_O City of
=Newberg

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
JANUARY 22, 2013
7:00 P.M. MEETING
PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING TRAINING ROOM (401 EAST THIRD STREET)

Mission Statement
The City of Newberg serves its citizens, promotes safety, and maintains a healthy community.
Vision Statement

Newberg will cultivate a healthy, safe environment where citizens can work, play and grow in a friendly,
dynamic and diverse community valuing partnerships and opportunity.

l. CALL MEETING TO ORDER
1. ROLL CALL
I11.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
IV. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT
\2 PUBLIC COMMENTS
(30 minutes maximum, which may be extended at the Mayor’s discretion, with an opportunity to speak

for no more than 5 minutes per speaker allowed)

VI. CONSENT CALENDAR

1. Consider a motion adopting Resolution No. 2013-3032 revising the Newberg Public Library
Fine and Fee Schedule. (Pgs. 3-6)

2. Consider a motion adopting Resolution No. 2013-3030 authorizing the city to purchase property
located at 2716 Wynooski Road. (Pgs. 7-10)

3. Consider a motion approving the December 17, 2012, City Council meeting minutes. (Pgs. 11-18)
VII. PUBLIC HEARINGS
Consider a motion adopting Ordinance No. 2013-2759 adopting a revised population forecast

for the Newberg Urban Area. (Pgs. 19-154)
(Legislative Hearing)

The Mayor reserves the right to change the order of items to be considered by the Council at their meeting. No new items will be heard after 11:00
p-m., unless approved by the Council.
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VIII. CONTINUED BUSINESS

Consider a motion to endorse a letter to the Yamhill County Commissioners requesting they
adopt the South Industrial UGB amendment. (Pgs. 155-162)

IX.  NEW BUSINESS
Consider a motion adopting Resolution No. 2013-3031 authorizing the city manager to waive
the competitive purchasing requirement for the purchase of screw press dewatering system
components. (Pgs. 163-165)

X. COUNCIL BUSINESS

XI.  ADJOURNMENT

ACCOMMODATION OF PHYSICAL IMPAIRMENTS: In order to accommodate persons with physical impairments, please notify the City
Recorder’s Office of any special physical or language accommodations you may need as far in advance of the meeting as possible and no later than
48 business hours prior to the meeting. To request these arrangements, please contact the City Recorder at (503) 537-1283. For TTY services please
dial 711.

Council accepts comments on agenda items during the meeting. Fill out a form identifying the item you wish to speak on prior to the
agenda item beginning and turn it into the City Recorder. The exception is land use hearings, which requires a specific public
hearing process. The City Council asks written testimony be submitted to the City Recorder before 4:30 p.m. on the preceding
Wednesday. Written testimony submitted after that will be brought before the Council on the night of the meeting for consideration
and a vote to accept or not accept it into the record.

The Mayor reserves the right to change the order of items to be considered by the Council at their meeting. No new items will be heard after 11:00
p-m., unless approved by the Council.
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DATE ACTION REQUESTED: January 22, 2013

Order Ordinance __  Resolution XX Motion Information
No. No. No. 2013-3032
. : . Contact P P for thi
SUBJECT: Revise the library fine and fee schedule RSSOﬁfﬁOr]e:rsortéa;e&éré?ifﬁtrh, ILSibrary Director
as recommended by the Newberg Public Library Dept.: Library
Advisory Board. File No.:

RECOMMENDATION:
Adopt Resolution No. 2013-3032, revising the Newberg Public Library Fine and Fee Schedule.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: On December 20, 2012, the Newberg Public Library Advisory Board
reviewed the proposed fine and fee schedule and recommends its adoption by the City Council.

The overdue fines for the Newberg Public Library (NPL) have not been changed for over 20 years. This
proposal aims to simplify the fine schedule with all adult materials charged at $0.25 per day and all youth
materials charged at $0.10 per day. The primary change is adult book fines will go from $0.10 per day to
$0.25 per day. There is often a difference between adult’s and children’s fines in most libraries, based on
two principals: children often pay for fines with their allowances, and more children’s books are usually
checked out at a time than adult books (i.e. a stack of 10 picture books versus 2 adult novels). Over 75% of
the libraries in the Chemeketa Cooperative Regional Library Service (CCRLS) charge $0.25 per day for
overdue adult books and this change would bring NPL more in alignment with the other libraries in our
region.

The $10.00 non-resident student fee is eliminated from the schedule. Last year the city joined other
CCRLS libraries in providing non-resident students with a complimentary library card that provides
checkout of children’s and young adult materials through high school. Those non-resident youth who wish
to checkout adult materials may pursue the purchase of the family library card.

The $0.10 per copy fee and the test proctoring fees bring those fees into consistency with other library
charges and reflect the time and effort needed for the request. Previously, an outside vendor provided the
public copier, which had a $0.15 per copy charge. The company is no longer servicing the copier and it was
removed when it quit operating. Copies are now made on a library leased copier and charging $0.10 per
copy would align with the current charges for printing from the computers. In order to develop a consistent
procedure for test proctoring, a set fee for mailing or faxing tests back to the institution was developed.

FISCAL IMPACT: The revenue from fines will likely remain the same, as the rise of adult fines will be
offset by lowering youth fines on AV. In addition, starting in January, patrons will be allowed to renew
items three times, rather than the current one. The other changes will be revenue neutral, but will bring
consistency.

STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT: The fine and fee schedule was last reviewed in November, 2007. It is
reasonable to review and update as needed.
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“fovibers$k  ResoLUTION No. 2013-3032

A RESOLUTION TO ADOPT THE REVISED NEWBERG PUBLIC LIBRARY
FINE AND FEE SCHEDULE

RECITALS:

1. On December 20, 2012, the Newberg Public Library Advisory Board reviewed and discussed the
proposed revisions to the Library Fine and Fee Schedule.

2. The Library Advisory Board agreed making the fines consistent and easier to understand was a
reasonable goal.

3. The Library Advisory Board voted to recommend the City Council adopt the Library Fine and Fee
Schedule as attached in Exhibit “A”.

THE CITY OF NEWBERG RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

1. The City adopts the revised Newberg Public Library Fine and Fee Schedule, which is hereby
attached as Exhibit “A” and by this reference incorporated.

» EFFECTIVE DATE of this resolution is the day after the adoption date, which is: January 23, 2013
ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Newberg, Oregon, this 22™ day of January, 2013.

Daniel Danicic, City Recorder

ATTEST by the Mayor this 24™ day of January, 2013.

Bob Andrews, Mayor
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Exhibit “A”
to Resolution No. 2013-3032

Library Fine & Fee Schedule
Deletions are in strikethrough and Additions are in italic

LATE RETURN FINES

All Children’s & YA Materials 10¢/day per item $5.00 maximum
All Adult Materials 25¢/day per item $5.00 maximum
Collection Agency Fee $10.00 per incident

DAMAGES/LOSSES
Book or AV Damage Time & Materials (up to replacement cost)
Removed or Damaged Book Page $1.00 per page
Removed or Damaged Barcode $1.00
AV Cases $1.00 and up, depending on the price to replace the case

Lost or Destroyed Items Price of the item plus $5.00 fine for processing (if item is returned
within six months, the price of the item is refunded, the fine is not.
There are no refunds on items returned 6 months after payment is

made)

Lost Library Card $1.00

FEES

Key Ring Library Card $1.00

Computer Printing 10¢ each B & W, no free printouts

& Copies 25¢ each Color, no free printouts
5¢ each if using own paper

MicroFilm Reader Prints 25¢ each

Faxes received 10¢ each sheet, no charge for cover sheet

(library does not send faxes for individuals, faxes received are usually responses to proctored exams)
Exam Proctoring Fee 10¢ per page to print from e-mail or receive by fax
No charge for online exams $2.00 to mail the test back

$5.00 to fax the test back

Inter Library Loan Fee $10.00 each after 10 items per year

Non-resident Library Card Fee $79.00 per year-Household $40.00 for six months-Household

Scholarship (donated funds) available for $70.00 per year-Senior $35.00 for six months-Senior
those unable to pay the fee $10-00-peryear-Student- Free card to youth 18 (HS) and younger

CCRLS Rural Library Card Fee $60.00 per year-Household $30.00 for six months-Household

Free card to youth 18 (HS) and younger (youth materials only)
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

DATE ACTION REQUESTED: January 22, 2013

Order Ordinance _ Resolution XX Motion Information

No. No. No. 2013-3030

SUBJECT: Authorization to purchase property Contact Person (Preparer) for this

located at 2716 Wynooski road from the current Resolution: James (Jay) O. Harris, City Engineer

owners Joseph and Elizabeth Fettig and authorizing | DePt+ Engineering Division

the city manager to execute documents to complete
the purchase.

RECOMMENDATION:

Adopt Resolution No. 2013-3030 authorizing the City to purchase property located at 2716 Wynooski
Road from the current owner Joseph and Elizabeth Fettig and authorizing the city manager to sign
documents to complete the purchase.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

1. The 2002 Water Treatment Facilities Plan identified the existing water treatment plant (WTP)
infrastructure will be near the end of its useful service life in approximately 2025, and that the
location of the current facility is prone to failure during a seismic event and/or an additional
landslide, as occurred in the winter of 1996. The Facilities Plan also notes the available space for
expansion at the existing WTP site is very limited and is not adequate to consider a multitude of
future improvement options.

2. City staff and consultants have identified a potential site for the future WTP located at 2716
Wynooski Road. The 3.34 acre site is in close proximity (approximately 2,500 feet east) of the
existing WTP, and is located near the well field water transmission line crossing under the
Willamette River. The site is ideally suited for the future relocation and expansion of the WTP as
defined in the 2002 Water Treatment Facilities Plan.

3. Staff met with council in executive session on October 1, 2012 to discuss the real property
transaction. On October 8, 2012, the seller and the City agreed on the terms of the property sale,
which began the due diligence/study period that ends February 5, 2013. Closing of the property
purchase will commence at the end of the due diligence period.

4. The proposed purchase price of the property is $415,000.00. On March 9, 2010, Powell Valuation,
Inc., a certified real estate appraisal company, estimated the market value of the property at
$550,000.00. On September 27, 2012, Mary Martin Miller, the real estate agent representing the
City, established an approximate purchase price for the property, as follows:

Usable acreage= 3.34 acres x 43,560 sf/acre= 145,490 sf (all of site is usable per biology report)
Land= $2.44/square foot x the usable acreage= $354,997.00

Structure= $42,807.00

Total= $397,804.00

The proposed purchase price of $415,000.00 is near the approximate property valuation prepared by
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Mary Martin Miller, and is well below the estimated market value in the appraisal completed in
March of 2010.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The fiscal year 2012-2013 budget allocated $350,000.00 for the property purchase. Supplemental budget
#2, adopted by Resolution No. 2012-3024, increased the adopted budget by $90,000.00 to $440,000.00 to
complete the property purchase.

The revenue source for the property purchase is generated from water system development charges.
STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT:

The 3.34 acre property purchase will allow the City to replace the existing aging WTP in the future and

will provide additional property to expand the facility to accommodate the city’s future water treatment
needs for the next 50 plus years.
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Qﬁw RESOLUTION No. 2013-3030

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY TO PURCHASE PROPERTY
LOCATED AT 2716 WYNOOSKI ROAD FROM JOSEPH AND
ELIZABETH FETTIG AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO
EXECUTE DOCUMENTS TO COMPLETE THE PURCHASE

RECITALS:

1. City staff and consultants have identified the property at 2716 Wynooski Road as an ideal site for
the relocation and expansion of the city’s water treatment plant.

2. The City and the property owners, Joseph and Elizabeth Fettig, agreed on the terms for the
property transaction on October 8, 2012.

3. City staff and outside consultants have completed layout plans, studies, and reports, confirming
the suitability of the property for use as a water treatment plant.

4. The property owners, Joseph and Elizabeth Fettig, have agreed to sell the entire property to the
City for $415,000.00. The market value of the property was appraised at $550,000.00 in 2010.
The real estate agent for the City estimates the current market value of the property to be
approximately $397,804.00.

THE CITY OF NEWBERG RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

1. Purchase Conditions — The City shall proceed with the purchase of the 3.34 acre site located at
2716 Wynooski Road. The purchase price shall be $415,000.00 plus normal consultant costs and
closing expenses.

2. City Manager Authority — The city council delegates to the city manager the authority to
execute the necessary documents to complete the purchase of the property located at 2716
Wynooski Road from Joseph and Elizabeth Fettig. The city manager is further authorized to
negotiate any provisions of the sale agreement and to sign all necessary documents to perfect the
agreement. All documents and agreements shall be approved as to form and content by the city
attorney.

» EFFECTIVE DATE of this resolution is the day after the adoption date, which is: January 23, 2013.
ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Newberg, Oregon, this 2oM day of January 2013.

Daniel Danicic, City Recorder

ATTEST by the Mayor this 24™ day of January 2013.

Bob Andrews, Mayor
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

DATE ACTION REQUESTED: January 22, 2013

Order _ Ordinance ___ Resolution Motion XX Information

No. No. No.

SUBJECT: Approve the December 17,2012, City | Contact Person (Preparer) for this

Council Meeting minutes. Motion: Norma Alley, City Recorder
Dept.: Administration

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve City Council minutes for preservation and permanent retention in the City’s historical records.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The City of Newberg City Council held a public meeting and minutes were recorded in text. In accordance
to Oregon State Records Management law, the City of Newberg must preserve these minutes in hard copy
form for permanent retention.

FISCAL IMPACT:

None.

STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT:

None.
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
Monday, December 17, 2012, 7:00 PM
Public Safety Building (401 E. Third Street)

A work session was held prior to the meeting. A presentation was given by Jim Whitty of ODOT regarding
New Road Financing Models. Councilors and the Mayor were present with Councilor Bart Rierson absent
(excused); no action was taken and no decisions were made.

l. CALL MEETING TO ORDER
Mayor Bob Andrews called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM.
1. ROLL CALL

Members Present: Mayor Bob Andrews Denise Bacon Ryan Howard
Stephen McKinney Marc Shelton Wade Witherspoon

Members Absent: Bart Rierson (Excused)

Staff Present: Daniel Danicic, City Manager Terrence Mahr, City Attorney
Janelle Nordyke, Finance Director ~ Barton Brierley, Planning and Building Director
Elaina Canutt, Financial Analyst Paul Chiu, Senior Engineer
Lee Elliot, Assistant City Manager Jessica Nunley, Acting City Recorder
Mandy Dillman, Minutes Recorder

Others Present: Charles Zickefoose, Robert Soppe
I11.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Pledge of Allegiance was performed.

IV. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT

Mr. Daniel Danicic, city manager, reported the Newberg Volunteer Fire Fighter Association are working hard
with Fred Meyer to provide toys for underprivileged children in our city. To date they have spent three and a
half hours shopping and a total of $13,722.00 on 1,291 items, which took 36 shopping carts and resulted in a
receipt that was 74 feet and 2 inches long. All the toys are currently being wrapped at Station 20. The Critter
Cabana fundraiser held at the Cultural Center tonight was well over their $5000.00 goal when Mr. Danicic left
to come to the council meeting.

V. PUBLIC COMMENTS

Mr. Robert Soppe listened to the audio from the last meeting and thanked Councilor Bart Rierson for raising the
issue regarding accuracy of resolutions and motions and noting their importance. He does not think having the
recorder read back motions would be a burden. He thanked the two departing council members for their
service; even though they do not always share goals, he is appreciative of their work.

VI. COMMITTEE APPOINTMENTS

1. Consider appointing Rick Rogers and Thomas Barnes to the Newberg Urban Area Management
Commission serving terms expiring December 31, 2015.
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MOTION: Shelton/McKinney appointing Rick Rogers and Thomas Barnes to the Newberg Urban Area
Management Commission serving terms expiring December 31, 2015. Motion carried (6 Yes/O No/1 Absent
[Rierson]).

2. Consider appointing Gary Bliss and Jason Dale to the Newberg Planning Commission serving
terms expiring December 31, 2015.

MOTION: Bacon/Howard appointing Gary Bliss and Jason Dale to the Newberg Planning Commission
serving terms expiring December 31, 2015. Motion carried (6 Yes/0 No/1 Absent [Rierson]).

3. Consider appointing Ronald Johns, Jay (Greg) Martin, and Suzanne Stich to the Traffic Safety
Commission serving terms expiring December 31, 2015.

MOTION: Witherspoon/Bacon appointing Ronald Johns, Jay (Greg) Martin, and Suzanne Stich to the
Traffic Safety Commission serving terms expiring December 31, 2015. Motion carried (6 Yes/0 No/1 Absent
[Rierson]).

VIlI. CONSENT CALENDAR

1. Consider a motion adopting Resolution No. 2012-3025 accepting the canvass of votes for the
November 6, 2012, Biennial General Election.

2. Consider a motion adopting Resolution No. 2012-3027 approving funds for a contract
administrator position for the new animal shelter facility.

3. Consider a motion approving the October 1, 2012, November 5, 2012, and November 19, 2012,
City Council meeting minutes.

Mayor Andrews pulled Resolution No. 2012-3027 from consideration.

MOTION: Howard/Bacon adopting Resolution No. 2012-3025 accepting the canvass of votes for the
November 6, 2012, Biennial General Election and approving the October 1, 2012, November 5, 2012, and
November 19, 2012, City Council meeting minutes, as amended. Motion carried (6 Yes/0O No/l Absent
[Rierson]).

VIl. PUBLIC HEARINGS

Consider a motion adopting Ordinance No. 2012-2757 adopting a new nonexclusive cable
system franchise with Comcast of Oregon II, Inc.
(Legislative Hearing)

TIME - 7:15 PM

Terry Mahr, city attorney, presented the staff report (see official meeting packet for full report).

Councilor Ryan Howard asked why they removed the requirement of having a customer service location within
15 miles. Currently there are two; however, if they are not required they may close, especially if everything is
moved online. Mr. Mahr replied it gives companies more options for delivery and makes it much easier for
installation. For example, instead of someone coming to install your cable they can now mail the box to you
and you can plug it in. You also do not need to go to a customer service location to make a payment anymore,
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you can do it online. Councilor Howard mentioned he would like assurance there would be a customer service
location nearby. Mayor Bob Andrews replied there are existing locations from previous franchise requirements.

Councilor Marc Shelton asked Mr. Danicic if the Public and Education Government (PEG) channel was able to
move ahead of the three year anniversary or if they would need to wait until then to consider it. Mr. Danicic
replied the PEG could go ahead. Councilor Shelton suggested other issues may come up at the three year
anniversary and perhaps they should bring the issue up with Comcast before then. Mr. Mahr answered they do
have the opportunity; it is not necessary to wait the full three years. Councilor Shelton mentioned that PEG is
included with both Frontier and Comcast.

Staff recommends approval of Ordinance No. 2012-2757.

MOTION: Shelton/Bacon adopting Ordinance No. 2012-2757 adopting a new nonexclusive cable
system franchise with Comcast of Oregon II, Inc. Motion carried (6 Yes/O No/1 Absent [Rierson]).

VIIl. NEW BUSINESS

1. Consider a motion adopting Resolution No. 2012-3026 accepting the 2011-2012 Fiscal Year
Budget Audit.
TIME - 7:23 PM

Janelle Nordyke, finance director, and Elaina Canutt, financial analyst, presented the staff report accompanied
by a PowerPoint presentation (see official meeting packet for full report). Staff recommends approval of
Resolution No. 2012-3026.

Councilor Howard asked where the extra $15.00 per thousand is coming from. Ms. Janelle Nordyke, finance
director, replied debt is not subject to compression. Ms. Elaina Canutt, financial analyst, mentioned school
districts do have compression in their ranks. Ms. Nordyke said they are subject to $5.00.

Councilor Howard asked if the financing of debt is paid for by property taxes. Ms. Canutt replied it is.
Councilor Howard asked for clarification if there is an allocation of the $15.00 per thousand to cover the debts.
He also asked if they are local option debts. Ms. Nordyke answered the city of Newberg has general obligation
debt and city hall was built that way as well. Ms. Nordyke added it is only excluded from the caps if it is
construction related, however, if it is operating related it can fall into the compression. Ms. Canutt said the city
does not have any local option levies.

