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NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT P
9/24/2009
TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan

or Land Use Regulation Amendments

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist

SUBJECT: Marion County Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 005-08

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of adoption.
Due to the size of amended material submitted, a complete copy has not been attached. A Copy of the
adopted plan amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local government
office.

Appeal Procedures*

DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL: Thursday, October 08, 2009

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review prior to adoption. Pursuant to ORS 197.830(2)(b)
only persons who participated in the local government proceedings leading to adoption of the amendment
are eligible to appeal this decision to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).

If you wish to appeal, you must file a notice of intent to appeal with the Land Use Board of Appeals
(LUBA) no later than 21 days from the date the decision was mailed to you by the local government. If
you have questions, check with the local government to determine the appeal deadline. Copies of the
notice of intent to appeal must be served upon the local government and others who received written notice
of the final decision from the local government. The notice of intent to appeal must be served and filed in
the form and manner prescribed by LUBA, (OAR Chapter 661, Division 10). Please call LUBA at
503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal procedures.

*NOTE: THE APPEAL DEADLINE IS BASED UPON THE DATE THE DECISION WAS
MAILED BY LOCAL GOVERNMENT. A DECISION MAY HAVE BEEN MAILED
TO YOU ON A DIFFERENT DATE THAT IT WAS MAILED TO DLCD. AS A
RESULT, YOUR APPEAL DEADLINE MAY BE EARLIER THAN THE ABOVE
DATE SPECIFIED.

Cc: Les Sasaki, Marion County
Doug White, DLCD Community Services Specialist/Jon Jinings, DLCD

Gary Fish, DLCD Regional Representative
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Notice of Adoption s . 7
THIS FORM MUST BE MAILED TO DLCD A TION
WITHIN 5 WORKING DAYS AFTER THE FINAL DECISION | 74 LAND Cg\':éfgma
PER ORS 197.610, OAR CHAPTER 660 - DIVISION 18 { . ANDD coTsetnly

Jurisdiction: Marion County/City of Donald Local file number: LA 08-2

Date of Adoption: 9/16/2009 Date Mailed: 9/18/2009

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to DLCD? YesDate: 6/4/2009

[] Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment X] Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment

[] Land Use Regulation Amendment X Zoning Map Amendment

[] New Land Use Regulation IZ Other: UGB Amendment/Population

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write “See Attached”.

Marion County adoption of ordinance readopting County Ordinance No. 1270 along with supplemental
evidence and findings in response to the LUBA decision remand of the appeal of Ordinance No. 1270 that
amended the Marion County Comprehensive Plan by adopting City of Donald Comprehensive Plan
amendments including a coordinated 2028 population forecast of 1,588; a 42.5 acre UGB expansion to meet
employment land needs; and the redesignation and rezoning of land in the amendment area.

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? No, no explaination is necessary

Plan Map Changed from: "Primary Agriculture” to: City “Industrial” & "Commercial"
Zone Map Changed from: EFU {(Exclusive Farm Use) to: UTF (Urban Transition/Farm)
Location: Four parceis north, south and west of City Acres Involved: 42
Specify Density: Previous: NA New: NA

Applicable statewide planning goals:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 17 19

&&B]EIDDDD&DDDD&DDD D
Was an Exception Adopted? [] YES [X] NO

Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment...

45-days priar to first evidentiary hearing? X Yes []No
If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? [JYes []No



If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? [lYes [INo

Marion Co. 005-08 (17017)[15719]  Donald 001-08 (16639) [15718]
DLCD file No.
Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts:

DLCD, OECDD, ODOT, Department of Agriculture, City of Donald, Marion County

Local Contact: Les Sasaki, Principal Planner Phone: (503) 588-5038 Extension: 4068
Address: P.0O. Box 14500 Fax Number: 503-589-3284
City: Salem Zip: 97309-5036 E-mail Address: Isasaki@co.marion.or.us

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

This form must be mailed to DLCD within 5 working days after the final decision
per ORS 197.610, OAR Chapter 660 - Division 18.

1. Send this Form and TWO Complete Copies {documents and maps) of the Adopted Amendment to:

ATTENTION: PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT
635 CAPITOL STREET NE, SUITE 150
SALEM, OREGON 97301-2540

2. Electronic Submittals: At least one hard copy must be sent by mail or in person, but you may also submit
an electronic copy, by either email or FTP. You may connect to this address to FTP proposals and
adoptions: webserver.led.state.or.us. To obtain our Username and password for FTP, call Mara Ulloa at
503-373-0050 extension 238, or by emailing mara.ulloa@state.or.us.

3. Please Note: Adopted materials must be sent to DLCD not later than FIVE (5) working days
following the date of the final decision on the amendment.

4. Submittal of this Notice of Adoption must include the text of the amendment plus adopted findings
and supplementary information.

S. The deadline to appeal will not be extended if you submit this notice of adoption within five working
days of the final decision. Appeals to LUBA may be filed within TWENTY-ONE (21) days of the date,
the Notice of Adoption is sent to DLCD.

6. In addition to sending the Notice of Adoption to DLCD, you must notify persons who
participated in the local hearing and requested notice of the final decision.

7. Need More Copies? You can now access these forms online at http://www.lcd.state.or.us/. Please
print on 8-1/2x11 green paper only. You may also call the DLCD Office at (503) 373-0050; or Fax
your request to: (503) 378-5518; or Email your request to mara.ulloa@state.or.us - ATTENTION:
PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST. ‘
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MARION COUNTY
NOTICE OF ADOPTION

Legislative Amendment (LA) 08-2
LUBA Decision Remand

On September 16, 2009 the Marion County Board of Commissioners adopted and signed
Ordinance No. 1290 that amended the Marion County Comprehensive Plan by re-adopting
County Ordinance No. 1270 along with supplemental evidence and findings in response to the
Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) decision remand of the appeal of County Ordinance No.
1270 that amended the Marion County Comprehensive Plan by adopting City of Donald
Comprehensive Plan amendments including a coordinated 2028 population forecast of 1,588; a
42.5 acre urban growth boundary expansion to meet identified employment land needs; the
redesignation of lands included within the UGB expansion area from a Marion County
Comprehensive Plan designation of “Primary Agriculture” to City of Donald Comprehensive
Plan designations of “Industrial” and “Commercial”; the rezoning of lands included within-the
UGB expansion area from a Marion County Rural Zone designation of EFU (Exclusive Farm
Use) to a Marion County Urban Zone designation of UTF (Urban Transition/Farm).

The LUBA remand focused on two issues needing to be corrected: 1) the provision of notice to
all other local governments in the county of the adoption of .an updated, coordinated 20-year
population forecast as part of the City’s UGB amendment (OAR 660-024-0030); and 2) the
provision of supplemental analysis as part of the City’s Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA)
of an estimate of job growth over the 20-year planning period that the employment land to be
added to the UGB is needed to meet (OAR 660-024-0040). The supplemental evidence and
findings adopted as part of Ordinance No. 1290 address the LUBA remand issues.

A copy of the adopted ordinance is being provided to interested persons, persons who
participated in the public hearing process by either providing oral and/or written testimony, and
to the cities and public agencies under intergovernmental coordination agreements. The exhibits
to the ordinance that provide the findings and background information upon which the plan
amendment is based, can be obtained from the Marion County Public Works/Planning Division,
555 Court Street NE, Room 2150, Salem, Oregon.

If you have any questions, regarding this Notice of Adoption or the items adopted under the
Ordinance, please contact Les Sasaki, Principal Planner at 503-588-5038 or by e-mail at:
Isasaki(@co.marion.or.us
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Janet Lane, City Manager
City of Donald

PO Box 388

Donald OR 97020

John Morgan

Morgan CPS Group
1305 Marigold St NE
Keizer OR 97303-3553

James Johnson

Dept of Agriculture
635 Capitol St NE
Salem OR 97301-2532

Suzanne Dufner
MWVCOG

105 High St SE

Salem OR 97301-3667

Sid Friedman

1000 Friends of Oregon
189 Liberty St NE, #307A
Salem OR 97301

Ben Williams

Friends of French Prairie
PO Box 403

Donald OR 97020

Laurie Boyce, City Recorder
City of Aurora

21420 Main Street NE
Aurora OR 97002

Judy Downer, City Recorder
City of Gates

PO Box 577

Gates OR 97346

Wenonah Ammon, City Recorder
City of Idanha |

PO Box 430

Idanha OR 97350

Stacie Cook, City Recorder
City of Mill City

PO Box 256

Mill City OR 97360

Todd Deaton, Mayor
City of Donald

PO Box 388

Donald OR 97020

Steve Oulman

Dept Land Conservation and Dev
635 Capitol St NE, Suite 150
Salem OR 97301-2540

Dan Fricke

ODOT Region 2

455 Airport Rd SE, Bldg B
Salem OR 97301

Dana Krawczuk

Ball Janik LLP

101 SW Main St, Suite 1100
Portland OR 97204-3219

Roger Kaye

Friends of Marion County
PO Box 3274

Salem OR 97302

Paul Nelson

Sutherland Development LL.C
1218 Third Ave, Suite 1809
Seattle WA 98101

Maryann Hills,City Administrator
City of Aumsville

595 Main Street

Aumsville OR 97325

Sam Sasaki, City Manager
City of Gervais

PO Box 329

Gervais OR 97026

Sarah Cook, City Recorder
City of Jefferson

PO Box 83

Jefferson OR 97352

Pete Wall, City Administrator
City of Mt. Angel

PO Box 960

Mt Angel OR 97362

Andrew Cole, City Attorney
City of Donald

PO Box 388

Donald OR 97020

Gary Fish

Dept Land Conservation and Dev
633 Capitol St NE, Suite 150
Salem OR 97301-2540

Tom Fox

Oregon Business Dev Dept
775 Summer St NE, Suite 200
Salem . OR 97301-1280

Bob Parker
ECONorthwest

99 W 10" Ave, Suite 400
Eugene OR 97401-3040

Larry Wells

Marion County Farm Bureau
3415 Commercial St SE, Suite G
Salem OR 97302

John Gervais
Woodburn Independent
PO Box 96

Woodburn OR 97071

Christine Pavoni, City Recorder
City of Detroit
PO Box 589

' Detroit OR 97342

Vickie Nogle, City Recorder
City of Hubbard -

PO Box 380

Hubbard OR 97032

Chris Eppley, City Manager
City of Keizer

PO Box 21000

Keizer OR 97307-1000

Lorrie Biggs, City Administrator
City of St. Paul

PO Box 7

St Paul OR 97137



Vickie Woods, CD Director

City of Salem .
555 Liberty St SE, Room 305
Salem OR 97301-3503 7

Brian Cosgrove, City Manager
City of Silverton '
306 S Water Street

Silverton OR 97381

Scott Derickson, City Admin.
City of Woodburn

270 Montgomery Street
Woodburn OR 97071

Katie Martin, City Clerk

. City of Scotts Mills

PO Box 220 )
Scotts Mills OR 97378

Carrie Corcoran, City Recorder
City of Sublimity

PO Box 146

Sublimity OR 97385

John Singer (AAC 6)
21875 Butteviile Rd NE
Aurora OR 97002

Don Eubank, City Administrator
City of Stayton

362 N Third Ave

Stayton OR 97383

David Sawyer, City Administrator
City of Turner

PO Box 46

Turner OR 97392

Karen Odenthal .
Public Works/Transportation
(inter-office mail)



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
FOR MARION COUNTY, OREGON.

In the matter of an ordinance readopting + ) '
County Ordinance No. 1270 along with ) Legislative Amendment
supplemental evidence and findings in ) LA 08-2

response to the LUBA decision remand of )
the appeal of Ordinance No. 1270 that )
amended the Marion County Comprehensive)
Plan by adopting City of Donald )
Comprehensive Plan amendments including )
a coordinated 2028 population forecast of )
1,588; a 42.5 acre urban growth boundary )
expansion to meet employment land needs; )
the redesignation and rezoning of landin )
the amendment area; and declaring an )
emergency. )

ORDINANCE NO. Ia 90

THE MARION COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS HEREBY ORDAINS AS
FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. PURPOSE

This ordinance is enacted pursuant to the authority granted general law 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 County Comprehensive Plan by adopting amendments to the City of
Donald Comprehensive Plan including a coordinated population forecast, an urban growth
boundary amendment, and designation and rezoning of propemes included within the amended
Donald urban growth boundary area.

SECTION 2. AUTHORIZATION

The Marion County Board of Commissioners adopted a legislative amendment to the Marion
County Comprehensive Plan by adopting plan map amendments to the City of Donald
Comprehensive Plan, by Ordinance No. 1270 dated October 1, 2008. The County Plan
amendment was appealed by the Friends of French Prairie and Marion County Farm Bureau to
the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) in October 2008, with the appeal limited to the
inclusion of a 26.93 acre parcel for industrial use in the UGB amendment. On February 18, 2009,
the LUBA issued its decision on the appeal case (LUBA No. 2008-186) and remanded the plan
amendment decision to correct two assignments of error (Exhibit A). The LUBA decision
remand items came before the Board of Commissioners and the City of Donald City Council
concurrently for consideration and a decision pursuant to the planning coordination provisions
under ORS Chapters 195 and 197, and the provisions of the April 2, 1986 Urban Growth
Boundary and Policy Agreement executed between Marion County and the City of Donald that
sets forth procedures for addressing land use matters of mutual concem, including plan and
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boundary amendments. The Board and the Donald City Council held a joint public hearing on
the LUBA decision remand items on August 11, 2009, for which proper notice and
advertisement was given by both jurisdictions thereby correcting one of the LUBA remand iterns
regarding procedural notice. All persons present during the public hearing and those provided

notice of the hearing were given the opportunity to speak or present written statements on the
plan amendment remand items. ‘:
ili

SECTION 3. EVIDENCE AND FINDINGS

The Board has reviewed the evidence and findings in the LUBA decision remand record and
given due consideration to the testimony provided in the joint City/County public heanng record
on the LUBA remand items. The amendment to the Marion County Comprehensive ]EIlan by
readopting the plan map amendments to the City of Donald Comprehensive Plan (Ordinance No.
1270) and a coordinated population forecast applicable to the plan amendment along with
supplemental evidence and findings in response to the LUBA decision remand items, is based on
consideration and analysis of information and findings to correct the remanded nems The
readoption of Ordinance No. 1270 allows for continued concurrence with the ev1dence and
findings that support the County adoption of the City of Donald plan amendments that were not
subject to the LUBA decision remand of the County decision set forth in Ordinance No. 1270
(Exh1b1t C). The County adoption of the amendments to the City of Donald Comprehensive Plan
is necessary for the application of the County’s regulations within the urban growth a.rea_ of the
Donald urban growth boundary. ‘]

The LUBA decision (LUBA No. 2008-186, February 18, 2009) remanded two errors for
correction with regard to the plan arnendment (Exhibit A): i
' 1. The Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) prepared under the provisions of Goal 9 -
Economic Development and the Administrative Rules did not include an estimate of job
growth over the 20-year planning period that supports the employment land need
identified for the urban growth boundary expansion; and
2. The cities of Marion County were not provided proper notice that the UGB amendmmt
included the adoption of a coordinated population forecast as required under Goal 14 -
Urbanization and the Adminisirative Rules.
The evidence and findings in response to the LUBA remand items cited above (Exhibit B) and to
support the County adoption of supplemental evidence and findings to Ordinance No. 11270
approving the plan amendment, are by reference a part of the record and this Ordinance. '

The City of Donald Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) was prepared according | jto the
requirements under Statewide Planning Goal 9 — Economic Development and the Goal’

administrative rules (OAR 660-009), to address the provisions and.need for an urban growth
boundary expansion to  accommodate employment lands and provide local employment
opportunities for area residents within the 20-year planning period. The LUBA degnswn
determined that the EQA did not provide an estimate of job growth over the planning penod
(OAR 660-024-0040(5)) that supports the need for employment lands to be added to the UGB
identified in the EOA. The supplemental EOA evidence and findings (Exhibit B) to correct this
LUBA remand item provide a safe harbor methodology (OAR 660-024-0040 (9)(a)(B)) for
determining employment growth that applies the projected population growth rate over the 20-
year planning period to estimate job growth. Employment growth was compared with
employment densities (employees per acre) of existing employment uses and targeted
employment industries to determine land needs and the adequacy of the existing land supply to




meet the estimated need. The EOA supplemental evidence and findings regarding job growth
both confirm and support the need for employment lands to be added to the urb.an growth
boundary to meet future employment needs identified in the City’s EOA. The evidence and
findings provide that employment land needs for the City are based on both site needs for target
industry use including the expansion needs of existing businesses and commercial service needs
resulting from growth, along with estimated job growth compared to existing and future
employment uses and densities identified in the EOA and the supplemental EOA evidence and
findings in response to the LUBA decision remand item.

The City of Donald plan amendment proposal included a coordinated 2028 population forecast
between the City and the County of 1,588 under the provisions of Goal 14 — Urbanization, as
required for an urban growth boundary amendment. The LUBA decision determined that a
procedural notice shortcoming occurred in that the plan amendment proposal did not include
proper notice to the cities in the County of the inclusion of an adopted population forecast as part
of the amendment, as required under Goal 14 administrative rules (OAR 660-024-0030(1)). The
supplemental evidence and findings (Exhibit B) to correct this LUBA remand item provide that
proper notice was given to all the cities in Marion County including interested persons and
agencies in accordance with the administrative rule provision. The City and County notices
provided by mail and in area newspapers state that the plan amendment includcs a coordinated
2028 population forecast between the City and County and that a public hearing(s) is scheduled
to address the LUBA decision remand items resulting from the appeal of the County decision to
adopt the City of Donald plan amendments (Ordinance No. 1270). The evidence and findings
address the procedural notice shortcoming identified in the LUBA decision and the adoption of
the coordinated 2028 population forecast of 1,588 by the City and County corrects this aspect of
the plan amendment process.

The Board of Commissioners find that the adoption of the amendment to the Marion County
Comprehensive Plan by the readoption of Ordinance No. 1270 that adopted the City of Donald
Comprehensive Plan map amendments including a 42.5 acre urban growth boundary amendment
along with a coordinated 2028 population forecast and supplemental evidence and findings to
address the LUBA decision remand items, provides for a coordinated review, concurrence in and
uniform application of urbanization policies regarding land use matters affecting properties
included within the City of Donald urbén growth boundary. The amendment is consistent with
the applicable provisions of the intergovernmental coordination agreement between Marion
County and the City of Donald. The Board further finds that the amendment and response to the
LUBA decision remand items are in compliance with applicable Statewide Land Use Planning
Goals and Administrative Rules, ORS Chapters 195 and 197, and thc plan amendment
procedures and applicable provisions of the Urbanization Element of the Marion County
Comprehensive Plan. A

SECTION 4. AMENDMENT TO THE MARION COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The Marion County Comprehensive Plan is amended to include the adoption of an amended
City of Donald 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 42.5 acre urban growth boundary expansion for employment lands 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 C. The Manion County Comprehensive Plan and its
implementing ordinances (zoning maps) is further amended to include a coordinated 2028



population forecast of 1,588 for the City of Donald with regard to the plan amendment for
additional employment lands and to include the rezoning of the properties included w1th1n the
amended urban growth boundary as depicted on the map set forth in Exhibit C. ‘|

SECTION 5. REPEAL OF PORTIONS OF EXISTING ORDINANCES

Those portions of Marion County Ordinance No. 530 adopting a City of Donald Urban Growth
Boundary and a Comprehensive Plan for the area outside the city limits but within the growth
boundary and previously adopted Ordinance No. 1270 adopting an urban growth boundary
amendment for employment lands are hereby repealed or amended as set forth in this Ordinance
through the adoption of the City of Donald Comprehensive Plan 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 designation of a particular land use or atea 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 this ordinance or amendment
to Marion County Ordinance No. 530 and 1270 as amended or as amended hereunder, and 1f this
ordinance or any portion thereof should be invalid on one ground, but valid on another, i’ shall
be construed that the valid ground is the one upon which this ordinance or any portion thereof,
was enacted.

SECTION 7. EFFECTIVE DATE .

This Ordinance amending the Marion County Comprehensive Plan by readoption of plaxi map -

amendments to the City of Donald Comprehenswe Plan including an urban growth boundary
amendment and redesignation and rezoning of properties added to the urban growth boundary
(Ordinance No. 1270) and adoption of a coordinated 2028 population forecast of 1,588 along
with supplemental evidence and findings to Ordinance No. 1270 to respond to the LUBA
decision remand items, being necessary to protect the public health, safety and welfm‘-‘e,A an

emergency is declared to exist and this Ordinance shall become effective upon its passage. ‘

SIGNED and FINALIZED at Salem, Oregon this_/{p T day ofép_ﬁtﬁm@ﬁm 2009.

:
MARION COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

air

(/%) Ao P osbe st J;

Recording Secretary .‘

. . o




JUDICIAL NOTICE

Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 197.830 provides that land use decisions may be
reviewed by the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) by filing a Notice of Intent to Appeal
within 21 days from the date this ordinance becomes final.




EXHIBIT A

'LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS (LUBA)
DECISION (LUBA NO. 2008-186)
February 18, 2009

Friends of French Prairie and
Marion County Farm Bureau
Vs.

Marion County



BEFORE THE LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

FRIENDS OF FRENCH PRAIRIE and
MARION COUNTY FARM BUREAU,
Petitioners,

VS.

MARION COUNTY,
Respondent,

and
SUTHERLAND DEVELOPMENT LLC
" and CITY OF DONALD,
Intervenors-Respondents.

LUBA No. 2008-186

FINAL OPINION
. AND ORDER

Appeal from Marion County.

James S. Coon, Portland, filed the petition for review and argued on behalf of
petitioners. With him on the brief was Swanson, Thomas & Coon.

Jane Ellen Stonecipher, Salem, filed a joint response brief and argued on behalf of
respondent. With her on the brief were Dana L. Krawczuk, Megan D. Walseth, Ball Janik
LLP, and Andrew M. Cole.

Dana L. Krawczuk, Portland, filed a joint response brief and argued on behalf of
intervenor-respondent Sutherland Development, LL.C. With her on the brief were Mega.n D.
Walseth, Ball Janik LLP, Jane Ellen Stonecipher and Andrew M. Cole.

Andrew M. Cole, West Linn, filed a joint response brief and argued on behalf of
intervenor-respondent City of Donald. With him on the brief were Jane Ellen Stonecipher,
Dana L. Krawczuk, Megan D. Walseth and Ball Janik LLP,

HOLSTUN, Board Member; RYAN, Board Member, participated in the decision.

BASSHAM, Board Chair, did not participate in the decision.

REMANDED ‘ 02/18/2009

Page 1
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2 You are entitled to judicial review of

this Order. Judicial review is goveméd by the
3 provisions of ORS 197.850.
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Opinion by Holstun.
NATURE OF THE DECISION |

Petitioners appeal a county decision approving an expansion of the City of Donald
urban growth boundary.
MOTION TO INTERVENE

The City of Donald and Sutherland Development, PLC move to intervene on the side
of respondent in this appeal. There is no opposition to the motions, and they are granted.
MOTION TO FILE REPLY BRIEi"‘

Petitioners move to file a reply brief to respond to new matters raised in the response
brief. OAR 661-010-0039. We agree with petitioners that the reply brief responds to new
matters in the response brief. Petitioners also request pcrmissibn to exceed the five-page
limit on reply briefs set by OAR 661-010-0039. Petitioners request permission to file a six-
page reply brief. We grant the request.

Petitioners’ motion to file a six-page reply brief is granted.

FACTS o ,

In 2008, the City of Donald adopted a new population forecast and approved an
expansion of its urban growth boundary (UGB) based on an expressed need for additional
land for employment purposes. The county also adopted the UGB amendment. Land
currently zoned for employment comprises approximately 30 acres in the city, and there are
no large vacant or redevelopable properties zoned for employment uses. The city included
four properties totaling approximately 38 acres into the UGB. While petitioners do not
object to three of the added properties, petitioners do challenge the inclusion of a 27-acre
parcel in the UGB expansion. The subject property is zoned exclusive farm use (EFU) and
consists of high yalue farmlands. The city hopes to attract a warehouse and distribution
center to the property to capitalize on the city’s proximity to ﬂInterstate 5-and railroad lines.

This appeal followed.

Page 3
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FIRST ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR
Petitioners argue that the county violated Goal 14 (Urbanization) in expa:;ding the
UGB. The Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) has adé)pted an

administrative rule to interpret and elaborate on the requirements under Goal 14 to establish

A

and amend UGBs. OAR 660-024-0040(1) provides:

“The UGB must be based on the adopted 20-year population forecast for the
urban area described in OAR 660-024-0030, and must provide for needed
housing, employment and other urban uses such as public facilities, streets
and roads, schools, parks and open space over the 20-year planning penod
consistent with the land need requirements of Goal 14 and this rule. The 20+
year need determinations are estimates which, although based on the bcst
available information and mcthodologlcs, should not be held to an
unreasonably high level of precision.”

Pursuant to OAR 660-024-0040(2)(a), the city’s 20-year population {orecast
commenced in 2008 and extended to 2028.! Although the city developed a population
forecast through the year 2028, which we address in the second assignment of err‘lc:>r, it is
clear that the county did not amend the UGB based on that population forecast. Evenithough
there are references in the challenged decision to meeting the need for population grO\'ivth, the
basis for expanding the UGB is the city’s desire to attract a particular type of employer to the
city to create jobs rather than to satisfy an identified job growth or an increased pop{xlation.
As the findings state: {

“Since the City of Donald is not basing its need for employment land on “
population growth but rather on the need for specific sites to accommodate |
target industries identified in its [Employment Opportunities Analysis |

' As relevant in this appeal, OAR 660-024-0040(2) provides: ‘|.
«x » * If the UGB analysis or amendment is conducted as a post-acknowledgement plan ‘

amendment under ORS 197.610 to 197.625, the 20-year planning period must commence |
LI I I

“(a) On the date initially scheduled for final adoption of the amendment specified by the '
local government in the initial notice of the amendment required by OAR 660-018- ||

0020( "
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(EOA)], a 20-year population forecast to the year 2028 is not a crucial factor
in the land need analysis under the UGB amendment proposal.” Record 32.

While OAR 660-024-004-0(5) allows a city to expand its UGB for employment needs,
and does not réquirc that “job growth estimates necessarily be proportional to population
growth,” the need for employment land must still “be based on an estimate of job growth
over the p]a.hning period.” CSAR 660-024-0040(8) provides safe harbors for determining
employment needs.”> The city, however, did not use any o'if the safe harbor provisions
available under OAR 660-024-0040(8). In fact, the city did not justify its need for increased
employment lands on any estimate of job growth at all, let alone over the planning period.. ,

" The city explains that that approximately 80% of its residents work outside of the

city. The city hopes to attract new jobs to the city that would allow more of its residents to

2 DAR 660-024-0040(5) provides:

“Except for a metropolitan service district described in ORS 197.015(14), the determination
of 20-year employment land need for an urban area must comply with applicable
requirements of Goal 9 and OAR 660, divisicn 9, and must include a determination of the
need for a short-term supply of land for employment uses consistent with OAR 660-009-
0025. Employment land need may be based on an estimate of job growth over the planning
period; local government must provide a reasonable justification for the job growth estimate
but Goal 14 does not require that job growth estimates necessarily be proportional to
population growth.” (Emphasis added.)

? OAR 660-024-0040(8) provides:

.

“The following safe harbors may be applied in determining emploj}nedt needs:

“(a) The local government may estimate that the current number of jobs in the urban area
will grow during the 20-year planning period at a rate equal to either;

“(A)  The county or regional job growth rate provided in the most recent forecast
published by the Oregon Employment Department; or '

“(B) The population growth rate for the urb;;h area in the adopted 20-year
coordinated population forecast specified in QAR 660-024-0030.

“(b) A local government with a population of 10,000 or less may assume that retail and
service commercial land needs will grow in direct proportion to the forecasted urban
area population growth over the 20-year planning period. This safe harbor may not
be used to determine employment land needs for sectors other than retail and service
commercial.”
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work in the city. The city developed its EOA pursuant to Goal 9 (Economic Devellé?pment),
and that EOA identified potential émployers that could be attracted to the area. "l!he EOA
identified warehouse and distribution employment as a potential industry that could be
attracted to the city. The city then identified potential sites near the city that :c:ould be
brought within the UGB to attract such warehouse and distribution employers. Thej;27-acre

. .. . . |
site that petitioners challenge was chosen as the best opportunity for attracting a warehouse
[
|

We see no error in the city’s identification of warehouse and distribution employment

and distribution employer.
i
as an industry that the city is well-positioned to attract to the city, and petitioners do not
challenge the EOA that reached that conclusion. We also see no error in the city’s ciesire to
increase the numbér of residents Qho work in the.city as opposed to commuting ltio other
locales. We see no reason why the city could not factor that desire into its estimaté of job
growth over the relevant planning period. The problem with the approach adopted|. by the
city is that the city did not identify an estimate of job growth over the planning period and
then determine how much additional employment land is needed to meet that estima{*ted job
growth. Instead, the city identified a type of employer that it hopes to attract to the city by
adding the amount of land it believes that employer will require. That approach m{ght be
permissible if the relevant law governing UGB amendments permitted adding land to recruit
employers, without regard to whether those employers are needed to meet populatioxﬂ or job
growth needs. While OAR 660-024-0040 could be ciearer, we do not believe a decigion to
add land to the UGB to attract a particular type of employer can be totally divorced fr:)m the
population projections and job growth estimates required by OAR 660-024-0040(1) and (5).

| The response brief attempts to provide justifications for the decision that are not
contained in the findings that the county adopted in support of its decision. Responde;:-tlts are
correct that a legislative land use decision that is not supported by adequate findings may in

some cases nevertheless be sustained on appeal if the respondent and other parties pr'!ovide
[
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argument and citations to the record in their briefs that demonstrate compliance with the
applicable approval criteria. Redland/Viola/Fischer’s Mill CPO v. Clackamas County, 27 Or
LUBA 560, 564-65 (1994). But while respondent and intervenor-respondent may supply
argument and record citations in support of the county’s decision, they cannot recharacterize
the county’s rationale for its decision and argue the county based its decision on reasoning
that the county clearly did not adopt. The decision clearly states that the UGB amendment is
not based on projected population gfowth or a job growth estimate, and respondents cannot
argue the decision should be affirmed because the amendment actually is based on that
rationale.* Perhaps respondents are correct that the disputed UGB amendment can easily be
justified Ba.sed on population projections and job growth and all the city will need to do on
remand is supply that rationale. But under OAR 660-024-0040(5) there must be “an estimate
of job growth over the planning period” that the employment land to be added to the UGB is
needed to meet. As we have already determined, that estimate is missing.

Finally, respondents argue that if the decision is remanded, petitioners’ ultimate goals
will be thwarted because even rﬁorc high value farmland will need to be added to the UGB if
formal population growth and employment need projections are made. Even if that is true,
that does not provide an altemnate basis for affirming the decision. |

The first assignment of error is sustained.

“ Petitioners argue that the county’s decision is a quasi-judicial decision, not a legislative decision, and the
county’s findings must be adequate to support the decision, without help from respondent and intervenor-
respondent by way of argument and record citations to establish compliance with relevant approval standards.
We need not decide whether the challenged decision is legislative or quasi-judicial. As petitioners correctly
argue, under the principle articulated in Redland/Viola/Fischer’'s Mill CPO, on appeal a respondent cannot
recharacterize or change a legislative decision’s stated decision making rationale to be something that is at odds
with the decision making rationale that is expressed in the legislative decision itself. Therefore, even if the
challenged decision is a legislative decision, respondent’s and intervenor-respondent’s attempt to recharacterize
the county’s rationale for its decision is improper. '
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SECOND ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR

Although the county did not approve its UGB expansion based on a pciipulation
forecast, the city did adopt a population projection for 2028, Petitioners argue tha@ the city
did not comply with Goal 14 in adopting the population projection. .

OAR 660-024-0030(1) provides 'that counties must adopt coordinated: 20-year
population forecasts for the county and each of its urban areas, consistent with gpeciﬁed
statutory standards.” Cities must adopt 20-year population forecasts consistent with Statutory

requirements. OAR 660-024-0030(2) provides that the “forecast must be developed using
commonly accepted practices and standards.”® OAR 660-024-0030(3) provides a sa!’c harbor
for extending a preexisting population forecast if proper notice and procedures are followed
and “by using the same growth trend for the urban area assumed in the county’si current

adopted forecast.”’

* OAR 660-024-0030(1) provides:

“Counties must adopt and maintain a coordinated 20-year population forecast for the count"y
and for each urban area within the county consistent with statutory requirements for such
forecasts under ORS 195.025 and 195.036. Cities must adopt a 20-year population forecast
for the urban area consistent with the coordinated county forecast, except that a metropolltan
service district must adopt and maintain a 20-year population forecast for the area within lts
jurisdiction, In adopting the coordinated forecast, local governments must follow apphcable
procedures and reqmremenm in ORS 197.610 to 197.650 and must provide notice to all other
local govermments in the county. The adopted forecast must be included in the
comprehensive plan or in a document referenced by the plan.”

¢ OAR 660-024-0030(2) provides: !

“The forecast must be developed using commonly accepted practices and standards for
populatlon forecasting used by professional practitioners in the field of demography or
economics, and must be based on current, reliable and objective sources and verifiable factual
information, such as the most recent long-range forecast for the county published by the
Oregon Office of Economic Analysis (OEA). The forecast must take into accourit
documented long-term demographic trends as well as recent events that have a reasonable
likelihood of changing historical trends. The population forecast is an estimate which,
although based on the best available information and methodology, should not be held to an
unreasonably high level of precision.”

" OAR 660-024-0030(3) provides:
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The city and county have a coordinated population forecast. That coordinated
population forecast projects a population of 1050 in 2020 based on an annual growth rate of
2.25 percent. Extending that projected pgpulation and population growth rate results in a
projected population of 1255 in 2028. If the city used the safe harbor provisions of OAR
660-024-0030(3), the projected population- for 2028 would be 1255. The city’'s 2007
population, according to a Portland State University study, was 995 — only 55 people short of
the 2020 population projection. Rather than rely on a safe harbor provision that the city
believed would be inaccurate, the city instead applied the projected annual growth rate from
the coordinated population forecast and applied it to the most recent existing population
study. Thus, instead of a population forecast of 1255 for 2028 using the safe harbor
provision, the city adopted a population forecast of 1588 for 2028. |

Although portions of the decision refer to the population forecast as a “safe harbor”

estimate, it is clear that the city did not follow the safe harbor provisions of OAR 660-024-

- 003 0(3).® Just because a population forecast is not made under the safe harbor provisions

does not mean that it is invalid. In fact, the city’s population forecast, based on the
preexisting adopted growth rate being applied to the current population may well be

reasonable and permissible, if consistent with the rcquiremenEs of OAR 660-024-0030(1).

“As a safe harbor, if a coordinated population forecast was adopted by a county within the
previous 10 years but does not provide a 20-year forecast for an urban area at the time a city
initiates an evaluation or amendment of the UGB, a city and county may adopt an updated
forecast for the urban area consistent with this section. The updated forecast is deemed to
comply with applicable goals and laws regarding population forecasts for purposes of the
current UGB evaluation or amendment provided the forecast:

“(a) Is adopted by the city and county in accordance with the notice, procedures and
requirements described in section (1) of this rule; and

“(b) Extends the current urban area forecast to a 20-year period commencing on the date
determined under OAR 660-024-0040(2) by using the same growth trend for the
urban area assumed in the county's current adopted forecast.”

® The response brief states that “arguably” the safe harbor provisions could be read to allow the city to

apply the adopted growth rate to a more recent population figure, but the brief does not develop that argument
further and we therefore do not consider the argument further. -
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See n 5. When making updated forecasts, however, the city “must provide notice to all other
local governments in the county.” OAR 660-024-0030(1). While the city provided other
cities notice of the proposed UGB expansion, that notice did not state that the icity was
adopting a revised population forecast. Record 602-04. While respondents argue that other
local governments should have realized that a UGB amendment would naturally alsg; include
a revised population forecast, that is not sufficient to comply with the requirement that notice
of the revised population forecast be provided. The city did not comply with the OAR 660-
024-0030 revised popu[atioﬁ forecast requirements. '.
The second assignment of error is sustained.

