friends of Oregon to Woodburn City Coun ".-il 
Soil map 
Transpmiation Map 
Target Industries from Mc.tvfinnville and Woodburn Economic 
Opportunity Analyses 
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Cc: (electronic w/o attachments) 
DLCD 
Marion County Farm Bureau 
Oregon Department of Agriculture 
Metro · 
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.:1000 534 SW Third Avenue, Suite 300 • Portland, OR 97204 • (503) 497-1000 • fax (503) 223-0073 • www.friends.org 

Southem Oregon Office • PO. Box 2442 • Grants Pass, OR 97528 • (541) 474-1155 phone/fax 
- FRIENDS 

F.OREGON 
Willamette Valley Office • 189 Liberty St. N.E., Ste 307A • Salem, OR 97301 • (503) 371-7261 • fax (503) 371-7596 
Lane County Office • 120 West Broadway • Eugene, OR 97401 • (541) 431-7059 • fax (541) 431-7078 

) 

Central Oregon Offi~e • PO. Box 1380 • Bend, OR 97709 •. (541) 382-7557 • fa:"< (541) 317-9129 

Woodburn City Council 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

March 30,2005 

re: Woodburn Periodic Review 

Dear Mayor Figley and Council members: 

We support efforts to actively plan for and shape Woodburn's future and appreciate your 
careful review of the "periodic review" package recommended-by Winterbrook Consulting. 
We wish to supplement our oral remarks with the following written comments. Please 
include them in the official record of this proceeding. 

I 

L Introduction 

At the well-attended public hearing before the Planning Commission in February, the 
Commission heard from a large numher of community members concerned about 
Woodburn's future. Many expressed a vision for Woodburn's ecpnomic future that is very 
different from that presented by the Greg Winterowd, the consultant from Wil".:erbrook 
Planning. This community vision can be accommodated using very reasonable assumptions 
that are at least as legally defensible as the consultant's. Indeed, forth~ following reasons we 
believe the assumptions and conclusions used by the consultant are not reasonable. 

We believe that Winterowd overstates the amount of land needed to meet Woodburn's 
projected land needs. Moreover, his recommended UGB expansion contains significantly 
more buildable land than his own reports conclude are needed. Almost all of this acreage is 
prin1e farmland. Much ofWinterbrook's UGB proposal is predicated on a very aggressive 
development strategy that we believe is both outdated and wrrealistic. Therefore, it is not in 
Woodburn's best long-term interests or in the best interest of the surrounding community. 

Most new jobs are created by small to medium sized businesses, especially those businesses 
that already have ties to the community. Nonetheless, the consultant's economic 
development str:ategy primarily relies upon the inclusion of very large parcels of land in the 
UGB to attract new large employers. The largest of these parcels is intended tsn lure a high
tech computer silicon plant. This is an industry that is shrinking, not growing: in the United 
States and the Pacific Northwest. 
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We believe Woodburn would be wiser to instead focus its efforts both on the retention and 
expansion of existing employers and on attracting new small to medium-sized employers 
who can: 

a) Strengthen Woodburn's core business district. For example, an economic development 
strategy t~at attracts office workers to the periphery of the downtown core will provide 
potential downtown retailers with a pool of customers within walking distance of their 
businesses. The new Chemeketa campus on the north end of downtown is a good first step in 
this direction. · 

b) Complement existing industries and the existing local economy. Year in and year out, 
Marion County leads all Oregon counties in gross agricultural sales. Agriculture is a traded 
sector industry. Agricultural exports rank #2 among all Oregon exports, accounting for 25% 
of all Oregon exports in 2002. 80% of production leaves the state, 40% leaves the country. 
In 2002, Agricultural exports increased 4% to $1.13 billion while high-tech dt'0reased 31%. 
Woodburn is located in the agricultural heartland of Marion County, where direct agricultural 
sales topped half a billion dollars in 2004 for the first time in any Oregon county. 

Farmland is not undeveloped land waiting for urbanization. It is already developed industrial 
land that supporis the leading industry in Marion County. The agricultural industry is a 
primary driver of Woodburn's econor;ny. Winterbrook's proposal would harm the local 
economy by undercutting the land base that supports this leading industry. 

IL Winterbrook's proposed UGB contains significantly more buildable land than 
stated in the UGB Justification Report or Buildable Lands Invent01y 

We believe Winterbrook overstates the amount ofland needed to meet Woodburn's projected 
land needs. Moreover, his recommended UGB expansion contains significantly more 
buildable land than his own reports conclude are needed. 

,. 
Winterbrook is recommending a UGB expansion of 845 net buildable acres, O.L 1,020 total 
acres.1 This would be significantly more buildable acreage within Woodburn's UGB than is 
indicated by either Winterbrook's January 2005 "Revised UGB Justification Report,"2 or by 
Winterbrook's July 2004 "Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory Inside the 
Proposed Woodburn Urban Growth BOtmdary."3 No justification is provided for the 
indusion for this unneeded acreage. 

Both the Technical Repori and the UGB Justification Report indicate that th~re are currently 
752 net buildable acres within Woodburn's UGB.4 According to the Technical Report, 
under the consultant's preferred scenario there will be 1506 net buildable acres within the 

1 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16,2005, p. 14. 
2 Winterbrook January 2005 "Revised UGB Justification Report," p. 42, Table 16: Preferred Scenario 
3 Winterbrook July 2004 Buildable Lands Inventory Inside the Proposed Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary," 
p. 4, Table 1: Buildable Lands Summary, Preferred Scenario 
~ Teclmical Report 1, p. 3 Table A and UGB Justification Report, p. 4, Table I 
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G expanded UGB, an adqition of754 net buildable acres.5 According to the UGB Justification 
Report, under the consultant's preferred scenario there will be 1406 .net buildable acres 
within the expanded UGB, an addition of654 net buildable acres. Neither of these 
documents provides any area-by-area analysis of buildable land within the proposed 
expansion areas, nor is any explanation provided for the 1 00-acre discrepancy'\>etween the 
Technical Report and the UGB Justification Report.6 

An area-by-area analysis of buildable land within the proposed expansion areas was only 
made available after public testimony to the Planning Commission had closed. It shows that 
v/jnterbrook's proposal actually adds 845 net buildable acres to the UGB.7 Winterbrook thus 
proposes the addition of significantly more land than is justified. 

More specifically, Winterbrook concludes.that Woodburn needs 554 acres of residential land 
for housing, plus another 21 0 acres of resi'dential land for parks, schools and other public and 
semi-public uses. 8 Woodburn has 511 net buildable acres of residential land within its 
existing UGB.9 Thus, if one accepts Winterbrook's conclusions regarding residential land · 
needs, Woodburn needs an additional 254 net buildable acres of residential land. 
Nonetheless, Winterbrook proposes to add some 3 60 net buildable acres of residential land to 
the UGB. 10 This is 106 acres more than what Winterbrook concludes is needed. 

·(< 

In addition, Winterbrook proposes to add 77 net buildable acres of public land to the UGB. 11 

This land could presumably be used to meet projected needs for parks, schools and other 
public and semi-public uses. Nonetheless, Winterbrook "assumes that public park and school 

. land needs, as well as religious institutional neeus, will be met on land designated for 
residential use." This assumption has not been justified. 

For these reasons we conclude that the consultant's proposed UGB exceeds his projected 
need by 183 net buildable acres . This is roughly equivalent to the 200 net buildable acres of 
residential land proposed for expansion to the north. 

IlL Winterbrook's Industrial Land and Employment Projections 

Much ofWinterbrook's UGB proposal is predicated on a very aggressive development 
strategy that we believe is both outdated and unrealistic. Therefore, it is not in Woodburn' s 
best long-term interests or in the best interest of the surrounding community. Winterbrook 
considers economic development strategies to be "a policy issue that has alree;i y been 
decided by the City Council." 12 Winterowd states that the Economic Opportunities Analysis 

5 Technical Report 1, p. 4, Table I . 
6 Because it is not clear which of these numbers, are correct, and in fact now appears that they are both 
incorrect, the amendments may not have an adequate factual basis. 
7 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 14, Table 3 
8 UGB Justification Report, p. 42, Table 16: Preferred Scenario 
9 Teclmical Rep01t l, p. 3, Table A and UGB Justification Report, p. 4, Table 1 
10 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. I 4, Table 3 
II id. 
12 Wintcrbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p.4 

Item No. 9 
Page 245 



and Economic Development Strategy preparecl by EcoNorthwest have been approved by the 
City Colll1cil.13 

·· 

We are not aware of any recorded vote by the City Council to approve or adopt these 
documents. Citizen participation is the first goal of Oregon's land use planning program. 
Because these documents are proposed for adoption as part of this hearing, these policy 
issues have not "already been decided, " and this is the proper time and forum to address 
them. 

IfWinterbrook's preferred scenario is adopted, Woodburn will have 503 net biuldable acres 
of industrial land. This is huge amount of industrial land for a city the size of woodburn. 
For comparison, Medford is proposing to add 431 acres of industrial land to its UGB for the 
needs of an additional94,000 people. Bend recently added 338 industrial acres to its UGB 
for the needs of an additional 48,000 people. Salem!Keizer, with a population 7 or 8 times 
that of Woodburn's thinks it could take decades to develop the 500-acre Mill Creek industrial 
site. McMinnville just adopted period review amendments based on a need for 174 acres of 
vacant industrial land for the needs of an additionall3,567 people. 

Winter brook concludes that the relatively large amount of industrial land within the 
Wilsonville city limits forms a more appropriate basis for his recommendations for 
Woodburn than the urban growth bolUldaries cited above.14 The consultant overlooks the 
fact that the Wilsonville city limits comprise a much smaller subarea of the much larger 
Metro UGB. Wilsonville is the only city in Metro that has more employees than residents. It 

.has a large number of warehousing and distribution jobs due to its location at the junction of 
two interstate highways. '~ 

It is not tmusual for industrial uses to be concentrated within a portion of a UGB. In fact, 
that is what Winterbrook recommends for Woodburn. We do not believe that the 
disproportionately large amount of industrial land that Winterbrook proposes for inclusion in 
Woodburn's UGB can be justified by a comparison to a subarea of the Metro UGB. 

Winterbrook recommends an extremely optimistic forecast of 8,373 new jobs by 2020 15
, of 

which 3,836 will use industrialland.16 This is a substantial jump from Winterbrook's 
previously recommended forecast of7,140 new jobs. 17 We believe this significantly 
overstates what can reasonably be expected to occur. 

Woodburn has about 7% of Marion County's population and just under_8% ofMarion 
County's jobs. 18 Between 1990 and 2000, 11.2% of all job growth in Marion County 

13 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p.4, p. 11 
14 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 4. 
15 Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning, January 2005. p. 2. 
16 Technical Report 2.B, Winterbrook Planning, May 2003, p. 8 Table 6 
17 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning, November 2003. 
18 In 2000, total employment in Marion County was 131,622. Total employment in Woodburn was 10,388 or 
7.9% ofMarion County's total. Source: "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report, 
May 2001 , p. 2-10, and "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest 
Memorandum to Winterbrook, April 29, 2002, p.16 
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occurred in Woodbum. 19 Even Winterbrook's previously recommended forecast of7,140 
new j obs assumed that Woodburn would capture 20% of all job growth forecast for Marion 
County? 0 This new higher forecast would account for 23% of all future Marion County job 
growth. We believe this is unrealistic. 

However, even ifWinterbrook's most optimistic proj ection were to occur, by Winterbrook's 
own figures Woodburn's 503 acres of industrial land will accommodate far more than the 
3,836 new industrial employees and Woodburn's total employinent land will accommodate 
far more employees than Winterbrook expects to locate on employment land. 

From Technical Report 2.B, Winterbrook Planning, May 2003, p. 8: 

Table 6. Total emplovment growth by land use type, Woodburn UGB, 2000-2020 

Land Use 
Category 
Commercial 
Office 
Industrial 
Public 
Total 

Employment Growth 2000-2020 
Low Medium 
1,164 1,476 
1,311 1,508 
2,759 3,280 

747 876 
5,98 i 7,140 

Basic Assumptions 

Commercial Retail: 20 employees per acre 
Commercial Office : 30 employees per acre 
Industrial: 14 employees per acre 

High 
1,810 
1,718 
3,836 
1011 
8,375 

What does this mean in terms of land need, assuming the highest projection and 
assuming every new industrial, commercial and office job ·r equires develo~ment? 

Commercial: 1,810 jobs at 20 per acre= 91 acres of developable land 
Office: 1,71 8 jobs at 30 per acre= 57 acres of developable land 
Industrial: 3,836 jobs at 14 p er acre= 274 acres of developable land 

Land Use Land Need In Existing Deficit WPS proposes WPS proposed 
Category UGB to add to UGB Total 

Commercial 
& Office 148 acres 108 acres 40 acres 32 acres 140 acres 

Industrial 274 acre 127 acres 147 acres 376 acres 503 acres -
422 235 187 408 643 acres 

19 Source: Oregon Office of Economic Analysis and "Woodburn Population and Employmen~;;?rojections, 
2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum to Winterbrook, April 29, 2002, p.8 
20 Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning, January 2005. p. 5 

Item No. 9 

Page 247 



• Even under the most aggressive assuinptions, WPS is recommending adding to the 
UGB more than 2 ~ times the needed industrial land. 

• Under reasonable assumptions, expected employment growth can be e~sily 
accommodated with a much smaller expansion or potentially on existing land 

The assumptions above are taken directly from Winterbrook's background documents. They 
assume that Woodburn captures 23% of Marion County job growth and that every new 
industrial, commercial and office job requires development. Even under these unreasonable 
assumptions, the industrial portion ofWinterbrook's recommended expansion is more than 
double what is needed for the number of employees who will use industrial land. 

Winterbrook states, "ifECONorthwest and Winterbrookhave over-estimated potential basic 
employment opportunities, unused industrial land will be retained in large parcels exclusively 
for agricultural use. We have the following responses: 

a) ifECONorthwest and Winterbrook have over-estimated potential basic employment 
- opportunities, land must be removed from the proposed UGB pursuant to Goal14 and 
ORS 197.296 .. 

~ . 
b) we concur with the comments ofMarion County r~commending that specific 

language be added stipulating the continued use ot'these lands/parcels for agricultural 
use imd retention of existing County EFU zoning until developed for industrial 
purposes. 

c) Even if the land does temporarily remain in agricultural use, the agriculural industry 
will not make the major investments in them to produce higher-value agricultural 
products and increase employment. 

IlL Purported Need for 125 Acre Parcel 

The industrial portion of Winter brook's UGB expansion proposal is based in part on "a need 
for one very large site of 100 acres or more."21 The Economic Opportunities Analysis 
includes a list of target industries (Table 4-4) and their site requirements (Table 4-5).Z2 

The largest site requirements for any target industry listed in Table 4-5 is Electronics- Fab 
Plants at 40-80 acres+. The text of the EOA identifies these as "silicon chip f.1~rication 
plants," with site requirements that exceed 100 acres.23 Since 2000, the silicon chip industry 
in the northwest has closed many plants and retains significant unused capacity. 

_ Mr. Winterowd speculates that, "the silicon chip industry may recover during this period ... 
[or] that there may be other emerging industries that require such a large site."

24 

2 1 "Woodbtun UGB Justification Report" November 2003, p.9 
22 "WoodblUTl Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase o.ne report, May 2001, pp. 4-8, 4-9 
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Q If the silicon chip industry does recover during the planning period, there is no evidence that 
it is likely to do so in Woodburn. It is far likelier to recover in Asia or in existing areas of 
under-utilized capacity and within existing high-tech clusters. 

It is unreasonable to base a portion of the UGB expansion on the expectation that a 
silicon chip fabrication plant will locate in Woodburn or on speculation regarding 
potential unidentified emerging industries. 

IV. Reasonable Assumptions for Industrial Land 

The following industrial land assmnptions are reasonable and legally defensible. They 
assume disproportionately large, but credible, increases in Woodburn's employment. They 
show that using reasonable assumptions, Woodburn's industrial land needs can be 
accommodated on between 161 and 195 acres of industrial land. Since Woodburn already 
has 127 buildable acres of industrial land ~thin its UGB, Woodburn only needs to add 
between 34 and 68 acres ofbuildable industrial land to its UGB. 

A. Industrial Job Growth 

As noted above, the consultant previously recommended a forecast of7,139 new jobs 
between 2000 and 2020.25 This is an aggressive forecast that accounts for 20% of all job 
growth forecast for Marion County. It assumes a 2.65% average annual growth in 
employment within Woodburn's UGB.26 Winterbrook's Revised Woodburn UGB 

-Justification Report calls this forecast "optimistic."27 Nonetheless, this "optim;stic" forecast 
requires only minimal expansion for industrial land. 

B. Inconsistency between employment growth period and land inventory 

Winterbrook recommended UGB expansion is based in part on a projection of job growth 
from 2000 to 2020.28 It is based upon a land inventory conducted in 2002. Two years of job 
growth were absorbed by the date of the inventory, but the consultant continues to project a 
need for new land for these jobs, even though they have already been accommodated. 

Winterbrook concludes that this concern, "is both irrelevant and inaccurate."29 It is neither. 
Between 2000 and 2002 industrial development occmred on about 34 acres offNE Front 
Street.30 This industrial development accommodated a portion of the industrial development 
projected to occur 'between 2000 and 2020 and this land was removed from the buildable 
lands inventory. The inclusion of additional land to meet needs that have already been 
accommodated is not justified. 

i! 

25 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.5 
26 "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum, April 29, 
2002, Tables 8 and 10, pp. l6-17 
27 "Revised WoodbtUll UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.5 
28 "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum, April 29, . 
2002. See also "Woodburn UGB Justification Report" November 2003, p. 8 
29 Winterbrook Memorandum, Febmary 16, 2005, p. 6 
30 Woodburn Economic Opportu11ities Analysis, p. 3-2 
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We also note that Winterbrook's conclusion is at odds with the conclusions reached by 
EcoNorthwest when a similar issue arose in McMinnville. In that instance, EcoNorthwest 
concluded that it was necessary to revise land need projections to remove that portion ofland 
need that had been absorbed on parcels that were removed from a later buildable lands 
inventory. ' 

The City should. reduce projected industrial need by 34 acres to account for-industrial 
development that has occurred on land removed from the inventory. Alternatively, the 
City should calculate the percentage of projected industrial need that was absorbed 
between 2000 and 2002. 

The forecasted employment growth of7,139 new jobs assumes a 2.65% average annual 
growth in employment within Woodburn's UGB. 1 The first two years incren!cnt of this 
growth is already accounted for on land that is not included in the land inventory. 

At 2.65% annual growth rate, 558 jobs were absorbed by the time of the land inventory, 
leaving a need to accommodate 6,581 new jobs in all employment sectors. Winterbrook 
assumes that 46% of all new jobs will locate on industrial land. This means that 3,027 new 
jobs willlocat~ on industrial land through 2020. 

C. All New Employment Does Not Require New Development 

· Considerable employment growth occurs on existing developed employment land. In the 
real world many new jobs are created without land being developed or redeveloped; a 
restaurant adds additional staff in the dining room and kitchen, a processing plant or 
manufactmer adds a second shift, a retail business expands its hours and hires new people to 
work those homs. Metro recently found that 21% of new industrial jobs and 52% of non
industiial jobs are absorbed on developed land without expanding onto vacant)and. 32 

These numbers are supported by a recent McMinnville Chamber of Commerce Business 
Survey conducted by EcoNorthwest which found, "that nearly half [45%] of the respondents 
that indicated they had expansion plans will not need any additional floor space to 

. accommodate new employees." 33 

We note that EcoNorthwest is one of Woodburn's current consultants. In a recent Economic 
Opportunities Analysis prepared for McMinnville, this same consultant found: 

"Some employment growth will be accommodated on existing developed land, as when an 
existing finn adds employees without expanding space .. . if ajmisdiction has high vacancy 

31 "Woodbwn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandwn, April 29, 
-II 

2002, Tables 8 and LO, pp. 16-17 
32 Metro Report, September 1999, Urban Growth Report Update" p.51 
33 MrM;,~ .. :n - n - ·iness Survey Results, EcoNorthwest, September 2001, p.ll 
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rates .. . then more of the future employment growth can be accommodated in existing 
buildings. We assume rates of 7% [commercial and office] and 1 0% [industri~ 1] .. . 34 

We believe the rates assumed by EcoNorthwest in McMinnville are too low and that . 
empirical data supports :rimch higher rates. However, Woodburn should recognize that at 
least some new jobs will not require new vacant or redevelopable land. 

In their February 16th response, Winterbrook seems to misunderstand ~ur argument. We do 
not contend that Winterbrook failed to consider underdeveloped portions of existing 
industrial sites, as Winterbrook asserts. 35 We are uncertain as to why Mr. Winterowd 
ascribes this ·statement to us. It is true, however, that Winterbrook did not consider vacant or 
underutilized industrial buildings as having any capacity to aGcommodate need, unless the 
value of the buildings was lower than the value of the land.36 

In any case, the point is that developed employ1nent land will absorb some portion of new job 
growth. Moreover, if Winterbrook is correct that in Woodburn, "many commercial and 
industrial buildings are boarded up," it follows that existing developed employment land has 
a significant capacity to meet employment needs. Furthermore, an economic i ~velopment 
strategy that ignores this existing capacity turns its back on those areas oftown most in need 
of economic revitalization. 

Even if only 10% of the 3,027 new industrial jobs do not require buildable industrial 
land, that means that only 2,725 new jobs will need to be accommodated on buildable 

· industrial land. 

D. Industrial Land Conclusions 

Under the "optimistic" forecast of7,139 total new jobs, 2,725 new jobs will require buildable 
industrial land. Winterbrook includes a "basic assumption" that j obs will utilize industrial 
land at 14 employees per acre.37 Thus, only 195 acres ofbuildable industrial land are needed 
to accommodate this job growth. Applying the same set of assumptions used above to the 
consultant's lower forecast of 5,98 1 total new jobs between 2000 and 2020 results in a need 
for 161 acres ofbuildable industrial land. 

Since Woqdbum already has 127 buildable acres of industrial land within its UGB, only 34 
to 68 net buildable. acres of industrial land ne.eds to be added to the UGB to meet the need for 
161 to 195 net buildable acres. Winterbrook recommends adding 376 net buildable acres of 
in.dustrial land to the UGB, which is 308 to 342 acres more than the 34 to 68 acre deficit. 

Winterbrook's highest employment forecast is significantly higher than his "optimistic" 
forecast Nonetheless, even if this highest forecast is used, under reasonable assumptions 

34 Mc:Nlinnville Economic Opportunities Analysis, EcoNorthwest, November 200 I, pp. 6-3 to 6-4 
35 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16,2005, p. 7 
36 Teclmical Report I, p. 5 
37 Technical Report 2.B, Winterbrook Planning, May 2003, p. 8 
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regarding job absorption, these jobs would only require 229 acres of industrial land, leaving a (~ 
deficit of only 102 acres to be added to th~ 127 net buildable acres already in the UGB. 

Winterbrook contends that much of Woodburn's existing industrial land is of inappropriate 
parcel sizes. Either the land can be used to meet industrial needs or it cannot. If it cannot, as 
part of this periodic review, Woodburn should rezone the land for other urban uses and adjust 
land needs for those other uses accordingly. If the existing industrial land can~ot meet any 
identified urban land needs, the land should be removed from the UGB. 

Based on generous but reasonable assumptions regarding industrial employment, the 
overall UGB expansion should be reduced by at least 208 acres; from the 654 net 
buildable acres recommended by Winterbrook in the UGB Justification Report to no 
more than 444 net buildable acres. · 

V. Expansion Areas 

It is generally recognized that Woodburn has traffic problems associated With the I-5 
interchange with Highway 14. These traffic problems will only be exacerbated by exp~sion 
west of the freeway. Winterbrook recomrriends a major expansion west of the freeway for 
industrial purposes and for residential purposes west of Butteville Road. Such an expansion 
is ill-advised and is not warranted under state law. 

'It 
ORS 197.298 establishes the priorities for inclusion of land within a UGB. Under this 

· statute, exception land is of higher priority for inclusion within a UGB than farmland. Land 
of higher priority, like exception larids, must be brought in before farmland unless specific 
types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably accommodated on higher priority lands. 
If farmland must be ihcluded, land of lower soil classification must be included before land 
ofhigher classification unless specific types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably 
accommodated on the poorer soils. 

Goal 14 has similar provisions. It requires urban growth boundaries to be based upon several 
fa~tors, including: 

(1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth requirements 
consistent with LCDC goals; 
(2) Need for housing, employment opportunities, and livability; 
(3) Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services; 
(4) Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the existing \'..rban area; 
(5) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; 
(6) Retention of agricultural land as defined, with Class I being the highest priority for 
retention and Class VI the lowest priority; and, 
(7) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultmal activities. 

Exception Areas 

Item No. 9 
Page 252 

10 



As explained above, under ORS 197.298, exception land must be included in a UGB before 
fannland unless it cannot reasonably accommodate some portion of the identified need for 
housing, employment, and public and semi-public uses. Contrary to the assertions of Mr. 
Winterowd, we do not argue that the exception areas around Woodburn should be exempt 
from this statute nor do we believe that our position is in conflict with our position in other 
jurisdictions?8 

· 

We believe that under the statute, we Woodburn can justify the exclusion of some of the 
exception areas because they cannot reasonably accommodate any specific types of identified 
land needs. Indeed, despite asseriions by the consultant that all exception areas adjacent to 
the Woodburn UGB are proposed for inclusion, he has, in fact, proposed the exclusion of the 
MacClaren School site, because it, "is a state facility which, "already has urbe.iJ. services and 
offers no tax benefits to the community."39 

We believe that the exclusion of the following other exception areas because they cannot 
reasonably accommodate any specific types of identified land needs is a more defensible 
reason for exclusion than that advanced by Winterbrook to justify the exclusion of the 
MaClaren school exception area. · 

The Butteville Road Rural Residential area west ofButteville Road has an average parcel 
size of Jess than 2 acres. 40 Only two parcels are over 5 acres.41 Because it is so heavily 
parcelized, it is not reasonable to expect any further development beyond limited low-density 
residential development. Woodburn has a surplus oflow-density residential land for housing 

· within its existing UGB. Woodburn has 403 net buildable acres of residential land within its 
existing UGB.42 Winterbrook projects a need for 259 net buildable acres of low-density 
residential land in non-nodal areas over the planning period.43 

·winterbtook allocates this surplus to schools, parks, and churches. These usci. require 
parcels substantially larger than those found in the Butteville Road area. Therefore, this 
exception area cannot accommodate the identified land needs. If the City believes the two 
parcels over five acres could reasonable accommodate a small religious institution or 
neighborhood park, as suggested by Wmterbrook, the City should consider including the 
poriion ofthe exception area with these two parcels, rather than alll55 acres. 

In addition, the Butteville Road Area is located west ofButteville Road adjacent to 
unbuffered farmland and is separated from most of Woodburn by the traffic problems around 
the fi·eeway interchange. Its inclusion in the UGB would not be consistent with the various 
Goal 14 factors. For these reasons, it should be excluded from the UGB expansion under 
ORS 197.298 and Goal14. 

38 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, pp. 7-8 
39 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.34 
40 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.24 
41 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16,2005, p. 8 
42 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.4 and Technical Report I , p.3 
43 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.9 
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Accorcling to Winterbrook, the Northeast Rural Residential (Carl Road) area ";+1as no . n 
re.rnaining development capacity,"44 and this exception area does not contain land that is 
"usable for urban purposes."45 Because this area cannot reasonably accommodate any of 
Woodburn's identified land needs Woodburn can justify its exclusion from the UGB. Of 
greater concern, the consultant has proposed to designate this piece for commercial 
development. More strip commercial development heading north along Highway 99E is not 
an appropriate land use in this area. This area is currently in residential use. If it is included 
in the UGB, the City should plan designate it for residential uses, rather than commercial 
uses. 

Because these areas cannot reasonably accommodate identified land needs and because they 
would be a significant unbuffered intrusion into surrounding agricultural land they should be 
excluded from the UGB expansion under ORS 197.298 and factor 7 of Goal 14. 

We agree that the Southeast Commercial Exceptions Area should be brought into the UGB. 

Resource Land 

Under.ORS 197.298 Woodburn should not expand onto the prime farmland west of the 
freeway and north of the existing UGB. Instead, any expansion onto resource land should be 
southward onto the predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry 
Road and I-5. If land needs cannot be met on land north of the proposed South Arterial, 
additional poorer soils are adjacent south of the proposed South ArteriaL The reasons 

· Winterbrook cites for expanding onto better soils west and norlh of the existing UGB are not 
sufficient justification to ignore the statutory directive. 

Of particular concern is the SW intmding into prime farmland west ofButteville Road. This 
approximately 60 acre piece of Class II has particularly high potential for conflicts with 
surrounding agriculture because it juts out into surrounding farmland without any physical 
buffers. 

In discussing land west of the freeway proposed for industrial use Winterbroo~ states that, 
"The 1 00-acre Opus Northwest site is on the Governor's Industrial Task Force list of prime 
industrial sites in Oregon." This statement is in error. It is true that the Opus site was 
discussed by an advisory committee and was included in its report. However, the site was 
not on the Governor's certified list of industrial sites because ofthe land use obstacles to its 
inclusion within the UGB. 

In addition, Winterbrook has proposed the inclusion of 29 acres of Class I soils north of the 
existing UGB. Winterbrook states that these Class I soils are within a master-planned golf 
comse. 46 While these lands may be owned by the golf course, we believe they are actually in 
farn1 use as a hazelnut orchard. The long-range plans of the golf course are not sufficient 
justification to ignore the statutory directive. 

'
14 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.22 
45 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p. 38 
d~> --~ · '"'- --lt. .. ll UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.35 
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VI. Other issues 

Lincoln Street School Site 

At ·Winterbrook's suggestion, the Planning Commission has recommended the inclusion of 
approximately 19 acres on E. Lincoln Street that is owned by the school district. As a 
general matter, we believe it is poor policy to site new schools ·on the outer edge of urban 
areas rather than to locate them more centrally. 

The land owned by the school district is comprised of Class II soils and is designated for 
farm use. Who holds title to a particular parcel of land is not a statutory consideration when 
determining where to expand a UGB. This land can only be included if the identified need 
for a school cannot be met on other land of higher priority that is proposed for inclusion. If it 
is included as a "special need," we believe a comparable amount ofland must be removed 
from another proposed expansion area. 

Winterbrook Response to Woodburn Friends and Neighbors 

In his February 16th response, the consultant lumps together comments from several persons 
who express concern regarding his proposals.47 He wrongly assumes that the}' all are 
members of Friends and Neighbors of Woodburn or Friends ofMarion County. Not all the 
individuals he lists are members of these groups nor are all persons who disagree with his 

-proposals members of these group::;. 

VII. Recommen'dations 

• Adopt an employment forecast of either 5,981 or 7,139 total new jobs, based on the 
consultant's "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020. 

• Eliminate Silicon Chip Fabrication plants from the list of target industries. 

• Reduce the overall size of the UGB expansion to no more than 444 net buildable 
acres, based on generous, but reasonable assumptions regarding industrial 
employment. 

·'r 

• Eliminate the Northeast Rural Residential (Carl Road) area, the Southeast Residential 
Area, and the Butteville Road Rural Residential area from the proposed UGB 
expansion because they cannot reasonably accommodate identified land needs and 
because their inclusion would be inconsistent with various factors ofGoall4. 

-
• Exclude prime farmland west of the freeway and north of the existing UGB from the 

proposed expansion. Instead, any expansion onto resource land should be southward 

47 Winterbrook Memorandum, Februmy 16, 2005, pp. 10-11 
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onto the predominantly non-priine soils south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry q 
Road and I-5. 

We hope these comments are helpful. They address what we see as the most significant 
issues raised by the consultant' s proposal. We will try to address-any remaining technical 
issues prior to the hearing before the City Council. Once again, please include this 
te$timony in the official record of this proceeding and please provide us with written notice 
of your decision. · 

s;~er;I_y, __ 
~an -

Attachments: Soils Maps (1 set submitted) 

Cc: (w/o attachments) 
Marion County 
DLCD 
Oregon Department of Agriculture 
Marion County Farm Bureau 
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Woodburn City Council 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

re: Woodburn Periodic Review 

April 20, 2005 

Dear Mayor Figley and Council members: 

At the public hearing held by the City Council on March 28, several issues arose which we 
would like to address prior to the close of the written record. In addition, an apparent 
drafting error in the proposed amendments to the Woodburn Development Code may result 
in an affect that is the opposite of that intended. These comments supplement our letters 
dated Febmary 10, 2005 and March 28, 2005. 

I. Development Code Text: NNC Zone Dimensional Standards 

· An apparent error in the Dimensional Standards in the proposed Nodal Neighborhood 
Commercial (NNC) zone text may result in an affect that is the opposite ofthr.{. intended. 
The limitation on square footage for commercial uses that is intended as a maximum, is 
instead stated as a minimum. 

The Fourth Revised Draft Amendments, dated November 2004, states: 

"2.1 07.06 Dimensional Standards 

The following dimensional standards shall be the minimum for all 
development in the NNC zone ... 

.. . any single business in the NNC zone shall occupy more than 60,000 square 
feet." 

We believe the intention was to limit commercial uses to "no more than 60,000 square feet," 
not to require 60,000 square feet as a minimum. 

In addition, we believe that a limitation of 60,000 square feet is much too large to encourage 
the sort of neighborhood-oriented, pedestlian-friendly commercial development that is the 
pmpose of the NNC zone. Businesses that large typically draw upon a city-wide or even 
regional customer base. · 
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For comparison, the Woodburn Roth's is 35,584 square feet, the 11-screen Santiam Regal 
Cinemas multi-plex on Lancaster Drive in Salem is 40,048 square feet, and the Woodburn 
Safeway is 57,860 square feet. 

The NNC zone allows all uses permitted in the DDC zone, including drug stores, sporting 
goods, hotels, motels, and office supplies. A sporting goods, drug or office supply big-box 
·store, or a large motel visible from I-5 would not be consistent with the stated purpose of the 
NNC zone and would add to traffic problems at the I-5 interchange. Many communities that 
seek to develop neighborhood commercial areas limit the square footage of commercial uses 
to 10,000 to 15,000 square feet with a larger limit (40,000 to 50,000 square feet) for grocery 
stores. 

II. Existing Industrial Capacity 

Winterbrook has found that in Woodburn, "Many commercial and industrial b'Clildings are 
boarded up!'1 An economic development strategy that ignores this existing capacity turns its 
back on-those areas of town most in need of economic revitalization. 

At the hearing on March 28th, Winterbrook conceded that he did not consider vacant or 
tmderutilized industrial buildings as having any capacity to accoillmodate need, unless the 
value of the buildings was lower than the value of the land? Although not considered by 
Winterbrook, this existing development can accommodate a considerable number of jobs, as 
illustrated by other testimony at the hearing. · · 

At the hearing, Toni Spencer provided evidence of numerous vacant and available industrial 
buildings within Woodbum that Winterbrook considered to have no capacity. Ray Clor, 
from the Salem Economic Development Corporation (SEDCOR), testified that one of these, 
a vacant 137,500 square foot building, had been recently purchased by Universal Forest 
Products and will soon be providing industrial jobs. This is an illustration of one of the 
ways that existing developed industrial land accommodates new jobs and indq)'!try. · 

In response to Ms. Spencer, the consultant, Mr. Winterowd, attempted to justify his decision 
to not consider vacant or underutilized industrial buildings. He said, "Nobody knows how to 
ascribe jobs to vacant buildings." This is a curious statement, given that Winterowd's . 
subconsultant, EcoNorthwest, does this in other commtmities by estimating square feet per 
employee and then calculating the number of employees that can be accommodated in a 
given amount of building space. 

In a recent Economic Opportunities Analyses prepared for the City of McMinnville and the 
City of Salem, EcoNorthwest concluded that some employment growth can be 
accommodated in vacant buildings on non-residential land, and that 650 square feet of built 
space will accommodate one industrial employee? EcoNorthwest has also assumed that 5% 

1 Winterbrook Memonindum, February 16, 2005, p. 7 
2 Technical Report I, p. 5 
3 At 650 sq. ft./employee this one existing building will accommodate 2 11 j obs, about 2.5% & w oodburn's 
proj ected j ob growth. 

Item No. __ 9 __ 

Page 258 2 



Q of industrial job growth will occur on non-industrial land, that 7% of industrial j ob growth 
will be absorbed by firms adding employees without expanding space, and that · 
redevelopment will accommodate an additional 5% of industrial job growth. Winter brook 
applied none of these assumptions in Woodburn. tt 

III. Purported Need for Very Large Parcels 

The consultant has recommended that Woodburn base its industrial land needs in part on a 
purported need for very large parcels. 

Marion County pointed out in its written testimony that by allowing more flexibility in 
arranging sites, "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." 

The utility of smaller sites is supported by the testimony of Ray Clor from SED COR, who 
said at the March 28 hearing that his clients want 15 to 35 acre parcels. 

IV. Existing Very Large Parcels 

Even if the purported need for a flat, vacant, industrial parcel exceeding 1 00 acres was 
realistic and reasonable, it is likely this need, as well as the need for other large vacant 
industrial parcels (40-80 acres) could be accommodated on parcels within existingUGB. 

·The City's Buildable Lands Inventory identifies tax lot 052W13 00100 as a vacant 141.56 
parcel, tax lot 052W13 01200 as a vacant 56.64 acre parcel and tax lot 052W13 01000 as a 
vacant 40.3 acre parcel. 

These flat, vacant parcels are within the existing Urban Growth Boundary, in an 
unincorporated area southwest ofthe city limits and currently have no city zoning. They are 
in the general vicinity of the proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve. Given that they meet 
the site requirements Winterbrook has laid out for target industries and given Goal14 
requirements for maximum efficiency of land use within and on the fringe of the existing 
urban area, these parcels seem like a logical place for the City to plan for industrial 
development. The consultant has not explained why he instead recommends tpat they be 
planned for residential uses. 

V. C onclusion 

We hope these comments are helpful. Please include this testimony and all attachments in 
the official record ofthis proceeding and please provide us with written notice of your 
decision. Because we are uncertain as to whether you have previously received our written 
testimony to the Planning Commission, we have included it among the attachments to this 
letter. 

Item No. 9 

Page 259 



Sincerely, 

JJF--
Sid Friedman 

Attachments: Property data from Marion County Assessors office 
Excerpts from McMinnville Economic Opportunities Analysis 'It 
Letter to Planning Commission, dated February 10, 2005 
County Assessors Map showing tax lots 052W13 00100, 01200, and 01000 

Cc: (w/o attachinents) 
Marion County 
DLCD 
Oregon Department of Agriculture 
Marion County Farm Bureau 
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Table 4-5. Typfcallot size requirements for firms 
in target industries 
Industry 
Printing & Publishing 
Stone, Clay & Glass 
Fabricated Metals 
Industrial Machinery 
Electronics- Fab Plants 
Electronics - Other 
Transportation Equipment 

. Trucking & Warehousing 
VVholesale Trade 
Non-Depository Institutions 
Business Services 
Health Services 
Engineering & Management 

Source: ECONorthwesl 

Lot Size (acres) 
5- 10 

10-20 
10- 20 
10-20 

40- 80+ 
10-30 
10-20 

varies 
varies 
1-5 
1-5 

1 "":' 10 
1-5 

·' Site Needs 

Flat 
Flat 
Flat 

Suitable soil 

Flat 

More specific locational issues for firms in target industries include the 
following issues: • 

• Land use buffers: According to the public officials and 
developers/brokers ECO has interviewed. industrial areas have 
operational characteristics that do not blend as well with residential 
land uses as they do with office and mixed-use areas. Generally, as the 
function of industrial use intensifies (e.g., heav}r manufacturing) so to 
does the importance of huffering to mitigate impacts of noise, odors, 
traffic, and 24-hour 7~day week operations. Adequate buffers may 
consist of vegetation, landscaped swales, roadways, and public use 
park&lrecreation areas. Depending upon the industrial use and site 
topography, site buffers range from approximately 50 to 100 feet. 
Selected commercial office, retail, lodging and mixed-use (e.g., 
apartments or office over retail) activities are becoming acceptable 
adjacent uses to light industrial areas. 

• Flat sites: Flat topography.(alopes with grades below 10%) is needed 
for manufacturing firms, particularly large electronic fabrication 
plants and 10+ acre fabricated metals and industrial machinery 
manufacturing facilities. 

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

1 Fortune 500 companies appear to be trending towards suburban locations for ~rporate campus facilities. 
Relatively low cost land, flexibility for future growth. and proximity .to labor force are typical reasons for locating 
facili ties such as Nike, [ntel, [n-Focus, and Tektronix in suburban locations. Given the relatively high cost of land in 
California and Washington, and short supply of sites over 20 acres throughout the western United States, there ia 
an emerging opportunity for the Woodburn area. Woodburn is close enough to the high-tech areas ofWilBOnville and 
Washington County to be a viable option for a corporate campus. Firms in Electronic and Electric Equipment and 
Business Services have potential in this regard. 
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Table 6-12. Typical lot size requirements for firms 
in target industries 

·Of[70ftv/) ,f((J1 

19r;"" tyJ A 

Industry Lot Size (acres) Site Needs 
Printing & Publishing 5-10 
Stone, Clay & Glass 10-20 Flat 
Fabricated Metals 10-20 Flat 
Industrial Machinery 10-20 Flat 
Electronics- Fab Plants 50- 100 Suitable soil 
Electronics- Other 10-30 
Transportation Equipment 10- 30 Flat I 
Trucking & Warehousing varies 
Wholesale Trade varies t 
Non-Depository Institutions 1 -5 
Business Services 1 - 5 
Health Services 1 - 10 
Engineering & Management 1 -5 

Source: ECONorthwest. 

Our research on other projects found that many large companies are still 
seeking suburban locations for corporate campus facilities. Relatively low
cost land, flexibility for future growth, and proximity to labor force are typical 
r easons for locating facilities such as Nike, Intel, In-Focus, and Tektronix in 
suburban locations. Giv~n the relatively high cost of land in California and 
Washington, and s hort supply of sites over 20 acres throughout the westem 
United States , there are emerging opportunities for the northern Willamette 
Valley. McMinnville's primary disadvantage in this is its distance from the 
high-tech areas of Wilsonville and Washington County, and poor access to I-5. 

Site needs depend on the type of industry. The following section refers to 
specific industries by Standard Industrial Codes (SIC). More .-'~'pecific 
locational issues for firms in target industries include the following issues: 

• Land use buffers. According to the public officials and 
developers/brokers ECO interviewed, industrial areas have 
operational characteristics that do not blend as well with residential 
land uses as they do with office and mixed-use areas. Generally, as the 
function of industrial use intensifies (e.g. , heavy manufacturing) so to 
does the importance of buffering to mitigate impacts of noise, odors . 
traffic, and 24-hour 7 -day week oper ations. Adequate buffers may 
consist of vegetation, landscaped swales, roadways, and public use 
parks/recreation areas. Depending upon the industrial use and site 
topography, site buffers r ange from approximately 50 to 100 feet. 
Select ed commercial office, retail, lodging and mixed-use (e.g., 
apartments or office over retail) activities are becoming acceptable 

•est 

adj acent uses to light industrial areas. ' · · 

McMinnville addresses land use incompatibility issue~rthrough 
development ordinances. Specific examples of these ordinances in 
McMinnville include the City's Airport Ov Zone Ordinance a nd 

November 2001 
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9 From: "Irene S. Westwood" <imsw@msn.com> 
To: <sabrentano@co.marion.or.us>, <jcarfson@co.marion.or.us>, 
<pmilne@co.marion.or.us> 
Date: 4/15/2006 1:44:13 PM 
Subject: Woodburn's 20 Year Plan 

Please give consideration to expanding the east side of Woodburn to preserve business in· that area and 
. to keep the expansion from engulfing the area west of the freeway. The east side needs help! 

Irene Westwood 

******************* 

This message has been scanned for virus content by Symantec Anti-Virus, and is believed to be clean. 
Viruses are often contained in attachments - Email with specific attachment types are automatically 
deleted. · 
If you need to receive one of these attachments contact Marion County IT for assistance. 
******************* 
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April18, 2006 n 
Dear Mr. Les Sasaki: 

I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed expansion of the Woodburn Urban Growth 
Boundary. The city has only recently begun to address the current traffic mess·on Highway 214 and 
the freeway interchange. Expanding the UGB is only going to make this traffic nightmare worse. 

My husband is a small business owner, located on Evergreen Road, just south of Highway 214. We 
are members of the Woodburn Chamber of Commerce and the Woodburn Downtown Association. 
We are not anti-business. Quite the opposite. Growth without the proper infrastructure is not good 
for business. More and more of my husband's clients have complained about how difficult it is to - . 
negotiate ~he traffic when driving to his office. Just last week I left the office at 4 pm. and headed 
east on 214; the traffic was backed up clear to the high school! Of what "f?enefit is growth going to 
be if people can't get to our business! Also, why push for expansion of the UGB to the west side of 
the freeway when the interchange is a mess and there are no plans for another interchange in the 
foreseeable futufe? · 

It is just flat out wrong to take some of ~e best fa:m:lland in the country out of production forever in 
order to attempt to attract some high tech industry to Woodburn. I say attempt because I quite 
honestly doubt that a high tech industry will locate· to Woodburn. Many high tech industries such as 
computer chip factories have abandoned the United States and gone overseas to China; just ask 
Salem, Gresham, or Hillsboro. On April 9, the Oregonian printed a lengthy article titled "Silicon 
Forest is shmted", referring to the lack of new jobs in the tech industry. I quote from the article: "In 
the past decade, the state has not produced a single, substantial tech success." Agriculture can 
quickly retool, so to speak, to respond to current market conditions- other industries just pick up and 
leave. 

The security of our country depends on us being as strong as possible economically. Every day the 
economic security of our country is compromised as more and more farmland is eaten up for 
development. For the first time in the history of our country the United States imports more food 
than it exports. Do we want to be dependent on foreign countries for our food in the same way we 
are dependent of foreign oil? Each acre eaten up by development adds up quickly. These 410 plus 
acres Winterbrook Consulting says is needed for industrial sites should stay as it is, productive 
farmland, for our benefit, and for the benefit or future generations. 

Sincerely, 

Kay E. Peterson 

503-634-2885 
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From: 
T<;> : 
Date: 
Subject: 

"wtg" <wtg@mail.gervais.com> 
<jcarlson@co. marion .or.us> 
4/19/2006 4:27:58 PM 
Woodburn 99E and east side 

Dear Janet Carlson, 

... • 

As a business own~r. I've come aware of several key buildings along 99E- vacant. Count rne _in as a 
concerned person who feels our 20 year planning needs to include 99E. See you at the meeting April 
26,2006. 

.. Thanks, respectfully, 

_Ari~n~ Hatds_~ ·woodburn Therapy Group 

This m essage has been scanned for virus content by Syinantec Anti-Virus, and.is believed to be clean. 
Viruses are often contained in attachments - Email with specific attachment types are automatically · 

· deleted. . . · 
.. If you need to receive one of these attachments contact Marion County IT for assistance. 

'*********~··· •• .,.~ 

:~ 

:· . ·!".. '· 
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April 17, 2006 n 
Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Les Sasaki Principal Planner 

8NINNV7d AlNnOO NOitJV~ 

Courthouse square 90flZ 6 T ~dV 
555 Court St NE 
Salem, OR97309-5036 

RE: Woodburn Periodic Review ofUGB 

Dear Commissioners -- Staff 

I fmd the path that Woodburn has chosen to follow a bit diffcult to digest. From my perspective 
and experience, the odds of the plans expectations coming to frution are very low and run in favor 
·of more of what you now see on the ground. 

The prime goal should be: How does one create a liveable, lovable city when in fact you have a 
major rail line through the center of town. When in fact you have 99E & I-5 splitting the 
community with 99E representing 69 blocks of front street. When in fact you have acres and 
acres of under utilized land. When the street system is need of major overhaul to create 
connectivity. These conditions call for a vigorous redevelopment stratergy not more Industrial 
land. Woodburn should be asked to meet the challenge. 

Plan presents a major challenge for Marion county and the other 20 some communites of Marion 
county. 

· The employment projections and need for Industrial lands is way overstated. Which puts the 
county in a very diffcult position of saying yes to a plan that is out of sycn with the other 
marion county communities. 

I would higly recomend that you delete the boundary expansion south of Highway 219 and west 
ofi-5 and leave the present boundary intact. Am of the opinion that you would not be able to 
contain boundary to East side becau.se of presendence. And I see little need for boundary 
expansion on North and East ofl-5 south of Crosby Rd. 

Lastly, When the peroidic review-20 year progam was put on the table it did not give me a warm 
fuzzy feeling then and now that I see it in action, I have a less than warm fuzzy feeling for it. 
There must be a better way. 

Bob Lindsey 
7505 Windsor Is Rd N 
Salem, OR 97303-9701 
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Q I support the urban growth in East W oodbum, we want all 
businesses to grow and flourish not fail 

Amando Benavidez Jr 
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I support the urban growth in East Woodburn, we do not n 
want any more businesses going away, like Roth's IGA, .. : 
Portland Produce, or any other businesses that failed. ~ ~~ ~ \\1 

\15} ~ (C . 1\lllU 
\f'l . ~R l ~ ~~\NG 

Mark Unger . cou~~~ 
Western Pacific Real Es~\ON . 
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0 I ~upport the urban growth in East Woodburn, we want all 
businesses to grow and flourish not fail · 

. .. 

JJ~..-t·c~ f!._cYY'\Sfv-\.A.L..+; ~ 
-·- ~ .. ~- - ~-.. - .,; . .. . 

__.... ... ----
. ____ .. ., ...... -_ , _ _.,. ... -

lR1 rE «; ~ n'W ~ llJ 
APR 1 8 2006 

MARION COUNTY PLANNING 
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Les Sasaki 
Marion County PW /Plann.illg 
555 Court Street NE 
Salem, OR 97301 

fR~rG~llW~flJ 
APR 1 8 2006 

MARION COUNTY PLANNING . 

Re: Woodburn UGB Proposal, testimony for 4-26-06 meeting 

Dear Mr. Sasaki and Board of Commissioners, 

:My mime is Toni Spencer, I live at 13736 Wilco Hwy. NE, a small farm outside of 
Woodburn. I am a native Oregonian raised on a working cattle ran.ch and have 
lived most of my life in a rural environment. 

Although I do not profess to be an expert on Community Development and 
Planning, I feel compelled as a concerned citizen, to comment on Woodburn's 
proposed expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary. 

I have great respect for those who live and work on the land. I also respect and 
realize the importance of the _economic $t~bility that it provides the community. 
Anyone can be proud to live in w oodb~ .. Corisider that AgricultuTe is a viable 
industry. 

-Agriculture and food products are Oregon's largest export by volume. 

-A record breaking 4 billion dollars in Agricultural sales were recorded in 
2005 by the Oregon State Extension Service. 

-Marion County led that record with 540 million. 

-The Oregon Sales of 4.1 billion is a 5% increase over the record in 2004. 

I worry that we may be too eager to include valuable prime farmland in the 
proposed UGB expansion. 

I have looked at areas within the current UGB apd I se~ vacant industrial propyrties 
and buildings that can be redevelop~ed and reocc'upied. . - ' ' 

I have attached photographs of a few of the vacant industrial sites already in 
W oodbum. Unlike bear ground, vacant buildings are not counted in the 
consultant's inventmy of vacant industrial property. 
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Before we expand the current UGB, we have a responsibility to solicit new 
industry into our undeveloped and underdeveloped properties. We have the 
capacity for new industries within our current UGB. 

My hope is that we carefully determine and decide what is really needed before 
including prime farmland in the propbsed UGB expansion. 

We all would like to see economic progress in Woodburn, but remember, new 
industry can move in and cost lis, the taxpayers,-millions of dollars in taxes for 
sewer, water, sidewalks and roads and then up and move out just as fast, leaving us 
with unemployed workers and the bill. Once this productive farmland is paved 
over, it is gone forever. 

Thank you for reading or listening to my comments. 
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Marion County Commissioner s 
Ms. Patti Milne, Chair 
Ms. Janet Carlson 
Mr. Sam Brentano 
Principal Planner Les Sasaki 

ffrl~~~~W/~ [2) 
APR 1 8 2006 

MARION COUNTY PLANNING 

Dear Commissioners Milne, Carlson, Brentano and Principal Planner Sasaki: 

Forword: 

Thank you for this opportunity to present our views on Legislative Amendment 06-2, 
Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan and Urban Growth Boundary Periodic Review and 
Update. We very much appreciate this opportunity to speak freely to you. 

We made many contributions to the record during the public input phase of Woodburn's 
Periodic Review process. The purpose of this letter is to briefly set out some of our 
concerns about Woodburn's Periodic Review and to introduce some of our past 
testimony. Our written testimonies-of-record dated March 23, Aprill9, and June 27, 
2005 are included herein. 

If you read these submissions, you will get a good, if not complete, grasp of our concerns 
at the city level. Our greatest complaint regarding the Woodburn process is that, with 
few exceptions, there was no specific response to the issues raised in our testimony. The 
water avru.Iability/quality issue, and the cost of providing storm drainage to East 
Woodburn UGB expansion are the exceptions. 

Given the detailed nature of our testimony, we take exception to Mr. Winterowd's April 
4, 2006 statement that Woodburn City staff and consultant addressed all citizen concerns. 
In point of fact, most of our concerns were never addressed. 

Since we did not receive the response mandated by Goal I , it is tempting and easy to set 
out a list of grievances about the Woodburn City process. But that is not our intent. 

Issues 

What we wish to bring forward are the following issues: 

The measure 37 effect. The Urbanization section of Marion County's Comprehensive 
Plan lays out land use efficiency goals and targets. Due to lack of city services, land 
developed under a Measure 37 process cannot meet these efficiency standards. 
Seemingly, the Measure 37 eligibility status of lands abutting the Woodburn City limits 
should be a criterion for UGB expansion. Creating an exception area, which must be 
brought into the city at the next iteration of the Periodic Review process (ORS 197.298), 
does not make good pla.mllng sense. 
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Direction of past planning efforts. Past planning efforts; notably under the direction of 
past Woodburn Community Development Director Steve Goekritz, targeted East-ward 

· expansion of the UGB. Investments in Woodburn's infrastructure were. made to 
accommodate expansion in this direction. Two examples are Woodburn School District's 
purchase of 19 acres on East Lincoln Road for a school, and Woodburn Fire Protection 
District's location of its James Street fire station. Directing growth in a different 
direction devalues these past investments of public funds. 