Councilor Shelton asked if auditors are chosen by bid. Ms. Nordyke replied they are and also by committee
through a bid process. Councilor Shelton asked how much longer we have with these auditors. Ms. Nordyke
said we have one year and then we would be looking for other qualified municipal auditors. Councilor Shelton
wondered how many accounts our auditors do. Ms. Nordyke mentioned they are located in Salem and audit
many schools and municipalities, including Yamhill County and Dundee. Mayor Andrews asked if it would be
strictly fiscal or a performance audit, or if it is done in two parts. Ms. Nordyke replied it is strictly financial and
a compliance audit would be separate.

MOTION: Howard/Shelton to adopting Resolution No. 2012-3026 accepting the 2011-2012 Fiscal Year
Budget Audit. Motion carried (6 Yes/O No/l1 Absent [Rierson]).

2. Consider a motion adopting Resolution No. 2012-3020 considering the formation of the College
Street Local Improvement District and directing staff to prepare an engineer’s report.
TIME — 7:06 PM
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Lee Elliot, assistant city manager, and Paul Chiu, senior engineer, presented the staff report accompanied by a
PowerPoint presentation (see official meeting packet for full report). Staff recommends approval of Resolution
No. 2012-3020.

Councilor Howard asked if the separate cost of sidewalk and gutter improvements would be approximately
$120,000.00. Mr. Paul Chiu, senior engineer, answered it would be. Councilor Howard further questioned if it
would be reduced by grant funding. Mr. Chiu replied they would be receiving $800,000.00 in grant funding to
do whatever is necessary for this project, not just sidewalk and gutter improvements.

Councilor Shelton referred to a property in the meeting packet and asked if Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) is negotiating with them for right-of-way purchase with waivers. Councilor Shelton
expressed concern of what would come about if only 25% of the cost could be recovered. Mr. Chiu clarified
they will be looking at right-of-way and Local Improvement District (LID) portions separately so as not to
complicate it, and more than likely it will not be 100% guaranteed on the right-of-way variables.

Councilor Shelton asked several questions about the time frame of the project and if they would be returning to
council with an engineering report and data. Mr. Chiu replied they could come back with data if the council
desired. The next step would be a hearing sometime in the spring, depending on the engineers report and LID
configuration, to allow the public to comment. The right-of-way acquisition will be in January, 2014, and the
project will start sometime in February, 2014, according to ODOT’s schedule. Council should come to a
decision on the LID this summer in order to be prepared.

Councilor Howard asked what the extra $70,000.00 will be going towards if it is not intended for curbs and
sidewalks. Mr. Chiu said it will be used for storm drainage, water treatment for runoff, and placing conduits in
open ditches. Councilor Howard asked if the money beyond the $120,000.00 would be used for striping bike
lanes and other things. Mr. Chiu replied it would be used for that as well as design and construction.

Councilor Shelton asked if they could go down to a minimum of a 10.2% match if the bid price comes in lower
than expected. Mr. Chiu said the standard of providing a little more than the minimum is common practice to
make the project attractive. Councilor Shelton further inquired on the process if they go out to bid and do not
have enough to cover the project because of lack of grant money. Mr. Danicic answered the final estimate is
done after construction is complete and if costs come in lower they can extend the project and utilize more
funds.

Mayor Andrews advised staff to put in a companion grant request for Aldercrest Drive to Foothills Drive
improvements, and any savings from this project can potentially be used for the continuation.

Mayor Andrews opened public testimony.

Mr. Soppe stated last time Council heard the matter there was consideration of putting a higher burden on
property owners with waivers as compared to those without. Some concerns were raised regarding the
appropriateness of this. He suggested a very minimal interpretation of this. The property owners who have
waivers gain a greater benefit from the LID than those without waivers. Before the execution of the LID those
owners have a clear financial responsibility for the improvement. The burden is removed when the
improvement is completed. The value of the removal of this more definite responsibility can be estimated and
used to justify allocating a slightly higher cost to these property owners. Mr. Soppe agreed with a sentiment
raised at a prior meeting that it would be unfair to give one neighborhood a perk the city was not offering to
others. Even considering scenario 1A where 100% is recouped the property owners are receiving a 75% benefit
due to the grant. This is a perk that will not typically be offered to other property owners or developers, but
seems fair because of the grant, which is a special opportunity. To offer an even greater perk by collecting
scenarios B, C, and D, seems unfair. He wonders who would be reimbursing the SDC fund if it were used here
and why it is more appropriate for those people to shoulder the burden.
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Mr. Charles Zickefoose, a member of the Newberg First Presbyterian Church, expressed several objections to
financial charges they will face if this project is approved. The church was required to put in a sidewalk when
they added onto their building. The sidewalk terminates at the property line, making it unusable, and
pedestrians favor the wide shoulder on the other side of the street to their sidewalk. The current sidewalk cost
$4,243.00 to build and this proposed project requires them to remove it and replace it with a new sidewalk.
According to Exhibit “A”, they are the highest assessed property of the project with waiver rights. They want
to do their share as a non-profit, but feel it is out of proportion to require them to do this.

Councilor Shelton suggested the issue is not just the current sidewalk but the access to the parking lot as well.
Mr. Zickefoose replied he has not heard what will happen there. Councilor Shelton expressed concern the
improvements will reduce access to the parking lot and will push traffic onto Mission Street. Mr. Zickefoose
stated he had contacted Mr. Chiu for information regarding the issue and has not heard back from him. Mr.
Chiu said he intends to get together with Mr. Zickefoose to discuss in detail the intricacy of the property.
Typically sidewalks are built to the elevation of the middle of the road, and unfortunately their sidewalk was not
built to that standard. They recognize the situation the church is in and will decide what is fair when the time
comes; however, they are not ready to address this issue yet.

Councilor Shelton stressed the importance of maintaining access to both College Street and Mission Street for
the church itself and for Veritas School, which creates traffic issues every day of the week. Mr. Chiu said they
will be looking into all possible situations.

Councilor Stephen McKinney asked if $9,000.00 will be paid for the acquisition of the far right hand corner of
the church property. Mr. Chiu said yes. Councilor McKinney informed Mr. Zickefoose this might mitigate
their expense in having to rebuild the sidewalk.

Councilor Wade Witherspoon encouraged Mr. Chiu to think creatively in regards to removal of the sidewalk
and perhaps they may be able to incorporate it to save the church some money. Mr. Chiu said he is in favor of
saving the sidewalk; however, it has drainage issues due to its elevation so he is not optimistic about saving it.

Councilor Denise Bacon asked if there was a way to discount the cost of sidewalk replacement since the city did
not know the project was going to happen. Mr. Danicic replied they will recognize the cost difference between
the old sidewalk and the new one and will not expect them to pay the full price again. Once staff comes back
with assessment information, each property owner will be notified and allowed to comment.

Mr. Zickefoose explained they did not match the elevation of the sidewalk to the middle of the road because
pedestrians would have had to step up onto a sidewalk that goes nowhere.

Staff summarized the options from the staff report.

MOTION: Shelton/Bacon adopting Resolution No. 2012-3020 considering the formation of the College
Street Local Improvement District and directing staff to prepare an engineer’s report.

Councilor McKinney understands Mr. Soppe’s concern that option Al will cause a substantial decrease in
obligation to perform this project and allows for a group of citizens to get a major perk. Less than 100% could
be preferential treatment; however, judging from the figures he will support the motion.

Councilor Howard feels that covering some percent for sidewalk and curb improvement, engineering,
construction, and striping on the roads could be fairly portioned to land owners.
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Councilor Shelton regrets the decision to increase the cities match by ten percent to make the grant more
attractive. He feels they could have obtained the grant without the original number. He supports the council
concept of fairness and equity for citizens.

Mayor Andrews stated it may be a potential conflict of interest for him to comment since he is a member of the
church; however, he agrees with Councilors McKinney and Shelton. He also feels the church will receive some
mitigation in regards to redoing their sidewalk.

VOTE: Shelton/Bacon adopting Resolution No. 2012-3020 considering the formation of the College
Street Local Improvement District and directing staff to prepare an engineer’s report based on option 1A as
shown in Exhibit “A”. Motion carried (6 Yes/O No/l1 Absent [Rierson]).

IX. COUNCIL BUSINESS
TIME - 8:31 PM

Mr. Danicic began discussion on the South Industrial Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) amendment. The goal is
to come back in January with items to adopt. Mr. Barton Brierley, planning and building director, reported the
county commissioners asked the city to adopt the county population forecast and consider dividing the
application into two parts to avoid an appeal. They discussed dividing the application with property owners in
the area and they feel the application should be submitted as is, and dividing it would not comply with state
laws. Councilor McKinney asked if there was any objection to adopting the population forecast, if the division
was a compromise of geography, and how it was proposed to be divided. Mr. Brierley replied there is no
objection to adopting the population forecast and they did not specify how to divide the application.

Mayor Andrews asked how defensible dividing the UGB proposal would be with regard to state laws. Mr.
Brierley answered dividing along the lines proposed by Friends of Yambhill County would not be defensible.

Councilor Shelton asked how defensible was the total acreage Commissioner Mary Stern suggested to
compromise with Friends of Yamhill County. He thought they may have suggested breaking up the application
in order to get the total acreage desired. Mr. Brierley feels the application is very defensible. It is the courts
job to make sure the numbers are based on facts, and appeals should be based on facts, not on if they disagree
with your number. He mentioned reducing the acreage will not improve defensibility of the application.

Councilor Witherspoon asked if tonight staff was looking for guidance on whether they should include the
population forecast and whether to move forward on the application as one piece. Mr. Brierley said that is
correct, they are looking for council’s opinion. Councilor Witherspoon, Mayor Andrews, and Councilor
Howard all said they are in agreement with adding the population forecast but not on splitting the application.

X. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 8:51 PM.

ADOPTED by the Newberg City Council this 2oM day of January, 2013.

Daniel Danicic, City Recorder
ATTEST by the Mayor this 24" day of January, 2013.

Bob Andrews, Mayor

City of Newberg: City Council Minutes (December 17, 2012) Page 6 of 6
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

DATE ACTION REQUESTED: January 22, 2013

Order Ordinance XX Resolution Motion Information
No. No. 2013-2759 No.

. . . Contact Person (Preparer) for this
SUBJECT: Adoption of revised population forecast | ;o tion: Barton (Brie[;ley, LICP

for the Newberg Urban Area Dept.: Planning and Building
File No.: UGB-09-001

HEARING TYPE: ™M LEGISLATIVE [ ] QUASI-JUDICIAL [ JNOT APPLICABLE
RECOMMENDATION:

Adopt Ordinance No. 2013-2759 amending Ordinance No. 2012-2751 to add a revised population
forecast into the Newberg Comprehensive Plan, Newberg Economic Opportunities Analysis, and
findings for the South Industrial UGB amendment.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

On August 20, 2012, the Newberg City Council adopted Ordinance No. 2012-2751, which amended the
Newberg Comprehensive Plan, adopted a revised Economic Opportunities Analysis, and adopted the
South Industrial UGB amendment. Since Yambhill County had not recently adopted a coordinated
population forecast for the Newberg urban area, the ordinance based the changes on the “safe harbor”
population forecast as allowed under OAR 660-024-0030 (4)(b).

On November 8, 2012, Yamhill County adopted a new coordinated population forecast for the county
and each urban area within the county, including the Newberg urban area. Ordinance No. 2013-2759
would incorporate this new forecast into the Newberg Comprehensive Plan, the Economic Opportunities
Analysis, and the findings for the South Industrial UGB amendment. The new population forecast
would be as follows:

Year Population
Forecast
2015 24,663
2020 28,250
2025 32,213
2030 35,408
2032 36,610
2035 38,490

In comparison, the “safe harbor” population forecast was for a 2032 population of 33,367.
FISCAL IMPACT:
No direct impact.

STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT:

City of Newberg: ORDINANCE No. 2013-2759 PAGE 1
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State law requires counties to adopt coordinated population forecasts for the county and each urban area
within the county. The law also requires cities to adopt population forecasts consistent with the county

forecast. UGB amendments must be based on a coordinated population forecast. This amendment will

fulfill the legal requirements for such a forecast.

Attachments:
Ordinance No. 2013-2759
Yambhill County Ordinance 878 (Coordinated Population Forecast)

City of Newberg: ORDINANCE No. 2013-2759 PAGE 2
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“@ﬁﬁﬁfg\# ORDINANCE NoO. 2013-2759

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 2012-2751 TO ADD A
REVISED POPULATION FORECAST INTO THE NEWBERG
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES ANALYSIS, AND
FINDINGS FOR THE SOUTH INDUSTRIAL UGB AMENDMENT

RECITALS:

1. On August 20, 2012, the Newberg City Council adopted Ordinance No. 2012-2751, which amended
the Newberg Comprehensive Plan, adopted a revised Economic Opportunities Analysis, and adopted
the South Industrial UGB amendment.

2. On November 8, 2012, Yamhill County adopted a new coordinated population forecast for the
county and each urban area within the county, including the Newberg urban area.

3. State laws and rules require cities and counties to have coordinated population forecasts.
4. The City Council would like to incorporate this new forecast into the Newberg Comprehensive Plan,

the Newberg Economic Opportunities Analysis, and the findings for the Newberg South Industrial
UGB amendment.

THE CITY OF NEWBERG ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

1. Ordinance No. 2012-2751 1s amended as shown in Exhibit “A” and Exhibit “B”. Exhibits “A” and
“B” are hereby adopted and by this reference incorporated.

» EFFECTIVE DATE of this ordinance is 30 days after the adoption date, which is: February 21 , 2013.
ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Newberg, Oregon, this 22" day of January, 2013, by the
following votes: AYE: NAY: ABSENT: ABSTAIN:

Daniel Danicic, City Recorder

ATTEST by the Mayor this 24" day of January, 2013.

Bob Andrews, Mayor

City of Newberg: ORDINANCE No. 2013-2759 PAGE 1
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Exhibit “A”
To Ordinance No. 2013-2759

Amendments to Ordinance No. 2012-2751

Note: Additions are shown in double underline
Deletions are shown in strikeout.

1 Revisions to Ordinance No. 2012-2751, Exhibit “A”: Report and Findings

1.1 Revise page 2, first paragraph under “Description of Newberg,” last sentence, as follows:
The Newberg UGB has an estimated 2011 population of 22.794 22.730".

1.2 Revise page 7, “Revised Population Forecast” as follows:

Revised Population Forecast

Newberg adopted population forecasts for the Newberg urban area in 2005. Following receipt of the 2010
Census 1nformatlon Yamh111 County has announced a desire to create a populat1on study for the County and

femams—the—same—as—the—euffent—shafe— Yamh111 County_ used Portland State Un1ver51ty_ S Pogulatlon
Research Center to develop forecasts for the county and each urban area in the county. The County adopted
the forecasts from the study on November 8, 2012. This study forecasted a Newberg urban area 2032
population of 36,610. This population forecast is the basis of this UGB amendment.

1.3 Revise page 14, second paragraph “Summary of Land Need Rules”, fourth sentence, as
follows:

Newberg has an adopted population forecast, coordinated with Yamhill County, that shows that the 2032
population will be 33,367 36,610 residents.

1.4 Revise page 61-62, findings for population forecasts, as follows:

the-bleeklevel-Population esearch Center, Portland State University, Pogulatlon Forecasts for Yamhlll Countg! its Cities
and Unincorporated Area, 2011-2035, 2012.

City of Newberg: ORDINANCE No. 2013-2759 PAGE 2
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County has adogted a Qogulauon forecast for the county_ as well as each urban area in the county for 2032.
That forecast shows a 2032 Newberg urban area population of 36,610. Newberg has adopted this forecast.

Notice of this amendment was provided to all other local governments in the Yamhill County. The
amendment was adopted into the Newberg Comprehensive Plan as part of the Economic Opportunities
Analysis 2012 adoption. It was adopted into the Yambhill County Comprehensive Plan in-eonjanetion-with
this HGB-amendment: through Ordinance 878 on November 8, 2012.

2 Revisions to the Economic Opportunities Analysis
2.1 Revise page 18, second paragraph under “Historic and Future Growth Trends” as follows:

Portland State University estimated Newberg’s July 1, 2011 population to be 22,230. Newberg’s UGB
population in 2011 is estimated to be 22794 22,730.

2.2. Revise page 18, starting last paragraph under “Historic and Future Growth Trends” as
follows:

Newberg adopted population forecasts for the Newberg urban area in 2005. Following receipt of the 2010
Census 1nf0rmat10n Yamh111 County has announced a desire to create a populatlon study for the c0unty and

Pogulation Research Center, Portland State
University, Population Forecasts for Yamhill County, its Cities and Unincorporated Area, 2011-2035, 2012.

City of Newberg: ORDINANCE No. 2013-2759 PAGE 3
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is-expeeted-that thisnumberwill be revisedin-future planningefforts- Yamhill County used Portland State
University’s Population Research Center to develop forecasts for the county and each urban area in the
county. The County adopted the forecasts from the study on November 8, 2012. This study forecasted a
Newberg urban area 2032 population of 36,610. Newberg subsequently adopted this population forecast.

Table 12-3: Newberg Urban Area Population Forecast

Population | Population

Forecast Forecast

2032 2035
Newberg UGB 36,610 38,490

Source: Yamhill County Comprehensive Plan, 2012

23 Revise page 68, last paragraph, as follows:

As noted earlier, Newberg is currently underserved in retail services, so Newberg should plan to increase
these services to allow local citizens the opportunity to shop in the community. Fhe-safe-harboremployment

Newberg serves the commercial service needs of surrounding communities and rural areas as well. These
areas also are expected to grow substantially over the planning period, adding to retail land needs in
Newberg.

City of Newberg: ORDINANCE No. 2013-2759 PAGE 4
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3 Revisions to other Appendices

3.1 Replace Appendix B, Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments, Section 3, last paragraph with
the following:

The Portland State University Population Research Center estimated Newberg’s population as of July 1,
2009 2010 to be 22,110 23;450. As of July 1, 2609-2011, the Urban Growth Boundary has an estimated
population of 23;582 22,730.

3.2 Add the following to Appendix B, Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments, as a new Section 4,
and renumber the remaining sections accordingly.

Portland State University’s Population Research Center developed a future population forecast for the
Newberg Urban Area. This forecast was adopted by Yamhill County as the coordinated population forecast
required by state law. This forecast is shown in Table III-2.

4 2000 Population is the U.S. Census estimate for Newberg plus the estimate of population outside City limits but within the
UGB.

City of Newberg: ORDINANCE No. 2013-2759 PAGE 5
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Table I1I-2. Future Population Forecast — Newberg Urban Area

Year Population
Forecast
2015 24,663
2020 28,250
2025 32,213
2030 35,408
2032 36,610
2035 38.490

Source: Population Research Center, Portland State University, Population Forecasts for Yamhill County,

its Cities and Unincorporated Area, 2011-2035, 2012.

3.

Appendix D shown in Exhibit “B” to this ordinance.

Replace Appendix D, Yamhill County Comprehensive Plan Amendments, with the revised

City of Newberg: ORDINANCE No. 2013-2759
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Exhibit "B"
To Ordinance No. 2013-2759
Appendix D: Yamhill County Coordinated Population Forecast (Excerpt)

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE STATE OF OREGON
FOR THE COUNTY OF YAMHILL
SITTING FOR THE TRANSACTION OF COUNTY BUSINESS

In the Matter of Adopting a 20-year Coordinated Population Projection )
for Yamhilli County and the 10 Municipalities Within Yambhill County ) Ordinance 878
Pursuant to HB 2709 (ORS 195.036), Docket PA-01-11, Rescinding )
Ordinance 877 }

THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF YAMHILL COUNTY, OREGON (“the Board™) sat
for the transaction of County business on November 8, 2012, Commissioners Leslie Lewis and
Mary P. Stern being present, and Commissioner Kathy George being excused.