THIRD ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR -

Petitioners argue that the city failed to properly apply the alternative sites analysis

required by the Goal 14 locational factors. Goal 14 provides:

“The location of the urban growth boundary and changes to the boundad
shall be determined by evaluating alternative boundary locations consistcnl‘.t
with ORS 197.298 and with consideration of tlie following factors: ‘

“(1) Efficient accommodation of identified land needs; l'
]
“(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 farm and forest land outside the UGB.” l

According to petitioners, the city did not adequately consider the fourth lo¢ational

factor regarding the compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural larid. The
city’s findings state: ‘ o ‘

“The City recognizes that with few exceptions, Donald is located within an
area of significant agricultural production. Expansion of the City limits will
likely have similar impacts regardless which direction the City.expands. It is
anticipated that the industrial designation will not create traffic impacts or,
uses {as compared to residential activities) thereby somewhat mitigating’
impacts on these adjacent farm lands.” Record 71.
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While the findings are not particularly detailed, the Goal 14 locational factors are not
properly viewed as separate approval criteria. The factors n:wst only be considered and
balanced in deciding where to expand a UGB.9' Petitioners do not argue that the city failed to .
consider the other locational factors or that the city did not baléxlce the locational factors in
adopting the challenged decision. Petitioners merely argue thé_t the city did not adequately
address the compatibility of the proposed warehouse and distribution uses with nearby farm
uses. The locational factors, however, only require a comparison of alternative Sites and
consideration of which of the alternatives will be more compatible with farm and forest uses.
The locational factors do not require that UGB expansion areas must be compatible with
farm and forest uses.

In the presel{t case, the city explains that all properties adjacent to the city limits were
considered as alternative locations for the UGB . amendment. Five alternative sites meeting
the size and transportation access demands identified by the EOA were identified.'® All of
the properties surrounding the alternatives have primarily class I soils, and the city
concluded that the impact on all the surrounding properties would be the same. Importantly,

petitioners do not dispute that all the alternative locations are surrounded by similar farmland

‘or that the impacts on those farmlands would essentially be the same regardless of which

alternative location was chosen. The locational factors merely require the city to consider

® OAR 661-024-0060(3) provides:

“The boundary location factors of Goal 14 are not independent criteria. When the factors are
applied to compare alternative boundary locations and to determine the UGB location, a local
government must show that all the factors were considered and balanced.”

1 DAR 660-024-0060(5) allows the city to narrow the number of alternative sites based on certain
characteristics: :

“If a local government has specified characteristics such as parcel size, topography, or
proximity that are necessary for land to be suitable for an identified need, the local
government may limit its consideration to land that has the specified characteristics when it
conducts the boundary location altemnatives analysis and applies ORS 197.298.”
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those factors in deciding between alternative locations. Once the city determined that

compatibility with nearby “farm uses provided no distinction between the aI:'temative

locations, the city properly relied on the other factors to choose the properties to befincluded
, ‘j
in the expanded UGB. The city considered the locational factors and balanced! them in

, |
making its decision. The fact that compatibility with nearby farm uses did not distinguish the

alternative locations does not mean the city violated Goal 14. :
The third assignment of error is denied. '
i
|

|
!
\
1
The city’s decision is remanded. 1
|
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EXHIBIT B

EVIDENCE AND FINDINGS
MARION COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT (LA 08-2)
LUBA DECISION REMAND

The Board accepts, adopts and incorporates as its own findings the following: the August 11,
2009 joint hearing staff report, the testimony in support of the text amendment request and
rationale given during deliberations of joint hearing on August 11, 2009, ECONorthwest’s
August 11, 2009 “City of Donald Employment Forecast and Site Needs,” and ECONorthwest’s
August 11, 2009 “Response to 1000 Friends of Oregon Comments on Supplemental Economic
Opportunities Analysis,” and Marion County Ordinance No. 1270, and its supporting exhibits.
All of the above referenced incorporated documents shall be referred to in these findings as the
“Incorporated Findings.” The findings below (the “supplemental findings®) supplement and
elaborate on the Incorporated Findings, all of which are attached and incorporated herein. When
there is a conflict between the supplemental ﬁndmgs and the Incorporated Findings, the
supplemental findings shall prevall " .

BACKGROUND

1. = LUBA Remand in Friends of French Prairie v. Marion County, (February 18, 2009,
LUBA No. 2008- 0186[ . .

This proposal comes before the Marion County Board of Commissioners as a result of the
Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals’ (“LUBA”) remand in Friends of French Prairie v. Marion
County, (February 18, 2009, LUBA No. 2008-0186), which was an appeal of the County’s
approval of the City of Donald’s expansion of its urban growth boundary (UGB). The issues on
remand are very limited — in Friends of French Prairie, LUBA remanded the County’s decision
to correct two shortcomings: '

1. First, the cities of Marion County were not provided with proper notice that the UGB
amendment included the adoption of a coordinated population forecast, as required under
Goal 14. This was a procedural mistake; LUBA did not rule on the merits of if the
adopted forecast was reasonable if it had been adopted under the proper procedure.

2. Second, the economic 0pbortunities analysis (EOA) did not include an estimate of job
growth over the planning period to support the UGB expansion.

Pursuant to the “law of the case™ standard as follows issues that may not be considered in the
local government’s proceedings on remand include (1) issues presented in the first appeal and
rejected by LUBA and (2) issues that could have been, but were not, raised in the first appeal.
Louisiana Pacific v. Umatilla County, 28 Or LUBA 32, 35 (1994). When a local government
limits its remand proceedings to issues that were the basis for LUBA’s remand, as the County
has done in these proceedings, issues that were not raised in the first appeal and are not within
the scope of the issues that were the basis for LUBA’s remand cannot be raised in a subsequent
appeal to LUBA. O’Rourke v. Union County, 31 Or LUBA 174, 176 n 1 (1996). Therefore, it is
important to identify the issues in Friends of French Prairie that LUBA upheld or issues that
were not appealed, and are accordingly not issues that were considered as part of this remand
proceeding, including but not limited to:



1. The altemnative sites analysis, including the locational factors analysis, that led to the
inclusion of the 4 properties in the UGB was upheld by LUBA.

2. The EOA'’s conclusion that the City of Donald is well-positioned to attract a Warehouse
and distribution facility, and the site characteristics of that target industry.

3. The City’s decision expanding its UGB. i
To address the issues identified by LUBA in Friends of French Prairie, the County: “'

1. Concurs that the City provided proper notice of the proposed coordinated population
forecast to all other cities in the County, and adopts an updated, coordinated population
forecast. The County notes that the City adopted the same coordinated population
forecast on September 8, 2009; and |

2. Considered the supplemental evidence that estimates the City’s job growth rat‘e and
correlates it to a land need. As detailed below, the supplementary evidence conﬁrms the
need to expand the City’s UGB to include 42.5 acres. Accordingly, the County adopts
Marion County Ordinance No. 1290, readopting. Marion County Ordinance No. 1270
with its supporting exhibits as supplemented by these findings, which expands the City of
Donald’s UGB and includes County Comprehensive Plan amendments from County
“Primary Agriculture” to City Urban Comprehensive Plan land use designations of
“Industrial” and “Commerclal” and County “Exclusive Farm Use™ zoning to County
“Urban Transition/Farm” zomng

2. Donald UGB Amendment History

In March 2008, the City of Donald conducted an EQA that and identified target industries
including a warehousing and distribution facility and two existing businesses in Donald that
needed land for expansion. The site characteristics of these target industries were identified in
the EOA. Based upon the need for industrial and commercial land identified in the EQA, the
City expanded it’s UGB to include 42.5 acres. The Comprehensive Plan map de51gnat10ns for
the properties included in the UGB were amended from County “Primary Agnculture” to City
“Industrial” or City “Commercial.” Ord. 138-08. The City’s decision was not appealed and
City’s UGB amendment is final.

Marion County and the City of Donald are required to coordinate and have a consistent UGB
boundary for Donald. Therefore, after the City expanded its UGB, on October 1, 2008 the
County evaluated and concurred with Donald’s proposed UGB expansion. County Ordinance
No. 1270. As part of this process, the County adopted a coordinated population forecast for the
City, reviewed the EOA, and expanded the City’s UGB to include 42.5 acres. Add1t1onally, the
County changed the zoning of the properties included in the UGB from the Marion County Rura]
Zone of Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) to Marion County Urban Zone Urban Transition ﬁmm
(UTF). The County’s decision was appealed to LUBA, who remanded the County’s decision
based on the two limited issues identified above. !



COORDINATED POPULATION FORECAST

UGB amendments must be based upon a consideration of a 20-year population forecast that is
coordinated with the County. ORS 195.036. The 20 year planning period for the City’s UGB,
which was expanded in 2008, was 2008-2028. On June 22, 2009, all of the Marion County cities
were mailed notice of the City and County’s proposed adoption of a coordinated population
forecast, thereby curing the procedural defect identified by LUBA.

The City’s and County’s most recently adopted coordinated population forecast (adopted in
1998) projected that in 2020 Donald would have 1,050 people. The adopted average annual
growth rate was 2.25%. The Portland State University Population Research Center estimates
that the City’s population growth rate is 3.16%, and that the City’s population in 2007 was 995.

The administrative rules related to population projections have a “safe harbor” methodology that
allows the adopted 2020 forecast of 1,050 people to be extended to the year 2028 using the
previously adopted average annual growth rate of 2.25%, which results in a 2028 population
forecast of 1,255 people. OAR 660-024-0030(4)(a). Because the City’s population had already
reached 995 in 2007 and the recent growth rate has been significantly higher than 2.25%, the
City Council found, and the Board agrees, that the safe harbor projection of 1,255 people in 2028
is unreasonably low. The City Council further found, and the Board agrees, that it is more
reasonable to instead “recalibrate” the base number by forecasting the population growth based
upon the actual population in 2007 of 995 people. When the 2.25% growth rate is applied to the
2007 population, the 2028 populaticn is forecasted to be 1,588 people, an increase of 333 people
over the safe harbor approach.

At the August 11, 2009 joint hearing, the Donald City Council considered Donald’s population
forecast to the year 2028. The City voted unanimously to adopt a 2028 population forecast of
1,588. The City Council unanimously approved the findings in support of the coordinated
population forecast for Donald at the City Council’s September 8, 2009 hearing. Through this
action, the County concurs with the City’s adoption of a 2028 population forecast of 1,588
people, and amends the County’s comprehensive plan accordingly. See Exhibit A.

The 2028 population projection will likely change in the future because Marion County is
currently conducting a county-wide population study that will produce year 2030 population
forecasts for each of the cities and the unincorporated area of Marion County. For the time
being, however, the City found, and the County concurs, that the 2028 population projection of
1,588 people to be conservative and reasonable. '

None of the testimony given at the joint hearing objected to the proposed adoption of a
coordinated population forecast.

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AMENDMENT

As explained elsewhere in these findings, in 2008 the County reviewed and concurred with the
City’s adoption of an expansion of the City’s UGB (and the related Comprehensive Plan and
Zoning Map amendments). The County’s approval of the City’s UGB amendment was appealed,
and LUBA remanded the County’s decision on two very limited bases. The procedural error
with the coordinated population forecast is addressed elsewhere in these findings. The other
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issue on remand was that the EOA did not include an estimate of job growth over the !lplanning

period to support the UGB expansion.

The City of Donald retained ECONorthwest, expert economists and planners with statewide
experience with economic opportunities analyses, Goal 9, Goal 14 and UGB expansions, to
estimate the City’s job growth rate and correlate job growth to a land need. ECONorthwest
produced two reports — (1) the August 11, 2009 “City of Donald Employment Forecast and Site
Needs,” and (2) the August 11, 2009 “Response to 1000 Friends of Oregon Comments on
Supplemental Economic Opportunities Analysis,” collectively referred to herein as the
“Supplemental EOA.” Bob Parker, an economist with ECONorthwest, presented the |
Supplemental EOA at the joint hearing, where the County considered the Supplemental EOA and
Mr. Parker’s testimony as evidence. ]

1. Estimate of Job Growth | : |

OAR 660-024-0040(5) requires that there must be an estimate of job growth over the planning
period that the employment land to be added to the UGB is needed to meet. The Supplemental
EOA uses the safe harbor in OAR 660-024-0040(9)(a)(B) for determining employment needs by
applying the projected population growth rate of 2.25% to determine job growth. When this
average annual growth rate is applied to the City’s estimated 296 total employees in 2007, the
employment forecast for 2008 projects that in 2028, Donald’s employment base will grow from
303 jobs to 473 jobs, an increase of 170 employees. None of the testimony offered objected to
the estimate of job growth.

2. - Amount of Land Needed to Meet Estimated Job Growth

In the Supplemental EOA, ECONorthwest calculated the amount of land that should b'fe added to
the UGB to meet an estimated increase of 170 jobs. The Supplemental EQA details the
methodology, but a summary of the methodology is ECONorthwest reviewed the City’s supply
of employment land; quantified the amount of land needed to accommodate the forecasted 170
new jobs, and compared the land need with the land supply. When quantifying the amount of
land needed to accommodate the forecasted job growth, the expert economists assumed that the
future distribution and intensity of employment would be consistent with existing employment.
The economists also considered the needed site characteristics for the two existing businesses
that desired to expand, which were industries targeted in the EOA. Similarly, because|the City
does not currently have a warehousing and distribution facility, and such a use was identified as
a target industry in the EOA and the City’s adopted UGB decision, the land needed to ‘l
accommodate this target industry was added to the identified land need, consistent with Goal 9.

I
Based on a comparison of employment land need and the supply of suitable employment land
within the Donald UGB, the Supplemental EOA confirmed that City of Donald needed to expand
its UGB to provide land for employment uses. After considering site characteristics, the
Supplemental EOA concluded that the UGB should include: :

o One site of about five acres, adjacent to GK Machinery, to accommodate an
existing business that is planning to expand in Donald. i

|
o One site of about seven acres adjacent to an existing propane distributor that is
planning to expand in Donald. f



o One approximately one and one-half acre site to provide for new commercial
and retail development to provide services to Donald’s growing population.

o One site for warehouse and distribution uses of about thirty acres with
convenient access to I-5 and direct access to rail. -

Public testimony was offered challenging the quantification of the amount of land needed to be
included within the UGB. We understand the challenges to be directed at the approximately 27
acre parcel located east of Butteville Road, known as the “Feller property,” which was included
in the UGB to accommodate a warehousing and distribution facility. Each challenge is
addressed below.

A, Need for a Warehousing and Distribution Facility

The opposition testimony discussed at length various reasons why, in their opinion, Donald
should not try to attract a warehouse and distribution center, and why a need for such an
industrial use has not been demonstrated. The testimony mentioned other cities along the I-5
corridor that are seeking to attract a warehouse distribution center (efforts by other cities that
various opponents to these amendments have opposed), that the Northwest is not a high priority
for the warehouse and distribution industry, and that in their opinion, warehousing and
distribution uses could not reasonably be expected to locate in Donald. None of these challenges
were made when the City expanded its UGB in 2008. During the County’s consideration of the
City’s UGB expansion in 2008, opponents raised some generalized complaints about
warehousing and distribution uses, and those were considered and rejected by the County.
Specifically, the County found that “allowing for new warehousing and distribution firms
provide the best economic development opportunity for the community.” Exhibit B to
Ordinance 1270, page 38. This finding, and the conclusion that that warehousing and
distribution was an industry that could reasonably be expected to locate in the City, was not
challenged at LUBA.1 Therefore, the inclusion of warehousing and distribution as a target
industry in the City’s economic strategy, and the County’s reliance on that strategy, is final and
cannot be challenged in this limited remand proceeding. Accordingly, the County finds that all
of the testimony related to the suitability of a warehousing and distribution facility for the City of
Donald is irrelevant. : . .

Although the suitability of a warehousing and distribution facility is irrelevant, in an abundance
of caution, the County finds that the City’s target industry is compliant with the Economic
Development section of the County Comprehensive Plan’s Urbanization Element. The County’s
Comprehensive Plan requires “each city’s employment sector to complement rather than
compete with each other.” Opposition testimony emphasized the existing square footage of
vacant warehousing and distribution facilities in the region and discussed various other
jurisdictions’ efforts to attract warehousing and distribution facilities (i.e., a Metro UGB

1 In Friends of French Prairie LUBA explained,
(33N -~ . - .
“The EOA identified warehouse and distribution ermployment as a potential
industry that could be attracted to the city.* * *We see no error in the city’s
identification of warehouse and distribution employment as an industry that the
city is well-positioned to attract to the city, and petitioners do not challenge the
EQA that reached that conclusion.”

Slip op. at 6.
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expansion in 2010). A professional industrial developer, Paul Nelson, offered testimony that
much of the warehousing and distribution facilities that are on the market as available are
functionally obsolete. Mr. Nelson also testified that warehousing and distribution facility users
need a variety of different kinds of facilities, testimony that was echoed by ECONortliwest. The
County 1s persuaded by Mr. Nelson and ECONorthwest’s testimony and finds that multlple
available warehousing and distribution facilities would complement one another by prowdmg
market choice, consistent with the County’s Comprehensive Plan. 1

The speculative testimony submitted that hypothesized that in the future if a warehouse and
distribution use does not materialize for the Feller property, there will be pressure to covert the
site for a big box retailer or other commercial use is also irrelevant. Moreover, the conversion of
land included in the UGB for a use other than the need determination that justified the UGB
expansion is prohibited by Goal 14. OAR 660-024-0050(6). The County notes that the City
recently adopted a new industrial zone, the Employment Industrial (“EI”’) zone. Unlike the
City’s other industrial zone, the EI zone strictly limits the allowed commercial uses. Testimony
was offered at the joint hearing that the EI zone was created with the Feller property in mind, and
the City’s intent was to zone the Feller property EI once it was annexed into the City. [

h

|
Opposition testimony criticized the Supplemental EQA for not providing a strong eno\ugh nexus
between the projected job growth (170 jobs) and the needed quantity of land (approx1mately 42.5
acres). A component of this challenge is a criticism the quantity of land added to the U GB
results in a low employment density. ECONorthwest responded to these criticisms inlits August
11, 2009 report entitled “Response to 1000 Friends of Oregon Comments on Supplemental
Economic Opportunities Analysis,” and employment density was also addressed in "
ECONorthwest’s August 11, 2009 report entitled “City of Donald Employment Forecast and Site
Needs,” both reports are included as Incorporated Findings. 2
As detailed below, the Supplemental EOA analyzed the land needed for employment based upon
site needs that were derived from the City’s economic development strategy, which is final and
cannot be challenged n this limited remand proceeding. The County finds that this methodology
is consistent with Goal 9 and its administrative rules, which require, “The economic
opportunities analysis must identify the number of sites by type reasonable expected to be
needed to accommodate the expected employment growth based on the site charactenstlcs
typical of expected uses.” OAR 660-009-0015(2). '

\
(1) The employment density that is anticipated for the Feller property, and the

Donald UGB expansion, complies with the Goal 9 and 14 requirements.

B.  The Amount of Land Included in the UGB is Justified

The Supplemental EOA discusses the range of employment densities that can be achieved on a
warehousing and distribution site, and explains that there is not a study that is accepted by
professional economists about employment densities generally, or warehouse and distribution
facilities specifically. In the absence of an accepted study, the expert economists surveyed recent
studies in Oregon to discem a reasonable range of employment densities for wa.rchousmg and
distribution facilities. The Supplemental EQA concludes that in the Portland and Eugene area,
the range of employment density for warehousing and distribution sites is between three
employees per acre and seven employees per acre. Depending upon what percentage of the
forecasted 170 jobs locates on the Feller property, the employment density will be between four
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and six jobs per acre. The County finds that the projected employment density for the
warehousing and distribution site is consistent with achieved and projected employment densities
for warehousing and distribution sites in the Portland area and Eugene, and is therefore
reasonable. The County recognizes that the projected employment density for the UGB
expansion is less than the employment density in City’s existing UGB. The decrease in
employment density is a byproduct of the employment densities associated with the warehousing
and distribution use, the City’s unchallenged target industry. The non-warehousing and
distribution employment uses are assumed to continue grow at the same employment density rate
as is the existing employment uses in the UGB. Moreover, the County notes that Goal 9 and its
administrative rule do not identify any analytical requirements or standards related to
employment density. .

Opposition testimony was submitted that argued that expanding the City’s UGB is not an
efficient accommodation of identified land needs as required by Goal 14. The County finds that
Supplemental EOA adequately addresses all Goal 9 and Goal 14 requirements. The opposition
testimony does not cite specific Goal 14 efficiency requirements, but presumably they are
referring to OAR 660-024-0050(4). Under that rule, if a land need is identified, “prior to
expanding the UGB, a local government must demonstrate that the estimated needs cannot
reasonably be accommodated on land already inside the UGB.” One way of accommodating a
land need with land already inside the UGB is by increasing the development capac1ty of the
land within the UGB - i.e., change its zoning. ;

When the County approved the City’s UGB expansion in 2008, it found that “allowing for new
warehousing and distribution firms provide the best economic development opportunity for the
community. Exhibit B to Ordinance 1270, page 38. The County’s findings related to OAR 660-
024-0050 go on to identify specific site requirements for the warehousing and distribution
facilities as well as the other identified industrial site needs:

“It is determined that the existing vacant or redevelopable land was
inadequate in both size (the largest single, vacant parcel at 3.18
acres} and location to address the requirements of a 25 to 50-acre
parcel needed for the identified targeted industry. Therefore a UGB
amendment was necessary. Further it was also determined a UGB
expansion was necessary to ensure adequate additional land for
existing businesses, also a targeted industry.” Exhibit B to

' Ordmance 1270 page 42.

Neither ﬁndmg was challenged at LUBA. Therefore, the conclusions that estimated that the
required size for a warehousing and distribution site is between 25 and 50 acres cannot be
challenged 1n this limited remand proceeding. The City’s land inventory, which was also not
challenged at LUBA, revealed that the total vacant and re-developable acreage of employment
land in the City’s UGB was less than 11 acres, and the largest single vacant parcel was 3.18
acres. The 25 to 50 acre land need for a warehousing and distribution site, which was refined to
an approximately 30 acre land need by the Supplemental EQA, could not possibly be
accommodated on land available within the UGB. Therefore, the expansion of the City’s UGB
- to accommodate the identified land need for an approximately 30 acre warehousing and

distribution site complies with OAR 660 009-0015(2), OAR 660-024- 0050(4) and the Goal 9
and 14 rules. .



The identification of the parcels needed for business expansion, another target mdustry, 1s
compliant with OAR 660-009-0015(2), OAR 660-024-0050(4) and the Goal 9 and 14 rules for
similar reasons. When the County approved the City’s UGB expansion in 2008, it found that:

“Regarding the existing firms seeking expansion, there is no '“'
suitable alternative to obtaining land adjacent to the existing ;
property. In the case of Parcel 2 [the approximately 7 acre ‘
property included in the UGB], the property is adjacent to the "
existing propane business and will be used to provide additional
storage of propane tanks. No other adjacent land is available to
provide for the necessary expansion. For Parcel 3 [the r
approximately 5 acre property included in the UGB], the County
recognizes the subject G&K Machine property as committed to
industrial development. This amendment merely brings existing
industrial land into the City’s UGB for eventual annexation. [
Therefore, in both cases, the only possible option to provide for
business expansion was to include land located outside the existing
UGB.” -Exhibit B to Ordinance 1270, page 43 ‘l

This finding was not challenged at LUBA, so the site characteristics and anticipated use of the
property needed for the expansion of existing businesses cannot be challenged in this lumted
remand proceeding. Because the businesses need to expand on to adjacent property, and there is
no available vacant or redevelopable property within the UGB that is adjacent to these|
businesses, the land need cannot be accommodated within the UGB, I

|

(2) The relationship between the projected employment growth and amount of
land added to the UGB is reasonable. '

Opposition testimony was submitted that argued that the projected job growth was not "l
“translated” into a quantity of needed employment land. The County rejects that argument. As
explained elsewhere in these findings, when quantifying the amount of land needed to
accommodate the forecasted job growth, the expert economists assumed that the future
distribution and intensity of employment would be consistent with existing employment. In
other words, to determine the amount of land needed the economists assumed that non-
warehouse and distribution future employment uses would be equivalent to the existing
employment densities. However, because the City does not currently have a warehousing and
distribution facility, and the conclusion that such a use was identified as a target industry is not
open for review during these remand proceedings, the land needed to accommodate thi$ target
industry was added to the identified land need for other employment uses, consistent w1th Goal
9. The County finds this methodology and the resulting range of potential employee densmes to
be reasonable. ;

The County is also persuaded by testimony that correlated the land needed to accommdl!datc the
projected employment growth to the “worst case scenario” trip generation from the traffic impact
analysis (TIA) of the Feller property. The TIA estimated vehicle trips generated, not employees,
but the TIA can be used to extrapolate a reasonable estimated range of employees that nilay be
employed at an approximately 30 acre warehouse and distribution facility. The TIA assumed
that during the PM peak hour that 185 vehicle trips would exit a 30 acre site and 62 trips would -
enter. It is reasonable to assume that the total vehicle trips during the PM peak hour arel‘lnot
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made exclusively by employees — i.e., the trips represent employees (i.e., leaving work), visitors,
and distribution/delivery vehicles. However, even if all of the egress PM trips were employees,
the “worst case” projection of 185 employees on a 30 acre site (which is larger than the Feller
property) is consistent with the projected job growth of 170 new employees.

The County finds that it 1s noteworthy that the administrative rule that regulates land need
recognizes the inherent lack of precision in an employment land need forecast — “the 20-year
need determinations are estimates which, although based on the best available information and
methodologies, should not be held to an unreasonably high level of precision.” OAR 660-024-
0040(1). The relationship between the projected employment growth and amount of land needed
in the UGB is based upon expert testimony that relies upon established information and
methodologies, and satisfies OAR 660-024-0040(1).

C. . Land Need Conclusion

The County finds that the evidence provided by the Supplemental EOA confirms that
approximately 42.5 acres needs to be added to the City’s UGB, which is the amount of acreage
the City added to its UGB in 2008 and the same amount of acreage the County considered when
it concurred with the City’s UGB expansion. Therefore, the County finds that it is unnecessary
to revisit any other issues related to the City’s UGB amendment and the related Comprehensive
Plan and zoning map amendments. Instead, the County adopts Marion County Ordinance No.

, readopting Marion County Ordinance No. 1270 with its supporting exhibits as
supplemented by these findings, which expands the City of Donald’s UGB and icludes County
Comprehensive Plan amendments from County “Primary Agriculture” to City Urban
Comprehensive Plan land use designations of “Industrial” and “Commercial” and County
“Exclusive Farm Use” zoning to County “Urban Transition/Farm” zoning.

3, The City’s 2008 Expansion of its UGB is Final and is Not Re-Opened as Part of the
Limited Proceedings on Remand

Public testimony was submitted that argued that the City’s 2008 UGB decision was not final
until it was also adopted by the County. The testimony continued that because the County’s
concurring amendment of the UGB expansion was remanded, the City’s UGB expansion was not
final and all issues related to the City’s UGB were relevant to the consideration of the
coordinated population forecast. For the reasons explained below, the County rejects these
arguments and finds that the City’s 2008 UGB expansion is final.

The City and County must cooperate when amending the City’s UGB because the action affects
both the City and the County. Both jurisdictions make separate, albeit consistent, final decisions
about where the UGB should be and the appropriate comprehensive plan and zoning map
designations for land included in the UGB. The City processed the comprehensive plan
amendments that established the City’s UGB pursuant to its legislative procedure in March 2008.
The City Council’s decision was not appealed to LUBA and is final. The County then undertook
its review of the City’s UGB and adopted coordinating comprehensive plan amendments, which
were appealed.

The requirement that the County adopt a coordinating comprehensive plan amendment goes to
the effectiveness of the UGB amendment, not its finality. In other words, the City cannot
urbanize the land included in its UGB (i.e., annex the land) until the County’s coordinating UGB
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amendment is complete, but the City’s UGB decision is final nonetheless. An analogous
situation is voter approved annexation. A city’s decision that a territory is eligible for annexation
is a final land use decision, but it does not become effective unless voters approve thel
annexation. . h

FINDINGS ADDRESSING APPLICABLE CRITERIA !

The Incorporated Findings and findings above address all of the applicable criteria in detail.
Below are summary findings that address the applicable criteria in the Statewide Planning Goals
and applicable administrative rules.

1. Statewide Planning Goals

Goal 1, Citizen Involvement: A public hearing was held on August 11, 2009, consistent with the
County’s adopted procedures regarding citizen involvement. The process is also consistent with
the City/County April 2, 1986 Urban Growth Boundary and Policy Agreement. ﬁ

Goal 2, Land Use Planning: The amendments are consistent with the acknowledged
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code. As explained elsewhere in these findings and|the
Supplemental Findings, the amendments are entirely consistent with these acknowledged
documents. Furthermore, the amendments are being coordinated with the City of Donald, and all
cities in the County have been provided notice and the opportunity to comment on the proposed

amendments. -!

Goal 3, Agricultural Lands: Goal 3 is addressed in the Supplemental Findings. Adopting a
coordinated population forecast and correlating the City’s estimated job growth rate and to a land
need do not in and of themselves involve or affect agricultural land.

el
I

Goal 4, Forest Lands: The proposal does not involve or affect forest land.

Goal 5, Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources: Goal 5 is addressed in
the Supplemental Findings. Adopting a coordinated populatlon forecast and correlatmg the
City’s estimated job growth rate and to a land need do not in and of themselves involve or affect
open spaces, scenic and historic areas or natural resources. '

Goal 6, Air, Water and Land Resource Quality: The proposal does not involve or affect air, water
and land resource quality. _

|

Goal 7, Natural Hazards: Development requlrements within natural hazard areas are nc|’t altered
or otherwise affected.

Goal 8, Recreational Needs: The amendments will not alter or diminish the City’s ablhty to
provide recreational land. i
Goal 9, Economic Development: Goal 9 requires the City to provide “an adequate land supply
for economic development and employment growth.” The March 2008 expansion of the City’s
UGB, which was not appealed and is final, complied with Goal 9. By concurring with the City’s
UGB expansion, the County likewise complies with Goal 9 because it enables the City, to provide
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adequate opportunities for economic activities. Moreover, the proposed amendments’
compliance with the Goal 9 administrative rules is detailed below. -

Goal 10, Housing: These amendments do not impact the ability to i)rovide needed housing for
the community. : ‘

»

Goal 11, Pubhc Fa0111tles and Service: These amendments do not unpact the ability to prowde
needed housing for the community.

d
Goal 12, Transportation: Goal 12 is addressed in the Supplemental Findmgs. Adopting a
coordinated population forecast and correlating the City’s estimated job growth rate and to a land
need do not in and of themselves significantly affect an existing or planned transportation
facility.

Goal 13, Energy Conservation: The proposal does not involve or affect energy conservation.

+*

Goal 14, Urbanization: Goal 14 is addressed in the Supplemental Findings.
Goals 15 to 19, Willamette River Greenway, Estuarine Resources, Coastal Shores, Beaches and -
Dunes, Ocean Resources: The proposal does not involve land within the Willamette Greenway

or coastal areas, so these goals are not applicable.

2. Oregon Revised Statutes

ORS 195.036 Area Population Forecast, Coordination: Marion County and the City have
collaborated and coordinated to adopt a consistent population forecast. Both jurisdictions voted
unanimously to adopt the population forecast at the joint hearing on August 11, 2009, and the
City adopted the population forecast ordinance at its September 8, 2009 meeting. The County is
continuing to conduct a county-wide population study that will produce year 2030 population
forecasts for each of the cities and the unincorporated area of Marion County. In the interim, the
population forecast adopted by this amendment will be used by the City and County to maintain
and update the jurisdictions’ comprehensive plans.

3. Oregon Administrative Rules (OARSs)
A. ieran Growth Boundary Administrative Rules — OAR Chapter 660, Division 24

OAR 660-024-0030(1): “...Cities must adopt a 20 year population forecast for the urban area
consistent with the coordinated county forecast...In adopting the coordinated forecast, local
govemments must follow applicable procedures and requirements in ORS 197.610 to 197.650
and must provide notice to all other local governments in the county. The adopted forecast must
be included in the comprehensive plan or in a document referenced by the plan.”

FINDINGS: Through the remand process, the City and County have jointly adopted a
coordinated population forecast for the 20 year period of 2008-2028. The coordinated
population forecast has been adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plans of the City and County.
Notice has been provided to all other local governments in the County, and the procedures are
compliant with ORS 197.610 to 197.650, which are the procedures for post-acknowledgement
plan amendinents. A

N
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OAR 660-024-0030(2): “The forecast must be developed using commonly accepted f)ractices
and standards for population forecasting used by professional practitioners in the field of
demography or economics, and must be based on current, reliable and objective sources and
verifiable factual information, such as the most recent long-range forecast for the county
published by the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis (OEA). The forecast must take into
account documented long-term demographic trends as well as recent events that have[a
reasonable likelihood of changing historical trends. The population forecast is an estimate which,
although based on the best available 1nformatlon and methodology, should not be held to an
unreasonably high level of precision.” |‘

FINDINGS: This criterion is satisfied because the City’s projected 2028 populatlon of 1588
people is based upon current, reliable and objective sources of verifiable factual 1nformat10n, and
the methodology is a commonly accepted practice. PSU’s March 2009 Population Re§earch
Center’s “Population Estimates for Oregon and Its Counties and Incorporated Cities: April 1,
1990 — July 1, 2008” estimates that on July 1, 2008 Donald had 1,025 residents and on July 1,
2007 Donald had 995 residents. PSU’s data is current, reliable and objective sources of
verifiable factual information. The County’s adopted 2020 population forecast included a 2.25%
growth rate. The state has determined that it is reasonable to apply an adopted growth rate to
extend an out of date population projection. It is reasonable to apply the adopted grox:'avth rate to a
“recalibrated” base number (the actual 2007 population of 995) rather than simply extending the
2020 forecast of 1,050 that is obviously too low because PSU’s estimate of the July 1; 2008
population was 1,025. I

OAR 660-024-0040(5) provides: “The UGB must be based on the adopted 20-year populatlon
forecast for the urban area described in QAR 660-024-0030, and must provide for needed
housing, employment and other urban uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, Ischools,
parks and open space of the 20-year planning period consistent with the land need requirements
of Goal 14 and this rule. The 20-year need determinations are estimates which, although based
on the best avallable information and methodologies, should not be held to an u.nreasonably high
level of precision.” {"

|
FINDINGS: An updated coordinated population forecast has been adopted. The County’s
concurrence with the City’s UGB will provide a 20-year supply of employment landsr consistent
with Goals 9 and 14. As explained elsewhere in these findings, the relatlonsh1p between the
projected employment growth and amount of land needed in the UGB is based upon the
Supplemental EOQA and expert testimony that relies upon established information and
methodologies, in compliance with QAR 660-024-0040(5). .J

OAR 660-024-0040(5) provides: “Except for a metropolitan service district described in ORS
197.015(13), the determination of 20-year employment land need for an urban area must comply
with applicable requirements of Goal 9 and OAR chapter 660, division 9, and must 1nclude a
determination of the need for a short-term supply of land for employment uses consmtent with
OAR 660-009-0025. Employment land need may be based on an estimate of job growth over the
planning period; local govemnment must provide a reasonable justification for the job growth
estimate but Goal 14 does not require that job growth estimates necessarily be proportional to
population growth.” ' .

|

|

|

il

|
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FINDINGS: The Supplemental EOA provides an estimate of job growth over the planning
period; specifically, that the City will add 170 jobs during 2008-2028, a 2.25% growth rate. The
Supplemental EOA’s compliance with Goal 9 and its Implementlng rules are addressed
elsewhere in these findings. :

OAR 660-024-0040(9): “The following safe harbors ma); be applied by a local government to
determine its employment needs for purposes of a UGB amendment under this rule, Goal 9,
OAR chapter 660, division 9, Goal 14 and, if applicable, ORS 197.296.

(a) A local government may estimate that the current number of _|obs in the urban area
will grow during the 20-year planning period at a rate equal to either:

***;Or

(B) The population growth rate for the urban area in the adopted 20-year
coordinated population forecast specified in OAR 660-024-0030.

FINDINGS: The Supplemental EOA identifies employment needs in compliance with the safe
harbor provisions because it estimates that the jobs in the Donald urban area will grow during the
20 year planning period at the growth rate that was adopted as the population growth rate for the
urban area in the 20-year coordinated population forecast (2.25%).

B. Goal 9 Administrative Rules — OAR Chapter 660, Division 9
OAR 660-009-0015: Economics Opportunities Analysis

FINDINGS: The City’s UGB expansion relied upon an EOA, and the UGB expansion was not
appealed and is therefore final. The County relied upon the EOA when it concurred with the
City’s UGB expansion. The only portion of the EOA that was challenged at LUBA was the lack
of an estimated job growth rate and correlation to land need. Accordingly, all of the other
findings and conclusions in the EOA, including but not limited to the evaluation and conclusion
that a warehouse and distribution facility is reasonably expected to locate in City of Donald
(OAR 660-009-0015(1)), the identification of required site types for targeted industries (OAR
660-009-0015(2)), the inventory of industrial employment lands (OAR 660-009-0015(3)), are
final and are not modified by the Supplemental EOA. However, those conclusions are supported
by the additional analysis provided in the Supplemental EOA, which identifies the number of
sites by broad category of site type and size reasonably expected to be needed for the 20-year
planning period. '

OAR 660-009-0025: Designation of Lands for Industrial and Other Employment Uses

FINDINGS: As explained elsewhere in these findings, the EOA (on which the County relied in
its concurrence of the City’s UGB expansion) and City’s UGB expansion identified the
approximate number, acreage and site characteristics of sites need to accommodate industrial and
other employment uses. OAR 660-009-0025(1). Specifically, the EOA determined that two
existing industrial uses needed to expand their operations on adjacent parcels, one being 4.9
acres and the other being 6.9 acres; the target industry of a warehousing and distribution center
would need 25 to 50 acres, and retail and service uses would need 1.67 acres. Those conclusions
are final and are not modified by the Supplemental EOA. However, those conclusions are
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supported by the additional analysis provided in the Supplemental EOA, which convcns the

number of sites needed in each category of use into a quantified land need, and compares that
land need to the previously adopted inventory of vacant and re-developable mdustnal and other
employment lands. The analysis and conclusions in the Supplemental EOA confirms the City’s
March 2008 decision, and the County’s concurrence, to designate 42.5 acres as empléyment and
industrial land.