Long Term Consequences of Providing Low Cost Housing. For the past 20 years, 
Woodburn, compared to other Marion County cities, has targeted a greater proportion of 
housing opportunities to low income residents. Woodburn's housing needs analysis 
documents this and projects that housing needs will continue to fall to the lower end of 
the spectrum. Concentration oflower cost housing, given the ravages of time working on 
lower quality construction, sets Woodburn up for an increasingly difficult struggle to 
provide basic community services, such as policing and schools, due to low per capita tax 
base. Continued emphasis on low cost housing ultimately reduces livability. 

No Place to Throw a Ball Around. The drive to provide housing at low cost leads to 
unfortunate consequences. Reducing lot size to reduce cost comes 11t a cost to livability, 
especially for families. Family residential on small lots means that your kids play in the · 
street, and that open space is public space. There is no place to throw a ball around other 
than the street-dodge car instead of dodge ball? 

Building Community. Woodburn has sought to revitalize its old town commercial core 
and its newer, but now aging, commercial strip along 99E. The proposed UGB 
expansion continues a trend of placing new residential, industrial, and commercial 
development near the freeway. The consequences of this policy are manifest in the 
empty store fronts along 99E. Continuation of this policy by placing all ofWo<;>dburn's 
future growth away from the renewal districts undercuts the City's urban renewal goals. 
UGB expansion is a tool which could support and enhance business enterprise value, 
stimulating redevelopment and investment by the private sector in these areas. The 
proposed plan, in directing growth along the freeway, does not provide this support. 
Rather, it permits erosion of enterprise value, reduces private sector incentives to 
revitalize, and continues the loss of businesses and jobs along the 99E commercial strip. 

Minimizing County Road Costs. The City of Woodburn has three roadways designated 
"Primary Arterials", State Hwy 214, State Hwy 21 1, State Hwy 99E. These three 
highways, the backbone road infrastructure of the community, form a "U" shape which 
surrmmds the East side of Woodburn. The West side areas slated for UGB inclusion are 
removed from the state roadway backbone. Consequently, the County road system will 
bear a greater burden in providing inter community access. And the development costs 
per acre for providing road access will be greater, because the existing road system is 
further removed from state funded backbone highways. 

The Alice in Wonderland effect. Part of the impetus for placing additional growth near 
the freeway is to secure a higher priority for interchange improvement funding. This is 
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0 reverse logic--to make the problem better we have to make it worse. By placing the 
community's development proximal to the freeway, the plan virtually guarantees that at 
full build out the upgraded interchange will again be at or over capacity. What will we 
have gained? Like Alice in Wonderland, we are running faster and faster to stay in the 
same place. 

A Simple Solution 

Most of these issues can be addressed very simply .. Allow development on the East Side. 
East side growth maintains the value of past community infrastructure inves1ments by the 
school and fue district, supports business enterprise value, supports community 
redevelopment, locates new residents closer to both existing commercial development 
and existing roadway backbone, and staves off creation of a new exception area. 

Now, are we opposed to creating new jobs in our community? Do we want to see·fue I-5 
interchange mired in gridlock? Is the proposed plan all bad? No, No, and No. But the 
proposed plan, by concentrating new growth on the West side, is not the best plan for 
Woodburn: A balanced plan that maintains values through out the community makes 

. .. . .. . 
more sense. 

Please, restore balance to Woodburn's growth. 

Thank you, 

The Serres Family 
April 19,2006 

Please include this letter in the public record of Legislative Amendment 06-2. 

-·· 

Item No. 9 
Page 287 



. . 

The Serres Fainily 
1840 E. Lincoln Road 
VVoodburn,~ 97071 

The Honorable Kathryn Figley, Mayor, City. of Woodburn 
VV oodburn City Council 
VV_oodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
VVoodburn,Oregon 97071 

Dear Mayor and Councilors: · 

Thank you for allowing additional testimony into the record. 

June 27, 2005 

VV e 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-The Down and Dirty! 

ORS 197.298 

Consultant Greg VVinterowd, 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 ofORS 197.298, but Greg is incorrect in asserting 
that ORS 197.298 is the controlling criterion for UGB expansion decisions. Following 
Greg's April9 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 
cJassification 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 Geoff to provide a written clarification of ORS 
197.298's relative importance in making UGB expansion decisions. In his response, 
Geoff reiterates that soil capability class is not the controlling criterion for UGB 
amendment purposes. Om request letter, and Geoff Crook's response appear as 
Attachments A and B respectively. 
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0 Rebuttal of Greg Winterowd Testimony 

W e also wish to rebut Greg Winterowd's testimony regarding the Serres property 
(Winter brook Planning, Page 4, Items B-77 and B-1 01, Greg Winterowd, oral testimony, 
April25 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 1. 

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 tenn 
planning horizon, awareness that urbanizing part logically concludes with urbanizing the 
whole, and that infrastructure needs to be considered in a context larger than SA-4. We 
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have never argued that our entire holding had to be brought in at once. Mr. Winterowd 
misrepresents our testimony 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 flood 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 botindaries 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 ac:re, Class IT 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 III, VI, and Flood 
Plain Soils on Serres Tract. Note that Class 1 Chehalis soil is in flood plain. 
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0 Similarly, if this s.oils argument is really worth its weight in salt, why not bring in 
only the Class ill portion of the Fessler property? Logical access for storm 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 II 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 II. Either way, some Class II 
is in, so why penalize the Woodburn School District? 

ll. Of Infrastructure, Schools, ·and Other Necessary Things 

The Rest of 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 errors 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 can 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 
casted for the SW and West study areas, or are required by topography but omitted 
(please refer to copy of USGS 7 ~ topographic map we have submitted as attachment to 
June I letter). 

Commenting on David Torgeson's Comments about our Comments. 

We appreciate David Torgeson's April25 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 that Mr. Torgeson's April25 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 coinments regarding the suitability of the Serres wells appear well 
founded, pardon the pun. At the least, the Serres wells document 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 storm 
drainage system is correct-no large drain to the Pudding required. 

While we agree with Mr. Torgeson that the same approach was employed to 
evaluate all 8 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 firm, 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/Tech Engineering Report 

The Multi/Tech 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 Multi/Tech 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 cherry picked versions of both Study 
Areas. 

The Multi/Tech report repeats an error that massive storm drains would be 
required in SA-4. Please refer to David Torgeson response to Serres, April25, 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 Senes 
Reservoir to the Pudding River via connecting wetlands, just as it do~s now. We provide 
some reference material on the use of reservoirs and bioswales to manage storm drainage 
as Attachment C. 
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The f'mancial impact of the storm drain error accounts for $6,827 of 
Multiffech's $8807 difference per acre for servicing the two 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. Vfe note that the Multiffech report does 
not support Brian Moore's assertation that"'' ... Area 4 costs over 300 per cent more 
to serve than Area 2." The Multi/Tech report is in the public record as an attachment to 
Brian Moore's letter of April20, 2005. 

Transportation Issues 

Mr. Moore, in his written testimony, makes several statements regarding the 
transportation advantages ofhis client's property. We did a li1;tle checking with our 
odometer. Do you realize that the Serres portion ofSA-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 214/I-5 Interchange is closer to the Fessler property than 
is the West side of the 214/I-5 Interchange via Butteville Road? So which way to I-5/214 
do you thiDk future Fessler property residents will go? 

Brian Moore's testimony states: "The plan assumes the Crosby Road 
improv:ements to be paid by the developer of the Fessler property .... Removing the 
Fessler property could cause the City's plan to become 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 Road property should not be brought into the UGB because it is 100% Class 
II soils (April 25 and 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 Fessler 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 school. 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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lli. Choosing Between the Devil and the Deep Blue Sea 

Woodburn's Needs Study Inadequate 

The Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update, as amended, does not address 
the growth drivers currently shaping Woodburn. 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 all 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: affluent 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 employment, cultural amenity, and advanced medical 
services. These demographics are sorely needed in our community to shift Woodbur:O.'s 
average income, average education level, people per household, etc., closer to state 
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 
this plan differentiate Woodburn from all the other places in Oregon? Does this plan 
optimize all residents' quality oflife? Does this plan make Woodburn feel like home, or 
does this plan make W oodbmn seem tlie like every other growing town? 

Nodal is cmcial 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 
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this level of investment and infrastructure, might actually work. But this nodal concept is 
not the nodal concept proposed for Woodburn. 

What is proposed for Woodburn is Nodal-on-the-Cheap. Is there a feasibility 
study for Woodburn's nodal concept? Is there any documentation 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 Location, Location, Location 

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 noise and pollution. 

• Proximity to established utility infrastructure, notably Electric sub station and 
high pressure gas line. 

• Proximity to Serres Reservoir, Pudding River, and connecting wetland/bioswale 
for storm drainage. 

• Proximity to Woodburn Sewage Treatment Plant. 

• Inclusion completes city street system comprised of Landau, Tomlin, and Laurel 
Streets and Cooley Road. 

• Inclusion resolves all development problems connected with Woodburn School 
District's East Lincoln Road property. 

• Inb.-oduces 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 Woodburn 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 Woodburn 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 all ofWoodburn'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 residential 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 S W1R and 
OpusNW. 

V Conclusion--The Lost Art of Compromise 

\Ve were heartened that the April I 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 sunounding area 
wasn' t brought in to share the costs of improvements, particularly E. Lincoln Road. 

We were 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 housing 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 
Laurel/Landau/Tomlin 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 public, the admission of continuously slanted, unobj ective, misleading testimony 
before the Council, the insistence on ORS 197.298 as the ultimate criterion 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 Councilors, you are the people's representatives in this matter. Do you vote 
to follow the will of your cons~ituents, 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 of Land Conservation and Development 
Les Sasaki, Manon 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 
W oodbum Comprehensive Plan Update and Periodic Review. 
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To: 

Her Honor, Kathy Figley, Mayor, City of Woodburn 
Mr. John Brown, Woodburn City Administrator 
. City Councilor- Ward 1 Walt Nichols 
City Councilor-Ward 2 Richard Bjelland 
City Councilor-Ward 3 Pete McCallum 
City Councilor-Ward 4 Jim Cox 
City Councilor- Ward 5 Frank Lonergan 
City Councilor-Ward 6 Elida Sifuentez 

March 23, 2005 

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

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

***************************************** 

Oregon State Planning Goal #1 provides for citizen involvement. Tbis goal is 
incorporated in the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan as "Citizen and Agency Involvement 
Policies", page 12 of Proposed Woodburn Comprehensive Plan- Volume 1-Goal and 
Policy Amendments. We had an expectation of an open and transparent planning process 
responsive to our input. However, despite Serres Family_ attendance of public meetings, 
private discussions with the city planner, and written and telephone coinmentary to 
Woodburn City Planning, we have not found the process to be either open or transparent. 

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

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

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

First, consider the Woodburn Public Worlcs estimate for Sewer Service. Simple 
inspection of the USGS Woodburn 7.5 minute topographic map and City of Woodburn 
Sewer Main Map dated 10/08/02 shows the following to be true ofUGB Region 4: 

• UGB Region 4 is the second closest to the Woodburn Sewage Trea1ment Plant. 

• UGB Regio~ 4 sits on the same topographic feature as the Woodburn Sewage 
Trea1ment Plant-a bench above the Pudding River. Most other study areas are in 
the Mill Creek or Senecal Creek drainages, requiring sewage to be pumped across 
the washboard topography created by the parallel drainages of Mill and Senecal 
Creeks and the Pudding River. 

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

• The sewer main on Hardcastle Street runs along our North property border. The 
Woodburn Public Work's sewer main map does not accuratefy show the terminus 
of the sewer main, which, as evidenced by manhole risers, ends some distance 

.East of the Hardcastle/Cooley Road intersection. 

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

What is it that makes sewer service so expensive on our parcel when the USGS 
map and our familiarity with our property and Woodburn suggests otherwise? Without a 
public vetting of the models and methodologies used to develop the Sanitary Sewer 
Infrastructure costs, we can;t evaluate the validity of Public Work's numbers, and we 
don't think members of the Planning Commission and the City Council can do so, either, 
if all they have is the same Public Works document we have. Based on the information 
available to us-the maps cited, our knowledge of our property, and our knowledge of 
the City of Woodburn and its topography- we do not have confidence in Public Work's 
cost estimate of sanitary sewer infrastructure because it does not make sense that the 

. study area close to the treatment plant, at the same elevation as the treatment plant, with 
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no intervening ridges between it and the treatment plant would have the absolute highest 
cost. 

Second, let us look at Storm Sewer infrastructure costs. Again, Region 4 has the 
highest per acre cost at $14,577.00. The next most expensive is Region 6 at 
$7,737.00/acre with Region 8 the lowest at $6,173.00/acre. This is a tremendous 
disparity, with the only hint of an explanation being that Public Works states that a 78-
inch diameter storm sewer to the Pudding River would be required to service UGB 
Region4. · 

Simple inspection of the USGS Woodburn 7.5 minute topographic map shows 
that the entirety of the Serres Family property, about 60% ofUGB Region 4, slopes at 0 
to 3% to the Pudding River. On the Serres property, each and every future East/West 
street could contain a small storm sewer appropriate for. the area that it serves. And no 
right-of-way problems will be encountered in connecting these Sn1all storm sewers to the 
Pudding River or the Serres Reservoir because the Serres Family owns all of these lands. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Parks and Recreation. 

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

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

Transportation Considerations External to the Serres Tract. 

The Serres tract fronts State Highway 2 I 4 for a mile on its South and Southwest 
sides. The Serres tract communicates to State Highway 211 via Cooley Road on the . 
North. It communicates with US 99E through Hardcastle, Lincoln, Tomlin, Laurel, 
Landau, and possibly Aztec to the West. 

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

Contrary to W oodbum Planning, we believe that siting residential areas clos~ to 
the freeway intensifies I-5/214 congestion. For example, consider the future residents of 
the now approved Montebello Phases II and III. Because of their close proximity to the 
freeway, these residents will choose to access the freeway at the I-5/214 interchange. In 
contrast, residents of any future development in UGB Region 4 will access I-5 through 
the Aurora cut off and Brooks, just as those of us who live in the area do now. 
Residential development in UGB Regions 1 and 7, and the west sides of Regions 2 and 6 

·will exacerbate I-5/214 congestion to a far greater extent than will residential 
development in UGB Region 4. 

Transportation Considerations Internal to the Serres Tract. 

The entire tract, from the Woodburn City Limits to the Pudding River, Hi. 214 to 
Hardcastle, is owned by the Serres family. Internal impediments to road/utility design 
and layout are limited to two public rights of way~ East Lincoln Road and Serres Lane, 
three tax lots owned by one Serres family member, and two residential lots fronting on 
214. Implementation of a North/South parallel road East of 99E, as specified by Final 
Draft, Woodburn Transportation System Plan, Policy K-1-10, (Cooley Road to 214) will 
be easy to accomplish. In contrast, all the other UGB study Regions are more parcelized, 
posing rights-of-way issues and other barriers to efficient road and utility lay out. 

Electric Utility Infrastructure. 

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

Our assessment is that the Serres Parcel is best suited for high-end housing. 1bis 
assessment is at variance with Winterbrook Planning's evaluation. ·The following_ 
comments refer to pages 25 through 28 of Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification 
Report. 

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

We have previously expre~sed concern that Woodburn public works failed to 
verifY its design assumptions with site inspections. We have similar concerns about 
Winterbrook's assessment of Region 4's suitability for inclusion in the UGB for several 
reasons. ·In-2003 both Paul Serres and Susan Duncan participated in Marion County's . 
"Urban Growth Management Framework" workshops held in Woodburn. Both Paul and 
Susan made written recommendations that the entire Serres tract be included in the UGB. 
Evidently no land ownership review was performed to identifY the EFU iandowners to be 
affected ifUGB Region 4 was included in the UGB. If such a study had been performed, 
it would have shown that the largest affected EFU landowner is the Serres family, which 
supports Region 4 inclusion in the UGB. Numerous Serres Family members submitted 
written comments in favor of Region 4 UGB inclusion at the April 16, 2004 meeting. Yet 
these written comments are not taken into account in Winterbrook' s Region 4 
assessment. 

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

As we've noted previously, locating more residential development adjacent to the 
freeway (Region 2's Western boundary) increases loading of the I-5/214 interchange 
until a second Woodburn freeway interchange is installed. Since upgrading the Crosby 
Road overpass to a freeway interchange would be the cheapest and easiest way to provide 
additional freeway access, shouldn't the planning for this area anticipate this as a 
possibility, which would mean Crosby Road would become a connector to I-5 with and 
dramatic traffic load increases on Boones Ferry Road and Front Street, adversely 
affecting suitability for high end housing? 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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This concludes our letter. We sincerely and earnestly hope that we have raised 

concerns that merit further discussion and consideration, even if that means delaying your 
approval of the 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update Periodic Review and Urban Growth 
Boundary Amendments. We call these concerns to your attention, not only out of our 
own interests, but also out ()fan intereSt in the Woodburn community at large. From our 
perspective the process so far has not been transparent. Without access to the process, we 
can't ascertain, but can only suspect, that errors and omissions have been made in the 
cost estimates and land use studies. · 

We do understand that it is difficult for you as city councilors to render good · 
public policy decisions with out accurate information. 

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

Sincerely, 

Ruth Thompson 
Paul Serres 
Rebecca Kirsch 
Mary Grant 
Susan Duncan 

Cc: 

Claudio Lima, Woodburn Planning Commission Chairman 
Patty Grigorieff, Woodburn Planning Commission 
Richard Knoles, Woodburn Planning Commission 
David Vancil, Woodburn Planning Commission 
Ellen Bandelow, Woodburn Planning Commission 
Richard Jennings, Woodburn Planning Commission 
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Her Honor, Kathy Figley, Mayor, City of Woodburn 
Mr. John Brown, Administrator, City of Woodburn 
City Councilor-Ward 1 Walt Nichols 
City Councilor-Ward 2 Richard Bjelland 
City Councilor- Ward 3 Pete McCallum 
City Councilor-Ward 4 Jim Cox 
City Councilor-Ward 5 Frank Lonergan 
City Councilor- Ward 6 Elida Sifuentez 

Aprill9, 2005 

Dear Mayor Figley, Administrator Brown, and City Councilors: 

We sincerely appreciate the opportunity to make our views known to you. 

Please accept into the public record the following four submissions: 

1. Cover letter for, and text of spoken testimony by, Susan Duncan before the 
Woodburn City Council, March 28,2005. Pages 4-6.-

2. Cover letter for, and text of spoken testimony by, Paul Serres before the 
Woodburn City Council, March 28, 2005. Pages 7-9. 

3. "Letter in Response to Commissioner Cox", re March 28 Hearing questions. 
Pages 10-20. 

4. "A Quick Critique" ofWinterbrooks SA-2 and SA-4 Assessments, as presented in 
Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justificiation Rep ort. Pages 21-32. 

Of these four submissions, we especially call your attention to "Letter in 

Response to Commissioner Cox" and "A Quick Critique". Both of these documents 

discuss issues and concerns either not discussed in our previous communications with the 

City Council and Planning Commission (new issues), or are significant developments of 

previously expressed concerns. 
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"Response to Commissioner Cox" includes six concerns that address 

Commissioner Cox's request for detail regarding possible flaws in the City's "Public 

Services Analysis, 2004". These six concerns are: 

1. Apples and Ornnges- Residential Services Do Cost More than 
Commerical/Industrial so they can;t be directly compared. 

2. Gross Acres Vs. Net Acres- City Cost Analysis uses Gross Acres, thereby 
distorting cost of supplying city services. 

3. City Costs for Transportation Infrastructure not included in cost analysis. 

4. Woodburn School District Lincoln Road property expensive to service if adjacent 
Serres property not included in UGB. 

5. How can the topographically similar Study Areas 3 & 4 have, respectively, the 
lowest and the highest City Services costs? 

6. City staff not forilicoming on cost study methodology, informal discussion with 
Woodburn City staff indicates possible errors and omissions. 

"A Quick Critique" examines Winterbrook's "Woodburn Year 2020 UGB 

Justification Report". "A Quick Critique" documents that the Winterbrook report is 

neither consistent nor objective. We cover soil types, current land use, proximity to 

transportation assets, and so on, citing Winterbrook's text verbatim to make our points. 

In presenting these documents for consideration, we are not superceding our 

March 23 letter. All of our communications should be treated as one body of work. To 

be sure, our more recent communications bring the benefit of fresh insight, but are not 

intended to cover all issues previously raised. 

In that vein, we would like to retum to our March 23 letter, namely, "We have 

concerns about a decision process based solely upon infrastructure costs. Property value 
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is never solely determined by infrastructure investment. We fed that our property brings 

value to the City that other UGB study regioils do not and that this value is not 

considered in the Planning Department's decision-making methodology." 

Our property brings with it woodlands, pond, bioswales, Pudding River frontage, 

open skies, and Mt. Hood Views. 

Please understand, we will donate a portion of our property to the City of 

Woodburn for parkland, and public open space if our tract in UGB Study Area 4 is 

brought into the UGB. Our parents, Joe and Adela Serres, out of a commitment to the 

community of which they felt a part, purchased Legion Park and held it for the City of 

Woodburn until the City could purchase it. 

Our parents felt, long ago, that the City of Woodburn would eventually engulf the 

Serres farm. Their hope was that the woodlands and reservoir would become a public 

park for Woodburn residents. We, the current generation of Serres's, want to honor their 

vision and simultaneously make our own contribution to the public good. 

The public will only benefit if we are included in the UGB. If we are not included 

in the UGB we will have to consider private development, which will mean private 

ownership of the reservoir and other natural amenities, 

Sincerely, 

The Serres Family 

Ruth Thompson 
Paul Serres 
Rebecca Kirsch 
Mary Grant 
Susan Duncan 
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1. Cover letter for and text of spoken test{mony by Susan Duncan 
before the Woodburn City Council, March 28,2005. 

March 31, 2005 

Dear Mayor and City Councilors: 

Thanks for the opportunity to testify at the March 28 hearing on the Comprehensive Plan 
Update. Please accept this letter and the attached written copy of my testimony into the 
record. 

As you might imagine, it is difficult to address such a complex issue in three minutes. So 
I have given much thought to how I might have given a better presentation. In retrospect, 
there were two interwoven themes to my presentation--one discussed the tangible 
positive attributes of my family's property- the reasons that you can touch that make our 
farm a good complement to the City ofWoodburn. Reasons like: 

• Completing the grid of streets that currently dead-<;:nd at our farm's border. 

• Ease of Road access by state highway on three sides. 

• Ease of internal road and utility layout. 

• Residential use that is buffered from the noise and pollution ofl-5 

The other theme has to do with "livability"- the characteristics of our farm that are more 
subjective-that you feel more than you can touch. And this theme is much harder to 
articulate, because it doesn't show up in services cost analyses or transportation studies. 
Yet it is just as real, just as important, in bujlding a living community as the tangible · 
qualities that can be documented. That is what I was trying to convey when I said that 
many people, both old time residents and people new to the area, would prefer a home on 
om farm over other areas. 

And so, I invite you to tour our farm to see what it has to offer. Our farm is a "Field of 
Dreams". · 

Susan Duncan Item No. 9 ----Page 311 
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Text of Susan Duncan's March 28, 2005 testimony before Woodburn City Council, 
public hearing on the City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update. 

Honorable Mayor, Councilors, Staff 

My name is Susan Duncan. I live at 1840 East Lincoln Road, Woodburn. 

The City of Woodburn has invested a great deal of time and effort to develop a 20 year 
workable plan. Your placement of industry and large commercial establishments along 
the freeway makes excellent sense. 

HOWEVER, WOODBURN IS NOT JUST A FREEWAY TOWN! 

Residential development is better served on the East side. Our land has many features 
that would be beneficial to the City of Woodburn. Many people, new comers and long 
time residents, have told us that if new high quality homes were available on the East side 
that is where they would live. There is no freeway pollution and noise, and less traffic 
congestion. The BBB (big black book) states that higher end housing could not be drawn 
to our area because of the poor quality housing that currently exists along our borders. 
We do not consider the homes .on Heritage Court and Tomlin Ave, for example, to be 
offensive. The school property and public open space can serve as a buffer zone. 

There is a huge market for empty nesters transitioning to ret::iiement. They want the quiet 
life of a smaller town yet be able to enjoy the amenities of Portland just 20 minutes away. 
There currently is a demand for higher quality homes; for example, Tukwila has a 
waiting list for $300,000 homes. New industrial growth will only increase that demand 
Offer this, Build it well, and they will come. 

However, no matter how nice a place is, it has got to have good access for it to work for 
the people that live there. Residential development East of town will not in:). pact the 
infamous I-5/214 Interchange. Woodburn is actually served by 3 interchanges. Eastside 
residents use the Aurora cutoff going North or the Brooks Interchange going South. Our 
land is bounded by 214 to the South and is Yz mile from 211 on theN. and 99E is 'l4 mile 
to the W est. No other undeveloped land in the Woodburn area is served by better 
transportation access than our farm. 

Bike routes and walking paths can be laid out that do not cross major arterials. It is an 
ideal situation. Easy access in all directions by state Highways, yet at the same time, no 
interior traffic. Tilis means that road and utility layout is easy. The addition of our land 
would mean that Landau, Tomlin, Lamel, and Aztec could continue, no longer as the 
dead-end streets dreaded by city planners today. Our parcel is a planners dream! If it 
were up to us we would redraw the UGB to include all of the reservoir. The woods offer 
a potential for a parkland trail system unparalleled in the Woodburn Area. It is our 
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family's wish that this area remain open for public use. A place where families can 
picnic and children can run free. We don't need another open space that is reserved 
solely for those who are able to pay a user fee. 

We love our fann, the land that we grew up on, but we are moving on with our individual 
lives. We want the future of our farm to be something that we are proud of. We feel that 
the city has a unique opportunity to enhance the quality of life for all Woodburn 
residents. We invite you to tour our fann and evaluate these opportunities. 
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2. Cover letter for and text of spoken testimony by Paul Se~res 
before the Woodburn City Council, March 28, 2005. 

Aprilll, 2005 

Dear Mayor and City Councilors 

i appreciate being able to pres€nt my views on the UGB at the March 28, 2005 
hearing. I'm attaching a copy of my testimony to this cover. Please accept both this · 
letter and the text of my hearing testimony into the record. 

Woodburn is at the threshold of a new 20 year plan, just as we are at a threshold 
of a new era as a farming entity. The best use of our land has changed. This Spring will 
be the first in over 70 years that we will not raise a hop crop. 

Please visualize what those of us working the land already lrn.ow: 

• Our land has a gentle slope that drains East to the Pudding River. 

• Our land has great views and exposure to the South. 

• Our land has groves of tall firs above our wetlands and bottom lands. 

• Our land has abundant water resources. 

I hope you can see that a life time on our land gives us an insight into what works 

and what doesn't, what makes sense and what doesn't, that conflicts at times with what is 

stated in the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Update. As the landowners, we will live 

with the consequences of this Comprehensive Plan Update, while city planners and 

consultants are not affected by their decisions. 

Thank you for the opportunity to pass these thoughts along, 

Paul J. Serres 
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Text of Paul Serres March 28,2005 testimony before Woodburn City Council, public 
hearing on the City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update. 

Honorable Mayor, City Councilors, Staff and Audience. 

My Name is Paul Serres 

I reside at 11283 Serres Lane NE, Woodburn (on the East Side) 

I am a life long resident of Woodburn and I'm here as a representative of the Serres 
family to express our concerns and interest in Woodburn's future growth. 

Three generations of our family have lived and worked on our farm, that's over 100 
years. During this entire time we have been a part ofthe community, and we are directly 
affected by the city. Although our work is on the farm we conduct our business in the 
City, Trade at local merchants, etc .. We are very aware of the changes to the city over 
time, and now, the time and conditions are such that the best use of our land has changed 
with regard to its relationship to the city. Woodburn is at the threshold of a New 20 year 
plan that will have significant effect on everyone within and around the UGB. 

We obtained and studied the '"'Woodburn Comprehensive Plan", the Big Black Book, the 
documents justifying the proposed expansion of the UB and familiarized ourselves with 
LCDC's Goall4. We are not professional planners but we are reasonably intelligent 
people blessed with a lot of common sense. We have an intimate knowledge of our land, 
all of us having been born and raised here, and have a very good understanding of 
Woodburn, its history, basic economics, shopping areas, traffic patterns, etc. This BBB 
gave tis the opportunity to see how development takes place from the regulatory side of 
the aisle and how things must be evaluated, their effect evaluated, and decisions made as 
a result of those valuations, decisions meant for _the good of all. 

In that sense are the citizen planners as intended by LCDC goal 1. 

During this past week we submitted a letter with attachments to the City Administrator, 
Mayor, and council. In the event you have not had time to read this letter or have 
difficulty finding it in your packet, I have an additional copy for you at this time. 

Based on the factors you are considering our property, or part of it, is a logical addition to 
the UGB at this time. We feel that the information used to determine the cost to provide 
services on our property, in Study Area 4, was flawed. Simple inspection of a topo map, 
or even a illive by our property will tell you that the majority of the property is flat. A 
topo map will tell you that we are 5-l 0 feet above the sewage treatment plant. Time at 
this hearing does not allow me to detail all the areas in question that were addressed in 
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our letter. I mention this one because it is so obvious that something wasn't right if the · 
results say its cheaper to pump sewage across town 2 ~ to 3 miles than across our farm 
less than I mile to the sewage treatment plant. We have excellent water sources, existing 
wells have the capacity to provide all necessary water for Study Area 4, yet it was listed 
as a high cost to provide. Our land has natural relief for drainage yet drainage became a 
big factor in the study. 

r· 

__j 

Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences will be served on a much 
higher basis utilizing land on the East side for high quality housing. Along with the 
natural drainage, we have woodlands that can be maintained in their natural state and 
enjoyed by all. 99E businesses need development on the East side for their survival. 

Nearby agriculture will not be harmed by inclusion of our property in the UGB. We are 
bordered by 2 I 4 on the South side, the Pudding River for the most part on the East side, 
Woodburn on the West side and Hardcastle Street on the North side. Farmers with land 
adjoining our property on the East and North sides also welcome the expansion of the 
UGB to the East. 

Thank you 
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3. Letter in Response to Councilo.r Cox, submitted April 19, 2005 

Her Honor, Kathy Figley, Mayor, City of Woodburn 
Mr. John Brown, Administrator, City of Woodburn 
City Councilor- Ward 1 Walt Ni~hols 
City Councilor- Ward 2 Richard Bjelland 

,.J City Councilor- Ward 3 Pete McCallum 
City Councilor-Ward 4 Jim Cox 
City Councilor-Ward 5 Frank Lonergan 
City Councilor- Ward 6 Elida Sifuentez 

Mayor Figley, Administrator Brown, Councilor Cox, City Councilors: 

We took issue with the City of Woodburn Department of Public Work's cost 

study in our letter to the City Council ofMarch 23, 2005. Paul Serres reiterated the 

family's concerns in his Mar~h 28, 2005 testimony before the City Council (Public 

Hearing, Legislative Amendment 05-1, City ofWoodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan 

Update). Following Paul's testimony, Commissioner Cox said the March 23 letter raised 

legitimate questions . Commissioner Cox asked Paul how many acres were in the Serres 

tract. Commissioner Cox then requested that further detail and concerns we had about 

the City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004 be submitted to 

the Council's attention. This letter is written in fulfillment of Commissioner Cox's 

requests. 

Regarding Commissioner Cox's question about acreage, the Serres pmiion of SA-

4 consists of the following tax lots and (acreages): 
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Serres Tract--UGB Study Area 4 

Assessor Map Tax Lot Name Houses Gross Acreage 
51W 170 300 Paul's Barkdust 0 1.66 
51W 170 200 Christensen 1 30.97 
51W 17A 500 Rodney's 1 10.5( 
51W 17A 600 Aicher 1 18.50 
51W17A 700 Henry's Pump ( 8.00 
51W 17A 800 Gullickson 1 8.00 
5 1W1 7A 900 Paul's Place 1 10.00 
51W 17A 1000 Camp 1 10.60 
51W 17 100 Rita's 1 39.77 
51W 17 200 Home Place 1 65.95 

Total 8 203.95 

On April 4, 2005 Susan Duncan was able to speak with David Torgeson, 

Assistant City Engineer, regarding our concerns about the costs study, City of Woodburn 

UGB Smdy Area Public Services Analysis, 2004. lvfr. Torgeson was unwilling to show 

Susan the study or explain how tbe cost estimates wer~ determined. He clid offer to give 

Susan a copy of Public Work's memorandum on the study once it is wrinen. The 

expected completion date of this Memorandum is April20, ;W05 at the earliest. 

Our goal was to review the "City ojWoodburn UGB Smcly Area Public Services 

Analysis, 2004" starting from the lowest level design and lay out assumptions. We were 

unabk to accomplish this goal. Without access to the specifics, we can only speak to 

general areas of concern developed from available public-record documentation. With 

that in mind we present six areas of concern. 
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I Apples and Oranges~Residential Services Cost Mor e than Commercial 

The first issue has to do with the correct method of developing the per acre.cost of 

providing city services in each UGB Study Area. At every place where a city services 

cost is discussed in the City ojWoodbum 2005 C<Jmprehensive Plan Update it is ai;1 

average cost that is discussed. No distinction is made between the costs of servicing 

Residential versus Co=ercial!InduStrial!and uses. 

Because no distinction is made 100% co=ercia!lindustrial Study Areas are 

compared clirectly to 100% 'residential Study Areas. Study Areas that are a blend of 

Residential and Co=ercia!IIndustrial uses appear to have lower city services costs than 

I 000/o residential Study Areas because the lower Co=ercial!Industrial costs bring down 

the average cost. 

To fairly and accurately compare the UGB Study Regions for a specific use, like 

Low Density Residential (LDR), the cost of city services must be calculated separate of 

other uses. It does not appear that this has been done. It does appear that various 

decisions and assessments, such· as those detailed in Winterbrook's Woodburn Year 2020 

UGB Justification Report, have been made using aver~ed costs. 

Consequently, we contest the concll)Sion that the city incurs lower infrastructure 

costs for LDR zoning in some UGB Study Areas but not others. The "City of Woodburn· 

UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004", as published, does not su pport this 

conClusion. As p resented, the Public Services Analysis only documents that average 

costs differ. 

12 
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II Gross Acres Versus Net Acres Q 

Each Study Area contains different acreages of"constrained" land that can't be 

developed, and some Study Areas contain land that is already "developed". The 

"constrained" and "developed" land acreages are presented, by Study Area, in Table 10, 

"Goal 3, 5, and 7 - Constrained Land Summary", of Woodburn Year 2020 UGB 

Justification Report on Page 16. This table gives a net developable acreage for each 

. Study Area. 

Despite the expense of generating this information, both Table 11, titled "Ranked 

Public Utilities Costs by Study Area", Page 18 of the Justification report, and City of 

Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis indicate that the cost estimates of 

( city services for each Study Area were developed on a gross acreage basis. 

Since the percentage of"constrained" and "developed" lands differs by Study 

Area, the gross acreage cost estimate can't be used as an index of costs. We do not 

understand why gross acreage was used to develop these city services costs when staff 

had already determined net useable acreage. 

ill Adding Transportation Costs to the City Services Cost Picture 

The City of Woodburn will incur costs in developing and improving roads to 

service the areas brought into the UGB. These Road Improvement Costs are not included 

in the City's infrastructure services cost study. Consequently, the Woodburn 2020 UGB 
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Expansion Justification Report, which makes UGB expansion recommendations based on 

the cost of providing city services, does not include these costs. 

The following table lists most of the proposed Road Improvement Projects to be 

funded with City dollars. A few "small dollar" projects involving sidewalks and 

bicycle lanes have been omitted. Other projects seem to be missing, such as improving 

Front Street from Hazlenut to Crosby Road, and Lincoln Road from the City Limits to the 

UGB. 

Proposed Road Improvement Projects--City Funded 

Owning Estimated Study 
Project Title Timing Jurisdiction Cost Location Area 

Extension Evergreen Road to Parr 
Road Next Ten Years City $4 730,000 SWWoodburn 7 

( 
Extension Stubb to Evergreen 
Road Next Ten Years City $3,900,000 SW Woodburn N/A 

Extension Ben Brown To 
Evergreen Next Ten Years Cicy $4,700,000 SWWoodburn 7 

Add east bound Lane to Parr 
Road/Settlemeir Road Next Ten Years City $380,000 SWWoodburn N/A 

Upgrade of Crosby Road to minor 
arterial standards Ten to Fifteen Years County/City $3,300,000 NWWoodburn 2 

Upgrade of Parr Road to ser:vice 
collector standards Ten to Fifteen Years County/City $3,000,000 SWWoodburn 7 

Service class facility between 
Evergreen and Stacy Allison 
extensions Ten to FifteenYears City $3,000,000 SWWoodburn 7 
Extend Stacey Allison to Parr Ten to FifteenYears City $5,980,000 SWWoodburn 7 
South Arterial, Parr to 99E Fifteen to Twenty City $11,780,000 SWWoodburn 6 &7 
Extend Brown to South Arterial Fifteen to Twenty City $780,000 SWWoodburn 7 

$41,550,000 
2005 W oodburn Public Facilities Plan, Pgs 49-51 

We point out that the Serres tract is served by state highways 211, 214 and 99E, 

all of which are designated .Nfajor Arterials in the City's Transportation Plan. The Serres 

tract fronts 214 on its South side, is 0.2 to 0.4 miles from 99E along its entire West side, 

Item No. __ 9--
Page 320 

14 



.., 
I 

-t 
J 

l 

( 

and is 0.5 miles from 211 on its North side. The Senes tract is the only undeveloped land 0 
of any size that is less than 0.5 miles from any Major Arterial, much less tbiee of them. 

We do understand that developmg ·the East side will -01ean significant investment 

in road infrastructure, particularly improvements to East Lincoln Road and .Senes Lane, 

extension of Cooley Road South from Hardcastle Street to Senes Lane or 214, and 

extension of Blaine, Tomlin, and Landau onto the Senes tract. However, we contend that 

the proximity of three existing, state :futlded, Major Arterials permits development of our 

tract for LDR at a lower transportation cost to the City ofWoodburn than any other Study 

Area. 

We question why the City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis 

does not consider Road Improvement costs. If the cost of providing city services is used 

as a criterion for inclusion or exclusion of our tract, why aren't all applicable city costs 

considered? 

IV City Services to Woodburn School District's Lincoln Road Parcel 

At the March 28 public hearing on Measure 05-1, UGB update, Jim Mulder stated 

that the Woodburn School District's Lincoln Road property could be supported with City 

Services. Two quick comments regarding .qis remark: the school district's parcel 

naturally drains to the South and East, towards the Pudding River across the Serres tract, 

not towards Mill Creek; and existing City/County street access to the School District 

parcel is inadequate to serve a school. 
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The logical solution to both issues is to include the Serres portion of Study Area 4 

within the UGB. Inclusion of the Serres tract would allow storm drains from the school 

district parcel to follow the natural fall of the land. Inclusion of the Serres tract would 

also allow extension of existing East/West city streets to a North/South extension of 

Cooley Road, giving access to the school property from all four sides, and reducing the 

property's reliance on Lincoln Road for access. 

Given the existing constraints, we do not think it makes sense to bring the School 

District property into the UGB without also bringing in the Serres Tract. Bringing in 

both permits logical infrastructure development. Bringing in the school parcel alone 

means digging extra deep drains to fight the lay of the land and locating a connecting 

roadw~y from Lincoln Road to extensions of Aztec and/or Laurel inside the school 

district's parcel. 

V So High, So Low, So Close Together? 

Study Areas 3 and 4 adjoin each other and sit on the same topographic feature, the 

Pudding River Bench. Please refer to Table 11 , Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification 

Report, Page 18. Note that UGB Study Area 4 has the highest costs per acre for both 

Storm Sewer and Sanitary Sewer while the adjoining UGB Study Area 3 has the lowest 

costs per acre for these same two city services. It just does not make sense that these 

adjoining, topographically similar areas would have such different costs. 

Perhaps there is confusion regarding the UGB St11dy Area boundaries. In various 

places the City ofWoodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update states that the North 
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boundary of Study Area 3 and Study Area 4 is Dimmick Road NE. Since these two 0 
Study Areas aren't side by side, they can't have the same North boundary. (Here are 

three places where this error is stated: Table 9, Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification 

Report, Page 15; Study Area 4, Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report, Page 27; 

1 
I 

i 
Technical Report 2A: UGB Expansion Areas Natural Resource Inventory, Page 3). 

Our understanding, based on the UGB study area map titled "City of Woodburn 

Natural Resources and Soil Capability Classes" is that the North Boundary ofUGB 

Study Area 4 and the S~:mth boundary ofUGB Study Area 3 coincide at State Highway 

211. If Public Works did not work from the correct boundary descriptions when 

performing the three cost studies-storm drainage, septic sewer, and water-it is possible 

that system costs for areas North of State Highway 211 were allocated to UGB Study 

c Region4. 

Perhaps, also, there is confusion about allocating costs for services on the 

boundary between Study Areas. Let us assume that no mistake was made about the 

shared boundary between UGB Study Areas 3 and 4 by Public Works. UGB Study Area 

3 is divided into two different zones by the MacLaren facility, one North of MacLaren 

and one long, narrow strip South of MacLaren. It would make sense to lay out city 

services to serve the narrow strip along State Highway 21 1, where they could also serve 

the North portion of Study Area 4. If so, to which UGB Study Area were shared 

infrasiructure costs allocated? 
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VI Conversation with David Torgeson Validates Concerns 

Susan did ask Mr. Torgeson about these issues and the issues presented in our 

March 23letter during her telephone conversation.of April4. Mr. Torgeson was 

unwilling to discuss any of the bottom level design assumptions of the city services cost 

study, saying that they were 1) too complicated for a lay person to understand, and 2) that 

· he did not have the time to discuss same with a single individual. In the course of the · 

conversation, Mr. Torgeson did confirm the following: 

• The $750,000.00 cost of the proposed Landauffomlin Drainage project, which 
serves an area inside the present City Limits, may have been allocated to SA-4. 

• The costs of providing city services to Residential Zones are significantly higher 
than for Commerical!Industrial Zones, validating our concerns about "blended" or 
averaged costs. 

• Topographic maps and :field assessments were not used to verify assumptions 
about the lay of the land. 

• The storm drainage system for Study Area 4 would use multiple small drains with 
a combined carrying capacity equivalent to a 78 inch diameter main, not a single 
78 inch diameter main drain as stated in the cost analysis, lowering costs. 

• The cost studies were done to the requirements and standards stipulated by the 
Planning Department and were thoukht by Public Works to be a preliminary first 
estimate, not an exhaustively accurate study. 

• Public Works is preparing a memorandum at the request of Marion County and 
LCD, which will summarize the methods, techniques, and procedures used to 
calculate City Services costs. 

Without examination of the costs studies, starting at the bottom level lay out and 

design assumptions, it is impossible for us to determine that these studies accurately 

estimate the costs of providing city services to the 8 UGB Study Areas. We have written 

extensively to the issue that the studies, on their face, do not make sense and do not 
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follow the lay of the land. Our limited contact with City engineering increases our 0 
concerns that the studies do not accurately identifY costs. 

Conclusion 

Mayor Figley, City Councilors, this concludes our letter in response to Councilor 

Cox. We appreciate that Councjlors have found merit in our March 23 letter and we trust 

that the council will find further merit in tbi~ letter. 

We do not disparage Public Works ~or their efforts, for a careful read oftheir 

report and its cover letter suggests that their cost estimating procedure is based on 

c standard service assumptions for each land use zone. However, that level of detail does 

not come through into the published report, leaving decision makers and the public to 

grapple with averaged numbers that don't suppo1i accurate comparisons between Study 

Areas for specific land uses, such as LDR. 

Susan's April4, 2005 telephone discussion with David Torgeson greatly 

increases our concern that the City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services 

Analysis, 2004 does not accmately assess the costs of providing city services to low-

density residential zoning in SA-2 or SA-4. Since costs are cited as the ba,sis for planning 

decisions throughout the City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update, and 

particularly the Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report, it is imperative that the 

"City ofWoodblll11 UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004" be thoroughly 

reviewed for completeness and accuracy. 
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To date, city staff has not cooperated with our requests to review of the City of 

Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004. · This behavior undermines 

our confidence in the current planning process as a whole and contradicts the City of 

Woodburn's Citizen and Agency Involvement Policies (Policy B-1 ; Page 12, Woodburn 

Comprehensive Plan-Volume I-Goal and Policy Amendments). 

Susan Duncan was told that Public Works will not complete the memorandum in 

which they account for their cost estimation process until April20, 2005, which is the 

close date for public testimony. Consequently, we respectfully request that the close date 

for written testimony be extended for 30 days beyond the memorandum's completion 

date, whatever that may be, or May, 20, 2005, whichever date is later. 

We hope and trust you agree 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 Senes 

Rebecca Kirsch 
Mary Grant 
Susan Duncan 
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1 4. A Quick Critique Winterbrook's SA-2 and SA-4 Assessments in ·0 
2 Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report. 

3 

4 The UGB Justification Report follows Statewide Planning Goal14 to assess 

5 Woodburn's land needs by the year 2020. Factors 1 and 2 of Goal 14 identify 

6 Woodburn's 2020 needs and the ability oflands currently in the UGB to meet those 

7 needs. Factors 3 through 7 then justify potential Plan and UGB amendments necessary to 

8 satisfy these identified unmet needs. The Woodhurn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report 

9 is written to fulfill these planning mandates. 

10 And the report is exactly that, a report written to support and justify a 

c 11 recommended plan. We are concerned that W:interbrook's report does not do so 

12 objectively. We feel this report misrepresents our property and improperly presents the 

13 competing property. We are writing this letter to detail these misrepresentations. 

14 

15 

16 First, we would like to point out that the UGB Study Areas are :inconsistently 

17 described. The descriptions ofSA-3 and SA-4 found :in Table 9, page 15 ofthe 

18 Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report are inconsistent with the maps that show 

19 the UGB Study Areas, such as the City of Woodburn Natural Resources and Soil 

20 Capability Classes. This inconsistency is found through out the Woodburn 

21 Comprehensive Plan. The discrepancy, in terms of acreage, is possibly as much as 130-

22 140 acres. These discrepancies may have resulted in inaccurate calculations used to 

23 develop the cost of city services to these areas. 
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24 Second, we feel that the Winterbrook study provides an apples-to-oranges 

25 comparison of our SA-4 property and the SA-2 area West of Boones Ferry Road. These 

26 two areas are competing for UGB inclusion for high-end residential housing needs in an 

27 "either/or" scenario. For the record we would like to present an apples-to-apples 

28 comparison of these properties. To do so we need to define the areas under 

29 consideration, since both are portions of their respective U GB Study Areas. We define . 

30 . the Serres property as that portion of Study Area 4 owned by the Serres family through 

31 Joseph Serres, Inc. and Serres LLC, hereafter referred to as "Serres". We define the SA-

32 2 area property in this comparison to be comprised of tax lots 100,200,300,400, 800, 

33 900, and 1000 of SW V4 SEC. 06 T5S R1 W WM and tax lot 400 of SE V4 SEC.06 T5S 

( 
34 R1 W WM, hereafter referred to as "WSA-2". We support completion of the Tukwila 

35 Golf Course residential community, so we support the proposed UGB inclusion of that 

36 part ofSA-2 East of Boones Ferry Road, and South of Crosby Road. 

37 We begin this apples-to-apples comparison by noting that Goal l4, Factor 5: 

38 Environmental, Energy, Economic and Social Consequences Factor 5 requires a 

39 description of the characteristics of the alternative areas to be considered, and a 

40 discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of including each Study Area, or a part 

41 thereof, within the proposed UGB. The italicized text is quoted directly from 

42 Winterbrook's Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report, and the headings follow 

4 3 the headings format in that report. 

44 1. Economic Argument, Study Area 2 

45 Pg 25, Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning 

46 2005 Study Section 2, proposed area states:" ... well suited for higher end residential 
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47 development near the golf course, which will meet a specific. housing need that would be C) 
48 otherwise difficult to meet elsewhere within the UGB" 

49 This is a statement of opinion. WSA-2 will have I-5, with its noise, air and visual 

50 pollution, on its West, a mobile home court and an RV storage facility to its South, and 

I J 51 EFU operations (currently nursery stock) on its North. The golf course, which is cited as 
.J 

52 a positive amenity, actually lies out of visual range, behind a buffer strip that includes a 

53 _planned nodal commercial center, on the other side of a major road (Boones Ferry). We 

54 believe most people, if shown WSA-2 and Serres on a comparative basis, would prefer 

55 ours because of these negatives. 

56 

( 
57 "the small commercial node (2 acres) located along Boones Ferry Road will provide 

58 commercial opportunities for future residents in this area, thus reducing transportation 

59 costs" 

60 A two-acre nodal commercial center will not meet the daily shopping needs of 

61 area residents. Study Area 2, when compared to Study Area 4, is located further away 

62 from most established shopping in Woodburn. Please refer to the Mileage Table on Page 

63 27, which compares the mileages from Serres and WSA-2 to major grocery outlets and 

64 city agencies. 

65 

66 "Study Area 2 contains a significant amount of high value farmlands, which gives 

67 . negative consequences to the farming economy if the entire Study Area were developecf' 

68 The WSA-2 property is 100% tillable. The Serres property is not. WSA-2 is 90% 

69 Capability Class 2 soils. Serres is 85% Capability Class 2 soils. WSA-2 has 2 
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70 established residences. Serres has 8 established residences. The approximate 

71 percentages of each type of soil and its tillability are noted in the following table: 

Extent of Soil Mapping Units: WSA-2 versus 
Serres 

Soil Type 
Mapping Capability 

Identification* Class* Tillable* 
Amity' Silt Loam ' 

Am 2 Yes 
Woodburn Silt Loam 0-3% WuA 2 Yes 
!woodburn Silt Loam -3-12% WuC 2 Yes 
:Woodburn Silt Loam 12:-20% WuD 3 Yes 
Concord Silt Loam Co 3 Yes 
Dayton Silt Loam Da 4 Yes 

Terrace Escarpment Te 6 No 

Per Cent Tillable 

Per Cent Class 2 
*Soil Survey of Marion County Area, Oregon USDA-SCS, Sept. 1972 

WSA-2 Serres 
40% 70% 
47% 15% 
3% 0% 
0% 3% 
8% 4% 
2% 0% 

0% 8% 

100% 92% 

90% 85% 

Please note that Terrace Escarpment is a capability class 6-NOT a class 4 as reported in both 
Winterbrook and Technical Report 2A. 

72 

73 "However, the p roposed expansion area within this Study Area limits conflicts . .. 

74 as the proposed expansion is bordered by Interstate 5 to the west, Crosby Road to the 

75 north, the golf course to the east , and Woodburn's UGB to the south. " 

76 Barriers also bound the Senes Tract. 214 and the Silverton Spur RR tracks lie to 

77 the South, Woodburn City Limits or Woodburn School District lie to the West, 

78 Hardcastle borders to the North, and the Pudding River to the East. 

79 As Woodburn grows, it will lose its small town rural life style. Further 

80 development adjacent to I-5 increa,ses the urban-like atmosphere, accelerating the loss of 

81 rural feel. WSA-2 had a grove of old trees at its East- its one distinctive feature that 

82 recalled rural, undeveloped Oregon. When the property changed hands, the trees were 

83 cut down. WSA-2 is currently bordered by EFU ground to the North and East. 
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84 2) Social Consequences, Study Area 2 

85 

86 "Adjacent to an existing residential area and golf course, providing positive social 

87 amenities and avoiding negative consequences with location adjacent to industrial or 

88 active farmland .. . provides a location to site up-scale homes for families at or above 

89 median income levels. " 

90 

91 

92 

93 

94 

95 

96 

97 

98 

99 

100 

101 

102 

103 

104 

105 

106 

Not everyone wants to live near a golf course. (Read Letters to the Editor and 

various articles over the last year in the Woodburn Independent, regru:ding residents of 

golf course community-Senior Estates-objecting to paying golf course maintenance 

fees). 

WSA-2 is not adjacent to the golf course. The proposed commercial strip, a row 

of houses, and Boones Ferry Road intervene. WSA-2 is not part of the golf course 

community. Future residents of WSA-2 will have the same vested interest in the golf 

course as all other non-Tukwila Woodburn residents-zero, nada, rien, nein. 

The Serres Property can meet higher end housing needs. People seeking high-

end housing don't want to live near an RV storage facility, mobile home park, and 

freeway that immediately adjoin WSA-2. They do want to live near rivers, streams, and 

trees, and have a view of Oregon's iconic Mt. Hood. Many people who have seen both 

properties have expressed preference in our property. 

3) Environmental Consequences, Study Area 2 

None cited. 
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0 107 

108 

4) Energy Consequences, Study Area 2 

I 09 "Study Area 2 feeds directly to Boones Ferry Road which leads directly to Woodburn's 

110 Downtown core shopping and dining opportunities. " 

Ill Serres is the same distance to downtown Woodburn as WSA-2. See Mileage 

112 Table on Page 27. 

113 

114 " .. . reliance on. automobiles for shopping and services will be reduced in favor of bicycle 

115 and foot traffic. " · 

116 Again, a nodal mall will not meet the shopping needs ofWSA-2 residents. Most, 

( 
' , 

117 if not all residents will own vehicles, and will use them to purchase the majority of their · 

118 daily groceries and necessities at the larger, established grocery outlets, not at high mark-

119 · up, boutique vendors in a nodal commercial center. 

120 Crosby and Boones Ferry Roads serve WSA-2. Both are narrow country roads 

121 without marked, paved shoulders that see fairly high-speed traffic. The roads serving 

122 Serres are State Highways 211, 214, 99E and, currently, Lincoln, Cooley and Hardcastle 

123 Streets. The roads serving Serres are either scheduled for maintenance (99E, 2008/2009) 

124 and improvements in the next five years or have recently been improved (Cooley Road in 

125 part, Hardcastle). The roads serving WSA-2 are either scheduled for improvement 15 or 

126 more years out (Crosby Road) or are not currently scheduled for improvement (Boones 

127 Ferry). 

128 The table below gives the travel distance from the closest points of both WSA-2 

129 and Serres to existing enterprises and government agencies: 
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130 0 
Mileages to Selected Establishments: WSA-2 versus Serres 

-, 2004 UGB at 
Serres, 1769 E. Boones Ferry 

Establishment Type of Enterprise Lincoln Road Road 
, 

Lincoln Road/99E (Roth's) - Grocery OA 2.3 

214/99E;/211 Intersection Landmark Intersection 1.1 2_4 

Safeway (center of store front) Grocery & Gas 1.2 2.5 

Luis's Tacqueria, N. Front St. Mexican Restaurant 1.3 1.5 

Woodburn Post Office U.S. Post Office · 1_4 1_4 

Shop N Kart, 214 Discount Grocery 1.5 2.1 

Silverton Hospital (K Mart) Medical Services 1.5 2.1 

Woodburn City Hall Govt. Agency 1.6 1.6 
. 131 

132 Now lets look at Winterbrook's Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report 

133 with reference to UGB Study Area 4. 