IT APPEARING TO THE BOARD that Yamhill County Planning Department applied for a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment adopting a 20-year coordinated population projection for
Yambhill County and the 10-municipalities within Yambhill County, as required by HB 2709, and

IT APPEARING TO THE BOARD that the Planning Commission heard this matter at a duly
noticed public hearing on September 1, 2011, and voted unanimously 8-0 to recommend
approval, and

IT APPEARING TO THE BOARD that on October 27, 2011 the Board convened a duly noticed
public hearing, and then voted 3-0 to continue the application and direct Yambill County
Planning Staff to apply for a grant from DLCD to hire a consultant to develop a population
forecast, and

IT APPEARING TO THE BOARD that DLCD awarded Yamhill County the grant, and Portland
State University Population Research Center was hired to coordinate with Yamhill County and
the 10-municipalities to develop a coordinated population forecast, and

IT APPEARING TO THE BOARD that on November 1, 2012, the Board held a continued
public hearing, took testimony and voted 3-0 to approve the population forecast. NOW,
THEREFORE,

IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED BY THE BOARD, that the application is approved as detailed in
the Findings for Approval, Exhibit “A”, incorporated into this Ordinance by this reference. The
QOctober 2012 report prepared by the Portland State University Population Research Center is
appended as Exhibit “B” and is hereby incorporated into this Ordinance by this reference.
Ordinance 877 is hereby rescinded.

DONE this 8™ day of November, 2012, at McMinnville, Oregon.

ATTEST YAMHILL COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
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Exhibit "B"
To Ordinance No. 2013-2759

Mol Y s

REBEKAH STERNDOLL ...,
LESLIE LEWIS

County Clerk

Unavailable for signature

ioner KATHY GEORGE

DeputyAnne Brltt

APPROVED AS TO FORM: \
o f;/ - s Commissioner MARY P. STERN

W }/& /\/\’
RICK SANAI, %nhiu County Counsel

Accepted by Yamhill County
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!
' 2-’; (2 ___ by Board Order
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Exhibit "B"
To Ordinance No. 2013-2759

Yamhill County Ordinance 878 - Exhibit “B”

Population Forecasts for
Yamhill County, its Cities and
Unincorporated Area
2011-2035

Prepared by:
Population Research Center
College of Urban and Public Affairs
Portland State University

October 2012

f% Portland State

1 UNIVEESITY

Population Ressarch |
Center

£
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"Exhibit "B"
To Ordinance No. 2013-2759

Population Forecasts for
Yamhill County, its Cities and
Unincorporated Area
2011-2035

October 2012

Project Staff:
Risa Proehl, Population Estimates Program Manager

Vivian Siu, Research Analyst
Kevin Rancik, GIS Analyst
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Exhibit "B"
To Ordinance No. 2013-2759

POPULATION FORECASTS FOR YAMHILL COUNTY, MCMINNVILLE AND
NEWBERG

In the countywide forecast and the forecasts for McMi:mviHé and Newberg, population
growth will occur at a moderate pace or stronger throughout the forecast period. The rate
and timing at which population will increase and the magnitude of growth differ slightly
between the three geographies. Overall, the rates of population increase will become

renewed after several years of slower growth that began at the end of the 2000s.
From 2011 to 2035 , population increases in Yamhill County, McMinnville and Newberg
range from 42 to 69 percent. Newberg is anticipated to undergo population increases at the

fastest pace, followed by McMinnville (52 percent).

A summary of the forecast results are shown in Table 7 below. More detailed forecast

results are included in Appendix 1.

Table 7. Population Forecast (Summarized)

Populati C 2011 2011-2035 Average Annnal
opulation cnsUS | pRC | 2020 | 2030 | 2038 Change ~ Change
Forecast 2010 ¢

est) Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Camhill 99,193 | 99,851 | 115,220 | 134,204 | 142,830 | 42,980 | 430% | 1,791| 15%
ounty _
McMinnville | 32,648 | 32,808 | 38,430 | 46,171 | 49,983 | 17,175] 524% 716 1.8%
Newberg 22,468 | 22,730 | 28,250 | 35,408 | 38,4901 15,760 | 69.3% 657 2.2%
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Exhibit "B"
To Ordinance No. 2013-2759

Table 10. Population Forecasts for Yamhill County’s Smaller Cities and Unincorporated
Area (Summarized)

Population Census | 2011 2011-2035 Average Annual
Forecast 2010 {(PRC 2020 2030 2035 Change Change

est) Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Amity 1,623 1 1,635 1,779 1,984 2,097 462 | 28.3% 19 1.0%
Carlton 2,007 | 2,036 2,247 2,669 2,890 8541 41.9% 36 1.5%
Davton 2,708 | 2,731 3,021 3,520 3,765 1,034 37.9% 43 1.3%
Dundee 3,162} 3,210 3,772 4,592 4,985 1,774 55.3% 74 1.8%
Lafayette 3,742 ; 3,745 4,394 - 5,349 5,797 2,053 54.8% | 86 1.8%
Sheridan 6,164 | 6,228 7,276 8,366 8,657 2,429 39.0% 101 1.4%
Willamina ‘
(Yamhill 1,180 | 1,180 1,285 1,375 1,426 246 1 20.8% 10 0.8%
County portion
only)
?ﬁll)fmm 2,046 | 2,055 | 2179| 2295| 2361 307 | 14.9% 3] 06%
Yambhill 1,024 1 1,037 1,217 1,352 1,403 366 | 353% 15 1.3%
Unincorporated | 22 467 | 22,510 | 23,436 ] 23,418 | 23338 828 | 3.7% 34| 0.2%
Yamhill
County’
The unincorporated figures exclude current city limits and UGBs as supplied by Yambhill County.
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To Ordinance No. 2013-2759
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Yambhill County Ordinance No. 878

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE STATE OF OREGON
FOR THE COUNTY OF YAMHILL
SITTING FOR THE TRANSACTION OF COUNTY BUSINESS

In the Matter of Adopting a 20-year Coordinated Population Projection )
for Yamhilli County and the 10 Municipalities Within Yambhill County ) Ordinance 878
Pursuant to HB 2709 (ORS 195.036), Docket PA-01-11, Rescinding )
Ordinance 877 }

THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF YAMHILL COUNTY, OREGON (“the Board™) sat
for the transaction of County business on November 8, 2012, Commissioners Leslie Lewis and
Mary P. Stern being present, and Commissioner Kathy George being excused.

IT APPEARING TO THE BOARD that Yamhill County Planning Department applied for a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment adopting a 20-year coordinated population projection for
Yambhill County and the 10-municipalities within Yambhill County, as required by HB 2709, and

IT APPEARING TO THE BOARD that the Planning Commission heard this matter at a duly
noticed public hearing on September 1, 2011, and voted unanimously 8-0 to recommend
approval, and

IT APPEARING TO THE BOARD that on October 27, 2011 the Board convened a duly noticed
public hearing, and then voted 3-0 to continue the application and direct Yambill County
Planning Staff to apply for a grant from DLCD to hire a consultant to develop a population
forecast, and

IT APPEARING TO THE BOARD that DLCD awarded Yamhill County the grant, and Portland
State University Population Research Center was hired to coordinate with Yamhill County and
the 10-municipalities to develop a coordinated population forecast, and

IT APPEARING TO THE BOARD that on November 1, 2012, the Board held a continued
public hearing, took testimony and voted 3-0 to approve the population forecast. NOW,
THEREFORE,

IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED BY THE BOARD, that the application is approved as detailed in
the Findings for Approval, Exhibit “A”, incorporated into this Ordinance by this reference. The
QOctober 2012 report prepared by the Portland State University Population Research Center is
appended as Exhibit “B” and is hereby incorporated into this Ordinance by this reference.
Ordinance 877 is hereby rescinded.

DONE this 8™ day of November, 2012, at McMinnville, Oregon.

ATTEST YAMHILL COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

B.O-12-429



Yambhill County Ordinance No. 878

Mol Y s

REBEKAH STERNDOLL ...,
LESLIE LEWIS

County Clerk

Unavailable for signature

ioner KATHY GEORGE

DeputyAnne Brltt

APPROVED AS TO FORM: \
o f;/ - s Commissioner MARY P. STERN

W }/& /\/\’
RICK SANAI, %nhiu County Counsel

Accepted by Yamhill County
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#7079

Page 35



Page 36

Yambhill County Ordinance No. 878

Exhibit “A” for Docket PA-01-11 (Population Coordination)

Page 3

. Findings for Approval, Exhibit “A”, Ordinance 878

DOCKET NQ.: PA-01-11

REQUEST: The request is to adopt a 20-year coordinated population projection for
Yambhill County and the 10-municipalities within Yamhill County.

APPLICANT: Yamhill County

LOCATION: The projections would apply to the unincorporated areas of Yambhili

County and the cities of Amity, Carlton, Dayton, Dundee, Lafayette,
McMinnville, Newberg, Sheridan, Willamina and Yamhill.

CRITERIA: The Yamhill County Comprehensive Plan, the Oregon Administrative

Rules 660-024-0030 and Oregon Revised Statute 195.036.

A. Background Facts

1.

History of the Issue (Yamhill County’s perspective): In 1995 the legislature passed HB
2709. It required local jurisdictions to maintain a 20-year supply of buildable residential
lands and lands zoned for public schools. If there was not an adequate supply of land
then the local jurisdiction is required to expand the urban growth boundary (UGB),
increase the density or both. Along with this directive to the cities, the bill established
that the coordinating body (county) shall establish and maintain a population forecast for
the entire area within its boundary for use in maintaining and updating comprehensive
plans and shall coordinate the forecast with the local governments within its boundary.
This bill was passed and signed September 9, 1995. No money and very little directive
was given to the counties as to how to administer this new state mandate of population
coordination with every jurisdiction within the county.

Just after HB 2709 was passed the Yamhill County Planning Department and Road
Department embarked on writing a transportation system plan. They hired JRH
Transportation Engineering to assist with this endeavor. To complete the fransportation
plan, population information was used from the Portland State University (PSU) Center
for Population Research and Census. The estimates for 1994 through 2014 were included
in the report. The Yamhill County Transportation System Plan was finalized, adopted
and “acknowledged” by the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD)
on March 27, 1996.

During this time Yamhill County was informed that the Department of Administrative
Services (DAS) was going to provide population estimates. In January of 1997, those
estimates were provided to Yamhill County. These estimates differed significantly from

Fiatisers\sanainLUP oputationForecastOrdinance 3 78PA-G1 -1 Lwvpd
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Yambhill County Ordinance No. 878

Exhibit “A” for Docket PA-01-11 (Population Coordination)
Page 4

what was already adopted in the Transportation System Plan (TSP). For example, the
TSP showed a 2014 population projection of 116,975, The DAS estimate for 2015 was
110,253. In 1997, upon receipt of the population numbers, Sandy Mathewson, Associate
Planner with Yamhill County, was given the task of meeting with representative from the
cities and coming up with a coordinated projection. The results of the meeting were that
1) the cities did not like the DAS estimates and believed they were too low; 2) the cities
found the county TSP projection to be acceptable for the time being but they may want to
adopt a different (typically larger) number; 3) the cities were each at varying stages of the
UGB process and were not ready for county-wide population coordination; and 4) they
desired to do this on a case-by-case basis. There was some talk by the cities of assisting
the County with funding for a demographic study and this appears to have extended into
1998, however no study was ever funded.

2. Process: The City of Newberg has initiated this process. The Land Use Board of Appeals
ruled that the City of Newberg’s 2005 population projection is not considered coordinated
because it was not adopted as part of the Yamhill County Comprehensive Plan. Staff at
the Department of Land Conservation and Development indicated that they will not
accept anything less than a 20-year projection for each city within Yamhill County. They
have informed ws County staff that in order for Newberg to have a coordinated projection,
it must be a projection coordinated with every jurisdiction in Yamhill County. The City of
Newberg submitted population projections for Yamhill County and the 10-municipalities
within Yamhill County. They requested that the County adopt these numbers. The
County initiated the hearing process. Notice of the proposed numbers were sent to
representatives of each of the municipalities and a public hearing was set before the
Planning Commission. On September 1, 2011, the Yamhill County Planning
Commission held a duly noticed public hearing and voted 8-0 to recommend approval to
the Board of Comumissioners.

The Planning Commission’s recommendation was then forwarded to the Board of
Commissioners. On October 27, 2011 the Board of Commissioners held a duly noticed
public hearing. After the receipt of testimony the Board voiced concerns about the
population forecasts presented by the City of Newberg. The Board of Commissioners
voted to continue this docket item and directed Yamhill County Planning Staff to apply
for a Transportation and Growth Management Grant from the Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD). DLCD awarded the grant to Yamhill County.
Yambhill County put out a “Request for Quote™ and eventually hired the Portland State
University Center for Population Research to conduct the 20 year population forecast.

DECISION

The Yamhill County Planning Department obtained a grant from the DLCD to fund the study
and engaged the Portland State University Center for Population Research (PSU) to conduct the

FlUsers\sanainLU\PopulationForecastOrdinance878P A0 11 Lwpd
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Yambhill County Ordinance No. 878

Exhibit “A” for Docket PA-01-11 (Population Coordination)
Page 5

20 year population forecast. PSU contacted Yambhill County and each of the cities and conducted
a survey of potential development. PSU then issued draft numbers which were circulated to
representatives of the municipalities. The comments that were received were incorporated into
the report. The final numbers were then presented to the Board of Commissioners at their
continued public hearing and public testimony was taken. That forecast report is attached as
Exhibit “B” and is incorporated into this Ordinance by this reference. The forecasts and
conclusions made in Exhibit “B” are hereby adopted by the County and the Yamhill County
Comprehensive Plan as the coordinated Population Forecast for Yamhill County, its Cities and
Unincorporated Area, Years 2011-2035.

End
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INTRODUCTION

Yamhill County officials commissioned Portland State University’s Population Research
Center (PRC) to produce long-term population forecasts for the County, its ten
incorporated cities and the county unincorporated area. Since the city of Willamina
overlaps into Polk County, a separate forecast for the city portion located in Yamhill
County is required in addition to the forecast for the city as a whole. The city level
forecasts include the cities’ respective urban growth boundary areas (UGB)*. For most
cities this includes the surrounding unincorporated area in addition to the area within the
city limits. The forecast for the county unincorporated area represents the area outside the
UGBs. The forecast horizon extends 24 years from 2011 to 2035; and the forecasts are
produced in 5-year intervals between 2010 and 2035, and for the single vears of 2012 and
2032. The County will use the forecasts to coordinate revisions of the comprehensive plans
for each of the study areas. The projections are benchmarked to the Population Research

Center’s 2011 certified population estimates for the city and county populations.

In 2011, Yamhili County’s population was 99,850 and about 55 percent resided in the
County’s two largest cities: McMinnville (over 32,000} and Newberg (over 22,000). The
2011 population estimates for each of Yambhill County’s eight smaller cities (or city
areas’) are all under 6,200, with most ranging from1,000 to about 3,000 persons. The

~ population forecasts for both large and smaller cities and the unincorporated area outside
UGBs (non-UGB unincorporated area) were based on a most-likely, or medium growth,

scenario for future growth.

Consideration was given to factors that influence Yambill County’s population dynamics,
such as the population’s ethnic and age composition, the number of annual births that
occur, employment and commuting patterns, the number of building permits issued, and
public school enrollment in the county’s school districts. Data used to develop the

forecasts include vital statistics; population, land use, building permit, and employment

' The UGB used for McMinnville and its study area was a proposed amended UGB that was withdrawn in
spring 2012; all references to the McMinnville UGB in this report pertain to this proposed UGB, See
Appendix 9 for additional information about the MceMinnville’s UGB,

Page 2
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data; and school enrollments for districts within Yamhill County. Several different
demographic methods and models were employed to prepare the forecasts, including the
development of cohort-component models for the County and larger areas, and housing
unit models for each of the county’s smaller cities and the non-UGB unincorporated area.
The cohort-component model incorporates rates of fertility, mortality, and migration. The
housing unit model assumes a number of future added housing units, levels of housing
occupancy, and averages of the number of persons per household. A description of recent
historic demographic trends throughout the County and a summary of recent significant
population changes during the forecast period are included in this report. Also, the data
sources and methods utilized in the development of the forecasts are described in more
detail later. For the countywide forecast and the two largest cities, cohort component
forecasting models were utilized that incorporate rates of fertility, mortality and net
migration. For the remaining eight considerably smaller city areas, housing unit models
consisting of housing unit inveatories and group quarters popﬁiations, average household

sizes, and occupancy trends were used.

The growth assumptions about future trends in the forecasts for the County and for all of
its sub-areas in our study each suggest that there will be continuing increases in population,
but at slightly different rates from the beginning to the end of the forecast period. There are
variations in the forecasts for the size and timing of the annual population increases. The
share that each city represents of the county’s total population does not change drastically

during the forecast period, but the share that the non-UGB unincorporated area represents

decreases from about 22 percent to 16 percent. This shift of persons residing in rural areas

to more urbanized areas is a common trend throughout Oregon and the United States that

has been ongoing for many years.

In the growth scenario for our population forecasts, we assume that the downturn of the
local economy will continue to recover, but siowly. Therefore, housing construction is
anticipated to be fairly sluggish for a few years in some areas, start fo increase slightly in
other areas, and will accelerate overall after 2015. At that time the net in-migration of

families with children, the elderly, and Hispanics is predicted to increase and continue
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throughout most of the forecast period. Regardless of how the economy performs,
however, the rapid population growth during the 1990s and much of the last decade seen
by many areas in Oregon is not sustainable in many areas, including Yamhill County,
especially because the population is aging. An aging population means that the share of
population that persons in the older age groups represent is becoming larger. While
mortality rates may change minimally and the probability of dying decreases only slightly,
the number of deaths does become greater in an aging population and has a negative effect
on population growth. Additionally, in Yamhill County, the fertility rates are below
replacement levels and so together with the aging population, natural increase (births
minus deaths) has a weaker effect on increasing numbers. Positive population growth then

becomes more and more dependent on net in-migration.

Caveats Regarding the Report

The body of this report covers demographic information and analysis for Yamhill County
and its geographic sub-areas. With the exception of the non-UGB unincorporated area, the
sub-areas in this study at timnes are called ‘cities’ but are actually ‘city areas’, which refer
to the area within the city limits combined with its corresponding UGB area outside city
limits; or in other words, all of the area within the city’s wrban growth boundary. In this
study, the unincorporated area is usually referred to as the ‘non-UGB unincorporated area’

and it represents the area outside of any city and UGB.

Three of Yamhill County’s cities, Cariton, Dundee, and Lafayette either have a UGB that
is identical, or nearly identical, to their city boundary. The other cities have a UGB outside
the city limits. Area in some of the UGBs is where 2 portion of the city area’s housing
stock is located and other UGBS outside the city have little to no population. In general, a
small percentage of population resides in any location in the UGB outside the cities in
Yambhill County. About 7 percent of Dayton’s housing units (around 70) are in its
unincorporated UGB area. The percentage of housing that is located in the other UGBs
outside city limits in Yamhill County is only about 2 percent or less, ranging from fewer

than 5 housing units in the cities of Amity and Yamhill to 180-200 units in McMinnville
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and Newberg’s UGBs, respectively; and there are approximately 40 units in Sheridan’s
UGB area.

In order to minimize skewing of demographic trends within our study area, 2000 and 2010
Census data were aggregated to correspond to 2011 jurisdictional boundaries obtained
from the Yamhill County’s GIS Department. Comparing data that represent geographic
areas that are consistent over thme removes the influence that changing boundaries have on
determining actnal population trends in a jurisdiction. Please note that some populations
repbrted in our tables for 2000 and 2010 may slightly differ from 2000 and 2010 Census
published populations. The difference is due to the data reallocation process to conform to
the 2011 boundaries. Because the 2010 and 2011 boundaries are from two different
sources, they are not perfectly matched to one another. We determined that any differences
between the published Census data and the data we reallocated for this study are negligible

and have no effect on demographic trends and population forecasts.

Historical demographic trends in this report are described for 2000-2011. Certified 2011
population estimates for Yamhill County and its cities are adjusted to include their UGBs
and are shown on page 9 of this report. The 2000-2011 demographic data and trends are
incorporated into the forecasts, and how they are incorporated is described in the methods

section of this document.