L3
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Exhibit A

Marion County Comprehensive Plan Amendment to

Adopt a Coordinated Population Forecast

Table No. 22

Population— Actual and Projected Marion County and Incorporated Areas Within
Marion County

Jurisdiction 1990' 1997" . 2000 2020?
Marion County 230,028 267,700 284,838 359,581
Aumsville 1,650 2,820 3,003 5,010
Aurora 567 675 655 930
Detroit 331 380 262 535
Donald 316 630 612 - 1,050%
Gates® 458 489 429 800
Gervais 992 1,220 2,009 2,168
Hubbard 1,881 2,205 2,483 3,105
Idanha® 308 310 312 420
Jefferson 1,805 2,300 2,487 2,895
Mill City® 308 310 312 420
Mt. Angel 2,778 3,020 3,121 4,365
St. Paul 322 350 354 475
Salem/Keizer 129,677 152,530 169,127 255,338
Scotts Mills 283 315 312 420
Silverton 5,635 6,675 7.414 9,965
Stayton 5,0111 6,290 6,816 9,250
Sublimity 1,491 2,145 2,148 3,590
Turner 1,218 1,330 11,199 2,363
Woodburn 13,404 16,150 20,100 34,919
' City only

2 Urban area — city and unincorporated

® Marion County portion only

‘ Donald’s a

nd is projected to be 1,588 in 2028,

Sources: 1990 and 2000, U.S. Census Bureau; 1997, Portland State University Center for

Population Research and Census; 2020 Marion County, Oregon Office of Economic Analysis;
2020 cities, Marion County Ordinance No. 1091, Marion County Ordinance No, 1270, Marion
County Ordinance No. 1290

15+




CITY OF DONALD and MARION COUNTY
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Notice is hereby given that a Public Hearing before the Donald Planning
Commission will be conducted on Tuesday, July 21, 2009 at 6:30 P.M., at the Donald City Hall,
10710 Main Street, NE, Donald, Oregon, and a Joint Public Hearing before the Donald City
Council and the Marion County Board of Commissioners will be held on Tuesday, August 11,
2009 at 6:45 P. M. at the Donald City Hall, 10710 Main Street, NE, Donald, Oregon. Both
hearings will consider the following:

Purpose and Scope of Hearing: The scope of the hearing is limited to
responding to the issues identified in the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals’ remand in Friends
of French Prairie v. Marion County, (February 18, 2009, LUBA No. 2008-186). Testimony and
evidence will be limited to the following issues: '

(1)  Coordinated Population Forecast. Marion County and the
City of Donald will consider amending their Comprehensive Plans to
adopt a coordinated population forecast for the City of Donald. Marion
County is currently conducting a countywide population study that will
_produce year 2030 population forecasts for each of the cities and the
unincorporated area of the county (the “Countywide Forecast™). So that
the City can proceed with its Urban Growth Boundary (“UGB”)
amendment, the City and County will coordinate a 20-year population
forecast for the City’s UGB amendment proposal (the “Amendment
Forecast”). The Amendment Forecast will be used solely for the purposes
of the Donald UGB amendment. Subsequent to the UGB amendment, the
Amendment Forecast will be revised based on the findings, coordination
and adoption of the Countywide Forecast.

2) Supplemental Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOQA).

The City of Donald will consider a comprehensive plan amendment to its

- adopted EOA that provides a supplementary analysis of estimated job
growth over the planning period and correlates Jand need to the job growth
estimate. | ' ‘

(3)  Donald Urban Growth Boundary Amendment. The City of
Donald and Marion County will consider an amendment to their
Comprehensive Plans by adopting plan/map amendments to the City of
Donald Comprehensive Plan relating to the urban growth area of the
City’s Plan to include an urban growth boundary expansion of 42.5 acres
(39.3 acres of property and 3.2 acres of right of way) to meet industrial
and commercial employment land needs; and amendments to the
comprehensive plan and zoning designations for properties added to the
urban growth boundary Amendments are expected to be from County
“Primary Agriculture” comprehensive plan designation and Exclusive

- Farm Use zoning to City urban land use designation s of “Industrial” and
“Commercial,” with Urban Transition/Farm zoning,.




The applicable criteria include Statewide Planning Goals 1, 2, 3, 9, and 14,
ORS 197.298, OAR Chapter 660, Divisions 9 and 24, Donald I
Comprehensive Plan, Donald Development Ordinance 3.110, Donald :
Urban Area Growth Management Plan, Marion County Comprehensive
Plan Urbanization Element and Policies, Marion County Code 17.123. 060
and Marion County Code 16.39.050.

Failure to raise an issue, in person or by letter, or faiture to provide
sufficient specificity to afford the decision maker an opportunity to i
respond to the issue precludes appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals. . .

A copy of all documents and evidence relied upon and the applicable I
criteria are available for inspection at no cost and a copy will be available '
at reasonable cost. :

. A copy of the staff report will be available for inspection at no cost at least
seven days prior to the hearing and a copy will be provided at reasonable
cost.

Additional information as well as requirements for submission of 4
testimony and the procedure for the conduct of the hearing is available ;
from Andrew Cole, City Attorney, 503-650-1731. }

Dated this 22™ day of June, 2009. i

ii
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Comprehensive Plan Change:
Marion County Comprehensive
Plan "Primary Agrculture”

To City of Donaid Comprehensive
Plan "Commercial

Zone Change

Marion County Rural Zone
"Exclusive Farm Use” (EFU)
To Marion County Urban Zone
“Urban Transition Farm” (UTF)

Property 1.12 Acres
ROW  0.37 Acres

Property 26.93 Acres
ROW 2.05 Acres

‘ N'.Q Comprehensive Plan Change:
. Marion County Comprehensive Plan "Primary Agriculture”
‘ To City of Donald Comprehensive Plan "Industriai”

~5 /<X Zone Change

Property 4.84 Acres [, 7 -

4 Marion County Rural Zone "Exclusive Farmm Use® (EFU)

To Marion County Urban Zone "Urban Transition Farm” (UT
i . .""""_-‘:II

s
~J
Property 6.39 Acres

ROW  0.41Acres
Total 6.80 Acres

EFU




STAFF REPORT FOR JOINT DONALD CITY COUNCIL AND
MARION COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS HEARING

'TO: Donald City Council and Marion County Board of Commxssmners '
FROM: John N. Morgan AICP, City Planner and Lester Sasaki, County Planner
SUBJECT: City Comprehensive Plan Amendment Case No. 09-02, County Comprehensive

Plan Amendment Case No. LA 08-2 —Response to LUBA remand in Friends of
French Prairie v. Marion County ]

DATE: August 4, 2009

1. BACKGROUND
A.  APPLICANT: City of Donald

B. PROPOSED ACTIONS:

City — Amend the Comprehensive Plan by 1) adopting a “Coordinated Population Forecast” and
2) adopting a supplement to the existing Goal 9 *“Economic Opportunities Analysis.; b

County — Amend the Marion County Comprehensive Plan by concurring in and adoptmg the City
of Donald Comprehensive Plan amendments and re-adopt Marion County Ordmance No. 1270,
and its supporting exhibits, which expands the City of Donald’s UGB.

C. DECISION CRITERIA: ‘
| o

City — Donald Comprehensive Plan, Donald Development Ordinance, Section 3.112, Statewide -
Planning Goals 1, 2, 9, and 14, OAR Chapter 660, Divisions 9 and 24, and the Apnl 2, 1986

Urban Growth Boundary and Policy Agreement.

County — ORS Chapters 197, 203 and 215, Marion County Comprehensive Plan Urbanization
Element and Policies, Statewide Planning Goals 1, 2, 9, and 14, OAR Chapter 660, Divisions 9
and 24, and the April 2, 1986 Urban Growth Boundary and Policy Agreement.

D. JURISDICTION: The Donald Comprehensive Plan is adopted by the City of Donald.
However, certain portions of the Plan are jointly adopted by the City of Donald and Marion
County, such as the mapping of the Urban Growth Boundary and the population projections. On
the items where the City and County have jurisdiction, both local governments must adopt
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. \
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E. PROCESS: The City’s amendments to the text of the Comprehensxve Plan are leglslatlve
and are processed as a Type IV review. The County’s amendments are legislative, and the Board
of County Commissioners is the final decision-maker. Hearings will be held before the Donald
Planning Commission and Donald City Council. The Planning Commission has reviewed the
request and has recommended that the City Council adopt the amendments. The Council makes
the final decision. Because this matter comes to the City Council and the Planning
Commission on a remand ordered by LUBA of Marion County’s épproval of the City of
Donald’s expansion of its Urban Growth Boundary, the City and the Marion County Board of
Commissioners will jointly hear the request on August 11, 2009 and agree on the final decision.
The action will ultimately be adopted by ordinance by both the City and County.

F. =~ RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

9
"

1. Coordinated Population F orecast. The Planning Comnnssxon recommends adoption of a

coordinated population forecast as part of the Comprehenswe Plan.
|I

2. Supplemental Economic O'gportumtles Analysis. The Plannmg Commission recommends
adoption of the supplemental EOA as part of the Comprehens1ve Plan.

County _ ' _ ) '- o “

1.  Coordinated Population Forecast. Staff recommends concurrence in and adoption of the
City of Donald recommended actions as part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan
amendments.

2. Donald Urban Growth Boundgg Amendment. Staff recommends that the County re-
adopt the Marion County Ordinance No. 1270; and its supportmg exhibits, which expands
the City of Donald’s UGB and includes County Comprehensive Plan amendments from
County “Primary Agriculture” to City Urban Comprehensive Plan land use designations
of “Industrial” and “Commcr01al” and County “Exclusive Fa:m Use” zomng to County
“Urban Transition/Farm” zomng

-
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I1. CASE HISTORY ;;

A In March 2008, the City of Donald adopted an Economic Opportunities Analysm
(“EOA”) as part of its Comprehensive Plan. Because the EOA found a need for mdustrra.l and
commercial land, the City expanded its UGB to include 42.5 additional acres. The !
Comprehensive Plan map designations for the properties included in the UGB were!_ amended
from County-“Primary Agriculture” to City “Industrial” or City “Commercial.” The actions were
adopted as City Ord. 138-08 which is attached to this report as Exhibit C, and includes a map of
the properties included in the UGB. The City’s decision was not appealed, and the amendments
to the Comprehensive Plan text and map are final. :
B. ' State law and the April 2, 1986 Urban Growth Boundary and Policy Agreement between
the City and Marion County require that the local governments coordinate and have consistent
UGB boundaries. Therefore, after the City expanded its UGB, the County on October 1, 2008 by
County Ordinance No. 1270 evaluated and concurred with Donald’s proposed UGB expansion.
As part of this process, the County adopted a coordinated population forecast for the City,
reviewed the EOA, and expanded the City’s UGB to include 42.5 acres. Addrtlonally, the County
changed the zoning of the properties included in the UGB from the Marion County Rural Zone of -
Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) to the Marion County Urban Zone of Urban Transition Farm (UTF).
The County’s decision was appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) in a case called
Friends of French Prairie v. Marion County, (February 18, 2009, LUBA No. 2008- |1 86). The
appeal was limited to the inclusion in the UGB of the 26.93 acre “Feller” property, Whlch is
located east of Butteville Road. A copy of LUBA’s decision is attached to this report as Exhibit

D.

C. In Friends of French Prairie, LUBA remanded the County’s decision to correct two
shortcoming: ;

1. First, the cities of Marion County were not prov1ded with proper notice that the UGB
amendment included the adoption of a coordinated population forecast, as required
under Goal 14. This was a procedural mistake; LUBA did not rule on the merits of if
the adopted forecast was reasonable if it had been adopted under the proper
procedure. l.

2. Second, the EOA did not include an estimate of job growth over the pla.nrung period
to support the UGB expansion. i

\

D. No action by the City or County is required on any other issues, and specrﬁca.lly is not

required to address issues that were upheld by LUBA, or not raised to LUBA in the appea.l These

include the following issues which were upheld by LUBA or not appealed, and whlch are not

issues in this remand hearing process: r

\

I

\

' b
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1. The alternative sites analysis, including the locational factors analysis, which led to
the inclusion of the 4 properties in the UGB was upheld by LUBA.

2. The EOA’s conclusmn that the City of Dopald is well-posmoned to attract a
warehouse and distribution facility.

3. The City’s UGB decision.

E. To address the issues identified by LUBA in Friends of French Prairie, the County must
(1) concur that the City provided property notice to all other cities in the County that the UGB
amendment includes an updated, coordinated population forecast; and (2) supplement the
evidentiary basis for the County’s approval of the City’s UGB expansion so that the City’s job
growth rate is estimated and correlated to a land need. Even though the City’s decision related to
the UGB expansion was not appealed, the City’s Comprehensive Plan must be consistent with
the County’s. Accordmgly, the City is also adopting a coordinated population forecast (after
proper notice is provided), and supplementing the Clty’ s adopted EQA so that the City’s job
growth rate and correlating land need is identified and is consistent with the County’s findings.

F. The properties included in the UGB have not yet been annexed to the City: Annexation
will occur in the future, once the County’s concurrence with the City’s UGB expansion is final.
The properties will receive City zoning only when they are annexed into the City.

Ii. SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

City and County Amendment — Population Forecast

Notice has now been sent of the coordinated population forecast to all Marion County cities as
required, thereby curing the procedural defect identified by LUBA. As detailed below, staff
recommends that the Board of County Commissioners re-adopt the same forecast that was
adopted in 2008. The County is involved because the City’s amendment to its UGB must be
based upon consideration of a 20 year population forecast that is coordinated with the County.
The City and County must both adopt a population forecast as part of their Comprehensive Plans.
The City’s final decision to expand its Urban Growth Boundary to include 42.5 additional acres
was based upon the most recent population forecast available, Marion County’s 1998 Adopted
Forecast for all jurisdictions in Marion County. That forecast projected that in 2020, the City of
Donald would have 1,050 people based upon an adopted average annual growth rate of 2.25%.
When the City of Donald began the process to expand its Urban Growth Boundary to include
42.5 additional acres, it used the adopted average annual growth rate of 2.25% and applied it to
the City’s population in 2007 which was then 995 people. DLCD required the City to provide a
twenty-year forecast to amend the City’s UGB to project the City’s population in 2028. When the
2.25% adopted annual growth rate is applied to the 2007 population, the City’s 2028 population
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is projected to be 1,588 people. This projection has been found to be reasonable by;\the City, by
Marion County, and DLCD. The 2028 population projection will likely change in the future

- becanse Marion County is currently conducting a county-wide population study that will produce
year 2030 population forecasts for each of the cities and the unincorporated area of Manon
County. For the time being, however, the City and Marion County believe the 2028 population
projection of 1,588 people to be conservative and reasonable. |.

City Amendment — Supplemental Economic Opportunity Analysis .

In Friends of French Prairie, the appellants argued that the justification to add 42.5 acres to the
City’s UGB did not comply with the applicable regulations. LUBA did not cva.luate the amount
of land that was added to the City’s UGB, it merely determined that the methodology used to
Justify the amount of land did not comply with state law. Specifically, LUBA determined that

_ there must be (1) an estimate of job growth over the planning period (2008-2028), and (2) that
the amount of land mcluded in the UGB correlates to that estimated job growth. Eac-h issue is

discussed below.
\

The attached supplemental EOA, which was prepared by the professional economsts at
ECONorthwest, addresses both problems. The Planning Commission recommends that the City
Council adopt the supplemental EOA as part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

Al Estimate of Job Growth

OAR 660-024-0040(5) requires that there must be an estimate of job growth over the planning
period that the employment land to be added to the UGB is needed to meet. The supplemental
EOA uses the safe harbor for determining employment needs by applying the projected
population growth rate of 2.25% to determine job growth, as permitted by OAR 660-024-
0040(9)(2)(B). When this average annual growth rate is applied to the City’s estimated 296 total
employees in 2007, the employment forecast for 2008 projects that in 2028, Donald’s
employment base will grow from 303 jobs to 473 jobs, an increase of 170 employees.

B. Amount of Land Needed to Meet Estimated Job Growth
In the supplemental EOA, ECONorthwest calculated the amount of land that should jbe added to
the UGB to meet an estimated increase of 170 jobs. The supplemental EOA details 1ts
methodology, but basically the expert economists assumed that the future dlSt[lbllthl’.l and

1 State law provides an alternate means to make a population projection calied a “safe harbor” methodology. The
population estimate resulting from this methodology is presumed to be correct and cannot be successfully appealed.
Under the safe harbor method, the 2020 forecast of 1,050 is extended to the year 2028. Using the previous adopted
average annual growth rate of 2.25%, the safe harbor forecast estimates the City’s 2028 population to be 1,255
people. The City Council has the option of adopting the “safe harbor” population projection to the cny Council, but
Planning Cormmission and Staff believe this more conservative approach to be unnecessary.
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intensity of employment would be consistent with existing employment. However, because the
City does not currently have a warehousing and distribution facility, and such a use was
-identified as a target industry in the EOA, the land needed to accommodate this target industry
was added to the identified land need, consistent with Goal 9. Therefore, the supplemental EOA
did iraplicitly assume that the non-warehouse and distribution future employment uses would be
equivalent to the existing employment densities.

ECONorthwest reviewed the City’s supply.of employment land; quantified the amount of land
needed to accommodate the forecasted 170 new jobs, and compared the land need with the land
supply. Based on a comparison of employment land need and the supply of suitable employment
land within the Donald UGB, the supplemental EOA confirms that City of Donald needs to
expand its Urban Growth Boundary to provide land for employment uses. After considering site
characteristics, the supplemental EOA concludes that the UGB should include:

o One industrial site of about five acres, adjacent to GK Machinery, to accumulate an existing
busmess that is planning to expand in Donald.

* One industrial site of about seven acres adjacent to an existing propane d1str1butor that is

planning to expand in Donald. b
i

¢ One industrial site for warehouse and dlstnbunon uses of about thirty acres with convement
access to I-5 and direct access torail. . i

County Amendment — Amend Donald’s Urban Growth Boundary

As explained elsewhere in this report, in order for the expansion df Donald’s UGB amendment to
be effective, the City and County must adopt coordinated amendments to their comprehensive
plans. The County’s amendments related to the Donald’s UGB expansion were remanded by
LUBA because the Goal 9 justification for the amendment did not comply with the
administrative rules and the procedural error related to notice of the population forecast. The new
notice and re-adoption of the coordinated population forecast and the supplemental EOA address
the issues LUBA identified on remand. Because the supplemental EQA reaches the same
conclusion about the quantity and characteristics of needed land that was reached during the
County’s previous consideration. of the City UGB amendment, staff sees no need to re-visit the
UGB expansion criteria. Instead, staff recommends that the County simply re-adopt Marion
County Ordinance No. 1270 and its exhibits (which are attached) with supplemental findings
addressing the issues raised at the public hearing. As noted above, the LUBA challenge to the
County’s alternative sites analysis was rejected, so staff believes that because the quantity and
characteristics of the needed land have not changed, the alternative sites analysis cannot be

challenged agam
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IV. ISSUES RAISED AT PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING ‘.
Public testimony was submitted at the July 21, 2009 Donald Planning Commlssmn' that opposed
the supplemental Economic Opportunities Analysis and that raised a procedural matter Each

oppos1t10n issue is addressed separately below. The written submittals are attached"as Exhibit E.

A. The City’s decision is final. ‘
The Clty and County must cooperate when amendmg the City’s UGB because the actlon affects
both the City and the County. Both jurisdictions make separate, albeit consistent, ﬁna.l decisions
about where the UGB should be and the appropriate comprehensive plan and zomng map
designations for land included in the UGB. The City processed the comprehensive pla.n
amendments that established the City’s UGB pursuant to its legislative procedure in March 2008.
The City Council’s decision was not appealed to LUBA and is final. The County then undertook
its review of the City’s UGB and adopted coordmatmg comprehensive plan amendments which

1

was appealed. ,.

The requirement that the County adopt a coordinating a comprehensive plan amendment goes to
the effectiveness of the UGB amendment, not its finality. In other words, the City cannot
urbanize the land included in its UGB (i.e., annex the land) until the County’s coordmanng UGB
amendment is complete, but the City’s UGB decision is final nonetheless. An analogous situation
is voter approved annexation. A city’s decision that a territory is eligible for annexation is a final
land use deciston, but it does not become effective unless voters approve the annexatlon

B. The amount of employment land included in the expanded UGB is Jusnﬁed,‘ and is
compliant with Goals 9 and 14. |

The opposition testimony was targeted at the inclusion of the approximately 27 acrd parcel
known as the Feller property, alleging that (1) there is not a demonstrated need to urbamze the
Feller property, and (2) the UGB expansion supports low job density employment, Wh.lch is not
consistent with Goal 14’s efficiency measures. ||

II
C. The need to expand the C1ty s UGB was determined in the adopted EOA, Wthh is final

and not subject to review in this proceeding. ii

The opposition testimony discussed at length various reasons why, in their opinion, | bonald
should not try to attract a warchouse and distribution center, and why a need for such an
industrial use has not been demonstrated. The testimony mentioned other cities along the I-5
corridor that are seeking to attract a warehouse distribution center (efforts by other cities that
various opponents to these amendments have opposed), that the Northwest is not a high priority
for the warehouse and distribution industry, and that this industry has too low of an employment
density to justify the lose of agricultural land. These same comments were submitted, considered

i
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and rejected in 2008 when the City adopted the EOA. No challenge to the EOA’s conclusion that
warehousing and distribution was an industry that could reasonably be expected to locate in the
City was raised at LUBA,2 so the EOA’s inclusion of warehousing and distribution as a target
industry in the City’s economic strategy is final and cannot be challenged in this proceeding.
Accordingly, all of the testimony related to the suitability of a warehousmg and distribution
facility for the City of Donald is irrelevant. .

Similarly, the testimony hypothesizing that in the future the land added to Donald’s UGB will be
converted to residential or commercial uses such as big-box retail or fast food is also irrelevant.
Moreover, the conversion of land included in the UGB for a use other than the need
dettermination that justified the UGB expansion is prohibited byGoal 14. OAR 660—024—0050(6).

D. - The employment density that is anticipated for the Feller SIte complies with the Goal 9
and 14 requirements.

ECONorthwest has updated the Supplemental EOA to include a discussion about the range of
employment densities that can be achieved on a warehousing and distribution site. The
Supplemental EOA explains that there is not a study that is accepted by professional economists
about employment densities generally, or warehouse and distribution facilities specifically. In the
absence of an accepted study, the expert economists surveyed recent studies in Oregon to discern
a reasonable range of employment densities for warehousing and distribution facilities. The
supplemental EOA concludes that in the Portland and Eugene area, the range of employment
density for warehousing and distribution sites is between three employees per acre and seven
employees per acre. The anticipated employment density of the Feller site falls within this -
regional range of existing employment density on warehousing and distribution sites. Depending
upon what percentage of the forecasted 170 jobs locates on the Feller site, the employment
density will be between four and six jobs per acre. :

Opposition testimony was submitted that argued that compared to the Clty’ 3 emstmg
employment density of approximately eleven jobs per acre, the C1ty § UGB expansion is not an
efficient accommodation of identified land needs as required by Goal 14. First, the City is not
expanding its UGB as part of these text amendments. The UGB expansion occurred in 2008 and
is final, as explained above. Accordingly, the Goal 14 rules related to efficiency measures are not
applicable to the City’s proposed amendments and the related testimony is irrelevant.

2 In. Friends of French Prairie LUBA explained, ' )

“The EOA identified warchouse and distribution employment as a potential
industry that could be attracted to the city.* * *We see no error in the city’s
identification of warehouse and distribution employment as an industry that the
city is well-positioned to attract to the city, and petitioners do not challenge the
EOA that reached that conclusion.”

Slip op. at 6,
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\

‘u
To the extent Goal 14 is relevant to the County s proposed amendments; the supplementa.l EOA
adequately addresses all Goal 9 and Goal 14 requirements. The opposition testimony does not
cite specific Goal 14 efficiency requirements, but presumably they are referring to OAR 660-024-
0050(4). Under that rule, if a land need is identified, “prior to expanding the UGB, a local
govermnment must demonstrate that the estimated needs cannot reasonably be accommodated on
land already inside the UGB.” One way of accommodating a land need with land a.lready inside
the UGB is by increasing the development capacity of the land within the UGB — i. e , change its
zonmg The adopted EOA estimated that the required size for a warehousing and d151nbut10n site
is between 25 and 50 acres. The adopted EOA’s land inventory revealed that the total vacant and
re-developable acreage of employment land in the City’s UGB was 10.64 acres. The 25 to 50
- acre land need for a warehousing and distribution site, which was refined to an approximately 30
acre land need by the supplemental EOA, could not possibly be accommodated on land available
within the UGB. Therefore, the amendments comply with OAR 660- 024—0050(4) a.‘nd the Goal
14 rules.

V. CRITERIA AND FINDINGS

\

\
A Donald Comprehensive Plan j
The Donald Comprehensive Plan includes commerc1a1 industrial and urban growth goals and
policies. In 2005, the City amended the Comprehensive Plan text by adding new Ianguage to the
Industrial Land Use Policy to ensure that an adequate supply of land for existing a.nd potential
industrial users is available. The March 2008 expansion of the City’s UGB comphed with the
Comprehensive Plan’s commercial and industrial policies because the land added to the City’s
UGB would accommodate the City’s future employment needs. However, the County cannot
concur with the City’s UGB amendment until the issues identified by LUBA in F’ riends of
French Prairie are resolved. The amendments address the issues identified by LUBA, and are
therefore necessary to have the City’s UGB decision implemented. The following F mdmgs
address the issues raised in the Friends of French Prairie appeal. .

|

B. Donald Development Ordinance Approval Criteria

Section 3.112 establishes procedures and criteria for all text amendments to the Comprehensive
Plan. The specific decision criteria are contained in Section 3.112.03 and are reviewed in the

following sections.

- Section 3.112.03.A., requires the City to address the impact of the proposed amendn;Jent on land
use and development patterns within the city, as measured by:

Section 3.112.03.A.1. - Traffic generation and circulation patterns.
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FINDING:  The proposed Comprehensive Plan text amendments, the adoption of a
coordinated population forecast and supplement to the EOA, recognize the existing
pattern of population and job growth. The amendments do not in and of themselves affect
traffic generation or circulation patterns. Traffic generation and circulation patterns
were evaluated as part of the City’s March 2008 expansion of its UGB, which was not
appealed and is final. Additionally, traffic generation and circulation patterns will be re-
evaluated as property is annexed into the City and assigned City zoning.

Section 3.112.03.A.2. - Demand for public facilities and services.

FINDING: The proposed Comprehensive Plan text amendments, the adoption of a
coordinated population forecast and supplement to the EOA, recognize the existing
pattern of population and job growth. The amendments do not in and of themselves affect
the demand for public facilities and services. The demand for public Jacilities and
services were evaluated as part of the City’s March 2008 expansion of its UGB, which
was not appealed and is final. Additionally, the adequacy of public facilities and services
will be re-evaluated as property is annexed into the City and assigned City zoning.

Section 3.112.03.A.3. - Level of park and recreation facilities.

FINDING: The proposed Comprehensive Plan text amendments, the adoption of a
coordinated population forecast and supplement to the EOA, recognize the existing

_ pattern of population and job growth. The amendments do not in and of themselves affect
the demand for park and recreation services. The demand for park and recreation
services was evaluated as part of the City's March 2008 expansion of its UGB, which
was not appealed and is final.

Section 3.112.03.A.4. - Economic activities.

FINDING: The proposed Comprehensive Plan text amendments, the adoption of a
coordinated population forecast and supplement to the EOA, recognize the existing
pattern of population and job growth. The amendments do not in and of themselves
generate economic activity. The supplemental EOA provides additional detail to the
adopted EOA by quantifying the forecasted job growth rate and quantifying the attendant
land need. The City's March 2008 expansion of its UGB, which was not appealed and is
final, ensures that economic development opportunities can be accommodated because
adequate land has been provided for the employment land needs.

Section 3.112.03.A. - Protection an_d use of natural resources.

FINDING:  The proposed Comprehensive Plan text amendments, the adoption of a
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coordinated population forecast and supplement to the EOA, recognize the existing
pattern of population and job growth. The amendments do not in and of themselves affect
natural resources. The potential impact on natural resources was evaluated as part of the
City's March 2008 expansion of its UGB which was not appealed and is ﬁnal
Section 3.112.03.A.6. - Compliance of the proposal with existing adopted special 1|)urpose plans
or programs, such as public facilities 1mprovements W‘I
FINDING: The proposed Comprehenswe Plan text amendments, the adoptzon ofa
' coordinated population forecast and supplement. to the EOA, recognize the. existing
pattern of population and job growth. The amendments do not in and of themselves affect
the demand for public facilities. The demand for public facilities was evaluated as part of .
the City’s March 2008 expansion of its UGB, which was not appealed and i IS final.
Additionally, the adequacy of public facilities will be re-evaluated as property is annexed
into the City and assigned City zoning. :
Section 3.112.03.B., requires the City to demonstrate a need exists for the product of the
proposed amendment i
: |
FINDING: The City’s March 2008 expansion of its UGB, which was not appealed and is
final, identified that additional land needed to be added to the City's UGB fo
accommodate the City’s future employment needs. The County is not able to concur with
the City's UGB amendment until the issues identified by LUBA in Friends af French
Prairie are resolved. The LUBA case creates the need for the proposed amendments'

Section 3.112.03.C,, requires the amendment to comply Wlth all apphcable Statew1de Planning
Goals and administrative rule requirements. '5 '

FINDING: Compliance with the Statewide Goals is addressed in the next sébtion

Section 3.112.03.D., requires the amendment to be appropriate as measured by at le‘ast one of the

following criteria: tl

) It represents a logical implementation of the plan.
?3) It is mandated by changes in federal, state, or local law.
4 It is otherwise deemed by the council to be desirable, appropriate, and pr0per.

(1) It corrects identified error(s) in the provisions of the plan. i
i
|

FINDING: It is the City s desire to provide local employment opportunities far the
community as well as increase the local tax base. This can be accomplished through the
development of additional industrial land. Therefore, the amendments to the‘
Comprehensive Plan are desirable, appropriate, and proper. Additionally, the
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amendments are mandated by law because the County is not able to concur with the
City’s UGB amendment until the issues identified by LUBA in Friends of French Prairie

are resolved.
C. Marion County Comprehensive Plan and Code

FINDING: The staff report incorporates by reference the findings in Marion County Ord.
1270.

D. Statewide Planning Goals

Goal 1, Citizen Involvement: Public hearings on the proposed amendments will be held before
both the Donald Planning Commission in July 2009 and the Donald City Council in August
2009. This is consistent with City adopted procedures regarding citizen involvement. The process
is also consistent with the City/County April 2, 1986 Urban Growth Boundary and Policy
Agreement. : :

Goal 2, Land Use Planning: The proposal does not involve exceptions to the Statewide Goals.
Adoption actions are consistent with the acknowledged Comprehensive Plan and Development
Ordinance. As will be shown elsewhere in this report, the proposal is entirely consistent with
these acknowledged documents. Furthermore, the amendments are being coordinated with
Marion County, and all cities in the County have been provided notice and the opportunity to
comment on the proposed amendments.

Goal 3, Agricultural Lands: The proposal does not involve or affect farm land.
Goal 4, Forest Lands: The proposal does not involve or affect forest land.

Goal 5, Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources The proposal does not
involve or affect open spaces, scenic and historic areas or natural resources.

Goal 6, Air, Water and Land Resource Quality: The proposal does not involve or affect air, water
and land resource quality.

Goal 7, Natural Hazards: Development requirements within natural hazard areas are not altered
or otherwise affected.

Goal 8, Recreational Needs: The amendment will not alter or diminish the City’s ability to
provide recreational land. To the contrary, additional tax revenue from industrial development
will likely permit the City to provide more such opportunities.

Goal 9, Economic Develbpment: The March 2008 expansion of its UGB, which was not
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appealed and is final, complied with Goal 9’s objective of providing adequate oppbr’tunities for
economic activities. The County is not able to concur with the City’s UGB amendment until the
issues identified by LUBA in Friends of French Prairie are resolved. The proposed amendments
address the issues identified by LUBA, and are therefore necessary to have the City’s UGB
decision implemented. Accordingly, the proposed amendments are consistent withl Goal 5.

Moreover, the proposed amendments’ compliance with the Goal 9 administrative rules is detailed

below. }'

Goal 10, Housing: These amendments do not impact the ab1l1ty to provide needed housmg for
the community. [

Goal 11, Public Facilities and Service: These amendments do not impact the ablhty to prov1de

needed housing for the community. !
II

Goal 12, Transportation: The amendments do not significantly affect an existing or planned
transportation facility, so to the extent this Goal is applicable, it is satisfied. !i
Goal 13, Energy Conservanon The proposal does not involve or affect energy conservatlon

|
Goal 14 Urbanization: The City’s March 2008 expansion of its UGB, which was not appealed
and is final, complied with Goal 9°s objective of providing adequate opportunities for economic
activities. The County is not able to concur with the City’s UGB amendment until the issues
identified by LUBA in Friends of French Prairie are resolved. The proposed amendments
address the issues identified by LUBA, and are therefore necessary to have the Clty’ s UGB
decision implemented. Accordingly, the proposed amendments are consistent with Goal 9.
Moreover, the proposed amendments’ compliance with the OAR Chapter 660, D1v1s1on 24 rules
is detailed below. \
To address the County’s amendments, the staff report mcorporates by reference the‘ﬁndmgs in
Marion County Ord. 1270. !

Goals 15 to 19, Willamette River Greenway, Estuarine Resources, Coastal Shores, Beaches and
Dunes, Ocean Resources: The proposal does not involve land within the Wlllamette Greenway or
coastal areas, so these goals are not applicable.

)

E. ‘Oregon Administrative Rules (OARs)

. |
1. Urban Growth Boundary Administrative Rules — OAR Chapter 660, Divisio"n 24

The staff report incorporates by reference the findings in Marion County Ord. 1270 to address the
County’s amendments, and the findings are sipplemented below.

Donald Cornprehsnsive Plan Amendment - Case 08-2

-

f
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OAR 660-024-0030(1): “...Cities must adopt a 20 year population forecast for the urban area
consistent with the coordinated county forecast...In adopting the coordinated forecast, local
governments must follow applicable procedures and requirements in ORS 197.610 to 197.650
and must provide notice to all other local governments in the county. The adopted forecast must
be included in the comprehensive plan or in a document referenced by the plan.”

FINDING:  Through the remand process, the City and County are jointly considering
a coordinated population forecast for the 20 year period of 2008-2028. The coordinated
population forecast will be adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plans of the City and
County. Notice has been provided to all other local governments in the County, and the
procedures are compliant with ORS 197.610 to 197.650, which are the procedures for
post-acknowledgement plan amendments.

OAR 660-024-0030(2): “The forecast must be developed using commonly accepted practices and
standards for population forecasting used by professional practitioners in the field of demography
or economics, and must be based on current, reliable and objective sources and verifiable factual
information, such as the most recent long-range forecast for the county published by the Oregon
Office of Economic Analysis (OEA). The forecast must take into account documented long-term
demographic trends as well as recent events that have a reasonable likelibood of changing
historical trends. The population forecast is an estimate which, although based on the best
available mformauon and methodology, should not be held to an unreasonably high level of

precision.”

FZNDING: This criterion is satisfied because the City's projected 2028 population of
1588 people is based upon current, reliable and objective sources of verifiable factual
information, and the methodology is a commonly accepted practice. PSU’s March 2009
Population Research Center’s “Population Estimates for Oregon and Its Counties and
Incorporated Cities: April 1, 1990 — July 1, 2008’ estimates that on July 1, 2008 Donald
had 1,025 residents and on July I, 2007 Donald had 995 residents. PSU'’s data is
current, reliable and objective sources of verifiable factual information. The County's
adopted 2020 population forecast included a 2.25% growth rate. The state has
determined that it is reasonable to apply an adopted growth rate to extend an out of date
population projection. It is reasonable to apply the adopted growth rate to a
“recalibrated” base number (the actual 2007 population of 995) rather than simply
extending the 2020 forecast of 1,050 that is obviously too low because PSU's estimate of

the July 1, 2008 population was 1,025.