134 

135 "Land uses . .. are farming on EFU land. No land in Study Area 4 is proposed 

136 for inclusion within the Woodburn UGB" 

13 7 WSA-2 and Serres are both 100% EFU zoned. Winterbrook states that this is a 

138 negative for Serres, but not for WSA-2 because roads bound it. Serres is similarly 

139 bounded by Pudding River, Highway 214, City of Woodburn, and Hardcastle. Serres is 

140 mixed farming and residential with eight residences, where WSA-2 has two residences at 

141 its Eastern edge. 

142 

143 

( 
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1. Economic Consequences, Study Area 4 

146 Study Area 4 is " .. . substantially more expensive to serve with public sewer and 

147 water facilities." . 

148 Our letters to the City Council of March 23 and April19 detail our concerns with 

149 Woodburn Public Works cost study for storm. drainage, sewer system, and drinking water 

150 services to Study Area 4. In addition, the description of Study Area 4 in the UGB 

151 Justification Report repeatedly states that" Study Area 4 ends on its North at Dimmick 

152 Road. Actually, Study Area 4 ends on its North at State Highway 211. Did Woodburn 

153 Public Works use the correct Study Area botindary descriptions when it estimated city 

154 services costs for SA-4? 

c- 155 The City Services Cost Analysis does not differentiate between the costs of 

156 servicing residential versus commerciaVindustrial zoned areas. Because per acre 

157 residential service costs are significantly higher, a Study Area that is a mix of these two 

158 zones will have lower per acre city services costs than a Study Area that is 100% 

159 residential. Study Area 2 is 68% residential, and 32% Cornmerciallfudustrial. 

160 Winterbrook and the City of Woodburn cost study therefore significantly understate the 

161 costs of providing city services to WSA-2, which is 100% residential. Based on Susan 

162 Duncan's telephone conversation with David Torgeson, Assistant City Engineer, we 

163 believe that the same study overstates the costs of providing city services to Serres. 

164 These findings are detailed in a separate letter. 

165 
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166 " .. . expansion into Study Area 4 for residential uses would provide more 

n 167 intensive residential uses that would directly border high value farmland, which would 

168 have negative economic consequences for the farming economy. " 

n 169 Our farm already borders intensively developed residential subdivisions. IfUGB 

p u 
170 Study Area 4 were included in its entirety, the Serres farm would still be the lar,gest 

l' 
171 farming entity impacted by the new residential development. Mark Unger and Bob 

! 
J 172 · Dryden own the next two largest farms potentially impacted. Both Unger and Dryden 

173 support UGB Study Area 4's inclusion in the UGB. They both would like their acreage 

174 to be taken into the UGB as well. 

175 

(( 176 2. Social Consequences, Study Area 4 

177 

178 " .. . adjacent to existing residential uses inside the UGB" 

179 The study does not mentio:p_ that expansion onto Serres would allow completion of 

180 city streets that currently dead end at our farm's boundary. Completion of the street 

181 network would facilitate infill, particularly along Blaine Street, and would provide access 

182 to Woodburn School Districts future school site. 

183 The study repeats "adverse consequences" of siting residential without buffering 

184 next to EFU as a reason to exclude Sen·es, while ignoring the fact that Serres has not been 

185 buffered from residential for the past 50 plus years. 

186 

187 
,( 

'--

"Because of relatively low quality housing in this area, it would not provide 

188 opportunities for higher-end housing when compared to Study Area 2. " 
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0 189 The Winterbrook report gives Dimmick Lane as SA-4's North boundary. We 

190 therefore believe it is possible that Winterbrook' s assessment, quoted above, is based on 

191 the housing along Highway 99E North of Maclaren and South of Dimmick Lane. We 

192 · agree with this assessment of the housing in this area, but note that this area is in SA-3. · 

193 Prior to establishment of the Tukwila Golf Course Community, the Tukwila-

194 Boones Ferry area had a housing mix similar to the current mix on SA-4. The investment 

195 in the Tukwila community enhanced the area's housing mix and triggered the removal of 

196 several of the more dilapidated homes in the area. We see no reason to believe that 

197 similar investment on the East side won't similarly spur improvements and enhancements 

198 to existing residential areas. 

r 199 Regardless, Serres has 8 well maintained homes on its 200 acres in SA-4, so the 
\ 

200 housing quality argument does not seem applicable to Serres. Further, Serres, in having 8 

201 existing homes scattered throughout the tract, already has mixed farming and residential 

202 use. In contrast, WSA-2 has 2 homes at its extreme Eastern edge of its 160 acres. 

203 

204 3. Environmental Consequences, UGB Study Area 4. /) 
v 

205 None cited. 

206 

207 4. Energy Consequences, UGB Study Area 4. 

208 

209 "As with other Study Areas to the Eastern side of Woodburn, expansion in this 

210 area for employment or residential use has negative energy consequences due to 

211 increased traffic congestion and overloading the (1-5/214) Interchange from the East". 
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212 WHAT??? East-side residents DO NOT ACCESS I-5 at the I-5/214 Interchange. The Q 
213 shortest path to I-5 from the East Side is to take 99E North or South. The distance from 

214 the intersection of214/211/99E to the Aurora Cut-offi-5 On Ramp is 11.0 miles. If you 

215 travel to the same ramp by going West on 214 from the 214/211/99£ intersection and up 

216 I-5, the distance is 14.1 miles and you go through two school zones. 

217 

2 18 Conclusion 
219 
220 The Winterbrook report makes positive statements about the WSA-2 property and 

221 negative statements about the Serres property in an inconsistent manner. Somehow the 

222 negatives, which are applicable to both, are only discussed in reference to the Serres 

223 property. Similarly, some positives apply to both properties, yet are only discussed in 

224 reference to the WSA-2 property. Negatives specific to the WSA-2 property, such as 

225 impact ofl-5, are omitted. Positives specific to Serres, such as recreational opportunities 

226 around pond, are omitted. 

227 We question Winterbrook's statement that SA-2 is the only Study Area offering a 

228 suitable venue for high-end housing. The I-5 freeway noise and pollution, traffic 

229 congestion, lack of true public open space (golf course is signed ''No Trespassing", 

230 requires a greens fee to use-website for fees: 

23 1 http://www.oregongolf.com/oga/ogainf.htm ), poor arterial road support, proximity to the 

232 regional waste disposal site, proximity to RV storage and mobile home parks, lack of 

233 distance views are high end housing negatives. Our farm does not suffer any of these 

234 negatives and offers significant positives, discussed below. 
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·236 

237 

238 

239 

240 

241 

242 

243 

244 

245 

246 

247 

248 

249 

250 

251 

252 

253 

254 
255 
256 
257 
258 

The OGA golf coi.rrse is repeatedly mentioned as a boon and draw for high-end 

residential -development in UGB Study Area 2. We point out that WSA-2, which is not 

part of the Tukwila golf course community, has no identified intrinsic recreational 

attributes. Serres, on the other hand, can benefit future residents by providing 

unparalleled recreational amenities based ru;ound walking and biking trails, and nature 

study areas that range from open areas, riparian hardwood forest, Douglas fir forest, 

mixed conife~hardwood forest, wetlands, river and stream bank, pond, etc. 

We admit we are partisans. So we suggest you decide for yourselves. Jump in a 

rig and visit both properties. Most of the positives and negatives we mention are right 

out in the open. Our property is closer to the businesses and attractions that 

W oodburnites patronize for their daily needs. Our property is not next to Interstate 5. It 

has, hands down, better aesthetics aild recreational opportunities. Our property has better 

highway access over State of Oregon and federally funded highways- 211, 214, and 

99E- not city or county streets. Our property is not devoted 100% to farming; it has 

established residential uses. 

Thank. you, 

The Serres Family· 

Ruth Thompson 
Paul Serres 
Rebecca Kirsch 
Mary Grant 
Susan Duncan 
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The Serres Family 
1840 E. Lincoln Road NE 
Woodbmn, OR 

Mr. Les Sasaki 
Principal Planner 
Marion County Public Works/Planning 
555 Court Street NE 
Salem, OR 97309 

Dear Mr. Sasaki: 

April19, 2005 

We felt it prudent to inform you of our family's imminent Measure 37 application. Our 
property's West border is the City ofWoodburn City Limits. Our property fronts State Highway 211 
on the South, borders the Pudding River on the East, and fronts Hardcastle Street on the North. For 
simplicity, we will refer to this property as "Serres Tract" in reference to our entire holdings, and 
"Serres" in reference to that portion lying within the City ofWoodburp's UGB Expansion Study Area 
4. Please refer to the enclosed aerial photo. 

As you know, the City of Woodburn is completing its Comprehensive Plan update, a process 
which permi1s amendment of the Urban Growth Boundary. The current draft plan amends the UGB by 
bringing in approximately 160 acres to meet 2020 needs for Low Density Residential (LDR). At this 
time, the proposed LDR inclusion area is West of Boones Ferry Road, East ofl-5, South of Crosby 
Road, and North of the current UGB. For simplicity, we will refer to this property as "WSA-2", which 
is a reference to its location within the Woodburn UGB Expansion Study Area 2. 

Our hope was that "Serres" would be included in the UGB based on its superior access to major 
highways, identified recreational features and amenities, proximity to established shopping and 
downtown core, proximity to Sewage Treatment facilities, natural drainage to the Pudding River, 
proximity 1o existing electrical and gas utility infrastructure, and shared border with the City Limits. 
The City of Woodburn, by bringing Serres into the UGB, would realize the following synergies: 
completion of the city street network that currently dead ends at our West border (Tomlin, Landau, 
Laurel Streets), gravity flow storm drainage to the Pudding River for East Woodburn, road access from 
all four sides for Woodburn School District's undeveloped Lincoln Road school property, and potential 
parkland centered around Serres Reservoir, unnamed creeks, wetlands, and Serres Pudding River 
frontage. 

Unfortunately, the City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004 identified 
UGB Study Area 4 as the most expensive area to serve with city services. We question this study, 

. which we regard as flawed. 

Because the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Update process did not solicit public input at the 
time of plan development, we were tmable to testifY to the strengths of our property or question the 
city services cost study until the March 28, 2005 public hearing before the Woodburn City Council. 
' Vhile our understanding is that our testimony has been well received, we cannot depend on a "hearsay 
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maybe". Until such time as the Council amends the Comprehensive Plan bringing "Serres" into the 
UGB, we must consider filing a Measure 37 claim. 

In your March 2lletter to. Jim Mulder, City of Woodburn Community Development Director, 
you state that you do not support UGB inclusion for "WSA-2" because "residential land needs are 
being met through the existing residential land supply within the current UGB and the other residential 
lands being proposed for addition to the UGB." The City of Woodburn feels otherwise . 

By applying for a Measure 37 waiver on "Serres", we will change the Woodburn UGB 
amendment playing field and the rules of engagement. Through the Measure 37 process, we expect to 
receive waivers allowing us to develop our land for low density residential, as legally could have been 
done in 1973. In contrast, most, if not all, ofWSA-2 is ineligible to file a Measure 37 waiver claim. 

Given the state mandate to limit development on high value farmland, we suggest that Marion 
County Planning support UGB inclusion of Serres. This inclusion will allow development on our land 
at urban densities as opposed to the very low densities allowed under a Measure 37 claim. 

We feel that such a strategy is a Win-Win-Win-Win. The County wins, because it minimizes 
urbanization of high class farmland; the City wins, because it gets its requested acreage for Low 
Density Residential; the Serres family wins because it gets "Serres" into the UGB; and Woodburn 
citizens win through improved recreational opportunities that only "Serres" can provide. 

Together with the City and County, we can develop a plan that will benefit everyone. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

The Serres Family: Ruth Thompson 
Paul Serres 
Rebecca Kirsch 
Mary Grant 
Susan Duncan 

cc: Woodburn City Council 
Kathy Figley, Mayor 
Walt Nichols 
Richard Bjelland 
Pete McCallrun 
Jim Cox 
Frank Lonergan 
Elida Sifuentez 

City of Woodbum Administrator 
John Brown 
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ADDITIONAL PUBLIC COMMENTS 
(Not attached to staff report/submitted prior to April 28, 2006 public hearing) 

A. Bert Jones (letter dated April 19, 2006) 
B. Roger and Gloria Blomberg (letter dated April 20, 2006 with 

attachments. 
C. Mark Unger (e-mail/letter dated April20, 2006) 
D. Hallmark Properties (Dave Christoff) for Woodburn School District 

(letter received April 20, 2006 with attachments; also e-mail dated 
April 24, 2006 with attached copy of letter) 

E . Deanne Glomboske (e-mail dated April 24, 2006) 
F. Richard L. Edmonds (letter dated April 24, 2006) 
G. Kathleen Carl (e-mail/letter dated April25, 2006) 
H. Woodburn Chamber of Commerce (Nick Harville); (e-mail/letter dated 

April 25, 2006) 
I. Friends of Marion County (Roger Kaye); (e-mail/letter dated April25, 

2006) 
J. Delbert Gottsacker (letter dated April 24, 2006 with attachments) 
K. Brian Moore for Fessler Family (e-mail/letter dated April 25, 2006 

with attachments) 
L. Winterbrook Planning Residential Land Calculations (e-mail/memo 

dated April 24, 2006) 
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April19, 2006 

Marion County Commissioners 
PO Box 14500 
Salem, OR 97309 

Re: Woodburn Urban Growth 

I own a business on Hwy 99 in Woodburn and I am concerned that the City Planning for 
growth for the future seems to be ignoring the East Side of to~. This has been a vital 
part of Woodburn for years, but it is startin,g to flounder with businesses closing and 
empty buildings and lots showing up. I have discovered that the City Planners seem to be 
putting all their energies into developing the West side near the Freeway but they seem to 
be restricting deve-lopment on the East Side. It would sure be nice to get some additiGnal 
growth east ofHwy 99, which I believe would really help stimulate business along Hwy 
99 and make it a more vibrant and viable area. I ask you to do what you can to allow and 
encourage development in the area east of Hwy 99 as I think it would be a very positive 
thing for Woodburn and the business on Hwy 99. I believe services to that area are in 
pretty good shape and would appreciate your consideration. Please make this a part of 
the permanent record. 

Sincerely, 
./ -. . 

){/ '--' 
ert S. es 

The End Zone Sports Bar & Grill 
980 N Pacific Hwy 
WooclbUin, OR 97071 
503-981-3663 
jjones437@wbcable.net 
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Les Sasaki 
Marion County Principal Planner 
Salem, Or 

Dear Sir: 

4-20-06 

fPtl~cc~~w~~ 
APR 2 0 2006 

MARlON COUNTY PLANNING 

• .. ··· 

I have some concerns about the way the Woodburn City Council is planning to 
change the urban growth boundry. : · 

They have completely ingnored the East side of our community with no logical 
explination why. 

My ~mily ~nc;i I 9wn h9m~~ ~nQ <;9mm~n;i9l pr9p~rty 9n ~h~ E?~t ~iQ~ of t9wn 
and take an interest in what happens on our side of this town. · 

Highway 99E has several empty buildings in what was once the heart of our 
.. commercial area. 

I am enclosing a copy of an engineering study that indicates flawed data in the 
cities cost estimates. 

I urge you to require the city council to reconsider the way the URB is changed 
so that the East side is included. 

cc: Marion County Commisioners 
Patti Milne 

Janet Carlson 
Sam Brentano 
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May 19, 200! 

Mr. David Duncan 
l 840 E. LinoolD Road NE 
Woodburn. OR 97071-8211 

RE: Woodburn UOB Study 

Dear David: 

Consulting Resources, Inc. 
308 Pinehum Drive 

Newbcr& OR 97132 
~ ~3-537 ... 927 

Fax: 503·5374927 
~oblle:503·7~351 

randylyde@COmcut.nel 

Job No. 0138-0002 

Per your req~ we have reviewed the infonnation prepared by the City of W oodbum that was 
transmitted to us from you on May 12, 2005. That information included: 

3-24''x 36"- SAP Stmm, Water and Sewer Maps for all Regions 
24 - ll"x 1 'r' - SAP Storm, Water and Sewer Maps for each Region 
l- ll,.xl r'- Map of all Regions 
8- 8-1/2"xll"- Study Area Cost Discussion for Regions 
5 - 8-l/2ttxll" - Revised Area Cost Discussions for- Regions 
1 - 8-l/2"xll" ~ Woodburn UGB Study Area Inftastructurc Costs Per Acre 
1- 8-l/2"xll" ~ Public R:erotds Request Form 
l - 8-l/2"xl 1"-City of Woodburn Response to Public lnfonnation Requests #1 and #2 of 4/29/05 
2- 8-l/1!' xll"- Methodology for Calculations- Urban Growth Boundary Expansion 
1- 8-l/2"xll"- UOB Exparudon Water Demand 
5- 8-l/2"xll'~- S.A.P. Evaluation of Water Roquire:tnents for UGB Increase 

Our review brought up the following issues: 

1. The scale indicated on the 24"x 36" sheets indicate 1"=2500'. This ttppear& to· be 
inconect The scale of the 11 "x17'' plans is 1 •-=soo•. This appear11 to be correct and it is 
the same as the 24" x 36'' sheets. The length of pipe indicated on the "Study Area Cost 
Discussion for Regions" does not correspond to what is indicated on the plan for water> 
sewer or storm. The resultant lengths of pipe are in question. 

Development Services • Engineering • Project Management 
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2. Tho Costs per acre developed on the uwoodbum UGB Study Area Infrastructure Costs 
per Acre'* retlecw the costs per "Gross Acres" of land. A more relevant mothod would be F_ - ' · 

to use the cost per "Buildable Aero" ofland. \--

3. The linear foot costs of the piping or infrastructure does not appear to be consistent from 
region to region. 

4. The infrastructure that is indicated on the 24''x 36" sheets does not appear to service the 
entire region in any of the regiom. A more detailed look should be considered. 

5. The assumed infrastructure that is proposed does not appear to be based on any real 
topographical dam. A more detailed review should be considerf:d with accurate . 
topographical information. As an example, sewer lift stations are proposed in some areas 
and not in others that appear to need it. 

6. There is no data suggesting what needs that the City may have relative to future housing, 
commercial, retail, parks or industrial based on population projections. A needs analysis 
would be appropri~ f~r consideration ofUGB expansion. 

7. The analysis assumes that the existing storm drain sy$tem does not have capacity in some 
regions and does in others. We find no basis for this evaluation. 

8. The quantity of flow versus pipe slt.e is inconsistent and appears to be in error. 

9. The schematic utilities that are laid out ate not sufficient for proper evaluation. 

DMed on the information tb.c\t was provided to u.s, the analysis that was c.onducted by the City of 
Woodbwn is flawed and not consistent. The evaluation and consideration of land that should be 
brought into the UGB should be further evaluated. Consideration of the needs of the City based 
upon existing facilities and population projections should also be considered. 

Please call if yQu have any questions. 

SincereJy, 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Les, 

Planning 
Lester Sasc:~ki 
4/20/2006 3:28:57 PM 
Fwd: FW: Sam Brentano 

Tami has me minding the web site email account. This one is concerning the Woodburn UGB expansion. 

Thanks 

Burnie 

>» "MARK UNGER" <marklunger@msn.com> 04/20/06 1 :38 PM »> 

>From: "MARK UNGER" <marklunger@msn.com> 
>To: sambrentano@co.marion.or.us 
>CC: marklunger@m sn.com 
>Subject: Sam Brentano 
>Date: Thu, 20 Apr 2006 19:39.:16 +0000 
> 
>I Mark Unger own and live at 2265 E Hardcastle in Woodburn, I would like it 
>if you would consider moving Woodburn's U B G towards the east side, where 
>there is natural water run off that flows towards the pudding river,the 
>sewer treatment plant is on the east side, not as much traffic problems 
>like on the west side, if this is not addresses soon we will loose more 
>businesses like Roths IGA that was there for over 30 years, please help us. 
> 
> 

******************* 

This message has been scanned for virus content by Symantec Anti-Virus, and is believed to be clean. 
Viruses are often contained in attachments - Email with specific attachment types are automatically 
deleted. 
If you need to receive one of these attachments contact Marion County IT for assistance. 
******************* 

CC: Sterling Anderson 
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CHAIR 

l~ECEI,!ED 

A APR 20 2006 HALLMARK COMr.:11SSi ONER . 

MMJON CP!JN:r-y 
BOARD OF COtv1Mi~k~~@06 PROPERTIES INC. 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
555 Court Street NE Rm#2130 
P.O. Box 14500 
Salem OR 97309 

RE: Public Testimony To: 
City ofWoodburn's Comprehensive Plan 
Woodburn·School"District's Land Needs · 
Woodburn School District's 19.5 Acres on E. Lincoln Street 
Adjacent Livingston .SQ of an Acre on Lincoln Street 

Dear Commissioners, 

&SW" 

I am in favor of the City's proposed amendments with the exception 
of its shortfall on the School District's needs. It also has math and typo . 
errors that add to the shortfall. I wrote the CitY about these errors, on August 
30, 2004 and again on February 7, 2005 and wa$ assured by the planning 
department that it would be addressed. (I have attached both letters for your 
review.) · 

Briefly the "Summary of Public and Semi-Public Buildable Land 
Needs Projection Methods" shown on page 32 6f the November 2003 report 
has a typo and error near the end of the second bullet point. This section 
deals with Parks land needs which is based on 50% use of School lands for 
recreational requirements. It assumes 1 00% use of the underestimated 
school needs of 122 acres, rather than the actual 50% ratio . To my- · 
know ledge these errors were never corrected nor addressed meaningfully in 
the consultant 's final repmi . 

The consultant estimated, in April 2004, that the school needed an . 
additionall22 acres to meet the 2020 year forecast. -The District's 
conservative estimate is closer to 170 acres, based on student populaf ~1 ..... · tem No. 9 
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projects. Given the above errors and the lack of redress, I am concerned ~ 
about the consultant's analysis of the District needs. \- -

Another overlooked area was the report's disregard to configuration 
of a site and surrounding property in order to place a school. Bringing in a 
large amount of residential land does not mean that you can place a school 
on it. Sites caimot be too narrow and they must be a minimum of 1 0 to 15 
acres in size for an elementary school and larger for middle and high school 
sites. They also are best when they are .surrounded bY, other residential 

·property or future residential developable sites. 

The biggest oversight is the 19.5 acres the District purchased in 1998 
on E. Lincoln Street. This is a property that the District already owns. The 
District pu~ more research and analysis into· this P'l!rchase than any property 
it has boug4~. It was purchased after hiring a consultant, and after several 
discussions With the City Planning drrecto~, Marion County Planning 
director and with the advice and inp~t from the District's attorney and 
engmeer. 

As a result of these discussions the District felt encouraged to move 
forward. Both planning departments were very positive and felt that at the 
very least the land was ideal for future holding for a school site. Especial'ly 
since this area was ideal for land use goals of redevelopment and infilL 

The Livingston's still own a half acre with their residence ,and shop. \Vhile 
they understood that their sale created a site that did not meet county 
standards they were willing to move forward with the sale in hopes that this 
property would be brought into the Urban Growth Boundary within a few 
years, especially given the positive input from the county and city. 

Since that time virtually all the City's planning depmiment has moved 
on and new personnel in place. Discussions with new staff have resulted in 
their support, but for some unknown reason the Distiict's and Livingston's 
site has not been recommended for inclusion in the UGB. 

The Livingston's would at the very least like to allow this property to 
be annexed or included in the UGB so that they may pmiition it. Until then 
they cannot sell it or refinance it and given their age and health issues they 
may soon need to do so. 

Item No. 9 
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A The most important fact from a land use perspective is how the site 
meets the spirit and goals of land use pi arming issues. It is natural that once 
a school is sited there it willbting the surrounding neighborhoods into the 
city to hook up to city services. It will create redevelopment of older homes 
that are falling into disrepair. ·It will encourage infill and higher density, not · 
currently allowed due to septic. systems presently in use in this location. It 
will help meet Parks requirements for much needed recreational facilities on 
the east side of Pacific Highway. 

The site is ideal for school use. The area has enough student 
population and especially has potential for future population to fill a school. 
With access to both Lincoln St. and Laurel Street and potential from Aztec 
St. the location-would allow many students to walk rather than be bused to 
school. This would be a long-term value add~d to the site. The Serres 
prope:riy is ideal and very logical hind for future expansion as residential. 
The Serres property also was being discussed as the best way to 
accol)J111odate a future by-pass road from Wilco Hwy. to Molalla Rd. 

Why this additionall9.5 acres that is adjacent to the City limits and 
UGB was left out of the proposed expansion defies explanation. To submit 
this proposal without addressing land inventory needs for the School 
District, one of the City's largest entities, seems at the very least irrational 
and at the very best poor. planning. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

~9 
David J. Ch1istoff 
Realtor of Record 
Woodburn School District 
Principal Broker 
Hallmark Properties, Inc. 
745 Glatt Circle 
Woodburn, OT 97071 
(503-981-0621). 
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August 30,"2004 

~ 

Jim Mulder 

-HALLMARK 
·. PROPERTIES·JNc_ 

:Director of Community Development 
City ofWoodburn 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Dear Mr. Mulder: 

The Woodburn School D1strict"has ~ked me to .address the Periodic Review 
Amendments you submitted to them· earlier this year. I have no disp~tes With the 
findings other than on page 32 under the ''Parks" bullet item. .) 

It looks to me. like there is a typo and an error. The typo is minor; it should say . 
"122 .. acres of 2020 school lands" instead of 120. This then makes the math caine out on 
the ''57 acres ofpai-k land". Also, it takes 100% of the schools needed land instead of 
50% as noted in the preceding sentences. Given that correction it appear~ that Parks 
needs an additional 61 acres (50% of 122 = 61 acres). 

I am attaching the District's projections for enrollment as it relates to land needs, 
labeled Exhibit A. Tins shows by 2013 a need for an additional 70 to 85 acres, and by . 

· 2023 a need for 140 to 170 acres. This indicates a need for a.ri additional .18 to 48 acres 
more the report's findings. Part of this is due to the minimum lot size requirements that it 
is necessary to site a school facility. The other part is .that Woodbum is one ofthe few 
cities in Oregon that is ~owing younger, I.E. more school aged cliildren. 

Also enclosed are graphs showing District EnroHment History, Exhibit B, Bl , B2, 
BJ and 2003 Em·ollment By Grade, Exhibit C. Exhibits D & E shows 5 to 10 year 
Projections district wide and by grade. 

· In addition to tliis, the-District needs to have a property that they can build on 
before they go out to vote for a bond .. Historically that has been a must Their most 
urgent need is for a school in the SW portion of the city, east ofi-5. However, they 
currently own a 19-acre site on-E. Lincoln Street It is. adjacenno the current UGB but 
not in the proposed expansion. The District would like tliis added for future needs. 

This 19-acres was acquired in 1998. The District checked with the planning 
departments at the City and County and they both gave favorable indication that the site 
woulqb e good for a schooL The common element was that they obtain it for fUture use. 
The District employed a co_nsultant and their attorney reviewed the process. Item No. 
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At that time it made good se.nSe to the City a:nd the District. It would aid ~"-
development ofin-:fill lots by extending city services to the property. The County,fik¢' 
that as welL Currently they could almost fill a grade .school from the students on the East 
side ofHwy. 99-E. Once the in-:fill lots are developed they should .fill that easily. · It also 
would provide additional Park service.s to an area that needS it arid help with the .61-acre 
deficiency noted above. 

Given the District's research and findings within the Periodic Review 
Amendme:t;~is report tlie District would like you to consider two things: First; to incre<ISe . 
the future 2020 needs from 122· acres to an additional48 acres. Secondly they would also 
like you to add the 19 acres. on E. Lincobi Street to the UGB ·for future piannlng. If the 
19 acres is adde~ 1;hen only 29 acres needs to be added to the 122 acres proposed in the 
repbrt. 

Please contact me if you JJave other questions regarding this issue. 

Respectfully, 

~:(~~ 
David J. Christoff /0 
Principal Broker 
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Exhibit A 
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City ofWoodburn 
. P.lanning Commission 
210-:tvfontgomery St. -
Woodl:Jl.U'n, OR 97071 

Dear Commissioners, _ 

H. ALLMAR.~ . 
. PROPERTIES~~ 

·RE: School District1s 19.5 Acres on E. Lincoln' St. 

Thanks for extending written testimony for the UGB Expansion, etc. Briefly, the 
City's coi:iSUltant es~ated in Apri12004 the school lands needs to be 122 acres.- The· -
District's estimate is closer to 170 acres. 

Just using the consultant's number of 122 acres, there are limited sites available 
within the proposed UGB expansion in which to locate a schooL . The only added 
location$ with lot sizes adequate for a school are in the Parr Rd. area where the District 
already has facilities. Assuming the District could buy one .of these sites it would still not 
be sufficient to ·meet the-entire 122 acres.; The District already owns the East Lincoln St. 
pJ;operiy. · 

Keep in m,ind the numbers in my August 30, 2004letter shows a shortfail ·of 61 
acres for Parks and Recreation's needs.' This location will give Parks and Recreation 
another desired site east ofHwy. 99-E. 

Anqther added benefit, which should be embraced by LCDC, is that once the 
District builds in this are~ it will spur in-fil1ofthe residential sites there. 

The District needs to OWn a buildable site prior to going for a bond measlire. It 
makes sense to approve this site based on need, availability, and overall benefit to the 
City as well as to the District. 

) 

Respectfuily Subrnitte~ 

-40&t4~~ 
David J.. Christoff 
Realtor ofRecord 
Woodburn; School District Item No. 9 ----
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Les, 

Planning 
Lester Sasaki 
4/24/2006 9:44:25 AM 
Fwd: City of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Hearing 

This email came on the Planning's web email address on the web. 

Thanks 

Burnie 

>» "Dave Christoff' <davec@hallmarkpropertiesonline.com> 04/24/06 9:38AM »> 

Attention: Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 

Attached is a copy of the written testimony I have sent to the County Commissioners regarding the hearing 
on the City of Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan. I have discussed much of this with Sterling Anderson in 
the past. 

Briefly, my concerns pertains to the Woodburn School District's 19.5 acre site on East Lincoln Street. I 
can't see any reason why this site was left out of the plan, l believe that this location (east of Hwy. 99-E) 
goes to the heart of land use planning, especially redevelopment, infill , and higher density issues of 
planning. 

David Christoff 
Principal Broker 
Hallmark Properties, Inc. 
745 Glatt Circle 
Woodburn , OR 97071 

Office: 503-981-0621 
Fax: 503-981-7042 
Cell: 503-989-1676 
davec@hallmarkpropertiesonline.com 

******************* 

This message has been scanned for virus content by Symantec Anti-Virus, and is believed to be clean. 
Viruses are often contained in attachments - Email with specific attachment types are automatically 
deleted. 
If you need to receive one of these attachments contact Marion County IT for assistance. 
******************* 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Les and Sterling, · 

Plann ing 
Lester Sasaki; Sterling Anderson 
4/24/2006 10:58:53 AM 
Fwd: april26 commissioners meeting 

From Planning web email. 

Thanks 

Burnie 

>» <Piasticars@aol.com> 04/24/06 10:52 AM >» 

As a concerned business owner and a resident in East Woodburn, I have a few issues that I feel must 
be addressed. 1st one concerning all of the attention being focused on the other side of town. We need to 
do something about all the business' closing up on this side. It is starting to look like a ghost town. This 
can be a really nice town. Look at all the bueatiful historic homes! This town needs a nice cinema that is 
equipped with a security guard to make sure it doesn't end up a negative. 

2nd issue is concerning grafitti and gang issues.This must be addressed before it gets out of hand. 
When I first moved here and found out that the homeowner is responsible for cleaning up the grafitti I 
thought that was the most ridiculous thing I had ever heard of! That's allowing the homeowner to be 
victim ized twice. Simple solution is to have the people who must do community service due to a crime 
clean it up. Not the homeowner. In some areas in Calif. spray paint cannot be purchased by anyone 
under the age of 18 and you also must fill out paperwork to purchase it. 

3rd issue I have is the invasive noise that must be indured from the inconsiderate people with their 
car stereos. You know the basey hip-hop music that can literally drive a person mad. It is absolutely 
unacceptable when you are sitting in your house and your neighbor has his car stereo p9rked and playing 
causing your things in your house to vibrate and there is no escaping it. What ever happened to disturbing 
the peace? Multnomah County has an ordinance where if the police are called for loud music, the stereo 
is confiscated and the offending person must pay to get it back. Why can't we do something like that 
here? That would really quiet things down. You cannot tell me that you could work in peace at your desk 
while hearing that kind of music thumping in your office from a building or car parked close by. I had to 
confront that sort of situation just the other day from a car by my grooming shop. The music was driving 
my partner and myself crazy. I called the police and they never responed. I confronted the person myself. 
He seemed to think it was already 9:00 in the morning and he could do it until 10:00 pm if he wanted to. 
I am 100% sure that a lot of people would agree with my feelings. Its time to do something to preserve the 
peace and make Woodburn a nice place to live. All of Woodburn! 

Thank you , Deanne Glornboske 

******************* 

This message has been scanned for virus content by Symantec Anti-Virus, and is believed to be clean. 
V iruses are often contained in attachments - Email with specific attachment types are automatically 
deleted. 
If you need to receive one of these attachments contact Marion County IT for assistance. 
******************* 
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UFFLE 5 
525 N. Pacific Hwy. 

· ~ P.O. Box 1048 Jfll'CH£ 5 . Woodburn, OR 97071 

Q"' AND MORE r (503) 981-9294 
1 (800) 293-9294 
Fax {503) 981-8210 

QUAUTY SERVICE SINCE 1980 

Marion County Commissioners . 
Atten: Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 
P .O. Box 14500 
Salem, Oregon 97309 

555 N. Pacific Hwy. 
·P.O. Box 1048 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

(503) 981-8247 
1 {800) 293-9294 
Fax {503) 981-8210 

My name is Richard Ednionds owner and operator of two businesses in Woodburn: Mufflers, 
Hitches & More, Inc., 525 NPacific Hwy, and Woodburn Automotive Repair Center, Inc., 555 
N Pacific Hwy. 

My wife and I both grew up here in Woodburn and have been in business since 1980. We have 
personally seen the changes and-growth in Woodburn and it' s been good: Now that I've seen 
and heard all the yeas and nays about the Urban Growth Boundanes; East and West and how it 
don't'mak:e sense, here is rriy surmise. 

All long-time residence and businesses always assumed the growth would'a.lways be to the East 
because of the geography; the roads, the sewers, the water, the power, every issue is a positive 
for growth to the East. And if you look into Woodburn' s history the city had always planned for 
little growth in the west, i.e. that's why the drag strip was allowed on the Westside and check the 
city records where every city had to have a designated area for a topless bar, W oodbum chose an 
area out of the main and less to be developed and that place was Stucky's which is now Trailer 
World, right next to the freeway and off ramp. Now, there has to be a reason for this major 
change with total di sregard from our fore-fathers and everyone on 99E and East, and after 
dealing with the city and my building and additions three times, I've come to a possibie reason. 
Back in the mid-80's the federal government and the city wanted to put in the national bike trail 
and the city wanted it to nm do·wn highway 99E, there was 3 to 7 million dollars at stake and 
Steve Gerheritz, Conununity Development wanted it so bad he could taste it but a bunch of us 
businesses on 99E with the help of Sowa Photography took pictures of all the businesses that 
would be effected by the 10 foot loss on the west side of99E and 15 to 20 foot on the East side. 
The devastation would have been severe 'vith all the old buildings and as close to the highway as 
we all were. Well, enough of us showed up and the city stopped the bike trail on 99E. 

About 4 or 6 years later I started rebuilding our Muffler Shop and when I was dealing with the 
city and Steve, he reminded me of the bike trail .and the money they lost and referred to me and 
all the other businesses on 99E as you "sons of bitches on 99". Anqther 6 years after that I built 
on my Automotive Shop and Steve was still complaining in that all the main businesses that 
stopped the bike trail have sold or moved and we will never get the money or the chance again. 
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Now with that ~ttitude that many years later what if this was a deciding factor to build west and 
not the east, and ,done as a payback. That is the only scenario I can find that would make· sense 
as to why all the positive on the East-side was ignored and or deleted and now that everyone is 
seeing and complaining about this, one of the biggest city' s response is that we spent all this 
money already on plans for the west-side, well bottom line if the decision was based on a 
vendetta or payback then 2 wrongs don't make a right . . Let's correct it now, make this a positive 
for the City, the Citizens and the businesses and lick our wounds and let's go the way it was · 
always intended. 

chard L. Edmonds, SR 
Owner/President 
Mufflers, Hitches & More, Inc. 
Woodburn Automotive Repair Center, Inc. 

P.S. Please add this to the permanent records. 

P .S.S. If you would like further details of the city and my dealing that shows a clear trend, just 
call me at 503 981-8247 or come and talk to me personally, I'd love to show and explain further. 
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APR 2 5 2006 . 

Marion County Board ofCommissioners 
Les Sasaki, Lead Planner 

MARION COUNTY PLANNING 

CoUrthouse Square 
555 Court St. NE 
Salem, Oregon 97309-5036 

Re: Woodburn Review /UGB 

Dear Commissioners and Staff: 

I am writing to express concern about Woodburn's proposed Urban Growth Boundary 
amendment and Periodic Review package. Although there are many commendable parts 
of this package, I fear tb.Jit the huge amount of industrial land does not serve Woodburn, 
nor the county. 

W oodbum needs to develop a plan that benefits the existing population of Woodburn. 
One way is to focus on local businesses. In the real world many jobs are created without 
land being developed. A processing pl~j or manufacturer adds a second shift or a retail 
business expands its hours and hires new people. Metro found that "on average, 40% of 
all job growth is absorbed tpyouih. redevelopment or infill."1 The McMinnville Chamber 
of Commerce found in a bus.i.u~.ss survey that nearly half ( 45%) of the respondents 
indicated they had expansion plans that will not need any additional floor space to 
accommodate new employees." 2 The plan that Woodbmn has submitted assrunes that 
all new employees will need new all new industrial land. 

Under Statewide Planning Goa19, Guideline 4 says that "Plans should emphasize the 
expansion of and increased produQtivity from established industries and firms as a means 
to strengthen local and regional economic development." Woodburn's plan relies on 
attracting completely new indusb.ies. I believe that Woodbum's economic model- as 
much as possible, should focus on utilizing existing infrastructure. Local businesses such 
as Sabrosa's r eworking of Smuckers ' old cannery or Induslr ial Machining addition of a 

. second shift for welding illustrate Woodbmn's vitality. Underutilized and vacant 
industrial buildings, moreover, are ignored in this UGB plan. 

Woodburn's economic development strategy relies heavily upon the inclusion of very 
large parcels of land to attract m ega-employers. The largest parcel was intended to lure 
high-tech silicon plants. The Brookings Institution, in a national tech report, underscored 
the difficulty of generating new technology clusters where none previously existed; such 

1 Metro Report, September 1999, Urban Growth Rep01i Update, p. 51 
2 Mcl'vfumville Business Survey Results, Eco Northwest, September 200 I , p . 11 / 
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cl~sters build ~n th~ ~6wledge base of current workers and firms. 3 Woodburn does not 
· have this lmoy.rledge base. 

· Mari<?n Cpunty'~ largestindustry is agriculture, but its contribution to Woodburn is 
ignored in this UGB plan. Marion County and its Commissioners can help protect the 
industry that nurtures and sustains their county. Farmland is not just idle land waiting to 
be developed, and large blocks of prime farmland in this UGB expansion should not be 
used for speculative industries. 

Woodburn's UGB expansion is too large for the city and does not emphasize established 
businesses enough as required by Goal 9. This plan also does not capitalize on or 

· consider agriculture's huge monetary contributions to both Woodburn and Marion 
County. · 

I hope you will consider my comments. 

Kathleen Carl 
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A~:·.~ 2 5 2006 

MARION COUNTY PLANNING 

Mr. Les Sasaki 
Marion County Planner 
Marion County 
555 Court St. NE 
Salem, OR. 97301 

Dear Mr. Sasaki: 

· Woodburn Area Chamber of Commerce 
2241 Cmmtry Club Road 

Woodburn, OR. 97071 
April24,2006 

We are a long-time organization of our city. After a special meeting ofthe Board of Directors of 
the Woodburn Area Chamber of Commerce we are writing to express our full support for the 
expansion ofWoodburn's Urban Growth Boundaries. Although this expansion does not include 
some lands members of this Chamber and the community would like; we do approve of the 
boundary expansion. 

In the past 12 months the Chamber office has received several requests for information about 
developable lands in and around Woodbum. These entities seek parcels ofland from 20 to 100 
acres in size. The smaller acreage parcels that today exist do not satisfy the needs oflarger 
industry and manufacturing entities seeking to locate in or around Woodburn . 

Redevelopment of parcels in the .downtown area ofWoodburn along with parcels on Highway 99 
will help with the potential development of Woodburn to its fuller potential and revitalize the area 
along Highway 99 .. 

We urge you, the city, and the county to move forward on the decision to expand the Urban 
Growth Boundaries ofWoodbum. 

Sincerely, 

Nick Harville 
Executive Director, Woodburn Area Chamber of Corrunerce 
Cc: County Commissioners 
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April 25, 2006 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Les .Sasaki, Principal Planner 
Courthouse Square · 
555 Court St. , NE 
Salem, Oregon 97309-5036 

RE: Woodburn Periodic Review/UGB 

Dear Commissioners and Staff: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Woodburn Periodic 
Review/UGB proposal. In its .current form, Friends of Marion County 
oppose the proposal submitted by the City of Woodburn and urge 
you to vote to deny concurrence. 

Members of Friends of Marion County have been very active in their 
participation at several hearings at the City of Woodburn Plan·ning 
Commission and City Council on this issue and we are particularly 
interested in your decision as It will affect many important issues, not 
just for the city itself, but for also for the surrounding community and 
the 1-5 transportation corridor. 

After the City of Salem, the City of Woodburn represents the 
greatest impact to Marion County. Woodburn is surrounded by some 
of the most productive farmland in the county as well as an 
important link in the transportation system stretching from Salem to 
the north. Therefore, your decision on this issue will have a 
significant impact to us all. 

The continued reliance on development surrounding the 1-5 corridor 
will ·create even more pressure to increase demand with scarce 
transportation dollars. Salem has managed to contain its industrial 
growth without undue pressure on the 1-5 system. We should expect 
Woodburn to be able to accomplish this also. 

Development in Woodburn can be accommodated within the plan at 
minimal cost to the transportation system and without loss of high 
value farmland if the expansion is limited to areas to the South and 
East of the city. There is no reason truck traffic can't be allowed to 
travel within the city - this is accomplished in Salem at Salem 
Industrial Park. 

We've seen how Woodbu rn has managed to damage the 
transportation infrastructu re by large developments at its 
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Marion County Board of Commissioners 
April 26, 2006 
Page 2 

1-5 interchange. Additional development' near the two Woodburn overpasses will create 
more pressure requiring major interchange development costing Oregon taxpayers 
millions of additional doliars. 

The choice of locating these developments on the 1-5 corridor clearly mean~ they are 
not designed to serve Woodburn residents. Look at the placement of the Wai-Mart 
entrance. The entrance· faces the 1-5 freeway, not the City of Woodburn. Placing 
development at the 1-5 corridor will cause neglect of the inner city. Woodburn needs to 
concentrate on redevelopment efforts to make its central core attractive to business and 
consumers. 

Sincerely, 

Roger Kaye, Pres. 
503-7 43-4567 
rkaye($0regonVOS.net 
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Marion County Planning Commission 
P. 0. Box 14500 
Salem; OR 97309 

Dear Commissioners; 

l6U~.~~ ~¥1 ~ [D] 
APR 2 o 2006 

MARION COUNTYPLANNING 
RE: Public Hea:ring Before The Marion County 

Commissioners. 
Wednesday April26, 2006; 7:00 P~M. 
Woodburn City Council Chambers 
270 Montgomery St. Woodburn, OR 

I am Opposed to the issues that this Public Hearing is being held for. 

I am opposed to any legislation that is not compatible with Measure 37. Like 
the rules and regulations we are already governed by or that takes peoples rights away 

from them. 

I s.ent a Petition into the Woodburn City Council Public Hearing, when they had their 
hearing on this same matter, and it was ignored. I don't believe Measure 37 was declared 
Constitutio~al at that .time, )3ut it is now, and· I expect you Commissioners to do something 
about it before you approve this total Document. 

I will inclose a copy of that feijtion Document, to· show you there were 100% of the 
Property Owners who sign it.-

I own the 25 acres at 8518 Parr Rd. Ge_rvais, Or. I am in the middle of the Weisz Property 
and the Seibel Property. 

Woodburns document says that the Weisz 25 acres, My 25 acres, and Seibles 50 acres, has 
to be sold in a 100 Acre Tract, to one ( 1) Buyer, who will employ 300 People or more. All 
three ( 3) of these properties are on the South side of Parr Rd. I believe there is a,Iready 2 
or 3 Tracts of 100 acres or more under· one ownership, in this area. 

In my opinion this is a Communistic move and it surprises me that you Commissioners 
would want to take part in something like this, knowing your backgrounds, and especially 
if it was brou·ght to your Attention. 

The minute you approve this document you have lowered my Property Value on my farm 
by ta~g away my Property Rights and making our properties candidates for Measure 37 
Claims. 

If you want to l~ave my pro_l)erty in the Growth Boundary, thats fme, with No Conditions 
Attached. I believe my neighbors would feel the same. 

Item No. 9 - ---
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Hit is approved the way it is now, you have just taken 100 acres out ofwoodburns Growth 
. Boundry, .because I :am in the middle of them and I don't plan on selling my farm and that 
is not fait· to.-the other property owners. · 

Sincerely, 

£)&?;-/~ 
Delbert Gottsacker 

Copies Inclosed; 

Woodburn Petition 

Map ( 3) Properties 
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WOODBURN CITY _COUNCIL PUBLI C HEARING 

MARCH 28 , @(Y (j)§ 

IN THE MATTER OF THE SOU';['HWEST ) 
INDUSTRIAL RESERVE DISTRICT ) 
(SWIR) IN THE WOODBURN GROWTH ) 

BOUNDRY EXTENSION. ) 

RECITALS: 

OBJECTION TO: 
PARCEL SIZE REQUIREMENT 
EMPLOYEE REQUIREMENT 
MASTER PLANNING REQUIREMENT 
TRANSFORATION PLAN IN SWIR 

1. We the undersigne d are owners of /0 1J % of the land, 

by deed, and owned since the 60s , in the proposed Sourhwest Industrial 

Reserve District(SWIR). 

2. We the unde~s~gned are /~0 % of the owners of the l a nd 

in the proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve District. 

3 . The undersigned are desirous of making this Petition a 

8 

part of .. the record of the Public Hearing on March 2_8, 2.0. 05 at 7:00p.m. 

4. We the undersigned we re not approach e d on a ny of the planning 

of the Southwes t Industrial Reserve District and t he r efore feel it is 

the City of Woodbur n s responsibility to do their own master planning 

on any parcels . 

5 . We the undersigned are opposed to b e ing t old how we will 

devide our farm l a nd in · t h e Southwest I ndustrial Reserve District . 

6 . We the undersigned are opposed to being told who we wi l l 

sell our land to i n t h e Sou thwest I ndustrial Reserve District, as 

to the a mount of employees t hat must be e mployeed . 

7 . We the undersign ed feel we are quite capable o£ deciding , 

to who and h ow we will dispose of our land. 

·a. We the undersigned are opposed to the Transportation Plan 

in t he Southwes t Industri a l Reserve District. If the land need is 

greater t h a n t h e proposed s t reet width a nd if it fo llows a property 

l ine a nd does not t ake i off each s ide of the proposed stre~t 

THEREFORE 1 the undersigned h ereby: 

Af 1 ~~~~-r~o~r~tjh~e=-~p~u:r~p~ose 1 ~ 

of objecting to the 

2 . 

contract 

ey are t h e owne 

or more parcels in the 

District . 
ADDRESS 

or under 

i;Item No. 9 - ---
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3. The pnde:r;:signed are desirous ot maKlng -crus .t"t!t.J..t..Luu a 

the record of the meeting of Febura~y 3, 2005 , deliberating 
/ 

I 

8 
said at the Public Hearin9 Feburary 3 , 2005. 

the undersigned were not approached on 

Industrial Reserve District and it is 

5. 

divide our 

6. We the 

sell our land to, 

to the a mount 

7. 

to 

responsibility 

dispose of our 

undersigned are 

the proposed street 

undersigned 

we will 

strial Reserve District. 

to being told wbe we will 

District, as 

capable of deciding, 

Plan 

is 

1. Affix their signature to this document f or the purpose 

of objecting to the above recitals. 

2. Cer~ify that they are the owners, e i ther in fee or under 

contract purchase , of one or more parcels in the propose d Southwest 

Industrial Reserve District. 
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SAALFELD GRIGGS 

Ma rion County Board of Commissio ners 
Courthouse Square 
555 Court Street NE 
Salem, OR 97309-5036 . ' 

RE: Woodburn Comprehe ns ive Pla n/ UG B Amendments; LA06-2 

Dear Ho nora ble Commiss io ne rs: 

April 25, 2006 

O n behalf of the Fessler Fa mily, I tha nk you for this opportunity to comment on the City of 
Woodbu rn's Comprehensive Pla n and Urban Growth Bo undary (UGB) Amendments, a nd I respectfully 
request th~t you app rove the amendment package as adopted by Woodburn's City Counci l. 

The Fess le rs own 120 acres consisting of four lots located on the northern end of Woodburn in 
the area identified by the City as "Study Area 2" fo r the purposes of UGB expa nsion studies (see {Tlap of 
proposed UGB expansion a reas attached as Exhi bit 1, a nd map of Study Areas attached as Exhibit 2). 
The property is located near the Tukwila golf course at the southwest corner of Boones Ferry Road and 
Crosby Road. The Woodburn City Council voted to include Study Area 2 for higher-end, low-density 
residentia l development in the proposed UGB expansio n. 

W e acknowledge County Planning Staff's efforts in reviewing many years of work contained in 
box loads of studies and reports in a relatively short amount of time. It is a daunting task. 
Ne verthe less, we do disagree with some of Staff's conclusions. This letter addresses our concerns with 
Staff's concl us ions and responds to issues raised by other affected property owners. 

I. Residen tial l ands Expansion Proportionate to Need 

County Staff recommends reducing the number of residential acres proposed by the City 
Counc il. Staff concludes that too many acres are proposed for addition because there is a d ifference in 
the tota l acreage needed for the 2020 period and the tota l acreage proposed. 

Salem- Bend 
www.sglaw.com 
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April25, 2006 
Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Page2 

Staff's analysis fails to acknowledge the substantial, det~iled,. , parcel-?y-par~el an?lysis . 
performed by the City. The City's analysis determined the number\ <i(,dyvelling' 'units · that . can ·: be· 
expected for ·each parcel in both the current UGB (infill) and proposed · U<;JB expansic)q ar.ea{:;: 

. Conclusions based entire ly on raw acreage rather than parcel-by-parcel analysis assume that all parcels 
will yield the same number of dwelling uni ts per acre. This analysis neglects the fact that highly 
parcelized infill acreage and exception areas wi ll develop much less efficiently and economically than 
vacant, large-acre tracts. Highly parcelized areas, of w hich Woodburn has many, are much more 
difficult to develop and tend to yield much fewer dwelling units. 89% of the City's residential lots are 
less than 1 acre. Only 11 lots are greater than 10 acres. To assume that these small infilllots will be 
developed at the same capacity as large acre tracts, of. which there ar.e few, ignores the reality that 
these small-lot owners will only infrequently divide their property, a nd developers will just as 
infreque ntly desire to develop them. The practical result of treating all acreage a like would be an 
inadequate supply of low density residential property and an artificial increase in property values. 

. . 

It is the City's objective to provide housing for the population projected for the ~020 period. 
For this reason, the City prefe rred an ~nalysis that considered the density that could pr(lctic<)liy be 
expected from each parcel. Furthermore, the proposed expansion is based o n a conservative needs 
analysis and optimtstic· assumptions ofdevelopment effkienty. The City's consultant utilized·two 
d ifferent housing needs models to calculate residentia l land needs, and the City Council chose to re ly 
o n the more conservauve 2020 residential/and needs estimate because it required Jess consumption of 
agricultural land. Moreover, the City's 2005 Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI) included optimistic 
assumptions regarding rP.Siclential infill and partially developed residential lands. For example, the BLI 
reserved only one-fifth of an acre for existing homes on partially developed lots (compared with o ne
ha lf acre assumed by Metro in their BLI), and assumed the remainder of the ·lot wou ld develop at 
densities permitted by zoning. · 

The City's analysis is thorough and complete. Contrary to Staff's conclusion, the City's 
proposal for expansion does not include too many residential acres. In fact, in light of the above
mentioned assumptions, any reduction in residential acres proposed fo r expansion would likely result 
in an inadequate supply for the 2020 period. · · 

II. Area 2 Best Location for Residential Development 

You have received letters and will likely hear testimony from owners of properties in' or near 
Study Area 4 promoting the City's expansion to the east side of the City. You have a lso received a 
letter from 1000 Friends of O regon requesting ·residential expansio n south of Study Area 7. To the 
extent such testimony questions the inclusion of Area 2 (no rth end of City), I refer you to the letters 
attached as Exhi bits 3 and 4 that address in more deta il why state law requires the indusion of Area 2 
before other areas and respond to concerns ra ised by Area 4 property owners. The City considered 8 
d ifferent Study Areas to determ ine the location(s) for UGB expansion. There are factors imposed by 
Statewide Planning Goa/1 4 and ORS 197.298 to determine the location of"UGB expansion. The City's 
decision as to location of the proposed expansio n is based fJOt only on requirements of state law, but 
a lso on the City's economic development strategy, including the ring-road system contemplated by the 
Transportatio n System Plan. Area 2 is the ideal and most legall y defensib le location for residentia l 
expansion based on the following: . 

• Area 2.has a higher concentration of lower-class soils (Ill and IV), whereas Area 4 has 
predomi nantly Class II so ils. Factor 6 o f Goa l 14 and ORS 197.298(2) both require 
ju risdictions to give lower capability soils higher priority for inclusion in a UGB. 