The annual certified population estimates produced by PRC represent the area within the
city limits. If a city does not send annual housing and population data to the estimates
program, its certified estimate is held constant to the previous year and may not account for
recent changes. As mentioned above, the populations shown in this report for 2011
represent the 2011 certified estimates adjusted to incorporate the city UGB areas. In
instances where annual data for the city were not available, the population reported for
2011 may not include all changes that occurred from 2010 to 2011. However, the

population forecasts for 2012 and beyond account for any annual data that may be lacking.
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The 2010-2040 population forecast for Yamhill County produced by Oregon’s Office of
Economic Analysis (OEA) is used as a gauge for our countywide forecast results. The
published OEA forecast currently available on their website was produced in 2004, and our
forecast results are quite lower than those. However, OEA is, at this time, revising their
forecasts to become more up-to-date, and to reflect thg recent economic downturn
experienced nationwide and incorporate Census 2010, It is our understanding that the
OEA’s revised forecast will become available within a few weeks after completion of this
report. We conferred with OEA staff when producing our own forecast and had an
opportunity to review their revised forecast in August 2012, Although the revised forecast
accounts for the recession, it does not include Census 2010, Our forecast results for
Yamhill County were very close to OEA’s revised forecast, but slightly higher in the early
part of the forecast period, and slightly lower toward the end. The differences in forecasts
were by less than one percent in any 5-year time period (less than 850 persons), except the
last period (2030-2035) when 6ur forecast was 1,700 persons fewer than OEA’s. During
the 25 year period from 2010 to 2035, the average annual growth in OEA’s forecast is

aboutl.6 percent and it is 1.5 percent in our forecast.

A Note of Caution about the Forecasts Themselves

Given that these projections are developed for long-term trends, they are conservative.
This means that they do not assume drastic changes to the population trends (such as seen
during a depression or natural disaster), and large fluctuations in growth rates are not

envisioned.

Policy makers should view population projections as one of several available sources of
information about likely future conditions. The forecasts in this report are based on
assumptions developed from analysis of historical trends and expectations for the future.
While the past gives some indication of what is likely to happen in the future, there is
always the possibility of the occurrence of unforeseen events that could have a significant
impact on population change. Thus, users of these projections should be aware that
unexpecied changes could happen and that it is wise to evaluate projections periodically in

future years. Given the uncertainty of the timing, occurrence and magnitude of future
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events, several points should be kept in mind when interpreting the population forecasts in

this report.

First, the Yamhill County population projections represent a forecast derived from
assumptions representing our best judgment as to the possibilities for future conditions. It
is not possible to judge at this time which of the assumptions, or combinations of
assumptions, may best forecast future populations. The next several years will better reveal
whether the modeled demographic trends are likely to occur. If different conditions arise,
then it would be appropriate to revise the population projections, taking into account new

assumptions.

Second, variations in forecasts become larger in the long run. As years go by, the
population forecasts depend increasingly on assumptions about who and how many
persons will move into and out of Yamhill County and the number of births that will occur
annually to parents who reside in Yamhill County. The population forecasts become less
certain over longer periods of time because the assumptions relied upon to forecast

population more than twenty years from now may or may not come to fruition in reality.

Third, the smaller the population, the harder it is to develop an accurate forecast. Slight
unpredicted variations in demographic trends can cause larger fluctuations in the
population forecasts than those for larger populations. Forecasts for large cifies and

counties tend to be more precise than forecasts for small cities or towns.

Finally, population forecasts prepared by other researchers for one or more of our study
areas exist and are available to the public. There is a temptation in interpreting the
forecasts to ask: "Which is the correct forecast?” Asking such a question implies that there
is need to pick one forecast at present and then base future plans on it without flexibility.
The more appropriate use of the forecasts is to consider that there s likely to be some
variation around our medium growth forecast presented in this report, and that we would
want to update them as conditions evolve. Instead of using the numbers as an exact

outcome that will oceur over the twenty-four year forecast horizon, we urge government
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officials and the public to "monitor and manage” the changing conditions that will affect
future populations. The forecast presented in this report can serve as a guideline in this

process of monitoring and managing.
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OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT

This report presents the results of a study conducted by the Population Research Center
(PRC) to address the long-range planning needs of Yamhill County and produce
population forecasts at the county and sub-county level. This report considers recent and
historical demographic changes experienced within the County and provides forecasts from
2010 to 2035 in 5-year intervals and for years 2012 and 2032. Expected future populations
that result from the most-likely demographic trends throughout Yamhill County are
presented in this report. Sub-county populations and forecasts in this study represent the
area within each city’s urban growth-boundary with the exception of the non-UGB county
unincorporated area and the Polk County portion of Willamina. Since Willamina extends
info Polk County, populations are reported for the city and its UGB as a whole, as well as

for the portion of Willamina (and its UGB) located in Yamhill County separately.

For the sake of organization of this report and discussion of demographic characteristics,
trends and forecasts, Yamhill County and its sub-areas are grouped into 2 categories: 1) the
County and the most populous and more urbanized areas of McMinnville and Newberg
and their UGBs, which captures about 55 percent of the County population; and 2) the
rematning eight cities and their UGBs (most which have a 2011 population estimate of less
than 4,000 persons except Sheridan which has 6,200), and the non-UGB County
unincorporated area. Although the unincorporated area represented in this study has a 2011
population estimate of around 23,000, slightly larger than the Newberg area, it is grouped
with the smaller, less urbanized cities in this report as it is more rural. Yamhill County and
its two largest cities are sometimes discussed within one group; and the remaining eight
cities and non-UGB unincorporated area in Yamhill County are discussed in another
group. The 2011 population estimates and the grouping of the study area’s jurisdictions are

shown in the table below.
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Table 1. Populations in Yamhill County

2011
Arcas Population
Estimate*
Yamhill County 99,850
McMinnville 32,808
Newberg' 22.730
Amity 1,635
Carlton 2,036
Dayton 2,731
Dundee 3,210
Lafayette 3,445
Sheridan 6,230
Willamina® 2,057
Yamhill 1,024
Non-UGB _
Unincorporated
Yamhill County 22,510

*The certified 2011 populations for the cities were adjusted to include the UGBs.

This figure excludes the urban reserve area {(URA); *This figure represents the entire city.

This report covers the following topics:

Demographic Trends in Yambill County and its Sub-Areas. A description of recent

demographic trends and influencing population changes in the County, such as fertility, -
migration, and housing growth. Also included in this section is a description of some
additional factors that influence population changes throughout the County: age and
racial/ethnic composition of the population, housing construction, and employment trends.
Significant demographic trends that are specific to the individual geographic sub-areas of
the Yamhill County study area are also described.

Population Growth Assumptions for the County and its Larger Areas. A description of the

assumptions used in the population forecasts for the County and its larger urban areas of

McMinnville, and Newberg and their UGBs.
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Population Growth Assumptions for the Smaller City Areas and the non-UGB

Unincorporated Area. A description of the assumptions used in population forecasts for

Yambhill County’s 8 less populous city areas, and for the non-UGB unincorporated area,

The Population Forecasts (Countywide and Larger Area Results). A summary of the

forecast results and the predicted popﬁlatioﬁ changes for the County, and McMinnville,

and Newberg.

Population Forecasts for the County’s Eight Smaller Citv Areas and the non-UGB

Unincorporated Area. A summarjf of the forecast results and the predicted population
changes in Yamhill County’s 8 less populous city areas and the non-UGB unincorporated

ared.

Methods and Data Emploved for Countywide and other Larger Area Forecasts. A

description of the population forecast models and data sources used for the larger area

forecasts.

Methodé and Data Emploved for the Smaller City Areas and nén-UGB Unincorporated

Area Population Forecasts, A description of the demographic models and data used to

develop these forecasts.

Several Appendices provide more detailed information, including:

APPENDIX 1. Tables with detailed forecasts and historical populations in 5-year
* intervals for Yamhill County, the 2 larger cities for McMinnviile and Newberg.

APPENDIX 2. Tables with detailed forecasts and historical populations in 5-year

intervals for Yamhill County’s 8 smaller cities and the non-UGB unincorporated area.

APPENDIX 3. Assumptions of demographic rates for Yamhill County, McMinnville,
and Newberg.
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APPENDIX 4. A table holding information considered when developing the forecasts and

adjusting the forecast models for the ten city areas and the non-UGB unincorporated area.
APPENDIX 5. Tables presenting a compilation of demographic data and rates for
Yambhill County and its sub-areas; and the rates and data assumed for the forecast
populations.

APPENDIX 6. A map showing housing density within Yamhill County (2010).

APPENDIX 7. Data sources and data used are described in detail.

APPENDIX 8. Tables presenting county and city population data from the decennial

censuses conducted from 1970-2010.

APPENDIX 9. Responses to the initial draft report and preliminary forecasts, including

e-mails and comments.

APPENDIX 10. Summary of adjustments to the preliminary forecasts.
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RECENT DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS AFFECTING
YAMHILL COUNTY POPULATIONS

Evaluating past demographic trends provides clues about what the forecast for the future
will look like, and helps determine the realm of likely possibilities. Past trends explain the
dynamics of population growth particular to local areas. Relating recent and historical
population change to events that influenced the change serves as a gauge for what might

realistically occur in a given area over the long term.

Different growth patterns occur in different parts of Yamhill County. Each of the ten cities
(or city areas), and the non-UGB unincorporated area were examined for any significant
demographic characteristics or changes in population or housing growth that might
influence their individual forecasts. Factors that were analyzed include births, age and
racial/ethnic composition of the population, housing construction activity, and school
enrollment and employment trends. It should be noted that population trends of individual
cities and the unincorporated area often differ from the demographic trends of the county
as a whole. However, in general, population growth rates in 2011 were lower than in
previous years such as the early to mid-2000s. Annual growth rates have tended to

decelerate since 2007 and recently have begun to stabilize.

POPULATION

The total population in Yamhill County in 2011 is estimated to be 99,850, an increase of
525 persons since Census 2010. This growth of only half of a percent is significantly lower
than the average annual growth rate during the 2000s, which was 1.5 percent. Population
grow;th in Yamhill County during the 2000s was slightly higher than growth for the State
of Oregon (1.1 percent per year). During the 2000s an average of 1,420 persons per year
was added to Yamhill County’s population, and during the 1990s, 1,940 persons were
added on average annually. The share of Oregon’s population residing in Yamhill County
in 2011 was about 2.6 percent, which increased from 2.5 percent in 2000 and 2.3 percent in

1990. The share of the County’s population that the sum of the cities represents
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experienced an increase during the same time period, reaching 77 percent in 2011, while

the share of population residing in the non-UGB unincorporated area decreased.

Since at least 2000, over half of Yamhill County’s population has resided in one of its two
largest cities, McMinnville and Newberg. McMinnville, with a 2011 population of just
over 32,000 accounted for about 40 percent of the County’s population growth during both
the 1990s and 2000s. Newberg, whose 2011 population was almost 23,000, accouxited for
over a quarter of countywide growth during the same time periods. Both cities experienced
growth rates higher than the County, as well. During recent years, however, the magnitude

of increases in population has slowed down significantly.

In 2011, the eight smaller city areas collectively were home to 22 percent of the population
in Yamhill County (almost 22,000 persons), an increase from 20 percent in 2000, This
population experienced an average annual increase of just under 2 percent in the 2000s, or
by 360 persons per year, The rate of population growth in all these cities in recent years,

however, declined in magnitude as did County growth.

The population in the non-UGB unincorporated area was about 23,000 in 2011 and
represented about 23 percent of the County population. From 2000 to 2011 this area’s
population decreased, but by less than 1,000 persons over the time period. The share of
population residing in the non-UGB unincorporated area decreased from about 28 percent

m 2000.

From 2000 to 2011, seven of Yamhill County’s cities experienced a small increase in their
share of county population — by at least a fraction of a percentage point. McMinnville’s
share of the county’s population increased the most, by about 2 percentage points. The
shares in Amity, Sheridan and Willamina all decreased slightly, but by less than a half of a
percentage point each over the period. All three cities are located furthest southwest in
Yambhill County, away from the Portland metropolitan area. A rural to urban shift of where
persons choose to reside has been a common occurrence throughout Oregon and in the

United States over many years.
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Table 2 below displays the recent population for Yamhill County and its cities, and non-

UGB unincorporated area. Also shown are the shares that cities represent of the county

population and average annual change from 2000-2011.

Of all of Yamhill County’s cities, Lafayette, Carlton, Yamhill, and McMinnville

experienced the highest average annual growth rates from 2000-2011 (at least 2.0

percent). The average growth rates for the other cities range from less than one percent to

1.9 percent per year during the same period. Most cities experienced average annual

growth rates higher than the County.

Table 2. Yamhill County Populations by Jurisdiction

. Share of County # A % A
; Population , ve. 0 AVe.
f:é;: Urban P Population Annual Annual
2000* 2011 2000 2011 Change Change
Yamhill County 84,992 | 99,850 1,351 1.5%
McMinnville 26,2861 32808 | 30.9% | 32.8% 593 2.0%
Newberg 18,538 | 22,730 21.8% | 22.8% 381 1.9%
0
Other. Population Share of Cfmnty # Ave. %o Ave.
Yamhill County | Population Annual Annuat
i}i;ies 23028*1 2(;16135 2?0;){y 2(; 1610/ Changz ; Change y
ity K , e 6% 0.9%
Carlton 1,514 2,036 1.8% 2.0% 47 2.7%
Dayton 2,244 2,731 2.6% 2.7% 44 1.8%
Dundee 2,642 3,210 3.1% 3.2% 52 1.8%
Lafayette 2,586 3,745 3.0% 3.8% 105 3.4%
Sheridan 5,581 6,228 6.6% 6.2% 59 1.0%
Willamina 1,859 2,057 - - 18 0.9%
Willamina o o
(Yamhill Co.) 1,128 1,180 1.3% 1.2% 5 0.4%
Yambhill 805 1,037 0.9% 1.0% 21 2.3%

*Population for 2600 is aliocated to 2011 boundaries and includes UGB areas; the 2000 population in this
table may differ from Census 2000 published population (see caveat explanation on page 3).

AGE COMPOSITION
The number of persons in age groups 0-17, 18-64, and 65 and older residing in Yambhill

County all increased from 2000 to 2011. However, regarding the percentages that they

represent of the fotal population, there was a decrease in the share of children’s population.
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The share of total population that persons ages 0-17 years represent decreased from 27 to
25 percent during the time period. The share of persons ages 18-64 remained about the
same at around 61 percent, but the share of the elderly - persons ages 65 and older -

increased from 12 to 14 percent during the same time period.

In 2011, the share that persons ages 0-17 represented in Yamhill County (25 percent) was
higher than the State by 2 percentage points, and the shares of persons ages 18-64 (61
percent), and 65 and older (14 percent), were lower by one and a half percentage points

and a half of a point, respectively.

The most recent age-group data available for Yamhill County’s sub-areas are from the
2010 Census. From 2000 to 2010, all cities and the unincorporated area in Yamhill County
experienced a decrease in the share of children’s population. The share of children’s
population in most areas declined by between 2 to 5 percentage points. The shares in
McMinnville and Carlton declined by about one percentage point, and in Lafayetie and

Sheridan by less than half of a point.

According to Census 2010, all cities except Sheridan have a higher share of children’s
popﬁlation than Yamhill County as a whole. Sheridan and the unincorporated area both
have the smallest share of children’s population (around 22-23 percent). The cities with the
highest share of children are Dayton, Lafayette, and Amity, Carlton, and Willamina. In
2010, children captured more than 30 percent of the total population in each of these cities.

In 2010, the unincorporated area had the highest share of elderly (17 percent), followed
McMinnville (15 percent). The remaining cities each had shares of 12 percent or less,

which is below the county share (13 percent).

SCHOOL ENROLILMENT
Changes in school enrollment in local school districts serve as an indicator of population
change, especially for the 5-17 age group. Elementary and secondary school enrollment

data show an increase in school enrollment in Yamhill County from about 15,500 in 2000
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to almost 17,000 in 2011, This represents an increase of 8 percent or 1,200 students with
an average annual change 107 students per year. Enrollment grew between 2000 and 2011
modestly for grades kindergarten through 5; and more significantly for grades 7 through
12.

Yamhill Co. Oct. 1 School Enroliment

17,000

16,500

16,000

15,500

15,000 -

14,500 T T T T y 7 T 7 T Y Y :
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Changes during 2000-2011 in school enrollment have varied within the county. Three of
the seven districts in the County experienced increases while the other four had decreases.
Increase was most significant in the McMinnville School District where an average of 90
students were added each year, which represents 18 percent growth. Sheridan and
Newberg School Districts experienced enrollment growth of 16 percent (Sheridan) and 4
percent (Newberg). Thirteen students annually were added in Sheridan School District, and
18 in Newberg. All other school districts in Yambhill County experienced falling enroliment
between 2000 and 2011. Enrollments in Willamina and Yamhill-Caslton School Districts
declined by 17 percent (losing an average of 15 students per year) and 11 percent (13 fewer
students per year), respectively. Enrollment in Dayton School District fell by 4 percent and
Amity School District by 2 percent during the period. Both districté lost fewer than 3

students per year on average.
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RACE AND ETHNICITY

According to Census 2010, white non-Hispanics accounted for 79 percent of the County’s

population, which decreased from 84 percent in 2000. Ethnic minorities accounted for 21
percent of the population in 2010. Hispanics represented the largest share of the ethnic
‘minority population (approximately 70 percent}, followed by persons who identified
themselves by more than one race (11 percent), Asian/Pacific Islanders (8 percent), and
Native Americans (6 percent). Blacks and persons of some other race represented about 4
percent, and 1 percent of the County’s ethnic minority population, respectively. Of the

total County population, Hispanics represented 15 percent.

In 2010, McMinnville and Neﬁvberg had by far the largest Hispanic populations (about
6,700 and 3,000 respectively), a reflection of their larger overall populations. Two other
cities, however, had a higher percentage of Hispanics in their populations: Dayton (28
percent) and Lafayette (22 percent). According to Census data, the population share of
white non-Hispanics in all Yamhill County’s cities and the unincorporated area decreased
during the 2000s, while the share of ethnic minority population (mainly the Hispanic

population) has been increasing.

BIRTHS AND FERTILITY

Births

Since 2000, there have been between 1,127 and 1,395 births in Yamhill County annually
(see Figure 1). The number of births has fluctuated each year since 2000. The first half of
the decade showed a fairly steady decline in the number of births in the County, starting at
1,191 in the year 2000 and dropping to about 1,140 in 2004 and 2005. Over the course of
the next two years, however, this trend reversed quite markedly, with 2006 having over
100 more births than the year before, and in 2007, adding more than another 100 to the
2006 figure. As the recession and housing crisis struck, that increase dramatically reversed
to the point that the county was home to 1,127 new births in 2010, a figure even lower than
in 2000.
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Figure 1. Yamhill County Births

Yamhill County Annual Births
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The largest number of births occurred in the two most populous cities, McMinnville and
Newberg. Together they comprised roughly 60% of the county’s births each year.
McMinnville’s birth trend was similar to the county, although its rise began earlier in
2003. Like the county though, it peaked in 2007 with 538 births and then dropped each
year to 417 in 2010, a figure barely higher than its year-2000 number 0of 416. The number
of births in Newberg is notably more stable; unlike the county as a whole, Newberg was
home to more births in 2010 than in 2000. Although like its counterparts its number

peaked in 2007, its rises and drops were far less pronounced.

Data indicate that the unincorporated area of the county experienced a large drop in the
number of births during the ten-year period. These areas began with 287 births in the year
2000 but by 2010 there were only 157 — a decline of 44.9%. No other geography
examined had such a large drop. Only Dundee and Sheridan experienced a decline in the
number of births, with 14% and 7.8% drops, respectively. (Please note that an anomaly in
the data could explain the extreme decrease in births in the unincorporated areas. We
believe it is likely that the number has dropped, though, as the area is home to the smallest
share of children’s population and largest share of the elderly in the County.)
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Table 3 below shows the number of births by the area in which the mother resides.
Please note that the number of births fluctuates from year to year. It is worth noting that a
city with an increase in births between two years could easily show a decrease for a

different two year period.