OAR 660-024-0040(5) provides: “Except for a metropolitan service district described in ORS
197.015(13), the determination of 20-year employment land need for an urban area must comply
with applicable requirements of Goal 9 and QAR chapter 660, division 9, and must include a
determination of the need for a short-term supply of land for employment uses consistent with
OAR 660-009-0025. Employment land need may be based on an estimate of job growth over the

STAFF REPORT — Donald City Council and Manon County Board of Commfss:oners Joint Heanng August 11, 2009
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planning period; local government must provide a reasonable justification for the j bb growth

estimate but Goal 14 does not require that job growth estimates necessarily be pr0port10na1 to

population growth.” |

FINDING: The supplemental EOA provides an estimate of job growth overg the planning
period; specifically, that the City will add 170 jobs during 2008-2028, a 2.25% growth
 rate. The supplemental EOA’s compliance with Goal 9 and its implementing rules are
addressed elsewhere in these findings. !'
1 )

OAR 660-024-0040(9): “The following safe harbors may be applied by a local govfernment to
determine its employment needs for purposes of a UGB amendment under this rule, Goal 9, OAR
chapter 660, division 9, Goal 14 and, if applicable, ORS 197.296. "

(a) A local government may estimate that the current number of jobs in the urban area
will grow during the 20-year planning period at a rate equal to either:

***;01-

(B) The population growth rate for the urban area in the adopfed 20-year

coordinated population forecast specified in OAR 660-024-0030. "
FINDING: The supplemental EOA identifies employment needs in complzance with the
safe harbor provisions because it estimates that the jobs in the Donald urban area will
grow during the 20 year planning period at the growth rate that was adopted as the
population growth rate for the urban area in the 20-year coordznated populatlon forecast

(2.25%)

2. Goal 9 Admim'siratii/e Rules — OAR Chapter 660, Division 9 1;
The staff report incorporates by reference the findings in Marion County Ord. 1270"to address the
County’s amendments, and the findings are supplemented below. ;l
OAR 660-009-0015: Economics Opportunities Analysis ]
||
FINDING: The City adopted an EOA in 2008, and that EOA was not appealed and is
. therefore final. All of the findings and conclusions in the EOA, including but not limited
to the evaluation and conclusion that a warehouse and distribution facility . zs reasonably
_expected to locate in City of Donald (OAR 660-009-0015(1)), the zdennﬁcanan of
required site types for targeted industries (OAR 660-009-0015(2)), the znventory of
industrial employment lands (OAR 660-009-0015(3)), are final and are not modzﬁed by
the supplemental EOA. However, those conclusions are supported by the additional
analysis provided in the supplemental EOA, which identifies the number of sztes by broad
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category of site type and size reasonably expected to be needed for the 20-year planning
period.

OAR 660-009-0025: Designation of Lands for Industrial and Other Employment Uses

FINDING: The City’s March 2008 EOA and UGB expansion, which was not appealed
and is final, identified the approximate number, acreage and site characteristics of sites
need to accommodate industrial and other employment uses. OAR 660-009-0025(1).
Specifically, the City’s March, 2008 EDA determined that two existing industrial uses
needed to expand their operations on adjacent parcels, one being 4.9.acres and the other
being 6.9 acres; the target industry of a warehousing and distribution center would need
25 to 50 acres, and retail and service uses would need 1.67 acres. Those conclusions are
final and are not modified by the supplemental EOA. However, those conclusions are
supported by the additional analysis provided in the supplemental EOA, which converts
the number of sites needed in each category of use into a quantified land need, and
compares that land need to the previously adopted inventory of vacant and re-
developable industrial and other employment lands. The analysis and concluszons in the
supplemental EOA confirms the City’s March 2008 decision to deszgnate 42.5 acres as
employment and industrial land.

F. April 2, 1986 Urban Growth Boundary and Policy Agreement

FINDING:  The City of Donald and Marion County maintain an intergovernmental
agreement (the “"UGBPA ") that is a procedural document specifying requirements for the
establishment of UGB’s, UGB amendment procedures, urbanization policies for lands
outside the city limits but within the UGB, review and notice procedures for development
proposals and plan/code amendments, and the establishment of areas of mutual planning
concern existing outside of the UGB. The only sections of the UGBPA that are applicable
to the proposed adoption of the population forecast and supplemental EOA are
procedural, and have been met.

STAFF REPORT - Donald City Council and Marion County Board of Commissioners Joint Hearing — August 11, 2009
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VL. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

The Donald Planning Commission has determimed that the City’s proposed amendments comply
with the applicable decision criteria and recommends that the City Council approve the proposed
amendments to the Donald Comprehensive Plan text contained in the attached Exhibit “A
which incIude a coordinated population forecast and supplement to the Economic Opportunities
Analysis. City Staff concurs with the Planning Commission’s recommendation.

County Staff finds that the City of Donald’s and the County’s proposed amendmen"ts comply
with the applicable decision criteria and recommends the Board of Commissioners [approve the
proposed amendments to the Marion County Comprehensive Plan text contained in the attached
Exhibits “A” and “B,” which include a coordinated population forecast and supplexhent to the
City’s Economic Opportunities Analysis, and amendment to Donald’s UGB, mcluclmg
amendments to the included properties’ Comprehensive Plan map and Zomng map‘ designations.

VII. ACTION

A The Donald City Council may either:

1. Apprbve the proposed amendments, adopting the ﬁndings- contained in the staff
report; , |

2. Approve the proposed amendments, adopting modified findings and"/or
conclusions; or 4

3. Deny the proposed amendments specifying reasons where the propoj|sal fails to

comply with the applicable decision criteria. |

B. The Marion County Board of County Commissioners may either: l
1. Approve the proposed amendments, adopting the findings contained in the staff
report; :

2. Approve the proposed amendments, adopting modified findings and/or
conclusions; or |

3. Deny the proposed amendments specifying reasons where the proposal fails to
comply with the applicable decision criteria.

C. Based upon the decision of the City Council and the decision of the County Boa.rd of
Commissioners, City and County Staff will prepare separate orders or ordinances for the
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signature of the respective jurisdictions’ governing body.

EXHIBITS:

e Amendments to City comprehensive plan

s County Ord. 1270 (without exhibits)

o City Ord. 138-08 (without exhibits)

 LUBA Decision

e Written testimony submitted at 7.21/09 PC hearing
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info@econw.com Eugene, Oregon 87401-3040 Seattle » (206) 622-2403

August 11, 2009 | ‘ ”

TO: City of Donald
FROM: Beth Goodman and Bob Parker
SUBJECT: CITY OF DONALD EMPLOYMENT FORECAST AND SITE NEEDS

|
In 2008, the City of Donald expanded its urban growth boundary (UGB) based on
technical work that included an economic opportunities analysis (EOA), a faopulauon
forecast, and a UGB expansion alternatives analysis; collectively, referred to in this
. report as the Urban Growth Boundary Amendment document. The EOA concluded that
the City needed to expand its UGB to provide land for expansion of eaastmg businesses
and to accommodate a new warehousing and distribution facility. ‘

The City’s UGB expansion was not appealed and is final. However, Marion County
relied upon the EOA to approve Donald’s UGB expansion. The Friends of French
Prairie and the Marion County Farm Bureau challenged only the County’s dec1510n on
the basis that the amount of land added to the UGB was not justified. The Clty s
conclusions in it's UGB amendment and the EOA related to the City’s targeted industry
of a warehousing and distribution facility were not challenged at LUBA and are final.
The Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) remanded the case to the County because the
City’s EOA failed to estimate job growth over the planning period and to make a
connection between expected job growth and need for industrial and other employment
land. LUBA’s remand was also based on the failure to provide adequate notice of the

- adopted population forecast.

This memorandum provides analysis that responds to the assignments of error
sustained in LUBA’s remand: (1) an employment forecast (using the safe harbor of
having the job growth rate linked to the coordinated population projection); and (2) a
determination of how much additional employment land is needed to meet the
estimated employment forecast. The analysis in this memorandum is intended to serve
as an appendix to the EOA, providing technical analysis in support of the employment
land needs analysis. This memorandum does not reopen the uncontested conclusions in

. the EOA. The memorandum includes the following sections: |
o Employment land supply ‘ ‘
o Employment forecast V
¢ Employment land needs i

e Findings


mailto:info@econw.com
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1 EMPLOYMENT LAND SUPPLY

The City’s EOA provides an inventory of vacant and redevelopable employment
land, on pages 5 and 6 of the Urban Growth Boundary Amendment document. The City
used the safe harbor methods from OAR 660-024-0050(3) for identifying vacant land.

- . Table 1 shows that Donald had 1.4 acres of redevelopable and vacant commercial land
and 9.1 acres of redevelopable and vacant industrial land in 2008.

Table 1. Redevelopable and vacant employment
land, Donald UGB, 2008

Redevelop- T
'one ¥ able Vacant -Total . Percent
, Commercial 1.00 0.43 1.43 14% :
Industrial 6.38 2.74 9.12 86% i
Total v ;.- 1.38 - 3.17| - 10.55 - 100% -

Source: City of Donald Urban Growth Boundary Amendment document, Table 3-2, page 6.

Table 2 shows a sumumary of the size of redevelopable and vacant employment sites
in Donald by site size based on data from Appendix A in the Urban Growth Boundary
Amendment document. Donald had 10 commercial sites, all smaller than one acre, and
seven industrial sites, all smaller than five acres.

Table 2, Redevelopable and vacant employment land by site size,
Donald UGB, 2008 |

: L Srte Size (acres) < s
Less . - Greater . RN
i ‘than 1 1 to 2 : 2 to 5 5 to 20 “than 20 . . Total ~
Commercial j
Sites 10 0. 0 0 0 - 10
Land (acres) 1.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 - 1.43
Industrial : i '
Sites -3 2 2 0 , 0 7
Land (acres) 0.43 2.14 6.64 000 . 0.00 9.21

Source: City of Donald Urban Growth Boundary Amendment 'document, Appendix A, pages 78 and 79.
Note: The number of industrial acres in Table 1 and Table 2 vary by about 0.1 acres, due to small differences between Table 3-2

and Appendix A in the City of Donald Urban Growth Boundary Amendment document

The City’s EOA also provides an inventory of developed employment land, in
Appendix A in the Urban Growth Boundary Amendment document. Table 3 shows that
the number of developed sites and average site size for employment land in the UGB in
2008. Donald had 25 commercial sites that were less than one acre in size and one
approximately two acre commercial site. Donald had 12 industrial sites smaller than
two acres and two mdustnal sites between 2 to 20 acres in size.
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|

Table 3. Average site size of developed employment land h
by site size, Donald UGB, 2008 :

- Site Slze (acres)

' Greater

Less, D

L . than 1 .:if.,;--f.;"1_to 2. t 5 5 to 20 " than 20-
Commercial o
Number of sites 25. na 1 na © na :
Average site size 0.20 na 219 na na :
industrial g
Number of sites 7 . 5 1 1 na )
Average site size 0.41 146 3.00 6.26 " na

Source: City of Donald Urban Growth Boundary Amendment document, Appendix A, pages 78 and 79,

2 EMPLOYMENT FORECAST

In Friends of French Prairie v. Marion County, (LLIBA 2008-186), LUBA concluded that
Donald had not identified the amount of employment growth expected in Donald and
did not show the connection between employment growth and land needed for
industrial and other employment needs. LUBA also acknowledged that land can be
added to the UGB to attract a particular type of employer, so long as the land needed is
" not “totally divorced from the population projection and job growth estimates required
by OAR 660-024-0040(1) and (5)."1 _ L

OAR 660-024-0040(5) states that “employment land need may be based o an estimate
of job growth over the planning period.” OAR 660-009-0015(2) requires cities to identify
”the number of sites by type reasonably expected to be needed to accommodate the
expected employment growth based on the site characteristics typical of expected uses.”
The number of needed sites is dependent on the site requirements of targeted
employers and the amount of employment growth forecasted. The estimate 'of land
need is presented in the site needs analysis in the next section. The remamdier section
presents a projection of future employment levels in Donald for the purpose of
estimating demand for commercial and industrial land.

Demand for commercial and industrial land will be driven by the expansmn and
relocation of existing businesses and new businesses locating in Donald. The level of
this business expansion activity is related to projected employment growth in Donald
and to the City’s policies towards accommodahng projected employment growth and
attracting targeted industries. ;

The projection of employment has two major steps:

1In Friends of French Prairie, page 6 (LLIBA 2008-186), LUBA explains that “While OAR 660-024—-0040 could be
clearer, we do not believe a decision to add land to the UGB to attract a particular type of employer can be totally
divorced from the population projections and job growth estimates required by OAR 660-024-0040(1) and (5).”
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1. Establish base employment for the projection. The projection is based on an
estimate of covered employment in Donald in 2007. Covered employment
does not include all workers, so we adjust covered employment to reflect
total employment in Donald. :

2. Project total employment. The projection of total employment is calculated
using the safe harbor method described in OAR 660-024—0040(9)(a)(B) 2 This
"safe harbor” allows the employment forecast to be based on “the population
_growth rate for the urban area in the adopted 20-year coordinated population
forecast specified in OAR 660-024-0030.” '

"

2.1 EMPLOYMENT BASE FOR PROJECTION

A base year employment estimate is required for any forecast. Table 4 shows an
estimate of covered and fofal employment in the Donald by sector in 2007. Covered
employment refers to jobs covered by unemployment insurance, which includes most
wage and salary jobs but does not include sole proprietors, seasonal farm workers, and
other classes of employees. Total employment includes all workers and is only available

at the County-level.

Donald had about 243 covered employees within the urban growth boundary (UGB) in
2007, based on data from the Quarterly Census of Employment and Workforce (QCEW)
data. Industrial sectors accounted for nearly 90% of employment in Donald.

. Construction jobs accounted for about three-quarters of mdustnal employment in

Donald in 2007.

Data about total employment is available at the county-level but not the city-level.
Analysis of employment data shows that covered employment reported by the Oregon
Employment Department for Marion County accounts for about 82% of total
employment reported by the U.S. Department of Commerce. We used this ratio to

2 Amendments to the UGB regu]atlons (OAR 660 Division 24) that became effective on April 16, 2009 renumbered
the relevant safe harbor provision; no substantive amendments were made. The citation is now OAR 660-024-
0040(9)(a)(B), and was previously OAR 660-024-0040(8)(2)(B). In relevant part the rule provides (emphasis added):

“(9) The following safe harbors may be applied by a local government to determine its empioyment needs for
purposes of a UGB amendment under this rule, Goal 9, OAR chapter 660, division 9, Goal 14 and, if applicable, ORS

197.296.
(a) A local government may estimate that the current number of jobs in the urban area will grow during the
20-year planning period at a rate equal to either:
{A) The county or regional job growth rate provided in the most recent forecast published by the
Oregon Employment Department; or

(B) The population growth rate for the urban area in the adopted 20-year coordmated population
forecast specified in OAR 660-024-0030."
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convert covered employment to total employment in Donald and estimatesthat Donald
had 296 total employees in 2007.

Table 4. Estimated covered and estimated total employment, Donald UGB, 2007

ST Covered Employment SRR Estlmated
..;,-,_Establlsh Sl Percentof - Total - ;
R ments * Employees Employment Employmentr '
Industrial 12 216 89% 263
Commercial and Governmenl : 12 27 1% 33

Source: Oregon Employment Department, Quarterly Census of Employment and Workforce (QCEW) i
Note: Estimated total employment = Covered Employees / 0.82 (82%). For example, 243/296=0.82 i

2.2 EMPLOYMENT PROJECTION !

Forecasting employment growth in Donald requires a base year employment estimate
(the employment base) and an estimate of the rate of employment growth. The
employment forecast for Donald uses the following assumptions about Donald
employment base and growth rate: ' !

. |
e Employment base. In 2007, Donald had an estimated 296 total employees (see
Table 4).

» Growth rate. Table 5 provides an employment forecast for Donald based on the
safe harbor method that allows the City to assume that employment will grow at
the same rate as population. Given Donald’s access to Interstate 5 and its
location between the Portland and Salem growth centers, this is a conservative
projection. The safe harbor method for forecasting employment growth inOAR
660-024-0040 (9) (a) (B) allows the City to determine employment land needs
based on “The population growth rate for the urban area in the adop:ted 20-year
coordinated population forecast...” Donald’s adopted coordinated population
forecast assumes that the City will grow at an average annual rate of ’2 25%.PSU
has forecasted Donald’s population growth rate to be 3.16%, so relymg on the
adopted coordinated population forecast is a conservative approach..Using this
safe harbor addresses the City’s policy to provide employment opportunities for
existing and future residents of the City.3

i
I
" “Recognizing the unporlzmce of job creating and improvement of the local tax base, it is the policy of the City to
ensue there is.an adequate supply of land for existing and potential industrial users. This policy fully recognizes the

City must not only met current demand for such Iands but support necessary amendments to the Urblin Growth
Boundary to continually provide new development opportunities.” |

3 The Industrial Land Use Policy in the City’s Comprehensive Plan provides:
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" Table 5 shows Donald’s employment forecast for 2008 to 2028 based on these
assumptions. Table 5 shows that Donald’s employment base will grow from 303 jobs# in
2008 to 473 jobs in 2028, an increase of 170 employees at an annual rate of 2.25%.

Taible 5. Employment growth in
Donald UGB, 2007-2028

- City's Adopted " .-
;L Populatlon Forecast .
o (2.25%) OAR 660-024- :
Sl . 0040(8) (@) (i)
= 2007 756

2008 303
2028 . 473
Ch\ange 2008 to 2028 '
Number 170
Percent 56%
AAGR 2.25%
Population to Employment Ratio i
2008 3.36 |
2028 - 3.36

Source: ECONorthwest

3 EMPLOYMENT LAND NEEDS .

LUBA's remand was based in part on the need for the EOA to determine how much
additional employment land is needed to meet the estimated job growth. OAR 660-009-
0015(2) requires the EOA to identify the number of sites, by type, reasonably expected
to be needed for the 20-year planning period. Types of needed sites are based on the site
characteristics typical of expected uses. The Goal 9 rule provides flexibility in how
jurisdictions conduct and organize this analysis. For example, site types can be
described by plan designation (i.e., heavy or light industrial) by general size categories .
that are defined locally (i.e., small, medium, or large sites), or it can be industry or use-
based (i.e., manufacturing sites or distribution sites), which relies-on site characterists
that are typical of expected and targeted uses. 5

Firms wanting to expand or locate in Donald will be Iookmg for a variety of site and
building charactensﬁcs, dependmg on the industry and speaﬁc circumstances. The -

¢ The employment base estimates that in 2007 Donald had 296 total employees. The 20 year planning penod for the
UGB analysis is from 2008 to 2028. When the 2.25% growth rate is applied, we ectlmate that in 2008 Donald had 303

total jobs.

5 OAR 660-003-0025(1) states: “The plan must identify the approximate number, acreage and site characteristics of
sites needed to accommodate industrial and other employment uses to implement plan policies. Plans do not need to
provide a different type of site for each industrial or other employment use. Compatible uses with similar site
characteristics may be combined into broad site categories. Several broad site categories will provide for industrial
and other employment uses likely to occur in most planning areas. Cities and counties may also designate mixed-use

zones to meet multiple needs in a given location.”
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EOA identifies general site requirements and site requirements for targeted industries.
Urban Growth Boundary Amendment, 21-22. Previous research conducted by ECO has
found that while there are always specific criteria that are mdustry—dependent many
firms share at least a few common site criteria. In general, all firms need 51tes that are
relatively flat, free of natural or regulatory constraints on development, w1th good
transportation access and adequate public services. The exact amount, quahty, and
relative importance of these factors vary among different types of firms.

This section discusses the site requirements for firms in industries 1dennﬁed as target
industries on page 20 of the Clty of Donald Urban Growth Boundary Amendment These

industries are:

* A warehousing and distribution center that allows storage and distribution of
materials, as well as repackaging raw materials or components. The City
identified a warehouse and distribution center as an appropriate target
industry because of the City’s proxmruty to I-5 and the railroad. The EOA
estimated that the required site size is 25 to 50 acres. ;

The site needs of warehousing and distribution centers typlcally include:
relatively flat land (< 5% slope), direct access to an arterial road and easy
access to an interstate highway, access to urban services (e.g., water, sanitary
sewer, and electricity), and compatible adjacent uses (e.g., other industrial uses
. or agricultural uses). Some warehousing and distribution facilities' may prefer
access to rail, especially if they need to ship bulky items that can travel
relatively slowly. Warehousing and distribution centers typically Ioca'ce near to
but outside of dense population centers, which reduces travel time for
distribution. ‘

* Expansion of existing firms located in Donald. The City identified two
industrial firms that want to expand their site. One firm needs a 4. 9 acre site
expansion and the other needs a 6.9 acre expansion.

» Retail and services for Donald’s growing population, including retail stores
and professional services, such as medical offices, attorneys, accountants, and
rea] estate agents. The City wants to provide some goods and services locally
but does not expect to supplant the need for regional commercial centers. The
EOA identified need for additional commercial land on a site located adjacent
to Donald’s downtown, preferably with City services : ‘,

I

I
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3.1 LONG-TERM LAND AND SITE NEEDS

Table 3 discusses Donald’s forecast for employment. The analysis of long-term site -
needs in Donald builds off of the employment forecast for Donald. Consistent with the
requirements of OAR 660-009-0015(2), the site needs analysis presented in this section
identifies the number of sites by broad category of site type and size reasonably
expected to be needed for the 20-year planning period. '

Employment growth in Donald is expected in industrial and commercial land uses.
There are a wide variety of firms within each of these categories, and the required site
and building characteristics for these firms range widely. As such, a variety of parcel
sizes, building types, and land use designations in Donald are required to accommodate
expected growth, including the specific site requirements for targeted industries
(warehousing/distribution and expansion of existing ﬁrms)

Table 6 shows site needs by site size in Donald for the 2008 to 2028 penod Table 7
shows Donald’s site needs and estimates employment land need for the 20-year period.
The analysis of site needs in Donald in these tables is based on the following

assumptions:
¢ Donald will have growth of about 170 employees over the 20—year period.

» Consistent with the City’s economic development strategy in the EOA, the
estimate of needed sites includes a larger site for warehouse and distribution.
Donald does not currently have employment sites larger than 6.5 acres. The EOA
identifies site needs for warehouse and distribution center as requiring a site
between 25 and 50 acres in size.

» Consistent with the City’s economic development strategy in the EOA, the
estimate of needed sites includes two sites for expansion of existing firms: one
site that is two to five acres in size and one site one site that is five to ten acresin
size. ' Lo

» Consistent with the City’s economic development strategy in the EOA, the
estimate of needed sites includes one site for com.meraal uses between one and
two acres in size, .:.

o The s siteneeds analysis assumes that the future distribution of employment sites
will be similar to the existing distribution of employment sites (Table 3). The
exceptions to this assumption are for the two sites for expansion of existing firms
and the one site for a warehouse and distribution facility. Table 3 shows that
Donald had 37 developed employment sites smaller than two acres and three
developed employment sites between two and 20 acres.

¢ The majority of Donald’s vacant and redevelopable sites are smaller than one
acre. In 2008 Donald had eight vacant and redevelopable sites between 1 acre
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~ and 6.26 acres. Table 2 shows that Donald’s supply of vacant and redevelopable
land does not include any sites larger than five acres. Based on the City’s target
industries, Donald’s future land needs include small sites (less than two acres),
two sites between two and ten acres, and one site 20 acres or Iarger.h

The forecast of employment growth (in Table 5) was converted to the esurmate of sites
needed in Table 6 based on the assumptions above, the size of existing s1tesi, and target
industries and land needs identified in the EOA. For example, Donald has sever
existing industrial sites less than one acre in size. Table 6 assumes that Donald will have
some growth in industrial firms that require small sites given the current employment
base and the City’s economic development strategy of promoting industrial
development on larger sites in the City. ‘

Table 6 shows that Donald needs to provide between 12 and 15 sites to accommodate
employment growth between 2008 and 2028. Donald will need 7 to 9 industrial sites
and 5 to 6 commercial sites. The majority of the needed sites will be 2 acres and smaller.
Donald will need one industrial site between two and five acres, one mdustnal site
between five and ten acres, and one industrial site 20 acres and larger. |

Table 6. Estimated sites needed; Donald UGB,
2008-2028

-:: Range of needed Sites -~ - -

CET :. Commercial -

Site Size ..o i fnd Other Total Sltes :
(acres) . : Industrial - .Employment Needed - +
20 + acres 1 - 1 \
10-20 ac - . - 0 , :

5-10 ac 1 - 1

2-5ac 1 - -1

1-2 ac 1-2 1 2-2 _ :
<1lac 3-4 - 46 - 7-10 '
Total.. 79 :» -:: 586 - 1215

Source: ECONorthwest

Table 7 shows Donald’s estimated employment sites and acreage need for the 20-year
planning period. Donald needs 14 sites and 46.9 acres to provide enough land to
accommodate employment growth over the planning period. Table 7 shows the
following needs:

e Donald needs to provide six commercial sites less than one acre and 6ne
commercial site approximately 1.5 acres in size. To meet this need, Donald will
need to provide 2.7 acres of commercial land for services and retail.

§ City of Donald Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Appendix A.
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e To take advantage of its I-5 location and rail access, Donald needs to provide
seven industrial sites, ranging in size from less than one acre to larger than 20
acres.

e Donald will need to provide one site of approxﬁmate;ly five-acres and one site of
approximately seven-acres for expansion of existing businesses.

e Donald will need to provide a total about 44 suitable acres of mdustnal land.

Table 7. Estimated total site and employment land needs,
Donald UGB, 2008-2028

' Slte Slze (acres)

Less
o S " than 1
. Commercial - .
Sites Needed 6 1 na na  na 7
Average Site Size 0.20 1.50" na na na
Land (acres) 1.20 1.50 na na na 2.7
Industrial : ,
Sites Needed "3 1 1 1 - 1 7
Average Site Size 0.25 1.46 5.00 7.00 30.00 .
Land (acres) 0.75 1.45 5.00 7.00  30.00 44 2
Total
Sites Needed 9 2 1 1 1. 14
Land (acres) 1.95 2,96 500 7.00 30.00  46.90

Sounze: ECONorthwest
Calculations: Land need: multiply the number of sites needed by average site size. For example
Donald needs about 1 commercial site 1 to 2 acres in size, which average 1.0 acres in size, for a total need of 1.0 acres,

Converting between the number of sites needed and land need requires assumptions
about average site size. Table 7 makes the following assumptions about average site
size: : ;

o The size of commercial and industrial sites smaller than two acres will be
based on the average site size of existing developed sites, shown in Table 3. For
example, the average site size of developed commercial sites smaller than one
acre is 0.2 acres. The exception to this assumption is for commercial sites
between one to two acres because Donald does not currently have a
commercial site between one to two acres. Table 7 assumes that needed
commercial sites smaller than one acre will have an average size of 0.2 acres
and that the needed commercial one to two acre site will be 1.5 acres.

o The sites needed for expansion of existing firms, one industrial site two to five
acres and one industrial site five to 20 acres, will be approximately the size
identified in the Urban Growth Boundary Amendment. For example, the City
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identified a need for a 4.84 acre site to accommodate expansion of'an existing
business.” Table 7 rounds the site size to 5.0 acres.

o The site needed for a warehouse and distribution firm will be approximately
30 acres. The needed site size for warehouse and distribution firms vary
substantially. Generally, warehouse and distribution sites are at least 20 acres
in size and can be up to several hundred acres for a very large distribution
center (e.g., the Lowes distribution center in Lebanon, Oregon). The estimated
site size of 30 acres in Table 7 is based on the following assumptions:

o Donald wants to provide opportunity for some employmet'!w:.t growth but
does not expect employment to grow faster than populatlon growth.
This expectation is reflected in the employment forecast, wlluch tracks
population growth and projects that Donald’s employment will grow by
about 170 employees (rather than ten times that number). :

o The assumption implicit in the City’s Urban Growth Boundarty
Amendment, is that the City wants to attract a small to moderate size
warehouse and distribution facility. The Urban Growth Boundary
Amendment suggests that the City wants to provide the minimum
necessary land that could to attract a warehouse and distribution firm.?

o The City’s decision to include property in the UGB to accommodate a
warehouse and distribution facility was supported by a traffic impact
analysis (TIA). The TIA was not challenged on appeal and is not
reopened by this report. The TIA analyzed the “worst case”
development scenario (in terms of traffic impacts) for a 30 acre site as
being developed with a 525,000 sf warehouse and distribution facility
(with 40% building area coverage). TIAs estimate vehicle trips
generated, not employees. Nonetheless, the TIA can be used to
extrapolate a reasonable estimated a range of the number of people that
may be employed at a 30 acre warehouse and distribution facﬂlty The
TIA assumed that during the PM peak hour that 185 vehlde trips would
exit the site and 62 trips would enter the site (a total trip generatlon of
247 trips). TIA, page 7. These trips represent employees (i.e.; leaving
work), visitors, and distribution/delivery vehicles. However, even if all
of the egress PM peak trips were employees, the 185 employees is
consistent with the projected job growth of 170 new employees.

Table 8 compares the demand for employment land and the supply of employment
land in the Donald UGB in 2028. Table 8 shows that Donald has the following

empléyment land needs: ll

7 Urban Growth Boundary Amendment, page 26.
8 Urban Growth Boundary Amendment, page 21.
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e Need for one commercial site of about one and one-half acres.
e Need for one industrial site of about seven acres. |
* Need for one industrial site of about thirty acres.
Table 8. Suffi clency of commercial and mdustrlal land, Donald UGB, 2028

: Slte Size (acres) o
Less v, o Greate
" than 1’ “1to 2 2 to 5 s to 20 than 20

Slte and Land Need :

Total =~

Commercial
Sites 6 1 na na na 7
Land (acres) 1.20 1.50 na na na 2.7
industrial- ’ _ _

Sites . 3 1 1 o1 1 7
Land (acres) - 0.75 1.46 5.00 7.00 30.00 442

Land Supply :

Commercial o : _
Sites : 10 0 0 0 0 10
Land (acres) 1.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.4
Industrial

Sites 3 2 2 - 0 0 7
Land (acres) 0.43 2.14 6.64 . 0.00 0.00 9.2

Comparison of demand and supply 1

Commercial .
Sites Needed 4 (1) 0 0 0"
Land (acres) 0.23  (1.50) 0.00 0.00 0.00 °©
_Industrial

Sites Needed 0 1 1 (1) (1)
Land (acres) {0.32) 0.68 1.64 {7.00) (30.00)

Source: ECONorthwest

Note: Table 8 does not show the need for an approxlmately five acre srte which the City identified as a
needed site for expansion of an existing firm. While the City does have an approximately five acre industrial
site that could be developed over the 20-year period, the existing site is not located adjacent to the site of

firm that plans to expand its operanons

In addition to the land need shown in Table 8, the City of Donald Urban Growth
Boundary Amendment also identified a need for an approximately five-acre site to allow
expansion of an existing firm in Donald. The Urban Growth Boundary Amendment
concluded that the inventory of vacant and redevelopable land does not include a five-
acre industrial site that meets the site requirements to meeting this need: an

approximately five acre site that is located adjacent to the existing user that is
considering expansion.? Based on this conclusion, Donald also has a need for one five-

acre industrial site. : «
In summary, Donald has need for the following commercial and industrial land:

® Urban Growth Boundary Amendment, page 23.
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1. Omne approximately one and one-half acre site to provide for new commeraal
and retail development to provide services to Donald’s growmg populatlon

2. One approximately five acre site to prowde expansion opporturu‘aes for an
existing firm. _

3. One approximately seven acre site to provide expansion opportunities foran
existing firm. : |

4. One approximately 30 acre site to provide land for warehouse and distribution
uses. ’

3.2 EMPLOYMENT DENSITY

At the Donald Planning Commission’s hearing about the proposed amendments to
the City’s Comprehensive Plan and UGB on July 21, 2009, questions were dsked about
the assumed employment density for the 42.5 acres that were included in the UGB. The
testimony was directed at challenging the need to urbanize the appronmately 30 acre
site, which is targeted at the warehousing and distribution industry. Quesuons were
not raised about employment density for Donald’s other identified site needs This
section focuses on employment densities of warehouse and distribution 31tes

The purpose of the 30 acre site is to attract new employment to Donald, m the form of
warehousing and distribution: It seems reasonable to assume that 75% to 90% of
employment growth in Donald will locate on the 30 acre warehousing site. Under this
assumption, the employment density on the site would be between four and five
employees per acre. In the unlikely event that all 170 of the projected jobs located on
the 30 acre warehousing site, then the employment density would be between 5 and 6
employees per acre. Moreover, the site that has been included in the UGB to
accommodate the warehouse and distribution site is actually only approx:mately 27

acres, so the employment density will be slightly higher. !

There is not large-scale, commonly accepted study about employment densmes Asa
result, there is limited information available about employment densities for all types of
uses, including warehouse and distribution. Several recent studies in Oregon provide
some information about employment and distribution densities:

¢ Metro’s “1999 Employment Density Study”10 suggests that employment
densities on warehouse and distribution sites in were about three employees

per acre in two industrial areas in the Metro region.1!

10 The study can be accessed at: http://library.oregonmetro.gov/files/ 1999employma{tde115itysmdy.pdf

11 The sites were identified as Clackamas County and Rivergate. Metro provides the following assumptions for
warehousing and distribution and these employment sites: (1)employees in warehousing and distribution require
and average of 3,290 square feet per employee and (2) the Floor Area Ratio for these sites was 0.21 for the Rivergate
industrial area and 0.24 for the Clackamas County industria] area. Assuming that these areas had warehousing and
distribution employment, the employment densities would have been approximately three employees per acre.


http://Hbraiy.oregonmelTO.gov/fUes/1999employmen.tdensitystudy.pdf
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Metro’s report “Preliminary Urban Growth Report 2009-2030 Employment”12
provides assumptions that warehouse and distribution employment will be six
to seven employees per acre over the 2009 to 2030 period.1*

Recent work by ECONorthwest for the City of Eugene shows that employment
densities in 2006 in heavy industrial areas ranged from three employees per
acre to seven employees per acre. While this study does not specifically '
provide information about employment density for warehousing and
distribution, warehousing and distribution firms are likely to locate in heavy
industrial zones.

Based on this analysis, the proposed employment density on Donald’s 30 acre site
(between four and five employees per acre) is consistent with achieved and projected
employment densities for warehousing and distribution sites in the Portland area and
in Bugene. Additionally, the EOA estimated that the required site size for the site is 25
to 50 acres, so an approximately 30 acre site is on the small end of the adequate size
range for the target industry. . -

i

4 FINDINGS

The City of Donald had about 10.6 acres of vacant or redevelopable industrial
and commercial land within the existing UGB in 2008. The City had 1.4 acres of
commercial land in ten sites and 10.3 acres of industrial land in seven sites.

The City of Donald had 243 covered employees in 2007. Based on the County’s
ratio of covered to total employment of 82%, the City of Donald had an
estimated 296 total employees in 2007.

The City of Donald’s employment base will grow from an estimate 303
employees in 2008 to 473 employees in 2028, an increase of 170 employees or a
56% increase in employment. This forecast is based on the safe harbor that
allows the City to forecast that employment will grow at the same rate as
population, 2.25% annual growth (OAR 660-024-0040(9)(2)(A)).

The City of Donald needs 14 sites to accommodate expected employment
growth over the 20-year period, with a need for seven industrial sites on 442

acres and seven commercial sites on 2.7 acres.

Based on a comparison of employment land need and the supply of suitable
employment land within the Donald UGB, the City of Donald needs to expand
its Urban Growth Boundary to provide needed land for employment uses.
Sites added to the UGB to meet this need must have the site characteristics

12 The study can be accessed at http://library.oregonmetro.gov/ files/ugr_employment_web.pdf

B The émploymmt density is based on Metro’s assumption of 1,850 square feet per employee and a Floor Area
Ratio of between 0.25 and 0.3.


http://Iibrary.oregonmetro.gov/fiIes/ugr_einployment_web.pdf
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described in the Urban Growth Boundary Amendment findings on pilges 21to 22
and pages 26 and 27:

o Need for one approximately one and one-half acre commercial site
adjacent to downtown to provide services for Donald’s growmg
population. : .

o Need for one indust_rial site of about five acres, adjacent to én existing
business that is planning to expand in Donald..

o Need for one industrial site of about seven acres, adjacent to an existing
- business that is planning to expand in Donald. ;

o Need for one industrial site of about thirty acres with convelruent access
to I-5 and direct access to rail. 1

e The anticipated employment density of between four and five employees per
acre on Donald’s 30 acre site is consistent with achieved and pro]ected
employment densities for warehousing and distribution sites in the Portland
area and in Eugene. : |
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August 11, 2009

TO: City of Donald

FROM: Beth Goodman and Bob Parker :

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO 1000 FRIENDS OF OREGON COMMENTS ON -
SUPPLEMENTAL ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES ANALYSIS

This memorandum provides a written response to issues raised by 1000 Friends of
Oregon in a letter concerning the Donald UGB remand hearing dated August 10th, 2009.
1000 Friends identifies two objections in their letter related to the economic ,
opportunities analysis (EOA) and supplemental EOA: .-

1. There is no demonstrated need to urbanize the Iarge parcel 27 acres of prime
farmland already in the county’s #1 industrial use - agriculture.