Item No. __ 9 __ 

Page 382 



April 25, 2 006 
Marion County Board of Commissio ners 
Page3 

• Area 2 costs less to serve with public facilities. In addition, the developer of Area 2, 
rather than the City, will also fund vital improvements to .facilitate the west-side access 
to the 1-5/Hwy. 214 interch~nge and the ring road system required in the City's adopted 
transportation system plan. Factor 3, Goal 14 requires the orderly and econo mic 
provision of public facilities and services. 

• Area 2 has substantial buffers minimizing conflict with agriculh~ral uses. Streets are 
the idea(. buffe r to maintain compatibility between urban and agricultural uses as 
required by Factor 4, Goal 14. Area 2 has existing arterial roads and 1-5 buffering it 
from agricultural uses while the majority of the eastern border of Area 4 would directly 
abut farmland. 

• Area 2 can be developed with highest efficiency. As a completely flat a rea consisti.ng 
of large-acre tracts adjacent to existing services infrastructure, it is difficult to conceive 
of property that could be more effiCiently deve loped as required by Factor 1, Goal 14. 

• Area 2 is centrally located and has proven record for higher-end housing. l ocated 
adjacent to the Tukwi lil golf course and relatively close to schools, parks, and 
commercial cente rs, Area 2 will undoubtedly have the positive environmental, social, 
energy, economic consequences ("ESEE Consequences") contemplated by. Factor 3, 
Goal 14. Furthe rmo re, locating highe r end housing in this area faci li tates the City's 
economic development strategy by providing effic ient access to and from the industria l 
area via the west side of 1-5. 

1000 Friends of Oregon has questioned the location o f low density residential acreage in the 
no rthe rn area of Woodburn proposing instead that it shou ld be located south of Study Area 7 where 
the re is a higher concentration of Class Ill soils. Goal 14 and ORS 197.298 do not support such a 
location . In fact, one of the foremost reasons for locating residentia l expansion in Area 2 is to uti lize its 
high co ncentratio n of Class Ill soils as well as its Class IV so ils. Furthermore, placing residentia l 
expansion south of Area 7 creates conflict between industria l and residentia l uses contrary to ORS 
197.712(2)(d) and creates an island of residentia l development physically separated by industry from 
the rest of the community. Such a location is very unlikely to draw higher-end housing like the 
northe rn area near the Tukwila development and golf course, and as such would not serve the City's 
objectives of providing ho using for the highe r wage earne r in a desirable location. Relocati ng 
res identia l expansion from Area 2 to Area 7, also e li minates buffers from agricultu ra l uses and 
improvements necessary fo r the City's ring road system. 

For these reasons, the locati on of low-density residential expansion should be Area 2 as it 
provides a proven location for higher end housing and the most legally defensible locatio n under O RS 
197.298 and Goal 14. 

Ill. The Proposed UGB Expansion Best Accomplishes City's Priorities for Economic 
Development 

The City's periodic review package comes to the County as an integrated package based on the 
City Council's strategic objectives of taking advantage of the 1-5 corridor. The package, including the 
City's Transportation System Plan, is based on assumptions that a ll buttress each other. If you remove 

y one of those assumptions (e.g. no higher-end housing next to golf course to serve new industri es, 
110 improvements to the ring road system, no a lleviation o f east-side access to 1-5/Hwy 214 
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Interchange), then the package falls apart. A reJatively superficial review -of the complex package 
should not be the basis for delaying-this process that is already nine years old and six years into the 20-
year. planning period it is intended to address. Though we acknowledge that the proposal does not 
satisfy all citizens . of .Woodburn, it does accomplish Woodburn's highest economic priorities, i~ is 
overdue, and it is legally defensible as it goes to the. State for acknowledgment. . 

· Thank you again for your consideration. ·· We respectfully request that you approve without 
modification the Periodic Review p·ackage adopted by the Woodburn City Council.· 

Cc: Tom Fessler 

H:\Docs\lS000-1 5499\ 15087\lette r BOC2.Doc 
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SAALFELD GRIGGS 

Honorable Mayor Kathy ~igley 
Woodburn City Council 
2 70 Montgomery St. 
W oodburn, OR 97071 

RE: Area 2 in UGB Expa nsion 

Dear Hono rable Mayor and Woodburn City Counc il: 

EXHIBIT----3~!11P!' 

June 27, 2005 

I write this lette r on behalf of the Fessler f~mlily respectfu lly req uesting that you retain Area 2 in 
the eXpanded UGB . . , submit the letter into the record re-opened on June 13, 2005 and in response to 
written testimony submitted after April20, 2005 that was received by the City by June 13, 2005. 

The Serres family asks you to inclu<;le Area 4, including property dwnedby the Serres, instead 
of Area 2. In support of their position, the Serres continue to question the cost ·analysis employed by 
Public Works. As Mr. Stein, the Serres attorney, acknowledged in his June 3, 2005 letter to Robert 
Shields, Public Works need bnly 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 comparison based 
on a consi~tent methodology. Woodburn Public Works did that. Neverthe less, the Fesslers provided 
you detailed .data from Multi Tech Engineering of Salem, a well-established and reputable engineering 
firm with expe rience designing and constructing multiple infrastructure projects-past and present- in 
Woodburn. Multi Tech's analysis confirms Public. Works' estimates. Area 4 costs more to serve than 
Area 2-approximately $9,000 more per acre.- See Exhibit B-1 08 (Multi Tech Memo submitted into 
record with April 20, 2005 letter from Brian Moore). 

In contrast, the Serres fam il y provided no data and no alternative methodology to demonstrate 
that Area 4 costs as li ttle as or less than Area 2 to serve. Further, despite the ir many, sharp criticisms of 
Pubfic Works' methodology as a whole and what they perceive as inaccurate numbers, the Serres have 
provided no evidence that Public Works' m~thodology produced an inaccurate comparison of costs 
be tween Area 2 and Area 4. In response to the May 19, 2005 letter from Randolph Lytle, engineer fo r 
th e Serres, Mark Grenz, principa l of Multi Tech Engineering, confir.ms in the attached letter that you 
can rely on Pub I ic Works' cost comparison as consistent and accurate. 

Salem-Bend . 
www.sglaw.com 

Park Place, Suite 300 Post Office Box 470 tel 503 399-1070 
250 Church Street SE Sa lem, Oregon 97308 fax 503 371-2927 

1o 4 ..t .... ~-1--, -1 ,..__ " '-·-·•· _ r r ---'=-- r ~-·· c:-- • ~ tti.-IJ ••~r~- • .. . ·'·•• •- . , . • 
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Nevertheless, please keep in mind that comparison of costs is only one element of ·one factor to 
be considered in determining the location of UGB expansion. Where yo!,! c;fj!c;i-9eto.~xpa_l)_d;the (JGB 
is governed by ORS 197.298 and four factors from new Goal 14 (collectively .the ;,Review. Criteria").· In 
short, lower-class soils must be included first, urban uses must be comp·atible .with. nea:rby agricult.urat · 
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 III and some Class IV soils (lower value). Co"nsequently, 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 <:;omments in the 
record from both DLCD and Marion County support staff's recommendations and in nb Way question 
the inclusion of Area 2 over Area 4 or the Public Works analysis. 

Compatability: A majority of Area 4 directly abuts farm land. 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-103. 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 expensiv~ to serve, but development in 
Area 4 will in.crease 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 .will minimize congestion on the east si.de of the Hwy 214/1-5 Interchange by providing 
easy access to thE:! west side of the Interchange. · Thus, Area · 2 costs less to serve and better 
accompli shes Woodburn's Transportation System Plan. 

Efficiency: As a completely fl at area comprised of large-acre tracts with close proximity to 
existing infrastructure of services, Area 2 provides the greatest effi~ iency conceivably · possible for 
development for either residential or public purposes. 

ESEE Consequences: Area 2, with its golf course and the surrounding residential development, 
has a proven record of attracting higher-wage homebuyers, thereby accomplishing the economic and 
social objectives of the new comprehensive plan. Environmentally, -Area 2 has no more sensitive areas 
than Area 4, and many of those areas are accommodated in the golf course. With its centra lized 
proximity to shopping and recreation of all types, including the commercial area to be located within 
it, Area 2 will help conserve energy as well. 

Aga in, we note that the amendment package provided by Staff and its consultant has been 
reviewed favorab ly by DLCD, Marion County, ODOT, and the Planning Commission. None of these 
reviews has questioned either the inclusion of Area 2 over Area 4 or the cost estimates provided by 
Public Works. 

The Serres famil y has been afforded every procedural accommodation required by Oregon law. 
Oregon rules require nothing more than one hearing to present oral testimony, one opportunity to 
present written comment, and one response to such comments: See OAR 660-025-0080(2) . The 
Serres have received these requirements and more. Despite these accommodations, the Serres fam ily 
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would have you start the review process anew by remanding the expan_sion packag~ to the Planning 
Commission. Seep. 5, June 1, 2005 Serre$ 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 Jaw. Nevertheless, the City and its Staff have gone out ()f 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·a!J factors required by Goal 14 and ORS 197_.298. Such a multi
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 1. 
Councilor Pete McCallum, Ward 3 
Councilor Jim Cox, Ward 4 
Councilor Frank Lonergan, W<1rd 5 
Councilor Elida Sifuentez, Ward 6 
Robert Shields, Oty Attorney 
Jim Mulder, Director of Community Development 
Torn fessler 

H:\Docs\ 15()()()- 15499\ 15087\lette<.Councii.Re-Opened Record. Doc 

.Sincerely, 

BRIAN G. MOORE 
bmoore@sglilw.com 
Voice Message #366 
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ENGINEERING_ SERVICES, INC. 

June 27, 2005 

Brian Moore 
Saalfeld Griggs, PC 
POBox470 . 
Salem, OR 97308-0470 

Re: Woodburn UGB 

Dear Brian, 

'-f EXHIBIT ___ _ 
/ 

CONSULTANTS 

1155 13th Street, S.E. · 

Salem, Oregon $7302 

{503) 363·9227 

As ·requested, our office reviewed the comments .from Randolph A. Lytle, P.E. with 
Col}Sulting 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 of the issues included in his May 191\2005 letter to Mr. David 
Duncan using the same number system. . 

1. We did note some problems with the scale noted on a fewofthe .tnaps, 
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 fu this approach. . 

3. The costs that were used for deterrri.ining the piping infrastructure costs did 
take into account knowledge that the City ofWood.blirn 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 comrrnmity. 

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 of each region. The study has been consistent 
in this approach. 

5. The infrastructure discussed and noted as required in the different regions 
does appear to be based on topographic features of the sites together with the 
ability 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 

W e provide a full spectrum of engineering & related technical services - - -------- 
---- - --- ----- - -'------ -----Design, Coordination & Constructiltem No. _ _ 9 __ 
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extended into Region.2 with sufficient depth to service the area Local 
knowledge ofthe Woodburn systems greatly aids in the understanding of the 
information in the study. 

6. The study did take into account previoUs information generated that outlines 
the "buildable" lands available and the types of land needed. It is not 
neces~ for an additional needs analysis to be compleied at this time. 

7. Again, the local knowledge that the City Public Works staff has determines 
the true ability of the existing systems to handle the.existi..IJ.g 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 W oodbuni 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 
clearto 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 
reswt 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 additiona · ormation, please contact our office. Thank you. 

ltcmNo. 9 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Marion Collilty Board of Commissioners 

From: Jesse Winterowd 

Date: Apri124, :2006 

Re: Woodburn UGB: Residential Land Calculations·· · . ; . . -~ 

This memorandum responds to concerns raised ill the Marion Coimty Public Works 'Apri126,'· ·· . 
2006 Staff Report related· to residential land rteed aqd ·supply calculations . .!: ·. We pote that the" ·· 
Staff Report is generally favorable, and references many pointS ofagreement and ·co-ordination ·. 

· in the overall process. ·. 

TABLEOF·CONTENTS ,, ·. 
Referetrces::.· .... ·: : .: ~ .......... : .... : ............ ~: ...... : .............. : .. : ..• ~. : ......... : ..... : ........ : .... .' ....... :· ......... · .... = .• ~·.: 1 ' 

Residential LliridNeeds.anrf Sipply.: .... ~ ....... : ........ : ... : ... :.: .... ' ....... :., ............ : ....... ~.: ....... ~ .. :-... ~ .... 1 
Build~ble Land Methods ......... :: ................. : ........... · .... : .... , .. : ....... ~.: ... : . .' ................................. ~ 2 
.Public-and.$ePli-Public.Land Uses· ........................ ~ ......... ,: ........ ~ : .......... :: .... :.:" ... :· .... :.: ..•. -.:: ... :3 ·- .... . 
The Butteville Road Exception Area .... : ..... : ..... _ .......... ...... :: ........... ....................... ~ ................. 3 
Too Mricb Residential Land? ................................................................ ........... .... ........ ......... 4 

Putting Matters in Perspective ......................... ..... :····:····: ............................ : ...................... : ..... 4 

References 
The primary sources for responses to the residential issues raised by Cmmty staff are the 
following: 

• Urban GroWth Bout:Idary Justification Report (Volume \ (I, E~ibit 5-B) 
• Letter to Marion Collilty Plan:lling from Woodburn Community. Development 

Director, June 15, 2005 (Volume V-12) 
• Woodburn Buildable Lands Inverttory (Volume VI, Exhibit 4-E) 
• . Woodbwn Residential Land Needs Analysis (Volume VI, Exhibit 4-.F) 
• March·l 0, 2005 Planning Commission Final Order Recommending Approval of 

Modified Period~c Review Amendment Package (Vohune N-5) 
• Revised Woodburn Comprehensive Plan (Volume VI, Exhibit 1) 
• Winterbrook Memorandum, re: Legislative Amendrpent 05-01(Woodburn 

Comprehensive Plan Update), September 8, 2005 (Vohi~eV-16) \ 

Residential Land Needs and Stpply 
The Staff Report recognizes that Woodburn has done a great deal to increase residential 
densities. However, the Staff Report (pp. 7-8) identifies "factors" that confuse the staff 

1 Woodburn received the staff report via email on April 20. 

Winte~brook Planning 
31 0 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 1100 
~ Ll and, OR 97 20 4 

·. 

827. 4422 • 5 03 . 827.4350 (fax ) 
Jesse@wi n t erbroo kplanning . com Item No. __ 9 __ 
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regarding methods for determining the buildable land supp1y, and p~blic I semi-publit-I~d ·. · : 
needs, and concludes by noting an apparent over-supply of residentially-designated laJi:cf..witlilir 
the proposed UGB. Quotations in footnotes below are excerpts from Mr. Sasald's Staff Report 

Buildable Land Methods · 
The Staff Report expressed confusion regarding the methods for converting gross acres to net 
buildabl~ acres? Gross acres are defined simply as the total acreage of each tax lot, according to 

· asses·sor's recor<;I:s:-- Gro.ss·acreage is not verY useful for determinlng housirig .densitY or capaCity, 
because. m~ny pai~els at:e constrajned by nattita~ fe~tur~s (floodplains,.wetlands a:ild.tiparian 
corridprs),; ~ild. virtually; ali" parcels require ~~eet dedications . . This !s·.why the GoallO. (Housing) 
adm~str~.tive rule.addn~ss~s housing density in t~nils of''net build~ble acres"- the portion of . 
each parcel that can actualiy be built upon. 

The Buildable Lands Inventory (Volwny ,VI,_fxJ.!ibit4-E,) q~scnbes the exact methods used to 
determine the area of each vacant and partially vacant residential parcel that is buiJdable
after. subtracting constr~ed land and land needed for streets.J. (Jross acre~ge inqlucies .. 
builchtbl~ land; hind with natUral constraints Such as floodplaills;:Wetlailds and"ripan@.ateas, 

··-- ancll~d needed for flmg~ r!ghtS:9f:Wi!Y4 y/ o.odl?wn~~ ne~-zoning regul~ti9ns~nt<?te.c( · . . 
floodplains, wetl~mds and ripaiian corridors - as recommended in the Marion, ~ou,nty Grow_t!I 
Management Framework Plari. Oi). average, ·recent Woodburn subdivisiol1S have dedicc;ted 
22% of their gross area for streets within the City Limits ~ where the arteria1 and colle.ctor 
street syS!em ·already existed. However, the BLI conservatively assrnnes that ollly 20% will 

2 
The Staff Report states: "Buildable Lands fnventory provides net buildable acres for residential Ian~ within the 

existing UGB but not gross acres. The conversion of residential acre.S. into gross and net buildable acres in both 
determining land needs and UGB expansion areas for residential purposes is often confuSing when the analysis 
does not include both sets of numbers." · 

3 
Gross to net acreage copversion is discuSsed iri the Bui~aable Lands ~ventmy cV olurile VI, ExJUbit 4-E, page 6), 

and in the UGB Justification Report (Vofume VI, Exhibit 5-B, Pages 35-36). Tci summarize methods used in 
buildable lands calculations: . · 

1) An acre is 43,560 square feet; 
2) The analysis begins with ''gross acres"~ based oil the parcel size shown on tax assessor's maps and 

including unbuildable land; · . · . 
3) Mapped floodplliin, wetlaPds, and riparian areas are removed from the gross acreage for each p~cel ; 
4) A fifth acre is removed for each existing residence on partially vacant and infill parcels; · 
5) · Future right-of-way is also removed, based on assumptions by plan designation (e.g. 10% reduction for 

industrial and commercial, 10-15% for multiple-family, and 20% for low density residential); 
6) The remainder of the tax lot has a resultant ''net buildable area". '· 

A buildable. acre' is defined as liiwing 43,560 square feet ofbwldable land- the buildable acreage remaining on a 
parcel after removing areas that are tmbuildable, developed, or reserved for streets. This is why ''net" residential 
densities, as defined in the Wo?dburn BLI, are higher than "gross" residential densities. Woodburn zoning for 
buildable areas allows up to 10.6 dwell ing units per net bttildable acre. 

4 For partially vacant and infill parcels in Low Density Residential areas, a fifth of an acre was r~moved for the 
existing residence. 
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. be dedicated for streets in Low Density Residential areas,. 10% for streets in Medilim. Density 
Residential areas, and 15% for streets_in Nodal Medium Density Residential areas. · 

Public"and Semi'-Public Land Uses 
The StaffRepori (iJ. '8) alsci 'expresseq confusion over _methods used for deterillining ~d · · · 
providing for public ·and. serill-imblic land needs~ . These· methods are discussed on pages32-34 
of the UGB Justification Report .and -~ the Residential Land· Needs analysis (pages 34:.35). , In 
our experienc·e'afotind the stat~; .and in_Woodbuin-itself.-: schools, parks 'and religious : · · 
institutions zypically locate on Iru;td with a Residential plan desigtfation~ Wo·ociburn's. · ' 
Residential zoning·districts pdnut such public and sernl~public· uses through the conditional. :· · 
use process .. · Woodbrim does not have the option· of designatingfoture school and park sites· 
on the Comprehensive Plan Map unless the land is owned·by a public. entity. Vacant public:· 
sites. owned by the Woodburn School District or tile City were included in the City's 
calculations~' as noted on page 7 of the Buildable Liinds Inventory (Volume Vl, Exhibit 4-E).' 

~ . .: 
' ' 

The Woodbwn School District proVided .irtfoimat!on regarding I~ng:.tenn school needs. ·· · 
Long-tenn park needs are bast;:d 6ri the'. Woodburn Parks and Recreation Plari." In Woodburn, · 
park needs are met in part on school lands through intei-governmentalagreetnent. Thus; the .... 
·city assumed that school sites will account for half of th-e buildable land needs for active . . 
parks. Contrary to County staff's perception, buildable land was not allocated for passive uses 
such as nature trails, which can be developed in environmentally constrained ("unbuildable) 
areas. 

The ButteVille Road Exception Area . 
The Staff Report (p. 8) concludes th4t the 155-acre Butteville Road exception area has more 
capacity than' shown in the UGB Justification Report. This exception area has 108 buildable 
acres, but is highly parcelized. Moreover, existing homes were constructed without plans for 
future urban development. For these reasons, the City assumed that exception area lots would 
devt;:lop at just under 3 units per net buildable acre.- rather than 5.5 units per net buildable 
acre assumed for the remainder of the Low Density Residential land in the UGB. The UGB 
Justification Report (pp. 42-43) separately accounted for the capacity of the Butteville Road 
exception area (estimated at 295 new (iwelling units), and subtracted these units from the 
"needed housing units" side ofth~ ledger. Because the City assumed 3 .rather than 5.5 
dwelling units per net buildable acre in this exception area, Cotmty staff incorrectly concluded 
that there was unmet capacity- and a corresponding surplus of land - within the adopted 
UGB. 

Woodbmn's population projections were for new growth in the City Limits. The existing · 
dwelling units in the Butteville Road exception area were not included in either the base (Year 
2002) no the Year 2020 housing n·eeds projection, in part because there is no assurance that 
they will ever be annexed to the City. However, if portions ofthis area with houses are 
a11nexed, the people living in these houses will not need new housing units. Therefore, the 
ex..isting houses in along Butteville Road were excluded from both the needs analysis and the 
buildable lands calculations. 
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Too Much ·Residential Land? 
Staff concludes that too much Residential land has been included within UGB - :by 
approxirnatly 51 net buildable acres.5 The comparison of need ye'rSlls supply, is explain~d iii · 
the UGB Justification Report . .Unfortunately, the. Staff:R,epo.rt p.llss~d a couple of steps. ill itS · 
calculations. Fjrst, the StaffE.eport.usesthe2002 UGB ~uildable·la.D.d supply a.s·.a basefqr · 
comparisbh; but this. ba.se was modified by internai comprehensive plan map changes. · (See 
pages 43-44 an~, 83-8.4 of the UGB JustifitationReport regarcfu?.g these ch:ange~.}· Second,. the 
Staff Report acc6unts for the Butteville Road residential exception, area 4t the supply; but no~.; 
in the nee<;l .compo~ent oftheconiparisori,As described in the UG'B.Justification l.{eport, and· . 
in this mymor~d$ ab6ve, the Low Dinsity Residential land n:eed was redu,ced by the:: 
capaCity, of the t~sideiltial exceptions are~ . . . : .. : . !' 

• • ~ • • • : . I .\ • .f 

When these :t-wo-steps ar¢ accoUI).ted for; Woodburn has a either a slight surpli.ls or, a slight . 
deficit ofbuiidble land- dependfug on t.h~ method used. As shoirn on page 85 of the UGB 
Justification Repdrt,.Woodburn ha$ a slight surplus (10 net buildable acre5) iftb,ebui}dable: 
land supply is;analyze<;i in the aggregate . . As descnbed iii the UGB jl.l,5tification Report on . · 
page 44, tlie.more ~ccurate parcel-by-parcel dw(}lling unit capacity analys_is deereases capacity ' . 
by approxunately 30 net buildable acres, putting Woodburn. at a 20-acre residential deficit for 
2020. . 

Putting Matters in Perspective 
To put this in perspective, the proposed 2020 UGB provides a land supply that is within 1-2% 
above or below identified residential buildable land needs, depe11ding. on choSen methodology. 
Further, as noted in the Board's work·session, any disparity between residential land need-and 
buildable land supply is miniscule .when it is recognized that Woodburn's amended UGB does ,, 
not have a 20,..year:supply of buildable residentiafland. Even if the County were to approve 
the UGB in May, ·and LCDC were to acknowledge the UGB this summer; Woodburn will · 
have approximately a 6-.Y~.ar deficit of buildable residentiallarid . . 

· ·,: 

The Staff Report is concerned primarily with numbers and meth~ds- not the quality of 
planning that has occlUTed in Woodb\lm over the hist 10 yeats. As a point ofreference, it may · 
be useful to note that the pre-arnendmentUGB covered about 6.3 square miles (4,050 gross 
acres); including tax lots and public rights-of-way. There are approximately 670 net buildable 
acres inside the pre-amendment UGB - just under 17% of the total area within the pre
runendment UGB. 

5 The Staff Report sa~tes: '.'Th~ proposed expansion includes 546 gross acres of residential land (3Z4 acres of net 
buildable acres). The residential land deficit within the existing UGBfor hmising purposes only is armmd 123 
buildable acres, exclusive'ofthe residential exception lanclS. The residential land need for public and semi-public 
lands as a component of residential land needs is 210 net buildable acres. Considering the above mentioned factors 
and the justificati~n provided to support the residential iand need component, it continues to appear to staff that the 
proposed UGB expansion for residential lands contains more land than is justified by the background data and 
analysis." · 
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Woodburn's population is-projected to increase by 67% (14,059 new people) from 2002-202Q. 
The 2005 UGB adopted by the City Council expands the UGB by 1.5 square miles (979 gross 
acres) - a 24% increase in land area. The UGB expansion is includes all land neede~- for 
residential, employment, schools, parkS and streets through the X ear ?020. In spite of 
·Woodburn's so-called "aggressive econpmic development policy," the City has been able to 
minimize the UGB expansion area by relying almost exclusively on redevelopment to meet 
long-term commercial land needs, and by incre~sing residential densities subst:aptially.-

In conclusion; Woodburn's, UGB expansion is ~IIO"dest and well-justified. Only 17% of 
the land within, Woodburn's· pre-am·~ndment l.(GB is buildable. While the City's 
popuia.tion is projected to increase by two-thirds from 2002-2020, the Council-adopted 
UGB has expanded by less than a qu~rter. 
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EXHIBITS: 

PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS/EXHIBITS 
(Materials submitted at the 4/26/06 hearing) 

A. Unsigned Intergovemmental Agreement for Woodbum Interchange Funding 
Plan, City ofWoodbum between ODOT and the City of Woodburn; dated 
April26, 2006 (submitted by Randy Rohman, Public Works, City of 
Woodburn) Note: signed IGA submitted by City July 12, 2006) 

B. ECONorthwest memorandum on Importance of Interstate Access for 
Woodbum Target Industries; dated Apri126, 2006 (submitted by Greg 
Winterowd, Winterbrook Planning on behalf ofECONorthwest - memo also 
received by e-mail April 26, 2006) 

C. John Gordon, Opus Northwest (letter dated April26, 2006 with attachment of 
comments submitted to City ofWoodburn dated April20, 2005) 

D. John Weisz letter dated Apri126, 2006 (submitted by John Gordon, Opus 
Northwest) 

E. Ed Sullivan letter dated April25, 2006 (representing Tukwila Partners) 
F. Roger Alfred letter dated April 26, 2006 (representing Renaissance 

Development) 
G. Don Kelley legal memorandum dated April 26, 2006 (representing Dale 

Baker) 
H. Darlene Mahan letter dated Apri125, 2006 (submitted by Jack McConnell, 

Norris Biggs Simpson) 
I. Lolita Carl letter with attachment of covered employment and payroll in the 

97071 zip code area, 1990 and 1999 from ECONorthwest Woodburn 
Economic Opportunities Analysis, May 2001 

J. Paul Serres letter dated April26, 2006 with attachments including David 
Torgeson memo dated April1 5, 2005 responding to Serres letter dated March 
23, 2005; and Serres well test reports by Waterlab Corporation dated 
November 23, 2005 

K. Direct Northwest letter dated April 25, 2006 on the proposed Interchange 
Management Overlay District (submitted by Amanda Dalton representing 
North Willamette Association ofRealtors, Salem Association ofRealtors, 
Polk County Association ofRealtors, Willamette Association ofRealtors, and 
Santiam Board ofRealtors) 

L. David Duncan letter dated April 26, 2006 with attaclunents (includ ing copy of 
testimony provided at the hearing); attachments include colored Oregon 
Transportation map ofWoodbum area; Marion County Public Works colored 
map of Highway system in east Woodburn area; Serres Family letter with 
attaclunent (Randolph Lytle Jetter dated May 19, 2005) dated May 19, 2005 to 
City of Woodburn; public records request fo1m to City of Woodburn dated 
April 29, 2005 for 24 maps ofUGB study areas showing public faci li ties 
along with City of Woodburn Public Works memo dated April 2005 on 
Methodology for Calculations - Urban Growth Boundary Expansion Areas 
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Aprif 26, 2006 
Misc. Contracts & Agreements 

No. 23,240 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 
Woodburn Interchange Funding Plan 

City of Woodbu~n 

.;.~ 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into by and between THE STATE OF 
OREGON, acting by and through its Department of Transportation, hereinafter referred 
to as "O'DOT," and the CITY OF WOODBURN, acting by and through its designated 
officials, h~reinafter referred to as "City." · 

RECITALS 

1. By the authority granted in ORS 190.110, state agencies may enter into agreements 
with units of local government for the performance of any or all functions and 
activities that a. party to the agreement, its officers, or agents hav~_ ~h_e _9uthority to 
perform. 

2. On October 31, 2005 City amended its TSP to include proposed improvements to 
the existing Interstate 5 interchange with Oregon Highways 214 and 219, exit 271, 
referred to herein as the Woodburn Interchange, to support amendments to its 
urban growth boundary, land use plan, and zoning ordinance. 

3. Concurrent with the TSP amendment, City and ODOT prepared an Interchange 
Area Management Plan (lAMP) which identifies improvements-to the Woodburn- 1-
5 Interchange area. 

4. This agreement serves as a funding agreement to identify the funding obligations 
agreed to by ODOT and the City to develop the improvements identified in t~e TSP 
and lAMP for the Woodburn - 1-5 Interchange Area. 

5. This agreement serves as written statement by ODOT that the proposed funding 
and timing of the interchange improvements identified in the Woodburn TSP and in 
the Woodburn lAMP are sufficient to avoid a significant adverse impact on the 
Interstate Highway system and that the City may rely upon the improvements 
pursuant to OAR 690-01 2-0060(4)(c)(A) and (B). 

6. Reconstructing the Woodburn Interchange is a top fund ing priority of the Mid
Willamette Area Commission on Transportation (MWACT). 

7. ODOT is currently developing an Environmental Assessment (EA) document 
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as required to advance 
reconstruction of the Woodburn Interchange. 

Item No. 
Page 

9 
401 



City of Woodburn/ODOT 
Agreement No. 23,240 

NOW THEREFORE, the premises being in general as stated in the foregoing recitals, it 
is agreed by and between the parties hereto as follows: 

TERMS OF AGREEMENT 

1. ODOT and City agree that a general funding plan is needed to demonstrate that 
adequate funding to reconstruct the Woodburn Interchange will become available 
within the 20-year planning horizon and in time to avoid a significant adverse impact 
on the Interstate Highway System. 

2. ODOT and City agree· that this Agreement shall serve as the funding plan and 
identifies the party's-respective funding obligations. Approval of the funding plan by 
ODOT and City wilf also serve as ODOT's written statement that the identified 
improvements in the lAMP and in the Woodburn TSP are reasonably likely to be 

. provided by the end of the planning period ~ This determination shaH be effeCtive 
when all parties have signed this Agreement. The terni of t~is Agreement shall begin 
on the date all required signatures are· obtained and shall terminate upon completion 
of the Woodburn Interchange. · 

3. The parties agree that an additional agreement (or agreements) between ODOT 
and City may be needed to define the administrative process to transfer funds when 
specific funding sources are identified and funding participation responsibilities are · 
finalized. · 

4. ODOT and City agree that the overall cost responsibility for funding the Woodburn 
Interchange reconstruction shall be shared by ODOT and City. 

5. ODOT and City agree that the current total reconstruction cost estimate for the 
Woodburn Interchange is $48 million. 

6. ODOT and City agree that the total City financial contribution towards reconstruction 
of the Woodburn Interchange shall be $8 million. 

7. ODOT and City agree the $2.5 million provided by City to ODOT in 2004 
(Agreement No. 21 ,002) to acquire the Zimmel property shall be included as part of 
City's total financial contribution to reconstructing the Woodburn Interchange. 

8. ODOT and City agree that all costs to reconstruct the Woodburn Interchange above 
the $8 million provided by City shall be the responsibility of ODOT. 
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Q 
City of Woodburn/ODOT 
Agreement No. 23,240 

CITY OBLIGATIONS 

1. City shall develop and implement funding mechanisms sufficient to ensure its 
financial contribution. These mechanisms may include private contributions, sy$tem 
development charges, special district fees, general revenue measures, bonding, or 
any other means at City's disposal that do not involve state transportation funds, or 
federal transportation funds authorized under Title 23, United State Code (USC). 
City shall, however, be relea·sed from its financial obligations under this Agre.ement if 
ODOT receives additional federal funds dedicated to the total project cost. 

2. City shall CDntribute $8 million as its total local financial contribution towards 
reconstruction of the Woodburn Interchange. This contribution will be due no later 
than two years from the. date a·DOT issues the "Notice to Proceed" for the 
reconstruction project. The $2.5 million already provided to ODOT as described in 
Terms of Agreement Paragraph 7 shall count as part of the $8 million total to which 
City is obligated under this Agreement. · 

3. City will continue to advocate for the state and federal funds to fund the remaining· 
costs to reconstruct the Woodburn Interchange consistent with the priorities 
established by th~ OTC. 

4. City will continue to advocate for the Woodburn Interchange reconstruction project 
as a high priority within the MWACT project recommendation process. 

5. City will work cooperatively with ODOT to market property remnants resulting from 
.right of way purchased for the reconstruction of the Woodburn Interchange. 

ODOT OBLIGATIONS 

1. ODOT Region 2 will continue to advocate for the state and federal funds needed to 
reconstruct the Woodburn Interchange consistent with the priorities established by 
the OTC. 

2. ODOT Region 2 will continue to advocate for the Woodburn Interchange 
reconstruction. project as a high priority within the MWACT project recommendation 
process. 

3. With MWACT support, ODOT Region 2 will advocate for the Woodburn Interchange 
reconstruction project as a high priority within the Region 2 all Area Commission on 
Transportation (all ACT) project recommendation process. 

4. With "all ACT" support, ODOT Region 2 will advocate for the Woodburn Interchange 
reconstruction project as a high priority within the statewide project selection 
process. 
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City of Woodburn/ODOT · 
Agreement No. 23,240 

5. Upon selection for funding as part of the statewide project selection process, ODOT 
will include the Woodburn Interchange in the construction section of the STIP at its 
earliest practical opportunity pursuant tp the project recommendation and· selection 
process described in ODOT Obligations, Paragraphs 2, 3, and 4 above. 

6. In order t0 offset the cost of reconstru.cting the Woodburn Interchange and expedite 
its reconstruction, ODOT Region 2 staff will work with ODOT to try to direct revenue 
received from the resale of property remnants from right of way purchased for the 
reconstruction of the Woodburn Interchange to the project funds needed to 
reconstruct the Woodburn Interchange. 

7. OOOT shall, upon execution of _this Agreement, regard the· Woodburn Interchange 
reconstruction described in the Wo.odburn TSP and in the Woodburn lAMP as a 
planned improvement for ·the purpose of implementing the Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan and meeting the requirements of the Transportation Planning 
Rule, OAR 660-012-060(4)(c) (A) and (B). 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

1. This Agreement may be terminated by either party upon 30 days' notice, in writing 
and delivered by certified mail or in person, under any of the following conditions. 

a. If either party fails to provide seNices called for by this Agreement within the time 
specified herein or any extension thereof. 

b. If either party fails to perform any of the other provisions of this Agreement or so 
fails to pursue the work as to endanger performance of this .Agreement in 
accordance with its terms, and after receipt of written notice from either party 
fails to correct such failures within 1 0 days or such longer period as either party 
may authorize. 

c. If either party fails to receive funding, appropriations, limitations or other 
expenditure authority sufficient to allow either party, in the exercise of either 
party's administrative discretion, to continue to make payment for performance of 
this Agreement. 

d. If federal or state laws, regulations or gu idelines are modified or interpreted in 
such a way that either the work under this Agreement is prohibited or if either 
party is prohibited from paying for such work from the planned funding source. 

2. Any termination of this Agreement shall not prejudice any rights or obligations 
accrued to the parties prior to termination. This does not obligate either party to 
fulfill any portion of this Agreement that has not been fulfilled prior to its termination. 
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City of Woodburn/ODOT 
Agreement No. 23,240 

3. City acknowledges and agrees that ODOT, the Oregon Secretary of State's Office, 
the federal government, and their duly authorized representatives shall have access 
to the books, documents; papers, and ·records of City which are directly pertinent to 
this Agreement for the purpose of making audit, examination, excerpts, and 
transcripts for a period of three years after final payment. Copies of applicable 
records shall be made available upon request. Payment for costs of copies is 
reimbursable by ODOT. 

4. This Agreement may be executed in several counterparts (facsimile or otherwise) all 
·of which when taken together shall constitute one agreement binding on all parties, 
notwhithstanding that all parties are not signatories to the Spme counterpart. Each 
copy of this Agreement so executed shall constitute an original. 

5. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the parties on the subject 
matter hereof. There are no understandings, agreements; or representations, oral 
or written, not specified herein regarding this Agreement. No waiver, consent, 
modification or change of terms of this Agreement shall bind either party ynless in 
writing and signed by -both -parties and all necessary approvals have been obtained. 
Such waiver, consent, modification or change, if made, shall be effective only in the 
specific instance and for the specific purpose given. The failure of ODOT to enforce 
any provision of this Agreement shall not constitute a waiver by ODOT of that or any 
other provision. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have set their hands and affixed their 
seals as of the day and year hereinafter written. 

The Oregon Transportation Commission on June 18, 2003, approved Delegation Order 
No. 2, which authorizes the Director to approve and execute agreements for day-to-day 
operations, including activities required to implement the biennial budget approved by 

. the Legislature. 

SIGNATURE PAGE TO FOLLOW 
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City of Woodburn/ODOT 
Agreement No. 23,240 

On November 10, 2004, the Director of the Oregon Department of Transportation 
approved Subdelegation Order No. 2, in which the Director delegates -to the Deputy 
Director, Highways the authority' to approve and sign agreements over $75,000 when 
the work is related to . system plans approved by the Oregon Transportation· 
Commission, or in a line iteni in the biennial budget approved by the Director. 

CITY OF WOODBURN, by and through its STATE OF OREGON, by and through 
elected officials its Department of Transportation 

By __________________________ _ 

Title 

By ________________________ ___ 

Title 

Date 
----~--------------------

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

By __________________________ _ 
City Legal Counsel 

Date --------------------------

Agency Contact: 
City Administrator 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery Street 
W oodburn OR -97071 

By ________________ ~--------
Deputy Director, Highways 

Date --------------------------

APPROVAL RECOMMENDED 

By ________________________ __ 
- -Region 2 Manager 

Date ________________________ __ 

APPROVED AS TO LEGAL 
SUFFICIENCY 

By __________________________ _ 

Assistant Attorney General 

Date --------------------------
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Phone • (541) 687-0051 
FAX • (541) 344-0562 
info@eugene.econw.com 

26 April 2006 

ECON orthwest 
ECONOMICS • Fl NANCE • PLANNING 

Suite 400 
99 W. 10th Avenue 

Eugene, Oregon 97401-3001 

TO: . 
FROM: 

Marion County Board of Conunissioners 
Terry Moore, FAICP and Bob Parker AICP 

Other Offices 
Portland • (503) 222-6060 

Seattle • (206) 622-2403 

SUBJECT: IMPORTANCE OF',INTERSTATEACCESS FOR WOODBURN 
TARGET INDUSTRIES 

PURPOSE 

This memo provides additional information on the need for Woodbul'n tal'get industries to 
be within close proximity oflnterstate 5 (I-5). 

BACKGROUND 

In October 2003 ECONorthwest (ECO) completed a report entitled "Site Requil'ements for 
Woodburn Tru:get Industries," which outlined the various needs of ta1·get industries, 
including transportation-related needs . The City ofWoodburn prepared its proposed Urb<;~.n 
Growth Boundary amendment and Periodic Review package in part to provide an adequate, 
suitable supply of land for target industries, taking ECO's description of site requirements 
into accoun,t. 

This memo explains in more detail the degree to which targeted industries benefit from 
direct interstate access; describes the attr activeness of master planned industrial I business 
parks to targeted industries, and the importance of interstate access to these parks; and · 
discusses the difference in attractiveness between pa1·cels at various distances from 
interstate freeway access. 

IMPORTANCE OF INTERSTATE ACCESS TO TARGETED INDUSTRIES 

Most, though not all, indus tries targeted by Woodbmn require clirect I-5 access, and none 
would suffer from such access. EGO's October 2003 "Site Requirements" report highlights 
that freeway access is important to glass manufacturers and aer ospace parts 
manufacturer s, and that it is critical to motor freight transportation and warehousing 
firms. The report also says that wholesale trade firms r equire good transportation access, 
and that interstate access is beneficial to metal fabricators. 

Additional comments beyond those in ECO's 2003 report can be made regaxding the 
interstate access needs of other targeted industries. For printi?g and publishing firms 
serving markets in the Portland and Salem areas (as many of these .fu·ms would), access to 
I-5 would be very important. 



ECO to Marion County 26 April 2006 Page 2 

For a variety of other t ar geted industries, such as electr onic a11d electrical equipment 
manufacturer s, business seryices, non-depository credit institutions, and engineering, 
accounting, research, management, and related services, master planned industrial I 
business parks would be desirable locations. Good interstat e freeway access is an 
important competitive advant age for these master planned industrial I business parks, as 
explairied in the following section. While some firms in targeted industries could locate 
within existing commercial areas (e.g., small health clinics, doctor's offices, some business 
services firms, and some engineering, accounting, r esearch, management and r elated -
services firms), m any firms would prefer master planned parks . -

In conclusion, most of Woodburn's targeted industries require direct I-5 access (i .e., a very 
short distance between parcel and on-r anip), and none would suffer from I-5 access. 
Moreover , many firms that may not explicitly reqUire direct I-5 access would prefer to be in 
master planned indush·ial I business parks. Since these parks need to cater for a variety of 
firms, including those who do require direct I-5 access, it makes sense for Woodburn to 
provide iand for these parks near an I-5 interchange. 

ROLE AND NEEDS OF MASTER-PLANNED INDUSTRIAL I BUSINESS PARKS 

Sever al of the t argeted industries described above prefer to locate in master planned 
industrial or business parks . A fully serviced industrial or business park along I-5, with a 
r ange of available site sizes, would provide an additional incentive for targeted industries to 
locate in the Woodburn area. 

Industrial parks offer multiple advantages to firms . One is the minimization of 
infrastructure r isk. Firms may not risk a location if utilities, such as water or electricity, 
are not deemed r eliable or excess capacity is unavailable for possible expansion. These risks 
are minimized when sites are available in developed industrial parks . 

Anoth er advantage relates to timing considerations . Timing is everything-especially in 
today's fast-paced environment, where fu·ms are looking to break gro~nd within -90 to 120 
days of making a location decision. It is beneficial for a firm to begin revenue-producing 
activities as soon as possible, to counterbalance start-up and construction costs . For firms to 
take advantage of market oppor tunities and fulfill promises to clients, they often prefer to 
locate in a developed industrial park. 

A third advantage is that industrial I business parks ens-ru:e a campus industrial 
env:U:onment through priva te CC&Rs. The trend is for firms to locate in parks with str ict 
development standards . Firms see these standards a~ -safeguards to protect the company's 
investment, by ensuring that t he fu·m's neighbors in the park will be kept to the same 
standaxds. 

Land requirements of industrial/ business parks have been described elsewhere. In 
summary, the minimum size of a par k is generally about 25 acres, although indus trial 
parks of 100 acr es or grea ter are not uncommon and may be requ:U:ed depending on the 
types of industries being cour ted. A larger site may also be needed to justify preliminary 
engineering, environmental r eports, and utility and infrastructure cons truction. 
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As quoted in Appendix A to ECO's "Site Requirements" report from October 2003, Portland 
industrial park developer Greg Specht believes that industrial parks require the following 
attributes: 

• Properly zoned land 

• Sites r eadily available 

• No environmental issues . 

• Flat topography 

• Minimal barriers to dev~lopment 

• A master plan allowing for businesses that cater to industry workers, including 
r etail, restaurants and gas stations for industry workers and activities , 

• Good freeway access 

The importance of good freeway access to industrial / business parks, in conjunction with 
many targeted industries' preference for industrial/ business parks, supports Woodburn's 
assessment that land close to I-5 should be made available for industrial/ business parks. 

ATTRACTIVENESS OF PARCELS AT VARIOUS DISTANCES FROM 1-5 

There is no absolute distance from an interstate beyond which targeted industries will not 
locate. Given Woodburn's particular circumstances described below, it is reasonable for the 
City to evaluate site suitability based on distance from the I-5 interchange. It is our 
understanding that Woodburn has established two miles as a criterion for this evaluation. 
Given the circumstances described below, the "two mile criterion" is r easonable. Economic 
develop men t literature is very clear that dist ance fro m an interstate is a key 
factor i n location decisions. Even small differences among parcels in distances from the 
interstate can represent significant comparative a dvantages or disadvantages. . 

For many targeted industries, being within one to two miles of an interstate highway is 
much more prefer able than being three or four miles away. Each mile from an interstate 
represents a significant increase in travel time, particularly if traffic has to pass through an 
urban area and experience urban congestion to access the intersta te. Increased travel time 
translates into higher labor and equipment cos ts, as well as the possibility of missed 
delivery deadlines. Given a choice between a community offering parcels three or fom· 
miles from an interstate and a community offering parcels within a mile or t'vvo fi:om the 
inter state, many targeted industries would choose the community offering·better interstate 
access. 

Other considerations such as farmland preservation must, of course, be balanced against 
economic development ones. From a purely economic development perspective, for 
example, Woodburn could have included only properties within a mile of the I-5 inter change 
(on either side of Butteville Road, rath er than just the east side). Woodburn chose, 
however, to include poorer agri~ultural soils tha t are located one to two miles from the west 
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entrance oft}:le I-5 interchange (the entrance with less congestion). Although there are 
lower value soils even further from the UGB to the south towards Gervais, accessing these 
Class III soils would have required inefficient and expensive leap-frogging over the Class II 
soils. · 

In short, while location within one mile ofi-5 is preferable, a location within one to two 
miles ofi-5 is a reasonable compromise between agricultural land preservation and the 
economic advantages of direct I-5 access. A location further away from I-5 (e.g., two to four 
miles) would substantially detract from the.city's comparative advantage~ 

ECO has worked with other communities with much g1·eater distances from I-5 than 
· anything in the Woodburn area. It is true that this does not absolutely eliminate the 

_ chances of economic growth, but it does represent a significant challenge. The following 
quote from ECO's Economic Opportunities An,alysis for the City of McMinnville makes this 
point: 

"McMin~ville's primary disadvantage for economic development is its poor access to I -5 
and congestion on commuting routes to the Portland metropolitan area. However, 
McMinnville grew at a rapid rate in the 1990s despite this disadvantage. We expect that 
McMinnville will continue to grow despite this disadvantage, although it may limit the 
types of firms that locate in the city .1" 

Therefore, while significant distances from an interstate freeway can be overcome, cities 
such as Woodburn that enjoy close proximity to an interstate should take advantage ofthe 
opportunities that this brings. The greater the distance that available land is from the 
interstate, the less the comparative advantage of good freeway access is realized, and the 
less potential there is for attracting many types of target industries. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the site r equirements of t argeted industries, and on the site requirements of the 
industrial I business parks that many of these tru:geted industries prefer, parcels more than 
a couple miles from I-5 would not be an adequate substitute for serviceable land with more 
direct access to I -5. 

1 ECONorthwest, Economic Opportunities Analysis for City of McMinnville, p. 4·13. 
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OPUS NORTHWEST, L.L.C. 
A manb<r of The Opus Group 

THE OPUS GRO UP 

P R CHIT E CT S 

~- -~ 

1500 SW First Avenue, Suite 1100 

Portland, OR 97201 

Ph one 503-916-8963 

Fax 5.03-916-8964 . < T RA C TO R S 

D E V E L 0 P E R S www.opuscorp.com 

April26, 2006 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Les Sasaki, Principal Planner · 
Courthouse Square 
555 Court St. NE 
Salem. Oregon 97309-5036 

Re: Woodburn Periodic Review/UGB 

Dear Commissioners and Still: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary 
Amendment and Periodic Review Package. We find the proposal includes a thoughtful, 
comprehensive and needs analysis to support the UGB expansion and creation of the-Southwest 
Industrial Reserve. Opus Northwest strongly supports the efforts of the City of Woodburn, 
Marion County, the Department of Land Conservation (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (OD01) who have b een working together to achieve this goal since Woodburn's 
Periodic Review Work Program was approved in 1999. Accordingly Opus respectfully requests 
Marion Cmmty to approve these l..n!portant and needed amendments. 

Access to transportation infrastructure 1s a fundamental need for all types of industrial properties. 
Although requirements vary by category, large truck access is invariably necessary for the 
deli very of raw materials, supplies, and other input materials as well as for the distribution of 
products. As a result, direct access to an interstate interchange is likely an industrial development 
site's single most critical attnoute. We concur with the City's proposed proximity standard of two 
miles or less as a r easonable industry standard for detennining whether a site qualifies as having 
"direct access" to an interstate interchange and we further qualify the standard by adding that to 
provide direct access, routes from an industrial site to an interstate interchange also must be 
designated for large trucks and avoid congested coJiliilercial, retail or residential areas. Industrial 
properties more than two miles away, such as those along 99E are too far av,iay from I-5, and 
would require accessing I-5 from the heavily congested east side of I-5. · 

The City's inclusion of portions of Study Areas 7 and 8 in its UGB, togetl1er with the 2005 
Transpo1tation System Plan (TSP), the Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR) zoning district and 
the Interchange Management Area (IMA) overlay district, have been designed to create a viable 
industrial area with sites suitable for the City's targeted industries. Because traffic congestion is 
m ost acute at -the eastern access to the I-5/Highway 214 interchange, it is critical that 
development in the SWIR be able to use the western access to the I-5/Highway 214 interchange, 
which currently has unused capacity. Bu tteville Road is the only north-south road that can be 
used to provide access from the SWIR to the west side of the I-5/Highway 214 interchange. 
Improving Butteville Road to meet minor arterial standards is listed in the TSP as a short-term 
upgrade "essential to serve the Southwest Industrial Area." Bntteville Road will form the western 
boundary of th e UGB. 
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Therefore, the City is relying on industrial development of the 100-acre OPUS parcel and 22-acr~ 
Weisz parcel which adjoin Butteville Road to the east to provide for frontage improvements along 
Butteville Road. If the OPUS and Weisz parcels located between Butteville Road and the current 
UGB are not included in the proposed UGB and rural Butte ville Road is not used to provide 
freeway interchange access, the proposed industria) area to the southwest of the current UGB 
would n:ot b 'e viable. 

A new industrial area with direct access to I-5 will provide benefits to the City of Woodburn, 
Marion County and State of Oregon by strengthening and diversifying Oregon's substantial 
existing manufacturing, warehouse and industrial distribution industry. Adoption of the proposed 
amendments will provide for vital economic growth, reliable employment opportunities, funding 

. for 'sti~ts, roads and major transportation infrastructure improvements. The proposed Opus ·' 
Development alone is estimated to provide 1,000 jobs, an annual $1,100,000 increase in property 
taxes ·and up to $1,000;000 towal'$1 the ODOT I-5 interchange improvements. ' 

We know that targeted industries are interested in oUT proposed Woodburn development because 
we-engage with them regularly. Over the past 7+ years we estimate that 4,000 potential induStrial 
jobs have been lost to Woodburn in the form of businesses that have come to investigate OUT 
proposed development, like the lc;>cation, and can accept the restrictions that the City is imposing 
through its Southwest Industrial ~eserve zoning district but have ultimately left disappointed 
because they can't risk the-uncertainty of the UGB amendmenq:>:rocess. ·As a result many-of the5e 
jobs are now contributing to the economies of other cities, ·counties and states. Please see the 
attached letter from Opus to the Woodburn City Council dated 4/20/05 concerning these lost 
opportunities. · 

For the above stated reasons we "believe Marion County should concUl· with Woodburn's proposed 
Urban Growth Boundary Amendp1ent and Periodic Review Package, adopt the proposed 
amendments to the Marion County Comprehensive Plan, and rezone properties included within_ 
the amended UGB. 

Sincerely, 

o?)it'JL 
J ohll Gordon 

· SR. Real Estate Manager 

Encl: 
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OPUS NORTHVVEST, L.L.C. 
A 11lr!mbr:r of 11!e Op:tt Gn'Up 

GHE OPUS GROUP 

CHlTEC T S 

1000 Southwesr Broadway, Suite J 130 

Portland. OR 97205 

Phone 503-916-8963 

CO!':TRACTORS Fax 503-916-8964 

D E V E L 0 P E R S www. opuscor p .cotn 

Woodburn City Council 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

April 20, 2005 

Re: Woodburn Periodic Review 
Proposed UGB Amendment 

Dear Mayor Figley and Members of the City Council: 

This letter is a follow up tq a letter I sent to Jim Mulder in November 2003. I had been discussing 
with Mayor Figley the opportunities the City of Woodburn has lost as a result of the Mahan 
property (52W11, Tax Lot 0:?9.0.) peing outside the existing urban growth boundary. Here is an 
outline of recent opportunities lost. 

USER BUILDING/A CRES REQUIRED #OF JOBS WAGES 
Confidential 30 acres 300 $38K-$60Kiyr 
Confidential 20 acres (10 acre expansion option) 200 $35K-$45Kiyr 
Conway 25 acres 100 varies 
MiJguard 145,000sf manufacturing 300 varies 
Coremark 100, OOOsf manufacturing unknown varies 
Staples 100, OOO+sf distribution unknown varies 
Pacific Metals 120,000sf manufacturing unknown varies 
Dollar Tree 600,000-800,000sf distribution unknown varies 

We now estimate that over 3,000 potential industrial jobs have come and gone during the 6+ 
years we have been involved in the Mahan property in Woodburn. There is no doubt that some 
portion of this potential industrial development has moved north of the Columbia River into 
Washington State. 

We estimate that the Mahan property will provide up to 14 jobs per acre when developed. 
Assuming 100 usable acres, that's up to 1,400 jobs for Woodburn, plus whatever multiplier you 
want to use for the businesses that would be created, or expanded, to serve the needs of the 
companies operating on the Mahan property and the people working there. You can make your 
own assumptions on what the annual payroll would be, but with a $35K/year average, that would 
be an annual payroll of up to $49,000,000, which buys lots of groceries, movie tickets, restaurant 
meals, etc. 

There appears to be a wide variety of employment opportunities available at the companies who 
have inquir~d about the property, including a high percentage of jobs that would provide "family 
wages". Despite some people's disdain for distribution facilities, driving a forklift looks like a good 
job to a guy picking beets or berries - job security, working conditions, advancement 
opportunities, medical benefits. paid vacations, training, etc., are far more prevalent in an 
industrial park environment than they are in agriculture. 
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Woodburn City Council 
April 20, 2005 
Page2 

I would like to point out that we have received at least two inquiries on the Mahan property each 
month for the past 6+ years. During this period there has been no marketing, no sign on the 
property, no economic development support from the public sector- virtually nothing to 
encourage bus!nesses or the brokerage community to look at the property as a relocation 
alternative. Imagine what might be happening on that property today if it had been included in the 
UGB in 1999. 