Table 3. Births, 2000-2010

Number of Births | = 2000-2010
City + UGB + # %
URA 2000 | 2010 | Change | Change
Yamhill County 1,181 1,127
Amity 10 17 71 70.0%
Carlton 5 15 101 200.0%
Dayton 23 39 16 69.6%
Dundee 43 37 -6 -14.0%
Lafayette 57 57 0 0.0%
MicMinnville 416 417 1 0.2%
Newberg 277 305 28 10.1%
Sheridan 64 59 -5 -7.8%
Willamina {full) 7
Willamina
{Yambhill County
portion only) 4 14 10 | 250.0%

Yamhill 6 10 4 66.7%

Unincorporated
Yamhill County® 286 157 -129 | -45.1%

*Births are aflocated by Census block and include urban growth boundaries {UGBs)
and urban reserve areas {URAs] where applicable; current boundaries supplied by
Yoamhill County are used in the calculations. ‘

*The unincorporated figures exclude current city limits, UGBs, and URAs as
supplied by Yamhill County. :

The shares of County births in the cities coincide fairly well with the shares of population,
with some exceptions. The share of Yamhill County births captured by McMinnville and
Newberg in 2010 was 64%, although their populations only make up 56% of the total
county population. The shares of births and population in the smaller cities tend to be fairly

close to one another. The unincorporated area, though, accounts for 23% of the county
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population but only 14% of the 2010 births. This variation means that either the fertility
rate, or the percentage of households that are families, or both, is lower in unincorporated
areas than the whole county; and conversely for McMinnville and Newberg, that the

fertility rate, or percentage of family houssholds, or both, is higher.

Yamhill County Fertility

The total fertility rate is the average number of children a woman bears throughout her
fertile years. In 2010, the total fertility rate in Yamhill County was 1.82. This rate declined
from 2.12 in 2000, and is now below the replacement rate, which is the average number of
children a woman needs to bear in order to avoid population losses barring net migration.
The total fertility rate in Yamhill County is slightly higher than the State average which
was 1.79 children per woman in 2010 and 1.98 in 2000. In general, the total fertility rates
have declined during the past‘ three decades nationwide and in Oregon. A potentially larger
decrease in fertility rates has been offset by the increase of the female Hispanic population,
which is associated with higher fertility rates than the majority population of white non-

Hispanics.

Age-specific fertility rates in the County have shifted slightly in recent years (see Figure
2}, too. As also seen statewide, there has been an increase in the percentage of women
postponing child-bearing or deciding not to have children at all. In addition, there is now a

smaller share of younger mothers than in the past.

Page 21

Page 63



Yambhill County Ordinance No. 878

Figure 2. Yamhill County Fertility
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In the 2008-2010 time period, 71 percent of all births in Yamhill County were to white
non-Hispanics, 24 percent were to Hispanics, and 5 percent were to either Asians/Pacific
Islanders, blacks, Native Americans, or to women of other or multiple races. The share of
Hispanic births in Yamhill County is larger than the state percentage, which was 2
percentage points lower during the same time period. Since 2000 and earlier, the
percentage of births to Hispanics in the County and statewide has increased while the

percentage of births to white non-Hispanics has decreased.

HOUSING AND HOUSEHOQLDS

Carlton, Dundee, and Lafayette have UGBs that are either identical or nearly identical, to
their city boundaries. Yamhill has a UGB very close to its city boundary as well, though
the UGB area is primarily for industrial uses. In general, the number of housing units in
the UGB areas outside city limits is very small or negligible. Amity, for example, had 575
housmg units as of the 2010 Census, while its unincorporated UGB area had 1. Only
Dayton has a significant percentage of its housing stock in its unincorporated UGB area,

with 7.4%, or 67 units, outside the city limits (see methodology for details on how this is
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estimated).McMinnville and Newberg had 195 and 173 units in their UGBS, respectively,

but the percentages were only around 2 percent.

The rates of increase in the number of housing units are generally similar to the
corresponding population growth rates. For example, Carlton’s population increased by
26.9% from 2000-2010, while the number of housing units increased 27.3%. The largest
discrepancy between these rates occurred in Yambhill, whose population grew by 27.2% in
population but by 40% in the number of housing units. The growth rates for housing may
differ from those for population because of demographic changes: the city has experienced

changes in the average number of persons per household or in occupancy rates.

From 2000 to 2010, an average of 684 additional units has been added to Yamhill
County’s housing stock every year. In terms of percentage growth, Lafayette (48%) and
Yambhill (40%) experienced the most dramatic increases in housing stock. In terms of raw
numbers, the county’s two largest cities had the biggest increases in housing units, with
McMinnville adding 2,830 units and Newberg adding 1,805. Together, these two cities

account for 68% of all new housing units during the decade.
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Table 5. Housing Unit Change, 2000-2010

s ) " X New Housing
City + UGB Housing Units, ;| Housing Units, Units 2000- Percent
2000 2010 increase
2010
Yamhill County 30,270 37,110 6,840 22.6%
Amity 497 576 79 15.9%
Carlton 577 768 190 33.0%
Dayton 699 904 205 ' 29.3%
Dundee 963 1,175 212 22.0%
Lafayette 888 | . 1,317 429 48.3%
McMinnville 0,743 |- 12,573 2,830 29.0%
Newberg - . 6,604 8,409 1,805 | 27.3%
Sheridan 1,392 1,684 ' 292 21.0%
Willamina (full) 718 786 68 9.5%
Willamina
(Yamhill County 438 439 1 0.2%
portion only)
Yamhill 268 375 107 39.9%
Unincorporated 8,203 8,944 741 9.0%
Yamhiil County
Ipapulations are allocated by Census biock and include urban growth boundaries (UGBs] where applicable; current boundaries
supplied by Yamhill County are used ip the calculations.
“The unincorporated figures exclude current city limits and UIGBs as supplied by Yampill County.

Hbusing Occupancy

According to the Census 2010 data, Yamhill County’s housing occupancy rate was about
93.6 percent, which is higher than the rate for Oregon (about 90.7 percent). Although the
occupancy rate for the County, all its ten cities, and unincorporated area has slightly
declined since 2000, the occupancy rate did not fluctuate much from 2000 to 2010 for most
cities, except for Dayton and Willamina. In these two cities, a change of over just over
three percentage point was observed. Since the share of seasonal or vacation homes within
the County and its cities is relatively small compared to places with more tourism
activities, the housing occupancy rate has been about 90 percent or above for all
jurisdictions within the County. Places with the highest occupancy rates — above 94
percent - are Dayton, Dundee, McMinnvilie, and Yamhill. Cifies with lowest occupancy

rates — below 92 percent - are Carlton, Lafayette, and Willamina.
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Average Household Size

In 2010, about %4 percent of Yambhill County’s population resided in households. The
average number of persons that occupy a household (PPH), or household size, is
influenced by several factors. The age and racial/ethnic composition of a population
provides some indication of the size of the area’s PPH. A high share of elderly population
versus the share of married couples and growing families yields a smaller PPH due to the
propensity of elderly to live alone; whereas higher PPH may be attributed to the tendency
to have larger families or share housing by some racial/ethnic groups than others. Changes
in an area’s fertility rates and school enrollment also have a bearing on changes in PPH.
.An increase in PPH is supported by higher fertility rates and increasing school enrollment.
A stable PPH could mean the population composition, and the number of births are stable;
but it could also mean that an increase in the number of births, married couples and

growing families is being offset by an increase in the number of elderly.

As revealed in Census 2010, the PPH in Yamhill County is around 2.70 and is somewhat
higher than it is statewide (2.47). The County’s PPH declined slightly from 2.78 in 2000.
The highest PPHs observed in 2010 were in Amity, Dayton, and Lafayetie, where the
PPHs were 3.00, 3.17, and 3.09, respectively. The cities with the lowest PPHs in Yambill
County are McMinnville and Newberg, with averages of 2.61 and 2.66 persons residing in
each household in 2010.

In general, the PPH in single-family units (SFR) is typically higher than in multi-family
residences (MFR), or mobile homes. Analysis of American Community Survey (ACS) data
for 2006-2010 reflects that the PPH varies by housing type in Yamhill County and most
cities, similar to the pattern observed elsewhere in general. In Lafayette and Yamhill,
however, the PPH is higher in multi-family and mobile homes respectively than in other

housing unit types.

Group Quarters Facilities’ Population
In 2010, 6 percent of Yambhill County’s popuiation, or 5,461 persons, resided in group

quarters facilities such as nursing homes, college dormitories, or jails and prison. This
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percentage decreased very slightly (by a fraction of a percent) from 2000, however, the
actual number residing in group quarters facilities increased by 437. Together the cities of
McMinnville, Newberg, and Sherid@ are home to about 92 percent of the County’s group
quarters population with their college dorms and the prison. The remaining 8 percent of the
group quarter populations is distributed among Dundee, Willamina, Yambhill, and the
unincorporated area of Yamhill County. The group quarters facilities in these areas are

mostly care homes for the elderly.

ANNEXATIONS

Although territory annexed into the cities has no bearing on overall population change in

the city areas in our study (since annexed areas are already within the UGBs and we use
consistent boundaries over time), annexation activity provides background information and
indication of growth. Annexations throughout Yamhill County were very minimal during
the 2000-2010 period. These cities did not annex any land at all: Carlton, Dundee,
Lafayette, and Willamina. Amity, Dayton, McMinnville, and Yamhill each annexed new
territory but the annexations did not include any residents at the time. Sheridan and
Newberg each annexed territory that included existing residents, however, the Sheridan
annexation included 6nly a single person while Newberg brought 38 persons into its
boundaries. During the ten-year period, a total of 39 residents was annexed from the

unincorporated area and into incorporated cities.

Table 6. Annexations in Yambhill County, 2000-2010

Annexed
City + UGB Popuiation
2000-2010
Yamhill County {(all 39
annexations)
Amity 0
Carlton none
Davyton 0
Dundee none
Lafayette none
McMinnville 0
Newberg 38
Sheridan 1
Willamina none
Yamhili 0
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MIGRATION

Sixty-five percent of Yamhill County’s population increase from 2000 to 2011 was
accounted for by net-migration (movers in minus movers out). An average of around 920
more persons moved into Yambhill County than moved out annually during this period.
Migration rates are estimated to be highest among older middle-age persons with their
children, and rétirees. Migration rates overall are estimated to be a little lower in the 2000s

through 2012 than were experienced during the 1990s.

In 2010, about 15 percent of Yamhill County’s population had moved within the previous
12 months. Of the movers, 58 percent stayed within the County. Of those who moved into
Yambhill County from somewhere else, 67 percent came from another county within

Oregon, and 33 percent came from out of state.

EMPLOYMENT
According to unemployment data from the State of Oregon Employment Department, the

2011 unemployment rate in Yamhill County was around 9.2 percent, which was slightly

fower than for Oregon (9.5 percent). Since at least 2000, the rates have been similar.

ACS data for 2006-2010, (the most recent year for which we have data for cities), report
that the lowest unemployment rates in the County were in Dundee, Yamhill, and Newberg.
The areas with unemployment rates significantty higher than the County rate were Dayton

and Willamina.

Data on commuting patterns obtained from the Census Bureau (Local Employment
Dynamics data, or LED) reveal that in 2010 about 45 percent of workers residing in
Yambhill County are employed in jobs located within the County. About 21 percent work in
McMinnville and 11 percent in Newberg. About 8 percent of all workers residing in
Yamhill County commute to Portland and S percent, to Salem. Cities with the smallest

percentage of workers commuting outside the county for work — under 50 percent — are
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Dayton and McMinnvilie. The largest percentage of its workers commuting to their jobs

outside Yambhill County resides in Newberg, Lafayette, and Dundee (over 60 percent).
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DEMOGRAPHIC ASSUMPTIONS
FOR THE COUNTYWIDE AND SUB-AREA POPULATION FORECASTS

An area’s demographic characteristics affect the rate at which its population changes over
time. These characteristics include the age and gender structure, propensity to have
children, and race/ethnicity. The gender and age structure of the population influences
household size and mortality rates; the age structure and ethnicity of the female population
influences fertility rates. Additionally, the economy, employment oppertunities, and
housing availability also influence population change. When the local economy is
struggling and unemployment rates and inflation are high, the rate of in-migration
decelerates. When the économy is strong, job growth increases, goods and services are
more affordable to a higher percentage of population, and in-migration increases to areas
that are accessible to jobs and housing, while out-migration decreases. The demographic
characteristics of in and out-migrants influence how local populations change as well. For
example, the net in-migration of young families has a different effect on a population
growth versus the net in-migration of elderly single householders as the number of births

and household size amongst these two population groups are at opposite ends of the scale.

In short, the population of an area is determined by the number of births and deaths that
occur in that area, and the number of people moving in or out (net migrants). Of the
demographic rates that influence population growth in Oregon, mortality rates change very
little; and fertility rates, while they do vary more than mortality, change fairly slowly over
time. Migration rates are more volatile as they are influenced by more dynamic factors

such as job and housing availability, and the economy.

Regardless of how the economy performs, however, the very fast population growth during
1990s and most of the last decade across Oregon will likely not occur in the future at
similar levels. First, the population in Yamhill County (and most other areas in Oregon) is
aging. An aging population means that the share of population in the older age groups is
becoming larger. While mortality rates decline minimally and the probability of dying is
declining over time a bit, the number of deaths that occurs does become greater in an aging

population and has a significant negative effect on population growth. Secondly, fertility
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rates in Yambhill County are below replacement levels, and so together with the aging
population, natural increase (births minus deaths) has a weaker effect on increasing annual
population numbers. Positive population growth then becomes more and more dependent

on net in-migration.

Assumptions about fertility, mortality, and migration for the population forecasts were
developed for Yamhill County’s population forecast and for the forecasts of McMinnville
and Newberg. The assumptions for population growth are based on predictions of
countywide and local demographic trends, and how robust the economy will be during the
next twenty-four years. Thc‘population forecasts produced for Yamhill County’s eight
smaller city areas and the non-UGB unincorporated area are based on housing growth that

is informed by current population composition and recent demographic trends.

A listing of the demographic rates assumed for future change for Yamhill County,
McMinnville, and Newberg is presented in Appendix 3, and for all cities, in Appendix 5.

SPECIFIC ASSUMPTIONS FOR DEMOGRAPHIC COMPONENTS:

Mortality

Mortality and life expectancy rates used in our study are those developed for Oregon. The
change in future mortality rates and life expectancies in Yamhill County are assumed to
follow the same pattern as Oregon and as seen in the national projections developed by the
U.S. Census Bureau. Mortality is projected to consistently decline ever so slightly over the
forecast period, and life expectancy and survival rates are projected to improve slightly.
For Oregon, the life expectancy for males in 2008 (the most recent year for which we have
the data) was 76.9 years, and for females was 81.5 years. By 2040, life expectancy is

projected to be 81.1 years for males and 85.2 years for females.

Although life expectancy increases, the magnitude of change in the survival rates in each

S-year period of our population forecast is very small. Despite this slight increase in
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survival rates, the aging population and the larger number of persons in the older age

groups will produce an increase in the number of annual deaths over the forecast period.

Fertility

Qur study assumes that fertility rates will vary slightly during the forecast period. We
predict that current fertility rates will continue to decline slightly over the next few years,
and then stabilize. The stabilization of fertility rates will occur due to increasing diversity
and an increase in immigrant population. However, the total fertility rate (TFR, the average
number of children each female bears during her lifetime) in the County, McMinnville and
Newberg will continue to remain at or above state-level fertility rates, but below the
replacement level TFR of 2.1 during the entire forecast period. Our assumptions for the
total fertility rates in Yambhill County follow similar national tfrends predicted by the

Census Bureau.,

Figure 4 Total Fertility Rates: Yamhill County, McMinnville, and Newberg, 2000-2035.
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Migration is the most volatile and difficult component of population change to predict.

Both economic and social factors in and ouiside of an area affect the volume and flow of
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migration. Given the recent recession and current fairly stagnant economy in the state and
the study area, population growth in Yamhill County is not expected to rebound greatly
during the 2012 to 2015 period. This slump is assumed to be followed by a bump in
growth in the next 5 to 10 years and then taper off in the long run. However, population
growth will continually remain positive in Yamhill County, McMinnville and Newberg
during the next twenty-four years and net migration will have more and more influence on

annual increases.

Migration will remain the major component of growth throughout the forecast period in all
three geographic areas. The majority of annual increases in the near term will be attributed
to net in-migration rather than natural increase. Moreover, by the end of the forecast
horizon, net in-migration will account for all of the increases in population and will be
needed to offset a natural decrease caused bjf the aging population in Yamhill County,
McMinnville, and Newberg. The net migration rates in Yamhill County and McMinnville
(the number of net migrants per 100 persons) is assumed to accelerate in the near term and
then stabilize after the year 2020. In Newberg, the rates will increase more sharply over the
next 10-15 years and then decline a bit. In all three areas, though, net migration rates at the

end of the forecast period will be higher than currently.

While no forecast can predict the exact timing of economic cycles, the population forecast
assumes that there will be both downturns and upswings as there have been in the past, and
that net migration will continue 1o be a strong factor in contributing to the County’s
population growth over the long run. Specifically, though, for Yamhill County and
Newberg, we assume that net migration rates will be higher during 2012-2015 than it was
during 2005-2010, but lower than in the 1990s and early 2000s. In McMinnville, our
assumption is that net migration rates during 2012-2015 will be closer to those experienced
during 2005-2010. We expect the economy to recover eventually, and net in-migration to
regain renewed vitality in all three areas after 2015. In the periods after 2015, levels of
annual net migrants to the County will exceed those experienced during the 1990s. Net in-
migration will accelerate some and will gain momentum until around 2030 when the

magnitude lessens a bit.
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Figure 5. Assumptions for Net Migration for Yamhill County, McMinnville, and Newberg
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DEMOGRAPHIC ASSUMPTIONS FOR YAMHILE COUNTY'S EIGHT SMALLER CITY
AREAS

The population forecasts produced for Yamhill County’s eight smaller city areas and the
non-UGB unincorporated area are based on a medium growth scenario. Rates of
population growth for these areas are assumed to be determined by corresponding growth
in the number of housing units, and changes in housing occupancy rates and average
number of persons per household (PPH). The change in housing unit growth 1s much more

variable than change in housing occupancy rates or PPH.

Some general and broad assumptions about future housing growth apply to the eight
smaller cities. First, the housing growth trends from 2000 fo 2011 that were assumed to
have bearing on how housing growth rates will change during the forecast period. For
some cities in Yamhill County, housing growth rates are not predicted to be as high as in
the early 2000s, but not as low as in the past five years when the economic downturn
impacted housing growth. In these cases, growth rates are expected to gradually increase as
the housing development speeds up, and aligns with the recovery of the economy. The

growth rates will level off if there is no foreseeable future development. In other cities,
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where events or circuistances that may have limited the housing development in the past,
special consideration was given to adjust the growth rates up because the past trend would
not be an appropriate scenario for future growth. Our second assumption is that generally
for all city areas, as the availability of buildable lands approaches capacity, housing growth
rates tend to decelerate. If boundaries expand, and additional housing growth can be
accommodated, then rates rebound. Our study is not a land capacity study, but changing
growth rates can be partially attributed to a shrinking amount of available buildable tand
over time. Third, the expected future changes in the County have at least some influence
on what is predicted to occur in the cities. However, individual or specific situations
unique to each city, such as planned development or transportation plans, would have
greater influence on the éﬁties’ pdﬁiﬁlation forecasts than on the expected countywide

trends.

Making assumptions about housing occupancy and PPH is also necessary when forecasting
houséhold population by the housing unit method. In the eight smaller cities, housing
occupancy rates are not assumed to change drastically during the forecast period. The
occupanéy rates for all cities are predicted to either remain fairly stable or undergo only

slight changes.