2. The amount of employment land included in the UGB expansion has not been

justified. The city is planning for an extremely low-job density, land-
consumptive patter of Iand use at much lower employment densities that

existing development in Donald.

This memorandum responds to the second issue.

Issue 2: The amount of employment land included in the UGB
expansion has not been justified i .

1000 Friends identifies a number of sub-issues within this comment. We address these
in the order presented in the August 10t: Jetter.

o A comparison of job growth and land need results in low employment densities. Goal 9
and its administrative rule do not identify any analytical requirements or
standards related to employment density. The issue of employment density is

. addressed on pages 14 and 15 of the supplemental EOA. The supplemental
EOA concludes that “proposed employment density on Donald’s 30-acre site
(between four and five employees per acre) is consistent with achieved and
projected employment densities for warehousing and distribution sites in the

Portland area and in Eugene.”

1000 Friends suggest that additional explanation is required to justify the
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" derived employment density. The justification is found in the original EOA
(Exhibit B - Urban Growth Boundary Amendment) which concludes that
“allowing for new warehousing and distribution firms provide the best
economic development opportunity for the community” (page 38) 1The
findings go on to identify specific site requirements for the warehousmg and
distribution facilities as well as the other identified industrial site needs in the

findings related to OAR 660-024-0050:

“It is determined that the existing vacant or redevelopable land was
inadequate in both size {the largest single, vacant parcel at 3.18 acres) and
location to address the requirements of a 25 to 50-acre parcel needed for the
identified targeted industry. Therefore a UGB amendment was necessary.
Further it was also determined a UGB expansion was necessary to ensure
adequate additional land for existing businesses, also a targeted mdustry

This finding also refutes 1000 Friends objection that the expansion is

“inconsistent with Goal 14 requirements for efficient accommodatIon of
identified land needs.” In short, the City concluded that the site reqmrements
of targeted industries could not be met through land efficiency measures

1’

* No discernable relationship between the projected employment growth and the amount
of land added to the UGB. The supplemental EOA presents an employment
forecast, and a site needs analysis based on that forecast and the Clty’ s
economic development objectives and target industries. The purpose of the
supplemental EOA was to create that relationship. The logic in the
supplemental EOA is as follows:

o Forecast employment

o Identify community economic development strategy and target
industries

o Use the community econoinic development strategy to identify needed
sites

o Compare needed sites to buildable land inventory, including an
evaluation of the sufficiency of the existing land inventory to meet the
site characteristics of targeted industries

i

i

1LuBA concurned with the City on this point: “We see no error in the city’s identification of warehousc and
distribution employment as an industry that the city is well-positioned to attract to the city, and petmoners donot
challenge the EOA that reached that conclusion.” Friends of French Prairiev. Marion County, (LUIBA 2008-186)
Page 5. .
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o Cross-reference the employment forecast with land need.

The final step relates to the discussion employment densities on pages 14 and
15 of the supplemental EOA.

1000 Friends suggests that there is nothing to tie the employment forecast to
the site needs and UGB expansion. The fact is that 1000 Friends identifies the
linkage in their testimony: employment density. Goal 9 requires an evaluation

- of site needs and target industries — which is consistent with the Goal of
providing “an adequate land supply for economic development and
employment growth in Oregon.” ‘

Because the analysis is of site needs—which are derived from the City’
economic development strategy —and not employment density, ECO does not
use employment density to convert jobs into acres. ECO’s method is consistent

with the requirement of OAR 660-009-0015(2):

“The economic opportunities analysis must identify the number of sites by
type reasonably expected to be needed to accommodate the expected
employment growth based on the site characteristics typical of expected uses.”

In summary, the findings in the original and supplemental EOA demonstrate
the relationship between forecast employment growth and land needs.
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LEGISLATIVE AMENDMENT (LA) 08-2
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Including Exhibits

Exhibit A — Evidence and Findings
Marion County Comprehensive Plan Amendment LA 08-2
City of Donald Comprehensive Plan Map Amendments:
Growth Boundary Amendment
Redesignation of Properties Added to the UGB
- Rezoning of Properties Added to the UGB

Exhibit B — City of Donald Comprehensive Plan Map Amendments
Background Materials:
UGB Expansion Analysis and Justification
Transportation Impact Analysis for Bennion/Feller Parcel



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
FOR MARION COUNTY, OREGON

oa

In the matter of an Ordinance amending
the Marion County Comprehensive Plan
by adopting plan map amendments to the
City of Donald Comprehensive Plan
including a 42.5 acre Urban Growth
Boundary expansion to meet employment
lanid needs; the rezoning of land in the .
amendment area; and declaring an

~ emergency.

Legislative Amendment
LA 08-2

S N N N e e N e

ORDINANCE No. __[37] O

THE MARION COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS HEREBY ORDAINS AS
FOLLOWS: |

SECTION 1. PURPOSE

This ordinance is enacted pursuant to the authority granted general law 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 County Comprehensive Plan by adopting amendments to the City of
Donald Comprehensive Plan including an Urban Growth Boundary amendment and designation
and rezoning of properties included within the amended Donald urban growth boundary area.

[

SECTION 2. AUTHORIZATION.
- The Marion. County Board of Commissioners initiated consideration of :the . legislative
amendment to the Marton County Comprehensive Plan by adopting the plan amendments to the
City of Donald Comprehensive Plan by Resolution: No. 08-23R dated July 30, 2008. The
amendment came before the Board of Commissioners at the request of the City of Donald for
concurrence in and adoption of plan amendments being considered by the City, pursuant to the
planmng coordination and concurrence provisions under ORS Chapters 195 and 197, and the
provisions of the April 2, 1986 Urban Growth Boundary and Policy Agreement executed
between Marion County and the City of Donald that establishes procedures for addressing land
use mmatters of mutual concern, including amendments to the comprehensive plan and urban
growth boundary. The Board held a public hearing on September 10, 2008 for which proper
notice and advertisement was given. All persons present during the public hearing and those
provided notice of the hearing, were given the opportunity to speak or present wntten statements

on the proposed a.mendment

' SECTION 3. EVIDENCE AND FINDINGS

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 amendment to the Marion County
Comprehensive Plan by adopting plan map amendments to the City of Donald Comprehensive



Plan including a 42.5 acre urban growth boundary amendment to meet employment land needs,
are based on consideration and analysis of information and findings regardmg the amendments
adopted by the City of Donald. The County’s adoption of the amendments to the City of Donald
Comprehensive Plan is necessary for the application of the County’s regulatlons within the urban
growth area of the Donald urban growth boundary. The evidence and ﬁndmgs to support the
. County concurrence and approval of the amendments (Exhibit A) and the City of Donald

justification and findings for the Comprehensive Plan amendments (Exhibit B) are by reference a

part of the record and this Ordinance. !,
i
The City of Donald Comprehenswe Plan map amendments address the necessary provisions for
an urban growth boundary expansion to accommodate employment lands and provide for local
employment opportunities for area residents. The employment land needs for the Donald
Comprehensive Plan amendments are based on the provision of additional mdustnal lands to
meet the site needs for a warehouse and distribution target industry use, the elxpansmn needs of
existing businesses through the provision of land in proximity to specific businesses, and the
accommodation of commercial business services needs resulting from community growth. The
City’s Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) developed according to the requirements under
Statewide Planning Goal 9 — Economic Development and the goal’s administrative rules (OAR
660-009), identifies the economic development strategy being pursued by the|C1ty and the lack
of suitable, developable employment lands in the City’s 2008 buildable employment lands
(commerc1al and industrial} inventory to meet the specified needs 1dent1ﬁed in the EOA.
r

The redesignation of lands included in the boundary expansion from a Marion County
designation of “Primary Agriculture” to City of Donald Comprehensive Plah designations of
“Industrial” and “Commercial”, and the rezoning of these lands from a Marion County rural
zoning designation of “Exclusive Farm Use” (EFU) to a County urban zoni#lg designation of
“Urban Transition/Farm” (UTF) is a part of the growth boundary amendme;nt process.. The
rezoning provides for an interim or urban transitional zoning designation: that allows for
continued agricultural/rural use of the property until the land is annexed to the City, rezoned
consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan designation, and developed with!!urban land uses.

- The Donald Comprehensive Plan amendment process and findings provide fof an updated year
2028 population forecast of 1,588 coordinated with Marion County under the provisions of
Statewide Planning Goal 14 — Urbanization, for urban growth boundary amendmmts The
forecast in the amendment process is generated under the safe harbor prowsxons of Oregon
Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-024-0030 with the understanding by the Clty of Donald,
Marion County and the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) that the
approach used is relevant only for the purposes of this urban growth boundary plan amendment,
and that the City and County will adopt a new population forecast for the year 2030 based on the
coordination, findings and conclusions of the Marion County Population Forecast Study for the
county, cities and unincorporated area for the 2010 to 2030 forecast time penod This forecast
approach and coordination is found to work and is agreed to by the city, county and state since
this UGB amendment is based on an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) under the
provisions of Goal 9 — Economic Development and OAR 660-009 to determme employment
land needs rather than a ratio of needed land to a population forecast for the 20 -year planning
period of the City’s economic development strategy formulated from the C1ty s, EOA as part of

this specific plan amendment.



~ The 42.5 acre UGB expansion mcludes 39.3 acres of property and 3.2 acres of street right-of-
‘way to allow the entire adjoining rights-of-way along Butteville Road, Donald Road and
Matthieu Street to be included within the boundary and developed to urban street standards with
development of the properties for urban uses. A Trmsportatlon Impact Analysis (TIA) was
conducted for the Bennion/Feller property and submitted in conjunction with the amendment
proposal and identifies possible transportation mitigation measures that could be required as a
result of the industrial development of the property. Development of the amendment properties
will require appropriate levels of traffic analysis to ensure affected transportation infrastructure is
adequate or needs to be improved to mitigate adverse impacts-to levels of safety and cn'culauon

on the transportation system within the area.

The City of Donald Comprehensive Plan map amendments conform with the requirements and
decision criteria under ORS Chapter 197 and the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals and
Administrative Rules for amendments to the comprehensive plan and changes to the urban’
growth boundary; with ORS Chapter 195 for county coordination with local comprehensive
planning activities; with the Marion County Comprehensive Plan Urbanization Element and
Growth Management Framework; and with the City of Donald/Marion County Urban Growth
' Boundary and Policy Agreement on coordination and procedures pertaining to plan and urban
growth boundary amendments. The City of Donald Comprehensive Plan and Urban Growth
Boundary were initially adopted by Marion County on February.28, 1979 (Ordinance No. 530)
and acknowledged by the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LDCD) on
October 20, 1978. Amendments to the City of Donald Comprehensive Plan since
acknowledgment have been coordinated with the County and State to maintain consistency and
compliance with land use planmng requlrements and intergovernmental coordination

agreements.

The Board of Commissioners find that the adoption of the amendment to the Marion County
Comprehensive Plan by the adoption of the City of Donald Comprehensive Plan map
amendments including a 425 acre urban growth boundary amendment, provides for. a
coordinated review, concurrence in, and uniform application of urbanization policies regarding
land use matters affecting properties included within the City of Donald urban growth boundary.
The amendments are comsistent with the applicable provisions of the intergovernmental
coordination agreement between Marion County and the City of Donald. The Board further
finds that the amendments are in compliance with applicable Statewide Land Use Planning Goals .
and Administrative Rules, ORS Chapters 195 and 197, and the plan amendment procedures and .
- applicable provisions of the Urbanization Element of the Marion County Comprehensive Plan. '

SECTION 4. AMENDMENT TO THE MARION COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The Marion County Comprehensive Plan is amended to include the adoption of an amended City
of Donald 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 42.5 acre urban growth boundary expansion for employment lands 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 its
. implementing ordinances. (zoning maps) is further amended to include the rezoning of the
_ propemes included within the amended urban growth boundary as deplctcd on the map set forth

in Exhibit A.



SECTION 5. REPEAL QF PORTIONS OF EXISTING ORDINANCES

Those portions of Marion County Ordinance No. 530 adopting a City of Doﬁald Urban Growth
" Boundary and a Comprehensive Plan for the area outside the city but within the growth boundary
are hereby repealed or amended as set forth in this Ordinance through the adoption of the City of
Donald Comprehensive Plan map amendmeants, which by reference are mcorporated mto this
Ordinance.
[l

SECTION 6. SEVERABILITY :

Should any section, subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance or any
‘policy, provision, finding, statement, conclusion or designation of a particular la.nd 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 this ordmance or amendment
to Marion County Ordinance No. 530 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 be construed
that the valid ground is the one upon which this ordinance or any portion thereof was enacted.

SECTION 7. EFFECTIVEDATE -~ _ 1

This Ordinance amending the Marion County Comprehensive Plan by adoption of plan map
amendments to the City of Donald Comprehenswe Plan including an urban fgrowth 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. i

I
SIGNED and FINALIZED at Salem, Oregon this €4 day of M 2008.

MARION COUNTY BOARD OF COIVIMISSIONERS

Q&Mﬁfé m
%mw

Recording Sef:retary

' JUDICTAL NOTICE

‘Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 197.380 provides that land use decmlons may be
reviewed by the Land Use Board. of Appeals (LUBA) by filing a Notice of Intent to Appeal
within 21 days from the date this ordinance becomes final.
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Marion County
Public Works

Comprehensive Pian Change:
Marion County Comprehensive

| | Pian "Primary Agriculture™

To City of Donald Comprehensive
Pian "Commercial”

Zone Change .
Marion County Rural Zone
"Exclusive Farm Use" (EFU)
To Marion County Urban Zone
"Urban Transition Farm" (UTF)

Property 26.93 Acres
ROW 2.05 Acres
Total 28.98 Acres

Property 1.12 Acres
ROW 0.37 Acres
Total  1.49 Acres

Comprehensive Pian Change:
Marion County Comprehensive Plan "Primary Agriculture™

7] To City of Donald Comprehensive Plan "Industrial”

Zone Change
Marion County Rural Zone "Exclusive Farm Use" (EFU)

To Marion County Urban Zone "Urban Transition Farm® (UTF)

Property 4.84 Acres
ROW 0.37 Acres
Total 5.21 Acres

Property 6.39 Acres
ROW 041 Acres
Total 6.80 Acres

EFU

Ry




EXHIBIT_A

- EVIDENCE AND FINDINGS
MARION COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT (LA 08-2):
CITY OF DONALD COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP AMENDMENTS

BACKGROUND

This proposal comes before the Marion County Board of Commissioners at the request of
the City of Donald for concurrence in and adoption of, amendments to the Donald
Comprehensive Plan. The City initiated the Plan/UGB amendments, has held a public
hearing and meetings on the proposed amendments to its Plan and approved an
ordinance on the plan amendments that becomes effective foliowing concurrence and

adoption of the City's proposed amendments by the County.

The City of Donald adopted its Comprehensive Plan in July 1978. The Marion County
Board of Commissioners adopted the Donald Urban Growth Boundary and
Comprehensive Plan for the area outside the city but within the boundary on February 28,
1979 (Ordinance No. 530). The State Land Conservation and Development Commission
(LDCD) acknowledged the City of Donald Comprehensive Plan on October 20, 1978.

Marnon County and the City of Donald entered into an Urban Growth Boundary and Policy
Agreement (UGBPA) on May 17, 1978 which agreement was revised and updated with a
new UGBPA dated Apnil 2, 1986 that was signed and executed in conjunction with the
periodic review of the City’s Plan. The UGBPA establishes procedures for dealing with
and coordinating land use matters of mutual concermn and is an Appendix item within the
City's Plan. The UGBPA 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 urban growth boundary outside the city limits). Such provisions include
urbanization policy changes, plan map amendments affecting properties in the urban

growth area, and urban growth boundary changes.

The City of Donald updated its comprehensive plan through the penodlc review process
during the mid 1980’s and received its completion order from DLCD in September 1986."
The City began the next periodic review of its comprehensive plan in 1996 with DLCD
approving the City's work program in June 1998 with all tasks to be completed by
September 2001. With the passage of Senate Bill 543 by the Oregon. State Legislature in
1999, the periodic review statutes and rules were modified to allow city jurisdictions with
less than 2,500 population to discontinue periodic review of their comprehens:ve plans and
land use regulations and receive “exempt” status from penodic review. The City of Donald
submitted a letter in March 2000 to DLCD to discontinue penodlc review and received a
periodic review discontinue order in April 2000 under the provisions of SB 543. The
discontinuance of periodic review to update the City's comprehensive plan resuited in the
1988 Donald Comprehensive Plan as the most current Plan document, though there have: .
been some revisions to the text of the Plan. The proposed amendments do not propose
an update fo any elements of the City's Plan at this time, addressing ‘only the growth'

boundary expansion issue to meet current employment land needs
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In 1994, the City of Donald proposed an amendment to the UGB mvolvmg the 29 acre
Feller property off Butteville Road, north of the city. The property in quest|on at that time is
one of the parcels being considered under the current amendment proposal The 1994
proposal was subsequently withdrawn from consideration after prellmmaly reviews by the
- County and State regarding the justification to support the amendment The County has
received various inquiries in recent years from property owners and consultants regarding
the possibility and process involved for a Clty of Donald growth boundary expansion.

Since April 2007, County staff has been involved in meetings and dlscussmns with the City
and development interests in the 29 acre Feller/Bennion property regardmg transportation
~ issues and land use processes. County transportation staff have reviewed and
commented on a Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) study that wa$ prepared for the
property by consultants for the development group interested in the property. The TIA and
other information on a proposed UGB amendment and development of:the Feller/Bennion
property was initially submitted by the City to ODOT for its review. The ODOT review
indicated corrections needed to be made to the scope of the study |-and in April 2007
County staff requested copies of materials for its review since nothing had been provided
to date. Meetings and discussions surrounding this property have mvolved City and County -
staff, ODOT, DLCD, State Economic Development (OECDD) and the development group.

The City of Donald originally submitted its plan/UGB amendment proposal to the County in
January 2008 without conducting a local review and public hearmgl on the proposal.
County staff informed the City of the local review reqwrements and the city held a joint
planning commission and city council public hearing in March 2008 Marion County
Planning and Transportation staff and DLCD staff met or discussed wnth the City and its
planning consultant on various occasions during the local plan amendment process. Staff
' reviewed UGB amendment materials, provided comments on necessaryi requirements and
findings, provided data assistance and guidance on amendment criteria,and process, and
submitted comments on the original and revised UGB amendment proposals for
consideration by the City. The City revised the amendment proposal based on County and
- State feedback with the current proposal approved by the City and submltted to the County

for its-.concurrence and approval in July 2008.

CITY OF DONALD COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT |

The City of Donald Comprehensive Plan map/UGB amendment proposes an urban growth
boundary (UGB) expansion to include approxmately 42.5 acres of land (39.3 acres of
property and 3.2 acres of right-of-way) located in four areas adjacent to the city (see
Attachment A). The City indicates that the amendment proposal is primafily in response to
individual property owner requests but also is directed at addressing the City's lack of
developable industrial land, the opportunity to allow expansion of eXlStlng industrial uses,

and to provide addltlonal commercial land near the downtown area. ;

The UGB amendment involves four parcels consisting of approxamately '1.12 acres, 4.84
_acres, 6.39 acres and 26.93 acres. The 1.12 acre parcel is located at the northwest corner

of the intersection of Main Street and Butteville Road. - The City of Donaid owns the -
adjoining 109 acre parcel that contains the Donald sewage plant facmtles The 4.84 acre
parcel located on the south side of Donald Road west of the city, is part of the GK Machine

- 3
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inc. ownership that owns an adjoining 2.32 acre parcel located within the city. The 4.84
acre parcel was created through a property line adjustment (CU/PLA 05-29) and granted
approval for farm equipment repair as part of the GK Machine, Inc. farm equipment
manufacturing business as commercial activity in conjunction with a farm use. The 6.39
acre parcel is located on the south side of the city between Matthieu Street and the .
- Portland and Westem railroad line. The 26.93 acre parcel iocated north of the city
between Butteville Road -and the rail line was proposed in 1994 for an urban growth
boundary expansion by the City, as indicated previously in the Background section. -

The Plan map/UGB amendment proposal includes a plan map amendment from a Marion
County Comprehensive Plan designation of “Primary Agriculture” to a City of Donald
Comprehensive Plan designation of "Industrial” for the 4.84 acre, 6.39 acre and 26.93 acre
parcels, and a City designation of “Commercial” for the 1.12 acre parcel. The amendment
also involves the inclusion of the rights-of-way adjoining the parcels so that future urban
use of these properties will be on to streets developed and maintained to urban standards.
Inclusion of the 42.5 acres in the Donald UGB will also involve a zone change for the
properties from a Marion County Rural Zoning designation of EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) to
a County Urban Zoning designation appllcable to properties in transition from a resource-
zoned use to urban use. A City zoning designation would be applied to the properties

upon annexation to the city.

Urban Growth Boundary Amendment

The City of Donald is proposing an urban growth boundary amendment to expand the
boundary by 42.5 acres to accommodate an identified need for local employment lands
that is not met by the cusrent commercial and industrial land supply within the urban
growth boundary. The additional lands would allow for the expansion and retention of
existing businesses and for new commercial and industrial employment opportunities. :

1. City of Donald Employment Lands lnventory

The City conducted an employment lands inventory in 1998-1999 in conjunction with
periodic review work tasks to update its comprehensive pian. The previous inventory data
was updated in 2008 as part of this amendment proposal. The inventory looked at all the
commercial and industnal parcels within the city (the city limits and UGB are basically
coterminous except for one small area) by parce! size, developed acres, redevelopable
acres, vacant acres, land constrained by development l|m|tat|ons and the location of lands

within the community to residential lands.

The City of Donald Comprehensive Plan currently designates approximately 29.6 acres as
“Industrial” "lands within the urban growth boundary. The updated employment lands
inventory indicates that of the 29.6 acres of industrial land, 20.5 acres are developed, 6.4
acres have redevelopment potential, and 2.7 acres are currently vacant. There are no

- significant limitations to development as land is level ground with no flood hazards, steep -
slope hazards or natural features restricting the use of land in the city and surrounding
areas. Current industrial lands have some expansion and/or redevelopment capabilities
primarily on the south side of the city along Matthieu Street for those properties used for
outdoor storage or having dilapidated buuldrngs Most of the. City’s industrial lands contain
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agriculture-related uses (e.g. feed and fertilizer services and farm machinery
manufacturing) that prowde for local employment and serving the surroundmg farming
community. There are six available parcels that have either redeveIOpment potential or
are vacant, none of which are greater than four acres in size or adjacent to existing
industrial uses considering expansion. Two of the six parcels are between 3 to 4 acres in

size, two of the parcels are around 1 acre, and two other parcels are Iess than0.2 acres. -

The City of Donald Comprehensive Plan currently designates approxnmately 8.6 acres as
“Commercial” lands within the urban growth boundary. The updated inventory indicates
that of the 8.6 acres of commercial land, 7.2 acres are developed, 1.0 acre is
redevelopable, and 0.4 acres are vacant. Commercial lands are located in the downtown
area along Main Sfreet with commercial buildings/fuses on small lots with limited
redevelopment potential and limited to commercial lots with existing single-family
dwellings. The 1.0 acre of redevelopable commercial land within the City consists of 7
small parcels, all less than 0.20 acres in size and currently contalnlng single-family
dwellings. The 0.4 acres of vacant commercial land is comprised of three parcels that are
0.2 acres in size or less. There are also three small industnally developed parcels (all one
- acre in size or less) that have redevelopment potential as commercial properties due to

- approved Measure 37 claims to allow commercial activities.

2. City of Donald Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA)
|

The City completed an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) as part of the amendment
proposal which is a requirement under Statewide Planning Goal 9 — Economic
Development for junsdictions looking at employment land needs and: a possible urban
growth boundary expansion to meet targeted growth opportunities. The City's EOA was
directed toward interests in establishing businesses and employment opportunities within
the city as approximately 88% of the City’s labor force commutes to employment outside
the city; and to take advantage of the City's proximity to the Interstate-5 corridor and
availability of the Portland and Western railroad line to attract industry and promote
employment. The City’s economic development strategy based on the EQA is focused on
three primary areas: 1) the identification of warehousing and distribution as a target
industry that could include the assembly and repackaging of products as part of this type of
use or creation of an industnal park which is able to utilize and take advantage of the city’s
location assets to 1-6 and a rail line; 2) the expansion of existing businesses within the
community that is also aimed at business retention rather than relocation to another
community; and 3) the improvement of local commercial opportunities for residents
through the provision of trade and setvice uses for a growing community.’ -

The EOA for the City of Donald provides the background and community strategy that form
the basis for the employment land needs being targeted by the- Clty |n| its urban growth

boundary amendment proposal.

3. City of Donald Employment Land Needs ‘|

The City employment lands inventory and EOA lay the foundation for the economic
development strategy being pursued to determine the empioyment land needs for the .
community. The strategy focuses on the location of target industries |der]1t|f' ied in the EOA

555 Court Street NE o P.O. Box 14500 ¢ Salem, OR 97309 e WWW.CO.Marion.or.us A . 5
Printed on recycled paper e Reduce — Reuse - Recycle - Recover ‘l



http://www.co.marion.or.us

(i.e. warehousing and distribution uses) on lands in proximity to the 1-5 interchange area on

. the north side of the city with access to both the interstate and rail line, and adjacent to
existing developed industrial areas within the community to minimize impacts to
surrounding uses. The other industrial land need identified is to accommodate the
expansion of existing businesses within the community through the location of additional
industral lands in proximity to specific industrial uses that rjaVe an interest in expanding at
their present locations. These existing businesses (a farm equipment machinery
manufacturer and a propane distributor) are located on the west and south sides of the
community. The commercial land need is to provide additional land in. proximity to the
downtown commercial area that has visibility, access, walking distance to residential areas
and will be part of the commercial downtown of the City of Donald.

The employment land inventory identified 2.7 acres of vacant, developable industrial fand
and the potential for 6.4 acres of redevelopable industrial land within the city/UGB. With
regard to commercial lands, there are 0.4 acres of vacant; developable commercial land
‘and 1.0 acre of redevelopable commercial land consisting of small parcels less than 0.2
acres in size. The possible conversion of other vacant lands within the UGB to meet the .
employment land needs as identified through the EOA did not result in the identification of
suitable or available locations. within the community due to small parcel sizes, locations
adjacent to residential development, proximity to eXIstmg busmesses seeking to expand

and access/cnrculatlon concerns. | . ;,.

The City analysis of employment land needs utilized the provisions under Statewide
Planning Goal 9 — Economic Development and Goal 14 — Urbanization of providing for an

adequate supply of sites of suitable sizes to accommodate ,a variety of employment uses

anc the expansion of existing businesses. Due to the type and amount of employment

land development within the community, the City's need analy5|s looked at the general site

needs for target industries and the availability and size:of land adjacent to existing -
businesses and the downtown area (for commercial lands) to determine land needs
consistent with the EOA information. For existing businesses, the needs assessment
determined that for the GK Machinery business within the city, the ownership of an
adjacent 4.84 -acre parcel that currently houses the equipment repair portion of the
business outside the UGB on resource-zoned lands, would be adequate to accommodate
the expansion of the business utilizing city services. The existing propane distributor on
the south side of the city along Matthieu Street could expand utilizing a 6.39 acre property
to the south to accommodate tank and storage needs for the business in the future. The
needs assessment for the target industry of warehousing and distribution is based on the
site size need for this' type of industry classification ;of 25-50 acres that couid
accommodate assembly and repackaging or a possible |ndustnal park campus type of
development associated with these type of uses. For,the commercial land need.
assessment, land for service type uses generally grows in proportion to a city’s population.

The analysis looked at the ratios of developed and commercial zoned land for the current
city population to determine need that ranged between 3 to 5 acres of commercial land
based on a 20-year projected population growth of 1,588 (the 2007 population estimate of
the city extended to 2028 by applying the adopted average annual growth rate for 1997-
2020 of 2.25%).  Since some of the industrial land within the city can be used for -
-commercial purposes (the Measure 37 claim lands that involve three parcels totaling 2.1
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|
acres), it was determined that commercial land need of less thani’ 3 acres would be
adequate and could be accomplished with a single parcel between 1 and 2 acres in size.

b
To meet the employment land needs for the city’'s economic development strategy of
providing for local job opportunities, the City identified suitable sit¢ characteristics for
additional employment lands. These site characteristics included: ability to provide public
facilities and services; locations adjacent to or in proximity to existing businesses looking
to expand; access to major roadways/streets; land contiguous to existing industral lands to
minimize negative impacts from traffic and noise to residential areas; Lat least one parcel
over 25 acres in size for industrial use; commercial land in proxlmlt'y to the downtown
commercial area that could be an extension of the downtown and wath good visibility and
access to accommodate service uses and within walkmg dlstance of multifamily
development in the community; industrial land with easy access to the | 5 corridor and rail

service; and land with no phyS|caI limitation to development.

The UGB amendment proposal is for an additional 38.2 acres of land designated for
industrial and 1.12 acres of commercial land (a total of 42.5 acres of land when 3.2 acres
of right-of-way along Butteville Road, Donald Road and Matthieu Street are included). The
industnal land inventory indicates a supply of 2.7 acres of vacant industrial land and a
potential 6.4 acres of redevelopable industrial land to accommodate the land needed for
the identified target industry and expansion of existing businesses. On the commercial
side of the analysis, there is a supply of 0.4 acres of vacant land, a potentlal of 1.0 acre of
redevelopable land, and a possible 2.1 acres of industnal Iand that. can be used for
commercial under a Measure 37 claim. The City’s determination of employment land need
is consistent with the evaluation and analysis required under Goal 9 and Goal 14 to
determine need and provide for an adequate supply of sites for identifi ed target industries
and the expansion of existing businesses and the downtown’ commercral area, that also
meets the location. characteristics identified to support the City's economlc development

growth strategy.

- 4. Population Forecasts and Statewide Planning Goals 9 and 1 4f

Statewide Planning Goal 14 — Urbanization and its corresponding administrative rules
(OAR 660 Division 24) requires UGB amendments to be based upon consideration of a
demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth requirements
consistent with a 20-year population forecast coordinated with the county. Under the
provisions of Statewide Planning Goal 9 — Economic Development and its corresponding
administrative rules (OAR 660 Division 9), a city can base its need for employment lands
on an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) using an employment forecast based on
- population growth for the 20-year planning period, or identify targeted -industries in the
EOA and a need for particular sites and parcel sizes to meet the requirements of the

targeted industries. ‘ _ .
. . |
Smce the City of Donald is not basing its need for employment land on pppulataon growth

but rather on the néed for specific sites to accommodate target mdustnes identified in its
EOA, a 20-year population forecast to the year 2028 is not a crucial factoer the land need

analysis under the UGB amendment proposal. '
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~ the rule provision.,

The City has a coordinated, adopted 2020 population forecast with the County of 1,080 for
the period of 1997-2020 based on an average annual growth rate of 2.25% applied to the
City's 1997 population estimate of 630. The City’s current 2007 populatlon estimate is 995
that is approachlng the adopted 2020 forecast for the City..

The County is currently conducting a countywide populatlon study (pamally funded by
DLLCD) that will produce year 2030 population forecasts for each of the cities and the -
unincorporated area of the county. The study is near completion and. the adoption of
.coordinated forecasts with the cities in the county will commence upon completion of the
-study and the presentation of the study to the County that is likely to occur in September or

October 2008, -

In order to meet the requirements under Goal 14 of a coordinated population forecast for
the City's UGB amendment proposal that covers a 20- -year planning period, several
courses of action exist. The City could wait for completion of the County population study
and forecasts before proceeding with its amendment proposal. The other option is to
proceed with the amendment proposal with the. understanding that the forecast
coordinated for the amendment will be revised later based on the findings, coordination
and adoption of the County’s population and forecasts for each of the cities in the county.
The second option is being utilized with this amendment proposal as the City of Donaid
concurs in the use of a “safe harbor” population forecast under the Goal 14 administrative
rule provisions, and with the forecast only relevant for this UGB amendment proposal. The
City will adopt a new 2030 population forecast as part of the Manon County populatlonv

study and coordination of a forecast with the City.

OAR 660-024-0040 allows a city to amend its UGB in consideration of one category of
land need such as employment land need without consideration of other categories of land
need. OAR 660-024-030 contains "safe harbor” provisions for population forecasts where
a current adopted forecast does not provide a 20-year forecast at the time a city initiates
an UGB amendment. The rule provision allows for the coordinated extension of the
current city forecast to a 20-year period by using the same growth trend for the city

assumed in the county’s current adopted forecast.

The City and County looked at the application of the “safe harbor” provision as an interim
forecast for this amendment proposal only in order to develop a reasonable forecast under
Under one option, the extension of the 2020 forecast of 1,050 to the
- year 2028 using the 2.25% average annual growth rate resulted in a 2028 forecast number
of 1,255. As indicated previously, with the 2007 city population at 995 and approaching
the adopted 2020 forecast, extending the 2020 forecast out to 2028 is problematic and
does not result in a reasonable forecast number that is supportable under the “safe harbor”
provisions of the rule. The other option considered was to use the 2007 population
estimate for the city of 995 as the base year from which to extend the forecast to the year
2028 using the adopted 2.25% growth rate. Using this method results in a 2028 forecast
‘of 1,588 for the city that provides for a more reasonable forecast considering the growth
the city has experienced and being that the city is already approaching its 2020 forecast
indicating that the current forecast for the city was low and would need to be adjusted at -
some point. The City has concurred in the 2028 forecast of 1,588 as the “safe harbor"
population forecast for use with this UGB amendment proposal that has been coordinated
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with the County and DLCD, with the understanding by the City, County and DLCD that a
new 2030 forecast based on the County's population study will be coordinated and
adopted by the City and County for use with future comprehensive planning efforts. The
City's UGB.amendment proposal contains a statement that stipulates thas approach to this
“safe harbor” populatnon forecast and its application only for this plan aﬁnendment

5. Cons:stency with Clty of Donald Comprehenswe Plan Goals and Policies

The Crty of Donald Plan map/UGB amendment proposal addresses the applicable goals
and policies of the Donald Comprehensive Plan. The Donald Plan contains commercial,
industrial and urban growth goals and policies. In 2005, the City amended the Donald
Comprehensive Plan by adding new language to the Industnal Land Use Policy of its Plan
to ensure that an adequate supply of land for existing and potenual\;ndustnal users be
provided. The proposal is consistent with the Plan commercial and industrial policy
guidance to inventory vacant and underutilized lands, assess communlty economic
development potential, encourage the development of compatible mdustnes minimize the
effect of industrial activity on residential uses, and achieving a; balance between

commercial and reSIdentlal development.

The City’'s amendment proposal contains findings pertalnlng to: the coordlnated review
procedures for plan map/UGB amendments; conformance with the comprehenswe plan
commercial and industrial policies listed under the Land Use provasmns of the plan;
whether there was a mistake or update needed in the plan map; changes in the conditions
in the planning area since the adoption of the current plan map; the limited focus of the
amendment and that revisions to other elements of the plan are not being considered at
this time; the public need for the plan amendment; whether there is other appropriately
zoned properties that could be utilized; the impact and adequacy of the existing and future
capacity of public facilities; compllance with applicable state and federal laws and
regulations including the Statewide Planning Goals; and compllance with the
intergovernmental agreement between the city and county. The City’s fi ndlngs to support
the amendment meet the applicable decision critera identified forl‘ the. amendment

proposal, as provided for in the Donald Comprehensive Plan.

The City's amendment proposal includes a statement indicating that the!City will consider
satisfactory amendments to the Donald Comprehensive Plan or the Development
Ordinance to ensure only industrial-related development occurs at the time of annexation
and development of the expans:on parcels. Rather than inciude this pollcy or condition of
development with the expansion proposal, it is the City’s intention to mclude the concem
over possible conversion of employment lands to other uses, as a restnctlon at the time of

annexation and/or development of the expansion areas. t

6. Goal 14 Factors Applicable to Urban Growth Boundary Amendrlnents

. [ . . . t-
Goal 14 — Urbanization sets forth location factors for evaluating alternative UGB locations
for.changes to the urban growth boundary that must also be consistent with ORS 197.298 .
that establishes the priority: of lands to be considered for inclusion W|thm the UGB.
* Location factors under Goal 14 evaluate: the efficient accommodation of identified land
needs; the orderly and economic provision of public facilities and serwces comparative
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environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; and compatibility of proposed
uses with surrounding agricultural activities outside the urban growth boundary.

The City’s findings and analysis for the proposed UGB amendment address the location
factors under Goal 14 in determining the necessary land suitable to accommodate the
identified employment lands need. The Goal 14 factors are contained in the Appendix to
the City comprehensive plan as part of the Urban Growth Boundary and Policy Agreement
between the City and the County and are the factors contained in Goal 14 prior to the April’
2006 LCDC Goal 14 amendments. The City amendment proposal addresses the current
Goal 14 factors since they are the ones in effect when the amendment proposal was being
considered by the City. The City’s employment lands need was determined using the Goal
9 - Economic Development guidelines to provide for both.an inventory of and options for

available lands suitable to meet the City’s economic growth strategy.