In addition to the ongoing· impact of having people going to work every day on the Mahan 
property (less commuting up and dawn 1-5 to find work in Salem and Portland would also be an 
advantage) the initial investment on the property will be significant. 100 acres with 25% - 35% 
~overage means 1,000,000 - 1,500,000sf of improvements. That's somewhere between $50 
million .and $150 million ($50/sf- $100/sf depending on manufacturing/distribution mix) in 
construction value. That would be a significant economic stimulus for not only Woodburn but for 
the entire state. · 

Opus Northwest has spent $170 million at the old Durham qu~rry site (Bridgeport Village) in 
Tualatin. We would be delighted to spend another $100 million on the Mahan property in 
VVoodburn. -

The best time to include the Mahan property in the UGB was six y.ears ago. The next best time is 
right now: -

John Bartell · 

Opus Northwest, LLC 
Vice President 
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April 26, 2006 

John Weisz 
Weisz Family LLC 

14905 Butteville Road NE 
Gervais, OR 97026 

Marion County Board of Co.IllJilissioners 
Courthouse Square 
555 Comt St. NE 
Salem, OR 97309-5036 

Re: Testimony in Support ofijxpansion of the UGB for the SWIR 
' 

Dear Commissioners: 

I am John Weisz, owner of 22$ acres of farmland that is included in the Southwest 
Industrial Reserve (SWIR). My family and I have farmed this land for 4 generations. 

I appreciate your interest in expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary to include the 
SWIR, and I hope that you vote to approve it. 

Expanding the bOlmdary woulfl allow me to sell my prope1ty and buy more productive 
farmland. Regulations and conditions placed on my property because of its location make 
it difficult to farm productively. I want to continue farming, but need land that will allow 
me to farm efficiently. I hope to be able to invest in better quality farmland nearby that 
will allow me greater flexibility. 

My family has lived in Marion County for over 100 years and we take great pride in our 
community. I believe expanding the UGB and developing the SWIR will improve the 
quality of life for our hometov{n. 

Please consider this my written testimony and vote to approve the UGB expansion. 

John Weisz 



A 
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Apri}25, 2006 

Marion County Board of Commission'ers 
Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 
Courthouse Square 
5555 Court St. :NE 
Salem, OR 97309-5036 

PORTLAND OFFICE 

eleventh floor 

121 sw morrison street 

portland, oregon 97204-3141 

TEL 503 228 3939 FAX 503 226 0259 

OTHER OFFICES 

beijing, china 

new york, new york 

seattle, washington 

wash i ngton, d.c. 

GSBLAW.CO M 

Please reply to EDWARD J . SULLIVA N 
esullivan@gsblaw.com TEL EXT 3106 

Re: WoodbUJ.TI Periodic Review and UGB Expansion 

Dear Commissioners: 

This fifii1 represents the Tukwila Partners (Tukwila), a general partnership formed for the 
purposes of owning, developing and selling. approximately 277 acres of real property located 
near the north end of the City ofWoodburn. In addition to providing homesites, Tukwila 
Partners has contracted with the Oregon Golf Association (OGA) and Renaissance Ii;omes 
(Renaissance) .to provide a golf course knoWn as The Links covering approximately 35 acres, as 
well as providing high-end residential homes with golf course views that would serve current and 
future Woodburn residents. Located directly north and adj acent to the City's existing urban 
growth boundary, Renaissance and Tukwila sought inclusion of the g?lf course property into the 
City's UGB as part ofth.is periodic review decision. This property was included as part ofthe 
SA-2 (North). Renaissance testified before the City, during its deliberations on this matter, that 
there is a "special need" for higher-end housing adjacent to the OGA Golf Course. The only way 
for the City to meet this specific market niche for higher end housing in Woodburn is by 
providing golf course views and open space typical of development within the Tukwila Planned 
Unit Development. The City Council agreed finding that "higher paid executives in existing and 
future Woodburn firms 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 area." We believe that this "special need" still exists and cannot be satisfied by any 
other land parcels considered for inclusion as part of this decision. 

Notwithstanding the Council's identified need and desire to include the entire golf course 
property within the UGB, the COtmcil decided that since the eastern portion of the golf course 
property contains Type I soils, it could include only the northwest one-third of the golf course 
property containing predominately Type II soils within the UGB at this time. Only one-acre of 
Type I soils was included within the 2A area as it was necessary to accommodate an emergency 
access way connecting an existing subdivision to Boones Ferry Road. This area was also needed 
.o provide a direct gravity flow sani tary and storm sewer extension from the northern extent of 
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R V E y S C H U 8 E R T B A R E R 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Les Sasaki, Principal Plariner 
April 26, 2006 
Page 2 · 
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· . ,the expansion area to the City Sewage _Treatment Plan miderneat4 the emergency access road. _. 
For this reason, it made sense to include the Typ'e II arid small amount of Type I soils contained 
on the eastern portion of the golf course property as authorized by ORS 197.298(3)(c). 

Although, based on conversations with City staff and decision-makers over the past 10 
years, we were quite surprised and disappornted by the City's decision not to include the entire 
golf course property within the UGB, we understand that the City decided, based on the prudent 
advice from counsel, to bifurcate the golf course property in order to preserve its larger UGB 
expansion decisions. The primary focus of the UGB expansion currently before yol1 is to 
provide adequate amounts of industrial lands and the City has worked very hard to provide these 

. lands. As these industrial lands develop, the need for high-end housing to serve executives of 

. these compames will increase thereby providing further justification for additional high-end 
residential lands. 

Basedon the foregoing evidence as well as the documentation submitted by Renaissance 
.. -diiriiig the proceedings oefore the City, we believe that there is adequate eVid~mce- to include the 

golf course property within the UGB at this point. First, there is an identified need, 
approximately 19% ofthe total number of new housing units needed to meet year 2020 housing 
needs in Woodbllin is for higher-end housing within the City. This high-end housing is 
necessary to serve the new a.Ild expanding industrial uses served by this UGB expan sion. 
Second, we believe that the City's overall determination of residential land need may be 
inaccurate as it is based on a 2002 buildable lands inventory that is alre~dy three years out-of
date. As we believe this decision fails to provide adequate amounts of high-end housing, we 
intend to fillthis _shortage by seeking a plan am~ndment shortly after this decision is decided. 
We believe that we can establish a need for additional residential lands as well as meet all of the 
other criteria necessary to bring the entire golf course property in to the UGB. 

I hope that these comments are helpful. Please include them in the record as part of this 
proceeding and notify me in writing of your decision on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

GARVEY SCHUBERT BARER 

· c!A~ 
By 

Edward J. Sullivan 

cc: Roger Alfred 
Clients 

PDX_DOCS:372610 1 f1""'0~ M\!00] 
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Roger A. Alfred 

PHONE: 503.727.2094 

FAX: 503.346.2094 

EMAIL: ralfred@perkinscoie.com 

VIA HAND-DELIVERY 

April26,2006 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Courthouse Square 
555 Court Street NE 
Salem, Oregon 97309 

Re: Woodburn UGB Expansion 

Dear Commissioners: 

Perl<ins I 
Coie 

1120 N.W. Cou·ch Street, Tenth Floor 

Portland, OR 97209-4128 

PHONE' 503-727.2000 

FAX, 503.727.2222 

www.perkinscoie.com 

This office represents Renaissance Development in the ongoing develop-p1ent of the 
Links at Tukwila residential PUD. We are writing in support ofthe Woodburn City 
Council's decision to add a portion of the OGA Golf Course to the city's Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB). Please include this letter in the record of County 
proceedings in this matter. 

The expansion of the UGB in the area north of the existing UGB and east of Boones 
Ferry Road provides an orderly and efficient conversion of rural land to urban use 
consistent with Goal 14, and consistent with the statutory hierarchy of ORS 197.298 
regarding expansion ofUGBs. The City of Woodburn correctly found that the Links 
at Tukwila fulfills a special city need for higher-end housing that cannot be 
accommodated elsewhere, due in part to the recreational and aesthetic amenities 
provided by the OGA golf course. The Links at Tukwi la has been an extremely 
successful residential project for the city, which would not have occurred without the 
ability to develop property adjacent to the golf course. This properiy thus fulfills a 
specific residential housing need that has been identified by the City as pmi of its final 
decision, which provides justification for expansion onto the Class II soils of the OGA 
properi y. 

(IPA061160.103) 

ANCHORAGE . BEIJING . BELLEVUE . BOISf ·C HICAGO · OENVER · HONG KONG · L OS ANGELES 

MENLO PARK. OLYMPIA. PHOENIX. PORTLANO · SA N FRANCIS CO· SEATTLE· WASHINGTON. DC . 

Perkins Coie LLP and Affi l iates 
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April26, 2006 
.Page 2 

Also, as correctly concluded by the City Council, expansion of the UGB in this 
direction allows for urban efficiencies arising out of the extension of .servic"es to the 
Class III soils on the Fessler property in the western portion of Study Area 2. The 
most direct and efficient way f01; gravity flow sanitary and storm sewer _to be extended 
to the Fessler property is through the OGA golf course property, whioh is largely 
comprised of Class II soils. Further, the expansion onto the OGAptoperty is required 
in order to fund the improvements necessary for development of the existing 
.emergency access road extending north from the existing Tukwila development to 
Boones Ferry Road. · 

We are sufficiently confident of the City's legal justifications for including the Class 
II portions of the OGA property that we believe the City could have included the 
entire remaining OGA property, as originally proposed by the Woodburn Planning 
Commission. Although we recognize that the ~astern portion of the property was 
removed by the City Council due to the presence of Class I soils, we believe that the 
specific identified need and urban efficiencies afforded by this area will justify the 
ultimate inclusion of the entire golf course for residential purposes under the 
exemptions to ORS 197.298 and the recent amendments to the Goa114 rule .. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments in support of the City of . 
Woodburn UGB amendment. Please provide me with notice of your decision or any 
future hearings in this matter 

v;:;YRC-
Roger A . Alfred 

RAA:djf 

cc: Renaissance Development 
Ed Sullivan, Garvey Schubert 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

OF 

MARION COUNTY, OREGON 

In the Matter of the Amendment of the 

Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary. 

) 
) 
) 

LEGAL MEMORANDUM 

COMES NOW DALE BAKER, by and through his attorney, Donald M. Kelley, and 

hereby provides the following Legal Memorandum in support of the addition of his land to 

the Urban Growth Boundary of the City of Woodburn. Mr. Baker 's land is approximately 

10.25 acres along the west side of the City and fronting on the 16600 block ofBut_teville 

Road. 

SUMMARY .OF THE FACTS 

In 1988, Mr. Dale Baker applied for and was granted approval by the cotmty to divide 

his 10.25 acres into seven acreage homesite lots. The land is currently zoned and plmmed 

Acreage Residential ("AR"). The city limits of the City of Woodburn lie adjacent to and east 

ofMr. Baker 's property. The Marion County Board of Commissioners ("Board") recognized 

that Mr. Baker's property would likely one day become a pcui of the City of Woodburn, and 
'JEG AL rv!EMO RANDUM. (Daker-99-78-Me.ooc. 4n612oo6) 

KELLEY · KELLEY • DOYLE 
Attorneys and Counselors 

110 NORTH SECOND STREET 
SILVERTON, O REGON 97381 

(503) 873-8671 



1 therefore requ!red a design allowing for its re-subdivision into urban lots. Marion County 

2 Board of Commissioners Order 87-2, p.2. 

3 · In 19 91, the City of Woodburn granted approval to the owners of an adjacent 

4 property to subdivide that property into urban lots. The new subdivision, Senecal Estates II, 

5 had only a single access point, which had the potential to cut off residents from emergency 

6 services. In light ofthis problem, Mr. Baker applied to the City ofWoodbum for a change in 

7 its Urban Growth Boundary("UGB"), a Comprehensive Plan change, a zone change, and 

8 annexation of the applicant's property to allow subdivision of the property into more than 

9 seven lots and to provide additional access to .the adjacent subdivision. 

10 On April13, 1992, the City of Woodburn passed Ordinance 2081 adopting an 

11 amendmenfto the Woodburn UGB to expand the UGB to·include Mr. Baker's 10.25 acres. 

12 Justification for Ordinance 2081 included the fact that Mr. Baker's property was not suitable 

13 for farming unlike the majority of land surrounding Woodburn, corrected the access 

14 problems of Senecal Estates II, created much needed residential housing for west Woodburn, 

15 and did not burden the City's emergency services or infrastructure. Although the Marion 

16 County Board of Commissioners did not ratify the City's action, Ordinance 2081 is still in 

17 effect. 

18 In 2005, Mr. Baker ag~in requested that the City of Woodburn include Mr. Baker's 

19 10.2? acres into the UGB of Woodburn. After receiving both oral and written testimony 

20 regarding the proposal, the City Council adopted an ordinance on October 31, 2005 including 

21 the proposed amendment to the UGB, which would include Mr. Baker's property. 

22 The proposed amendment to the UGB is now before the Board for consideration of 
. . : 

23 whether the City's adoption of the UGB changes should be incorporated into the Colmty's 

24 Comprehensive Plan as well. 

25 II 
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SUMl\llARY OF BAKER'S ARGUMENTS 

In 1992, by passing City Ordinance 2081, the City ofWoodbm11 acknowledged that 

Mr. :Baker's property should be in the UGB. Again in 2005, the City affirmed its initial 

decision, by including Mr. Baker's property in the proposed amendments to the City's UGB. 

Furthermor~, Mr. Baker's property is unsuitable for agriculture and has already been 

exempted from Goals 3 and 4 when it was rezoned as Acreage Residential rather than 

Exclusive Farm Use. This makes Mr. Baker's.property particularly well-suited to meet the 

n~eds of the city and county while protecting Oregon's farmland. 

1) Woodburn's passage of Ord.inance 2081, coupled_with the proposal of 

including Mr. Baker's property in the 2005 UGB review makes Mr. Baker's 

property not only the most logical, but also the best property to include in the 

City's Urban Growth Boundary. 

City Ordinance 2081, passed in 1992, placed Mr. Baker's property within the City of 

Woodburn's UGB. Again in 2005, during its review ufthe City's UGB, the City Council 

15 affirmed its decision by passing an ordinance bringing Mr. Baker's property into the City's 

16 UGB. Marion Cmmty should now give effect to the City ofWoodbum's two decisions to 

17 bring Mr. Baker's property into the City 's UGB. 

18 An "urban growth boundary" is a boundary line established under Goal 14 to separate 

19 urbanizable land from mralland. City ofSalem v. Families for Responsible Gov't. , 298 Or 

20 574, 577 n.3 (1983), reversed on other grounds, 298 Or 574, on remand 73 Or App 620 

21 (1985). 

22 Goal14 provides a process for either the establislunent or change of a UGB. The 

23 purpose of the goal is to provide an orderly and efficient transition from rural to mban land 

24 use. I 000 Friends of Oregon v. Wasco County Court, 299 Or 344 (1985). 

25 On April 28, 2005, the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) 

26 adopted substantial amendments to Goal 14. While these amendments are not effective tmtil 
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1 April 28, 2006, the LCDC included provisions creating two exceptions from the new 

2 effective date. A local government considering a change to a Comprehensive Plan has 

3 discretion to implement the Goal as amended prior to the official effective date at its option. 

4 Conversely, a local government may continue to consider a land use evaluation begun prior · 

5 to April 28, 2005 under the previously existing Goal14, even after the effective date of the 

6 amendments. 

7 Because much of the evaluation of the Woodburn UGB was done prior to April28, 

8 2005, the Board should still consider adoption of the proposed changes to the UGB under the 

9 pre-amendment Goal 14. The older version of the Goal contains seven factors, which must 

10 be considered when establishing or changing a UGB. They are: 

11 1. Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth 

12 requirements consistent with LCDC goals; 

13 2. Need for housing, employment opportunities and livability; 

14 3. Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services; 

15 4. Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe ofthe existing urban 

16 area; 

17 5. Environmental, energy, economic, and social consequences; 

18 6. Retention of agricultpralland as defmed with Class I being the highest priority for 

19 retention and Class VI the lowest priority; and 

20 7. Compatibility of the proposed mban uses with nearby agricultmal activities. 

21 OAR 660-015-0000(14). The City ofWoodbmn determined, twice, that Mr. Baker's 

22 property met Goal 14 and the concomitant factors. Ordinance 208 1 was still in effect at the 

23 time of the second proposal to include Mr. Baker's property into the UGB. The new 

24 ordinance confirmed that the City still viewed Mr. Baker's property as appropriate for 

25 inclusion into the City's UGB. 
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Even if the County considers the proposal under the amended language of Goal 14, 

Mr. Baker's property $till meets the new criteria for inclusion. Much of the language of the 

amended Goal 14 is taken from the previously existing version. The Goal has, for the most 

part, simply been reformatted, with the criteria distributed among different classifications 

within the Goal. The amended Goall4 still requires changes to the UGB to be based on (1) 

demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population, consistent with a 20-year 

population forecast and (2) demonstrated need for housing, employment opportunities, 

livability or uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, schools, parks or open space, or 

~y combination of the need categories in subsection (2). Given the City' s findings under the 

old Goal 14, which included factors substantially the same as the amended factors, it is clear 

that the City will need Mr. Baker's property added into the UGB because of the rapid growth 

of the City and its continuing need ,for housing employment opportunities, and livability. 

The new Goal 14 also imports additional factors from the older version. In assessing 

changes to the U GB, local governments must now con.sider (1) efficient accommodation of 

15 identified land needs; (2) orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services; (3) 

16 Comparative environmental, energy, economic, and social consequences; and (4) 

17 compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities 

18 occturing on farm and forest land outside the UGB. Factors 2, 3, and 4 are taken directly 

19 :fi·om the old version ofGoall4. As such, it is clear that the City considered these factors in 

20 determining that including Mr. Baker's land within the City's UGB would be beneficial to 

21 the City and would help meet long range planning goals. Factor 1 is new language in the 

22 amended Goal and takes the place of "maximum efficiency" required by the previous . 

23 version. Because maximmn efficiency of land use was required under the previous language, 

24 and the City fotmd that addition of Mr. Baker's property met the requirements under the 

25 Goal, inclusion int o the UGB under the new Goal is also appropriate. The inclusion of Mr. 

26 

Par LEGAL :MEMORAND UM. (Daker-99-78-Me.Doc· 4mnoo6) 

KELLEY · K E LLEY · DOYLE 
Attorneys and Counselors 

110 N ORTII SECOND STREET 
SILVERTON, O REGON 9738 1 
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1 Baker's property allows for efficient use of land because ofthe low quality of soil and the 

2 demonstrated need for additional housing within the City. 

3 The City has made the inquiries necessary under either version of Goal 14 and 

4 concluded that addition of Mr. Baker's property is appropriate. 

5 1) Mr. Baker's property is zoned for residential use, is exempt from Goals 3 and 

6 4 and has priority when deciding which property to include in an expanded 

7 urban growth boundary. 

8 Mr. Baker's property is unsuitable for agriculture unlike many other surrounding 

9 properties the City of Woodburn could incorporate, making Mr. Baker's property particularly 

10 well-suited to meet the needs ofthe City while protecting Oregon's farmland. The City, 

11 Marion County, and the State have concluded that Mr. Baker's property is not desirable for 

12 agricultural purposes and have exempted it from Goals 3 and 4 in changing the zoning from 

13 Exclusive Farm Use to Acreage Residential. When changing the zoning, the County 

14 examined, with the State, the property value in this regard. The City was required to make its 

15 own determination before the passage of City Ordinance 2081. City, Cotmty, and State all 

16 agreed that Mr. Baker's property was not well-suited for agricultural. 

17 On January 7, 1992, the Board changed the zoning on Mr. Baker's property from 

18 EFU to AR. In doing so, they adopted a list of findings of fact about the property. The 

19 Board fatmd that this change was consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. They required 

20 that the prope1iy be designed to facilitate futme redevelopment and incorporation into 

21 Woodbmn. Most importantly, the Board noted that the County did not want to expand onto 

22 good farmland, and changing Mr. Baker's property to AR helped protect the good farmland. 

23 Mr. Baker's property is wedged between a city neighborhood and Senecal Creek. Finally, 

24 the change from EFU to AR zoning is a result of its exemption from Goals 3 and 4. 

25 II 
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7 

Although Mr. Baker's property is ·not subject to Goal 3, it is helpful to demonstrate . 

the appropriateness of Mr. Baker's property being included in Woodburn's UGB. Priorities 

for including land within a UGB are as follows: 

1. Urban reserve land; 

2. Exception and non-resource lands adjacent to a UGB; 

3. Marginal lands designated pursuant to ORS 197.247; 

4. Lands designated for agriculture or forestry, or both. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

ORS 197:298(1). Furthermore, the higher the quality of soil, the more inappropriate its 

inclusion into the UGB. The majority of property outside the UGB of Woodburn on the east, 

northwest, ·and south sides of Woodburn are designated for agriculture or forestry and subject 

to Goals 3 and 4. Goal3 requires that the location of the UGB be based on "retention of 

12 agricultural land." Branscomb v. LCDC, 297 Or 142, 146-147 (1984). Ofthe four categories 

13 used in Goal 3, Mr. Baker's land would be considered urban reserve land. Both the City and 

County have ensured that his property was planned "in a manner that ensures a range of 

15 opportunities for the orderly, economic, and efficient provision of urban services when [his] 

16 lands are included in the UGB." OAR 660-021 -0040(1). Mr. Baker's property is a buildable 

17 property within an urbanizable area that is suitable, available, and necessary for residential 

18 use. See, ORS 197.295(1). 

19 II 

20 II 

21 II 

22 II 

23 II 

24 II 

25 II 
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1 CONCLUSION 

2 The Marion CoillltY Board of Commissioners should give effect to the Ordinance 

3 passed by the Woodburn City Coilllcil on October 31, 2005 and incorporate Mr. Baker ' s 

4 property into the UGB of the City of Woodburn. State law requires Woodburn first 

5 incorporate its urban reserve land, and take farmland only as a last resort. 

6 Respectfully submitted this 26th Day of.April, 2006 at Woodburn, Marion Coilllty, 

Oregon. 
r 
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DATED this J.b .day of (l~ ,2006. 

\J~ELLE • KELLEY • DOYLE 
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April 25, 2006 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Mr. Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 
Courthouse Square 
555 Court St. NE 
Salem, Oregon 97309-5036 

Dear County Commissioners and Staff: 

I am the owner of approximately 108 acres west of the I-5 Freeway, being considered for inclusion 
in the City of Woodbt:!f11's Urban .Growth Boundary -as part of the Revised Comprehensive Plaii" 
A m.enclment and Periodic Review Process. My !and is located between the Winco property (on the 
east) and Butteville Road (on the west), with my north boundary being State Hwy 214 on the north. 

I want to express my support for both this process and the inclusion of my property in Woodburn's 
Urban G rowth Boundary, to be annexeJ. into the City of Woodburn and designated for industrial 
uses. My property is under option to OPUS Northwest who has been working for many years with 
Woodbum and other jurisdictions and agencies to add this land to the City's low inventory of 
industrial properties. 

·I know, through my real estate broker, Mr. Jack McConnell at NAI Norris, Beggs & Simpson, that 
had this property been incorporated into the City years ago, it would have been sold nearly 4 times 
over, given the number of potential buyers who expressed interest in the property, most of whom 
were firms with employees seeking locations outside the City o f P ortland. We also know most of 
those firms pay "family wage" salaries, and provide good health benefits and jobs for their 
employees, plus res ulting taxes coming into both the City of Woodburn and Marion County. 

I understand the 1,000 Friends of O regon has questioned the inclusion of my land and others in the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment on the basis of taking high quality farm land out of its current 
EFU designation for conversion to industrial uses. I can tell you, without question, that my 108 
acres cannot reasonably be considered "high qualitY" farm !and. In fact, my brother, Mr. John 
Weisz, (who farms both my land and his 23 acres south of my property), characterizes most of the 
EFU lands in this area as "poor farm land, not worthy today for farm-reL'lted uses. " I must assume 
much of the hnd east of the I-5 Freeway also being considered for .inclusion in the Urban Growth 
Boundary, must be characterized the same way, that is, not high quali ty farm land today, thereby 
making the contention of the 1,000 Friends of Oregon baseless. 

I urge you to approve the City of Woodburn's proposed Urban Growth Boundary amendment, 
reby allowi.ng both my land and the others proposed in tl1e Amendment to be 9 
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Mr. Les Sasaki 
Apri1 25, 2006 
Page 2 

city, as reasonable locations for the creation of new jobs and taxes for Woodburn, Marion County, 
and this area of the north Willamette Valley. 

Thank you. 

Respectfully Yours, 

Ms. Darlene Mahan 
3 7 65 Park Place 
Addison, Texas 75001 

JRM:DM/ lh 
marionG<>unty.doc 

cc: OPUS Northwest 
John Weisz 
Jack McConnell 
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Q Written Testimony for V\foodburn's Periodic Review/Urban Gr.owth Boundary 

To the Marion County Commissioners: 

Thank you for your efforts to make Marion County a county that works for 
all of us. 

Hopefully you will each take a Woodburn map with the present UGB and 
· proposed UGB expansion lines clearly marked and drive these boundaries. I 
think you will be amazed at how much under-developed land is within the present 
UGB and how much of the proposed expansion is onto prime farmland. If you 
drive around the already included industrial areas of Progress Way and North 
Front Street, as well as north of Parr Road, you will ·see acres and acres of land 
for sa·le. ·, · 

We need to support and sustain the ·small businesses that are. already 
here and provide so many, jobs. For instance, Woodburn Veterinary Clinic is an 
agriculture~related business that emplqys 14 people! Local farmers do major 
business with Lenon lmplern~nt and Woodburn Fertilizer, but I have known sonie 
who have begun to drive mll~s further to St. Paul and Dqnald to avoid 
Woodburn's traffic. · 

I urge you not to think 20 years into the future, but 50, 75, 150 years. Our 
family farm jusfoutside of Woodburn has already had five generations of our 
family living on it, in only 90 years. 

If we think short-term, our ·beautiful valley of mild climate, rich soil, and 
abundant resource land will be paved over. This is some of the nation's most 
valuable soil, and the plants and crops that can be grown here include kiwis, 
wheat, vegetables, berries, nuts, grapes, and nursery stock. In my lifetime, on 
our farm, we have raised corn, peas, flax,· wheat, clover, alfalfa, hazelnuts, beef 
and dairy cattle, grass seed, fruit, berries; hogs, sheep, trees and chickens. 

Perhaps you are looking at a gra:ss seed field and thinking: ."What good is 
that? Let's put in some houses or a commercial or industrial park." 

Because we now have a planet of 6 ~ billion people, 1-2 billion of whom 
are starving. Because the oil reserves are being used up, and we might not be 
able to afford to import strawberries and apples from thousands of miles away. 
Because agriculture is Marion County's #1 industry. 

Yes, Marion County leads the state in agricultural production and 
Woodburn is in the heart of Marion County's agricultural land. Our county is #1 · 
in nursery and greenhouse, 2"d in milk, and 3rd in Christmas trees. 

You cannot stack farm fields on top of each other. But much of the 
housing and commercial needs for a small city such as Woodburn could easily 
go more vertical. It is much more efficient use of land and infrastructure to have 
apartments with several stories and housing over commercial, as seen in many 
downtowns. The happy result is that it also makes a community more walk-able, 
more livable, and engenders a community spirit. 

Woodburn is ignoring the enormous agricultural production surrounding it, 
as well as the fact that thousands of its residents work in the agriculture industry. 
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Most of these_people's occupations have not been counted,·:as indicated in Eco 
Northwest's Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis, page 2-3. 

Even if Woodburn's population increases at the rate some people predict, 
. we can still accommodate it within Woodburn's present urban growth boundary. 
We can save ourselves billions of dollars in taxes for new roads and 
infrastructure. There are presently hundreds of acres for industrial development 
within our current urban growth boundary. Many of these sites have been 
abandoned or not yet developed. They already have sewer and power and 
roads. If behooves us to take care of these areas first, and conserve our 
precious prime farmland. 

The City of Woodburn has just recently spent a couple million of the 
taxpayer's moriey for land for additional sewage. treatment operation and 
roadway c<:mstruction. This only for the land, not the millions to develop the 
infrastructure on the land. This is only the beginning of a huge drain on the 
taxpayer. We must take care to develop and re-develop the land that is already 
within the present urban growth boundary, already with its streets, power, and 
sewer facilities in place. Let's use common sense. ' · 

Already, Woodburn has a huge economic base in place with agribusiness. 
The numbers are in for the year 2004, and they are up for the mid-valley by 
5.6%. The gross value for all farm commodities ·in Marion County·is $519 million. 
The farmers that are the backbon~ of this industry are not pushing for new roads 
and infrastructure. 

The ones who are really pushing for development and expansion are the 
consultants who are paid to say we need it. People such as Greg Winterowd, 
who was paid by Opus Northwest to try to get its land in an expanded UGB and 
also paid by the City of Woodburn. This is a huge conflict of interest that cannot 
be ignored. · 

I hope the Marion County Commissioners are just as ad<;Imant about 
saving our fertile farmland in Marion County as they were when Metro wanted to 
expand industrial land onto farmland south of the Willamette. 

Please take a moment to reflect on the importance of our decisions today. 
Think of the early settlers, my own relatives included, who had no idea what the 
value of one huge old growth tree would be today. Now think. of one acre of land 
today. With our ·rich Willamette Valley soil, it can produce new crops of food 
every single year to feed many, many people for endless generations. How 
many industries can say tha:t? 
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Lolita Carl 
13324 Carl Roc;Id N.E. 
Hubbard, Oregon 97032 
April 26, 2006 
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Q 
Of llw :l!> individunl iiul u11lriet; uhown in TuiJlc :l-3, 22 of lhem uddcd 

fewer than 50 jobs' in thP. 1990- 1999 period. Industries thnt lost jobs over thif: 
period include Fores try (-54), Building Materials stores (-16), a nd Heavy 
Construction (-1 0). 

Table 2-2. Covered employment and payroll in the 97071 zip code 
area 1990 and 1999 

1990 1999 
Soctor / lndust!1 SIC 2 Units Erne: - palroll · Units Erne · Payroll 

AgricultU<t, Forostry, Fishing 69 949 $13,466,736 67 1,321 $23,372,828 
Agliculturnl Production - Crops 01 36 676 $9.196,086 35 775 $1 5.397.605 
Agriculturnl Services 07 14 7.0 $1,010,654 17 <403 $4,859 ,483 
Foresliy 08 17 90 $8«,724 4 36 $508,995 
Mining 0 0 $0 0 0 $0 
Con&!ructl<>n 65 203 $-4,894,630 88 383 $11,095,132 
General Building Contractors 15 20 63 $1,979,043 28 172 $5,006.499 
Heavy Construction 16 3 23 $481.216 3 13 $4-66,973 
Spedal Trade Contrnctors 17 32 117 $2,.o434,271 57 198 $5,621.660 
Man1,.1facturing 35 1,7J.o4 $3.o4,467,820 36 2,113 $55,636,160 
Food & Kindred Products 20 5 693 $12,012,.o491 7 776 $18,147,293 
lumber & Wood Products 24 12 767 $15,669,328 11 1.013 $25.990,873 
Printing & Publishing 27 7 32 $508,198 4 2.7 $629,526 
Industrial Machinery & Equipment 35 3 79 $2,115.220 3 129 $4.181 ,930 
Transportation & Utltltlos 22 179 $4;071,066 24 288 $8,799,996 
Trucking & Warehousing 42 12 64 $1.451,818 12 123 $3,681 .292 
Communications 46 3 16 $272,567 5 23 $697.287 
Whoklsalo Trado 20 102 $2,229,820 22 294 $8,396,088 
Durable Goods 50 10 59 $ 1,328 . .o499 10 166 S4.9.o49.320 
Nondurable Goods 51 10 43 $901,32 1 12 128 $3.«6.768 

,. RotaiiTrado 109 1,166 $16,782,983 1.ui 2,.340 $54,993,655 
Building Materials 52 12 160 $4,188,413 11 144 $4.234,232 
Genernl Merchandise 53 2 72 $842,788 5 307 $5.062.822 
Food Stores 54 16 274 $3,639,548 17 880 $27,848,473 
Automotive Dealers & Service 55 22 195 $3,446,543 19 274 $8,644.059 
App,arel 56 8 16 $171.914 17 6 1 $828,853 
Furniture 57 8 16 $246 ,322 14 42 $723.056 
Eating & Olin king 58 25 306 $2,722,883 37 540 $6.353.27 1 
Miscellaneous Retail 59 16 47 $522.572 26 84 $1.298.889 
Flnanco,lnsuranco, & Roal Estato 26 149 $3,226,183 53 223 $5,764,001 
Depository Institutions 60 4 73 $2,270,060 14 76 $2.~72.876 
Insurance Agents 64 9 24 $462.612 9 24 $673.383 
Real Estate 65 11 50 $457,256 25 111 $ 1,910.099 
Sorvlcos 126 597 $7,460,169 167 905 $16,626,274 
Hotels & lodging Places 70 3 33 $251,334 6 58 $647,896 
Personal Services 72 12 51 $612,328 11 49 $979.574 
Business Services 73 10 39 $510,182 16 88 $ 1.1 46,371 
Auto Repair & Services 75 9 56 $918,196 13 59 $1 ,614,526 
Miscellaneous Repair 76 4 5 $82,788 7 7 $173,212 
Amusement & Recreation 79 4 37 $279,751 a 65 S714.622 
Health Services 80 29 216 $2,065,182 26 212 $4,777,740 
Legal Services 81 5 15 $293.641 9 16 $427,066 
Educational Services 82 2 23 $232,099 4 29 $ 477,84 2 
Sodal Services 83 13 24 $ 266,748 14 165 $3,495.529 
Membership Organizations 86 19 66 $554.4 15 23 87 $1.190,291 
Engineering & Management 87 10 23 $418,003 11 20 S545 ,501 
Private Households 88 4 5 $41,107 6 3 $105 ,885 
No ncta&&!Oablo 99 10 2 $86,959 5 5 $77,252 
Govornmont "' .C71 $9,803 ,993 6 842 $20,916,041 
Local 3 471 $9 802 259 4 841 $20 869 365 
Total Covorod Em~lo~mont .(76 5,652 $95,.(80,258 693 8,714 $205,676,427 

Source: Oregon Employment Department Confidentia l ES-202 Em ployment Data provided to ECONorthw esL 
Notes: Woodburn area employment summarized by ECONorthwest; Covered employment does·nol indude~ ... 
most fann employment. thus the table underestimates total employment• 
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April 26, 2006 

To: Marion,Cqunty Commissioners 
Ms. Patti ~lne, Chair 
Ms. Janet. Carlson 
Mr. Sa.Jll Brentario 
Marion. Cotmty Ptannin~ Divisil?ll . 
Mr. Les Sasaki..~ Principal Planner 

~·t . 

···- f. 

The Serres WeJJs, The·R~~ of. the Story 

To start, I wish to say that I deeply appreciate the County Commissioners open approach 
to public testimony. What I am about tO say may seem a side issue. but illustrates our ~perience 
of 1he UGB Expansion and Periodic Review process. · ·· · 

· We have two high capacity water wells on our farm. We.suggest_ed that these wells could 
contribute to the commumty good. should our. lands ~ eventually in.~luded with the City of 

·Woodburn. We brought this issue to·the City's attention at a public hearing held-Mareh 23; 2005 . 

The City of Woodburn did respond. In a memo dated April 15,2005. city staff made the 
following statements, and I quote: 

''Given the heavy agricultural use ofthe property . . . , there is a real potential that hazardous 
agricultural chemicals could have contaminated the wells." 

and 

"Wells on the east side of the city have higher concentrations of arsenic. Given the locations of 
the Serres wells there is a strong possibility that their wells have arsenic levels above the new 
federal standard. (10 PP~)" · 

"Again if the arsenic concentration is consistent with other wells on the east side of the City. 
Treatment would be required and as discussed above, such costs are proru'bitive." 

Th.ese quoted comments are not information-- They are not Factual-- They are Speculative. 

Yet, this speculation was used to justify a conclusion. 

We recognize that successfullong-tenn farming requires scrupulous stewardship of the land and 
its resources. We have used annual cover crops to sequester nitrog~n- an added expense that 
many regard as unnecessary. We pest monitor, rather than use the calendar, to decide when to 
use pesticides. When we do have a. problem, we catefully follow all pesticide Iabel 
requirements. 



And Now~ the Rest ~f the Story 

Being concerned of the negative impact these speculative statements could have 
regarding the future use and value of our property, we decided. tO have our well water tested. We 
had the Waterlab Corp. in Salem teSt the water from our two (2) high capaCity irrigation wells, 
plus one (1) dom~c.well which is located in the center of our property. The .samples were 
tested for thirty-five (35) different minerals and toxic ~s. In a nutshell the conclusion of the 
tests indicate we have, in their terminology "Average Water'' nothing out of line. ·· 

In regard 1o the city staff concern or speculati.on regardin" arsellic levels ~ our water, I 
refer to the test results. All three samples found arSenic UNot Detectable'' at 0.002 mg I L To " 
better explain in terms we can all relate to mg I L means micrograms per liter. One microgram 
p~~ liter is equal to (l).one part per billion, Once again "Not Detectable" . . 

. ;. . -

According to Woodburn's web si~, in 20041he two City wells on the east side ~ 
arsenic concentration of 12 and 13 parts per billion. · · 

. too many geci~ions have been based on this type of speculative co~nts. Under the 
. pro.ce~~,J~. ~Aifficult for us to rebut as our avenues are so limited. This is why~ am giving you 
the rest ofthe stocy.- -·-- · · · --· -· ... · · · · . . · ·. . -· . 

Thank you, 

~cd1/~~ 
Paul J. Serres 

Attachments: 

a) Memo, David Torgenson to Jim Mulder, April 15, 2005, Response to Serres. 

b) Well Water Test Hermie Well, sample date September 291 2005, Repmt date 
November 23, 2005, by Waterlab Corp of Salem, Oregon. 

c) Well Water Test, Henry Well, sample date September 29,2005, Report date 
November 23~ 2005, by Wa1erlab Corp of Salem, Oregon. 

d) Well Water Test,. 11283 Serres Lane NE. sample date July29, 2005, Report date 
November 23, 2005, by Wateriab Corp of Salem, Oregon. 
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· . .... _ · Health Divi~ion Drinking· Water P(09rarn websitE;}, has an arsenic concentration of 19 
. p'pb: The new federal standafd for arsenic that is effective in January 2006 is 1 0 ppb. 

.i( 

This new-limit is ona of the ~ the city is proceeding with water treatm~nt 
facilities. Given the location of the Serres wells in the same general area there is a 
strong possibility that their wells have arsenic levels above what will be the new 
federal standard. Again if the arsenic concentration is con~istent W1th other wells on . · 
the east side of the city, treatment 'NOUld be required and as diSOJssed above· such 
co~ts are prohibitive. 

The contention that wells on the Serres property could become part of the City 
drinking water di~bution system is not suppOrted by the information stated above. 

' 

Water Distribution System 
The letter indicates that a six-ind11ina is available at the west edge of the Serres 
ownership. This line does not h~ve capadty fa further expansiolt Of service ar:ea, · 
and will not have sufficient capacity to supply ·dem8nds when Serres property is 
d~~. . 

San{tary Sewer System . · · . 
The letter ass\Jmes-that adequate gravity service is available to the ~erres property. 
This is· not true. Only a small part of the property could be ·drairied by grawy to the .: 
~reenView Sewer Pump Station, which.has not been designed for expanded service 
area (A major_tJpgrade in the eXisting pres5lXa force main at Greenview will be' 
needed if additional flow is to be handled.) The configuration of the receiving works at 
the treatment plant necessitates that all sewage be pumped to that point. . 
Dt;tve_lopment of any part of the Serres property will require either a new sevier pump 
Station and dedicated forca main delivering to the treatment ptart, or extensive 
mOdifications to the existing collection system. The costs developed by Public Works 
considered the former case. 

Stann Drainage 
The stUdy _methodology simplmed the sto.nn drainage system. In theory, all runoff 
from a 100-year storm was conveyed to a single diScharge point The pipe required 
to oonvey this flow served as the basis for estimating cost to serve. The Serres letter 
is corTed: that landforms and phasing of development will likely result in several 
pipes~ rather· than the one large pipe. Additional factors (like detention of runoff), 
·beyond the scope of the Public Facilities Plan, may also influence future decisions 
about location, size, and cost of drainage facilities. 

Methodology 

Art outline of the approach that Public Works used to generate the estimated costs of 
infrastructure for all UGB expansion areas is attached. fl.Iea 4, which contains the 
Serres tract, was evaluated in the same fashion as all other Areas. 
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Conclusion 
.Tha analysis of the 8 subregions of the study area for UGB expansion was 
conducted to proviqe a planning level (as opposed to a precise engineering design 
level) comparison of the ~stimated public fudl.ity costs of expanding the UGB into 
each subregion. This analysis was conducted using the ·attached methodology, This 
methodotogy was uniformly apptied to each subregion. The . analysis of Region 4 
using this methodology is accurate. The Serres letter analyzes facilities at a greater 
level of detail than vias contemplated within the methodology used for all the other 
subregions. Even vmen this greater level of detail .. is applied to Region 4, the 
comparative c:ondusions of the Public Fadlities Analysis remain accurate. 
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~~u:~-WATER'lAB CORP. ~ . . : 
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~ . -..~..._;.;..z.a.~ ...w>.-x.aa>~~~M..Q...'4J..NJUV..£VW4LY6A61~'WY .... '4V&Y .... 
' 2603 - 12th Street, SE 

· , 

TO: Serres Farm LLC 
11283 Serres Lane SE 
WoodBurn, OR ·97071 

PO#: 

Collection Information 

Date: 09/29/2005 
Time: 1350 
By: 'Paul Serres 

Lab #: 20050929-036 

TEST REPORT 

Location: 11283 Serres Lane SE/well tap 

_ .Cas.e Narrati\:'~ 

Salem, OR 97302 
. Voice: (503) 363-0473 
FAX:. (503) 363-8900 

11/23/2005 

SERFAR 

Lab Receipt lnf..ormation 

09/29/2005 
1530 . 
MS 

The analyses were performed according to the guidelines in the WATERLAB Corp Quality Assurance Program. ·This 
report contains analytical results for the sample(s) as received by the laboratory. 

WATER LAB Cqrp certifies that this report is in compliance with the requirements of NELAC. No unusual difficulties were 
experienced durl~g analysis of this batch except as noted below or qualified with data flags on the reports. ) 

Suggested 
Analyte Results Qual Units Maximum 

Mineral & Toxic Metals Test 

pH h 7.56 pH units 6.5 - 8.5 

Specific Conductance . ,:!.-.· 174. uhos/cm None Set 

Alka linity, total 78. mg/1 CaC03 None Set 

Antimony ND@0.005 mg/1 0.006 

Arsenic ND@0.002 mg/1 0.05 

Barium ND@0.1 mg/1 2. 

Boron ND@1. mg/1 None Set 

Beryllium ND@0.0002 mg/1 0.004 

Cadmium ND@0.002 mg/1 0.005 

Calc ium 9.5 mg/1 None Set 

Chloride 3.2 mg/1 250. 

NO- No Detection at specified limit 
SM-"Standard Methods for the Examination of Water & Wastewater", 19th ed 
EPA- "Methods for Chemical Analysis fo r Water and Wastes",USEPA 
A-ORE LAP 100039 
B = OR100016 Neilson Research Corporation, Medford, OR 

Analysis 
Date Tech Method Ace 

09/29/2005 JTD EPA 150.1 A 

09/29/2005 JTD EPA120.1 A 

09/29/2005 JTD SM2320 

11 /21/2005 BEM EPA200.9 A 

10/13/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

11/22/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

11 /15/2005 JTD SM4500C 

11/17/2005 BEM SM31 138 A 

11/15/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

10/01/2005 BEM SM3111 B A 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 A 

9 Item No. 
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Chromium ND@0.01 

Copper ND@0. 1 

Cyanide ·& ND@0.02 

Fluoride ND@0. 1 

Hardness as CaC03 82. 

Iron ND@~.1 

Lead ND@0.002 

.· TEST REPORT 

LAB # : 20050929-036 

mg/1 0.1 

mg/1 1.0 

mg/1 . 0.2 

mg/1 4.0 

mg/1 CaC03 250. 

mg/1 0.3 

mg/1 0.015 

(Cant) 

· 2603 - 12th Street, SE 
Salem, OR 97302 
Voice: (503) '363-0473 
FAX: (503) 363-8900 

Page: 2 

11/22/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

10/10/2005 BEM SM3111B A 

10/03/2005 JTD SM4500CNCE A 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 A 

09/29/2005 BEM SM2340 A 

10/0\{2005 BEM SM311 1 B 

1 0/13/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

Magnesiut;l 3.98 mg/i" NoneSet 10/10/2005BEMSM31 11B A 

Manaa r:l~~~Q'~~~.-r.n...,.J~.~"'"Ii7'-~li!Q'il,~<Afi-£<~~?"'tM":10L1.0(2P.05~.Bii~S..,~~:lti1!~.~~J-i:~ ~~~ ~~-l.,~S~~~~~~~~~z;.~~~~f:.a:t~~.( 

Mercury ND@0.001 mg/1 0.002 10110/2()05 '13{:M SM3112B A 

Nickel · ND@0.01 mg/1 0.1 10/13/2005"BEMSM311 3B . A 

Nitrogen, Nitrate ND@0. 1 mg/1 N 10. 

Nitrogen; Nitrite ND@0. 1 mg/1 N 1. 

Phosphate, Ortho 1.1 mg/1 P 

1 Potassium. c;(i. 2.88 mg/1 None Set 

Selenium ND@0.002 mg/1 0.05 

Silica 44.5 mg/1 None Set 

Sodium 5.9 mg/1 25. 

Su lfate ND@0.1 mg/1 250. 
1~ 

Total Solids, Dissolved _, . 
~ 

122. mg/1 500. 

Suspended Solids ., ND@1 mg/1 None Set 

Total Solids 122. mg/1 None Set 

Thall ium ND@O.OD 1 mg/1 0.002 

Zinc ND@0.1 mg/1 5. 

NO- No Detection at specified limit . 
SM-"Standard Methods for th e Examination of Water & Wastewater", 19th ed 
EPA- "Methods for Chemical Analysis for Water and Wastes",USEPA 
A-ORE LAP 100039 
B = OR100016 Neilson Research Corroration, Medford, OR· 
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09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 

10/07/2005 JTD SM4500 

10/01/2005 BEMSM3111 B 

11/ 17/2005 1:3EM SM3113B 

10/11/2005 BEM SM4500Si020 

10/10/2005 BEM SM31 11 B 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 

09/29/2005 BEM SM2540C 

09/29/2005 BEM SM25400 

09/29/2005 BEM SM2540B 

11/18/2005 BEM EPA200.9 

10/10/2005 BEMSM31 11B 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 



WATERLAB CORP. . . . ' . . . . . 
.......__ ~ ...tli,;._ ........._ ......... ........ __.....,_ .......___ ........._ --- _........ ...-._ _...._ _..,.,__ --"""'''llt. ........_ ........_ _..-._ .....,.... .........._ ........_ _.-.._ ......._ ..-.._ ...-. .........._ ........._ _..-._~€) 

'cr-.avwza.w...uv..wr..-.~~..wr'4<.&L4W2 ..w>4'-~ ..w>~'47- .......... 
. . 2603- 12th Street, SE 

Salem, OR 97302 
TEST REPORT Voice: (503) 363-0473 

FAX: (503) 363-8900 

Serres F~rm LLC 

11283 Serres Lane SE 

Woodburn, OR 97071 

SAMPLE INFORMATION 

Location: 11283 Serres Lane SE/outside tap 

Date Sampled: 09/29/2005 Sample Type: Water 
. / . 

Time Sampled: 0830 Collected by: Paul Serrea 

CASE NARRATIVE 
The analyse.s were performed according to the guidelines in the WATERLAB Corp Quality Assurance Program. 
This report cc>nt~ills ari~ lytical results for the sample(s) as received by the laboratory. 

WATERLAB Corp certifies that this report is in compliance with the requirements of NELAC. No unusual 
difficu lties were experienced during analysis of this batch except as noted below or qualified with data flags on the 
reports. 

::STING INFORMATION 
Lab #: 20050929-017 

Date Received: 

Received by: 

09/29/2005 

RS 

Time Received: 1329 

Date Reported: 

Reported By: 

10/04/2005 

MS 

*Chlorine Residual!.-. N/A Amount of Sample Used: 100 mls 

Date Started: ' 09/29/2005 Test Method Used: MMO 

Tech: BEM Method Code: SM 9223 

TOTAL COLIFORM BACTERIA RESULTS · 

Analysis shows Total Coliform Bacteria to be: ABSENT 

Absent= Acceptable Present= Unacceptable 
~- ----------- --------------- - - ---------- -- --- ---- --· - ------ - --

E.COLI COLIFORM BACTERIA RESULTS 

Analysis shows E. coli Bacteria to be: ABSENT 

E. coli is a sub-section of Tota l Coliform and its presence in water ind icates 
that raw sewage is present in the water. 

Explanation: W hen coliform bacteria are present in water, it is considered contaminated and therefore unsafe. Coliform organisms are found 
normally in discharges from the intestinal tract of man, animals or birds. Their presence in the water, therefore, must be considered as 
evidence of pollution. The laboratory examination determines the presence or absence of contamination at the time of sampling only. No 
definite conclusions should be drawn from a single bacterial examination. 

* Chlorine Footnote: Chlorine in water will kill coliform bacteria. Presence of chlorine in a water sample should invalidate the test unless the 
1 ter is from a system that is continuously chlorina ted every day the water is in use. 
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TO: Serres Farm LLC 
1.1283 Serres Lane SE 
Woo'"Ciburn, OR 97071 

PO#: 

Collection Information 

Date: · 09/29/2005 
Time: 1400 ·. 
By: · ~ Paul Serres 

Lab #: 20050929-037 
Location: 11 283 Serres Lane SE/Henry's pump 

Case Narrative 

11/23/2005 

SERFAR 

Lab Receipt Information 
09/29/2005 ~,. 

1530 
MS 

The analyses were performed according to the guidelines in the WATERLAB Corp Quality A$surance Program. This 
report contains analytical results for the sample(s) as received by the laboratory . . 

i WAT ERLAB Q9rp certifies that this report is in compliance with the requirements of NELAC. No unusu<JI difficulties were 
J experienced o4ring analysis of this batch except as noted below or qualified with data flags on the reports. 

Suggested 
Analyte Results Qual Units Maximum 

Minera l & Toxic Metals Test 

pH 'I : 7.82 pH units 6.5- 8.5 

Specific Conductanc~~· 173. uhos/cm None Set 

Alkalinity, total 79. mg/1 CaC03 None Set 

Antimony ND@0.005 mg/1 0.006 

Arsenic ND@0.002· mg/1 0.05 

Barium ND@0.1 mg/1 2. 

Boron ND@1. mg/1 None Set 

Beryllium ND@0.0002 mg/1 0.004 

Cadmium ND@0.002 mg/1 0.005 

Calcium 9.6 rng/1 None Set 

Chloride 1.2 mg/1 250. 