The PPH is not assumed to change substantially throughout the forecast period, but is
expected to decline slightly and gradually. Some of the explanation for 2 general decline in
PPH can be attributed to smaller household size associated with an aging population and a
growing share of multi-family housing residences, which tend to house fewer persons per
housirig unit than in single family residences. These patterns that contribute to a smaller
household size can be observed in Yamhill County and its sub-areas as younger members
of the households move away for education or for work, or when the elderly members age
in place. In cities where the Hispanic share of population is high or is increasing
significantly, such as Amity, Dayton, Lafayette, McMinnville, and Sheridan, the PPH is
anticipated to undergo less decline than in other areas. The higher PPH and higher fertility
associated with the Hispanic ethnic group helps to offset the smaller PPH of the elderly

population and multi-family housing.
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The number of persons residing in group guarters is a component of population that is
added to the number of persons residing in households to arrive at the total population. In
our forecasts produced by the housing unit method, the number of persons residing in
group quarters facilities is assumed to remain fairly stable during the forecast period except
where there are known plans for development of group quarters facilities (such as the
potential Federal Correction facility expansion in Sheridan). Since 2000, there has not been
much change overall in group quarters population and its share to the County’s population.

This situation is expected to remain about the same throughout the forecast period.

The assumptions regarding future housing growth that were used to develop the forecasts
for the individual city areas other than McMinnville and Newberg are summarized below.
For additional supporting information, considerations, and assumed rates for each of the

forecasts see Appendices 4 and 5.

Amity: Housing growth rates are assumed to increase slightly and gradually in the next 10
years as the economy recovers and growth stabilizes from 2025-2035. This is due to some
availability of buildable land, but limited long term development plans. Housing

occupancy rates will experience slight fluctuations over time, and PPH remains one of the

highest in the County with a slight decline over the forecast period.

Carlton: Housing growth rates are assumed to increase in the next 10 years as the economy
recovers and previously planned and approved housing construction resumes. Housing
growth is anticipated to peak in 2025 and housing growth rates will remain steady towards
the end of the forecast period, accounting for expanded infrastructure and planned housing
development. Housing occupancy rate will experience slight fluctuations over time, and

PPH 1s relatively stable with a gradual and slight decrease.

* Dayton: Housing growth rates are assumed to increase in the next 10 years as the
economy recovers and as previously planned and approved housing resume construction.
The housing growth rates are expected to remain stable from 2025 to 2035, partly due to

potential development associated with the completion of the Newberg-Dundee By-pass

Page 35

Page 77



Yambhill County Ordinance No. 878

project, since Dayton is located at the end of the transportation project. Housing occupancy
rates will experience slight fluctuations over time, and PPH remains one of the highest in
the County with only a slight decline over the forecast period. High Hispanic population
partially offsets some of the impact from decreasing household size due to aging

population and changes in housing types.

Dundee: Dundee is expected to have steady housing growth during the forecast period
with the pace of growth picking up fully by around 2020. Planned future housing from the
Riverside District Master plan and potential growth associated with the completion of the
Newberg Dundee By-pass project will be the main driving force for growth during the

forecast period. The occupancy rates and PPH are forecast to have little change.

Lafayette: Housing growth rates are assumed to increase slightly and gradually in the next
10 years as the economy recovers. Housing growth rates will stabilize from 2020-2035.
Growth is expected to continue due to completion of previously platted subdivision and
some availability of buildable land. There is also some potential growth associated with the
completion of the Newberg-Dundee By-pass project expected since Lafayette is located
toward the end of the transportation project. Housing occupancy rates and PPH are

assumed to remain stable throughout the forecast period.

Sheridan: Few subdivisions are expected and housing growth is expected to be limited over
the forecast period but there is some availability of buildable land. Overall, some
population growth is anticipated from both housing growth and potential expansion of the
group quarters facility. There may be some additional jobs created from the new group
quarters facility expansion, and the metal fabrication industry will increase the demand for

new housing. The occupancy rates and PPH are forecast to have little change.

Willamina: Housing and population growth is assumed to increase in Willamina over the
forecast horizon due to the existence of platted residential tax lots ready for development.
Population growth rates are anticipated to increase more rapidly over the nearer term and

then become less pronounced toward the end of the forecast period. The majority of
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housing and population growth is expected to occur in the Yamhill County portion of the
city. The occupancy rates and PPH are forecast to have little change over the forecast

period.

Yamhill: Planned housing development will increase population and housing growth rates
in the short run, however, the growth is forecast to slow slightly after 2030 due to imited
future planned development. The occupancy rates and PPH are forecast to have little

change over the forecast period.

Non-UGB Unincorporated Area: As cities grow, the amount of population and housing

growth in the unincorporated area will be limited. We assurne that the rural to urban shift
of population seen in Yamhill County, Oregon and nationwide will continue. Also, any
small increases to the housing base will cause little addition of persons due to the aging
population and smaller PPH. Occupancy rates are assumed to remain stable throughout the

forecast period, which historically are slightly lower than in the county overall.
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POPULATION FORECASTS FOR YAMHILL COUNTY AND ITS SUB-AREAS

In our population growth scenario, one which will extend into the future similar
demographic trends as those recently seen in Yambill County, countywide population and
populations in all of its cities and unincorporated area are expected to increase from 2011
to 2035. Average annual growth rates for most cities will be lower in the beginning of the
forecast period than at the end. Average annual rates will rise after 2015, and continue for
around a decade, then decline a bit before 2035. Ya:mhill County will undergo an increase
of almost 43,000 persons from 99,851 in 2011 and population will reach almost 142,830
by 2035.

Most of the countywide population growth will occur in McMinnville and Newberg. These
city areas will account for just under 77 percent of the population increase in Yamhill
County during 2011-2035. The average annual growth rate for each of these cities over the
forecast period is predicted to be around 2 percent and their shares of County population

increases continuously, though slightly.

Yamhill County’s eight smaller cities will experience population increases so that by 2035,
the sum of their populations will capture around 22 percent of the countywide population,
almost the same as in 2011. The number of persons added to these smaller cities combined
is predicted to be 9,217 during the forecast period, with an average rate of increase of 1.5

percent per year.

Population in the non-UGB unincorporated area of the County is foreseen to not
experience much change in population size. From 2011 to 2035, fewer than 1,000
additional persons are expected to reside in the unincorporated area. The share of county
population however, is presumed to steadily decline from 22 percent at the beginning of

the 24-year forecast period to 16 percent at the end.
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Figure 6 below shows historical and forecast populations for Yamhill County, each of the

combined city areas, and the non-UGB unincorporated area. Figure 7 displays the County

share of the historical and forecast population captured by each area.

Figure 6. Historical and Forecast Populations for Cities Combined and for Yamhill

County
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Figure 7. Historical and Forecast Shares of Population, Larger Cities, Smaller Cities, and
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POPULATION FORECASTS FOR YAMHILL COUNTY, MCMINNVILLE AND
NEWBERG

In the countywide forecast and the forecasts for McMi:mviHé and Newberg, population
growth will occur at a moderate pace or stronger throughout the forecast period. The rate
and timing at which population will increase and the magnitude of growth differ slightly
between the three geographies. Overall, the rates of population increase will become

renewed after several years of slower growth that began at the end of the 2000s.
From 2011 to 2035 , population increases in Yamhill County, McMinnville and Newberg
range from 42 to 69 percent. Newberg is anticipated to undergo population increases at the

fastest pace, followed by McMinnville (52 percent).

A summary of the forecast results are shown in Table 7 below. More detailed forecast

results are included in Appendix 1.

Table 7. Population Forecast (Summarized)

Populati C 2011 2011-2035 Average Annnal
opulation cnsUS | pRC | 2020 | 2030 | 2038 Change ~ Change
Forecast 2010 ¢

est) Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Camhill 99,193 | 99,851 | 115,220 | 134,204 | 142,830 | 42,980 | 430% | 1,791| 15%
ounty _
McMinnville | 32,648 | 32,808 | 38,430 | 46,171 | 49,983 | 17,175] 524% 716 1.8%
Newberg 22,468 | 22,730 | 28,250 | 35,408 | 38,4901 15,760 | 69.3% 657 2.2%

Page 40

Page 82



Yambhill County Ordinance No. 878

POPULATION FORECASTS FOR YAMHILL COUNTY"S EIGHT SMALLER CITY
AREAS AND THE NON-UGB UNINCORPORATED AREA

Based oﬁ our forecast, four of Yamhill County’s eight smaller city areas are expected to
experience population increases of over 1,000 persons from 2011 to 2035, They are:
Dayton, Dundee, Lafayette, and Sheridan. During the forecast period, Dundee and
Lafayette are forecast to increase their population by over 50 percent, which amounts to an
addition of an average of about 74 and 86 persons per year, respectively. Populations in
Amity, Carlton, Dayton, Sheridan, and Yamhill are forecast o increase by 25-50 percent
between 2011 and 2035, adding an average of 19, 36, 43, 101, and 15 persons per year,
respectively. Willamina will undergo much‘ slower growth over the same period, with a

population increase of only 15 percent, and adding an average of 13 persons per year.

The unincorporated area (excluding all 10 cities and their corresponding UGB areas) in
Yambhill County is anticipated to experience an increase of almost 4 percent, or 828
persons, during the forecast period. At this rate, an average of 34 persons will be added
annually for the area. The population in the unincorporated area is expected to be 23,338
by 2035,

Table 10 below shows the population forecasts for Yamhill County’s eight smaller cities
beginning with population in 2010. For more detailed results of the smaller city areas and

non-UGB unincorporated area forecasts, see Appendix 2.
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Table 10. Population Forecasts for Yamhill County’s Smaller Cities and Unincorporated
Area (Summarized)

Population Census | 2011 2011-2035 Average Annual
Forecast 2010 {(PRC 2020 2030 2035 Change Change

est) Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Amity 1,623 1 1,635 1,779 1,984 2,097 462 | 28.3% 19 1.0%
Carlton 2,007 | 2,036 2,247 2,669 2,890 8541 41.9% 36 1.5%
Davton 2,708 | 2,731 3,021 3,520 3,765 1,034 37.9% 43 1.3%
Dundee 3,162} 3,210 3,772 4,592 4,985 1,774 55.3% 74 1.8%
Lafayette 3,742 ; 3,745 4,394 - 5,349 5,797 2,053 54.8% | 86 1.8%
Sheridan 6,164 | 6,228 7,276 8,366 8,657 2,429 39.0% 101 1.4%
Willamina ‘
(Yamhill 1,180 | 1,180 1,285 1,375 1,426 246 1 20.8% 10 0.8%
County portion
only)
?ﬁll)fmm 2,046 | 2,055 | 2179| 2295| 2361 307 | 14.9% 3] 06%
Yambhill 1,024 1 1,037 1,217 1,352 1,403 366 | 353% 15 1.3%
Unincorporated | 22 467 | 22,510 | 23,436 ] 23,418 | 23338 828 | 3.7% 34| 0.2%
Yamhill
County’
The unincorporated figures exclude current city limits and UGBs as supplied by Yambhill County.
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METHODS AND DATA FOR POPULATION FORECASTS

Consistent boundaries for the geographic parts of the study area (such as those for cities
and UGBs), which are those defined in 2011, were used to compile population, birth,
housing, and land use data. Historical and recent demographic statistics and rates were
calculated for these areas so that any boundary changes that occurred during the time span

covered in this study would not skew demographic trends.

Developing long-term population forecasts for the County and its sub-areas (its cities and
unincorporated area), requires these main stages: 1) compiling and evaluating historical
and recent data to ascertain demographic characteristics and trends in the study area and to
obtain a population base from which the forecasts may be launched; 2) making
assumptions about the fiture and adjusting the data or rates in the forecasting models
(calibrating the models) to incorporate predicted rates or trends; and 3) reconciling, or

controlling the sum of the sub-area forecasts to the countywide forecast.

We first develop population projections, then we make adj ustmenté to the projections to
produce the forecasts. Population projections are developed by extending historical and
current demographic and housing trends into the future. Forecasting population requires
that assumptions be made about the future and adjusting the projection models o account
for circumstances that perhaps skewed past trends or that with near certainty will affect
future change. Such circumstances in the past could be a building moratorium or the
opening of a new group quarters facility. Events affecting future change would be, for
example, planned future housing development that is higher than usual, a foreseen change
in an area’s physical ability to accommodate growth (available buildable land is
approaching capacity, or improvements to infrastructure that are underway), anticipated
changes in the economy (the location of a new employer, the closing of an industry, or the
upswing or downturn of the economy in general), or an expected change in the local

population and household composition (age, ethnicity, average household size).
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Two different types of primary demographic models were utilized to develop the
population forecasts for Yamhill County and its sub-areas. For Yambhill County,
McMinnville and Newberg, cohort-component models were used. For each of eight
smaller city areas and the non-UGB unincorporated area,.housing unit mode} models were
relied upon. The cohort-component model best predicts population over the long-term for
areas with larger populations. The housing unit model is better suited for smaller
populations and incorporates recent annual housing data that account for more variability
in population growth over the forecasting period. The forecasting models are described in

more detail below.

COHORT-COMPONENT MODEL

A demographic projection model called the cohort-component model was used to forecast

the population residing in Yambhill County and in its larger sub-areas. Separate cohort~
component models were developed for the County, McMinnville, and Newberg. These
forecasts are 2010-based projections. However, adjustments were made to the model to
incorporate into the forecasts the 2011 PRC certified population estimates and capture

information from the most recent data available.

The cobort-component model predicts future populations as outcomes of the life events
that occur over time. These events are comprised of births, deaths, and migrations. Thus,
an area’s population grows when births outnumber deaths and when more people move
into the area than leave it. These events occur more often in certain age groups, or cohorts,
than in others. For example, people tend to move around the most when they are in their
20s, and the elderly have lower chances than people in their 40s to survive over the next
five years. Applying appropriate age- and gender-specific rates of birth, death and
migration to the existing population cohorts of the County produce its future population.

The cohort-component method of forecasting population depends on the availability of
accurate data on the age and gender composition of an area’s population. The most precise
information about population age structure in an area is usually provided by the most

recent U.S. Census of Population. Rates of life events are applied to the known population
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cohorts and are usually derived from data such as those provided by the U.S. Census and
the Oregon Center for Health Statistics. These rates are then modified to account for the
most recent trends as well as for future ones. Examples of such trends that may affect the
future population of an area include the recent tendency among women of childbearing
ages to delay having their first child, or a predisposition of young men (ages 20 to 29) to be
more mobile than women in the same age cohort. A set of assumptions must be developed
to address likely changes in the initial rates of life events and are based on judgment about
how the trends might evolve in the study area. The existing population st_ructuie mostly
determines the future population coinposition of the area, but it may change slightly
depending on age-specific migration rates predicted for the ﬁ,lturé.' Trendé detected in
historical and recent data, such as housing, land use, employment, and school enrollment

data help to determine these future migration rates.

The population and housing data came from the 2000 and 2010 Censuses of Population
and Housing and from PRC’s 2001-2011 annual population estimates; additional housing
information and land use data were obtained from the Yambhill County GIS Department;
the Oregon Center for Health Statistics provided information on fertility and mortality; the
Oregon Department of Education furnished school enroliment data; and labor force and

employment data are from the Oregon Employment Department.

The 2000 and 2010 population and housing data from the Censuses were available at the
census-block level of geography by age group and gender. The census blocks were
allocated into jurisdictional boundaries, obtained from Yamhill County GIS and defined in
2011, using Geographic Information Systems (GIS). The 2000 population data were then
organized into five-year age cohorts, such as 0 to 4 years, 5 to 9 years, and so on. Each of
these cohorts was then “survived”, or aged into the next cohort to the year 2010.
“Surviving” the cohorts is accomplished by applying age- and sex-specific survival rates.
These rates represent the proportion of population in each younger cohort that would
survive during a given time period (such as the five years between 2000 and 2005) to
become the next older cohort. This process is repeated for each five-year age group and

five-year time interval between 2010 and 2035. Forecasting a known population (the 2010
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Census population) and its age distribution enables appropriate adjustments to be made to
the model so that the forecasted population becomes aligned with the actual population and

ensures the accuracy of the model’s projections.

During each five-year interval, a certain number of live births occur to the women in
childbearing ages. To calculate the number of newly born residents of the County and its
larger sub-areas, age-specific fertility rates were applied to the numbers of women in
childbearing cohorts (under age 20, 20 to 24, and so on up to 45-49 years). Festility rates
indicate how many children women in a given age group are likely to give birth to during
each five-year period. Once borm, children become subject to survival rates and are

“moved”, or “aged”, through the system like all the other cohorts.

The most difficult part of forecasting population is to estimate the in- and out-migration of
an area. Since little reliable data are available to study in- and out-migration, it’s best to
use net migration rates, which is the balance between in- and out-migration. Net migration
can be calculated if the population is known at the beginning and the end of a previous
time period, as well as the number of births and deaths that occurred during the same time.
Net migration is positive when more people move into the area than leave it; it is negative
if the opposite is true. Net migration rates used in the cohort-component model can be
interpreted as the number of people who are added to (or subtracted from) a given cohort
due to migration over a given period of time (in this case, five years) per each 100 persons.
The initial net migratio.n rates for the cohort-component model were derived from the 2000
and 2010 population cohorts for the census blocks that are located within the County and
larger jurisdictional boundaries (as defined in 2011), as well as from births and deaths that
occurred in the same area during 2000-2010. The rates were adjusted so that the “forecast”
population for the year 2010 from Census 2000 fit the actual population obtained from the
2010 Census. The net migration rates used to forecast the population in the County and in
its larger sub-areas from 2010 to 2035 were further modified to reflect the most likely
future migration patterns. Demographic trends identified in post-2000 data from PRC’s
annual population estimates had some bearing on the adjustments made to the model in the

initial, 2000-2010, forecast period. In addition, migration patterns are greatly influenced by
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the local economy and by housing growth in the area, both current and assumed. When
making the final adjustments to the net migration rates, consideration also was given to

plans for future development in the region.

The development of the forecasts of population residing in McMinnville and Newberg
utilized the same methodology as the countywide forecasting described in the preceding
section. A unique set of demographic data was used for each of the cities, and trends
specific to each of them were considered when making adjustments to their cohort

component models.

HOUSING UNIT METHOD AND MODEL

A Housing Unit model was created to prepare the forecasts for each of eight smaller city

areas in Yamhill County and for the non-UGB unincorporated area. This method requires
that a current housing inventory for each area be compiled and that past and recent rates of
change in each inventory be known. Additional housing and population data needed as the
componénts of the housing unit model besides housing units are occupancy rates, the
average number of persons per household (PPH), and group quarters population. In this
method, the number of housing units in an area is first projected or forecast, and then
assumptions about housing occupancy and average household size are made to forecast
household population. Persons residing in group quarters, (such as in college dormitories,
prisons, and nursing homes) are also projected and then added to the household population
1o obtain the total population forecast. An area’s total population is calculated in the
housing unit method by multiplying the number of forecasted housiﬁg units by the
assumed occupancy rate and PPH, and then adding to that product, the group quarters
population. This process 1s carried out for five-year intervals throughout the forecast

period.

Data used in the housing unit models are from the 2000 and 2010 Census of Population
and Housing, and from recent and historical building permit and taxlot data that were
obtained from the Census Bureau and the Yamhill County GIS Department. Other housing

data and group quarters population data were coliected from the local jurisdictions
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themselves by PRC’s Population Estimates Program (we send a housing and population
questionnaire to Oregon’s cities and counties and request that they complete and return the
form to us each year). In a few cases, data were not available from cities. In this situation,
adjustments were made to account for recent changes estimated to have occurred in the
city’s housing unit inventory detected from the countywide land use data obtained from
Yamhill County.

Population and housing data from 2000 and 2010 Censuses were compiled for each
geographic part in the study area. An allocation of data was made to the 2011 jurisdictional
boundaries using the same GIS methods as described previously in the cohort-component
model section. Housing inventories were created from the 2000 and 2010 Census data. The
inventories were updated to 2011 with the recent housing data from Yamhill County and
PRC. Housing growth trends were analyzed aﬁd gleaned from the Census data, the tax lot
data, and PRC’s housing data.

The number of housing units is projected based on past housing growth trends. Housing
growth rates were calculated using the housing inventories and the amount of annual or
pertodic change they experienced. The housing trends were extrapolated into the future and
applied to the 2011 housing inventory to predict the numbers of housing units in the future.
Adjustments were made to the models to accelerate or curb growth based on current
conditions compared to the past, or plans for future change. For exarnple, in the case of the
city of Déﬁon, the low annual growth rates observed in recent years (2000-2011) were
adjusted up a bit to account for plans for potential housing development in the future,
although details are not known at this time. Based on information provided by staff from
each individual city, consideration was given to account for plans for housing
development, as well as for the readiness of inﬁ‘astt'ubture to accommodate housing
increases, and the inclination of the city to promote growth. (See Appendix 4 for
consideration given to individual cities and the unincorporated area for adjusting the

forecast models).
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Specific adjustments were made to the model to account for known planned future
housing. The numbers of housing units scheduled to be constructed and completed during
the forecast period were accounted for in the model by factoring in planned housing units

in the S-year time period that construction is planned to be completed.