The City’s proposal contains findings to meet the administrative rule provisions of Goal 14
on: statewide planning goal compliance; establishing a 20-year forecast; providing for
needed employment over the 20-year pianning period; amending the UGB in consideration
.of one category of land use; the use of safe harbors in determining employment needs,
conducting a land inventory and analysis; determining that the estimated need cannot be
‘accommodated within the current UGB; the assignment of appropriate Plan designations;
reviewing alternative boundary locations consistent with the land priority factors of ORS
197.298; consideration of specific characteristics in boundary location alternatives
analysis; and the evaluation of comparative costs for development of alternative locations.

The City currently has a population around 1,000 with a year 2028 forecast of close to
1600 under this proposal. The continued expansion of the employment lands base
(commercial and industrial lands) of the city is needed to create local employment
opportunities for its growing population, of which a significant number currently commute to
other locations for employment. The proposed amendment properties are located
adjacent to existing developed industral areas within the city that would allow for the
efficient extension of public facilities to serve the areas and for the possible expansion
and/or redevelopment of existing businesses within the established industrial areas of the
community. The location of the amendment areas in proximity and with access to, the
major street network and circulation routes in the city and county will minimize the traffic
impacts on the non-industnal areas and streets within the community. The existing types
of agriculture-related businesses within the community and the types of industries being
targeted in the City's economic development strategy have been determined by the City to
be compatible with both the existing industrial base and the surrounding agricultural
activities and lands in the proposed expansion areas. The City's findings address the
statewide planning goals and meet the UGB amendment factors under Goal 14 that are
provided as decision criteria for growth boundary change amendments within the City's
comprehensive plan that includes the city/county growth boundary and policy agreement.

- 7. Urban Growth Boundary Location Factors and Consistency with ORS 197.298 '

ORS 197.298 provides a hierarchy of land for inclusion within a boundary with first priority
to designated urban reserve land; second priority to exception areas or non-resource land;
third prionity is for iand designated as marginai land; and fourth priority is land designated
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for agriculture or forestry with higher priority given to land of lower capability as measured
by a soil classification system or cubic foot production site class for timber.

The City’s findings and analysis for the proposed UGB amendment under the Goal 14
factors cited under Item 6 above, also address the priority of land provns:ons under ORS
197.298 with regard to the fourth priority of lands for inclusion based on soil classification
capability since the city does not have urban reserve lands, exception areas, or marginal
lands adjacent to the current UGB that could meet the identified industrial land need. The
Donald- UGB is surrounded by lands containing high capability sonls (Class Il and lil)
designated for agricultural use. The existing major businesses in the community are
agriculture-related and serve the surrounding farm community. The] locational analysis
identified all the properties adjacent to the Donald city limits/UGB as alternatrve locations
considered in order to meet the need for additional employment lands to accommodate the
economic development strategy identified in the Clty's EOA. rhe soils capability
classification of the alternative parcels were considered in conjunctlon with identified site
characteristics for the employment land needs (i.e. serviceability, proximity to existing
industrial lands, access to major roads, one parcel over 25 acres! compatibility with
surrounding uses, minimal limitations to development, proximity to I-5 ¢orridor and the rail
line) to determine the possible parcels for inclusion in the boundary The 42.5 acre
proposed expansion areas consist of four parcels in various locations adjacent to the city
that are comprised of Class Il and lll soils, similar to the classifications of soils surroundmg
the general area and farming community of the city. The proposed expansion areas
include four parcels consisting of 1.12 acres, 4.84 acres, 6.39 acres and 26.93 acres
located to the north, west and south of the current UGB that meet the locational and site
chardcteristic factors determined by the City to be consistent with the ORS 197. 298 priority

considerations for the inclusion of lands within the boundary.

The City's original analysis under the provisions of ORS 197.298 was an area of the UGB
. amendment proposal locational analysis that County and DLCD staff’ indicated needed
additional findings. County and DLCD staff worked with the City’s planning consultant to
provide soils data and parcel and alternative area analysis to support the City's
amendment proposal and meet the location factors and considerations under Goal 14 and
ORS 197.288. The amendment proposal contains adequate data andr findings to justify
the UGB amendment as required under the prows:ons of Goal 14 and ORS 197.298.

8. Marion County/CIty of Donald Urban Growth Boundary and Policy Agreement
(UGBPA) and Consistency with the Marion County Comprehensive Plan

Marion County and the City of Donald maintain an mtergovemmental agreement that is a
_ procedural document specifying requirements for the establishment!of UGB’s, UGB

amendment procedures, urbanization poiicies for lands outside the city I:m!ts but within the
UGB, review and notice procedures for development proposalsi and plan/code
amendments, and the establishment of areas of mutual planning concem existing outside
of the UGB. This agreement was executed between the County and the City as an
implementation tool for the comprehensive plans adopted by each jUI‘lSdICtIOﬂ The current
agreement between the County and the City has been in place smce ApnI 1986.
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The City of Donald UGB amendment proposal addresses the applicable procedures for
UGB amendments and the Urbanization policies .cited in ‘the agreement applying to UGB
amendments. The Urbanization policies within the UGBPA are consistent with the policies
. contained in the Urbanization Element of the Marion County Comprehensive Plan. The
proposal addresses the conversion of land to urban uses cited under the agreement
- regarding the orderly and economic provision of pubhc ‘facilities and services and the
availability of sufficient land to accommodate various uses. The provisions of the UGBPA
for amending the UGB require consideration of the factors cited under Statewide Planning
Goal 14 - Urbanization. The City proposal provides findings to address these
requirements and is consistent with the applicable policies and procedural requirements
wuthln the Clty/County UGBPA pertaining to UGB amendments

The Growth Management Framework of the County Comprehensive Plan adopted in 2002
requires an updated agreement between the County and a city consistent with' the
Framework, when a city goes through periodic review or updates its. comprehensrve plan
where County concurrence is necessary. The City of Donald is not updating its -
comprehensive plan where text, goal and policy amendments pertaining to urbanization

are being considered, and the proposed UGB amendment'is not part of the City’s periodic -
review of its Plan. The UGB amendment is being proposed to address an employment
lands need that is not being met by the existing supply/inventory of lands within the City’s
comprehensive plan and UGB. The proposal does not involve any textual changes to the
Plan or amendments to existing pOllCleS and/or elements of the Plan. An updated or
revised intergovemmental agreement is not requnred at thls time under the County’s

F ramework policy.

The County Growth Management Framework provides cooriz‘dmatlon guidelines with regard
to Economic Development that cities may utilize to be consistent with the County
Comprehensive Plan when proposing an urban growth boundary amendment. The City's
amendment proposal is consistent with the Framework guidelines to identify the capacity
of local employment uses through an inventory, of employment lands; provides for
forecasted jobs and land needs by conducting an economic opportunltles analysis to
forrnulate an employment growth strategy focusing on the economic growth and
development opportunities along with the need to retain eXIstlng employers/businesses in
the community; and. coordinates with the County to provide information to support
. development of a sustainable economy within areas of the. County ‘

Reclesignation and Rezonlnq of Properties Added to the .‘Urban Growth th Boundary

The 42.5 acres of property proposed for addition to the Donald Urban Growth Boundary is
currently designated “Primary Agriculture” in the Marion County Comprehensive Plan and
zoned EFU (Exclusive Farm Use). Should the 42.5 acres be included within the Donald
UGB for future employment (industrial and commer0|al) land development purposes, the
“Prirnary Agriculture” rural land designation in the -County {applying to lands outside of
-urban growth boundaries will be replaced with a City of Donald Comprehensive Plan urban
land use designations of “Industrial® and “Commercial’ ito distinguish between the
proposed urban use of the properties and rural lands outside the amended UGB.. - :

|7.|
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The 42.5 acres of property to be included within the UGB also needstto be rezoned from
the current County rural zone code designation of EFU.(Exclusive Fann Use) that applies
to lands outside of urban growth boundaries to a County urban zone code designation
applying to lands within the urban growth boundary but outside the Clty limits where the
County still maintains land use control over such properties until annexed to the city. The
appropriate rezoning for the properties would be to a County urban zone code designation

of UTF (Urban Transition/Farm). As stated in Chapter 14 of the Marion County Urban
- Zone Code: | !

The purpose of the UTF (Urban Transition/Farm) zone isi to encourage the
continued practice of commercial agriculture in areas planned for future urban
development. The UTF zone shall be applied in those areas wn‘hm an urban growth
boundary where the appllcable urban area comprehensive plan‘I indicates that land .
should be retained in large blocks, and acreage res;dentlal development

discouraged, to fac:lltate efficient conversion to urban use. i
Applying the County UTF zone deS|gnat|on 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 urpan industrial and .
commercial use consistent with the Plan designations for the propemes

|

PUBLIC COMMENTS/TESTIMONY . | _

~ Notice of the proposed Plan/UGB amendment was provided to the 19 other cities within
Marion County, public agencies, advisory groups, interested persons and property owners
within the 750-foot notice area of the affected properties. Notice of the public hearing on
the amendment proposal was also provuded to the Woodbum lndependent and Statesman

Joumal newspapers. - : : _ i:
i’

Marion County Publlc Works/Transportation Engineering section rev1ewed the amendment
proposal and provided comments. [n addition, comments on the Transportatlon Impacts .
and Assessment (TIA) for the Bennion/Feller property were prowded during the early
review of possible UGB amendment scenarios. In summary, the comments on the
amendment proposal raise the following items with regard to the propertles involved in the
UGB expansion: 1) the TIA addressed only the Feller/Bennion property and more detailed
transportation analysis will be requnred at the time of zone change or annexatlon of each of
the other properties; 2) access to major roadways will be managed to protect the mobility
functions of the roads and a system of internal roads should be |dent|F ed to serve the
expansion areas and.included in the City’s transportation plan; 3) entire nghts-of—way shall
be included within the UGB so that urban design standards can be applled and provide for
a single Junsdlctlonal change from City to County and for futtire maintenance
responsibilities; 4) in order for development to be responsible for needed mltlgatlon of
traffic impacts as identified in the TIA, the City needs to allow for County review of
development applications and abide by mitigation requirements on County faciiities. The
items cited in the Transportation Engineering section comments are generally conditions or
requirements imposed at the time of development through a development agreement or
with land use applications for development actlwty of each of the parcels

13

555 Court Street NE @ P.0O. Box 14500 @ Salem, OR 97309 s www.co.marion.or.us
Printed on recycled paper s Reduce — Reuse — Recycle - Recover



http://www.co.marion.or.us

Seven persons provided oral testimony at the public hearing including two persons
representing the City of Donald. The Friends of French Prairie and 1000 Friends of
Oregon testified and submifted written comments ‘with one additional written comment
submitted during the County review process, all of which are part of the County record in
this matter and considered by the Board in its deliberation and decision on the plan

amendment.
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2.0 Population Projection

d

The City of Donald has traditionally been a small, farm-orienteq community. However,
as with other cities affected by growth in the Portland metropolitan area, Donald
witnessed a significant increase in population during this decade. The 1990 Census

figure of 316 nearly doubled to 625 by the Year 2000 Census.

Consistent with provisions in ORS 195.036, Marion County was required to establish
and maintain a population forecast for the entire county and to coordinate the L
population forecast with local governments. Early estimates by the County projected a
population of 875 for Donald by the year 2020. In contrast, early City estimates of '
growth anticipated Donald would meet or exceed the County’s estimated 2020

population in the year 2000.

In further coordination with Marion County, it became evident the City had sufficient
residential land within the City limits to exceed the County’s initial low population
estimate. Recognizing the current growth rate of 7% would not likely to continue on into
the future, the City and County agreed to' a coordinated annual growth rate of 2.25% to
the year 2020. Based on this coordinated agreement, formalized by Marion County
Ordinance No. 1091, the City of Donaid adopted a projected population of 1,050 by the

year 2020.

As part of this UGB amendment process, the City must establish a 20-year planning
horizon based on the submitted date of the proposal. Although the County is currently
in the process of updating is coordinated population, no new estimates were

established since the adoption of Ordinance No. 1091. OAR 660-24-0030(3) allows for

this situation i a coordinated population forecast was adopted by a county within the
previous. 10 years but does not provide a 20-year forecast for an urban area at the time

a cily initiates an evaluation or amendment of the UGB.. . .” This is a “safe harbor”-
estimate and allows the extension of the same growth trend as assumed by the study

currently in place. Therefore, continuing with an assumed growth of 2.25%, extending

the population trend from 2020 to 2028 arrives at a population estimate of 1,255.. '

Marion County expressed concemn the proposed estimate may undetestimate

" population growth as the 2007 population estimate for Donald is 995, nearly equal the
2020 projected population of 1,050. The County suggested a population estimate of

1,588 for 2028 as more realistic, given current estimates.

The City of Donald concurs and accepts Marion County’s the 2028 estimate of 1,588 as
its “safe harbor” popufation. Further, this population estimate is only relevant for the
UGE amendment and the City will adopt a new population forecast for the year 2030 as
part of Marion County’s population forecast project. ; : ‘
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3.0 Land Use Inventory -

ThIS Section prowdes a summary of the current land use mventory The original data
was created in 1998- 99 and where apphcable was updated in 2008 :

3.1  Background

The existing land inventory is divided into several zones which generally correspond to

the fype of land use associated with the property. Zoning was selected as it is the best
indicator of long-run. use of a parcel of land. The foHowmg zoning categones appfy to

the City:
A. R-5 Zone (Single Family Residential) - Primarily a single family zone; no muiti-
family development is permitted. Minimum lot size is 5,000 square feet or 7,000
square feet for a corner-lot duplex. Consistent with the zone’s minimum lot size,
the expected development density is 5 units per acre. Subsequent fo the original
survey, the City eliminated the R-5 zoning, re-zoning the R-5 Jand fo R-7. Where
appropriate, information regarding the R-5 and R-7 zones will be combined in

subsequent sections of this document.

B. R-7 Zone (Single Family Residential) - Similar to-the R-5 zone except that the
minimum lot size is 7,000 square feet. Duplexes are also permitted on separate

lots or parcels. The expected development density is 4 units per acre

C. RM Zone (Multiple Famlly Res:dentral) This zone is limited solely to muiti-family
development. There is a minimum requirement of 3,000 square feet per untt for

a maximum development density of 14 units per acre.

Commerc:al (C) — This is the sole commercral zone Wlthln the City. Uses

D.
" normally associated with commercial activities, such as retail sales or offices are

permitted outright. Apartments are allowed on the second ﬂoor or, behrnd a
commercial use located on the first floor.

E. Industrial (1) - Primarily designed for industrial type of activities, a!though some
“heavy” commercial uses (e.g., weldmg or cabmet shop) are also permltted
Pupfic (P) - This zone applies to public or semi- pubhc facilities such as schools

' and churches
The following table identifies the amount and percentage of each z6ning designation
within. the City. Specific information on the fndustnal and Commercial zoned land may

be found in Appendix "A.”.
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Table 3-1

‘Land Use by Zone

ZONE - ACREAGE | PERCENT OF
| - | | TOTAL

Single Famnily Residential (R-7) 64.35 57.6%
Multiple Family Residential (RM) 7.23 | 6.4%
Commercial (C) - 8.61 | 7L7_%
Industrial (1) 2063|  26.5%
Public (P) 1.99 1.8%
Totals 111.81 |  100%

As this table snows; a majority of the land inventory (64%) is devoted to residential use.
However, a significant portion of the City (26.5%) is zoned for Industrial uses indicating

Donald contalns a significant base for employment opportum’nes

3.2 General Land Use

A field mventory was conducted for each parcel of land. While the survey reviewed al/
fands within the City, the following information concentrates solely on those lands zoned
for employment-related uses: Commercial and Industrial. Eurther while OAR 660— .

024-0050(3) establishes a “safe harbor® process for reviewing industrial and

commercial lands, given the limited acreage in the community, City staff found rt
appropriate to conducted a snte—by—srte analysis (see Attachment AT

A Assumpt!ons

Total Acreage - The total amount of land available in a particular zone
Donald is located on relatlvely leve! ground and does not contain factors,
such as flood plains, steep slope hazard areas or other factors which
prohibit development of individual properties. The City recognizes storm
water run-off is a factor in site development; however, this issue can

usually be addressed through proper engineering des:gn

1.

Developed and Commitfed - Land which contains no potential for
additional development; for example, a commercial building occupymg an

" entire parcel.
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Redevelopable - Land which is capable of further development. This may

3.
include Commercial or Industrial property which contains non-conforming -
uses. For example, a Commercial parcel with a single family home may

- be redeveloped by either removing the home or converting it to a
. commercial use such as an office. ' o

Vacant - Land devoid of development or not committed to an approved
development plan. Public facilities either were available or could be made

available to serve the site.

The Commercial land is located within the City’s downtown (Main Street, west of the
railroad tracks) and characterized by substantial buildings on relatively small lots.
Redevelopment potential is virtually nonexistent and essentially limited to the few lots

containing single family homes.

Industrial fand was reviewed in a similar manner. Sites which were substantially
developed were often capable of expansion, but not necessarily completely new
business structures and activities. However, where the property was used for outdoor
storage or contained dilapidated buildings worth less than the property, the site was
assumed to be redevelopable. This later case however, was limited to a small number
of parcels on the City’s south side, adjacent to Matthieu Street. L.

B. - Land Availability
Subsequent to'the inventory, prbperty Waé divided into developed, rédeveIOpable or
vacant categories based on the previously noted assumptions. The results are noted in
the following chart: .

- Table 3-2
Availability — Employment Lands

Redevelopable Y Vacant

. Developed
1.00 (12%) - ’ 0.43 (5%)

Zone ’ Tdtal Acres

c | 86 718 (83%)
b 29.63 20.51 (69%) 6.38 (20%) | -2.74(9%)
| Total| 3824 27.69 (72%) 738 (19%) | 3.7 (9%)

Of the 38.24 acres of land available to meet employmeht needs, less than 10% is
vacant for either Commercial or Industrial uses. Further, only some 28% of the total
employment-related land may either be redeveloped or is vacant for inmediate use.
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4.0 Industrial and Commercial Land

The nation and region have seen tremendous economic changes_oyer the last 20-
years. Nationally, the service industry supplanted manufacturing in terms of jobs and

| job growth. Computers and the Intemet — once the province of a handful of scientists -

have become commonplace and revolutionized the way America conducts business.

‘Oregon saw high-tech manufacturing surpass the trad itional agriculture and forestry

sectors to become the state’s primary employer. The image of the closed sawmill was
often followed by the ground breaking of a new chip plant. Today’s personal computer

will likély be supplanted by as yet unforeseen new techriologies. Downtown’s may

become a thing of the past as shopping is-dominated by the intemet. Office space
needs may be reduced as tele-commuting becomes more prevalent. Large industrial
areas remain vacant as manufacturing is transferred overseas and current processes
are replaced with more efficient technologies. For these reasons, it is a major .
challenge to accurately project a community’s commercial and industrial needs.

The City of Donald is a small, rural community with a surprisingly _signiﬁcant'industrial
land base. The City possesses considerable economic attributes: compact downtown,

- recent improvements to the public facility system and close proximity to Interstate-5 and
the metropolitan areas of Portland and Salem. The City will need to buiid upon these

utes to maintain - and enhance - its local econiomy.. To that end, this Chapter -
reviews the availability of commercial and industrial land within the City. R

A part of the process of addressing commercial and -industﬁal needs, Oregon

Administrative Rules 660-09 requires communities to conduct an “Econoric
Opportunities Analysis.” This analysis helps determine whether there is sufficient land,

in the adequate quantities and suitable locations to meet expected commercial and
industrial requirements. Briefly, the analysis contains four basic steps:

(1)  Review national, regional and local economic trends: -

(2)  Site requirements to meet expected demand.

(3) Inventory of existing commercial and industrial sites.

(4)  Assessment of community economic development potential.

4.1 National Trends

Economic Development Trends

There are a number of factors that will affect future development and employment
opportunities in general, and specifically to the region. These factors are considered

below: '
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' Technologlcal innovation.

Aging baby boomers and an increase in life expectancy. By 2050, the number of
people older then 65 will double while the number of people less than 65 will only
increase by 12%. This will result in a contraction of the labor force, an increase in the
demand for healthcare’ services and rmpacts on the federal budget to address Socral

Secunty and Medrcare

lncreasm‘g'Hlspamc and Latino pdpulatron By 2000, the Hispanic and Latino
population represents 12.5% of the U.S. population, up from 9% in 1980., This group is

expected to account for 24% of the population by 2050.

The lmportance of education on wages and household income. The Bureau of

Labor Statistics concludes the fastest growing occupations will require an academic

degree. Further, individuals holding the necessary education will eamn considerably

‘more than those without the necessary education. This does not mean everyone will

(or need to) attend college, but emphasxzes the importance of training beyond a high

school dlploma
Global trade. it is no longer just a domestic market but a global one. Global trade will

continue to increase along with a desire by manufactures to seek lower labor costs

Innovation will increase worker productivity. This will allow
increases in the production of goods and serwces but given lower labor costs
elsewhere, pnmarily services. :

Manufacturmg to service-oriented shift. Technological increases allow
manufactured items to be produced most anywhere, thereby placing a premium on
labor costs. This trend will continue as the country moves toward. solidifying its place as

a service-oriented economy.

Rising energy costs. The world-wide demand for energy (and eil in particular) is
increasing the energy costs. As of this wiriting, crude light oil exceeded $100.00 per
barrel. This has tremendous impacts on transportation costs and associated household
and business expendltures Travel modes and pattems are expected to change in

response. |
Envrronmental impacts and energy efficiency. The demand for energy will likely
lead to increased efficiencies in all processes-and products. A larger percentage of our
energy will come from renewable sources. . . :

Mlgratory patterns in U.S. T here remains, and will likely continue, a population
movement away from the Midwest and Northeast toward the South and West. - -
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Natural resources. Changes in tastes and preferences are now placing a premium on
environmental quality. This includes scenic views, outdoor recreation, clean water and
similar amenities. Regions that retain these values will create a devefopment .

advantage over those areas that do not.

lndusz‘ﬁél Changes

The impact of these trends can be seen nationally, as high-tech and services related
“inclustries are supplanting traditional manufacturing businesses. Technical education is
the key for tomorrow’s work force as there wﬂl be fewer opportumtres for unskilled labor.

Occupat:onal opportumt:es will include the fields of computers heaith care, science,
education, and services. Table 4-1 below identifies recent trends and short—range
forecasts for employment in each major industry division in the United States A bnef

trend summary follows. .

Table 4+1
Recent Trends and Forecasts Major IndUStry Employment
Total Employment . 1986 1996 | 1986-96 -2006 Projected
: ) Employment Employment | % Change | (Estimate) 1996-2006
_ (1000s) |  (1000s) % Change
lotal Employment 98,727 118,731 203 136,5318 14.8
'Goods Producing 24,538 24,431 0.4 24,451 0.1
Services Producing 74,189 - 94,300 27.1 111,867 18.6
| Manufacturing, Total 18,951 _ 18,457 : —2.6-‘ A 18,108 .| -1.9
’ " Durable 11200 | 10766 | 38 1 10,574 1 gy
Nondurabl'e 7.751 - 7,691 0.8 7,593 -1.3
Non-manufactunng, 79,776 - 100,274 25.7 ;1‘18,210 3 17.9
Total ‘ o B ‘
Mining 778 | . - 370 -52.4 420 13.5
Construction 4,810 5,400 12.3 1 5,900 9.3 7
Transportation/Utilities 5,247 . 6,260 19.3 711 13.6 |
Trade - Wholesale | - 5,751 6483 | 127 | 7208 | 115
Trade-Retall | 17,878 21,625 210 | 23875 | 104
‘ —] — : i - ; T
. CITY OF DONALD |
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Finance, Real Estate 6.275 5,899 9.9 7.651 109
Services 22,346 33,586 50.3 44,852 33.5
Government-Federal 2,899 2,757 4.9 2,670 -3.2
~ Government-State/Local 13,794 16,690 21.0 18,480 10.7

Goods Producing vs. Service Producing Jobs

While total non-farm employment increased 20.3% from 1986 to 1996 manufacturing
employment declined by 0.4%. Conversely, service employment increased by 27.1%.
Seen another way manufacturing industries lost 100,000 employees while the service
section gained 20 million jobs. The Bureau of Labor Statistics expects this frend to
continue, with the service industries growing by 18.6%, or 17.5 million people. -
Manufacturing will rebound slightly, posting a gain of 0.1% or 20,000 people.

Manufacturing Jobs

The recent trends in manufacturing have been negative. Embloyees involved in
durable goods- manufacturing have decreased by 3.9 percent. The number of
employees involved in the manufacture of non-durable goods has declined by 0.8

‘percent The short—range forecast continues the negative trends with decreasing

numbers of employees in both durable and non-durable goods.

Non-manufactunng Jobs

During this time period, nOn-ménufaCtLjring jobs increased by nearly 21 million, with
another 18 million expected by 2006. The rmost significant growth will occur in services
(60.3%), state and local govermment (21%), retail trade (21%) and the transportatlon

commumcatlon and utility sector at 19.3%.

Servrces dominated growth between the years 1896 and 2006. Other significant growth

during this time period (more than 10%) occurred in mining, transportation,
communication and utility sector, trade, finance and real estate, and state and local

government.

Analysis by Occupation

As reflected in Table 4-1 above, service-providing industries are projected to add jobs
much faster than non-service industries. The exception to this rule is computer-
oriented manufacturing, which shows large forecasted gains in employment for the near
future. Table 4-2 identifies those job categonies with high or very high projected - ‘
increases. As this Table indicates, computer-oriented occupations, assistants, and

CITY OF DONALD i
Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Employment Lands .
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" service-oriented occupations will see the highest growth. The average growth rate for
-all jobs is 14.4% during this coming decade. Specific jobs that exceed this growth rate
by 1.5 times are listed as “High” growth rate jobs (identified by the symbol “H7). Those

that wili more than double the average rate of job growth . are nsted as ‘Very ngh"’ _

(‘VH). -
~ Table 42
Projected High Growth Occupations - 1996 to 2006
LOccupa'tioﬁ Title 1996 - % of Industry | 2006 - % of Industry | % Change . | Growth Rate
Total, All Occupations 100.0% 100.0% 14.4% AVERAGE
Profession specialties 13.7 15.28 ) 276 [ H
| Life scientists. 0.4 015 ) 22.8 H
Computer, research‘ 0.8 1.39 # 100.2 VH
Computers, systems analystt 0.7 1.32 110.2 VH
Computer engineer 0.3 0.63 1146 -~ .. | VH
Social, recreational 1.2 1.38 32,0 VH
| Teachers - secondary 1.2 1.23° 222 H
[ Teachers - other 0.7 73 l2ss ,  !wH
[ Teachers - adulthocational 0.4 0.42 251" H
’ Health diagnostics i 05 0.6 27.9 H
Health assessment 2.2 2.38 26.2 H
Therapists 0.3 0.44 56.9 - VH
Writers, entertainers 1.0 103 243 | H
Designers 0.2 0.19 £5.8 H
Health technicians 19 2.04 249 Th
Technicians - other 0.9 0.93 23.6 H
Legal assistants 0.2 0‘.2b1 41 2 VH
Sales workers 26 | 2.84 24.7 H
Adjusters; investigators 1.1 ] 1.14 25.0 H
Receptionists, clerks 0.9 —’ 0.98 30.3; VH
~ CITY OFDONALD
Urban Growth Boundary Amendment — Employment Lands A ‘
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LTeach'er aides 0.8 0.97 37.7 | VH
Health service 18 2.03 328 VH
Nursingaidefs : 11 : '_1.23 - 242 H
Nuising attendants - | 1.1 s lesa T lm
Personnel services ' 1.6 N 2.07 - laso VH
Home-health aides = - 0.6 ‘ | 87 793 . [VH

National trends and forecasts

Summary of National Trends
Al | . ind"icate strong growth in computer-related, service and

trade professions, including medical and teaching services. As both previous.tables

indicate, manufacturing jobs are expected to decline in nearly all categories while

service-related jobs will continue to grow. These are not just computer-related but
encompass several other categones such as’ retail, education or heaith professmns

.4.2 Reglonal

This analysis examines em ployment trends in the mid-Willémétté Valley region.
Consistent with national figures, manufacturing and goods- producing industry jobs are
forecast to grow at a slow rate while service and trade related jobs are expected to

increase rapidly over the next several years.

The Oregon Employmént Division produced a Regional Economic Profife for the three-
county Region 3 (Marion, Polk, and Yamhill Counties) in which Donald is located. The
following is an excerpt from the Profile, as it describes the results of the Employment

Division's forecasts:

Sophisticated technology is taking roufine jobs away from hundreds of workers in
Marion, Polk, and Yamhill counties. Heightened competition and one of the
nation’s highest state minimum wages, are putting pressure on local employers
fo invest in mechanization, computers, and other electronics to improve,
efficiency and cut costs. A shifting of the local economic base js costing jobs at
the same time it is adding jobs. The economic fortunes of Marion, Polk, and
Yamhifl counties have traditionally been tied to state government and to the
natural resources of agriculture and wood. But the local and statewide economy
IS shifting from a reliance on resource extraction and manufacturing toward the
information and services sectors and high tech manufacturing. By far the h/ghest

growth rates smce 1979 have been in services.

CITY OF DONALD )
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‘Between 1996 and 2006, services will lead in the percent of growth expected in

‘Region 3, with manufacturing in last place . . . Because of their size, though,

- slow-growing manufactunng and go vemment will st/Il create more jobs than

- ‘either trade or the finance, insurance, and real esz‘ate group. Projections through
2006 indicate that the only employment decline will be in lumber and wood
products. No change is foreseen in federal govemment All other published

manufactunng and non-manufacturing secfors shou/d see growth

The Employment Division Report goes on to emphasrze the lmportance of trade and
servnces in the regional economy: :

Trade is another industry, much like construction, that reflects the economic
state and population changes. Once the stores are built, they require people to
‘manage, stock shelves, and run the cash registers. Retail/wholesale trade has
shown a lot of growth and will contintie to be one of the faster-growing sectons

'through 2006.

The growz‘h king is, and will continue fo be, the diverse services industry. In
comparing 1979 with 1896, services has more than doubled employment, adding
more jobs than any others. Services include a wide variety of activities lncludlng
- medical, legal, private schools, repair, recreation, pnvate employment agencies,
and others. The largest growth will likely be in bus:ness and professional :
services, including temporary emplo yment agencres and other services almed

toward the commercial user. }

i
v

As the population gefts older, employment in health services will continue fo
grow, afthough increased efficiencies through improved medical techniques and
new technologies will be putting some downward pressure on employment
growth. Private schoofs, fourist odging, amusemen{s and recreation make up

miuch of the fast—grow:ng part of “other serwces

Recent data for the Salem MSA bears out this -anticipated change in the region’s
employment make-up. The area saw a 10,400 job increase in annual average non-

farm employment between 2001 and 2006. The biggest increases - construction, retail
trade, and professional/business services - accounted for 69% of this increase. Again,

the stores and offices are built and are then manned by ser\nce professmnals

Co‘nversely, manufacturing only saw a 3% growth in the number of jobs. There was
actually a decline in durable goods manufacturing jobs during this time period that was
slightly offset by growth in the non-durable goods segment. It is also interesting to note

that the number-of jobs associated with information technology — many a commuthS

panacea for development - actually declined during this time period.

CITYOFDONALD | ‘
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" This information was recently updafed by the Oregon Empioyment Department. A

summary of Industry Employment Forecast, 2006-2016 is found in Table 4-3. This
material again applies to Region 3 (Marion, Polk and Yamhill count:es) This Table
identifies recent trends and short-range forecasts for employment in each major

industry. Percentages in parenthesis °()" denote a decrease.

Urban Growth Boundary Amendment — Employment Lands

Comprehensive Plan Amendment File No. 08-01

Table 4-3
Recent Trends and Forecasts Major industry Employment
Total Employment .2006 2016 . 2006-16
L Employment Employment % Change
Total Nonfarm Employment 179,800 205,600 14% '
Natural Resources, Mining . 1,600 1,600 0% |
Construction 11,300 12,900 14%
Manufacturing, Total 21,800 22,200 2%
Durable 11,900 12,200 3%
Wood Products 3,700 3,500 " (5%)
Nondurable 9,900 10,000 1%
~ Food Manufacturing 5,600 5,700 2%
Information 1,700 1,800 6%
Transportation/Utilities 4,300 4,800 12%
Trade - Wholesale 4,700 5,200 - 11%
| Trade-Retail 21,100 23,700 12%
Finance, Real Estate 8,700 8,700 - 11%
Professional & Business Services 14,500 17,300 19% !
Education & Health Services 24,900 31,800 28% [
Health Care 17,200 22,600 31% ]
Leisure & Hospitality 14,900 | 17,800 19% . '
Govemment = 44,300 50,200 L 13% |
 GITY OF DONALD
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Goods Producing vs. Service Producing Jobs

While total no-n—farm employment is expe'cted to increase some 14% from 2006 fo

: '2016 “manufacturing employment will only increase some 2%. Conversely, service
employment will increase by 19%, leisure industries by 19% and education and health |

services by 28%. Seen another way, manufacturing industries will growth on one-
seventh the raté of overall non-farm employment and significantly trail the growfh rates

for service-related industries. _ .
!

Summary of Reg/onal Trends and Forecasts

This region reflects national trends of slow growth in manufacturing and high growth in
services. However, there are some important differences. It was estimated that
between 1996 and 2006 the regional economy grew by 20.7% compared to the nation’s

14.8% and exceeded the national average in every major industry category. The

biggest job growth is expected to occur in service-related industries, particularly health
care. Of the several categories identified in'the Industry Employment Forecast, health

care led all categories with a growth rate of 31%. That is more than twice the overall
growth.in non-farm employment and more than fifieen times the growth i in

manufacturing.

4.3 | Local Trends

The City of Donald lies along the [-5 comdor. While it has not witnessed the growth
and prosperity associated with recent high-tech developments in that region, it has

certainly received interest by several property owners (and firms) to establish
commiercial or industrial enterprises in the City. Recent population growth was likely

based on the community’s relatively lower housing costs, but until now has had the
effect of creating more of a bedroom community rather than estabhshmg new

: -employment opportunities.

" Local Employees

According to the Oregon ECOnomlc and Community Development Department the .
leading employers within the Donald area include the following: o

Table 44
Area Employers

Product R Num‘ber of.Employe'es'
: - 140

Employer :
Nordic Enterprise (Hubbard) Clothing. - : _
. Elixir Industries (Aurora) = Manuf. Homes ‘ . 6B
Ulven Forging (Hubbard) .Iron & Steel 38
CITY OF DONALD - T _
Urban Growth Boundary Amendment — Employment Lands . T L
‘ ~. Page15

Comprehensise Plan Amendment Fife No. 08-01



- anad

—

. Steel. . - R 25
25

GK Machine (Donald)
Texﬁles

Easy Punch (Hubbard)

- As seen above the majonty of jobs are located outside of Donald but surpnsrngly
~ Iinvolve manufacturing. What is of issue here is the Jack of significant Jocal employment

opportinities, effectively requiring citizens to seek employment elsewhere. Specific
employment information provided by the 2000 Population Census identiff ed the

following Ieadlng employment sectors and occupational categories:

Table 4-5
Employment by lndustry and Occupatlon

Percentage Employment

lndustrlal Group
Manufacturing (durable goods)” 28.9%
Retail Trade . 12.0%
Agriculture/Forestry/Mining/Fishery 9.3%
Wholesale Trade - . : - .8.6%
Professional, scientific 8.2% .
Educational Services - 7.6%
Transportation ' . 6.2%
Consfruction - | 4.5%
Arts, entertainment - 41%
Information o 3.8%
Other services - . _ . 31%
- Public administration _ 2.1%
: 1.7%

Finance, insurance, real estate
Percentage Employed

Occupation
Sales and office ' : 30.6%
Managerial aiid professional ' 23.7%
Construction, maintenance. : 17.2%
Production, transportation, material handling 16.5%
Farming, fishing, forestry 6.2%
o 5.8%

Service occupations

As expected, &gmf‘ cant portion of the labor force is employed by firms Wthh provide
goods (e.g., manufacturing) which are limited in Donald. This is also the case with the
occupations. A majority of the listed occupatlons (60.1%) involve forms of labor (sales,
office, managenal) with limited opportunities in the commum’ry Surpnsmgly, while
farming is a major local industry, only 6.2% of the labor force is employed in that field,

Based on the 2000 Census, some 231 individuals, out of an employed labor force of
286, commute to work with a mean travel time of 21.6 minutes. Given the relatively

GITY OFDONALD ‘ -
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small size of the City, it is likely most if not all these individuals commute to jobs outside
of Donald. This roughly translates into one local worker for every 4.2 who commute -

outSId e Donald.
The stgnn" cance of these numbers is that the City is becoming more of a place to Irve

rather than work. This is not surprising given its close proximity to 1-5. It is also likely

reflective of a lack of suitable industrial land. Unless efforts are made to attract
industries that can fake advantage of the City’s proximity to 1-5, Donaild will move

‘toward the status of a bedroom community mstead of taking advantage of its location to

promote employment opportunities.