NO- No Detection at specified limit 
SM-"Standard Methods for the Examination of Water. & Wastewater", 19th ed 
EPA- "Methods for Chemical Ana lysis for Water and Wastes",USEPA 
A-ORE LAP 100039 
8 = OR100016 Neilson Research Corporation, Medford, OR 

Analysis 
Date Tech Method A co.., 

09/29/2005 JTD EPA 150.1 A 

09/29/2005 JTD EPA120.1 A 

09/29/2005 JTD SM2320 

11/21/2005 BEM EPA200.9 A 

10/13/2005 BEMSM3113B A 

11/21/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

11/15/2005 JTD SM4500C 

11/17/2005 BEMSM3113B A 

11/15/2005 BEM SM311 3B A 

10/01/2005 BEM SM3111B A 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 A 

Item No. 9 
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.,~·wAT.ERtA·s coRP. . . .. ·. ··:. : . . 
l~ ·~ ........_ ........_ ............ . .....,..... ........___ .........._ ~--- ---""''llllo. .........._ ......... ........_ __......._ ~ _,.... ..........._ ........_ __....,___ ......... ------- ..........._..........._____..........Jill 

.~.-~ ...-r..-w....... w:w-..;.w.'&-4..0~ w«..a?..ar~~ x.-. 
' 2603 - 12th Street, SE · 

Salem, OR 97302 
Voice: (503) 363-0473 
FAX: (503) 363-8900 

TEST REPORT 

LAB #: 20050929-037 (Cont) Page:2 

Chromium ND@0.01 mg/1 0.1 11/22/2005 8EMSM31138 A 

Copper ND@0.1 mg/1 1.0 10/10/2005 8EM SM31118 A 

Cyanide ,$-. ND@0.02 mg/1 0.2 10/05/2005 NRC SM4500CNCE 8 

Fluoride ND@0.1 mg/1 . 4.0 09/29/2005 8EM EPA 300.0 A 

Hardness as CaC03 82. mg/1 CaC03 250. 09/29/2005 8EM SM2340 A 

Iron 0.22 mg/1 0.3 1 0/0,1f2005 8EM SM3111 8 

Lead ND@0.002 mg/1 0.015 10/13/2005 8EM SM31138 A 

Magnesium 4.3 mg/1 None Set 10/01/2005 8EM SM3111 B A 
~~~~!<-~'f~,~~~~,,.~~,.~~· · ·· . g neSi • · - '. ~lif~ ~mg/1¥" --= ' · .Qs,. - ¥ • ·,f.1 0IO:j12Q05t;.6.5.M~S.M3.i'b.1i1J3;~.tt~~~r 

Mercury ND@0.001 mg/1 0.002 

Nickel ND@0.01 mg/1 0.1 

Nitrogen·, Nitrate ND@0.1 mg/1 N 10. 

Nitrogen, Nitrite ND@0.1 mg/1 N 1. 

· Phosphate, Ortho 0.84 mg/1 P 

Potassium ; :'·r. ~ 2.2 mg/1 None Set 

enium ND@0.002 mg/1 0.05 

Silica 43.3 mg/1 None Set 

Sodium 5.5 mg/1 25 

Sulfate ND@0.1 mg/1 250. 
,, 

Total Solids, Dissolved _, 125. mg/1 500. 

"" Suspended Solids -· ND@1. mg/1 None Set 

Total Solids 125. mg/1 None Set 

Thallium ND@0.001 mg/1 0.002 

Zinc ND@0.1 mg/1 5. 

NO- No Detection at specified limit 
SM-"Standard Methods for the Examination of Water & Wastewater",19th ed 
EPA- "Methods for Chemical Analysis for Water and Wastes",USEPA 
A-ORE LAP 100039 

OR 100016 Neilson Research Corporation, Medford, OR 

CUSTOMER 2 

" \ 

Approved by: 

10/10/2005 aEM SM3112B A 

09/29/2005 BEM SM3113B · A 

0!314W2005 .8EM EPA 300.0 A 

09/29/2005 8EM EPA 300.0 A 

10/07/2005 JTD SM4500 

10/01/2005 BEM SM3111 8 A 

11/17/2005 8EMSM3113B A 

10/11/2005 JTD SM4500Si02D 

10/10/2005 BEM SM3111 ~ A 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 A 

09/29/2005 8EM SM2540C A 

09/29/2005 8EM SM2540D 

09/29/2005 8EM SM2540B 

11/18/2005 8EM EPA200,9 A 

10/10/2005 BEM SM3111 8 A 
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\~i~WA1ERLAB CORP. . .. . · : . 
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' -.uv..,a..r..wan.awNJU! . .-.r.,.«.WAWY_'-"«.WJJ!4~04&? .-.r..-.:=v~z..ww..-r~ 
· · · • 2603 ~12th Street, SE . 

Salem, OR 97302 · · 
Voice: (503) 363-0473 
FAX: (503) 363-8900 

·, 

TO: Serres Farm LLC 
11283 Serres Lane SE . . . 
Woddburn, OR 97071 

PO#: 

Collection Information 

Date: 09/29/2005 
Time: 1415 

· By: ' Paul Serres 

Lab #: 20050929-038 

TEST REPORT 

Location: Hermly Pump Wi lco Hwy/well tap 

Case Narrative · 

11/23/2005 

SERFAR 

Lab Receipt Information 
09/29/2005 ~ •. 
1530 
MS 

The analyses were performed according to the guidelines in the WATERLAB Corp Quality Assurance Program. This 
report contains analytical results for the sample(s) as received by the laboratory. 

WATERLAB Corp certifies that this report is in compliance with the requirements of NELAC. No unusual difficulties were 
experienced d4Hng analysi~ of this batch except as noted below or qualified w ith dat.a flags on the reports. 

Suggested 
Analyte Results Qual Units Maximum 

Mineral & Toxic Metals Test 

pH 7.79 pH units '6.5- 8.5 

Specific Conductance-:_;,. · 183. uhos/cm None Set 

Alkalinity, total 88. mg/1 CaC03 None Set 

Antimony ND@0.005 mg/1 0.006 

Arsenic ND@0.002 · mg/1 0.05 

Barium ND@0.1 mg/l 2. 

Boron ND@1 . mg/1 None Set 

Beryllium ND@0.0002 mg/1 0 .004 

Cadmium ND@0.002 mg/1 0.005 

Calcium 7.3 mg/1 None Set 

Ch loride 7.3 mg/1 250. 

ND- No Detection at specified limit 
SM-"Standard Methods for the Examination of Water & Wastewater" , 19th ed 
EPA- "Methods for Chemical Analysis for Water and Wastes",USEPA 
A-ORE LAP 100039 
B = OR10001 6 Neilson Research Corporation, Medford, OR 

Analys is 
Date Tech Method Ace 

09/29/2005 JTD EPA 150.1 A 

09/29/2005 JTD EPA 120. 1 A 

09/29/2005 JTD SM2320 

11/21/2005 BEM EPA200.9 A 

10/13/2005 BEM SM311 3B A 

11/21/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

11/15/2000 JTD SM4500C 

11/17/2005 BEM SM3113B A 

11 /15/2005 BEM SM311 3B A 

10/01 /2005 BEMSM3111B A 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 A 

ItemNo. 9 ---- ··' 
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,·.WATERLAB CORP. · . . . . ·. ~ . 
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'cYW.VWV4~ .a.>WJrW4V~W~~'CA&lW..ZV.W.:.,.0..WA47~~~.u>...W 
2603 - 12th Street, SE 
Salem, OR 97302 

TEST REPORT Voice: (503) 363-0473 
FAX: (503) 363-8900 

LAB # : 20050929-038 (Cant) Page:2 

Chromium 

Copper 

Cyanide .~. 

Fluoride 

Hardness as CaC03 

ND@0.01 

ND@0.1 

ND@0.02 

ND@0.1 

82. 

mg/1 

mg/1 

mg/1 

mg/1 

mg/1 CaC03 

0.1 

1.0 

0. 2 '----
4.0 

250. 

11/22/2005 BEM SM311 3B A 

10/10/2005 BEM SM3111 B A 

10/05/2005 NRC SM4500CNCE B 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 A 

09/29/2005 BEM SM2340 A 

Iron 0:20 mg/1 0.3 10/01£2005 BEM SM311 1 B 

Le~d ND@0.002 mg/1 0.015 10/13/2005 BEM SM311 3B A 

Magnesium 5.9 mg/1 None Set 10/01/2005 BEM SM3111 B A 

Mlllf.9ell~i~~t!i.~~~i.:.~'T~~Jm9f.~~~~~/..'f!~i.0}o5~li~i61~~::~1'0/0:fl20'05f#§EMii,.~M~M~1;''t~'1\'~A~~ 
Mercury ND@0.001 mg/1 0.002 10/10/2005 BEM SM3112B A 

Nickel ND@0.01 mg/1 0.1 10/10/2005 ·BEM SM3113B . A 

Nitrogen, Nitrate . 0.6 mg/1 N 10. 

Nitrogen, Nitrite ND@0.1 mg/1 N 1. 

Phosphate, Ortho 0.92 mg/1 P 

Potassium :~ t.t. 1.72 mg/1 None Set 

enium ND@0.002 mg/1 0.05 

Silica - 43.7 mg/1 None Set 

Sodium 6.7 mg/1 25 

Sulfate ND@0. 1 mg/1 250. 

Suspended Solids 
,, 

ND@1. mg/1 None Set _, 

Total Soli<;ls, Dissolve<;l • .:<-· 145. mg/1 500. 

Total Solids 145. mg/1 None Set 

Thallium ND@0.001 mg/1 0 .002 

Zinc ND@0.1 mg/1 5. 

NO- No Detection at specified limit 
SM-"Standard Methods for the Examination of Water & Wastewater", 19th ed 
EPA- "Methods for Chemical Analysis for Water and Wastes",USEPA 
A-ORELAP 100039 
--: OR1 00016 Neilson Research Corporation , Medford, OR . 

CUSTOMER 1 

.. 
\ 

Approved by: 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 

1 0/07/2005 JTD SM4500 

10/01/2005 BEM SM3111B 

11/17/2005 BEM SM3 11 3B 

) ,0/11/2005 JTD SM4500Si02D 

" 10/10/2005 BEM SM311 1 B 

09/29/2005 BEM EPA 300.0 

09/29/2005 BEM SM2540D 

09/29/2005 BEM SM2540C 

09/29/2005 BEM SM2540B 

11/18/2005 BEM EPA200.9 

10/10/2005 BEM SM3111B 

~ J 
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TO: Honorable Marion County Commission 
Commissioner Patti Mi1ne 
Commissioner Janet Carlson 
Commissioner Sam Brentano 

FR: Amanda Dalton, Direct Northwest · 
Government Affairs Coordinator 

North Willamette Association of REALTORS® 
Salem Association of REALTORS® 
Polk County Association of REALTORS® 
Willamette Association ofREALTORS® 
Santiam Board ofREALTORS® 

. SUBJECT: Proposed Interchange Management Overlay District for 1-5/Hwy 214 
Interchange in Woodburn 

April25, 2006 

We would like to again express our concern with the proposed Interchange Management Area 
included in the City ofWoodburn's Periodic Review. We fear that by enacting such a restrictive 
district within Woodbum' s city limit, that it will be only a matter of time when similar districts 
are imposed along similar interchanges down I-5. Already we are seeing this come true. 

We applaud the city's efforts to expand the UGB, and support the timeliness of bringing much 
needed residential, commercial and industrial land into the city's boundaries. However, we urge 
the commjssion to vote against ODOT's attempt to use Woodburn as a case study in the IMA 
and encourage you to separate the issue from the periodic review. 

. . 

Local R~altors® are principally concemed about the negative effect that the proposed 
"Interchange Management Area" (IMA) would have on commercial development arotmd the I-5 
Highway/214 interchange. We are also concemed with the broader implications of adoption of 
this kind of an overlay district on land use in Woodburn and ultimately across Oregon at similar 
interchanges. 

Following are our major concerns with the proposed IMA: 

ISSUE: Ballot Measure 37 

The proposed "Interchange Management Area" (IMA) represents a significant further restriction 
on the use of land which will be encompassed within the proposed llviA Overlay Dis trict. Given 
the current climate surrounding Ballot Measure 37 and what its implementation has already 
meant for the state' s entire land-use regulatory system, now woilld be a particularly unfmtunate 
time for the City and ODOT to try to further regulate development according to traffic impacts. 
It is our unders tanding that LCDC previously attempted to impose vehicle trip-based regulation 
of interchange areas on a statewide basis pursuant to its 1999-2000 revisions to Goal 14, but 

385 Taylor St. NE Item No. 9 
Salem, OR 97303 Page 451 



ultimately dropped the proposal out of concern for the impact of Ballot Measure 7. Given the 
viability ofBM 37, it would not be a good tinie for QDOT and the City to impose the regulations 
in the IMA with the state of land use regulation in such flux. 

ISSUE: Negath_re Impact On Commercial Growth 

In the name of preserving the capacity of the existing I-S/Highway 214 interchange, it appears 
from its face that the IMA would impose a hard "cap" on all non-residential development within 
a relatively wide swath of Woodburn in the general vicinity of the interchange. This area also 
happens to be the part of Woodburn with the highest level of automobile. access and is therefore 
most appropriate for commercial development. Furthermore, the Areawide Trip Budget in 
Section 2.1 16.02 of the proposed IMA would be set very low,. at just 2,500 peak hour vehicle 
trips total, while the aggregate of the Parcel-specific Trip Budgets is in excess of 4,600 peak hour 
vehicle trips. ODOT's view of what is sufficient to "accommodate peak hour trips anticipated 
by" the WoodbUrn. Comprehensive Plan and theW oodbun1 Transportation System Plan is 
obviously far below what would otherwise be expected in the area covered by the IMA Overlay 
District. 

In essence, ODOT, through the City, is proposing an indefinite growth moratorium in this area of 
Woodburn once the 2,500 trip Areawide Trip Budget has been reached. 

ISSUE; The City Does Have Options 

Though the TPR does appear to require st,ringent review of development in the vicinity of all 
state highway facilities in order to insure that development does not adversely impact the 
perfmmance of those facilities, and although the TPR also appears to strongly encourage the use 
of interchange management plans and regulations like the proposed IMA, the recent amendments 
now provide for local governments like the City of Woodburn to take an alternative approach 
tmder certain circumstances. 

Specifically, OAR 660-012-0060 allows local governments to approve a comprehensive plan 
amendment that would "significantly affect an existing transportation facility without assuring 
that the allowed land uses are consistent with the function, capacity and performance standards 
of the facility." In order to do so, there are various criteria which must be satisfied, including a 
requir ement that any such amendment may not involve property within one-half mile of the 
center point of the interchange. The imp01iant point is that the City of Woodburn is not 
obligated by Oregon law or regulation to pursue the course it is cmrently taking with the 
proposed IMA. Instead, the revised TPR provides for alternative development impact mitigation 
on a case by case basis. We feel the City should seliously consider this alternative before 
moving any :fill'ther on its current course. · 

ISSUE: Implications of IMA J?ar-Reaching 

As mentioned above, LCDC and ODOT have already attempt~d, as part of the earlier 
amendments to Goal 14, to adopt a proposal similar to the proposed IMA throughout Oregon. 
With that fact in mind, it is reasonable to assume that ODOT (and in the background LCDC) 
have regrouped and are now attempting to start the ball rolling in Woodburn with the intention of 
adopting interchange management area overlay disb-icts across the state. 
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The proposed IMA also appears to have the potential to be extended almost indefinitely. 
Today, ODOT is taking the position that land use intensity in the vicinity of the interchange must 
be curtailed in order to preserve the capacity of the interchange. If the interchange's 
performance deteriorates further, it seems likely that ODOT will take the position that residential 
development or an even wider area of Woodburn should also be regulated in this way. 

ISSUE: Unintended Consequences of IMA 

It is possible that the IMA may have the unintended consequence of triggeting a rush to develop 
in the IMA district in order to avoid being locked out when the Areawide Trip Budget of2,500 
peak hour trips is fully c,lllocated. This unintended consequence is another result of the 
artifiCially low Areawide Trip Budget which ODOT and the city are proposing. The 
development of just a few of the largest properties in the IMA Overlay District could consume a 
very large share of the 2,500-trip total Areawide Trip Budget. Rather than be locked out, 
property owners in the IMA Overlay District may decide that it is in their best interest to develop 
now. The adoption of the IMA would therefore result in an unanticipated spate of development 
activity as property owners rushed to secure their development rights. 

We encourage the Commission to view the proposed IMA as affecting more than just Woodburn 
. and to separate the proposed Interchange Management Area from the Periodic Review. 

Sincerely, 

George Haight 
Past President 
North Willamette Association of Realtors® 

Mitch Teal 
2006 President 
Salem Association of Realtors® 

Nancy Hamby 
2006 President 
Willamette Association of Realtors® 

Don Robertson 
Government Affairs Director 
Santi am Board of Realtors® 

Timm Cable 
Appointed Representative 
Polk County Association of Realtors® 
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To: Marion County Commissioners 
Ms. Patti lv.filne, Chair 
Ms~ J an~t Carlson 
Mr. Sam Brentano 

Marion Courity Plrulning Division 
Mr. Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 

Foreword: 

April26, 2006 · 

The purpose of this document is to set out the Serres Family concerns with the Public 
Facilities plan and its supporting documentation, particularly the City of Woodburn UGB 
Study Area Public Services Analysis ("Public Services Analysis"). This latter study was 
used to estimate public facilities development costs of the 8 Urban Growth Boundary 
Expansion Study Areas. The study results were then used by the Planning Consultant to 
categorize Study Areas by average cost per acre of providing dty services. The areas 
ranked "C" were excluded from :further consideration. We believe that the original. study 
contains several errors. We believe the consultant's ranking scheme is not correct, 
because it confuses the city's average cost of providing city services across different . 
service types with the city's cost of providing city services to a specific service type . 

. ··-- - -

Insofar as both the Woodburn Planning·Commission and Woodburn City Council cite 
this scheme as a justification for their land use decisions, the ranking scheme and the 
"Public Services Analysis" prejudiced our substantial rights for due and fair 
consideration. 

Many of the concerns stated herein have been addressed to the City of Woodburn. Tb.e 
City of Woodburn responded only to our concerns as stated in our March 23, 2005 
written testimeny. We have not received issue-specific responses to any of our concerns 
raised in subsequent testimony. 

We do note that the "Public Services Analysis" was amended in late 2005 to more 
correctly .cost storm drainage services, directly in response to our March 23, 2005 
testimony, and for this we are grateful. For clarity~ please note that there are two versions 
of the "Public Services Analysis". Except where we specifically identifY the MaTch, 
2004 version, our comments herein refer to the updated October, 2005 version- the 
version included iri Legislative Amendment 06-2. 

In some respects, this whole cost of services issue is like peeling an onion. Please bear 
with us. 

The First Layer. Study Omits Transportation Costs. 

Under .ORS 660-011-0005(5) "public facilities" include water, sewer, and transportation 
£1.cilities. 

1 
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The ''Public Services Analysis", as presented,-does not include the costs of providing_ 
transportation facilities to the UGB Expansion study areas. The Serres Family believes 
U GB-Study Area 4 is better served by existing primary arterials, State Highways 211 , 
214, and 99E, than competing areas, and that this omission materially affects the City's 
costs of providing services to the UGB Expansion areas. No specific re~ponse was 
received from City, City Staff, or City Consultant." 

- Please refer to Attachment A, Oregon Transportation Map Showing Functional 
Classification of Roads, City of Woodburn, 2003 and Attachment B;Marion County 
Department of Public Works Map 13, Feb 16, 2005, which has been colored to show 
location of Serres and Dryden portions of Study Area 4 relative to State Highways 2 i 1, 
214, and 99E. 

The Second Layer. Accuracy Standards for "Public Services Analysis". 

Under OAR 660-011-0005(2) "Rough Cost Estimates" are "not intended that project cost 
estimates be as exact as required for budgeting processes." While this allows latitude on 

- - --the Standard of Acc-iiracy for the cost estimating process, this Rule does riot justify 
inconsistent application of standards between study areas or allow errors and omissions, 
when determined, to go uncorrected. 

An inspection of the March 2004 "Public Services Analysis;' shows inconsistent 
application of standards and several errors and omissions, such as showing a sewage lift 
station on the appropriate Study Area Sanitary Sewer map, but omitting the cost of that 
sewage lift station from the cost summary. 

The Serres Family commissioned Mr. Randolph A. Lytle, PE, principal of the firm 
Consulting Resources, Inc. to assess the study. Mr. Lytle concluded his assessment with 

"Based on the information that was provided to us, the analysis that was conducted by the 
City of Woodburn is flawed and not consistent. The evaluation and consideration of land 
that should be brought into the UGB should be further evaluated." 

The Serres Family received no response specific to any issue raised in Mr. Lytle's letter 
or to the issues raised in its May 19, 2006 from City, City Staff, or Consultant. 

The Senes Family submits the following attachments: 

Attachment C: City ofWoodbmn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, March, 
2004, as received through a Public Infonnation Request. This is the material furnished to 
Mr. Lytle. 
Attachment D: Letter, May 19, 2005, Serres Family to City Administrator :and Mayor, 
n-1is in!l Goa11 compliance concerns regarding public access to the study and other issues. 
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Attachment E: Letter, May 19, 2005, Lytle to David Duncan re "Public Services 
Analysis" accuracy. 

The Third Layer. The City's Standard of Accuracy. 

The Woodburn City Council heard testimony summarizing Periodic Review 
documentation at its October 10,2006 meeting. Mr. David Torgeson, PE, Assistant City 
Engineer, spoke to the issue ofUGB city services cost estimation. Mr. Torgeson stated 
that the city services cost study was· accurate to "plus minus 30%". 

City Services Costs were presented in the Public Facilities Plan (October 2005) as 
follows: 

UGBSt d A u IV rea 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

CLty_ Services Costs 24583 24077 20624 . 34633 21137 3391e 29741 
Costs X 70% 17208 16854 14437 24243 14796 23741 20819 
Costs X 130% 31958 31300 26811 45023 27478 44090 38663 

The contents of this table are shown graphically below. Please note that at plus/minus 
30%, the lowest price per acre for the most expensive Study Area, $24,243, is less than 
the highest price per acre for the least expensive Study Area, $26,811. In other words, at 
a 30% plus/minus accuracy standard, the study can't def"mitively say that any study 
area is more expensive than any other. 

<1l .... 
(.) 

<t: .... 
<1l 

0.... 
~ 
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The Fourth Layer. Constrained lands not considered. 

To comply with the Periodic Review process, Woodburn completed a Constrained Lands 
inventory- an inventory of unbuildable lands, by Study Area. The table summarizing 
these results is presented below. This table appears on Page 47 of the UGB Justification 
Report. 

Table 13. Gi>al3, 5 and 7- Comtrained Land Summary 

1-~-~-trf_he_:~_st-+-4-3....,.1 .;,-,...,...,O,..._.,I--6-.1-5-t-Vi.:::'5cr-ea:-;'iin.;;...,=;.;;c--t--{)..,....--{ ~~~1,~:~:·1---t-·-3-55,..._.,1---46-+---2---,4-i 
5.South 191 15.30 15.34 Wih 11.3:S · -16.14 · 147 2 1i 

Sl::rellru 

'1. 604 0.87 0 0 0 
Southn·est 

1;),87 397 185 20 

&. Weest 755 4.43 14.09 \Win 0.26 14.41 40 567 52 31 
Srre.llru 

227.7'3 227:73 
-· 

: 69.15 247.5"4 

5.72% 5.7;/:'l'o 1.74% 6.21% 

So\JCCe: Wwterorook Pbwin; 
L Adjlb""ted for orerlapping re;oi.l<-ce co~r~ge. 
2. E.'«:ludas Go:ll 5 l!!ld 7 coll5lrained l:w.ds atJ.d exc;!prion SIE<H. 

Study Area acreages were not reduced by constrained lands, even though the constrained 
land;; inventory was available prior to preparation of the "Public Services Analysis". By 
failing to subtract constrained lands, infrastructure connection costs are improperly 
allocated over gross, not net, developable acres. No specific response to this issue was 
received from City, City Staff, or Consultant. 

The Fifth Layer. Comparing Apples to Oranges, Part 1. 

According to the "Public Services Analysis", there are two levels of city services: 
residential and commercial/industrial. The "Public Services Analysis" applies the 
following costs per acre for each type of service to all 8 study areas: 
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0 Table: Base Costs Per Acre by Service Type 

Service Type Residentia Commercial/Industria 
Storm/Acre 7800.00 3600.00 
Sewer/Acre 10800.00 5000.00 
IW ater/ Acre 9000.00 5100.00 

tfota1/Acre 37,60o.ool 14,700.001 

The information in this table is taken from pages 2, 3; and 5 of Appendix C, Public 
Facilities Plan, October, 2005. Please note the difference in base services costs of 

·Residential/and use versus Commercial/lndustrialland use. 

The table below appears on page 56 of the UGB Justification Report, October 2005. This 
table includes the total estimated costs of services, including the Base Costs from the 
previous page, plus any infrastructure costs required to connect the Study Area services 
into the existing City-infrastructure. 

Please note that the Study Areas with the highest per acre services costs are Study Areas 
4 and 6, which are designated 100% residential use. Please note that Study Area 5, which 
is 1 00% Commercial/Industrial, has the lowest per" acre services cost. The other areas fall 
in between these extremes based on the acreage allocation to residential versus 
commercial/mdustrial service type. The development costs in this table reflect the type of 
service, not site-specific factors. · 

Table 16: Ranked Public Utilities Costs by Study .·\rea . 
Land Use Distribution in Acres :Estimated Costs in $Million 

Storm Ini tial 
Study Area Study Commercial S·ewer Water Drainage Total Esl Costs Ranking 

Area Residential /lndustr.ial Costs Costs Costs Costs per Acre A, B. C 
1. Nor:l.h\v;est 600 360 240 4.41:l 6.10 4.17 14 .75 $24,.!ilt3 B 
2. North 1650 440 2 10 5.2[} 8.28 4.17 15.65 $24,077 B 
3. Northeast 330 1GO 230 2.15 2.52 2.14 6 . .S1 $20,624 A 
4. East 343 343 0 3.25 "5.20 3.43 11.88 $:34,633 c 
5. :Soutlleast 431 0 431 2.70 3.26 3.15 9.11 $2·1,137 A 
6. Soutll 189 1S9 0 2.30 .2.64 1.47 6.41 $:33,9·15 c 
7. Soutllwes! 5i0 360 130 4.79 5.10 5.14 15.03 $29 471 8-
B. West 755 457 .298 5.62 -6.67 -?.53 16.92 $22,4·11 A 

scu~J:: 'Ncodtt.Jfn ?ullrc Wo.1:& DepCilrnElll (PFP. P.ppendJx C) and \'lln~:rtr::ck Rarnn; 

Layer 5. Comparing Apples to Oranges, Part 2. 

Please note the "Initial Ranking" column at the far right of this table, which ranks the 
average cost per acre by Study Area, without regard to the type of city services being 
provided. The Study Areas with a higher proportion of residential are at a disadvantage 
in this scheme. Nowhere is it demonstrated that the cost of providing residential services 
in a 1 00% residential Study Area is greater than the cost of providing residential services 
in any other Study Area. To the contrary, the "Public Services Analysis" background 
information supports equal costing across all study areas for base residential and 
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commerciaJJindustrial costs, as set forth Attachment C of the Public Facilities Plan, , 
October, 2005, pages 2, 3 and 5. 

This "ran)cing" scheme confuses two different concepts- Study Area average cost/acre 
across different service types versus Study Area cost/acre for a specific service type. 
Excluding Study Areas 4 & 6 from ftuther consideration on the basis of this ranking 
scheme is incorrect, be<;:ause the underlying study does not demonstrate a difference 
between study areas .for residential service costs. 

We have previously raised this issue in our written testimony to the City of Woodburn, 
and have not received a response specific to this issue from the City, City Staff, or 
Consultant. . · 

The Onion's Core. 

We have set out our concerns in a straightforward manner. Namely: 

• Transportation costs are excluded from city services cost estimates 

• The Study contains errors of omission and consistency. 

• The Study's standard of accuracy, plus/minus 30%, does not permit definitive 
statement that any Study Area is more expensive or less ~xpensive than any other. 

• Constrained lands were not removed from Study Area acreage, skewing costs. 

• Per Acre Residential services costs are more than double those of 
commen;iaJJindustrial (excluding transportation). 

• Study Area average cost per. acre is determined by the proportion of residential 
service acres to commerciaJJindustrial service acres, not intrinsic site 
characteristics. 

• The cost-ranking scheme employed in the UGB Justification Report creates a 
false impression that some Study Areas can serve residential land use more 
cheaply than others. 

o The cost ranking scheme prejudices the rights of landowners in "C" ranked Study 
Areas. 

Several of these are simple nuts and bolts issues. They were presented to the City of 
Woodburn, but not addressed in an issue-specific manner contrary to the requirements for 
appropriate response set out in OAR 660-025-0080(2)(a) and (b). We do feel failure to 
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address our concerns and the advancement of this cost ranking scheme are prejudicial to 
our rights to due consideration urider the body of planning law and regulation. 

We apologize for encumbering the County process. However, to preserve our rights 
under ORS 197.835 and other statutes, we feel we must reiterate these issues at the 
County level. 

Sincerely, 

Serres Family 

Attachments: 

A) Oregon Transportation. Map Showing Functional Classification of Roads, City 
of Woodburn, 2003 - . . 

B) Marion County Department of~blic Works Map 13, Feb 16,2005 (Modified 
to show subject lands by colorization). 

C) City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, Match, 2004, 
as received through a Public Information· Request. 

D) Letter, May 19, 2005, Serres Family to City Ad.mitllStrator and Mayor, Cover 
letter to Attachment E that, in addition, raises Goal 1 compliance concerns 
regarding public access to the study and other issues. 

E) Attachment E: Letter, May 19, 2005, Randolph A. Lytle to David Duncan re 
"Public Services Analysis" accuracy 

Please enter this document and all of its attachments into the record of Marion County 
Legislative Amendment 06-2. 

Four copies provided--one copy to Les Sasaki which includes the full version of 
Attachment C the City Services Cost Study of April, 2004 (includes 24x36 and 11x17 
maps), the remaining three to Commissioners Milne, Carlson, and Brentano, which 
references the Attachment C of Mr. Sasaki's copy. 

Hand delivered, April 26, 2006. 
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First, I want to say that the Periodic Review Plan has good things. For a stable 
community we need community based jobs, better, more efficient roads, and a sense 

· of place or identity unique to our locale. So I support the intent of the economic 
components of the plan. 

But, I am critical of the plan because I believe it is unbalanced. With that if)mind I 
refer to: 

Marion County CompPehensive Plan Urbanization Element 

Urban Growth Policy #3: Development of the urban area should proceed from its 
center outward~ 

Since the 1960's the City ofWoodbuni has grown lob sided, with the· East side static 
and the West side expandbig beyond the freeway~ The proposed UGB expansion 
continues lob-sided grow~h and will allow the first new lands to be developed under 
the UGB expans~on to be tho~e furthest from the city center: . Ctv'J . 6J 

LaCYk & bt-LM 0-Qn of p~£Jios - lC((o3- of oJo-oJb,avt{,/ go;:}r;M~ 
Growth Management Framework: Gvfj i> W>«f~~.::; 
Purpose #4: Maintain physical separation of communities by limiting ·urbanization 
of fitrDJ. and forest lands between cities. 

The proposed UGB expansion moves the Woodburn UGB closer to Gervais and 
Hubbard. · Eastward expansion would maintain physical separation. 

Goals ~ Policies #4: Honor the unique identities of communities and strengthen 
unique characteristics. 

Expansion along the freeway promotes development of an urbanscape dominated by 
the freeway. Expansion outward from the traditional city center encourages a 
cityscape more typical of the locality. 

Transportation Policies and Coordination Guidelines: 2. Communities should 
implement street connectivity standards. 

East side expansion allows completion of the unfinished East side city street grid 
initiated in the 1960's and never completed. 

Coordination Guidelines: When feasible, the County will utilize city standards 
(such as those in the Salem TSP and Salem Revised Code for example) for 
development that occurs on unincorporated lands within UGBs. 
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n \;;.j Eligibility for M37 status should be a factor in determining which lands are brought 
i.Iito a UGB. 

Hou~ing Policies and Coordination Guidelines 

Coordination Guidelines, bullet point 3. The County should lead an effort with the 
cities to develop a numeric goal of providing affordable housing distributed 
proportionally in the cities larger than 10,000 persons in the County. · 

The housing needs analysis documents that Woodburn has provided a 
disproportionate share of lower priced housing. The Periodic Review plan 
continues that trend. 

Woodburn has followed an economic strategy to identify 1) its strategic eco~omic 
advantages and 2) attract new business types best able to capitalize on those 
advantages. Woodburn needs a parallel strategy for housing. Woodburn needs to 
identify its-strengths as a housing provider and appeal to new demographics 
attracted by. those strengths. 

What I think Woodburn has to offer is a small town living experience that is close 
enough to Portland to benefit from that city's medical, cultural, and educational 
facilities and institutions. Woodburn is also close enough to ocean, mountain, and 
river to offer many recreational adventures. 

Use of UGB Expansion as a planning tool to support defined community objectives 
to benefit entire community. 

One way to look at Periodic review is that it is the mechanism by which the City gets 
development rights. The community can use these development rights to support 
community needs. This could mean locating residenti~l growth to offset a lost 
economic center (closed cannery). Doing so would support the neighboring 
commercial district (99E commercial strip), maintain property values and stimulate 
revitalization. 

With balance, this could be a very good plan. Please adjust this plan to put more 
emphasis on quality of life, on support for the assets we already have, and on 
bringing good jobs to the community. 

Thank you 
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The Serres Family 
1840 E. Lincoln Road 
Woodburn, Or 97071 

Mr. John Brown, Aclministrator, 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 a.lld 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 UGBexpansion 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 April19letter, 
the right to comment on the city services stridy 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 Record$ Request. We subsequenlly submitted Woodburn Public Work's study 
to Mr. Randolph A. Lytle, P.E. for review. We requested Mr. Lytle to review 
Woodburn Public Work's Services cost study for its adequacy as. a "frrst 
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 are enclosing Mr. Lytle's letter of findings, dated May 19, 2005 in its 
entirety. 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 
analysis as his Issue No.6, but we were not seeking his evaluation of the needs portions 
of 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 ofWoodbmn is flawed and not consistent. The evaluation and 
consideration of land that should be brought into the UGB should be fmther evaluated." 

We agree with Mr. Lytle's assessment. We do not feel that the existing study 
correctly and adequately estimates the costs of providing City Services to the UGB 
study areas. Consequently, the study should not be used as a decision making tool. 
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However, both 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 Woodbmn 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 Form to obtain the Public 
Works cost study. 

We call your attention to the following excerpts from Goal 1 : 

OAR 660-015-0000(1 )( 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 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 to the public hearing process to adopt 
comprehensive land-use plans. 

OAR 66.0-015-0000(1)(6)(D)(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 necessmy for effective planning. 

OAR 660-015-0000(1)(6)(E)(l) 

At the onset of the citizen involvement program, the governing body should 
clearly state the mechanism through which the citizens will receive a response from the 
policy-makers. 

Contrary to Goal 1, it seems obvious that Woodbmn'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 withGoall. We 
also request that this letter and its attachment be placed in the public record of 
testimony, Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review and Update. 

Yours, 

Susan Dllllcan 

Representatives, 
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 
f~4() E. Lincoin Road NE 
Woodbuti:I, oR 97o·7-t -8211 

RE~ ·Woodburn UGB Study 

bear David: 

Consulting Resources; Jnc. 
308 Pineqpp;t Drive 

Newb(!rg"ORE-_~7132 
Pnonet 5o3-S31Jt927 
F~; 503~5374927 

Mobil~: ~OJ-:780:.835 I 
randyi.Ytie@cob,icast.net 

JQh No. 0138-0002 

P~r yot:tr request, we have reviewe<;l the information prepared by th~ City of Woodburn that was 
transmitted to us from you on May 12, 2005; Thaiinfor.qtation included: 

3-24"x 36"- SAP Storm, Wnter am). Sewer Map~ for.allRegions 
24- 11 "xl7"- SAP Storm, Water and Sewer Maps for each Region 
1- 11 "x17"- Map of all R~gions 
8 - 8-1/2''x ll '' - .Study Area Cost Di.sc:yssiqiyfof ~egions 
5- 8-1/2'-'xll" - ReviS~_df\fe~ C9st Di~cu$sj6os for-Regions 
1 - 8'"1/2''xll~'- W<:Jodbtitn UGBStt.ldy. A,x:e~~trycture Costs Per Acre 
1- 8-ll2"x1l"- PublicRecord~Re.gu~st:Fo~ . 
1 - 8-l/2"x 11 '-'~City of Woodb!lffi Respons~ to fu.blic fuformati~>n Reques.ts # 1 ~d #2 of 4/29/05 
2- 8-l/2" x11"- Methodology for Cc4culations:- Urban GroWth Boun.dary Expansion 
1- 8-1/2"xll''- UGB Expansion Water Pem.and 
5 - 8-l/2;'xl I" - S.A.P. Evaluation ofWatetRequirements for UGB Increase 

Our review brought up the following issues: 

1. The scale indicated on tbe 24"x 36" sh~ets indicate 1 ":=2500·'. This appears to b~ 
incorrect. The scale of the 11 "x17" plans is 1"=800'. This appyarS tp be corr~ct and it is 
the same as ihe 24" x 36" sheets. The length of pipe incqcated on t,he "Stl!dy Area Cost 
Discussion for Regions" does not correspond to what is indicated· on the plan for water, 
sewer or stonn. The resultant lengths of pipe are in question. 
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2. The Costs per acre developed on the ''Woodburn UGB Study Area Infrastructure Costs 
per Acre" reflects the costs per "Gross Acres" of land. A more relevant method would ·be 
to use the cost per "Buildable Acre" Of land. · 

3. The linear foot costs of the piping or infrastructure does not appear to be consistent from 
region to region. · 

4. The, infrastructure that js indicated on the 24"x 36, sheets does not appear to service the 
entire region in any of the regions. A more detailed loQk should pe considered. 

: :~~~:::··;{> 5. TJle assj.lnted infra.stnicture that is proposed does · not appear to be based on apy real 
topogni_phical data. A more detail~d review should be consid.er~d with accurate . ' 

· tq"poffi:apWcal information. As an example, sewer lift stations are proposed in some areas 
and riot in dthers that appear to need it. 

6. Th'ete·is no data sugge&ting what needS' that the City may have relative to. future bouswg, 
comJIIercial~ r~tan;· parks ,or iiJ9!J.strial b<i$ed on population projections. A needs analysis 
would be appropriate for considemtion of UGB expansion. 

7. The analysis assumes 'that the existing storm drain system does not have capacity in some 
regions and does in others. We find no basis for this evaluation. 

8. The quantity of flow versus pip~ size is inconsistent and appears to be in error. 

9. The schematic utilities that are laid out are not sufficient for proper evaluation. 

Based ot~ the information that was provided to·us, the at~alysis that was conducted by the City of 
Woodqunt is -flawed and not consistent. The evaluation and consideration ofland that should be 
brought into the UOB should be further evaluated. Con.sideration of the needs of the City based 
upon yXistiQg facilities and population projections should also be considered. 

Please call if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 
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. ~UB~IG RE~QRD~-- R~~~EST ·F~~~: .. 
i-: ~-- ·.: :.. . ·, _: .·. -. :. . :~ .. '·.' ... ·, ·. ·. .. . ·:... . . . . 

This fonn is used to procass public record requests in !lccordance with .the Oregon Public Records 
Law (ORS Chapter 1 92).. Persons wanting to inspect or obtain ocpies of public records need to 
complete thJs formand submit it to: · · · · 

Flm~nee Dapartment 
City of Woodburn 

Phone: ~3-9S2-5:ir2.2 
Fax: 503-982--5244 
TTY; 503--982·7433 :1.10 MontgOtn$JY Street 

Woodburrt, OR 97071 

DESCRIP'T'ION O:f PUBLIC RECORDS REQI.lESTSD (include as much"detafl as possible, i.e., type 
of document, ub/ication or relea.s~ dates authors, title, ord;nance number, eta. : 

'2_-t-[ mo_ps of Ubo '6fud:j . co-·ec~s Gi1lJuJLv1q IOLf l.ft!Jl _of. putouc 
· Se'~v-ic~ - gcu: u\ la.« uwE loetVJqJ U4tvl to0 e.dfitoL(~~ costs 

ot. rro 1./)' .rJ..-~· Vi?i c~ hr ~rv')( ~ to !Jm 3 1-v.cu, GL r-eeu~ , P 1-eo.¥- ~~ fe V' 
J I . I , • . 

lo YCluid Tc:..reje-:;al/1. IVJ f, ·VYJCVJU {l;t lip 2-<;~_z._oos tlh.1 (};uvJct.J Vr}f&J h v 1 ~ · ·· r · ... ______ ,_ .... ·· ··-···--- -- -

' arn fnte~ted ln: 0 PersonaUy Inspecting Recd'rds ~Obtaining Copie~s 

fov 0- ref.e.v--eVlc't' ~ t/U-Ld ov'Z{.fi~tt") [6 hV.Lf. rv;cvp s.. 
ReQUI!ST SUBMITTED BY: u 
Name: ... 'TJ til I I,?,( l . /i( VI C C<.- Vl Date: t-(- 2 tf -0 5 
Organization: 

2 1 
Phone: So3-q8f-3275 )03 /:;78 -5838 

_Addr6ss:: t8J./..O E. 1 Ll ~--,cof~ 1 tRc.cce.f Fax: 5o?:>-9S2--6 2-1.l 
City/State/Zip: {1 2onr:.l be-l rv1 1 Z, !/<( q7 0/ / 
Signature of Requestor: ~ lf1 .t ['l -{) &~ (/ t/&~·1 C ~"'"'--

/ ~ { 

FE~ Fees are payabfs at rhe tfme of receipt pi the records and are subject to change. Maim checks paytlb/e 
to: City of Woodburn, . 

Copy .f'i~Q 
(Docu.m«ints) 

Copy F'ea 

{Audio Tapes) 

_c 
1 cv~ 

$0.05 per page ~_Ide _(plus a rasearch fee of $31/hour. charged to the nearest 1/4 hour. only 
tor complex duplicative rt:quests requiring over 1/4 hour of research). Additional charges 
may be added for po~rtags and handling. 

$3.0~ per tape (plus a ~search fe~ of $31/hour, charged to 1ha nearest 1/4 hour. or the 
oopymf-1 of non-standard~ed tapes only for complex duplicative requests requiring over 1/4 
hcur or rasaarch). Additional charges moty ba added for postage and handling, 

FOR OFFICE USc ONLY: 

Date Rec'd: 

~emarks: 

Date Provided: Fee Paid: 
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Incorp orated 1889 

FAX TRANSMISSION 

TO: Da..uic{ 

ATTN: _______________ _ 

- ·-- - FROM: Maiy"Teliria.tit:=CityR:erord-er - ·-,.- ---·---··--··-· 

N~ber of Pages: I (Including this cover memo). If transmission is interrupted cir of 
p<>or quality, please notify us immediately. Phone: (503)982~5210. Fax No. (503)980-2482. 
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not thC persoll tO whcm this.trari~:lri.on is addresse<:l, you l!l'e hereby notifie(l that any examination, review, . 
disclosure, copying, g.i~ft:r-ibtltion;O{?~&,of811Y. ~tion: in'-t~e of the. ~ontents of this iransrnission il strictly 
P.£R~}..;i~d. If _xpu hftv~ .tr:~ceiy~ this trantrlus3ioii" fn· er:ror, pfi~e rionff'liHi?~~at~Iy by telephone to a:rraage for 
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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, O~het 

. \:'\::.: 
ADD ffor current UGB, at year 202s .:--

4110 Acres 
50% 

2055 Acres 

62% 
17%-
18% 

. 3 0~-

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 
II 

" 
" 

Table 4-4 Mod. ConserVation 

· MF and ·SF Demand--are near-ly ·equaf·per ·dwelling unit--... -· Extrapolated DNT 

Residential Demand 

MOD, as ·factor of ADD 

MOD/Acre Residential 

MOD Comm'l & Industrial 

To thes numbers, Add Fire Flow Demand: 

Residential 
Comm'l/lndustrial 

1315.4 gpd/Ac Calc DNT 

3.9 4.2 Para Last 

5130.2 gpd/Ac Calc DNT 

1489.4 gpd/Ac Calc DNT 

1000 gpm 
2500 gpm 

ISOI'NVFD 
Consensus* 

*Comm'_l/lndustrial assumes sprinkled buildings/Hydrant combinations will 
be most! likely outcome for new buildings in UGB Expansion areas. 

Losses may need to be added to F-inal Demanfd Calculation 5% to 20% ? 
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Q. . M9thodolwv for Calculation"- Urban Growth Boundary Expanelon 
City of Woodburn - Public Works Department 

April2005 

1. Public Works . provided assistance to Community Development (Comm. Dev) in 
preparation· of estimated oosts 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 as Residential, Commercfal, and Industrial. 
Combinations were devised by application of formulas, without describing the 
,location within a mapped area wh~re any particul_ar land use might occur. 

··· --- · 4.---Public Works was ·charged with estimating costs for water, storm sewer, and · 
sanitary sewer within the boundary of each of the 8 subareas. 

5. The physical size (in acres), of each land use for each subarea was calculated 
using CAD. 

6. Master Plan criteria for water consumption, sanitary sewer flow rates and storm 
water runoff were used to determine values . for each .land use. Sizes of 
conveyance facilities were calculated for all areas by uniformly applying derived 
flow rates. Conceptual grid patterns for distribution pipes, sewer collection lines, 
and storm water collection ·lines were devised. The conceptual patterns were 
extrapolated c:tnd reduced to formulas for costs to serve on an acreage basis. 
Generally, the delivery of service to each sub area was considered to oceur 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 future, 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: 
$5.1KJAC 

-Sanitary Sewer: 
$5.0K!AC 
Storm Sewer: 
$3.6KIAC 
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Residential = $9.0K!AC Comm./lndustrial = 

Residential = $1 0.8KJAC Comm./lndustrial -

Residential = $7.8KIAC Comm./lndustrial = 



) 

8. Flow rates for these three infrastructure systems are as follows; 

Water System 

Residential= 1,315 gpd/AC (Avg.), 5,130 gpd/AC (Max.), 120,000 g/2hr. 
Commercialnndustrial = 382 gpd/AC (Avg.), 1,490 gpd/AC (Max.), 600,000 
g/2hr. · 

Saoitarv Sewer 

Residential = 1,420 gpd/AC 
Commercial/Industrial = 700 gpd/AC 

· Storm Sewer 

All areas: 0.5 cubic feet per second (cfs) per acre Thff3 empirical value was 
applied uniformly, regardle.ss of projected land use, because little 

· difference was ·dfscernable between· runoff factors · ·in·· conditlons ··-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 (SDMP). Areas greater than 50, but less than 150 acres were 
described as Secondary Drainage ways. The SDMP instructs that 
conveyance systemS for Primary Drainage ways accommodate runoff 
from .1 00-year event. Secondary Drainage ways are designed for 50-year 
events. The sizes of pipes were determined based upon their estimated 
slope and approximate design runoff for the tributary subarea. 

9. The estimates considered that planning has already been made for some major 
infrastructure projects (mOstly within the current Service Areas, and shown in a 

. five-year plan called Capital Improvement Program, or NCIP"). Calculations were 
performed assuming that water, sanitary sewer, and storm drainage Capital 
Improvement Projects shown in the budget for fiscal year 2004-20005 were 
accomplished before any of these expansion projects were under taken. 

10. Some infrasN-ucture elements within the existing UGB would need upgrading to 
serve individual expansion subareas. Some of these improvements · were not 
included in the C IP. 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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EVALUATION OF WATER REQUIREMENTS FOR UGB INCREASE 

RESIDENTAL COMMERC~NOUS~ TOTAL 
AVERAGE MAXIMUM AVERAGE MAXIMUM ·RES 

PROP RES COMMIIND DO DO DO 00 FIRE FLOW 
ZONE AC ACREAGE 1315.4GPD/AC 5130.2gpd/AC 381 .9gpd/AC 1489.4gpd/AC (2 HRS) 

1 362 239 476,175 1,857,132 92,995 355,967 1,977,132 
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 . 633,020 
4 343 0 451,182 1,759,659 0 0 1,879,659 
5 0 431 0 0 167,702 641,931 0 
6 189 0 248,611 969,608 0 0 1;089,608 
7 382 128 502,483 1,959,736 49,805 190,643 2,079,736. 

8 457 296 601,1 38 2,344 ,501 115,174 440,862 2,464,501-

SUB-TOTAl 2,269 1.542 2.984,643 11,640,424 599,992 2,296,655 12,480;424 

NOTE: Phase Il l of WTP build out will have producible product of 10.8 MGD and 6.1 MG storage.-

Original Date Thur. MarCh 18, 2004 
Printed Date 4!< .,_'200511 :1 5 AM 

0 

.TOTAL 
COMllND . TOTAL 

. FIRE FLOW ~DO 

(2 HRS) WIFF 

955,967 2,933,099 
918,732 3,275,499 
94a,S20 1,581,540 

0 1.879,659 
1,241 ,931 1,241,931 

0 1.089,608 
790,643 2,870,380 

1,040,862 3.505.364 

5,896,655 18,3TI,079 
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STORM DRAIN COST ANALYSIS OF EXTENDED BOUNDARIES BY REGION 

RESIOENTAL COMnND 
SD COST SO COST 

PROP RES COMMIIND PER PER 
ZONE AC ACREAGE AC AC 

1 362 239 $7, 800.00 $3,600 .00 
2 436 214 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 
3 ~ 100 234 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 
4 343 0 $7,800.00 $3 ,600.00 
5 0 431 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 
6 189 0 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 
7 382 128 $7,800.00 S3,600.00 
8 457 296 $7,800 .00 $3,600.00 

SUB-TOTAl. 2,269 1,542 

NOTE. Cost per acre are based upon SOC Recipt history. 

"'0'~ 
to:) ~ 

~ 3 
z 
0 

~ 
-...l l \0 
\0 

TOTAL 
RESIDENTAL 

COST 

$2,823,600.00 
$3,400,800.00 
$780,000.00 

$2,675,400.00 
$0. 00 

$1 ,474,200.00 
$2,979,600.00 
$3,564,600.00 

$17,698,200.00 

TOTAL ! 

COM!tND 
COST 

S860,400.00 ·. 
$770,400.00 
$842,400.00 

' $0.00 
$1 ,551,600.00 

$0.00 
S4Q0,800.00 

s 1,065,600.oQ 

$5,551 ,200.00 

I 
··: 

Original Date Thur. March 18 , 2004 
Printed Date 4/ 13f2(Y'C:.11:15 AM, 

TOTAL 

~· 

$3,684,000.00 
$4, 171,200~00 
$1 ,622,400.00 
$2,675,400.00 
$1 ,551 ,600.00 . 
$1,474,200.00 
$3,440,400.00 
$4,630,200.00 

$23,249,400.00 

a (cf5) 
BASED" ON 
0.5 CFS/AC 

300.5 
325 
167 

171 .5 
215.5 
94.5 
255 

376.5 

8 
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SANITARY SEWER_COST_ANALYSIS OF EXTENDED BOUNDARJES BY REGION 

\~\~ RESIDENTAL COM/1ND 
SD COST SD .COST 

RES COMMIIND PER PER 
A C ACREAGE AC . AC · 

1 3B2 239 $10 ,800. 00 $5,000.00 
2 43B 21 4 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 
3 100 234 $1 0,800.00 $5,000.00 
4 343 0 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 
5 0 431 $1 0,800.00 $5,000.00 
6 189 0 $10,800.00 S5.000.00 
7 382 128 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 
8 ·457 296 $10,800.00 $5,000.00 

SUB-TOTAl. 2 ,269 1,542 

NOTE. Cost per acre are ba sed upon SOC Recipt history. 

TOTAL TOTAL 
RESIDENTAL COM/lND ·TOTAL 

COST COST 

$3,909;600.00 $1,195,000.00 $5,104,600.00 
$4,708,800.00 S1 ,070,000.0d $5, 778,&00.00 
$1 ,080,000.00 $1,170, 000.00 $2,250,0Q0.00 
$3,704,400. 00 so.oo $3,704,400.00 

$0.00 S2, 155,000.00 S2,155.000.00 
$2,041,200.00 $0.00 $2,041,200.00 
$4,125,600.00 $640,000.00 $4,765,600.00 
$4,935,600.00 S1,480,000.00 S6.415.600.00 

$24,505 ,200.00 $7,71 0,000.00 $32,215,200.00 

Original Date Thur. March 18, 2004 
Printed Date 4/13ri"\Q511 :15 AM 

C) 



PROP RES COMM/IND 
ZONE AC ACREAGE 

1 362 239 
2 436 21 4 

. 3 100 234 
4 34 3 0 
5 0 431 
6 189 0 
7 382 128 
8 457 296 

SUB-TOTAl. 2,269 1,542 

~ -~ tD" 
~ 3 

2: 
0 

~ 1 \0 .... 

· Pag( · 5 

SANI TARY SEWER FLOW RATES BY REGION 

RESIDENTAL 
FLOW 
Rate . 

1420 GPD/AC 

514,040 
619, 120 
142,000 
487.060 

0 
268,380 
542,440 
648,940 

3,221 ,980 

CO"M/lND TOTAL 
FLOW FLOW 
Rate TOPOC 

700 GPD/Ac· PER DAY 

167,300 
149,800 
163,800 

0 
301.700 

0 
89,600 

207,200 

1,079,400 

681 ,340 
768,920 
305,800 
487,060 
301,700 
268,380 
632,040 
856,14-o . 

. ; 

4,301 ,380 

Original Date Thur. March i 8, 2004 
Printed Date 4/13120!'-"1 1:15 AM 

CFS 

1.05 
1.19 
0.47 
0.75 
0.47 
0. 42 
0.98 
1.32 

6.66 

D 
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WATER SUPPLY COST ANALYSIS OF EXTENDED BOUNDARIES BY REGION 
~ 
00 \0 
N RESIDENTAL CO Mil NO 

SO COST SO COST 
OP RES COMM/IND PER PER 

ZONE AC ACREAGE AC AC 

1 362 239 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 
2 436 214 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 
3 100 234 S9,000.00 $5,100.00 
4 343 0 S9,000.00 $5,100.00 
5 0 431 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 
6 189 0 $9,000.00 $5,100.00 
7 382 128 $9,000.00 S.S, 100.00 
8 457 296 $9 ,000.00 $5,100.00 

SUB-TOTAl. 2,269 1, 542 

NOTE: Cost per acre are based upon SOC Recipt history. 

TOTAL TOTAL 
RESIDENTAL CO WIND TOTAL. 

·cosr COST · 

$3,258,000.00 s 1,218,900.00 $4,476,000.00 
$3,924,000.00 $1 ;091,400.00 $5,01.5 ,400.00 
$900,000.00 $1 ,193,400.00 $2,093,400.00 

$3,087,000.00 $0.00 S3,o87,000.00 
so.oo $2,198,100.00 $2,198,100.00 

$1,701 ,000.00 $0.00 $1 ,701,000.00 
$3,438,000.00 S652, 800.00 $4,090,800.00 
$4,113,000.00 $1,509,600.00 . $5,622,600.00 

$20,421,000.00 S7 ,864,200.00 $28,285~'.00 

Original Date Thur. March 18, 2004 
Printed Date 4/1? "'0511 :15 AM 

() 
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nEGION No. I · 

CII:NERAL: 
• Approximately 600 · AC tot.al urea. _For evaluation purposes, this region was 

divided into 360 AC of Residential and 240 AC of Commerciai/Induslriai. 
• Flo~ rates· for water; sewer and stomi distribution and coHection systems arc 

based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigneq 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 othe~ proposed regions . 
. • The analysis is based on all CJP projects, identified in ·the current Master Plan 

. Documents, have been completed. 

· WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system can be -looped to the adjacent existing system without 

requiring -any additional distribution line between systems. 
• Flow rate~ were based upon Master Plan use rates J}er capita and 2-hour fire 

durations (2.93 MOD). 
• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $4.48 million. 
• Anillysis indicates the existing system (i.e. ciuTent.2004 service area) will SUppOrt 

the improvements, estimated costs are sh~wn below in the summary. · 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region would be expected to require construction of a new lift station in the 

Northern most point at an estimated cost of $600,000. 
• The new lift station would then require a new force main of approximately 3200 

LF to connect to the existing gravity collection system on King Way at an 
estimated cost of $400,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $5.10 million and will generate an 
approximate load of 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 are~ approximate 300 cfs. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $4. 17 million. 
• Analysis irxlicates the existing system (i .e. cm:ren t 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 

Totnl 

$4,480,000 
$6. 100,000 
$4, 170,000 
$14.700,000 

Item No. 9 
Page 483 
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REGION No.2 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 650 AC total area. For evaluation purppses · this region was 

di vidcd into 440 AC of Residential and 2 I 0 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer and stoim distribution and collection systems arc 

. based on zoning densities appropriate to the nssigned land use and Master Plan 
. consumpti_on/contribution rates. 

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

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

Documents, have been completed. 

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

system by approximately 1300LF of 12-inch dia. · main looped .to the adjacent 
existing system at a cost of$ i 80,000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations (3.3 MOD). . 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $5.02 million. 
• Analysis indicates the e~isting 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 corlector 

will have to upsized to the Goose Cr. connection of the parallel westeriy reliever 
at a cost of $500,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $5.78 million and will generate an 
approximate load of I .19 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 upper Mill Cr. to service 

this area, approximately 325 cfs. 
• Estimated new co llections systems cost is $4.17 million. 
• Analysis indicates the exis ting sys tem (i.e. current 2004 serv ice area) wi ll support 

the improvements. estimated costs are shown be low in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stonn Sewer 

Tnr ~> l 

Item No. 9 
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$ 5,200,000 
$ 6.280.000 
$ 4,1 70,000 
$ 15,650,000 
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REGION No.3 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 334 A.C to111l area. For · evaluation purposes this region was 

divided into 100 AC of Residential and 234 AC of CommerciaVIndustrial. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer and stonn distribution and collection systems arc 

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

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

• This region was analy1..cd 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 requ ire extension of the extstmg 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 of construction of distribution infrastructure is $2.09 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

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

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

existing system at Industrial Pump Station on Industrial Way. 
• From the connection point, approximately 450 LF of collector will have to 

upsized to the lndusiriaJ Way Pwnp Station at a cost of$100,000. 
• Estimated new collec tions systems cost is $2.25 million and wi ll generate an 

approximate load of0.5 cfs. · 
• AnaJysi.s 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: 
• NaturaJ drainage is adequate to handle outfall of only a smal l portion 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 cos t of$ i .3 million, 
approximate ly 167 cfs. 

• Estiinated new collections systems cost is $ 1.62 million. 
• Analys is indicates the ex isting system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements. esti mated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvenien ts 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Totnl Item No. 9 

0 

$ 2.150.000 
$2,350,000 
$ 2,920,000 
$ 7.420.000 ----

Page 485 



I{EGJON No.4 

CiENJ-:IU\1.: 
• Approximately 343 ·AC tow! Mea. For evaluation ,purposes this rcg1on was 

determined to be all Residential and no Commercial/Industrial. 

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

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered 1n 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 A TE.R DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 

• · A .new distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 
sy,stem by approximately I I OOLF of I 2'-inch dia. main looped to the adjacent 
existing system at a cost of.$ I 54,000. . 

• Flow rates were · based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations (I .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: 
• T h is region would require construction of a new lift station, off Hwy. 2 11 th~n 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 of 0. 75 cfs. 

• 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. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 

• Natural d rainage is inadequate to handle outfall. Runoff would, therefore, require 
construction of approximately 3500 LF of 78~inc h dia. pipeline Easterl y to the 
Pudd ing River at a cos t of $ 1.3 million, approximately 170 cfs. 

• Estimated new col lec tions sys tems cost is $2.68 million. 
• Analysis ind icates the ex is ting system (i .e. curren t 2004 ~ervice area) will s uppor1 

the improv.ements, es ti mated costs are shown below in the swnmary. 

COST LSTIMJ\TE S UMMARY: 
W ater Im provements 
Sanitary Se wer 
S torm Sewer 

Tota l 

Item No. 9 
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.$ 3,240,000 

.$ 5,200,000 
$ 5.000,000 
$] 3,440,000 



-REGJON No.5 

GENERAL: Q 
• · Approximately 430 .AC total area. For evallllition purposes this reg10n was 

ac;signed into 430 AC of Commercial/ln.dustrial 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/con tri buti on rates. 

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

• This region was anfl,Jyzed independent of other proposed regi~ns. 
• . The analysis is based on all CIP projects,' identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• . A new qistribution system will require e)(tension of the existing distribution 

system by appro{(imately -J600LF 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 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: 
• Thi,s region will require construction of a new lift station in the Northwest corner 

of the region at an estimated cost of $350,000. 
• The new lift station would then require a new force main of approximately 4800 

Lf to connect to the existing gravity collection system at the Mill Cr: trunk line 
off of Cleveland SL at an estimated cost of $750,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $2.16 million and will generate an 
approximate load of 0.50 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will s~pport 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage is inadequate to handle outfall. Runoff, therefore, requires 

cons.truction ofapproximately 4500 LF of 84-inch dia. pipeline Easterly to the 
·Pudding River at a cost of $2.0 million, approximately 216 cfs. 

• Est imated new collections systems cost is $ 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 Estimate Summary: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$ 2,700,000 
$ 3,260,000 
$ 3, 150,000 
$ 9. I I 0.000 Itelll N 

Page o.~ 
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REGION No.6 

GENERAL; 
• Approximately I 90 AC total urea. For evaluation purposes this rcg10n was 

a'i.signed into I 90 AC of Residential and no Commercial/Industrial. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer and storm distribution and collection systems are 

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

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

· • This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CJP 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 5000LF of l 2-inch dia. main looped at a cost of 
$600,000. 

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

• 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 drainage appears adequate to handle outfa ll(s) to South Mi ll Cr. to service 

thi s area, approximately 95 cfs. 
• Estimated pew collections systems cost is $ 1.47 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: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

TotaJ 

Item No. 9 
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$ 2,300,000 
$ 2,640,000 
$ I ,470,000 
$ 6,4 10,000 



I~EGJON No.7 
GENf~H/\L; 

• Approximately 510 AC tow! urea. For evaluntion purposes this region wa<; 
divided into 38.0 AC of Residential and l 30 AC of Commercial/ Industrial. 

• Flow -rates for water; sewer and storm distribution and collection systems arc 
based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rat.cs. . 

• When and where practical topographic geography ·was considered in gravity 
-systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of o.ther proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTlONSYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing dis~bution 

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 MOD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastrucnue 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 wilJ generate an 
approximate load of 1.0 cfs. 

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

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• A new collection sys tem would connect to lhe existing system on the West end of 

Parr Rd. and require upsizing the existing co llector to a 42-inch dia. line at a cost 
of $200,00, approximately 255 cfs. 

• Es timated pew collec tions systems cost is $3.44 million. 
• Analysis indicates lhc existing system (i.e. current 2004 service urea) will support 

the improvements, es timated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stonn Sewer 

Total 

$ 4,790;000 
$5,100,000 
$ 3,640,000 
$ 13,530,000 

Item No. 9 ----
Page 489 



REGION No.8 

. GEN!-:HAL; 

• Approximately 750 AC total area. For t:vnJlU:Ition purposes this rt:gion was 
divided into 457 ~C of Residential and 296 AC of Commercial/ Industrial. 

• Flow rates for water; sewer and storm distribution and coJ)ection systems arc 
based on zoning densities appropriate to the fl'lsigned land use and Master Plan 
consumptiorycontribution rates. 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravi ty 
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 existi.ng system without 
requiring any additional distribution line between systems. 

• Flow rates wt;re based upon Master Plan use rates pe.r capita and 2-hour fire 
. durations (3.5 MOD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $5.6~ million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) Will supwrt 

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

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• A new collection system would coru1ect to the existing system on the West end of 

S . Woodland Ave. flowing to I-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 genemte an 
approximate load of 1.32 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, estim'ated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drai nage appears adequate to handle outfall (s) to both fi ngers of Senecal 

Cr. to service thi s area. Approximatel-y 375 cfs. 

• Esti mated new collections systems cost is $4.63 rn illion. 
• A nalys is indica tes the existi ng system (i.e. current 2004 serv ice area) wi ll support 

the improv.ements, esti mated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stonn Sewer 

Total 

Item No. __ 9 __ 
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$5 ,620,000 
$6,670,000 
$4,630,000 
$ 16,920,000 



REGION No. J 

HEVJSED AREA 
AUGUST 2,2004 

GENERAL: 
• · Approximately I 55 AC total area. For evaluation purposes, this region was 

divided into I 55 AC of Residential and 0 AC o f Commercial/Industrial. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer 'arid storm distribution and collection systems arc 

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

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

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis _is based on all CJP projects, identified iri '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 syste'ins. 
• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates ~ capita and 2-hour fire 

durations (0.92 MGD). 
• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $ J AO 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 oh 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 o f0 .35 cfs. 

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

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• 

• 
• 

Natural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to both fingers of Senecal 
Cr. to service this area, approximate 77.5 cfs. 
Estimated new co ll ections sys tems cost is $ 1.2 1 million . 
Analysis indicat6 the existing sys tem (i.e. current 2004 serv ice area) will support 
the improvements, es timated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

TotaJ 

$1,400,000 
$I ,670,000 
$ 1,2 10,000 
$4,280,000 

( · ·} 

Item No. 9 
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nEGJON No.2 
GENERAL: 

nEVJSED AI~EA 
A LJGUST 2,2004 

• · Approximately 251 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region was 
divided into 255 AC of Residential and 2 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 

• Flow rates for water; . sewer and storm distribution and collection systei1'1S arc 
based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• · When· and where -practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• . The analysis -is based on all ·CIP projects, identified in the ·current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
· • · A . new distribution system will require extension of the ex1stmg distribution 

system by . approximately 1300LF of 12-inch dia, main looped to the adjacent 
existing system at a cost of$180,000. 

• · Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations ( 1. I MGO). . 

• Estimated cost of construction of distributior infrastructure is $1.31 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e: current 2004 service area) will support 

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

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 

• This region would require construction of a new gravity system to connect to the 
existing system at the North end o f Boones Ferry Rd: . 

• From the Boones Ferry Rd. connection point, approximately 4000 LF of collector 
will have to upsized to the Goose Cr. connection of the parallel westerly reliever 
at a cost of $500,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1.29 million and will generate an 
approximate load of 0.28 cfs 

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

STORM S EWER SYSTEM: 

• Natural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to upper Mill Cr. to service 
this area, approx imately 128 cfs. 

• Es timated new co llections systems cos t is $930,000. 
• Annlys is indicates the ex is ting system (i.e. current 2004 service area) w ill support 

the improvements, es timat ed costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Wnter Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
S tom1 -~ewer 

Item No. 9 o tal 

$ l ,490,000 
$ 1,790,000 
$ 930,000 
$4.2 10,000 
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HEGION No.3 
GENERAL: 

JtEVISED AREA 
AVGVST 2,2004 

• Approximately I 3 AC total area. For evaluation purpbses this region was divided 
into 0 AC of Residential and I 3 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 

• Flow rates for water; sewer and storri1 distribution and collection systems are 
bas.ed 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 ba5ed on all ClP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension of. the existi.ng distribution 
, system by approximately 400LF of I 2-inch dia. main . looped to the adjacent 

existing sy~tem at a cost of $60,000. 
• Flow rates were based u~n Master Plan · use rates per capit~ 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 of 0. 0 I 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 o utfall. The region wo uld requ ire 

construction of approximately 700 LF storm sewer conveyance system, Easterly 
to the natural drainag~ at a cost of $75,000 approximately 6.5 cfs . 

• Estimated new collec tions sys tems cos t is $47,000. 
• Ana lysis indicates the existing sys tem (i. e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements. estimated costs are shown be low in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE S UMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
S3Ilitary Sewer 
S torm Sewer 

Total 

$ 126,000 
$ 165,000 
$ 122,000 
$ 4 13,000 

,~ 

~ ~ r· ·-- -
..-' # .I ._; . ' 

Item No. 9 
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( ) ........... HEGION No.6 

nEVJSED AnEA 
AVGVST 2,2004 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 34 AC total area. For eval uation purposes this region was assigned 

into 21 AC of Residential and 13 AC CommcrciaVIndustrial. 
• 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 baS'ed on all CIP projects, identified in ihe current Master Plan 

· Documents, have been c;ompleted. · 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 

• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 
system by approximately 500 LF of 12-inch dia. main . lo~ped . at a· cost of 
$600,000. . .. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and. 2-how- 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 reg(on 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 I 800 
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 90,000 arid will generate an 
approximate load of0.06 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the exis ting system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown be low in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 

• Nat ural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to South Mill Cr. to service 
this area, approx imate ly 17 c fs. 

• Estimated new collectio ns sys tems cost is $2 10,000. . 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) wi ll suppo rt 

the improvements, estimat ed costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 

Item No. 

Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
S tom1 Sewer 

9 ----
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$ 860,000 
$ 890,000 
$ 210,000 
$ I ,960,000 



REGION No.7 
REVISED 

.JUNE 3. 2004 

• Approximately 379 AC total area. For evaluation .pUi-poseS this region is divided 
into 285 AC of Residential and 94 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 

• Flow rate~ for water; sewer ·and storm distribution and collection systems arc 
based on zoning · densities appropriate to the assigned !and · usc and Master Plan 
consulllption/contrjbution rates. . .. ·. · 

• When and wh~re practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region ~as an.alyzed independent of other propose·d 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 extepsiof} 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 lv1GD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of dis tribution infraStructure is $3.0 million. 
• Analysis indicates the e~isting system (i.e. current 4004 service area) will support 

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

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 

• This region will require construction of I 000 LF of_new gravity s~wer line to 
connect· to the existing system at the South end of Harvard St. at a cost of 
$80,000; 

• The existing gravity collection system at Harvard St. would require being upsized 
for approximately 3300 LF to 1-5 pump station at an estimated cost of $250,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $3.5 million and will generate an 
approximate load of0.7 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will s upport 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER S YSTEM: 

• !\new collection system.would connect to the existing system on the West end of 
Parr Rd. n.nd require upsiz ing the.exi stlng collector to a 42-inch dia. line a t a cost 
of $200,00, approximately 190 cfs. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $2.5 million. 
• Analysis indicates the ex is ting system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

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

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY:· 
Water Improvements 
Sani tary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$ 3.700.000 
$ J:8J O.OOO 
$ 2,700,000 
$ 1 0.230.000 

Item No. 9 ----
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REGION No.8 

GENERAL: 

REVISEI> AREA 
JUNE 3, 2004 

• Approximately 213. AC total area. For evaltu~tion purposes this region is divided 
into I 7 AC of Residential and I 96 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 

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

• When and where practical top(>graphic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proPQsed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects, identified in the current Mas!er Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system can be looped to .the adjacent existing system without 

requiring any additi9nal distribution line between systems. 
• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 

durations ( l. 1 MOD). 
• 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 sys tem would connect to the existing system on the West end of 

S. Woodland Ave. flowing to I-5 pump station . . 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1 .2 million and will generate an 

approxima~e load of0 .25 cfs. 
• Analysis indkates 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 outfaJI(s) to both fingers of Senecal 

Cr. to sci-vice this area. Approximately 1 I 0 cfs. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $838,000. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i .e. curient 2004 service area) will support 

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

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

Item No. __ 9 __ 
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$ 1,200,000 
$ 1,200,000 
$838,000 
$3.238.000 
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ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY SUBMITTED/RECEIVED 
AFTER THE APRIL 28, 2006 PUBLIC HEARING 

1. Roger Kaye (e-mail dated April27, 2006) 
2. Marion County Farm Bureau (letter dated April 24, 2006; fax received 

April 28, 2006, letter received May 1, 2006) 
3. Kevin Mayne for Krivoshein property (letter dated April 19, 2005 

submitted for Woodburn City Council hearing and resubmitted to County; 
received May 10, 2006) 

4. Bob Lindsey (e-mail dated May 12, 2006) 
5. Sid Friedman, 1000 Friends of Oregon (newspaper article and letter dated 

December 8, 2003 to City ofWoodbum; submitted May 15, 2006) 
6. Jerry Mumper (letter dated May 10, 2006) 
7. Brian Moore for Fessler property (letter dated May 12, 2006) 
8. Ed Sullivan for Tukwila Partners (letter dated May 12, 2006; mail and fax) 
9. Susan Duncan for Serres Family (e-mail and letter received May 15, 2006) 
10. Susan Duncan (written copy of testimony dated April26, 2006 presented 

orally at the April26 public hearing; received May 17, 2006) 
11. Serres Family (letter dated April 26, 2006 including three (3) DVDs - two 

of April 25, 2005 Woodburn City Council meeting and one of the June 9, 
2005 Woodburn City Council meeting; received May 17, 2006) 

12. Joe Kuehn (e-mail dated May 31, 2006) 
13. City ofWoodbum (letter faxed June 5, 2006) 
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·From: 
·To: 
Date: 

"Roger Kaye" <rkaye@OregonVOS.net> 
<commissioners@co.mario.n:or.us>, <lsasaki@co.marion.or.us> 
4/27/20061:42:51 PM 

Subject: Woodburn UGB Hearing 

Dear Commissioners & Staff, 

Thanks for your patience last night and taking the time to consider our 
position arid that' of the others testifying at the hearing. · 

Friends of Marion County hopes to be involved with your future 
deliberations and ·requests notice of additional board work sessions so 
that we may be present to add additional testimony if necessary. 

After listening to some of the comments concerning the Woodburn School 
District' property, I want to add some our my own. Even if the school 
property is brought into the UGB, there is no guarantee that_ the school 
district will utilize it. They may very well decide to sell it at some · 
future date for a site at a different location. The school district did . . . . . 

hOt seem to have p)ans for a new building at that location. The city 
probably did not include it so they could add more industrial and 
residential land to their current proposal. 

. . 
Perhaps, their thinking is to come forwarc! at some future date with a Post.· 
Acknowledgement Pain Amendment (PAPA). This involves must less cost than 
periodic review and could pass muster easily at DLCD -who would want to 
say that a school serving Woodburn children is bad land-use policy? 

Since there are too many unknowns regarding this issue, I would like to 
propose that you exclude the school property and let the city and school 
district address the issue when their plans mature. 

Than!< you. 

Roger Kaye, Pres. 
Friends of Marion County 
503-743-4567 
r~aye@OregonVOS .net 

:::?.:;til 

r. 

ThiS message has been scanned for virus content by Symantec Anti-Virus, anq is believed to be clean. 
Viruses are often· contained in attachments - Email with specific ;:~ ttachment types are automatically 
deleted. . . 
If you need to receive one of these attachments contact Marion County IT for assistance. 
********k********** 

.-

Item No. __ 9 __ 

Page 525 



8 

Item No. 9 
Page 526 



Apri124, 2006 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Att: · Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 
PO Box I 4500 . 
S~em OR 97309 

RE: Woo.dburn Periodic Review/UGB 

Dear Commissioners and Staff: 

3415 Commercial St .. , Suffe G Salem, Oregon 97302 

Telephone: (503) 399-6417 
Fax: (503) 399-8082 

~~©~llV/~llJ . 
i . ".1 0 l 2006 
~ • • J 4 

MARION COUN1Y PLANNING 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Woodburn's proposed Urban 
Growth Boundary expansion. 

Marion County Farm Bureau always has concerns about the type of soils cities are 
proposing to expood upon. :r op quality farmland is in short supply. As farmers we are 
pro }?ably aware of this mote than anyone and feel we need to continually remind planner 
of this fact. 

Our members have a concei·n with the proposed expansion onto some of the best soils on 
the north side of Woodburn. We appreciate the improvement upon the original plan, 
which removed the area north of Tukwila, but we still have concerns about the large 
parcel remaining. 

ORS 197.298 establishes priorities on the quality ofEFU lands to include when 
expanding an Urban Growth Boundmy. With the proposal to expand the UGB onto quite 
a large area of prime farmland on the west side of the freeway, it would appear that more 
non-prime soils south of Parr Road would be a good tradeoff if needed to meet total 
expansion goals. 

We respectfully request that the Board of Commissioners consider this issue of quality 
farm land that we have presented here · 

Sincerely 

c#&Uy(J'dLC&~vr 
Lar.Jo/ Wells, President 
Marion County Farm Bureau 
Bhard ofDirect~rs . 
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BREWSTER & MAYNE, P.C. M tfU ~~w~ . 
687·Court Street NE, Suite 6~0JV, · /}' 1 0 . · ~jj"): 
s~ 1em, oR 97301 ·· Co& <'t7t>0 · . ~- . 
Phone: 503-362-2511 ~,£f..~~s;~ney E. Brewster 
Fax: 503-371-4849 -~,.<~ti9Jt7GVlayne 

Mayor Figley" 
Woodbum City Council 
Woodbum City Hall 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

April .19, 2005 

By fax: 503-982-5243 

Re: Legislative Amendment 05-01: Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update 
Inclusion ofKrivoshein Property 

Dear Mayor Figley and Council Members: 

On behalf ofNedezda Krivoshein, we a~k ti]at the Council consider including the 
Krivoshein property for residential purposes in the· expanded UGB. In addition, we request that 
this letter and its attachment be induded in the public record. 

During the la.St CitY Council Meeting on._March 28, 2005, there was considerable 
testimony, including that of the Serres family, as to why the City should consider developing the 
east side of Woodburn for residential purposes. We agree with several of the points raised by t4e 
Serres family. However, we also suggest that inclusion of the Krivoshein property might be 
more beneficial, based primarily on tlie smaller parcel s1zes. · 

Description of the Krivoshein Propertv 
The K.riv~sbein propert-y consists offom different pru·cels (see attached map). The 5.rst 

three are owned outright, and the fouith (surrounded by dashes) is currently under lease with an 
option to purchase. The parcels aie zoned EFU, composed primarily of Class II soils, and 
consists of approximately 32.5 acres. The property is botmded on the north by Meadow Lane, on 
the south by East Hardcastle, and on the west by Cooley Road and the existing UGB. 

The Krivoshein property is flat. Unlike the Serres property, none of it is not located 
within a floodplain' and it contains no wetland areas for which special consideration would be 
required. 

1 See FIRM 41047C0139G. Item No. __ 9 __ 
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Unlike the ·serres property to the south, the Krivoshein property is already bounded on the 

8 ·ea$t by residential development (Cooley's Park). There is Cj]so a new subdivision going in . __ 
directly across Cooley Ro?-d to the west, which will consist_ of 14 houses and is slated to be 

· incl"\lded in the current UGB expansion. The area west' of the Krivoshein property, across Cooley 
Road, is currently designated as low-density residential (LDR). · 

The Need for Additional Residential Property 
· The City ,hired Winter brook _Planning to study the need for additional land to be added to 

the UGB to meet projected growth by the year 2020. Winterbrook determined in its Woodburn 
. Year 2020 UGB Justification Report ("the Report") that the City will need an additional555 
acres ofresidentialproperty by 2020. Report, pg. 9, Table 3. 

The Report makes several assumptions about being able to meet this need through infill 
and changes in density. The practical application of those assumptions is questionable. The 
Rep.ort admittedly incl11des "liberal assumptions regarding residential infill and partially 
developed residential ... lands." Report, pg. 4. In addition, it requires that the City-adopt 
measures "to increase density and provide for more affordable housing." Report, pg. 9.2 

Successful implementation of the existi.o.g_plan seems difficult based upon the number of 
assumptions made and the changes that will be necessary to buck development trends that have 
evolved over the last several decades. 

Permissibilitv ofinclusion of Agricultural Land Under ORS 197.298 
In its analysis under ORS 197.298, the City ha;:;. attempted to give first priority to infill of 

existing residential land within the current UGB (as noted above), then inclusion of existing 
exception areas. 3 The statute states that the 'City may then consider including existing 
agricultural property. Even though there may be some aversion to inclusion of agricultural 
property, it is clearly permitted by state statute when due consideration has been given to higher 
prioritY areas as in this case. 

Comments from Paul Serres at the City Council meeting (see Minutes, pg. 11) and the 
Serres ' submissions to the City (see letter dated March 23, 2005) have raised several valid 
arguments as to why property in this area should be included even though it is agricultUral land. 
This includes the fact that farm owners in the area are supportive of such inclusion. It is 
important to again note that the Krivoshein property is already bounded by residential 
development on its east and west sides. In addition, the Krivoshein property consists of parcel 
sizes (5-10 acres) that are cmiducive to residential development. 

2 In fact, the projections require that th~ City increase its trend of 6.8 dwelling units per 
net buildable acre to 8.3-8.5 dwelling units. Id 

3 There are 107 acres_ in exception areas that are designated for residential purposes. 
Report, pg. 38. However, there· are only 2 p·arcels that are over 5 acres, and the Report admits 
that "due to existing parcelization · .. . this land is not ve1y efficient for meeting residential 
needs·." Id 
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8 
Economic Consequences . 

In its Report, Winterbrook divided the potential UGB expansion area into eight study 
areas. 'the Krivoshein property is located in Study Area 4, consisting of343 acres. Report, pg. 
15. 

In its analysis of the criteria necessary for a Goal 14 expansion, the Report reached the 
conclusion that Study Area 4 was one of the costliest for expanding public facilities and services 
into that area. Report, pp. 17-21. This, along with negative i.nlpacts on adjacent farm uses, was 
cited as one of the primary reasons for avoiding expansion into this area. Report, pg. 27. 

We agree with the arguments of the Serres letter submitted to the City on March 23, 
2005~ suggesting that the findings regarding utility costs be re-examined. To.paraphrase, those 
findings were as follows: 

1-.. Se,wage.Treatrnent- Study Area 4 is near the Woodburn Sewage Treatment Plai'lt, and 
sits on the scu:q~ bench above the Pudding River. In addition, there is a slight slope from the 
Serres and Krivoshein property to the Plant. This .results in a gravity flow line and eliminates the 
need for pumping across "washboard topography." There is also an existing gravity flow sewer 
main .I11Ill1ing along East Hardcastle, It is questionable how costs could be so high when such 
conditions exist. 

2. Storm Drainage - Storm drainage flows easterly to the Pudding River. The drainage 
flows naturally downwru.-d from the Krivoshein property to that basin. 

3. Water- As mentioned in the Serres letter, there is more than ample water available. in 
that area and two existing wells with mainline distribution systems. 

4 . Negative Consequences to the Firming Economy- The Serres letter to the City 
proposes inclusion of a large tract of frum property based iri part on the premise that it cannot be 
made productive since it is too small in size. The Kr:ivoshein property is much smaller than the 
Serres property and would result in less land being removed from farill use. In addition, based on 
input from the neighbors, including Serres, that they would like to be included in the UGB 
expansion, it does not appear that adjacent farming operations could be negatively impacted. 

Social/Environmental Conseguences 
The Report admits on page 27 that there would be no negative social consequences from 

an expansion of residential uses into this area. It also states that environmental consequences 
would be "relatively low.') Report, pg. 28. 

Energ:y/Traffic Issues 
TI1e Report raises concerns about additional congestion on City streets and the I-5/Hwy 

214 interchange. In fact, during his testimony at the City Council meeting Mr. Winterowd stated 
that "relieving the congestion at the I-5 interchange is necessary to make the economic 
development plan workable." Minutes, pg. 5 (emphasis added). However, the current plan 
provides that the only residential expansion ·will take place on the southwest and north sides of 
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the City. These are areas that will dump most of the traffic onto the I-5 interchange.4 

If a primary goal is to avoid increased congestion at the I-5 interchange, it makes inore 
sense to place new residential property on the east side of the City, or at a minimum, to disperse 
it in more than just two general areas. As noted~ theJCrivoshein property is bounded by existing 
streets on the north, west and south sides. Easy access is provided to Hwy 99E and Hwy 211. 
Residents located in this area are more likely to access the 99E interchanges at Aurora or Brooks 
rather than the interchange at I-5 and Hwy 2 14. This avoids increasing congestion at the I-5 
interchange.· 

Final Thoughts 
. With its proximity to residential property ~p the west and east, existing utilities on 

Hardcastle, existing adjacent streets and the proximity ofHwy 99E and Hwy 211, transition of 
the Krivoshein property to residential use will not negatively impact the surrounding 
e:i:rviroriinenk·,..:Il:r.order to avoid ii1creased congestion at the I-5 it1terchange, the City should 
examine the potential for residential expansion in more thanjust two areas. The Krivoshein 
property provides ideal parcel sizes ·for residential development. In addition, closer examination 
of the estimated costs for such expansiov r_eveals that the methodology should be re-evaluated. 
Therefore, we ask that the Council include ·the Krivoshein property as part of the City's UGB 
expansion. 

Yours truly, 

Enc. Map of property 
cc: Client 

4 See Report, pg. 39, which plans for 146 acres on the southwest side and 200 acres on 
th r nr.rth _.; .J -
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u::;.c> tC::I vd::>dl\1- r'WU: VVOOdburn Keview Plan 

From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Planning 
Lester Sasaki 
5/12/2006 7:08:49 AM 
Fwd: Woodburn Review Plan 

Looks like something for you .... 

TamiAmala 
Mgmt. Analyst 
Public Works-Planning Division 
(503) 588-5038 

>» Bob Lindsey <gnome0109@got~ky.com> 5/12/2006 5:38AM >>> · 
.... ·: . . . .' 

I still have major problems in 5 areas. 

1 . Crosby road expansion 
If in fact, the City of Woodburn understands the meaning of the word 

"No" and accepts the fact that will be no interchange build at Crosby 
road, then one could accept ·some expansion to the North with an 
agreement that Crosby road shall remain intact with no new egress or 
ingress curb cuts and if the opportunity arises reduce the number of 
access cuts. And that development will face inward toward city so as to 
create a definite, obvious boundary between Crosby road and 
development. 

2.Butteville Road 
UGB should be left at present location for several reasons. 

a. Woodburn is requesting more than their share of Industrial land 
and they need to give somewhere. 

b. Given the soil quality, topography of land mass and ability of 
city to service land mass, I would submit that one would be hard 
pre~sed to deny a development petition west of Butt·eville road when 
in fact you have granted similar privileges to parties east of 
Butteville road. I think society is better served by maintaining 

integrity of farmland to the west. Which meqns that area south of 
219, the UGB be left as presen tly defined. 

3. East school site 

My information base says that city wants to move toward approval of 
plan in it's present form and deal with school issue as an exception 
after process is completed. Which I classify as "Bait & Switch". 
(Crosby road also presents the potentiai of "Bait & Switch") 

a. School district hangs their hat on land cost when in fact land 
cost is. a minor part of cost to siting any educational facility. I have 
two problems with this approach. 

First: Land cost should not be the driving force for school 
location_ Schools solidify and define community. Prime considerations 
for school location should be based on how to best serve the 
constituents and strengthen the community. School siting should be a 
joint decision by rendered by city and school district. 

Second: Location causes city to build a sanitary pump station . 
.1mp stations are to be avoided at all costs and should automatically 
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rule ·out this petition. 

4. Reality on the ground 

Thrust of Woodburn plan ignores the fact that city is dissected by 
1-5, 99E, a major rail line, four definitive constituent groups Given 
these realities, one could build a strong case for an aggressive 
redevelopment strategy of existing land masses. Which in turn would 
require "little or no need to expand land mass. Industrial expansion 
should be a minor part any plan. 

5. Transportation plan . 
I would respectfully suggest that you m.ay want to take a hard look. 

Plan in present form com.mits a substantial amouht ·of county funds down 
the road. Are you sure. you want to commit? 

Happy days, 
bl 

"Every Home needs a Gnome" 

Bob & Pat lindsey 
7505 Windsor Is Rd N 
Salem, OR .97303 
503 551 8585 
Gnome01 09@gotsky.com 

"Gnome News Is Good News" 

******************* 

This message has been scanned for virus content by Symantec Anti-Virus, and is believed to be. clean. 
Viruses are often contained in attachments - Email with specific ~ttachment types are automatically 
deleted. · · · 
If you need to receive one of these attachments contact Ma~icin County IT for assi$tance. 
******************* 
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C2· ~nfJict .. Of!iftterest ~~- ········. 
A consu t on ... · . , '· . : · · . 
land use advised · · · ' · · · · 
a· developer, 
a group says. 
BY MICHAEl: ROSE 
Statesman Journal · 

WOODBURN- A con
sultant hired by th.e city of . 
Woodburn had a conflict of 
interest when lie recom
~~nded expanding tlie 

;s w-ban growth bound: 
)accordin~ to land,use 

6 ooup 'noo Friends of Ore
gon. 

p, based consul-
tant G. ~~rywinterowdof 
Winterbrook Planning ad
vised the city of Woodburn ·. 
and real estate developer 
Opus Northwest. Opus ill
tends to develop a !30-acre · 
s ite along Interstate 5, 
west of tl1e Win Co Dis trib
ution Center. 

The dispute is whether 
Winterowd - hired by the · 
city lo .!'>rovide Impartial · 
advice- should have tak
en money from .a develop· · 
er whose project depends 
on getting agricultimi! 
land brought into ·the 
Jrban growth boundary . 
l!ld rezoned for industcy. 

"How can w·e possibly 
-el.y on the objectivity of his 
: naly~is?". said Sid Fried
~an. plaruting advocate for 
000 Friends of Oregon. 
Woodburn officials 

10uld view Wintero'wd's · 
!COmmendations with 
<epticism or fall back on 
1 earlier land-use study 
me by McKeever-.Morris 
at suggested there was 

. e~pl.e o.{ !!r,easonab~ \ mise ·8. process The Opus site might be· 
·Jorese~iibla · cohflict,'' ac- for n 1)1! o~ money, or como a focal point for con-

. .. c·oi:dfug\'to iin atlvisory Is- a lof of moriey," srud Win- trasting· views of Oregon's 
sued By the trade group. . terowd, who us'ed to be a· future: saving land for 

Woollliurn officials sald member of 1 ooo Ffiends. · agriculture or rolling out 
Winterowd's work . for The complaints particu- the welcome·mat for real 
Opus "was acknowledged !arty s ting, i)e said, be· estate developers. It re
verbal.l.y" 'by the city, ac- cause the master plrui he cenUy was identified as 

. ciirding to ·I! Dec. 11 Jetter prepared for Opus was in- · one of 25 locations of 
, ·from the City manager to tended to prevent the trn!- "statewide signific311ce for 

1000 F,tlends. -flc cgngestioll and sprawl job creation" by state eco-
a site · Wirl.terow~ said he . as- detested by 1000 Friends. nomic development offi-. 
do'volopment, but sisted'Opus with designing Woodburn officials said. cials. . 

·some activists a n:mster plan for it.~ prop- tha t .. they have reviewed WoodbllJ!l hns dis-
nncj farmors are erty, but that work came lOQO Friends' complaints cussed adding about 1,000 
objecting. seyeral months after his about · Winterowd and acres of land to.Jts_ urban 

' need to expand the 
·ban growtil boundary, 
iedman said. 
Winterowd described 
00 Friends' allegations 
~~ he acted improperly 

!Jelow-the-bcll hit." 
/nsultant said he· 

.-ains t o inform 1000 
;ends ar city about 
work· JS. 

tv>.YWORlHL~oroNI co1l)pany_made thc:de.ter- foun¢th'ero uWl\unded. ~_. p-owtb bo.undary, mclud-
'· .. · . ,s,~;~~~~~ n:ilil~~on Yiak'.!;!l~')~pus' ,·;-:f~Wi!it{rii:-vd ;'fno. longer , wg the Opu~ parcel. The 

of <;e~~ci:P.IjUlri~ii·C~\(e ·site w.ould, m iilllikelihood, . w.or.ks:•:fol'" Opos· on the proc~ss, ~hich has been 
of~W~s, ~(ate_s,Ilia_t!I·Pl!(n · be part. of W~odburh's ·. Woo'dqurn.projec~hesaid. ongomg ~mce 199

7
, must 

ner. · shguld 1\jl)y ilisc_l_9se urj)nn growth boundary. "I don't see this as a sto- · be approved by the ~ty, 
any. "~as·onably ffir~see- . . Opus . also paid for his· ry; al th'ough . -the 1000 county and sta~ agencies 
able coriflict" to clfeiitS be- partiCipation in meetings Friends are trying to make before nny land IS added to 
fore perlomilng work:· A wilh state agenCies, .the it one;'' sail:! Joh.n Brown, . Woodburn. It could tak~ 

I · kin ' 1 r' ffi. •r· · ·t' · dml · trato f months, or even years if 
'CiearJ:,, n' t believe 
:r e was a· conflict be
JSe lhe city was fully 
J.re of it," he said. 
' he American Institute 

p anner wor g .or I! !-ea go~erno s o ce, " .anon c.I.y . a ~Is . ' r · . or appeals are filed, before 
es~te dcvelop~en.~_diCJ_It . County .and 1000 Friend_s. · .,Woodburn. This Is a d!-ffi- UJe proposed expansion is 
while also se!VIIlg,_ap,~blic~. · b~ _all~ the _ cons~tant.s<Ui:l cqtt eno~gh pz;>cess WI~J- .:. approved. 
ag~nc:.r that-J;n~_r.)tave ~. ·, Opus paid lum about o~t .ll~YJ!lg third parties · · 1000 Friends' t, ·edman 
role m reVTeWJ,ng the: ·~8,000. · commg m from lhe out- · 
client's · projects·:·ls one · ·"I would never com pro- side;"lie added. '· ---s"'E"'E"'w"'oo:-=o-=s\-,R::::N"'t-:-:7=a 
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FRIENDs· Southern Oregon Office • 33 North Central Avenue, Rm. 429 • Medford, OR 9750i • (541) 245-4535 • fax (541) 776-0443 
Willamette Valley Office • 388 State Street, Suite 604 • Salem, OR 9730~ • (503) 371 -7261 • fax (503) 371-7596 

OF OREGQN Coastal Project Office • 93 4 Washington, #8 • Eugene, OR 97401 • (541) 34~3527 ~ fax (541) 342-3527 . 

John Brown, City Manager 
City of Woodbmn 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Dear Mr. Brown, 

December 8, 2003 

Thank you for your recent telephone conv~rsation regarding Woodb~'s ongo~g 
periodic review and for following-up on the City's failure to provide us. with notice .. of 
scheduled workshops and'heanngs de.spite" our written request for such pqtifi~ation. 
Thank yoi1 also for last week's ine~ting to• discuss v~ous d~velopmeht challenges facing 
the City. 

In :fue COU!.Se of ol.Jf t~lephone conversation we discussed the conflict of interest that Greg 
Winterowd has as a consultant to the City. As you know, at the same time that he 
advised the City on how much and where to expand the Urban Growth Boundary, he 
worked for a development company, Opus Northwest, that has a property interest in 
farmland they would like included within the UGB. In a meeting we had with Mr. 
Winterowd and a representative from Opus, Mr. Winterowd informed us that he had been 
retained by Opus to advise them on getting their land redesignated for urban uses. 

When I raised this issue with you, you said, in essence, that any conflict of interest in Mr. 
Winterowd's work was his problem, not yours. We disagree. As City Manager, you are 
charged with ensuring that your City Council receives full and unbiased information, 
especially regarding an issue as important as periodic review. Unbiased advice and 
information on possible UGB expansion is simply not possible from a consultant who is 
working for a party interested in inclusion of a particular parcel. 1 

We upderstand that Mr. Winterowd has recently withdrawn from his employment on 
behalf of Opus. However, tllis doesn't change the fact that willie Mr. Winterowd was 
producing studies for the city that recommended inclusion of the Opus parcel within the 
UGB, he was also employed by Opus to help get their parcel into the UGB. Under the 
code of ethics established by the American Institute of Certified Planners and the · 
Ameri~ru1 Planning Association, Mr. Winterowd was bound to provide the City with full 
written disclosure regarding this conflict and could not work for the City unless the City 

J On this poi.rit, it is particularly striking that the City's preyjous consultant, McKeever-Morris, concluded 
that no UGB expansion was necessary to accommodate projected growth. 
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~~;:6~:::,~:e~:~~~~~ :~~":~::.:~:.of any work. 2 We her~by request :~~;,5~;z:~: 

. Moreover, because a reasonable person would not view the studies and recommendations 
produced by Mr. Winterowd for the City of Woodburn as wholly objective and unbiased, 
we request that the City either move fotwaid with the recommendations of the original 
McKeever-Morris study or retain the services of an impartial consultant to produce new 
recommendations that are untainted by conflict of interest. 

At a minimum, your City Council and the taxpayers of Woodburn who are paying for Mr. 
Winterowd's contracts with the City deserve to be made fully aware of the conflict of 
interest so that they can publicly discuss whether or not they agree with your assessment 
that this poses no problem. Such public discussion should occur prior to the scheduled 
public hearing on the periodic review amendment package scheduled for Janu$1' 8, 2004. 

We therefore request that you place this item on the Council ~genda for discU.Ssion prior· 
to that date;· ·Plea.Se·advise us in writing at your earlies(yonvemence that you will do so. 

Cc: Greg Winterowd 

Sid Fnedm?ll 
Willamette Valley Planning Advocate 

· 1 000 Friends of Oregon 
189 Liberty StNE, #307A 
Salem OR 97301 . 
(503) 371-7261 phone 
(503) 371-7596 fax 

2 From AICP Code of Ethics: "3) A planner shall not perform work ifthere is an actual, apparent, or 
· reasouably foreseeable conflict of interest, direct or indirect, or an appearance of impropriety, without full 

written disclosure conce'ming work for current or past clients and subsequent written consent by the current 
client or employer. A planner shall remove himself or herself from a project if there is any direct personal 
or fmancial gai.n including gains to family members. A planner shall not disclose informati9n gained in the 
course of public activity for a private benefit unless the information would be offered impartially to any · 
person." 
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·Jerry Mumper 
P.O. Box262 
Turner~ Oregon, 97392 

May 10,2006 

Marion County Board of Coiilillissioners 
Les Sesaki, Principal PlaiiD.er · · ·· . · 
CoUrthouse Square 
555 Court St N.E. 
Salem, Oregon 97309-5036 

Re: Amendments. fu the Marion County Comprehensiv~ P~-W~dbum 
Comprehensive Plan/UGB Am.endments (LA 06-2) 

. . ·-·: . 

. 
Dear Commissioners and Sta.fr. . . 

. - . . -

. · I ·have reviewed the-d~ents tli~ the City of Woodburn provided 5Uppqrtfug thcir 
:findings andjustificationrelate4 to expanding the City's ~an gro:wfu bOU:q.darY (UGB), 
ruid· I believe that some of the information to calculate the number of irtdust:rial jobs 
projected to be needed by 2020 to be incorrect, and this jnflates the number of industrial . 
acres that they are requesting to be included in the UGB expansion. ' 

In Table 6 ofTechnicalReport2B WinterbrookPlanning shows that of~hlghprojected 
growth rate of 8375 jobs that 3836 would need to be .industrial jobs. This calcUlates to be 
45.8 percent of all jobs would need to be industrial jobs. 

. Table .1, Employment Projections by..lndustry, Region 3: Mario~ Polk and Yamhill 
Counties, 2002-2012, included in the publicati~~ Region~ Profile, Industry E1:9-plpyment 
in Region 3, by Oregon _Employment,Department, shows the total DP1}:-farm emplqyment 
:and the individual induStry sector ·employment for 2002 and projected for 2012. I have 
calculated the employment numbers for the year 2020 to correspond With the City of 
Woodburn's projections. These numbers show .that if all industry sectors that might 
possibly be sited on indUstrial ione<:l, property were included in the calculation to 
determine the mnnber of industrial jo'Qs needed that they would still only be 22.3 percent 
of all jobs. This is less than half of the .45.8 percent used.by the city. 

Due to the substantial difference in what the City used for their industrial job' growth and 
what the actual job growth might be, their calculations for the industrial acr~e needed 
is seriously inflated. Therefore I would recommend that the board deny the City of . 
Woodburn Plan Amendment proposal. 

Sincer ely, 

Jerry Mumper 
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Table1 

EmpJoymet1t Projections by JndUs4y. 
Region 3: Marion, Poll<, and Yamhill Counties 

2002-2012 

2002 ·:. 2012 

TOTAl NONFARM PA:YR(>u. EMPl..OYMENT ~64.1n;O 186.900 
. ·. 

.-:.. · .. ,-. -~ ~c(:4· . --~ 

GOODS PRODUCING' · . .?:9:000 . . . . 31,300 .. . 
134,900 155,600 SERVICE PRODUCING 

MANUFACTURING, TqTAL · 21,600 22,100 
DurabJe Goods 12.300 12.70(1 