Census data from 2000 and 2010 were also used to calculate average household sizes
(PPH) and housing occupancy rates. Data from the Census Bureaw’s American Community
Survey (ACS) are available as an additional data source for checking for reasonableness
and variability by housing type. ACS data for less populous areas such as the eight smaller
cities in Yambhill County are multi-year 5-year average data, for 2006-2010.

Occupancy rates for the County’s sub-areas were predicted for 2012-2035 based on the
most recent Census data (2010), and adjusted according to past occupancy trends detected
from the 2000 and 2010 data and investigation of the housing market condifions. In
addition, population and housing composition, and the rural or urban classification of cities
were considered to predict changes the occupancy rates will undergo in the future. Minor
adjustments were made to the occupancy rates for some cities based on a relationship to

the predicted County rates.

The 2011 PPHs were estimated based on past trends in the 2000 and 2010 data, The 2011
PPHs were assumed for the future using the rationale that the increase of the Hispanic
population, aging populations, and smaller household size in areas with more multiple
family housing units would lead fo a slight gradual decline or balanced PPH (the PPH for
Hispanics is higher than the average, the PPH for persons ages 65 years and older is lower,
and the PPH for multiple family residences is lower than single family units). However,
after reconciliation of the sum of the sub-area forecasts to equal the County forecast
(discussed later on page 51), the PPHs were slightly adjusted to exactly coincide with the

final forecasted populations and households.

Demographic factors that influence the PPH include age and racial composition of

population, fertility rates, and changes in school enrollment. Additional data that are recent
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and available for the sub-county areas, such as the number of annual births and school

enrollments, along with historical trends, are used to help predict future PPH.

The number of persons residing in group quarters is a component of population that is
added to the number of persons residing in households to arrive at the total population.
After the population residing in housing units was forecasted for each city and for the
unincorporated area, the group quarters population was projected for the same areas. The
prediction of future group quarters populations was based on historic and recent trends of
the share of the total population that reside in group quarters facilities in each sub-area and
planned future group quarters developments (in actuality, the group quarters population
does not significantly change much unless a facility closes or a new one is built). The
projected group quarters populations were then added to the forecasted housing unit

populations to obtain total population forecasts.

BIRTH DATA

Births for each year from 2000 to 2011 were assigned to current city area boundaries using
individual birth records obtained through a confidential data sharing agreement with the
Oregon Center for Health Statistics. Birth data for earlier years were obtained from
published data for Yamhill County. Annual births from 2012 to 2035 were forecast as part
of the cohort-component model by applying the fertility rates described earlier in the

discussion of the cohort-component model to the forecast female population by age group.

RECONCILIATION OF THE FORECASTS

For our study, we developed separate population forecasts for each of the County’s sub-

areas. For consistency, the sum of the parts must equal the whole, which means here that
the sum of the individual forecasts of the County’s sub-areas should add to the County-
level forecast. The countywide forecast served as the control total to which the sum of the
individual forecasts for the cities and the unincorporated area were reconciled. Some minor
adjustments were made to the sub-area forecasts so that when added together, the result is

the same as the forecast for the County.
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The adjustments were made to the sub-area forecasts using control factors that were

calculated based on the relationship between the conirol total and the sum of the parts. The
actual difference between the control forecast and the sum of the forecasts for the parts was
proportionately distributed to each of the individual sub-area forecasts by muitiplying each

individual sub-area forecast by the control factor.

Please note that in some instances, fluctuations in the forecast growth rates are at least
partially attributed to the reconciliation of the sum of the sub-areas to the County, or the

control process.

SUPPORTING DATA AND PROJECTIONS PRODUCED FROM OTHER
DEMOGRAPHIC MODELS

In addition to evaluating demographic trends detected from the data used in our forecasting

models, we reviewed other data and information to obtain a better understanding of the
dynamics of population change specific to the study areas. This supporting information
helps us to make better, or more realistic, assumptions about future éopulation growth and
helps us to use better judgment when making adjustments to our demographic models.
Most of the supporting data and information were available either at the County level of
geography, or for other large geographic areas. Still, the information is valuable for
forecasting the County and sub-area populations. The sources include labor force data and
economic profiles from the Oregon Employment Department, school enrollment data for
school districts in Yambhill County from the Oregon Department of Education, and
demographic and socioeconomic data from the 2006-2010 ACS. Also, preliminary revised
population projections for 2010 to 2040 from the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis
(OEA), and employment projections from the Oregon Employment Department were used

to gauge our countywide results and for comparison.

Also, to help make our forecasts more accurate, we developed additional sets of population
projections from demographic models other than the primary models employed in this
study. Secondary sets of proj ections were produced to serve as an evaluation tool to verify

that the numbers forecast from the primary models are reasonable. The additional
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projections were used to detect and evaluate, and adjust if necessary, any inconsistencies

that those primary forecasts may have had.

Population trends models were developed for each of Yamhill County’s cities. These
models are used for projecting total population size for County sub-areas. They provide

projections, by five years intervals, from 2010 to 2035.

One population trends model is based on a ratio method. The basic idea of the ratio method
is thét local city populations are under the same influences of change as the surrounding
county population. In particular, we assume here that the inﬂuences of population change
(fertility, mortality, and migration) are sumilar in Yamhill County’s cities and
unincorporated area, and that there is a link between population changes in Yamhilt
County and those in its cities and unincorporated area. In this model, we note that the
proportion of Yamhill County's population that resides in each of the 10 cities has changed

over time, however slight that may be.

For the County projection in this population trends model, we relied on a preliminary
revised 2010-2040 population forecast for Yamhill County prepared by Oregon’s Office of
Economic Analysis (OEA). OEA's forecast assumes that annual population growth rate for
the county increases from its recent level of about 1.5 percent (for the 2000-2010 period) to
reach 1.8 percent during 2010-2015, and then to continually diminish back down to 1.4
percent by 2035. The pattern of change seen in OEA’s preliminary revised forecast is

similar to the forecast produced by our countywide cohort-component model.

Another population trends model projects future populations based on historical average
annual change in each individual city. We trended populations from 1970 to 2010 for each
city in our study to arrive at 2015-2035 populations.

We developed a simple economic model to produce an additional population forecast for

Yambhill County. The model projects net-migration based on an assumed relationship

between population change and economic patterns. We used employment projections for
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Yamhill County (Oregon Economic Region 3) developed by the Oregon Employment
Department as a basis for building our economic model. However, the future number of
jobs, or number of workers, is available for only part of our forecast period. The
employment projections are prepared for one ten-year period, 2010-2020, but they were
still useful to compare to our forecasts for 2015 and 2020, and to determine if the two sets

of projections are within a reasonable range of one another.

The employment projections provide a predicted demand for workers to fill future jobs.
The forecast from our cohort-component model provides the supply of workers available
to fill those jobs. We compare the difference between the projected additional number of
workers (the pfoj ected number of jobs from the employment projections) and the forecast
number of persons ages 15-64 in the cohort-component model to see if they are in a

reasonable range.

Additional housing unit models were developed for all geographic sub-areas in this study,
not only for the smaller city areas and non-UGB unincorporated area. For areas where a
cohort-component mode! was created to produce its population forecast, the forecast

results generated from the two models were checked and compared.

GENERAT COMMENTS ABOUT POPULATION FORECASTS

The longer the time-span of the forecast, the more likely it is that conditions change, and

thus the uncertainty in rates and assumptions increase. It 1s crucial to have recent data that
allows testing, or calibrating, the assumptions used in the forecasting models. The study
area’s historical population helps to calibrate and adjust original migration rates and
growth rates in the forecast models so that a better fit between actual and predicted number
of persons can be achieved. In the long-run, however, the local economy and conditions

affecting populations are likely to change in ways not currently anticipated.
All population forecasts are based on a combination of a beginning population; various

known, estimated, and predicted rates; and the forecasters’ judgment about future trends.

The forecasts may err through imprecise data or unexpected shifts in demographic trends.
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Generally, forecasts for larger geographical areas, such as the entire county are more
reliable than those for small areas, such as for a small city with fewer than one or two
thousand persons. These forecasts may be used as a guide to population growth over the
next few years. However, changes in local areas will surely affect populations in some
cities and actual populations will deviate from those shown here. The differences between
the forecast and actual populations will vary in magnitude and perhaps direction at some

points during the forecast period.

The historical, recent, and predicted demographic rates and other statistics affecting
population change in our study area (Yambhill County and each of its geographic sub-areas)
are summarized and shown in Appendix 5. Also included in these summary tables are the

population forecasts so that they may be viewed alongside their supporting information.
In the forecast tables accompanying this report, the original calculations for the population

forecasts use decimal fractions. Because the fractions are rounded to show whole

numbers, the numbers may not add exactly to the totals.
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APPENDIX 1

Detailed Population Forecasts for

Yamhill County, McMinnville and Newberg
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APPENDIX 2

Detailed Population Forecasts for
Yamhill County’s Eight Smaller City Areas and Non-UGB Unincorporated Area
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APPENDIX 3

Demographic Assumptions for

Yamhill County, the Cities of McMinnville and Newberg
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Survival Rates, Oregon
Female
Age 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
0 099895 0.99902 0.99906 0.99911 0.99915 099916 0.99916 099816 099916  0.99916
5 099940 0.00042 0.09943 099945 0.90947 0.99947 0.99947 0.99947 099947  0.99047
10 099851 0.99862 0.99674 099885 0.99807 0.99899 099899 099899 099899  0.99899
15 099793 080787 099801 009806 0.99810 0.9981%1 099811 099811 099811  0.99819

20 0.99788 099785 099783 0.99780 0.99777 0.99776 099776 0.99776 0.99776 0.89776
25 090708 099726 099743 099760 0.99777 0.99780 0.99780 0.89780 0.99780 0.89780
30 0.99617 0.99623 0.99629 0.99838 0.89542 0.099643 0.99643 0.99643 0.99643 0.99643
35 0.99500 0.20475 0.99450 O0.820426 0.99401 0.90306 (0.99396 (.99306 0.99396 0.28396
40 099242 099187 0.92132 099078 0.99023 0.92012 (.99012 G.29012 0.99012 0.99012
45 (.98720 0.98667 0.98613 0.98560 0.98507 0.88496 0.98408 0.08498 0.98496 0.98496
50 097781 0.97805 0.9782% 097854 0.97878 0.97883 0.97883 (0.97883 0.97883 0.97883
55 0.96276 098417 0.96558 096699 0.96840 0.96868 0.96868 0.96868 0.96868 0.06868
60 0.04261 0.04486 094712 004839 0.85166 095211 095211 0.95241 0.95211 0.85211%
65 0.91381 091633 0.91885 082138 092392 0.92443 0.92443 092443 0.92443 0.82443
70 0.86922 0.87241 087561 O0.87882 0.88205 0.88270 0.88270 0.88270 0.88270 0.8827C
75 078919 0.80055 0.80181 0.80327 0.80464 0.80421 0.80481 0.80491 0.80491 0.80491
B0+ 055204 (.55494 0.55805 055806 0.56098 0.56138 0.56138 0.56138 0.56138 0.56138

Male
Age 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
0 0.69868 0.99871 099877 0.99882 0.98888 0.99889 0.09883 0.99888 0.9988% 0.98889%
5 089917 0.09919 £00021 0.90924 0089926 0.899926 0.99926 0.99826 0,99926 0.99926
10 0.90681 009721 0.28761 099801 0.99841 (.99840 0.88849 0.90849 0.99849 0.89849
15  0.99344 099391 0.89437 0.90484 0.99531 0.90540 0.88540 0.99540 £.99540 0.99540

20 0.98235 0.89285 0.99335 0.99386 0.99436 0.99446 0.00446 0.99446 0.99446 0.99446
25 088868 0.99071 0.99174 0(.93278 0.99381 099402 0.99402 0.99402 0.99402 0.99402
30 0.98511 0.98717 088823 0.99120 0.99336 0.99377 099377 0.99377 0.09377 099377
35 0.98335 0.98489 0.98644 0.98799 0.98954 (.98985 (0.98985 0.98985 0.98985 0.98985
40 098219 0.88259 0.98298 0.98338 (0.88378 0.88386 (.98386 0.88386 0.98386 {.98388
45 097737 0.97684 0.97830 0.97577 0.87524 097513 097513 0.97513 0.97513 0.97513
50 086530 0.96500 0.06488 0.96468 0.95447 0.96443 0.96443 0.96443 0.96443 0.86443
55 094279 0.04455 0.94632 0.94809 0.94987 (.85022 (0.95022 095022 0.85022 0.65022
60 0.91304 091682 092061 0.92442 092825 0.82902 (92802 0.92002 0.92902 0.62902
B5 0.87098 0.87655 088215 0.8B779 0.89347 0.884861 0(.B9469 0.89461 (.80461 0.89461
70 079940 0.8083% 081749 0.82669 0.83509 0.83786 0.83786 (0.83786 0.83786 0.83786
75 068154 0.70434 0.71738 0.73068 074418 074682 0.74602 0.74682 0.74692 0.74692
80+ 0.46846 0.47840 0.48855 (.40882 0.50851 0511685 051165 0.51185 0.51165 0.51185
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Historical and Forecast Total Fertility Rates Yamhill County, McMinnville and Newberg

B

Year E %
2000 (known) 2,12 2.09 1.B5
2005 (estimated) 1.85 1.98 1.79
2010 (known) 1.82 i.84 1.79
2015 1.82 1.84 1.79
2020 182 1.84 1.77
2025 1.79 1.82 1.77
2030 1.79 1.82 1.76
2035 1.79 1.82 1.76
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Historical and Forecast Annual Net Migrants in Yambhill County, 1990-2035
Yamhill County

2,500
2,000

1,500

Historical and Forecast Annual Net Migrants in McMinnville, 2000-2035
McMinnville

1,000

300

Historical and Forecast Annual Net Migrants in McMinnville, 2000-2035
800 Newberg

600

400

Page 64

Page 106



Yambhill County Ordinance No. 878

APPENDIX 4

Enformation Considered When Developing Forecasts for
Yamhill County’s Sub-Areas
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APPENDIX 6

Maps of Housing Unit Density in Yamhill County

and its Sub-areas
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Housing Density Maps (2010)
Yambhill County Cities & Urban Growth Boundary Areas

The following maps show the density distribution of existing housing in and around the cities of
Yamhill County. The first map, at a larger scale than the others, depicts the density in the study
area as a whole. The subsequent maps each illustrate densities in smaller communities. Urban
Growth Boundaries (orange lines) are graphically drawn around city boundaries (black lines with
gray dots within the city limits), and the urban reserve area of Newberg is outlined with light
green. The density layer, which shows housing density in units per square mile, has been
graphically drawn beneath the location layer. Areas with no housing units are uncolored (white).
Legends use the same classes and shades from map to map. Classes are separated by break
values. The first class is 1 to 100 units per acre (lightest gray), the second is 100 to 500 units per
acre, the third class is 500 to 1,000 units per acre (medium gray), and so on.

Study area (Yamhill County)
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The densest locations in the area have over 2,500 units per square mile. These areas are concentrated exclusively
within city limits. Most cities contain relatively high unit density, though eastern Dundee, northeastern Newberg,
southeastern McMinnville, and southern Sheridan more closely maich the rural areas outside of the cities.
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The bulk of housing units in Sheridan and Willamina lie along Route 18-Business within the city limits. Much of
Willamina's city limits have moderate density, though the western and southern sections of Sheridan more closely
match the rural areas outside the city limits. Density in both locations decreases toward the urban growth

boundaries.
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Central Areas

Units per Equars MHe

o
iyl e N
Vs Growt, Bearaasy (U28) THEER] 100800

Ut Recerw 2rox URA)

MeMinnville, the county seat of Yamhill County, exhibits higher housing unit density than most areas in the county,
and it also has a notably more diverse range of density than other areas as well. Its western section is quire dense,
while its southeastern area is unpopulated. Unusual for mast areas of the county is a relatively higher-density area
within the urban growth boundary but outside the city limits (directly south of the function between Highways 47
and 99W).

Lafayette and Dayion are both smaller iowns with their housing units clustered within the city limits. Lafayette’s
units lie north of Hwy. 99W while Davion’s are clustered south of Hwy. 18 in its older core area. North of 18 in
Dayton is an area within the urban growth boundary that alveady exhibits moderate density.
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Newberg, like McMinnville, has a number of areas in the highest housing unit density category. Most of its
population is clustered within the city limits. Although the city has sizeable land area in its urban growth boundary
and urban resevve area, these areas tend be relatively unpopulated. Dundee's population is also clustered within
the city limits along Highway 99W. Of note is the relative lack of housing in Dundee’s eastern section and
Newberg's southern area; the planned Newberg-Dundee Bypass is expected to be constructed through these areas.
It is possible these areas will give rise to non-residential development as a resull, though existing land use in the
vicinity currently remains residential.
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Amity, Carltor, and Yamhill are smaller towns; each has its population concentrated along the rural highways in
the area and within their respective city limits. Each is surrounded predominantly by agricultural land, and
although Amity and Yamhill have urban growth boundaries, they do not have a noticeable effect on the cities’

density patterns.
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APPENDIX 7

Data Sources and Description
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Data Sources and Description

This population forecast report 1s based on data obtained from several sources. Much of the
data were aggregated to the county or city level of geography by PRC staff. The data

sources include:

e Decennial Census. The U, S. Census Bureau’s decennial Census is the only source of
data collected for small areas across the nation. We used 1990, 2000, and 2010 census
data to obtain the population by age and sex residing in the County, its cities, and
uniﬁcoxporated area. We compared the changes from 2000 to 2010 to develop an
initial estimate of the age-sex pfoﬁle for net migrants in the cohort-component models.
Female population ages 15-44 were used with birth data to calculate fertility rates. In
addition, data for population by race/ethnicity, group quarters, and housing were

obtained from the censuses.

o American Community Survey. The American Community Survey (ACS) isa U.S.
Census Bureau survey that includes estimated figures for areas with populations above
certain thresholds. The ACS asks the same or similar questions to the 1990 and 2000
censuses that were no’i. included in the 2610 Census. We used the 2000 and 2010
Censuses and 2006-2010 American Community Survey data to develop estimates of

housing and populaﬁon change.

e Annual Population Estimates. Annual population estimates for cities and counties of
Oregon are prepared by the Population Research Center at Portland State University as:
part of its Population Estimates Program. Data on state income tax returns, births,
deaths, Medicare and school enrollment, and information about changes in housing
stock and group guarters population are utilized in developing the population estimates.
We used population estimates of Yamhill County, its cities, and its unincorporated area
from 2000 to 2011 in this study to help to approximate growth trends throughout the
County.
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o  Area Boundary Files. In spring 2012, Yamhill County’s Geographic Information
Systems Department provided the boundary files for cities, UGBs, and Newberg’s
URA within our study area. These files were used for mapping and aggregating

demographic and other data unique to each geographic location in our study area.

s Building Permit Data. Building permit data were obtained from two different sources:
PRC’s Population Estimates Program annual questionnaires, U.S. Census Bureau
Residential Construction Division. Building permit data were used, along with tax]ot
data, to estimate the number of housing units constructed after the 2000 Census and

create a current housing inventory for each geographic part in our study area.

e Land Use Data. Taxlot data were provided by the Polk and Yamhiil County
Geographic Information Systems Departments. Taxlot data were used to create current
housing unit inventories for the geographic pérts in our study area. Taxlot and zoning
data were both used to identify housing units and to obtain an overall assessment of the

availability of buildable lands.

o Birth and Death Data. Information on births and deaths reported for the Yamhill
County area were obtained from the Oregon Center for Health Statistics 2000 to 2010.
The data were used for two purposes. One use was for calculating overall fertility and
mortality rates for the County. These rates were used in the demographic models. The
second use was fo note the number of births in order to examine birth trends and the

correspondence between births and population change.

o  School Enrollment Data. These data were obtained from the Oregon Department of
Education for school districts in Yambhill County for years 2000-2011. Changes in the
levels of school enroliment suggest changes in population and households, such as

increasing or decreasing net migration or average household size.

o Local Employment Dynamics Data. These data for 2002-2010 from the U.S. Census
Bureau and the Oregon Employment Department provide background information

about commuting patterns of workers. The percentage of workers that reside in
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Yambhill County and have jobs in the County was evaluated. Where these workers have
jobs within the County, was also identified. An area’s availability of employment or
draw of workers, influences population and housing changes. These data were

evaluated to detect changes in commuting patterns.