4.4  Major Industry Forecasts and Locational Potentlal

As noted, according to national and reglonal trends and forecasts computer—re!ated
service, and retail and wholesale trade industries are on the rise. Though industries

related to manufacturing are forecast to generally decline in the nation, they will

continue to grow somewhat in the region. LocaHy, Donald has a fairly strong service

- sector (although primarily agricultural related), but is otherwise under-served in all

remaining major industry categories. Even with these trends for background, it remains
difficult to determine with any precision the future commercial and industrial land needs
for Donald. If anything, the recent population growth has indicated the City is becoming

“more of a bedroom community than ‘an economic center

As-noted earlier, the most significant growth sectors on the national level occurred in
services (50.3%), state/local government (21%), retail trade (21%) and transportation,

- communication and utility sector (19.3%). Within the next decade, significant growth
(more than 10%) will occur in education and health care, services, wholesale and retail

trade, finance and real estate and govemment

Regionally, trade will lncreaseto meet populatlon changes, requmng “people to
Retail/wholesale trade will -

manage, stock shelves, and run the cash registers.”
continue to be one of the faster-growing sectors through 2016 In a similar vein, the

~ service sector will also grow considerably. Services include a wide variety of activities

such as medical, Jegal repair, recreation, private employment agenmes with the largest
growth likely to occur in business and professional services. An aging population wil
increase employment in health services, the largest category identified by the ‘

Employment Department for this Region. Finally, private schools, tourist lodging,
amusements, and recreation make up much of the fast-growing part of “other services

The potential of the major industry categon‘es identiﬁed in Table 4-1 is reviewed be!ow

A.  Manufacturing - There is a single manufacturing firm within the City (G&K
Machmery) SpeClallZlng in agricultural equ;pment However the proximity to I-5

"CITY OF DONALD .
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~ anticipates regional growth in medical, legal, repair, recreation, employment

and rail service can provide excellent opportunities for the establishment of _

- similar types of firms.
Mining - Thrs category mcludes mrnmg and quarrymg Uniess new commercral

dlscoverles are made within. the vicinity, Iocal growth is not anﬂcnpated

Construct:on Construction is generaHy dependent on actmty in other categones
and therefore is not viewed as a separate category for Donald. _

Transportation, Utilities, Communications - Included in this category is
warehousing and distribution centers. Donald has a distinct advanfage with its

local rail line and closé proximity - and éasy access - to I-5.

Trade - Duning the 1988s and 1990s, the City of Salem emerged as the retail

center for Marion County and the late 1990s saw the creation of significant retail
space at the Woodburn interchange. The Portland-Metro area continues as a
strong shopping magnet. Retail expansion is therefore expected to be very
limited with a greater potential to serve specific local needs. - However, as the

- City grows there is likely a need for additional commercral zoned land.

Services - Service growth is generally re!ated to retall growth The state

agencies, and other similar activities with the largest growth occurring in
business and professional services. At this juncture, Donald is well served by
Salem, and to a lesser extent, Woodbum and Portland. It will likely require
significant additional population to attract business-and professional services

Govemment - Govemment will continue to play some small role through the
proximity of State and County govermment offices located in Salem. .While .

employment opportunities for local citizens may be available, these individuals
will be required to commute. Minor growth may occur within the region, but not

necessarily in Donald.

Other Sector and Employment Forecasts

In addmon to the major industrial categories above, there are spec:f‘ c Ioca{ industries as

well as employment trends that are analyzed below:

A

CITY OF DONALD ' .
S Pa'ge18._,'

products which can be further processed.

Agriculture - The farrn area surroundmg the City includes a vanety of agncultural
It appears, however, the industryis =~

consolidating, not expanding. For example, regionally, Wilco Farmers closed
smaller operations in the last decade to consolidate operations in a few cities.

~ Food processing activities also require significant quantities of water as well as

Urban Growth Boundary Amendment — Emp]oymentLands
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sewage treatment which may well be beyond the current capabilities of the City’s .
public facility capacity. : : _ -
Techno!ogy The current h|~tech rndustry boom is not likely to lmpact Donaid in

-~ B.
o the near future. Land would need to be made available as well as significant

quantities of water. In addition, the City lacks a Jabor poo! with the necessary

- technical skills; new employees will likely commute, which may reduce
congestion in the Metro area further north but in effect, transfers the traff' Ic:

impacts to the south.
Healthcare - An aging population will increase the demand on healthcare

c. -
' facilities. For most communities, this will involve medical clinics, nursing homes

and assisted [iving centers. As-a community within a rural setting and generally
low cost housing, Donald has certain advantages which could help attract this
type of business and support staff. However, Salem - as well as Woodbum and
Portland - currently provides the necessary medical services to meet current and
future community health care needs. Health care professionals are more likely -
to live in Donald and cormmute elsewhere then see employment opportunities |

created locally.

D. Tdurism - There is much potential for tourism within tHe Willamette Valley. Most
- of this activity centers on the region’s wine industry but also includes the State's -

‘number one tourist attraction: the Spirit Mountain Casino.

Donald is also located close to Cham‘poeg State Park and within close proximity
to the State’s major wine producing area. However, tourists drive either though

the community on their way to Champoeg, or simply by-pass Donald and remain
In either case, its location works at a disadvantage. Unless specific

on I-5.
attractions are developed for the community or efforts are made to provide
tourist services, Donald is unlikely io .generate significant interest. . .

E. Other - As noted, Donald contains a number of industries serving the agricultural
sector. Farm ownership and farm-related industries may be consolidating.
However, the expansion of existing firms may be part of.that consolidation.
Therefore, expansion of existing industries presents employment opportunities

for the community.

Donald is in the unusual and advantageous position of proximity to two major
transportation corridors: I-5 and the Portland & Westemn rail line. It would.appear this
location can offer opportunities for the community by promoting certain distinct o
advantages. The next Section identifies targeted industries and their site requirements

CITY OF DONALD
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4.6 Industry Selection

The previous sections provided a profile of the community and identified economic
trends affecting the nation, region and community. 'In summary, high-tech and services
related industries are supplanting traditional manufacturing businesses. Occupational .
opportunities will include the fields of computers, health care, science and research,
education, and a variety of service related businesses. The region is basically following
national frends but is likely to see greater overall.employment opportunities due to
population increases. Locally, the City's labor force is more dependent on

- manufacturing employment than any other segment, but the manufacturing segment is
generally in the decline. Salem, as well as Woodbum and Portland, prov:des much of

the retail and service opportunities for the res:dents
Using the listing of major industry categones -employment trends, as well as local

" economic factors, a list of target industries needs to be identified. Based on these
factors, it is suggested that the list of target industries that would locate within the Crty

within the planning period shouid include the following:
Warehousing and D:stnbutlon A dlsfnbutlon center can provide an opportunity

A
for an industry with regional and statewide impact. Based on the City’s proximity
to I-5 and the rallroad the creatlon of a dlstnbutlon center is entsre!y feasible.

dzstnbutlon of materials or goods, but offen take the guise of an assembly planl‘
through the repackaging of raw matenals or componem‘s

B. Expansion of Existing Firms - Land should be provided to allow for the future
expansion of existing service businesses. This can occur in existirig general
industnal areas and avoid their possible relocation to other communities. While
there are no significant local employers (involving 100s of jobs) it does not make

. economic sense for the community 1o lose existingfirns.-As willbe seen, this
application is in part due to Jocal firns seeking opportunities for expansion.

C.  Trade and Services - The demand for retail and service businesses will increase
as the population increases. . This will require existing businesses to expand and
provide the need for new retail areas. This will notf supplant Salem.(or -
Woodburn) as commercial centers, but will provide retail good and service
opportunities directed at iocal residents. This category would also include
professional services such as medical offices, attorneys, accountants and real
.estate agents. Such offices may be placed in existing commercial areas with

building specifically designed for office use. As with retail, demand for these

services will increase as the population increase.

CiTY OF DONALD ‘ _
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4.7 Site Requirements - General

The previous section targeted industries and businesses based on trends and

- forecasts. In general most activities may occur in either a general commercial zone or
~ ageneral industnal cIaSSIﬁcatron The foHow:ng reviews the siting needs for two of the

categones u

General Industrial - General industrial is a possible location for distribution businesses
and the expansion of existing manufacturers. General industrial siting criteria are:

Land should be generally flat, ‘with slopeé less than 5%, and capable of being

: provided with urban level sanity sewer/water services and storm dramage
*  Proximity to a railroad track, while not necessary, is beneficial.
. - Preferably, the industrial areas should be contiguous to one another to reduce

traffic between industrial areas and residential areas.
Sites should have indirect access to an arterial or collector street and a’rtempt to

avoid the use of residential streets.
If possible, supportlng commercial uses should be allowed within the mdustnal

. area, or be in close proximity, to reduce travel distance.

General Commercial - General commercial is a possible location for retail trade
personal services and professional services, and may-have limited application to -
distribution. Except for professional offices and clinics, it'is not the preferred zone for

healthcare facrlmes General commercial siting criteria are:

Access to, and visibility from, an artenial is important., Preferably, business traffic

should come along a signalized collector street, perpendicular to an arterial

«  Land should be generally flat, with slopes Iess than 5%, and capable of being
provided with urban level sanity sewer/water services and storm drainage.
Consistent with Comprehensive Planpolicies, sites should extend or be part of

the City’s downtown.
If possible, the sites shouid be within walklng distance of multlple—famrly

developments to reduce travel distance and times.

4.8 Site Requirements - Specific Industries

The siting requirements of each identified industry category are reviewed below

A.  Warehousing and Distribution - Access to I-5 and the rail line lends itself to this
- type of business. The City is within a few minutes from the interstate and a rail
line runs through the center of town. Specific needs vary with firm and by
- product. It would appear that 25 to 50 contiguous acres (e.g., the Winco facility
in Woodbum) would be the minimum necessary to accommodate this industry.

CITY OF DONALD . ‘ :
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It is also important to note development of the area for warehousing-and
distribution could lend itself to the creation of an industrial park serving other
businesses. This could attract firms from the Portland and Salem area in search
of lower cost and greater quantities of land for expansion or the establishment of

new firms. While this is not a “targeted industry,” its potential must be
recogmzed as part of any potentfal UGB expans;on :

Expansion of Existing Flrms ~Manufacturing re_qwreme'nts vary considerably. Itis
assumed the current locations are adequate to serve existing businesses unless

the specific owners are in need of additional land for expansion. Again, this

i
should be encouraged to avoid losing these firms to other communities. As of
this juncture, two firms are interested into expanding onto land outside the UGB.

Trade and Services - The Comprehensive Plan supporis a strong downtown
The downtown is well defined but contains some vacant storefronts and is

characterized by smaller and difficult to develop parcels. Better utilization of the

downtown buildings — especially those currently used as single family homes —
can provide some immediate benefits, but addrtlonal land will still be requxred as

the City population grows.

Site Considerations for Other Industries

A number of other industry categories were considered, as were local and regional

industries, but were rejected as target industries. Potential land needs for these
categories and lndustnes are noted below

A.

Mining - As noted, unless new commercial dlscovenes are made within the
vicinity, local growth is not expected in this category

Construction - Constructlon is generally dependent on activity in othér industrial
categories. The region contains a number -of construction firms so that additional

land specific to this use is unnecessary.

Government - The vast majority of government jobs are located in Salem. With
the exception of the local school district (North- Marion), local public sector
employment is expected to be very limited. The recent move into a new City Hall

likely addressed govemmental needs for the foreseeable future

Agriculture/Food Processing - As noted, it appears the food processing industry

is consolidating, not expanding. Since water availability and sewage treatment

may be an issue, no additional land is identiﬁed for these uses.
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E. Technology The current hi-tech industry boom (and semi-bust) is not likely to
impact Donald in the near future. While sufficient land can be made available for

. this type of industry, the City Jacks-a labor pool with the necessary technica! skills
“and is probably too far removed from Metro’s “Slllcon Forest" to interact wrth

eXJstmg firms.
F. . Tourism - Donald is not a destination tourist center; effectively, tourists on [-5 are
on their way to other places. Specnal prowsmns for thrs industry are
_unnecessary. :
G.  Healthcare - Facilities such as nursing homes and assisted living centers are
potentially allowed in the Commercial zone through interpretation. As self
contained facilities, proximity to the downtown is not critical in their location.

However, the creat’ion of additional land specifically for this use is not required.
Again, due fo the location and extent of existing faC|l|tles elsewhere in the Valley,

new opportunmes are unl:kely

4.10 Existing Land Conditions
. ;

:

Industrial

' Unllke'm'any small communltles the City of Donald retains a srgnn"cant industrial land

The industnal land base represents a significant total of all land within the City

- base.
(26.5%). There are 29.63 acres of industrial land of which 19.38 acres are developed

Of the remaining Industral land, 6.38 acres are re-developable and 3.87 acres are
vacant. Most of the industrial land is devoted to-agricultural-related uses such as feed
and fertilizer services, and farm machinery manufacturing. Thiis industrial base
provides not only Iocal employment but serves the surroundlng farm communlty

However, it must be noted there are ho vacant or redeVelopa ble parcels exceedi ing &-
acres in size (see Attachment “A”). Of the six available parcels, two are between three-

to-four acres, two are approximately one acre and the Jast two contain less than a
quarter acre. Further, none of the parcels is located adjacent to existing industrial users
Effectively, this limits potential uses and certainly will not -

considering expansion.
Therefore, the current /nventory

provide sufficient land for identified target industries.
of 29.63 acres, including the inventory of available vacant or redevelopable land, W/Il

not provide sufficient land fo meet expected demand based on /dem‘lf' ed target
industries, including expansion of existing firms.
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Commercial ‘
. \

The City contains apprO)amately 8.6T acres of commercially zoned land. Existing
Commercial zoned land is concentrated along Main Street and provides limited services

to local residents. There are no banks, gas stations or-full-service grocery stores within

the City. Gas is ayailable at the I-5 !ntercha_nge approximately one mile to the east
while groceries, banking, major retail and professional services may be found in
Woodbum and Wilsenville, both approxrmately 10 mlles from Donald '

Due to the size, location and lack of available land, the City does not envision the
creation of “big- box” retailers to meet commercial needs of the community but expects
to continue to rely on nelghbonng communities to provnde the bulk of reta il services.

Of the 8.61 acres, a tqtal of 1.00 acre is considered redevelopable land. This conSISts
of seven parcels each confaining a single family home. No one parcel exceeds 0.19

.ac':res in size. While there are only 0.43 acres of vacant commercial land, the fargest of

the three vacant parcels only contains 0.20 acres.

ORS 660-024—0040(8)(b) a!ibws alocal govemment.containing less than 10,000
. assume the retail and service commercial land needs will grow in

population to *
direct proportion to the forecasted urban area population growth over the 20-year
planning period.” However, this section does not identify whether the growth should

be proportional to existing developed commercial properties or to existing commercially-
zoned land. For this reason, an acreage range may be more appropriate.

The current 2007 population of 995 (Portland State University estimate) represents one
Commercial-zoned acre for every 116 people while the developed land ratio is one acre
per 139 people. Assuming these ratios are maintained (reflecting local retail demand),
a range of 11.42 to 13.69 acres of Commercial zoned land will be necessary to meet
the estimated 2028 population of 1,588. This will fequire ar additional 2.81 acres t6°
5.08 acres of commercial land.

The City is proposing the addition of 1.67 acres, which addresses part of the expected

demand. It must be noted there is an approximate two-acre Industrial-zoned site (T4S

R1W; Sec. 17BC; TL 300; 301, 302) where an approved Measure 37 claim allows
commercial uses on the property While the proposed UGB expansion falis short of the
identified range of land needs, this specific Industrial site can prowde addltlona}

acreage to meet expected demand.
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4.11 Summary ' '
. | : 4
The background inventory and analysis offers the following general conclusmns

A, The largest employment category (28.9%) for Donald residents is the
manufacturing sector followed by retait trade (1 2. O%) and resources at 9.3%

B Most of the local work force is employed in the sales and office related jObS
Overall, unskilled and semi-skilled jobs dominate focal employment.

C. = The employment pattem and average commuting time indicate a majority of the
‘ employment opportunities are found in the Portland and Salem metropolitan

areas or neighboring communities.
itis estlmated approx;mately 4.2 workers are employed elsewhere for every one
~ employed within the City of Donald. :
E. Significant commercial businesses, such as a gas station, bank, major grocery
store or medical services, are not avaijlable within the Clty However, the City

recognizes the small population and available services in neighboring
communlties will likely limit commercial growth in these areas.

Donald anticipates additional external demand for mdustnal land due to its
proximity to I-5 and the existing rail services. ,

G. The analysis indicates proposed targeted rndustries involve warehousmg and
distribution, improvements in local commercial opportunities and expansion of
existing mdustnal type facilities. The analysis indicated the amount of vacant or

redevelopable land available is insufficient to meet demand, is not properly

located and doss not provide suitably large parcels to meet expected fieeds. -

As a final note, local job growth has a number of benefits beyond the mere job creation
If the firms can capture local employment, there is the potential to reduce traffic impacts
associated with commuting. Local development improves the City’s tax base and .
permits ejther rate reductions to meet current service needs or new revenue to meet
program demands. Finally, there are "qualitative” community benefits: residents who

live and work in the City are more likely to participate in communrty affalrs

The next sections provide findings to amend the City’s Comprehensive Plan Map to

expand the UGB and are the basis for the City’s application with Marion County. There

are two separate requests in this action invelving proposed Industrial and Commercial
land. Each request will be addressed separately based on the proposed designation.

CITY OF DONALD .
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Urban Growth Boundary Amendment - Industrial -

5.1 Background

A.  The subject area totals 38.70 acres and is composed of three separate parcels
Soils information is included in Attachment “A.” It must be noted the soil maps
only approximate the area of the subject Parcels. For this reason, there may be

a dlscrepancy between the soil map and Assessor map regardmg parcel srze

Parcel 1 - This parcel is located on the north side of the City on the east
side of Butteville Road. It contains 26.96 acres and is and is located
within Townsth 4 South; Range 1 West; Section 17; Tax Lot 1000. The
property is composed of 80.9% Woodburn silt loam (WuA) soils with the
remainder Amity silt loam (Am — 12.2%) and Concord siit loam (Co - .
6.9%). Both Woodburn and Amity are consrdered Class Il sons while . .

~Concord is Class Ill.

2. Parcel 2 - This would extend property located along the west side of
Matthieu Street southward to provide additional storage capacity for an
existing propane distribution company. The property contains 6.9 acres
and is located within: Townshlp 4 South; Range 1 West; Section 17C; Tax.

Lot 1200. The property is composed of 78.0% Pits (PITS) soils with the

remainder Woodburn silt loam (WuA —213.2%) and Dayton silt loam (Da
—0.8%). “Pits” is considered Class Vlil while both Woodbum and Dayton

are cons:dered Class Il SOIIS

3. . Parcel 3 This parcel is located on the south side of Main Street, adjacent
to the G&K Machine site. The parcel contains 4.84 acres and is located
within Township 4 South; Range 1 West; Section. 17CB; Tax Lot 7300.
The western parking [ot for the firm is located adjacent fo this sité and its
inclusion will allow further expansion of the facility. The property is
“composed of 87.2% Woodburn silt loam (WuA) soils with the remainder
Concord silt loam (Co — 2.8%). Woodburn is a Class II sorls whrle

Concord is Class i]l.

1.

B. All parcels are vacant and cultivated or left in a natural state. No parcel is
located within the identified 100-year flood plain nor contains other identified
hazards such as steep slopes. There are no pubilic facilities to the parcels of
land, although these services can be extended and access to a public street is
available in all cases. The parcels are served by the Aurora Rural F ire Protectlon

Dlstrlct
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C. .. -All three Parcels are zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) by Marion County
Industrial land is located to the south of Parcel 1, to the north and east of Parcel
2, and the east of Parcel 3." These industrial lands currently contain active users.

Also, RM zone land is located to the southeast of Parcel 3

D. Based on the evidence generated from the ongmat buildable land mventory and
subsequent analysis, there is insufficient land within the existing City limits (i.e.,

: the UGB) to meet the potential and anticipated industrial demands of the
community. To address these concerns, the City wishes to provide additional
land for existing firms and targeting a specific set of mdustnes to take advantage

of the City’s locatlon
" E. The proposal would amend the City of Donald Comprehensive Plan Map to
‘ include the three parcels within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary. New uses -

especially warehousing or trucking facilities - are possible with Parcel 1.
Business expansions are possible with Parcel 2 for a propane dealership and
Parcel 3 for an existing manufacturing firm (G&K Machine). The proposal would
also establish the “Industrial” Plan designation on the land. There is no

" concurrent request for an annexatlon zone change or development. ‘

. Criteria to be addressed in the UGB amendment are found in the Donald Urban

A o
Area Growth Management Agreement, the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals
applicable State Statutes (ORS) and Administrative Rules (OAR) as well as the -
Donald and Marion County Comprehens:ve Plans. Each item is reviewed in the

following sections.

- B. Donald Urban Area Growth Manaqement Aqreement

The adopted Urban Growth Management Agreement_ establishes requirements
and methods for amending the City's Urban Growth Boundary. Amending the

UGB is treated as a map amendment to both the City and County
Comprehensive Plan maps. Spec:ﬁc decision criteria are found in Section Vl (1)

The criteria and fi ndmgs are as follows:
Demonstrated need to accommodate long- range urban populat;on growth
requrrements consistent with LCDC goals.

FINDINGS: The completed Buildable Land Inventory wae developed
consistent with the requirements in ORS 197.296 in 1998-99 and updated

for the purpose of this application in 2008. Resuilts of the analysis
identifled a need to create additional industrial designated land. While |

1.a.
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1.b.

1.c.

1.d.

1.e.

specific acreage was suggested, the parcels correspond to the City’s
intent to provide additional land for existing firms and provide new Iand for

potentlaI target industries.

Need for housing, employment op p_ortﬁnities and livability.

FINDINGS: As part of the original Buildable Land Inventory analysis, there
appears to be a reasonable amount of housing available and the City
possess a compact livable urban form: However, the City is concermned
with the lack of local employment opportunities. New opportunities will
allow residents to be employed locally and assist in Donald’s economy -
with a corresponding reduction in external traffic impacts from commuting.

" Therefore, this request addresses the identified need for employment and -

its associated benefits on housing and livability.
Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services

FINDINGS: These parcels are located adjacent to the City limits. Services
can be readily extended to each of the parcels and no immediate capacity
issues were identified by City Public Works Department ~ Therefore, this
action will ensure the orderly and economic provision for public facnnties

and services.

Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the frlnge of the eX|st|ng

urban area.

FINDINGS: The Inventory analysns clearly showed that there was a lack of
industrial land to permit expansion for existing business as well as to allow
for new firms consistent with targeted industries. Further, based on the
analysis it Is recoghized existing vacant amd redeviopable land tannot -
meet this need and this can only be accomplished through the expansion
of the UGB. There is no proposal at this timé to'annex and develop the
property. However, these lands are located adjacent to the City limits,

serviceable and will be available to meet identified future needs

Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences

FINDINGS: Environmental quality will not be degraded. To maintain air,
water and land quality, all new development must cannect to public sewer,

water and storm services. The action is generaily neutral to energy

- efficiency. However, all new construction will be required to comply with
: - honefi

ic . :
adopted energy efficiency standards. ‘There are economic bénefits to the
community. These include construction-related employmerit in additional
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" to the continual employment potential once new businesses are
‘established or existing ones expanded. Socially, the City is obligated to
provide for employment opportunities. This strengthens the community
with jobs, taxes and a commitment by residents to participate in local
government. The UGB amendment will ensure these important objectlves

are met.
Retention of agricultural lands as defined, with Class | belng the hrghest
prority and Class Vl the iowest pnonty ;

F INDINGS: An examlnatlon of the "Soil Survey of the Marion County
Area, Oregon” and associated maps clearly indicates nearly all alternative
land choices involved property with Class Il or Class Ill soils. Land with
Class lll or IV soils are within close proximity of the City, but not adjacent
fo the current City limits/lUGB, and therefore cannot be considered. In
other words, for the purposes of any UGB expansion, there is little choice
but to incorporate higher Class soils. Facing this dilemma, the City

- selected those lands that are serviceable, contain sufficient access and

- ‘meet identified industrial objectives as stated in the analysis. Further, the
City attempted to minlmize this impact by focusing on land that

1L

Aitematives analysis, including soil survey mformatlon, will be discussed
when specifics of AR 660—024 are addresséd.

Compatlblhty of the proposed urban uses w1th hearby agncultural
activities. ‘ _

FINDINGS: The City recognizes that with few exceptions, Donald is
located within an area of significant agricaitural-production. - Expansion of
the City limits will likely have similar impacts regardiess which direction the
City expands. It is anticipated that the industrial designation will not
create traffic impacts or uses (as compared to residential activities)

- thereby somewhat mitigating impacts on these adjacent farm lands.

1.9.

C. OAR660-024

These Administrative Rules clarify Goal 14 procedures and requirements related
_to the adoption of, or an amendment to, urban growth boundaries (UGB) The

following will address specific issues related to the pmposed expansion for the
industrially related lands. For clarity, only those prowsnons applicable to the

request are included. .
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OAR 660-024-000. This Section addresses applicability. For the record,

1.
these newly amended provisions apply to this request as the City did not
provrde notice under the prior rules nor is currently subject to a periodic

. review work order
2. . OAR 660-024 -0020 notes all statewrde goals and related admrmstratrve
rules are applicable when establishing or amendlng a UGB, except as

follows [OAR 660-024-0020(1)]:

(a)

(b

(c)

(d)

(e)
®
(9)

The except/ons process in Goal 2 and OAR 660, division 4, is not
applicable unless a local government chooses to fake an exception
to a particufar goal requirement, for examp/e as provided in OAR

- 660-004-0010(1);

Goals 3 and 4 are not applicable;
Goal 6 and related rules under OAR 660, drwsron 23, apply only in

areas added fo the UGB, except as requrred under OAR 660-023-
0070 and 660-023-0250;

The transportation planning rule nequrrements under OAR 660-012-

0060 need not be applied to a UGB amendment if the land added
fo the UGB is zoned as urbanizable land, either by retaining the
zoning that was assigned prior fo inclusion in the boundary or by
assigning interim zoning that does not allow development that
would genérate rriore vehicle trips than development allowed by the

zoning assigned prior fo inclusion in the boundary; -
Goal 15 is not applicable fo land added fo the UGB unless the land

is within the Willamefte River Greenway Boundary;
Goals 16 to 18 are not applicable to land added to the UGB unless

the land is within a coastal shorelands boundary;
Goal 19 is not applicable to a UGB amendment.

FINDINGS: Compliance with these provisione is noted as follows

‘a.

CITY OF DONALD
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Goal 1. Citizen Involvement - “To develop a citizen involvement
program that insures the opportumty for citizens to be involved in all

phases of the planning process.”

FINDINGS: The City and County entered into an Urban Growth
Management Agreement which specifically addresses the issue of

an urban growth boundary expansion. Consistent with the
guidelines contained in this agreement, the City conducts heanngs

before both the Planning Commission and City Council to review

the request The decision of the City Council is final'and the

decision is forwarded to Marion County for their review and

Comprehensive Plan Amendment File No. 08-01
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decision. All heanngs will be noticed, open to the public and
provide an opportumty for publlc lnput in all phases of the plannmg

process.

b. Goal 2: Land Use Planning - “To establish a land use planning
process and policy framework as a basis for all decisions and
actions related to the use of land and to assure an accurate factual

base for such dec:srons and actions.”

FINDINGS: OAR 660- 024-0020(1)(a) specifically states the
exception process is not applicable unless a local government

. chooses to take an exception to a specific goal requirement. For
the record, the proposal does not mvoIve exceptrons to other

Goals.
' Goa! 3: Agricuftural Lands - “To preserve and maintain agricultural

lands.”

. FINDINGS: OAR 660—024—0020( 1)(b) specrﬁcally states Goal 3 is
not applicable.

.. 'd.” - Goal 4: Forest Lands — “To conserve forest Jands by maintaining
' - the forest land base and to protect the state’s forest economy by
- making possible economically efficient forest practices and assure
the continuous growing and harvesting of forest tree species as the
leading use on forest land consistent with sound management of
soil, air, water and fish and wildlife resources and provide for

recreational opportunities and agriculture."

" FINDINGS:-OAR 660-024- 0020(1 )(b) speelﬁc-ally states Goal 4is.
not applicable. .

e. Goal 5: Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural
Resources — “To protect natural resources and conserve scenic

and historic areas and open space.”

FINDINGS: The subject land does not c%ntain idehﬁﬁed open
space, scenic or historic resources nor are sites containing these
resources located on adjacent lands or within the immediate area.

f . Goal 6: Air, Water and L and Resource Quality - “To maintain and
improve the quality of air, water and land resources in the state.”
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CITY OF DONALD

FINDINGS: When developed, the industrial uses will connect to
public sewer, water and storm systems, thereby mrmmlzrng impact

on air, water and land resource quality.

Goal 7: Areas Subiect fo Natural Disasters and Hazards - “T
protect peopfe and property from natural hazards ,

FINDINGS: The parcels are not Iocated within an ldentlf“ ed natural
disaster or hazard area. _ : .

Goal 8: Recreatronal Needs —“To satisfy the- recreational needs of

the citizens of the state and visitors, and where appropriate, to
provide for the srtmg of necessary recreational facilities including

destination resorts.”

FINDINGS: Land identified for recreational activities are not

" included in'the UGB amendment nor are they identified recreational

land within the vicinity that could be concervably impacted by this

- action.

Goal 9: Economic Development - “To provide adequate

opportunities throughout the state for a variety of economic
activities vital to the health, welfare and prosperity of Oregon'’s

citizens.”
FINDINGS: This is the key benefit of the proposed UGB expansuon
and provides a number of economic benefits. Besides providing
employment, jobs will also be created to construct the necessary

facilities and roads as well as houses necessary to support a local
workforce: -In addition, -the-increased-workforce-and population-will-

provide a éreater market for the City’s downtown.'

Goal 10: Housing ~ “To provrde for the housing needs ofthe
citizens of the state.” :

FINDINGS: This action wil increase local housing demand but
does not promote nor prohibit the creation of needed housing.

Goal 11: Public. Facilities and Service - “To plan and develop a

timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public facilities and
services to serve as a framework for urban and rural development.”

- FINDINGS: The parcels are readlly servrceable and can be

Urban Growth BoundaryAmendment Employment Lands . } Co .
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integrated within the current public facility system. These lands

may therefore be serviced in an orderly and efficient manner

' consistent with existing public service lines and facilities.

" Goal 12: Transportatiori - “To provide and encourage a safe,

convenient and economic transportation system.”

- FINDINGS: Similar to Goal 11, every effort was made to ensure the
expansion would successfully integrate within the existing street ‘

system. The parcels either front along major streets or wifl have
access as part of anticipated improvements. In no case are the
parcels land-locked or unable to.obtain necessary access.

Goal 13: Energy Conservation - This actfon neither promotes nor

precludes energy conservation. Generally, all new development
must comply with adopted state energy efficiency standards.

Goaf 14: Urbanization - “To provide for an orderly and effi CIent

@)

transition from rural to urban land use.”

Urban growth boundaries shall be established to identify and
separate urbanizable land from rural land. Establishment and
change of boundaries shall be based upon oons:deratnons of the

- following factors:

Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban

(1
population growth requirements consistent with LCDC goals;

(2)  Need for housing, employment opportunities;
(3) Orderiy and economic pI'OV!Slon for pUb|IC facnlrtles and

serviees; -
Maximum efficiency of land uses w1th|n and on the frlnge of

the existing urban area;
Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences

(5)
Retention of agricuitural lands as defined, with Class | being

. (6) .
the highest priority and Class VI the lowest pn’onty; and,

Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby
agricultural activities.

(7)

FINDINGS: The Goal 14 factors were prewously addressed under
the Urban Growth Manaqement Aqreement in item B., above.

 The City completed a Buildable Land Inventory cons;stent w1th the

requirements in ORS 197.296 and provided updated material

Urban Growth Boundary Amendment — EmploymentLands A Lo e
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consistent with the intent of this report. As part of the Buildable
Land Inventory analysis, the City determined more industrial land
was needed to address identified deficiencies. This land will be
designated exclusively for industrial purposes and clearly
addresses the need for employment opportunmes as well as

- implementing the economic opportunity analysis in Section 4.

Environmental quality will not be degraded. To maintain air, water
and land quality, all new development must connect to public
sewer, water and storm services. All new construction will be
required to comply with adopted energy efficiency standards.

. There are economic benefits to the community, including
employment, construction-related jobs as well as an increased
market for local goods and services. Socially, the City is obligated
‘to provide for employment opportunities. This strengthens the
community with jobs, taxes and a commitment by residents to

. participate in local govemment. The UGB amendment will ensure
these important objectives are met. Finally, these lands are -
serviceable; ensure the orderly and economic prov:smn for public

facilities and services.

The Soil Survey indicates that, except for land containing the
drainage ways and creeks, land adjacent to the City limits — and
reviewed as part of the analysis - is dominated by Class Il soils.
For the purposes of the UGB expansion, there remains little choice

" but to incorporate higher Class soils. Therefore, expansion of the
City limits will likely have similar impacts regardless which direction
the City expands. Facing this dilemma, the City selected those
lands that are serviceable and contain sufficient access as well as
addressed specific site requ1rements—for targeted-industries. Based
on input from affected agencies, potentral traffic impacts can be

mitigated.

0. ,Goa] 15: Willamette River Greenway: Goal 16: Estuen'ne Resource
Goal 17: Coastal Shorelands: Goal 18: Beaches and Dunes Goal
19: Ocean. .

FINDINGS: The proposed amendment does not involve land within
the Willamette Greenway, or, identified estuarine, shoretand, beach

or ocean areas.

Under OAR 660-24-0020(2) the UGB and amendments to the UGB must
be shown on the city and county plan and zone maps at a scale sufficient
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to determine which-particular Iots or parcels are included in the UGB. The
appropriate maps are included as Attachment “A.” : :
. X 4 '.

3. 660-024-0030. The County (and effectively the City) is reduired to
establish a 20-year population forecast consistent with statutory .
requirements for such forecasts under ORS 195.025 and 195.036.

FINDINGS: Such a coordinate population was established by Marion
County and established a 20-year forecast of 1,050 for the City by the
year 2020. As this number is not current, Subsection (3) provides a “safe
harbor” for establishing a new 20-year projection. This was addressed.in
Section 2.0 of this document and established a new population estimate

of 1,588 for the year 2028. k

4. OAR 660-024-0040(1) states the UGB must be based on the adopted 20-
year population forecast for the urban area described in OAR 660-024-
0030, and must provide for needed housing, employment and other urban
uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, schools, parks and open
space over the 20-year planning penod consistent with the land need
requirements of Goal 14 and this rule. The 20-year need determinations
are estimates which, although based on the best available information and

- methodologles should not be held to an unreasonably high level of

. prec:smn ' . .
. i

FINDINGS: The subject analysis addresses the employment land needs
(in this case, specn" cally industrial land needs) for a 20-year pOpulatlon

projection.

5. OAR 660-024-0040(3) allows a local government may review and amend
- " 7the'UGB in consideration of orie category offand need-(for example,
housing need) without a simultaneous review and amendment in
consideration of other categories of land need (for example employment

need).

FINDINGS: As noted, the subject analysis addresses the erhployment
-land needs (in this case, specifically industrial land needs) for a 20-year
population projection. ThIS action therefore addresses a single land need.

6. - OAR 660-024-0040(5) states the determination of 20-year employment
" land need for an urban area must comply with applicable requirements of
Goal 9 and OAR 660, division 9, and must include a determination of the

need for a short-term supply of land for employment uses consistent-with. -

OAR 660-009-0025. Employment land need may be based on an

i - CITYOF DONALD
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estimate of job growth over the planning period; local government must

'provrde a reasonable Justrﬁca’aon for the job growth estimate but Goal 14

does not require that job growth estimates necessarily be proportional to

popufation growth

FINDINGS: Prows:ons in OAR 660- 009 are rewewed below

. 660-009-0005 Definitions
This Section provides defi mtrons for OAR 660 009 and does not estabhsh

specific decision criteria.

660- 009-0010 Apphcatron
The effect of this action is to expand the Urban Growth Boundary. This
request does nhot involve a change in the Plan designation of zoning of
land within the UGB nor is this request part of a periodic review work task

660-009-0015 Economic Opportunities Analysis

Cities and counties must review and, as necessary, amend their
comprehensive plans to provide economic opportunities analyses
containing the information described in sections (1) to (4) of this rule. This
analysis will compare the demand for fand for industrial and other

employment uses fo the existing supply of such land.