- ~~~~~ ,. ' 4,6op 4,300 
. 7.7()0 a.400 

Nond!Jmbl6 Goads · • ·· · ' 9,30'0 . 9,400 . 
Food & I<IndfOO Products S:600 5,300_ 
Other.Nondurabf;e Goods 3.7~0 4,100 

NONMANUFACTURING, TOTAL . 143,100 164,800 
Mlniil{J &Quan:ying .... 400 . 400 
Construefi9n 7,800 8,800 
T~ & Pliblk; Utilities 5,800 6,400 
nansportatiOn 3,300 3,700 
Communications & Utililies i ·soo 2.700 

Wlolesale & Retail Trade 35,200 . 40,800 
'MiolesaJe Trade 4 ,800 5,600 
RelaifTrade 30,400 35.200 
Gefleml ~tm:handlse Stores <4,000 4,800 
Food Stores 4,800 . 5,400 
~tiitg'& Ddnklng Placas 11,300 

-.. -' -
12,901) Mlsce!laileouS. Retail 10,300 12. iOO 

Fmanca, Insurance. & Real Esrate 6,000 9,300 
~ 42,®0 .. 52.800 

Business & Professional Services 7,800 10.400 
Health Seivices- 12.700 16,100 
Other Serv~ & Nondassiflable 22.100 26,300 

Government 43,300 46,300 
Federal Government 2,1J)O 2 ,200 
State Government 19,500 20,500 

. Local Government 21 .700 ·23,600 

~ 

Change _change ~ 

22.200 · 13.5% ~~~ .... 
... 1.500 5..0% 
20,700 15.3% 

. 500 2.3~ rzzjs; 
<tOO ~3~ 
~00 -6.5%. 

.· 700 9..1% 
100 1.1% 

-300 ..S.4% 
400 10.8% 

21,700 . 15.2% 
0 . 0.0% 41X 

1,ooo· 12.8% 'TWA 
600 10.:3% 2;,B8t 

-400 12.1% 
200 6.0% 

5,600 15.9% 
800 16.7% ~z<} 

4.8oo 15.8% 
800 20:0% 
600 12.5% 

1,600 14.2% 
1;8oo 17.5% 

·· 1.300 16.3% 
10,200 23.9% 
2.600 33.3% 
3,4oo 26.8% 
4,200 19.0% 
3 ,000 6.9% 

100 4.8% 
1,000 5.1% 
1,900 8.8% 

-7c>1-a_/ e.;n,.o/oyJJ?o-rf -fid 1'77 /j .~/ · <5/:J.e o n ;';tck•s-/-n;J 
"'2. oYI ed p vope..yf'( 45y2~ 

rapid population growth, a robust economy, and low interest rates over the past few years. The 
construction indi,.Jstry tends to be cyclical, but low interest rates· have helped bolster job counts 
despite sl9wing .in many other industries. 
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SAALFELD GRIGGSpc 

Marion County Board of Commis~ i oners 

Courthous~ Square 
555 -court Str~et NE 
'salem,-OR 97309-5036 

RE: Woodburn Comprehe'nsive Plan/UG_B ~mendments; LA06-2 

Dear Honorable Commissioners: 

May 12,2006 

After consideration of testimony presented at and following the Apri l 26, 2006 hearing held in 
''\lbodburn regarding the City's Periodic Review, I submit this letter on behalf of the Fessler family to 

,·ovide information that may be helpful as you deliberate concern ing the City's adopted proposal. 

The School District has reiterated its disappointment regarding the exclusion from the proposed 
UGB of the D istrict's property located on the east side of the City. Recogniz ing that frustration, in late 
2005, the Fesslers and I met with Walt Blomberg (District Superintendent) and Dave Christoff (the 
District's Realtor) to discuss the idea of using a portion of the Fes~ l ers' property to help satisfy the 
District's needs. We proposed the idea of a master planned community that wou ld contemplate the 
location of a school site· withi n the res idei1tial expansion area proposed for the Fessler property. Tl~e 
District was, and I believe is still, receptive to th is idea. Through that 2005 meeting, we were able to 
better understand the needs of the District, and the Fesslers have engaged a firm to master plan a 
community based on those needs. Assuming the Fessler property is kept in the proposed UGB 
expansion, the Plan will be completed and presented to the Distri ct W e share this information in case 
you find it helpful to know that the D istrict wi ll have another opportunity for a school site in the 
expanded boundary. 

You have also received additional testimony from the Serres fami ly questioning the publ ic 
_facilities analysis done by the City and the process employed by the City for public participati on. 
· Please permit me to simply reiterate a few points in that regard. First, I refer you to the letter dated June 

27,. 2005 that I submitted to you prior to the April 26, 2006 hearing. That letter defends the City's 
analysis, and attached to that letter is a response from Multi Tech Engineering of Salem, which firm 
independent ly analyzed the City's ca lculations, made its own ca lculations of costs, and confirmPrl thP 

Salem- Bend 
www.sglaw.com 

Park Place, Suite 300 Post Office Box 470 tel 503 399-1070 
250 Church Street SE Salem, Oregon 97308 fux 503 371-2927 
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May 12, 2006 
Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Page2 

City's conclusions. As the Serres acknowledge, State law only requires a "rough cost estimate" from 

the City. . ~,_:·,,' .. -~ _ ·>:·: .. -·· ._ .. -~-:.<<.:~--~_.;:~:···::·-·;::·-r-~.?-,}~r.';: . 
Moreover, I re-emphasize that there are four Factors under·Goal-·14 in additiO'h to the threshold, 

soils factor in ORS 197.298 for a City to consider when determining the location of UGB expansion 
a reas. Costs to extend public faciliUes are m·erely one element of one Factor ("qrderly and economic 
extension of public servic;:es"). The Serres property does in fact cost more to serve. But, what is 
equally, if not more important, is that the Serres property contains a higher concentration of higher
class sofls (imd lower concentration of lower-class sofls), is not surrounded by roads to buffer it from 
neighboring farm uses, does not accomplish the City's Transportation System Plan, and is not located 
in · an area proven to successfully provide much-needed, h!gher-end housing (i .e. the northern a rea of 
Woodburn including the Tukwila go lf course and residential development). 

Fina lly, the Serres expressed concerns regarding the sufficiency of the City's proceed_i~g~ and 
response to the Serres' concerns. Please note that after the record was closed to the pubiic a.i;ld ·the City 
Council was preparingt o deliberate, the Serres family requested that the record pe re-opened to submit 
more testimony regarding the adequacy of the Public Facilities analysis. That request was granted. 
Response was given to many of the Se~res' qu,estiqns. (=u~her, . based _in part on testimony received, 
the Public Facilities Plari was revised for more 'clarity a·ricf deta il, and some of its assumptio ns were 
modified. Neverthe less, the overall conclusions remained the same. It is d ifficult to imagine how a 
City could be more accommodat ing and responsive. It is not legally required, and certain ly. cannot be 
practically expected that a City provide anything .more in response to the volumes of testimony it 
receives in these circumstances. · 

Thank you for your time and consideration. I hope you will find this information helpful.- The 
Fessle.rs respectfu lly request yo ur approval of the UGB e~pans ion proposed by the City. 

BGM:ms 

Cc: Tom Fess ler 

H:\Docs\ 1500Q-15499\15087\Letter BOC5-12-06.Doc 
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May 12, 2006· 

VIA FACSIMILE AND MAIL (503)588-5237 

Commissioner Sam Brentano 
Marion. County Board of Commissioners 
PO Box 14500 
Salem, OR 973 09 

Commission Chair Janet Carlson 
·arion County Board of Conunissioners 

~ 0 Box 14500 
Salem, OR 97309 

Commissioner Patti Milne 
Marion County Board of Commissioners 
PO Box 14500 
Salem, OR 97309 
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esui/Jv an @t;Y bl.aw. c om T E L EX '!' 3 106 

Re: ·woodburn Periodic Review and UGB Amendment 
Tukwila Partners 

Dear Commissioners: 

As yqu may remember, this firm represents Tukwila Partn rs, the owners-in-interest of 
approximately 277 acres of property north ofthe existing Woodburn city limits, ctuTently.used.by the 
Oregon Golf Club. As we will not have any further opportunity to discuss this matter with you, we 
wanted to explain why we have decided not to challenge the City's decision to exclude a poriion of our 
property from the Woodburn urban growth boundary (''UGB~'). In addition to foregoing that challenge 
a t this time, we urge you to conclir in the City's new plan and its UGB decisions for several reasons. 

First, the City of Woodburn has been working on our proposal for the past 3 years, but 
has been working on the plan for fue last twelve years. The primary _obj ective for undertaking the 

atly completed plan amendments was to provide adequate amounts of industrial lands. TI1e City has 
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Cominissioner Sa~ Brentano 
Commissioner Chair Janet Carlson· · 
comnrissioner Patti Milne 
May 12,2006 
Page2 

~;~·::,i:,_; .. ::r>}.-:/}:,···: :~ _ :: ·:·,:· -~.(~<::;::~{/(': .. \ · · ;~"'x,;.· · ;~*~,--~~~~;>:·: .... - : " ;:· : :.- .·:·,::~:('\ ._:,. · . ···: < .. · • . ·. . ... ~ ,.. · · · .. · ··. . . . .· 
· .\ ) :. ·.- .'Y9rked.b3rd.J9 .-analy# t.lle· ,n~~d fO:r*dqiti,oha.J..~d\ls;vial ,_1~4~ _,arid_t9 4eterrru~e the mps~ appropn?t.e · _; 

-

.. '. -: ., e;cp~n~·tdn ·m-e·as to ine.et 'th~t Tiee(f';"rt"wotii<f do the Citfno' favono ·derail this process;· seridin·g the '~tire . 
proposal back to the Ctty for further review, based on the City's decision not tq include the entire 
Tukwila property for high-end residential .use or to meet other such specialized needs. 

Second. we believe that we will have the support of CHy staff and o~ers in the City to 
support a post-acknowledgement plan amendment to include the Tuk:wjla property within the UGB as· . 
part of a separate and subsequent proceeding. We believe that without the pressure of addressing other 
non-residentiai interests, we will be able to tackle directly the City~s shortage of high-end residential 
_land and show that this parcel is suitable to fill that need. We also know the City has expressed an 
interest in having th.e portion ofthe golf course located within our property inside the Cjty limits; this 

. desire could also be accomplished through this post-ackno:.Vledgrnent plan ~en~ent. 

Third, the UBG boundary as proposed by the City is extended as fur as justified pased on· 
an integrated land needs anaiysis, transportation system plan and public facilities plan. · To remand the · 
decision at 1lus· point would require revising all of these plan-supporting documents, only ftirtb.er 
delaying all efforts to add more land jnto the UGB. 

Finally, we believe that the time between Board of Commissioner approval of the 
Woodbum Plan Amendments and UGB a'nd its acknowledgment should run concmrently with the 
updating ofthe County's population figures, so as to strengthen the basis for the future post
acknowledgment plan amendment. We urge the Board to commence this population update at its 
earliest opportunity. 

We appreciate your consideration of these jssues. Please do not hesitate to contact me 
should you have _questions or wish to discuss further. 

Sincerely, 

GARVEYSCI1UBERTBARER 

By 

EJS:CAR/rar · 
cc: Clients 

PDX_DOCS:373414.l (36282-00100] 
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ft Les_\E!~akl- kesgonse to W~brook!.§L!§'Q_6 Workshoe:..,~g Amndmnt 06-2 

8 From: Susan Duncan <dduncan@oregonsbest.com> 
To: · <sabr~ntano@co.marion.or.us>, <jcarlson@co.marion.or.us>, 
<pmilne@co.marion.oi-.us>, Lester Sasaki <lsasaki@co.marion.or.us> 
Date:· 5/15/2006 1 0:58:05 PM 
Subject: Response to Winterbrook, 5/15/06 Workshop, Leg Amndmnt 06-2 

bear Commisssioners and Principal Planner Sasaki: 

Please receive this email and its attachment into the public record in · 
the matter of Marion County Legislative Amendme;nt 06~2. 

. ..·. 

I was surprised that Mr. Winterowd was g"iven carte blanche at the May 15 
wor~shop to reiterate his past testimony without being called to address 
the significant adverse.testimony presented at your April26, 2006 
hearing on this ma~ter. 

The bottom line is that good community centered planning is not 
represented in his plan and that his failure to addressjust criticism 
reinforces my· perception .that his plan is a9vances an economic agenda 
without meaningfully addressing needs of the existing community . . 

Mr. Winterowd's ·May 15. performance was entirely consistent with his past 
testimony--stilted; biased, and unfair. 

Kudos to you, for allowing an open discussion of the Woodburn UGB 
amendment process at the April 26 hearing. Thanks to Commissioner 
Brentano's questions, this open process quicky identified what 1000 
Friends of Oregon would and wouid not contest before DLCD. This is 
exactly the type of open debate demanded by Goal 1, Citizen involvement, 
and exactly the debate that should have initiated Woodburn's LJGB 
expansion process. 

Please keep up the good work in the_public's interest. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Duncan 

******************* 

This message has been .scanned for virus content by Symantec Anti-Virus, and is believed to be clean. 
Viruses are often contained in attachments - Email with speCific attachment types are automatically 
deleted. 
If you need to receive one of these attachments contact Marion County IT for assistance. 
******************* 
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·Dear Commissioners, 

I walked away from your Woodburn UGBworkshop stunned at Mr. Winterowd's power 
of persuasion. Mr. Winterowd, !)peaking as)f the Aplil26 public hearing never occur;red, . 
wiped outthe public test:iillony from Woodblir:n School district, Thousand Friends of 
Oregon,. and the Serres Family by ignoring it. H~ spoke as ifhe was the final authority on 
Goal 14 and ORS 197.298, . and that he, not Mr. Sid Friedman; knew Thousand Friends 
of Oregon's position. He referred to Woodburn C!ty' s p:ublic facilities C()~t stridy 'as 
though it accillately compared costs among alternatives. (Otir :Fanlily hopes you read our 
testimony, the cost analysis for providing servic<;:s is flawe.d). Common sense se~m,s . 
thrown out the window here, all out of fear of what Tho'!lsand Friends might do at DLCD. 
Why not ask Mr. Freidman directly? He doesn't want Mr. Winterowd speaking for him. 

I realize that, as a compromise, you would rather see more acreage for residentiaJ occur 
. by retaining both the Fessler property an~l the area· arolind the iincoht·Road School . 
property" But, if inclusion of more acreage is not an option, whywa$ there .no discussion 
of bringing in the School District and Serres property on a greater good argument? This 
exact plan was publically endorsed by The Thousand Friends of Oregon (lt the Apljl26, 
2006 hearing. I know that Mr. Winterowd states that .191.2~i8 doe's not allow fuis', . bi.~t 
once again, soils are not the only criterion and 197.298(3)(a) specificaliy allows greater 
good arguments. 

~ · 

Please look for the plan that benefits the greatest number of people, the plan that will ( 
benefit those who live in this communitynow. To accept a plan just because it ;mec:ts the . 
letter of planning regulation short circuits the planning process, the primary objective of 
which is to integrate competing visions into a best plan for the common good. Settling for 
less than this is less than Woodbum deserves. 

Woodburn's City Administrator, Mr. John Brown, said it succinctly- these new jobs ar~ 
s6 important that good planning and saciificing 99E's commercial strip are a lessor price 
to pay compared to benefits of industrial development. vVe disagree. A comrmmity 
without heart is a community without place. 

Sjncerely, 

Susan Dlmcan 
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.Susan Duncan, 1840 East Lincoln Rd., Woodburn; Oregon, 97071 

Marion County Coiumissioners oil April 26, 2006 7pm 

4/26/2006 

· ff?rlrE~~~w~n 
I would like to address Goal14 and Oregon Revised Statute 197.298 

. ~~1AY 1 7 2006 

tvlARION COUNTYPLANNJN 
Before voting on the UGB ordinance Mayor Figley and several Woodburn City 

Councilors said the UGB expansion did not bring in the logical areas for Woodburn's 
future growth. But, they said, they had no choice but to accept the plan because they had 
to obey the law. 

I believe this sentiment reflects planning consultant Greg Winterowd's argument 
regarding soils under ORS 197.298. Mr.Winterowd, at the April24, 2005 City Council 
meeting mislead the council to believe that they did not have any option. He stated that 
ORS 197.298(3)(c)was inflexible and requires that lower value soils be brought in before 
higher value soils, · · 
period. He dramatically repeated this point, telling the Council that bringing the Senes 
property in would "guarantee" a remand. He also stated that, while the Senes property 
contained the lowest value·soils within the Study Areas, it was not considered because it 
wasn't buildable. 

But soils and buildability are not the only considerations. 

Outraged, I contacted Geoff Crook at DLCD. Geoff stated that Mr. 
Winterowd's statements were "Unfortunate, very unfortunate" for the City 
of Woodburn. He went on to say that none of the goals had priority over another, that a 
decision should be made that considers a balance of the issues that 
best served the needs of the area inv0lved, He was unwilling· to write 
anything to the City in our Family's behalf, as he felt 
it was not his place to do so, as the plan had not yet reached his door. 

He suggested that I talk with Les Sasaki, the person he felt had the best working 
knowledge of the Woodburn area soils, needs, and issues. So, I called Mr. Sasaki. He 
stated that the soils surrmmding Woodburn were so similar as not to be a factor in 
decision making. He repeated that the decision of where to go and what to include 
should be based on a balance of multiple cort:ununity needs. 

We had hoped that someone on the Council would contact 
the County and/or State to verify the accuracy ofMr. Winterowd's 
testimony. Apparently, no one did. They relied upon the e:x:Pertise of their 
consultant. 

Not only did the Consultant mislead the Cmmcil as to 197.298(3)(c) being 
the sole justili.cation for expansion to the North, he did not clari:f:Y that lower value soils, 
such as our class 3 and 6 soils in our woods and reservoir, had equal footing with 
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buildable lands if used for parks, recreation, and open space. There is no defined priority r 
of uses _-urider the statutes. But this reality was never presented. 

· Mr; Winterowd did not mention that the City could include class 2 soils for the purpose· 
of reaching lower value class 3 and 6 soils on our property -- the . same argument that he 
used to justifY b;ringing in the property for high-end residential next to the Freeway. 

Mr. Winterowd did not apply the "New Goal14" or 197.298 (3)(a), Both of which 
allow inclusion of higher value soil where site characteristics provided specific benefits. 
In our· case, proximity· to State Highways (99E, 214, 211), proximity to local businesses, 
proximity to the 'Heart-of-Woodburn', proximity to School District land, larger lot sizes. 
that can accomodate :firrther School needs, and completion of the existing street network. 
Once again, this argument was inconsistently used to support inclusion of properties 
elsewhere but denied here. · 

I believe that the proposed plan was constructed to meet the letter of the law, riot to 
meet the needs of the people or the town. The new goal14 was writte11: to provide 
flexibility, allowing balancing of livability needs with the nuts and bolts of residential, 
corm:i:lercial, and industrial needs. Rather than serving these needs, it was drafted to fit 
certain aspects of the law. 

We are not asking you to take our word, we are asking that you speak 
with your counsel in the Planning Department. A plan that expands high-end residential 
to the East best solves numerous issues, including: 

~ preserves freeway interchange capacity 
~preserves 99Ejobs andrevitilizes'99E commercial strip 
~ traffic routed efficiently to major State highway network 
~ conserves County $$ by shifting traffic to State Highways 
~ supports viability of School District's E. Lincoln road property ~
~ allows for public park and recreational opportunities 
~ proximity to electrical substation 
~ proximity to existing streets and city services 
~ proximity to natural drai:page 

We do not want to see a remand, however, the best application of the law 
demands inclusion of the Senes property. We are the Master Key. Development on the 
.east side benefits hundreds Woodburn's current residents, development to the north 
benefits none of them. This plan needs to be "tweaked" to balance the benefits for 
everyone. 

What would we like to see happe11? 
1) Earlier public input to aitow for meaningful invoivement. By the time the 

public was involved in the Woodburn process, it was too late and too 
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expensive to make changes. For example, the record reflects agreements with 
ODOT in 2002, 2003, long before any public UGB change notifications were 
made. The newspaper articles would say that the City was meeting with the 
County and State regards future road plans, but did not spell out that these 
decisions were a part of a 20 year UGB expansion that would profoundly 
affect the direction of future growth. 

2) Greater transparency in the local government decisio.n making process. Why 
do'es Woodburn need an Executive Session every meeting? This does not 
foster trust. 

3)" We truly do not want to see a full remand. We do want to have the location of 
high-end residential changed to include the Serres property to the East of 
town, allowing for the benefits as listed above. 

4) I would like for you to not be swayed by the "House of Cards" comment that 
threaten a complete collapse if you remove or reposition j ust one card. We need a 
balanced plan. . 

Thank you 
Susan Duncan 

I'd like to ask that tbis testimoney be included into the public record, as well as 
these DVD's of several Wodburn City Colmcil Meetings. The recorded minutes 
do not accurately reflect what was said at the meetings, this does. Also, please 
review our packet for another per~pective on the City's Cost to Provide Services 
Analysis. 
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8 Serr~s Family April 26, 2006 · 
1840 E. Lincoln Road 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Mr. Lester Sasaki 
Principal Planner 

[prt~(C~~'W~lQ) 
·MAY 1 7 2006 

Marion County Planning Division 
PO Box 14500 MARION COUNTY PLANNING . 
Salem, OR. 97309 

Dear Mr. Sasaki: 

Plea.Se enter the following materials into the public record of Marion County, Oregon 
Legislative Amendment 06-2: 

Woodburn City Council Meeting of April25,. 2005 recorded on two DVD1s; 

Woodburn City Council Meeting of June 9, 2005 recorded on one DVD. 
. . . . . . - . 

An elapsed-time colinter has been added to the recordings for indexing purposes. No 
other modifications have been made. 

A purpose of entering these DVDs into the record is to provide an accurate, unbiased 
acconnting oftestimony before the Woodburn City Council in the matter of Woodburn's 
UGB Expansion and Comprehensive Plan update. Another purpose is to document our 
positions on several debate topics. 

While we do understand that public meeting law does not require literal transcriptions, .it 
do~s require that the written record accurately reflect the testimony. We believe the 
written transc1iption of the proceedings\ in tpe City of Woodbwn public record fails, at 
times to accurately reflect the testimony and even omits certain testimony entirely. In our 
opinion some of the testimony was misleading; incorrect, and prejudicial to our rights to a 
fair hearing of the issues. 

Woodburn City Council Meeting, 4/25/2005, DVD 1. 

At 1 hom 27 minutes city consultant Greg Winterowd characterizes testimony presented 
by the Senes and Fessler representatives as being like the "Hat.fields m1d McCoys" feud. 
He then follows by stating that ORS 197.298 is "inflexible" .in allowing lower priority 
soils into a UGB and that doing so will "guarantee" a remand. This is a 
misrepresentation, as ORS 197.298 (3)(a) specifically allows inclusion of lower piioritT 
soils when higher priority soils are unable to meet commuiJity needs. · 

The Hat:fields and McCoys comment does iiot appear in the record at all. 
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Woodburn City Council Meeting, 4/25/2005, DVD 2 . 

. From 5 minutes 49 seconds to 13 minutes 17 seconds David Torgeson describes the 
·methodology-used in the City Services Cost Study. Mr. Torgeson describes the study as · 
"ari excdlent job" and when asked "How good is your study?" responds ~'We are · 
confident in our work~'. Mr. Torgeson's testimony is general iri natme~ Although-the 
City· has rece!-.i.ed significant critical comment on the Cost Study from the Serres family 
(written testimony dated March 23, 2005 and April19, 2005), Mr. Torgeson does not 
address any issue raised in the public record. 

At 13 minutes 17 seconds the topic shifts to the Woodburn School District's school 
property site located on E. Lincoln Road. Mr. Winterowd says that because the site is 
Class II soils, it can't be brought in to the UGB 'without a special needs arguri:lent.· Mr. 

- - Winterowci suggests that bringing in the school district and sdine of the .Serres property at 
the same time would offer advantageous cost sharing benefits for city services. Ife then . 
raises fears that bringing in any .Class IT soils will trigger ~ .remand and for that reason the 
school district and Serres properties should be excluded. 

At 25 minutes 14 seconds Richard Bjelland repeats concerns about a remand if the school · 
property and any Serres property were brought in based on ORS 197.298. Again no 
reference to or discussion of ORS 197.298 (3)(a), which grants flexibility. 

Woodburn City Council Meeting, 6/9/2005 · 

There is talk of the new Goa114 language and why the City has chosen to use it. There is . 
no discussion of the fact that Goal 14 offers more flexibility to choose sites to best meet 
public need. · · · 

At 17 minutes there is testimony that ORS 197.298 (3)(c) permits utilization of Class 2 
soils to get to Class 3 soils. There is no discussion of (3)(a) or that, by the same token, 
the ORS i 97.298 (3)( c) argument would give the Serres Class VI soils a higher priority 
for UGB inclusion, based o.ri stated needs for a major park in the Woodburn system and 
more pm:k facilities East of 99E. 

At 32 minutes there is another discussipn ofGoa1 14. 

At 3 6 minutes there is a discussion of property, parcel sizes, and topography in reference 
to UGB inclusion. · 

At 43 minutes there is another discussion of class 2 soils and site characteristics. 

At 50 minutes the City attorney discusses the legalities of changing to the new Goal 14 
mid stream, rather than continuing through the process uner the old Goa1"14. 
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e Thank you for receiving these DVD's into the record. While we can't recommend them 
for Saturday Evening viewing, we do feel they offer a much more realistic presentation of 
actual testimony! . 

The Serres Family. 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

"Joe Kuehn" <kuehn20@comcast.net> 
<Commissioners@co.marion.or.us>, <lsasaki@co.marion.or.us> 
5/31/2006 12:37:11 AM 
Woodburn UGB EXansion 

Dear Commissioners and Staff, 

Expansion of the UGB to the West is a decision with significant implications. 
a .. development of high quality arable soil, a fin ite resource, is a serious loss to the economic agricultural 

base of county crop land 
b .. other land of lesser economic value is available for development to the South. If vacant land is that 

essenti<;~l to sacrifice for expansion, the latter if lost would cause less severe consequences to agriculture 
c .. .preservation, a more highly prized value than exploitation, is considered by many to be the more 

desirable option 
Please consider these factors in m_~king your decision. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Kuehn 
()815 Lemongrass LP SE 
Salem, OR 97306 1489 
503 363 6899 

******************* 

This message has been scanned for virus content by Symantec Anti-Virus, and is believed to be clean. 
Viruses are often contained in attachments - Email with specific attachment types are automatically 
deleted. 
If you need to receive one of these attachments contact Marion County .'T for assistance. 
***********.k******* 
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WOODBURN 
0 lt H G 0 N · 

. Incorporated 1889 

Marion County Board of Cqrnmissioners 
Courthouse Square 
555 CouitStreetN.E., Room4130 
Salem, Oregon, 973 09 

Honorable Chair Milne and Commissioners: 

June 5, 2006 

On beh.alf of the City of Woodburn and the Woodburn City Council, we urge you to adopt the 
City's periodic review package, as submitted. The package represents eight years of technical 
study, many scores of person-hours of public participation; and many hundreds of thousands of 
dollars of expense. We believe it meets the letter and the intent of State land use regulations, is 
consistent -with your Growth Management Framework Plan, and is as legally defensible a plan as 
a document of this type can be. The City Council wrestled with some ofthe content, and made 
decisions in adopting the plan that. were neither easy nor popular~ Each of us would like to see 
changes; many of the concerns you have raised are our concerns too. Ultimately, however, we 
approved a plan that strikes the best balance between our aspirations for our community and the 
realities of the Oregon land use system. We believe any changes we might have made when we 
considered the plan earlier this year would have rendered it less likely to be approved by the 
LCDC, and more susceptible to third party challenge. 

You've conducted two work sessions since your Apri126, 2006 hearing, which we.re attended by City 
staff arid fue City's consultant. We understand that during your second work session on May 15, what 
appeared to be your most serious concerns focused on: 

1) the directio11 of growth and planned residential density; and 
2) whether to include the 19-acre school site. 

This letter provides fi..nther response to those two issues and offers alternatives to modifying the City's 
proposal at this time 

Direction of Growth and Planned Residential Densities 

The City prepared a "Housing Needs Analysis" to determine ''needed housing" by type and density 
range, as required by Statewide Planning GoallO (Housing) and ORS 197.296. After comparing 
housing costs with household incomes in Woodburn, the City Council determined that Woodburn 
11eeded to zone land to provide housing opportunities for large- and small-lot, single-family . 

sidential, manufactured dwellings, row homes, multi-family residential, and mixed us:e reside Item No. 9 ----
Office of rhe Mayo~ 
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Marion County Board of Commissioners 
June 5, 2.006 
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The City must also demonstrate that it. considered the Marion County Growth Management . 
Framework Plan, in addition to State requirements. This plan includes a "land use efficiency 
standard" of8 units per gross buildable acre, an.d encourages cities to provide a "variety of housing 
types." 

Options to Address County Hoard's Density Concern 
In 2002-03, the Cities ofWoodbum, Silverton, and Stayton objected to the establishment ofthe 
residential "efficiency standard." The Land ConseiVation and Development Commission (and later 
the courts) upheld the County's authority to adopt the 8 units per acre efficiency standard as a 
"guideline.'' Accordingly, acting in good faith and consistent with these various rulings, and in 
cooperation and coordination with County Staff; Woodburn took this gu.ideline seriously when it 
prepared its Housing Needs Analysis and UGB amendment package. The Board has now changed 
but the adopted efficiency standard has not. Applying any.other standard to the City's work at this 
point is inappropriate. · 

The Woodburn City Council would have preferred that the County had never approved efficiency 
standards for cities. The Council continues to beHeve this is a city, rather than a coun.ty, prerogative. 
After having invested large sums of public funds in the preparation of the Woodburn Comprehensive 
Plan to meet this County standard and applicable goals and statutes, however, the Council respectfullY 
requests Board adoption of the City's revised Comprehensive Plan. However, should the County 
want to amend its density standard in the future, the City would be willing to review its planned 
residential densities - consistent with ·Go all 0 (Housing) and state statutes - during the next set of 
comprehensive plan revisions. 

As noted in City testimony on this issue, the proposed 2020 UGB includes only a 14-year supply of 
buildableresideutialland. ORS 197.296 requires that the City maintain a 20-year supply- from the 
date when th~ plan amendment process began. Woodburn's latest amendment process began in 2000. 
This 6-year shortfall can be met through the quasi.:judicial plan amendment process - as individual 
property owners present their case to the City P1anning Commission and Council, and the lV.(arion 
County Board of Commissioners. By amending the acknowledged 2005 Woodburn. Comprehensive 
Plan, the City and County will have a base from which to evaluate future quasi-judicial plan 
amendments. The owners of Class I and IT soils east ofBoones Ferry Road intend to submit a 
residential plan amendment in the near future. However, they cannot submit an amendment proposal 
to a plan that is not yet adopted by the County or acknowledged by LCDC. The same option is open 
to the Serres family and the School District based on their belief that UGB expansion into Class IT 
soils east ofWoodburn can be justified based on ORS 197.298 and Goall4 requirements. 

East versus North Residential Expansion 
The Board heard testimony and raised concems regarding the City's decision to expand the UGB to 
include residential land to the north (rather than to the east). The reasoning behind tbe City's decision 
may be summarized as follows: 

a) Follow ORS 197.298 urban growth boundmy expansion p1iorities - meanill.g go to exception 
areas and lower quality (Class ill and IV) agricultural soil classes flrst - before going to higher 
value (Class I and 1I) farmland; and 
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b) Maximize service and land use efficiency- meaning lands that foster the ring road concept . 
and rriininrize sewer and water fac.ilities costs are most efficient to serve. 

The rationale for our decision regarding the direction for growth is discussed in depth in the UGB 
Justification Report (Volume VI, Exhibit 5-B), Pages 45-79. 

We d,id not make the choice to expand to the north lightly. Property owilers to the north and east have 
both shown t:P,e:ir lanos can be developed for residential uses, and both have testified to a strong desire · 
to come inside the City's UGB. However, based on the City's acknowledged and coordinated 
population projection of about 35,000, the City was unable to show enough residential land ''Ueed" to 
include both areas in the 2020 UGB. 

Therefore we had to make a choice. We chose to go north instead of east because: 

ORS 197.298 sets priorities for inclusion ofland within UGBs. Lower quality soils are higher 
priority for inclusion. The best agricultural soils in the W oodbum area are Class I, and the worst 
are Cla.ss IV. Most of the land suirounding the pre-amendment Woodburn UGB has Class IT 
agricultural soils, with a few inclusions of Class I soils west ofButteville Road and east of Boones 
Ferry Road. The North Study Area (Study Area 2) includeS 145 acres of largely contiguous and 
buildable Class ill and IV soils (approximately 21% of the study area). In contrast, Class ill and 
N soils in the East Study Area 4 are located primarily at the edges ofunbuildable stream corridors . 
~ and tend to be located further from the existing UGB. The East Study Area includes only 26 
acres of Class In and IV soils (7% of the total study area). 
Other Goal14 factors include: 

1) Public Facibti~ Cost. The City Engineer analyzed the cost of providing urban SeiYices to 
each Study Area The North Study Area 2 was less expensive (at about $24,000 per acre) to 
serve than the East Study Area 4 (a1Jout $34,000 per acre). See UGB Justification Report 
(p. 55). 

2) Ring Road System. TI1e City carefully considered transportation system ramifications of 
potential expansion areas. Improvements to Crosby Road help create a ring road systern for 
Woodbum, which should help relieve congestion on Highway 214 and the east I-5 
Interchange. access. Development of the northern expansion area will help to finance these 
improvements. Development to the east of Highway 99E will not help to improve east-west 
transportation facilities between Highway 99E and I-5. The importance of this factor should 
not be tmderestimated. Reducing land in the North Study area to accommodate adding land 
East of Highway 99 is detrimental to the development of the ring road and East/West 
circulation, and will force a substantive revision of the Transportation System Plan. 

3) Agricultural and Urban Land Compatibility. Compatibility ofland use was an impottant 
factor the City considered in development of the 2020 UGB. Crosby Road and Boones Feny 
Road provide a developed buffer between agricultural land and m·ban land in the proposed 
northem e:;qJansion. Although existing roads in the East Study Area 4 could be used as 
artificial buffers from agricultural land, there is little opportunity for such buffering if only a 
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small area of the study area is brought into the UGB. The result would be large unbuffered 
boundaries between urban and agricultural land - which is contrary to the Marion County 
Comprehensive Plan and to the recmrunendatio:tlS of the Oregon Departments of Agriculture 
(ODA) and Land Conservation ~dDevelopment (DLCD). 

Options to Address County Board Direction of Growth Concern 
Board men,1bers discussed lowering residen#al densities to include mote land now. We have already 
explained that lowering densities would be inconsistent with the City's adopted Housing Needs 
Analysis and wit4 the County Framework ~~an. 

There are, however, two ways_ that additional land can be identified for eventual urbanization in the 
near term. Neither can be employed irmnediately, because both depend on County adoption of an 
extended population forecast for t:lle City ofW oodbum. Based on past experience, that would require 
a year or two to accomplish. 

• The :first option is to extend the 2020 forecast out a :fu1120 years. If the County extends the 
City's average annual growth rate .(2.8%) out to 2027, this would justify the need for several 
hundred buildable acres for inclusion within the Woodburn UGB. It would then be up to 
fudividual property owners to submit applications to the City demonstrating compliance with 
Goal14 (Urbanization) and ORS 197.298 priorities forUGB expanston. 

e The second option amends Woodburn's unrealistically low Year2050 population projection 
of 3 8,000 found in the Marion County Growth Manage Framework Plan. To make this 
adjuswent a competent demographer could provide the factual basis for a much larger and 
more realistic population projection, which could in tmn be used to justify a 2050 urban 
reserve area for the City. Once an urban reserve is adopted and acknowledged, land within the 
urban reserve becomes first priority for UGB exparuion under ORS 197.298. This is an 
option the City believes you should seriously consider; regardless of your decision on the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

The 19-acre Sc,hool Site 

The Board heard testimony from Woodbum Public Schools regarding a 19-acre site in East Study 
Area 4. The Citi s methodology for determining public/semi ~public land need is shown on page 32 
of the UGB Justification Report. This methodology incorporates the School District's suggested 
revisions (August 30, 2004) regarding school land needs. 

· TI1e 2020 UGB provides sufficient residential land to acconu110date residential and public/semi-public 
land needs through 2020. Land allocated towards these needs must, however, follow Statewide 
Planning Goal14 (Urbanization) and ORS 197.298 priolities. The City cannot choose to expand the 
UGB in a particular direction just because the School District purchased land there. The acreage that is 
included provides fo.r 108 acres of property for use as school sites. The locations ofthose sites are not 
identified in the Plan, as lhey are appropriately the subject ofnegotiations between the School District 
and property owners. The site currently owned by the School District is comprised of Class IT 
agricultural soils and would require a costly sewer pump station. Absent better inf01mation from the 
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Woodburn School District regarding site specific facilities needs that would qualify for a "special site 
·need" exception to ORS 197.298 priorities, the City and County will find it difficult to convince 
LCDC that this property should be included within the City's amended UGB, and will be extremely 
vulnerable to a third-party challenge. 

School District Options 
At your April 26 hearing and the May 15 work session, the City emphasized the impot:tance of an 
adopted facilities master plan when justifying potential UGB expansiop sites. Such a facilities plan 
should be based on a 20-year student projection by age cohort, and identifY the types of schools 
needed and the site and locationa1 requirements for each type of school. ·once th¥ facilities plan~ 
gone through a public review process, the City and Coutlty could adopt the school's plan legislatively 
as part ofthe Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. General school locations could be sho:wn on the 
WoodbJ.ll11 Comprehensive Phm Map. 

City and CountY adoption ofthe Woodburn Schoo.! Facilities Plan !!llii a revised population City 
projection would provid(} justification for a legislative amendment to the Woodburn Comprehensive 
Plan and UGB. Following acknowledgment of the 2005 plan amendment package~ the City would be 
pleased to work closely with the District and Marion Co1.1l1ty in developing and adopting this 
legislative amendment package that addresses the District's long-tem1 school site needs. 

If the City and County were to adopt a 2050 Urban Rese1ve Area as discussed above, then this would 
provide a much larger pool of land for public purchase and eventual i:n.clusion within the Woodburn. 
UGB 

Conclus!Qn 

Once again, our thanks to the Board for your willingness to hold public sessions here in Woodburn to . 
thoroughly understand the complex issues we all face in the Periodic Review amendment process. 
We also appreciate the coUltesy and responsiveness of your staff in this matter. Our sincere hope is 
that we can f01ward a jointly adopted plan and UGB to the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development for review. 

Upon acknowledgrnent of the Woodbum Comprehensive Plan and UGB, the City looks fol"Ward to 
coordinating with the Woodburn School District and Marion County in adopting a revised population 

· projection and school facilities plan that will serve as the basis for :further comprehensive plan 
amendments. Ifwe work together effectively in the future, as we have in the pas~ I'm convinced that 
we can address long-tenn school and residential land needs in a. timely manner. 
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EXHIDITS: 

PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS/EXHIBITS 
(Materials submitted at the June 5, 2006 hearing) 

A. Rick Stein letter dated June 5, 2006 for the Serres Family 
B. JeffTross submittal includes two (2) maps for the Serres Family 
C. Jerry Mumper letter dated June 5, 2006 
D. Kathleen Carl letter dated June 5, 2006 
E. Map of Serres Family parcels with acreages and School District parcel 
F. Susan Duncan letter dated June 5, 2006 with attached photographs of 

businesses along Highway 99E 
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RAMSAY & STEIN, P.C. 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

Marion Comity Board of Commissioners 
Courthouse Square 
555 Court Street N.E., Room 41 30 
Salem, Oregon 973 02 

June 5, 2006 

HAND DELIVERED 

Re: City of Woodburn Periodic Review!UGB Amendment- Serres' Property 

Dear Commissioners: 

Our firm is representing the Serres family in the above proceeding. They collectively own a 
group of parcels shown within Study Area 4 on the attached map. Their area was not included in the 
UGB amendments approved by the City of Woodburn but, based on the facts, it should have been. 
The family has asked me to address several issues that have been raised in the periodic review 
process. I will start with a technical legal point, however, because it is central to this process. 

ORS 197.298 Does Not Prevent Inclusion of Serres' Property 

Although the Serres' property has superior Goal 14 locational characteristics compared to 
alternative sites, as discussed below, the contract planner for the City of Woodburn has sought to 
negate them by arguing that ORS 197.298 is the paramount legal criteria that trumps all other 
criteria. This assertion, however, is flatly wrong and has been addressed not once, but twice in the 
last five years by the Oregon Comi of Appeals. 

In Residents o[Rosemont v. Metro, 173 Or. App. 321, 21 P.3d 1108 (2001), Metro argued 
that it is impossible to implement the requirements of ORS 197.296 and_ORS 197.298 in addition to 
the requirements of Goal 14. The Court held that because ORS 197.298 expressly provides that its 
requirements are in addition to the urbanization requirements of Goal 14, which are particularly 
directed to the initial establishment and change ofUGB's, it crumot be said that the statute was 
intended to supersede Goal 14. 

1395 LJBERTYST. SE, STE 101 

SALEM, OREGON 9 7 3 0 2 

(503) 399-9776 

FAX (503) 370-7909 
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In an even more detailed review of the same statute in City of West Linn v. Land 
Conservation and Development Commission, 201 Ore. App. 419, 119 P.3d 285 (2005), the Court of 
Appeals affmned its earlier ruling in Residents o(Rosemont. In this case, the petitioner argued that 
DRS 197.298 required governmental entities to conclude that all possible areas under consideration 
that are of a higher priority have been exhausted before agricultural or forestry lands may be 
considered for inclusion within a UGB. The LCDC rejected this construction of the statute, and the 
Court agreed. 

DRS 197.298 sets a hierarchy of lands to consider for addition to a UGB. Basically, the 
higher the soil classification, the lower the priority for inclusion in the UGB. One of the petitioners, 
a dairy farmer, challenged the inclusion in the Metro UGB of higher value agricultural land when 

lesser value land was available. Metro concluded that this higher-value area was more consistent 
with Goal 14's locational factors and Metro's related suitability considerations than any of the other 
alternative sites. City o(West Linn. 201 Or. App. at 441. LCDC argued that DRS 197.298 applies "in 
addition to any requirements established by rule addressing urbanization" pursuant to subsection (1). 
LCDC then stated that Goal 14 was just such a rule, and that it requires a local government to 
consider various locational factors in determining whether a parcel is adequate to meet planning 
needs. Therefore, the fact that there may be higher priority land elsewhere in the region does not 
necessarily limit a local government's authority to include lower priority (higher value) land within a 
UGB. City of West Linn. 201 Or. App. at 439. 

The Court agreed with LCDC's interpretation of DRS 197.298(1). City of West Linn. 201 Or. 
App. at 440. The Court said that whether there is adequate land to serve a need may depend on a 
variety offactors: 

"In pmiicular, the adequacy of land may be affected by locational considerations that 
must be taken into account under Goal 14. As LCDC correctly noted, ORS 197.298(1) 
expressly provides that the priorities that it describes apply 'in addition to any 
requirements established by rule addressing urbanization,' such as the locational factors 
described in Goal 14. As a result, the fact that other, higher priority land may exist 
somewhere adjacent to the UGB does not necessarily mean that the land will be '0 
adequate to acconunodate the amount of land [***36] needed,' if using it for an 
identified need would violate the locational considerations required by Goal 14. In other 
words, the statutory reference to 'inadequate' land addresses suitability, not just quantity, 
of higher priority land." City o[West Linn. 20 1 Or. App. at 440. 

Applying this case law to the parcels here, as noted below regarding the locational factors, although 
there are small differences between the parcels, for all intents and purposes, all the parcels are 
basically the same and some high value farmland will be lost in the UGB amendment whichever 
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parcels are ultimately selected. Therefore, the locational factors become crucial, just as with the 
Metro cases cited above. You want to get it right and do not want to have to do another UGB 
amendment in the near term, whether legislative or quasi-judicial, because that would involve the 
loss of even more agricultural land. The cunent UGB amendments proposal will create more 
congestion, more gridlock, more problems, which will in turn create pressure to again expand the 
UGB. A substantial amount of new growth should be directed to the east to avoid this and to comply 
with both city and LCDC goals. 

Goal14 

Woodburn's East Side is in Trouble and the UGB Amendments Ignore It 

I think it is instructive to start with the language of Goal 14 itself: 

"To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from mral to urban land use, to 
accommodate urban population and urban employment inside urban growth boundaries, 
to ensure efficient use efland, and to provide for livable communities." OAR 660-015-
0000(14) (4/28/06) (Emphasis added.) 

I have started here because the UGB amendments currently proposed for the most part cut directly 
against the language of the goal and neither provide for an "orderly and efficient transition" 
transition from rural to urban land use, ensure efficient use of the land, or "provide for a livable" 
Woodburn comffiunity. Virtually all of the UGB amendments seek to expand the UGB to the west 
and north and ignore the east side ofWoodbmn. Despite the admonition to provide for " livable 
communities," the east side of Woodburn is in trouble and the City of Woodburn virtually ignores 
this fact with its proposed UGB amendments. Businesses are being shuttered, the residential land on 
the east side is limited, and the area is withering away, but with the exception of a small exception 
area of already-developed property that is having septic problems to the northeast, no land is 
proposed for inclusion on the east side of the city. Simultaneously, a huge amount of growth has 
been directed to the west and north sides of Woodburn over the last decade and this has resulted in 
extreme traffic congestion approaching gridlock on occasion in the vicinity of the I-S/Highway 214 
interchange. The city's response is to push even more development into the same area with its 
proposed UGB amendments, further compmmding these problems. The central policy of Goal 14 is 
simply not met at the most basic level by lhe proposed amendments. Before discussing this, though, 
we want to clarifY a legal point regarding inclusion of the Serres' property. 

Goal14's Location a! Factors Support Inclusion of Serres' Propcrtv 

This becomes even more apparent when even a cursory analysis of the locational factors of 
Goal14 are applied to the Serres' property versus the properties proposed for inclusion in the 
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UGB amendments. Goal14's four locational factors are as follows: 

1. Efficient accommodation of identified land needs; 

2. Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services; 

3. Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; and 

4. Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on the farm and forest land outside the UGB. 

In particular, locational factors 1, 2 and 3 strongly support the inclusion of the Serres' property and 
militate against inclusion of parcels to the west and north. The relationship of the Serres' property to 
each of these locational factors will be discussed separately. 

Efficient Accommodation of Identified Land Needs 

Traffic considerations are one of the key concerns of city planning. In terms of Goal 14, 
effective and efficient roads and highways directly contribute to more livable communities. (See also 
Goal12). The roadway network cunently in place on the west side of the city has not been able to 
effectively accommodate the rapid development that has been primarily focused in that area. The 
strain on the current I-5/214 interchange is obvious to any motorist who has used it during the past 
few years. 

The Serres' property has the advantage of being situated near 3 primary arterial roads; State 
Highways 99E, 211 and 214. If approved for inclusion, residents will generally access I-5 by taking 
99E to the Hubbard cutoff for northbound traffic or to the Brooks/Gervais interchange, the 
Chemawa Road interchange, or staying on 99E, if they are southbound, avoiding a fmther burden to 
the already strained I-5/214 interchange. 

On the other hand, with the exception of the 13-acre piece of exception property under 
consideration that lies to the nmiheast of the city, the other properties proposed for inclusion would 
do nothing to relieve the current traffic problems - it would actually make them worse. For these 
properties, the only sensible way to access I-5 would be to use the Woodburn/Hwy 214 interchange, 
generating increased traffic and congestion. Without significant upgrades to the existing roadway 
infrastructure, the problems facing the City of Woodburn in the area around the interchange will only 
get worse. Part of the road upgrades will undoubtedly require either new or significantly upgraded 
county roads to provide better I-5 access. This would probably include consh·uction of a new county 
road to divert the extra traffic up to the Donald/Aurora exit. Likewise, ifthe property directly to the 
north of the city is included in the UGB, county roads would have to be improved in order to handle 
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the excess traffic that would seek access to either Hwy 99E or I-5. The current roadway 
infrastructure serving the Serres' property is more than adequate to handle the increase traffic caused 
by a higher population density. No new improvements to county roads would have to be made on 
account of the Serres' property being included within the Woodbum UGB. 

Orderly and Economic Provision of Public Facilities and Services 

In general, the Serres' property lies directly adjacent to the City ofWoodbum on the eastern 
border. The City has zoned the abutting land single family residential. There is no urban transition 
land use buffering the Serres' property from the urban uses of the City. Since the property abuts a 
single family residential zone, the land would be easily served by the municipal water, storm drains 
and sanitary facilities that currently exist at or adjacent to the property. In addition, the property is 
well served by existing roads and highways, specifically State Highways 99E, 211, and 214. 

Compared to the other properties under consideration for UGB expansion, the Serres' 
property also offers superior access to many other public utilities. The property is near the Woodburn 
sewage treatment plant on the "Pudding River Bench." In addition, there is a PGE power 
transmission line that runs adjacent to the property along Highway 2 14 and the south end of the 
Serres ' land. As previously mentioned, the current roadway infrastmcture is more than adequate to 
handle the increased traffic caused by a higher population density, and could potentially alleviate 
some pressure from other currently overtaxed roads and highways in the area. 

Comparative Environmental, Energy, Economic and Social Consequences 

The past couple years have seen a substantial decline in the economic activity on the east side 
ofthe city. With the closures of the cannery and many of the businesses that were a fixture on the 
east side, such as Roth's IGA, the City is allowing one part of the municipality to wither in exchange 
for rapid development to the north and west which is overtaxing the public resources in those areas. 
The revitalization of the Highway 99E commercial/retail strip is a declared City policy, but the only 
way that it is addressed is by constraining commercial development at other locations. Two things 
are necessary to revitalize this area: emphasizing commercial development and increasing residential 
demand for commercial services in nearby areas. By incl uding the Serres' property in the UGB, this 
City policy is met, as it provides a close-by customer base to support these businesses. As it now 
stands, the current proposal is di rectly contrary to this goal. The flip side ofthis is that without the 
businesses, further degradation of east side residential areas can be expected because varied and 
nearby shopping areas are not available. This in tmn leads to fur ther commercial fa ilures. A vicious 
downward spiral is underway that will only be ·exacerbated by approval of the City 's current UGB 
proposal. 
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Another consideration is the pre-existing public services and investments that are already in 
place on the eastside of Woodburn. Years ago, in anticipation of the eastward expansion of the city, 
the Woodburn School District purchased 19 acres of property that lies adjacent to both the Serres' 
property and the City of Woodburn UGB. Likewise, the Woodburn Fire District located its James 
Street fire station specifically to serve an increasing eastside population. To date, the 19 acres 
remain undeveloped and the fire station has yet to be used in the way originally envisioned. 
Inclusion of the Serres ' property within the UGB would help maximize the public's invested value in 
these existing public facilities and would prevent the City from having to reinvest in similar facilities 
elsewhere. 

As we have already discussed with regard to traffic, the Serres' property will efficiently use 
the existing road infrastructure, while the current proposal will require a large investment in new and 
improved roads from both the City and county. It appears inevitable that a large portion of this traffic 
will route through the cities of Donald, Hubbard, and Gervais if the existing parecels are included in 
the UGB and the impact on the livability of these cities, particularly their residential areas, needs to 
be examined. 

Compatibility of the proposed urb.an uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities 
occurring on the farm and forest land outside the UGB 

While it is uncontroverted that the Serres' property contains some high value farmland, the 
other proposed prope1iies are very similar in soil composition. Woodburn is basically surrounded by 
high value farmland and therefore any expansion of Woodburn's UGB involves the conversion of 
prime farmland to urban use. \Vhile the fact that this is resource land cannot be ignored (ORS 
197 .298), the other locational considerations should be used to primarily distinguish and evaluate 
each parcel under consideration. 

Conclusion 

The LCDC Goals are designed to protect resource lands and promote livability in urban 
areas. The areas that the City of Woodburn has selected for expansion of its UGB do not meet these 
goals. Instead, they do quite the opposite, fostering more traffic congestion, more investment in 
public facilities (schools, roads, sewer lines, etc.) than does the Serres' site. Fwiher, the city's own 
comprehensive plan has a goal of revitalizing the 99E corridor. New residential development on the 
eastside of Woodburn is crucial to meeting this goal and the proposed UGB expansion areas ignore 
this and instead pushes development to the north and west and away from the 99E corridor. We 
respectfully request that Marion County recognize the obvious and correct the mistakes 
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that the City of Woodburn seems unable to do. The Serres' property should be included as one of the 
UGB expansion areas and the other expansion areas modified accordingly. 

RCS:jk 
Enclosure 
cc: Ms. Ruth Thompson 

Sincerely, 

RAMSAY & STEIN, P .C. 

Richard C. Stein 
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transportation facilities improvements. They also can impact quite severely on 
adjacent residential uses and this must be considered in their location, and 
especially in their zoning. The co_mmercial areas of the City should to develop at 
higher densities instead of a sprawling type development. There are 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 Woodburn has experienced a renaissance of new investment from the 
Latino community. Downtown Woodburn is becoming known throughout the 
state for its authentic Mexican cultural amenities, shops and restaurants. Although 
some buildings suffer 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 that 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 wo.rk 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 on the east side, a more general commercial nature 
shou ld 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 I-5 interchange area is extremely important, 
because traffic congestion is the limi ting factor for growth west of the freeway. 
This issue is addressed extensively in the 2005 Woodburn Transportation Systems 
Plan. 

The fourth commercial area is the Highway 214/211199E "Four Corners" 
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 realize more development in the future. In this area 
development should be intensified so as to not create another commercial strip 
development. 

Woodburn Comprehensive Plan - Volume I - Goal and Policy Amendments 

October 2005 • Page 25 
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provides the opportunity for the private sector to achieve at least 8 
dwelling units per gross buildable acre (after removing protected natural 
areas and land needed for parks, schools and religious institutions). 
Housing through infill and redevelopment counts as new units, but no 
new land consumption, effectively increasing the density measurement. 

G-1.20 Woodburn shall apply a minimum density standard for new subdivisions 
and planned unit developments of approximately 80% of the allowed 
density in each residential zone. 

G-1.21 As specified in the Marion County Framework Plan, the County's 
preliminary employment land use needs for Woodbu~ are replaced by 
the more detailed employment forecasts and site suitability analysis 
found in the 2001 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA). 

G-1.22 Woodburn will consider residential and commercial redevelopment and 
infill potential for purposes of calculating UGB capacity, prior to 
expanding the UGB. Woodburn will also constrain the supply of 
commercial land to encourage redevelopment along Highway 214 west 
oflnterstate 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 UGB Justification Report includes specific estimates of the 
number of new housing units and commercial jobs that can . be 
accommodated in these overlay districts. 

Annexation Goals and Policies 
Goal 

G-2. The goal is to guide the shape and geographic area of the City 
within the urban growth boundary so the City limits: 

Policies 

(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 sen 'e urban development. 

G-2 .1 For each proposed expansion of the City, Woodburn shall assess the 
proposa l' s confonnance with the City' s plans, and facility capacity and 
assess its impact on the community. 

Woodburn Comprehensive Plan - Volume T- Goal a nd Policy Amendments 
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Jerry Mumper 
P.O.Box262 
Turner, Oregon, 97392 

June 5, 2006 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 
Les Sasaki, Principal Planner 
Courthouse Square 
555 Court St. N.E. 
Salem, Oregon 97309-5036 

Re: Amendments to the Marion County Comprehensive Plan-Woodburn, 
. Comprehensive Plan/UGB Amendments (LA 06-2) 

Dear Commissioners and Staff: 

I believe that the City of Woodburn's employment projections and employment land 
needs as described in the October, 2005, Woodburn UGB Justification report are both 
incorrect and inconsistent with the statewide planning goals. 

The Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) created a 
guidebook in 2005, Industrial and Other Employment Lands Analysis, to assist planners 
in identifying and analyzing the supply and need for industrial and other employment 
us~s in their communities. The guidebook describes "The centerpiece of Goal 9 planning 
is the economic opportunities analysis (EOA) described in section two. The EOA is the 
process of analyzing trend data to determine the future employment land needs for the 
planning area." 

The guidebook further states that "The purpose of the demand analysis is to identify 
industrial and other employment uses that can reasonably be expected to locate in an 
area. A review of national, state, regional, county and local trends provides the context 
for local economic growth." 

The guidebook also states under "Long-Term Demand Analysis" that "Forecasted 
employment growth can be translated into demand after ascertaining the possible types of 
companies expected to expand in the planning area and the employees per acre. The 
resulting estimate can be refined further by applying assumptions about re-use of vacant 
buildings, redevelopment of built sites and floor-to-area ratios in multi-story buildings. 
The resulting supportable acreage is the amount of building or land area likely to be 
needed or supported by the projected job growth." 

The Oregon State Employment Department forecasts 2004-2014 total nonfarm 
employment growth of 15.0 percent and manufacturing increase of3.0 percent for the 
state and total nonfarm employment growth of 15.1 percent and a manufacturing decrease 
of0.5 percent for Region 3, which encompasses Marion, Polk and Yamhill counties. In 
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spite· of this forecast of modest growth, the City of Woodburn forecasts an increase in 
industrial job growth from 1171 jobs in 2000 to 3002 jobs in 2020, an unrealistic 156 
percent growth, based on an April 2002, memo from ECONorthwest. 

In an April13, 2006, memo from the DLCD to cities, counties and interested parties the 
department states "Reviewing trends is the principle method for estimating needed sites 
for future industrial and other employment uses." As can be seen from the forecast 
trends, the City's 156 percent industrial growth projection can not be substantiated. 

The memo also states that "Many cities want to grow as fast as economic opportunities 
will allow. Such aspirations are consistent with the statewide land use planning program. 
Goal9requires that a 20:.year land supply provide a diverse range of site sizes, types, and 
locations to meet the needs projected through the Economic Opportunities Analysis 
process. The Goal 9 administrative rules do not authorize the designation of more than a 
20 year land supply, nor do they supersede the requirements of other goals such as Goal 
14. However, the planning program does not prevent a community from consuming its 
20-year land supply for industrial and other employment uses within a shorter period of 
time." 

The City's methodology for forecasting their needs does not meet any acceptable method · 
for adhering to the planning goals. Even the city admits that their method may be 
forecasting for more land than needed as they state on page 24 of the justification report 
that "Under the site suitability method, it is possible that some sites may not fully develop 
during the planning period, either because a portion ofthe site will be held for future 
development or because a reserved site will not be selected by a targeted industry." 

In an April 26, 2006, memo to Marion County Board of Commissioners from Les Sasaki, 
Marion County Public Works/Planning, Mr. Sasaki states "The targeted industries are 
comprised of manufacturing and non-manufacturing businesses, which do not all require 
location on industrial land. It could be possible that development within the SWIR 
industrial areas consists of non~industrial businesses and service uses. The targeted 
industries requiring the largest site size needs are identified as the electronics sector 
which is a highly competitive industry from a recruitment standpoint." McMinnville and 
Salem have recently completed land demand analysis and concluded that commercial and 
office land would have 22 employees per acre ru1d .industrial land would have 11 
employees per acre. Hewlett-Packard in Corvallis has 4000 employees on 174 acres for, 
an employee per acre ratio of22. Since the City is targeting the electronics sector for the 
larger sites, which. hist01ically has a higher employee density than traditional 
manufacturing, and non-industrial businesses for some of the other sites, which also has a 
higher employee density, the employee density will probably fall somewhere between the 
low of 11 employees per acre and the high of22 employees per acre. Using an employee 
density of 16 employees per acre would seem to be a conservative figure for the type of 
industries the City is targeting. 

If I use the high industrial employment growth of2710 employees from Table 11 , 
Employment growth in Woodburn's UGB by land use category, 2000-2020 from 29 
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April, 2002, ECONorthwest memo, Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 
2000-2020, and the employment density of 16 employees per acre it can be determined 
that the City has a need of a total of 170 acres of industrial land. This is far less than the 
486 acres that the CitY is trying to justify. 

Since it can be seen from the forgoing that the city is not in compliance with the state~s 
land use planning goals, the commission should deny their plan amendment proposal. 

Sincerely, 

Jerry Mumper 
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Board of Commissioners 
POBox 14500 
Salem, OR 973 09 

Dear Commissioners: 

I feel strongly that Woodburn's UGB plan, particularly for industrial land, is 
overly large and overreaching. This huge amount of land does not, as 
Statewide Planning Goal/Guideline 4 states, "emphasize expansion and 
productivity from established industries and firms as a means to strengthen 
local and regional economic development." It also comes at the expense of 
Marion County's largest industry, agriculture. This more than half a billion 
dollar industty grew by 4% this year in Marion County. 

Woodburn's plan attempts to grasp too much at the expense of other 
municipalities. Its plan will try for 23% of the County's future job growth. 
As Commissioners for all ofMarion County I hope you will look to keep the 
ambition of cities respectful of all citizens. One reason this plan has taken 
so long is that the city rejected the original planner's report which said 
Woodburn did not need any more land. 

Woodburn should definitely go south on lesser valued fann land. Going 
further east would require a pump station and would be very expensive. 
Going west should be modified to try and preserve farmland. I appreciate 
Woodburn's attempt to save printJarm land in the north, although testimony 
seemed to indicate this was a temporary. Please, please, save the agriculture 
which gives so much wealth to Marion County. Farm land needs to be 
preserved for the future, so that younger people can cultivate whatever new 
product the land will provide in the future. 

1310{ Carl Rd. NE 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

p 

Item No. 9 
Page 581 



Item No. 9 
Page 582 



I 
I 
I 
! 
! 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
i 
I 

i 
I 

1 

I 
! 
i 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
! 
i 

LEGEND 

LINE TYP 

TAX t..01' COU:-iDARY ..tL.D PROPERTY US!: 

noAD RIC!'IT- Oi"-'IIA'r VACAT!ll !UCOI!i-01"-~IIY 

RAH.flOAO 
m=-==-==>oo 

ll All.ROAD R!CIIT-OF-IU. Y 

STR&AU. l.AK£. !:TC. 
TAX !.Dr OOUNDANY 

STRE.AN. U.l<& 0C. 
NON-BOUNDARY 

-~.-~ ... --~ ........... _ ........ -
SUtlOIVLSI0:-1 SOUNDAKY PARTITION PW.T UDY. 

\\\\\\\ 1 1 //111 

TAX (X)J£ BOUNDARY t:ASD.IE.\'T 

SYJ!BOL TYPES 

~I.~ 

C'OillflOI. POlin'S 

~URV£Y WONUloi&NTS 

C.LO. C0!1N!!:RS 

@ 

&.liS' 

St:ITIOI'I 

* 
1/-4 Sl'C 

-¢-v~ cu~ 
1/Le ste 

+v"' ~ 

NUMBERS 
TAX COD£ NO. 

000 00 00 0 
ACREAOi: - AU. ACREAC~ EXCLUO~ 

AW:' POllliON 1 liA7 WAY l.IE 

'lflntl!'\ TilE l HDICATE:D PUBLIC 

HICtrT OP 'fAYS. 

T!Cl< l4ARKS - WM£1'1 A TICK MARK IS 

IStiiCAT£0 OM "MH: EXTCtiSION Of 
A UNt. THL'i 'TH£ OIWENSlON COES 

TO TH!: TICK WARK. CI:N£RALI..Y THl:l 

lS USED lt'HEH DIWE:NSIOtlS CO ltl"f'' 
PUDUC lUCilT OJ' li'A'!'S. 

I ~999 I 
"""" 

ARRO~S AR£ USED wnu 01\ti:NSIO!\S 
IN AR£AS 0 1' CRt:AT£R CONPl.EXIH. 

NOTICE: This mop was 
created for Assessor 's 

I Office use ONLY. 

,.... '"d 
~ 

~ ~ IJ'Q 
t1) 

t .. ,,., ., .. t 

-~~· ~~~~ 
• Vo) 

SCALE 1" = 
or 1::2400 

Plot file created: Oece n I I J2 
l• u..,• v•I9U•17 .. Jll 

0u5 

~ 
~l~LRtc..T 

Tt- 3ol 
l'l -t:4-Ac... 

~ 
Se<R:f;s 

103 00 03 5 
TL..~ 
t8.~Ac 



Item No. 9 
Page 584 



Public Hearing, LA 06-2, Marion County Commissioners, June 5, 2006. 

My name is Susan Duncan. I reside at 1840 E. Lincoln Road, Woodburn, OR 97071. 

My family has called Woodburn home for over 100 years. My family, we, are concerned 
that our part of Woodburn has been forgotten or ignored. 

The photographs I am about to show you reflect the consequences of past planning 
decisions in our community. Most of the new residents and development have been 
permitted on the West side of Woodburn. This leaves the 99E commercial strip further 
and further removed from the center of Woodburn's population. I am concerned that the 
2020 UGB and comprehensive plan amendments continue this pattern of growth to the 
West, creating a fractured community. 

The City has recognized the trouble the 99E strip is experiencing. 
Woodburn's 2020Transportation plan calls for widening and improving 99E. This plan 
will remove about 5 feet from 99E's commercial properties and will severely restrict 
driveway access and customer parking. Taking five feet out ofthese commercial lots and 
restricting driveway access further marginalize these properties. 

The City of Woodburn has argued that restricting commercial opportunities elsewhere 
will provide sufficient incentive to revitalize the 99E commercial strip. In my opinion, 
this incentive is insufficient to trigger revitalization. Any strong business plan is going to 
look at demographics and recognize the lack of population base necessary for success. 

A program of geographically balanced residential growth would locate new residents on 
Woodburn's East side and supply the trigger for revitalization on 99E. 

The following photos were taken May 21st and 22nd, 2006. You have an opportunity to 
bring balanced development to this community and help change the scenes I am about to 
show you. 

Thank you, 

Susan DLmcan 
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MARION COUNTY BO.ARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
PUBLIC HEARING SIGN UP SHEET 

Public hearing to consider amending the Marion County Comprehensive Plan by adopting amendments to 
the City of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. 

PUBLIC WORKS - PLANNING 

DATE: April 26, 200.6 
7:00p.m. 

Woodburn City Hall 

E. Public hearing to consider amending the· Marion County Comprehensive Plan by adopting amendments to the 
City of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Public Hearing 
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