" (1) Review of National, State, Regional, County and Local Trends. The

economic opportunities analysis must identify the major categories of
industrial or other employment uses that could reasonably be expected to

locate or expand in the planning area based on inforation about
national, state, regional, county or local trends. This review of trends is the

principal basis for estimating future industrial and other employment uses
as_described in section (4) of this rule. A use or cateqory of use could

. 'Nreasonably be expected to expand or locate in the planning area if the

area-possesses the appropriate locational factors for the use or category
of use. Cities and counties are strongly encouraged to analyze trends and
establish employment projections in a geographic area larger than the
planning area and to determine the percentage of employment growth
reasonably expected to be captured for the planning area based on the
assessment of community economlc development potential pursuant to

- section (4) of this rule.

FINDINGS: The City completed its review of applicable economic trends
the resuits of which are contamed in Section 4 of.this document. The

f_lnformatlon identified two major components for expansion: the need to
provide land for a target industry (warehousing and distribution) and the

need to allow expansion of existing industrial users.
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- (2} Identification of Requ:red Site Types. 777e economic opportunrt/es
analysis must identify the number of sites by type reasonably expected to
be needed to accommodate the expected employment growth based on

the $ite characteristics Yypical of expected uses. Cities and counties are

. encouraged to examine existing firms in the planning area to identify the
fypes of sites that may be needed for expansion. Industrial or other

employment uses with compatible site characteristics may be grouped

_ together into comrnon s;te categones

FINDINGS: The City identified target industries and the necessary site
characteristics, including anticipated acreage requirements

(3) Inventory of Industrial.and Other Employment Lands. Comprehensive

plans for all areas within urban growth boundanes must include an
inventory of vacant and developed lands within the planning area
deS/gneted for /ndustnal or other employment use. .

(a) For sites inventoried under thfs section, plans must prowde the
following information (applicable provisions): '

(A) The descnptlon including site charactenstlcs of vacant or developed
sites within each plan or zoning district; '

(B} A description of any development constraints or infrastructure needs
that affect the buildable area of sites in the mventory, and

(b) When comparing current land supply to the projected demand cities
and counties may inventory contiquous lots or parcels together that are

within a discrefe plan or zoning district.
(c) Cities and-counties that adopt Ob]E‘GfiveS or policies prowd/ng for prime
industrial land pursuant to OAR 660-009-0020( 6) and 660-009-0025(8)

must identify and invenfory any vacant or developed prime industrial land
according to section 3(a) of this rufe. :

FINDINGS: The Clty completed the inventory of exnstmg industrial and
commercial land within the Urban Growth Boundary. The resuits of the

~ survey are contained in Appendix “A.” The conclusions of this analysis

are contained in Section 4. In summary, the City does not have adequate
amounts of industrial lands to meet anticipated needs. The analysis-
determined available vacant and redevelopable land will not meet the
identified needs of the community both in terms of location to serve
existing businesses and size to meet identified target industries. o
Therefore, based on the economic opportunities analysis, the Clty
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concluded expanding the UGB is necessary to allow for the expansion of

' existing industries, and, to permlt the establishment of Industnes surtable
- to the communrty’s economic advantage

(4) Assessment of Community Econom/c Development Potential. The
econormic opportunities analysis must estimate the types and amounts of
industrial and other employment uses likely fo occur in the planning area.
The estimate must be based on information generated in re.s‘ponse fo
sections (1) to (3) of this rule and must consider the planning area'’s

economic advantages and disadvantages. Relevant economic
advantages and disadvantages fo be cons;dered ma y include but are not

limifed to;
(a) Location, size and buying power of markets
(b) Availability of transportation facilities for access and fre:ght‘ mob/ln‘y

(¢) Public facilities and public services;

(d) Labor market factors;
(e) Access to suppliers and utilities;

(f) Necessary support services;
(9) Limits on development due fo federal and state enwronmental

protection laws; and

(h) Educational and technical training programs.

(5) Cities and counties are strongly encouraged fo assess commun!ty
economic development potential through a visioning or some other public
input based process in conjunction with state agencies. Cities and o
counties are strongly encouraged fo use the assessment of community
economic development potential to form the community economic
development-objectives pursuant to-OAR.660-009-0020(1)(a).

" FINDINGS: The conclusions of the analysis are contained in Section 4.

Given the City’s location, work force capabilities, public facility service
capabiiity and specific advantages as to location it was determined

expanding existing firms and allowing for new warehousing and
distribution firms provide the best economic development opportunity for

the community. These advantages do not appear as readily available in
other area communities, although this analysis by itself does not dismiss

the possibility of competmon in other communities.

The srngle significant issue to emerge was potentlal traffic impacts at the

~ Fargo Interchange (Donald-Aurora) on [-5. The Oregon Department of

Transportation was made aware of the request and did not formally object
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-to the UGB amendment, Marion County Public Works expressed
concems regarding fraffic impact. In a letter dated October 3, 2007

+ (Appendix C) they identified specific traffic mmgatron measures that will be
required when development occurs. They believe these measures aré
adequate to address the potential traffic as determined by a traffic impact

analysis conducted by Group MacKenzie (Appendix D).

Therefore, on balance and after considerihg the land needs analysis
potential impacts and input from affected agencies, the City determined
that the proposed industrial UGB amendment complies with the provisions

_In this section.
660-009-0020 Industnal and Other Employment Devalopment Pohmes

(Applicable provisions) :
(1) Comprehensive plans subject to this division must include policies

stating the economic development objectives for the planning area. These
policies must be based on the community economic opportunities analysis
prepared pursuant to OAR 660-009-0015 and must provide the following:

(a) Community Economic Development Objectives. The plan must state
the overall objectives for economic development in the planning area and
identify categories or particular types of industrial and other employment
uses desired by the community. Policy objectives may identify the leve! of
short-term supply of land the planning area needs. Cities and counties are
strongly encouraged fo select a competitive short-term supply of fand as a

policy objective.
(c) Commitment to Provide Adequate Sites and Facilities. The p/an must

include policies committing the city or county fo designate an adequate
numper of sites of suitable sizes, fypes and locations. The plan must also
include policies, through public facilities planning and transportation
sysfem planning, o prowa'e necessary publr'_}'a!cﬂdles and transportation

facilities for the plannfng area. .

FINDINGS: In September of 2005, the Donald Crty Council amended the
Donald Comprehensive Plan by adding the following new ianguage to the

lndustrral [Land Use Policy:

‘Recognizing the importance of job creation and lmprovement ofthe local tax

base, it is the policy of the City to ensure there is an adequate supp/y of land

for existing and potential industrial users. This policy fully recognizes the
- Cify. must not only meet current demand for such lands but support
necessary amendments to the Urban Growth Boundary to contlnua/ly provide

new development opportunities.”
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This policy was general to some degree as a specific lands analysis for
the UGB amendment had yet to be finalized. However, the policy is clear
in that the City wants to maintain an adequate supply of land and is
committed to support amendments providing new development
opportunities. These opportunities were identified in the analysis in
Section 4., and effectively emerge as a result of this UGB expansion.

- Finally, as previously noted, public facilities, including transportation
facilities, can be provided or impacts successfully mitigated effectively

Implemen’ang existing’ Plan pohc1es

660-009-0025 Designation of Lands for Industnal and Other

- Employment Uses _ _
Cities and counties must adopt measures adequate to implement policies
adopted pursuant to OAR 660-009-0020. Appropriate implementing
measures include amendments fo plan and zone map designations, fand
use regulations, public facility plans, and transportation system plans. .
(1) Identification of Needed Sites. The plan must identify the approximate
number, acreage and site characternistics of sites needed fo accommodate
industrial and other employment uses to implement plan policies. Plans do

not need fo provide a different type of site for each industrial or other
employment use. Compatiblé uses with similar site characteristics may be

combined info broad site categories. Several broad site categones will
. provide for industrial and other employment uses likely to occur in most
planning areas. Cities and counties may also designate mlxed-use zones

to meet multiple needs in a given locatron

FINDINGS: The analysis in Secﬁon 4 addresses these concerﬁs. Specific
-Industries were.targeted, land needs idenfified, and hased oo altematives
the specific sites were selected. When annexed and zoned, these lands

will effectively implement the Cily’s Comprehensive Plan.

. {2) Total Land Supply. 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 fofal projected land needs for each industrial or
other employment use category identified in the plan during the 20-year

planning penod.

FINDINGS: Th»e City’s current coordinated population projection does not
extend beyond 2020. However, pursuant to provisions in OAR 660-024, a
new 20-year population estimate for the year 2028 was establrshed and
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~ the subsequent economic opportunities analysis was designed to
incorporate the new estimate. - The City recognizes that if these lands are
fully developed within that time period the City will be obligated to retum
with additional UGB amendments to address industrial land needs. The
City also recognizes the population estimate was specifically designed to -
address this proposed UGB “employment” amendment and that -
subsequent revisions may be necessary as part of Marion County’s

- population coordination project.

© (3) Short-Term Supply of Land. Plans for cities and count/es within a
Metropolfitan Planning Organization or cities and counties that adopt

. policies relating to the short-ferm supply of land must designate suitable
land to respond fo economic development opportunities as they arise.
Cities and counties may maintain the short-term supply of land according

to the strafegies adopted pursuant to OAR 660-009-0020(2)

~ FINDINGS: This Section does not apply as Donald is not Iocated within a
Metropolitan Planning Organization nor has it adopted short term supply

strategies as part of its Comprehensive Plan policies.

However, OAR 660-24-0040(5) states the following:

Except for a metropolitan service district described in ORS 197.015(14)
the determination of 20-year employment land need for an urban area
must comply with applicable requirements of Goal 9 and OAR 660,
division 9, and must include a determination of the need for a short-term
supply of land for employment uses consisfent with OAR 660-009-0025.
Employment land need may be based on an estimate of job growth over
the planning period; local goyemment must provide a reasonable

' justification for the job growthestimate-but Goal 14 doesnot require that

. job growth estimates necessarily be pmpon‘iona‘/ fo pOpu/aticjn growth.

Again, Donald has not adopted a short-term policy or strategy for
industrial iand supply. It must be noted however, that upon adoption of
this request, the City will contain some 50-acres of vacantor- -
redevelopable land within the UGB. With this addition, some 64% of this
land wiil be readily (if not Jmmedlately) available for development.
Therefore, while a specific plan is not n place, the immediate and short
term needs of the community will be met through this amendment. _

(4) If cities and counties are required fo prepare a public facility pl:ar') or

transportation system plan by OAR chapter 660, division 011 or division
012, the cify or county must complete subsections (a) fo (c) of this section
at the time of periodic review. Requirements of this rufe apply only fo city
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and cduhty decisions made at the time of periodic review. Subsequent
implementation of or amendments to the comprehensive plan or the public

- facility plan that change the supply of serviceable land are not subject to
" the requ:rements of this sectfon Cities and counties must:

FINDINGS: This. Sectlon does. not apply as Donald is not under a penod:c
review order. , -

660-009-0030 Multi-Jurisdiction Coordinatio'n

(1) Cities and counties are strongly encouraged fo coordinate when
implementing OAR 660-009-0015 to 660-009-0025. o

(2) Jurisdictions that coordinate under this rule may:

(a) Conduct a single coordinated economic opportunities analysis; and

(b) Designate lands among the coordlnatmg Junisdictions in a muz‘ually
- agreed proportlon . .

FINDINGS: These provisions dc not apply to the request.

OAR 660-02400040(8) allows the use of safe harbors in detem‘unmg
employment needs.

FINDINGS Employment needs was based on an economic opportunities
analysis in Section 4. With the exceptlon of retail and serwce requirements (see

Sectlon 6) a “safe harbor" approach was not used.

660—024 -0050(1) States that when evaluatmg or amending a UGB, a local
govermment must inventory land inside the UGB to determine whether there is
adequate-development-capagity-te accommodate-20-year.needs determined.in
OAR 660-024-0040. For employment land, the inventory must include surtable
vacant and developed land designated for industrial or other employment use,’
and must be conducted in accordance with OAR 660-009-0015(3).

FINDINGS: Such an analysis was conducted in Section 4. |t determined that the
existing vacant or redevelopable land was inadequate in both size (the largest
single, vacant parcel at 3.18 acres) and location to address the requirements of a
25 to 50-acre parcel needed for the identified targeted industry. Therefore a UGB
amendment was necessary. Further, it was also determined a UGB expansion

‘was necessary to ensure adequate addmonal land for existing busmesses also a

targeted industry.
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F. . 660-024-0050(4) states that if the inventory demonstrates that the development
~ capacity of land inside the UGB is inadequate t6 accommodate the estimated

20-year needs determined under OAR 660-024-0040, the local government must
amend the plan to satisfy the need deficiency, either by increasing the .
development capacity of land already inside the city or by expanding the UGB, or
both, and in accordance with ORS 197.296 where applicable. Prior to expanding
the UGB, a local government must demonstrate that the estimated needs cannot
reasonably be accommodated on land already inside the UGB. Changes to the
UGB must be determined by evaluating alternative boundary locations consistent

with OAR 660-024-0060.

FINDINGS: An inventory of available parcels made it clear that a 25 to 50-acre
parcel was not available nor could be consolidated to meet the identified need.
Further, there is no alternative for re-designating such lands (e.g., Residential to
Industrial) in sufficient quantities to meet the identified needs. While not part of
this analy'3|s there are slightly more.than five-acres of vacant residential land
available in the City and said land is not readily consolidated. Its inclusion would
eliminate land for future residential uses, thereby necessrtatmg a UGB
amendment to address residential requirements. In summary, the land
requirements of specific targeted industries cannot be met either partially or fully
within the existing UGB. Therefore, it was determined the only suitable

altérnative was to expand the UGB.

 Regarding the existing firms seeking expansion, there is no suitable alternative to
obtaining Jand adjacent to the existing property. In the case of Parcel 2, the
property is adjacent to the existing propane business and will be used to provide
additional storage of propane tanks. No other adjacent land is available to
provide for the necessary expansion. For Parcel 3, the County recognizes the
subject G&K Machine property as committed to industrial development.. This
- amendment merely-brings existing-industrialland-inte-the-Gity’s UGB -for eventual
- annexation. Therefore, in both cases, the only possible option to provide for ‘
business expansron was to include land located outS|de the existing UGB.

G. 660-024-0050(5) notes that when land is added to the UGB, the local
govemment must assign appropriate urban plan designations to the added land

. consistent with the need determination. The local government must also apply
appropriate zoning to the added land consistent with the plan d eSJQnatron or
. may maintain the land as urbanizable land either by retaining the zoning that was
~ assigned prior to inclusion in the boundary or by applying other interim zoning
that maintains the land's potential for planned urban development untii the land
- is rezoned for the pianned urban uses. The requirements of ORS 197.296
regarding planning and zoning also apply when local govemments specified in

that statute add land to the UGB.
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FINDINGS: Elsewhere in this Section, findings will be created to establish the

| "lndustrial".Plan designation on all prOpei'ty brought into the UGB

660-024-0060(1) states that when consndermg a UGB amendment a local

government must determnine which land to add by evaluating altemative

boundary locations. This determination must be consistent with the priority of
land specified in ORS 197.298 and the boundary focation factors of Goal 1 4, as

‘follows:

{a) Beginning with the h/ghest priority of land available, a loc:al government must
determine which land in that priority is suitable to accommodate the need

deficiency determined under 660-024-0050.
(b) If the amount of suitable land in the first priority cafegory exceeds the amount

necessaty to satisfy the need deficiency, a local govemment must apply the
location factors of Goal 14 to choose whlch land in-that pnonty fo rnc/ude in the

UGB.

(c) If the amount of suitable land in the f' rst priority cafegory is not adequate fo
salisfy the identified need deficiency, a local govemnment must determine which
land in the next priority is suitable to accommodate the remaining need, and

proceed using the same method specified in subsections (a) and (b) of this

section until the land need is accommodated.
(d) Notwithstanding subsection (a) through (c) of this section, a local govemment

may consider land of lower priority as specified in ORS 197.298(3)

(e) For purposes of this rufe, the determination of suftable land to accommodate
land needs must include consideration of any suitability characteristics specified
under section (5) of this rule, as well as other provisions of law applicable in

determining whether land is buildable or suitable.
FINDINGS: The followinig addresses the above criteria:-

(@)  The highest priority is for lands located within a designated urban reserve
Such a reserve has not been established and therefore does not apply.
(b)  The second priority is for lands located adjacent to the UGB and are
identified as exception or non-resource lands. This option is not available
fo the City — all adjacent land is zoned for resource (farm) use.
(c) The next category is for marginal lands. Again, as all adjacent land is
zoned for resource use, this option is nof available to the C/ty

(d)  Inreviewing ORS 197.298(3) the following is noted

197.298(3) Land of /ower pnom‘y under subsectton ( 1) of th/s section may
- be included in an urban growth boundary if fand of higher priority is found
to be inadequate to accommodate the amount of land estimated in
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E subsect/on (1) of this section for one or more of the followmg reasons:

Specific types of identified land needs cannot be feasonably

(a)
accommodated on higher prionty lands;
Future urban services could not reasonably be provided to the _

(b)
higher priority lands due fo topograph/cal or other physical

constraints; or
Maximurh effi CIency of land uses Wfth/n a proposed urban growth

)
* boundary requires inclusion of lower priority lands in orderfo
include or fo provide services to higher priority lands.

This is, in effect, a two-part request. The first part addresses the
provisions for 25-50 acres of land fo meet the needs of a targeted industry
(warehousing and distribution); the second addresses the need to provide

* land for allowing the expansion of existing ﬁrms

To recap, a number of parameters were establlshed in determmmg the

| requirements for the 25-50 acres for the target warehousing and

distribution industry. Given the potential for truck traffic, preferences were
given to land located adjacent to existing industrial land, a location that

" would not direct truck fraffic through residential areas, and land where
- public facilities (primarily sewer and water) could be extended or
~integrated into the development of the property. Althotugh not required ,

access 1o a rail line was certainly considered beneficial.

A number of altemative sites were considered. Many adjacent properties

(essentially tax lots) are more than 100-acres in size thereby exceeding

the identified employment needs of the community. [tis assumed
pomons of these propertles can be mcfuded Each snte is rev:ewed below:

Site #1: T4S; R1W,; Sec 17, TL 100 The area under cons;derat;on
contains approximately 60 acres and is a portion of a significantly larger
parcel. The property is located along Donald Road, adjacent to the City
limits and R-7 zoned property. The Site is composed of 83.8% Woodburn
silt loam (WuA) soils with the remainder Amity silt loam (Am — 9.7%),
Dayton silt loam (Da — 4.5%) and Concord silt loam (Co — 2.0%). The

Woodburn, Amity and Dayton soils are consjdered Class Il soils while

Concord is a Class Il soil.

Part of the property is located adjacent to the railroad tracks. However,
the' UGB expansion would require considerably more than 25-50 acres of

land to take in any portion of the property next to the tracks — hence the

" inclusion of a 60-acre site. This may not be feasible or supportable at this
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- time. Further due to its location on the City’s east side, truck traffic will
pass through residential areas and the Crtys downtown to reach the Site.

- Slte#2 T4S; R1W; Sec. 17 TL 2600 - The parcel contains 132 acres of
which o only the northerly portion adjacent to Donald Road would be . '

.-considered for inclusion. The property is located adjacent to the Clty
limits and R-7 zoned property. The Site is composed of 74.3% Woodburm

silt loarn (WuA) soils with the remainder Dayton silt loam (Da — 11.1%)

- Amity.silt loam (Am — 7.4%), and Concord silt loam (Co ~7.1%). The
Woodburn, Amity and Dayton soils are considered Class Il soils while
Concord is a Class ll] soil. As with Site #1, the property fronts on Donald
Road thereby creating similar traffic concerns. However, unlike the

~ potential of Site #1, there is no rail access to this property.

Site #3: T4S: R1W: Sec. 17C; TL 1300 and TL 1400 - This Site is located
along the east side of Butteville Road, on the south side of the City.
Adjacent land is zoned R-7. Tax Lot 1400 is located adjacent to the City
fimits while Tax 1300 is located directly south. The 28.8 acre Site _
includes all of Tax Lot 1400 and a portion of tax Lot 1300. The Site is
composed of 85.2% Woodbum silt loam (WuA) soils with the remainder
Dayton silt loam (Da — 14.8%). Both are considered Class Il soils. The
property is located along the raiilroad. However, its location directs truck
traffic through the city’s main intersection (Butteville Road and Main .

Street) as well as an adjacent residential area.

Site #4: T4S, R1W; Sec. 18; TL 201 - This Site contains 53.8 acres and is
located along the west side of Butteville Road, on the southwest side of
the City. Adjacent land is zoned R-7. No one particular portion of the site
was considered. The Site is composed of 80.8% Woodbum silt loam
(WuA)-seils-with the remainder Woodbum silt-loam. (WuC.=.12.5%), Amity
. silt loam (Am — 8.1%) and Dayton silt loam (Da — 0.8%). All these are
- Class Il soils. As with Site #3, its location directs truck traffic through the
main intersection as well as a resrdentlal area. However the Site is not

served by rail.

Site #5: T4S; R1W; Sec. 17BC/18; TL 100 - This 33.5 acre Site is located
. along the west side of Butteville Road, in the northwesterly portion of the
City. Property on the east side of Butteville is primarily zoned Industrial.,
The Site is composed of 78.2% Woodbum silt loam (WuA) soils with the
remainder Amity silt loam (Am — 18.7%) and Concord silt loam (Co —
3.0%). Woodburn and Amity are Class Il soils whilé Concord is a Class
Ill. One advantage of this Site is its location on the north side of the City —
“truck traffic will not be directed through the city’s major intersection or any
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residential areas, However, the property is not served by rail. Further, the
City’s sewage lagoons are to the west of this Site, which may have- -
detrimental impacts on any type of industrial development. =

- The subject property under consrderatlon isa large parcel (approx;mately 27-
acres) permitting development for a single or multiple users. The land'is readily
serviceable by the City. The property has access to an improved public road,
and, is also located adjacent to a rail line: Its location coricentrates industrial
development on the north side of the City, provides suitable access to I-5 -
consistent the needs of the identified target /ndusz‘fyl while reducing impacts on
the communlty by directing truck traffic away from resrdentlaf areas.

In contrast, the alternatives Sxtes are lacking certaln qualities. Rail access is
absent in Sites #2, #4 and #5 and will require considerably more land then is
currently justifiable to provnde access to Site #1. Sites #3 and #4 require truck

- traffic to cross the City’s main intersection as well as residential areas. Truck
traffic will also be directed through the City's downtown and res:dentlal areas to

acoess Sites #1 and #2..

’ All the property under consideration — including Parcel 1 - is composed of
pnmanly Class Il soils. The aitemative Sites, however, do not contain a/l the
- attributes of a location adjacent to other industrial sites, safe access by truck
traffic with impacting residential neighborhoods, and access to rail. Therefore,
on balance, given the reasonable parameters to establish this type of use, the
proposed parcel at Township 4 South; Range 1 West; Sectlon 17; Tax Lot 1000
provides the best altemative of those areas examined ‘and meets the :

requirements of ORS 197.298(3)(a)(b) and (c).

Regarding expanding existing businesses, it must be n;ﬁted there is simplyno
alternative but to use adjacentland.-Again,<these requests-provide-additional .
land for existing industrial users, targeted industries according to the analysis in

Section 4. Proximity to the existing plant is key and the dec:dmg factorin
location. Therefore, lands in Parcels 2 and 3 comply with prov:snons in ORS ‘

198.298(3)(a). ,
Addrtlonal requ:rements in OAR 660- 024-0060 state the foIIowmg

(3) The boundary Iocat;on factors of Goal 14 are not /ndependent‘ cm.‘ena When
the factors are applied to compare aiternative boundary locations and fo
determine the UGB location, a local govemment must show that all the factors

- were considered and balanced.
(4) In determining alternative land for evaluation under ORS 197.298, “fand

adjacent to the UGB" is not limited fo those lots or parcels that abut the UGB, but
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also includes land in the vicinity of the UGB that has a reasonable potential to

satisfy the identified need deficiency. -
(5) If a local government has specified charactenstlcs such as parcel s:ze

topography, or proximity that are necessary for land to be suitable for an
identified need, the local government may limit its consideration to land that has
the specified characferistics when it conducts the boundary: Iocaz‘;on alternatives

‘analysis and applies ORS 197.298.

(6) The adopted findings for UGB adoptlon or amendment must describe or map
all of the alternative areas evaluated in the boundary location alternatives
analysis. If the anaIySIs involves more than one parcel or area within a particular
priority category in ORS 197.298 for which circumstances are the same, these
parcels or areas may be considered and evaluated as a single group.

FINDINGS: The analysis weighed all identified criteria in identifying the
preferred location, including siting parameters as well as the priority land
determinates [item (3)]. Areas rejected would not need not warrant identifying
land beyond property adjacent to the UGB [item (4)]. The identified analysis was
primarily consistent with the site's preferred charactenistics consistent with item
(5). The general areas were described pursuant to requirements in item (6).

OAR 660-024(8) states the Goal 14 boundary location determination requires
evaluation and comparison of the relative costs, advantages and disadvantages
of alternative UGB expansion areas with respect to the provision of public
facilities and services needed to urbanize altemative boundary locations. This
evaluation and comparison must be conducted in coordination with service
providers, including the Oregon Department of Transportation with regard to
impacts on the state transportation system. "Coordination” includes timely notice
to service providers and the consideration of evaluation methodologies
recommended by service provnders The evaluation and oompanson must

--include:

(a) The impacts fo existing water, sanitary sewer, sform water and transportation
facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB;

(b). The capacity of exjsting public facilities and services to serve areas already
inside the UGB as well as areas proposed for addition fo the UGB; and

(c) The need for new transportation facilities, such as highways and other
roadways, interchanges, arferials and collectors, addjtional fravel lanes, other
major /mprovements on existing roadways and, for urban areas of 25,000 or

more, the provision of public transit service.
FINDI NGS The City is the prowder for sanitary sewer and water services. In

discussions with staff, there did not appear to be any limitations in extending
services to those properties under consideration. Facilities were within close
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proximity so that cost was not a signifi cant factor in selecting the preferred
alternative. This was especially true for the property located adjacent to existing

f irms.

The Oregon Department of Transportation was hotiﬁed of the proposal, as was
the Marion County Department of Public Works. Neither agency opposed the
request, although Marion County indicated certain improvements to the Fargo

~ Interchange may be required at the time of development. These anticipated
- improvements were well within the scope of the County’s adopted Transportatjon

System Plan (see letter in Attachment “C~). 5

K. ORS 197.298 -

1. 197.298 Priority of land to be included within urban growth
- boundary. (1) In addition to any requirements established by rule
addressing urbanization, land may not be included within an urban growth

boundary except under the folfowing pnonties

(@)  First priority is land that is designate_d urban reserve land under
, ORS 195.145, rule or metropolitan service district action plan. -
(b)  Ifland under paragraph (a) of this subsection is inadequate to
: ‘accommodate the amount of fand needed, second priority is land
adjacent fo an urban growth boundary that is identified in an
acknowledged comprehensive plan as an exception area or
nonresource fand, Second priorify may include resource land that is
completely sutrounded by exception areas unless such resource
land is high-value farrnland as described in ORS 215.710.
(¢)  Ifland under paragraphs (a) and (b) of this subsection is
_ inadequate fo accommodate the amount of land needed, third
; prienty is-land-designated as- margmal Jand pursuant fo.ORS
197.247 (1991 Edition).
(d)  Ifland under paragraphs (a) to (c) of thls subsection is inadequate
to accommodate the amount of land needed, fourth priority is fand

designated in an acknowledged comprehensrve plan far agricufture
or forestry, or both. : _

FINDINGS: The City of Donald and Marion County do not have an
identified Urban Reserve. Therefore, provisions in item (a) do not apply.
. ‘Exception lands or non-resource lands are not lacated adjacent to the City
therefore provisions in item (b) do not apply. Marginal lands as identified
- in ORS 197.247 are not located adjacent to the City limits therefore
. provisions i ftem (c) do not apply. The only available |ands adjacent to
the City are zoned EFU (no adjacent land is zoned for forestry purposes).

'
{
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Sinee the expansion involves EFU zoned land, findings must address
factors in 197.298(3).

2. 197.298(2) Higher priority . shall be gfven to land of lower capabn'/ty as
measured by the capability classification system or by cubic foot site

class whichever is appropriate for the current use.

FINDINGS: Soil maps for land adjacent to the Crty limits, and subject to
this request, are included in Attachment “A.” The soils are Class Il and Il]
and are therefore of a higher class. While a higher priority is given to
lower class soils, such soils are not located adjacent to the City limits.

3. 197.298(3) Land of lower priority under subsection (1) of this section may
be included in an urban growth boundary if land of higher priority is found
to be inadequate to accommodate the amount of land estimated in
subsection (1) of this section for one or more of the following reasons

(a) Specific types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably
- accommodated on higher priority lands;
.(b)  Future urban services could not reasonably be provided to the
higher priority lands due to topographlcal or other physical

constraints; or .
Maximum effi c;ency of land uses within a proposed urban growtf:

(c)
boundary requires inclusion of lower priority lands in order to
include orto provide services to higher prion'ty lands. ‘

FINDINGS: The eXlS’[lng industrial base is inadequate from quantitative
. and qualitative standpoints and is poorly located to serve the needs of

potential businesses and the community. In addition, prior findings

indicate additienalland-will-be-necessary to address-bothgeneral and

specifically identified economic needs

In response to these issues, the Clty will expand the UGB in three
locations. Two of the requests provide additional land for existing
industrial users. In these two instances there are simply no options with

regard to land priorities —proximity to the existing plant is key and the
deciding factor in location. Therefore, lands in Parcels 2 and 3 comply

with provisions in ORS 198. 298(3)(8)

The remaining expansion involves land on the north side of the existing
City limits. This site was selected for a variety of reasons. The large
parcel size permits development for a single or multiple users. The land is
readily serviceable by the City. The property has access to'an lmproved
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public road, and, is also located adjacent to a rail line. Finally, the
property is situated in an area of other industrial users. In this regard,
industrial-related traffic will not be directed through the City’s commercial

and residential areas.

~As noted under item "K.” above, alternative areas were cansidered for
. new industrial land. However, in contrast to the preferred altemative, land
located adjacent to the existing UGB either lacks rail access and/or will
force industrial traffic through residential or commercnal areas.

L. Donald Comprehensrve Plan {

The Donald Cornprehensive Plan does not contain specific policies related to
UGB expansion other than use of the guidelines in the contained in the Urban
Growth Boundary Agreement and Goal 14. The City previously addressed these

!tems and concfudes the pnor findings also apply to tf}:us policy.

The C:ty Comprehens:ve Plan Industrial Land Use Policy clearly recognizes the
industrial potential of the community, specifically referencing the advantages of
access to I-5 and the existing rail line and "encourag(ing) the development of
compatible industry in Donald.” Further, the City recently adopted a new policy
which clearly requires the City to meet the anticipated need for industrial land.

Two of the requests involve the potential expansion of existing firms; the third
provides land that can accommodate targeted industries. This later parcel is
located on the far north end of the City, away from residential areas to minimize
its potential impacts on residential uses, also a Plan concem. On balance, the
proposal is consistent with the apphcable goals and policies conta:ned in the

Comprehenswe Plan.

M. Marion County Comprehensive Plan . -

The Urbanization Goal of Marion County is to prov{de for an orderly and efficient
transition from rural to urban land use. Sub-goals for benef'mal pattems of urban

- {and use include the following:

Development of urbamzatfon conszstent with: area—wade goals and

a.
objectlves : b

b. Establlsh Urban Growth Boundaries to identify and separate urbanizable
land from rural Jand and contain urban land uses within those areas most

capable of supporting such uses.
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To provide for an orderly transition from rural to urban land use

Development of a population distribution pattern in which most persons

d.
employed within an urban community five in and participate in the

actrvrtles and government of that communrty

e. Development of stable and attractrve residential areas protected from "
incompatible land uses and contarmng a wrde vanety of housing types and

densities.

f. Development of a commercial land use pattern which assures a
convenient and adequate supply of goods and services to the resrdent

transuent and trade area populatron

g. Development of commercial areas and employment centers that favor
being located in relation to the urban transportation system

Development of industriai Iand use within urbanized. areas unless an
industry specifi oally is best suited to a rural site. ,

Provision of sufficient areas for future lndustnal land use.

Direct urbanization away from agncultural areas composed of major units
of Class | through |V soils.

k. Provide adequate review of development of perrnanent structures in the
identified natural hazard or damage areas to minimize potentnal loss of iife

~ or property.

FINDINGS: Growth Boundaries were established consistent-with accepted
Intergovernmental Agreements. The County anticipates their possible expansion
provided it is accomplished in an orderly and efficient manner. To meet future
employment objectives requirés a boundary amendment: This will ensure
housing, jobs and other urban uses are kept within areas than can be serviced
by urban-level facilities. The City fully recognizes that there is little attemnative to
the loss of farmiand with higher class soils; there is simply no alternative land
available with lower class soils. Based on previous findings, every effort was

“made to ensure minimal loss of farmland. This was achieved by addressing

specific needs of existing fi rms and prowdrng a framework for possible target

lndustnes
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N. Conclusion

- As part of the Buildable Land Inventory analySIS the City determined more
industrial land was needed to address ldentlf'ed deficiencies. - This land will be
designated exclusively for industrial purposes and clearly addresses the need for
employment opportunities.. There are economic benefits to the community,
including employment, construction-related jobs as well as an increased market
for local goods and services. This strengthens the community with jobs, taxes

and a commitment by residents to participate in local government. The UGB

amendment will ensure these important objectives are met.

Donald is located within an area of high quality farmland and significant
agricultural production. Expansion of the City limits will likely have similar
impacts on farm land regardless which direction the City expands. Every effort
was made to incorporate only those lands that were serviceable, could be readily
integrated into the City’s infrastructure and most rmportant!y. met the siting

criteria for the identified target lndustnes

For the reasons noted above, the City believes the proposal complies with the

applicable decision cfiteria in the Donald Urban Area Growth Management

Agreement, the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals, applicable State statutes
- and Administrative Rules, and the Donald and Marion County Comprehensive’
~ Plans, and, believes it appropriate to amend Donald’s Urban Growth Boundary

by including the identified parcels.

O. - The Donald Development Ordihance does not contain criteria to amend the
Comprehensive Plan Map. However, all actions must be ¢onsistent with the
Comprehensive Plan and other applicable regulations goveming the expansion
of the UGB. The prior review established a clear need for the expansion,
‘'specifically fo address irdustial iéeds.” City industrial policy will be mét through
this action. Further, prior findings indicate the request is consistent with UGB
expansion policies of the Plan as well as applicable state and local regulations.

P. For the above noted reasons, the City finds the proposal is consistent with the
City Plan and other governing regulations and finds it appropriate to establish the
*Industrial “ Comprehensive Plan designation on the all properties subject to the

Industrial UGB expansion. This complies with prowsmns in OAR 660- 024-

0050(5).

Q. The Department of Land Conservation and Development noted the City’s
* Industrial zone allows both heavy commercial and industrial uses. This raised
concems as to whether the eventual Industrial zoning would limit activities to
pr'eferred or at least industrial uses. The City believes industrial employment is
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critical and is will to consider satisfactory amendments to the Comprehensive
Plan or Development Ordinance to ensure only industrially —related development

occurs at the time of annexation and development.
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6.1

6.2
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Class Il and Il! sonls on the property.

" request for an annexation or zone change.

UGB Amendment - Commercial Land \

‘Background

The subject area is composed of a single parcel located at the northwest comer

of the intersection of Butteville Road and Main Street. The property contains

1.67 acres and is located within Township 4 South;-Range 1 West; Section

-17BC; Tax Lot 400. The property is composed of 100% Woodbum silt !oam

(WuA) a Class Il soil. _ .

1

The parcel contains a commercial structure. The land is not located within the

identified 100-year flood plain nor contains other identified hazards such as_
steep slopes. The existing building is connected to City services and has access

to a two public, improved streets. The property is served by the Aurora Rural

Fire Protection District. The Soil Survey for Marion County ldentn" ies pnmanly

The parcel is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU).. lndﬂusm‘al land is located to the

- south and northeast and commercial land to the east and southeast. Remaining
adjacent land is in the County and includes the City’s wastewater treatment plant

to the west.

Based on the evidence generated from the ongmal land mventory and
subsequent analysis, there is insufficient land w1thm the existing City limits (i.e.,
the UGB) to meet populatron growth. To address: ‘these concerns, the City needs
to provide not only additional land but land that is locationally suitable. - The
proposal would arnend the City of Donald Comprehensive Plan Map to include
the property within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary. The proposal would also

establish the “Commercial” Plan designation on the lal land _There is no concument o

|
\
N

Findings - UGB Amendment

Criteria to be addressed in the UGB amendment are found in the Donald Urban
Area Growth Management Agreemerit, the Statewide Land Use Pianning goals,
and the Donald and Marion County Comprehensnve Plans Each item is

reviewed in the foHowmg sections. {
O _
Donald Urban Area Growth Manag