Oregon Labor Force Data and Employment Projections. Labor force data from the
Oregon Employment Department for 2000-2010 were evaluated to determine trends
and their relation to population change. The employment projections, also from the
Employment Department, were available for the economic region in which Yamhill
County is located (Region 3) are available for 2010 to 2020. We then related and '
compared our population proj ecﬁons to the employment projections. We developed a
simple economic model to forecast countywide net migration based on the projected
demand for additional workers in the employment projections. The projected net

migration was compared to the net migration forecasted in our model.

Regional Economic Profiles and Reports. Background and current economic
information for Yamhill County and Economic Region 3 were obtained from the
Oregon Employment Department. The information was used to provide us with an
understanding of historical and recent economic trends and the general economic
climate in our study area. Ultimately, the information enabled us to make more rational

assumptions when developing Yambhill County’s future population.

Other Background Information. Carlton Comprehensive Downtown Plan (2010); City
of Dayton Planning Atlas and Compsehensive Plan (2011 revision); Dundee
Transportation System Plan Update (2012); Comprehensive Plan: Dundee, Oregon
(1977), City of Lafayette Comprehensive Plan (2001), McMinnville Residential Land
Needs Analysis (2001), City of McMinnville Transportation System Plan (2010},
McMinnville Urban Renewal Feasibility Study (2012), City of Newberg
Comprehensive Plan (2010), City of Dundee Vision Statement (2012), Yamhill County
Transportation System Plan (1996), Yamhill County Comprehensive Land Use Plan
(1996). Additional information that city officials and staff thought might have bearing

on the population forecasts were collected from most cities in Yamhill County.
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Appendix 8

Historical City and County Populations for Yamhill County
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Appendix 9

Email Comments about the Preliminary Population Forecasts
(The preliminary population forecasts and a draft report were made available to the public on
September 5, 2012. The following comments were received via email regarding the
forecast results. Feedback about the forecasts were received from four sources.)
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Comments from 1,000 Friends of Oregon

From: Mia Nefson [mailto: mia@friends.org]

Sent: Sunday, September 09, 2012 11:56 AM

To: Ken Friday

Cc: 'Sid Friedmanr'

Subject: Re: Drait - Yamhill County Coordinated Population Forecasts Report

Dear Ken,

Sid and I have reviewed the draft. Thank you for providing it. It appears that PSU has done a
thorough job...and they did catch the 2000 Sheridan census error, which was the one thing I was
concermned about,

This 1s more comprehensive than 1 was expecting from a first draft.. for example, I see they've

already considered city planning documents, even some that haven't even been adopted yet

(Newberg). Because of that, they're already pretty far down the road with this, and it seems

unlikely that there could be much in the way of addxtlonal 1nput from cities or citizens that would
materially change the outcome. L S

Therefore, we would be supportive of sending this draft straight to the commissioners. If it does
turn out that PSU wants to make changes, those could be done in the context of the board's
normal process. For example, there are some things we think should make the rural population
higher (such as the known M37/49 claims). But we're comfortable bringing that up at the board's
hearing, and will respect PSU's judgement on whether or not our information warrants a

change. Ihope the cities will take a similar approach.

We don't see a reason to cause further delay by holding pre-hearing meetings on this.
Mia

Mia Nelson

Wiliamette Valiey Advocate
1000 Friends of Oregon

220 East 11th Avenue, Suite 5
Eugene, OR 87401

(541) 520-3763
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Comments regarding Willamina’s forecast

The Portland State University responses to these questions and comments are in CAPS directly
following each item.

From: Mattson, Marjorie [mailto:MMattson@mwvcog.ord]
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 3:56 PM

To: Ken Friday

Cc: Hollis, Sue; Debbie Bernard

‘Subject: Draft pop rpt - general and Willamina comments

Ken - I read through the PSU population document.

First, I will start with some general comments. The Unemployment figure listed on Page 26 does
not include a date. One could assume that it is 2011 after reading the comparison to

2000. However, I wondered if the opening sentence needs to include a year. YES,
INCLUDING THE YEAR IS IMPORTANT - WE ADDED '2011' TO THE SENTENCE.

And, the next paragraph—unless I missed it, the acronym ACS does not appear to be noted
earlier in the text. Irealize that it is listed at the end of the document. ON PAGE TWENTY -
FOUR THERE WAS ALSO THE ACRONYM, 'ACS. WE ADDED THE COMPLETE NAME
AT THIS REFERENCE.

Page 31, 2™ paragraph, 5™ line, aging is misspelled—no “¢”. AGEING IS A PROPER
ALTERNATE SPELLING OF AGING. THANK YOU FOR POINTING OUT THE
INCONSISTENCY - I CHANGED THE SPELLING TO MATCH THE OTHER
REFERENCES TO THIS ADJECTIVE IN THE REPORT.

Again~—unless I missed it, I did not gather why the expectation is that the economy will recover
but notes a year of 2015. Is it only assuming there will be such a change based a net migration?
(example on page 31) THIS IS AN ASSUMPTION MADE BASED ON ECONOMIC
INDICATORS AND THE GENERAL OPINION OF SOME ECONOMISTS AND OTHERS
THAT THE ECONOMY IS STARTING TO IMPROVE A BIT (THOUGH IT IS MUCH
MORE SLUGGISH THAN ANTICIPATED OR HOPED FOR IN THE LAST COUPLE OF
YEARS) AND THAT IT WILL PICK UP MOMENTUM IN THE NEAR TERM (WITHIN A
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FEW YEARS) RATHER THAN NOW OR IN THE LONG TERM (IT WONT TAKE 15-20
YEARS TO RECOVER).

If the document is not printed in color (page 38)—the charts are hard to read. I AGREE IT IS,
AND THE LEGENDS ARE IN THE SAME ORDER AS THE SERIES APPEAR IN THE
GRAPHS TO HELP WITH THE INTERPRETATION.

Page 47, first line—is data plural or should the text read “data WAS not available” or “data
SETS were not available.” TECHNICALLY THE WORD 'DATA'IS PLURAL; HOWEVER, IT
HAS BECOME ACCEPTED TO SINGULARIZE IT IN GRAMMAR BECAUSE SO MANY
PEOPLE DO IT. MOST OF US WHO WORK WITH DATA HERE AT THE CENTER
USUALLY KEEP IT PLURAL, THOUGH.

Only 5 cities are listed on pages 35-36. I know that Dayton is mentioned on page 34 but so was
Lafayette. No separate “call outs” for the other three or an explanation as to why they are not
assessed—Aumity, Carlton, Dayton? ALL 8 SMALLER CITIES ARE LISTED ON PAGES 34-
36; AMITY, CARLTON, AND DAYTON ARE LISTED ON PAGE 34; DUNDEE,
LAFAYETTE, SHERIDAN, WILLAMINA ARE LISTED ON PAGE 35; AND YAMHILL
(ALONG WITH THE NON-UGB UNINCORPORATED AREA) IS LISTED ON PAGE 36.

And then responses more specific to the City of Willamina . . .

There was a delay in the City of Willamina refurning the requested information/form to
PSU/PRC. On page 35 there is an assessment of the City with the date on the draft document as
August 2012 and would therefore not include additional details sent last week. Will PSU/PRC
change this paragraph based upon more details? One concern I am raise is that a statement
included notes lack of “planned development” and the City has several subdivisions that were
earlier approved but no housing has been constructed and they are located in the Yamhill County
- portion of the City. WE WILL LIKELY REVISE THE PARAGRAPH PERTAINING TO
WILLAMINA AFTER WE REVISE WILLAMINA'S FORECAST. THE REVISION WILL BE
BASED ON DATA SUBMITTED BY WILLAMINA AFTER THE PRELIMINARY
FORECASTS AND DRAFT REPORT WERE CIRCULATED. FOR NOW, IN THE LATEST
REVISION, WE ADDED THE WORD, 'MUCH' REFERRING TO NOT MUCH PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT.
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Okay, and then I would like to know WHAT happened to the Willamina numbers—an increase
of 13 people in 23 years in the Yambhill County portion——really (page 58)7 And Average Annual
Growth Rates of .2%, .3%, and .4% over the years between 2012 and 2035 (page 59)? Please
see the attached email regarding the discussions when the City of Newberg was working on the
caiculations. THE INCREASE LISTED ON PAGE 58 ADDS UP TO 61 PERSONS OVER THE
23 OR 24 YEARS, NOT 13. THE NUMBERS SHOWN IN THE TABLE ON PAGE 58 SHOW
AVERAGE ANNUAL CHANGE: 3 TIMES 3 YEARS, PLUS 2 TIMES 5 YEARS, PLUS 2
TIMES 5 YEARS, PLUS 2 TIMES 5 YEARS, PLUS 4 TIMES 5 YEARS = 59; WITHOUT
ROUNDING THE NUMBERS ADD TO 61, WHICI—I IS THE NUMBER WE REPORT FOR
THE 2011-2035 PERIOD CHANGE (PAGE 41, TABLE 10).

THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS ADDED DURING THE WHOLE 24 YEAR
PERIOD IS 3 AND IS ALSO SHOWN ON PAGE 41, TABLE 10 (ACTUALLY 2.5 PER
YEAR WITHOUT ROUNDING). IN THE ATTACHMENT YOU INCLUDED WITH YOUR
EMAIL COMMENTS ABOUT THE 2031 POPULATION PROJECTION FOR WILLAMINA
IN YAMHILL CO., THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS ADDED DURING THE
FORECAST PERIOD CALCULATES TO BE 27 PER YEAR (1,752 IN 2031 MINUS 1,180 IN
2010 = 572; 572 DIVIDED BY 21 YEARS =27.2 PERSONS PER YEAR). ACCORDING TO
HISTORICAL CENSUSES, DURING THE LAST THREE DECADES (FROM 1980-2010)
THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS ADDED PER YEAR TO WILLAMINA'S
POPULATION IN YAMHILL COUNTY WAS 0 (ACTUALLY -0.2). IN THE 1970S, THERE
WAS A BOON WHEN AN AVERAGE OF 47 PERSONS WERE ADDED YEARLY. WE
SURMISED THIS INCREASE IN THE 19708 WAS DUE TO AN INCREASE IN ACTIVITY
OF THE TIMBER INDUSTRY, WHICH LEVELED OFF OR DECLINED AFTERWARD
SINCE POPULATION GROWTH HALTED, AND DURING THE 1990S, THERE WAS A
DECREASE IN POPULATION BY AN AVERAGE OF 7 FEWER PERSONS RESIDING IN
WILLAMINA YAMHILL CO. EACH YEAR (-7 PERSONS PER YEAR FROM 1990 TO
2000).

WE DID NOT HAVE ANY INFORMATION FROM WHICH TO BASE ACCELERATED
FUTURE HOUSING OR POPULATION GROWTH WHEN WE PREPARED THE
PRELIMINARY FORECASTS. AS YOU KNOW, WE SINCE HAVE RECEIVED SOME
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION FROM WILLAMINA, AND WE ARE
WAITING FOR A RESPONSE TO OUR INQUIRY ABOUT SUBDIVISION DETAILS. WE
ARE CONSIDERING REVISING WILLAMINA'S FORECAST UP A BIT BASED ON NEW
INFORMATION ON THE NUMBER OF PLATTED VACANT RESIDENTIAL TAX LOTS,
HOWEVER, WE HAVE NO RATIONALE OR EVIDENCE ON WHICH TO BASE A
FORECAST AS HIGH AS THE ONE FOR 2031 IN THE ATTACHEMENT YOU SENT.
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Unless there is not a correlation between the charts—the math does not work.

Page 57 — Willamina - YC County portion 2011 =s 1,180 plus 13 (page 38) equals 1,193 and
the PSU 2035 forecast is 1,241 (page 57)

Page 57 — Willamina - full City 2011 =5 2,057 plus 27 (page 58) equals 2,084 and the PSU
2035 forecast is 2,200 (page 57) PLEASE SEE MY EXPLANATION FOR THE ITEM
DIRECTLY ABOVE. THE SAME EXPLANATION FOR READING THE TABLE ON
PERTAINS TO WILLAMINA FULL CITY AND ALL OF THE OTHER FORECASTS.

I read in the draft document mention of “rounding” numbers but the above seems like too much
of a discrepancy. Please help if T am not reading charts correctly. PLEASE SEE MY
EXPLANATION FOR THE ITEM ABOVE.

Larger areas available for residential development are within the Yamhill County portion so
more likely the area that will grow. WE ARE TAKING THIS SITUATION INTO
CONSIDERATION. PLEASE SEE MY COMMENTS ABOVE ABOUT REVISING
WILLAMINA'S FORECAST.

There is no Willamina “sheet” entitled “Information Considered to Develop Housing and
Population Forecasts” and may be a factor in the development of the above numbers. 1do
believe that Risa at PSU/PRC has since received the information this month. YES, WE
RECENTLY RECEIVED INFORMATION SO THAT WE WILL INCLUDE A WILLAMINA
"SHEET'IN APPENDIX 4 FO THE REPORT.

The school district numbers need to be reconsidered because the listed source is incorrect. They
City is not part of the Sheridan School District.  Willamina District consolidated its elementary,
middle, and high scheol facilities to one campus last year and are now located in the northeast
corner and within City limits. WE CORRECTED THE NOTE BENEATH THE TABLE FOR
WILLAMINA YAMHILL COUNTY IN APPENDIX 5. THIS WAS A CASE OF COPY AND
PASTING THE WRONG NOTE UNDER THE TABLE FOR WILLAMINA YAMHILL
COUNTY. IT NOW READS THE SAME AS THE NOTE FOR WILLAMINA FULL CITY.
THE NUMBERS ARE CORRECT.

Thanks for your help in sharing the above comments and adding any explanations that are
available to you. Please let me know if I need to clarify any of the above comments. 1am in the

Page 101

Page 143



Yambhill County Ordinance No. 878

office until about 4:30 today and then back on part of Monday following an a.m. appointment
and I also have an afternoon meeting. I also plan to here Tuesday and Thursday—18" and
20th. AGAIN THANKS FOR YOUR FEEDBACK.

My direct line is 503-540-1617 if it is easier to have a discussion by telephone. MM

Tiwillamina email YC pop discussion.pdf
842K View Download

The printed attachment begins on the next page.
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Willamina email attachment: YC pop discussion.pdf

From: Ken Friday [mailto;fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us]
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 4:11 PM

To: Mattson, Marjorie; Barton Brierley
Ce: Jessica Nunley
Subject: RE: Population for the City of Willamina

Yes, this information will be provided te the Planning Commission.

From: Mattson, Marjorie [mailto:MMalison@mwveod.org]
Sent! Tuesday, August 30, 2011 4:11 PM

To: Barton Brieriey; Ken Friday

Cet Jessica Nuniey

Subject: RE: Population for the City of Willamina

Thanks Bart for checking the math and } appreciate the support in increasing the AAGR for the City of Willamina. |
shared your comments with the City Manager and will let you know If she provides any additional remarks.

Ken -- thanks for forwarding the email. | am also making an assumption that this information will be provided to at the
public hearing scheduled on September 1*. 1 am not in the office tomorrow (the 31*} but will be back in on Thursday.

Yambhill County Ordinance No. 878

Plaasé lat me know if there is anything efse that needs to done on behalf of the City. MM

From: Barton Brierley [mailto:barton.brierlev@newbergoregon.govl
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 3:56 PM
Tot Ken Friday
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Cc: Mattson, Marjorie; Jessica Nunley
Subject: RE: Population for the City of Willamina

Thanks. | support using the projection requested by Willamina. As a couple of rounding differences, { would
suggest using 1,738 rather than 1,739, and describe the AAGR as 1.86% rather than 1.9%. Thisis similar to the
"population share” safe harbor under OAR 660-024-0030({4){b). There are a couple minor details one could
pick at betwaen that anid the safe harbor, but overall | think that it is 2 defensible methodology to use.

As a note, | think Marge just reversed the numbers In her memo: a 1.9% AAGR gives you a 2031 projection of
1,752, and keeping the 2031 % the same as the 2010 Census % gives you 1,738 — which [ think is just a
rounding difference from her 1,739 number. Extending the 1.9% growth rate to two dechmals gives you a
1.86% AAGR, and accounts for the difference. See the table below.

Same %

1848 ‘ | County
Willamina 1.9% | as2010
TSP AAGR | AAGR | Census

Yambhill o, 99,405 | 146,067 | 146,067 | 146,067
Willamina 1,180 | 1352 1,752 | 1,738
% of County 1387% 0.9% 1.2% | 1.190%

AAGR 0.65% 19% | 1.86%

This change makes fiftie difference in the overall county projections.

Barton Brierley, AICP

Planning and Building Director

City of Newberg

P.0. Box 370, Newberg, OR 97132
503-537-1212 Fax 503-537-1272
barton.briefley@npewbergoregon.qov

From: Ken Friday [mailto:fridayk@co.yamhill.gr.us]
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 9:44 AM

To: Barton Brietley

Cct Jessica funley; Michael Brandt

Subject: FW: Population for the City of Willamina

Please et me know what you think about this fequest from Willamina,
From: Mattson, Marjorie [maifito: MMattson@mwvcod.org)
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 9:23 AM

Fo: Ken Friday

Ce: Hollis, Sug

Subject: Population For the City of Willamina

Ken —in reference to public hearing being conducted in regards to the population projects prepared by the City of
Newberg, | would [ike to share the following.
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First, a copy of an email sent earlier this summer regarding the poputation projection for the City of Willamina.

From: Matison, Marjorie

Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 7:23 AM

To: ‘Ken Friday'

i "Sue Hollis'

Subject: RE: Coordinated population projection

Ken - Using same numbers that § have on file, to follow is a partial historic review of City comparison to County toftal
population.

Newberg reports a 2020 portion as 1,180. It appears that the historic might be better reflective than using a 1998
wWillamina TSP number.

Yamhill County and Willamina

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 . 2010
: ) City ‘
1130 1130 1130 1130 1340 1150 1160 Total 2025
85500 86400 87500 88150 89200 90310 91675 25450
0.013216 0.01307% 0.012814 0.012819 001278 0.012734 0.012853 1282.85 (x1.3)

1193.4 (x1.2)
August 30" comments continued. . .
in the recent worksheet the Yamhiil County population projection extended to the year 2031 Indicates a total pepulation
of 146,067, For comparison purpases, the City of Willamina (the portion located within Yamhill County, using a
percentage of 1.2 percent, the City's population would be 1,752.
On behalf of the City of Willamina {serving as their land use planner), the City requests that the Average Annual Growth
Rate assighed to the City of Willamina be changed from the .65 percent, as presented, to the use of an AAGR of 1.9
percent. Using that calculation, the City's population would be 1,739 in the year 2031.

If there are comments, concerns, or the need to clafify any of the above information, please contact me, Thanks for
discussing the matter by telephone with me todady.

Thanks - Marjorie Mattson
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Comments from Newberg

From: Barton Brierley [mailto:barton. brierley@newbergoregon.gov]
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2012 9:19 AM

To: Ken Friday

Subject: RE: PSU Population Report - Draft 4

[ had one small comment:

On page 4, it says, “In general, a small parcentage of population resides in any UGB in Yambhill
County.” This is a confusing statement, as about 77% of the population of the County lives inside
UGBs. 1think the statement meant to refer to the unincorporated portion of the UGBs.

Barton Brierley, AICP

Planning and Building Director
City of Newberg

P.O. Box 870, Newberg, OR 97132
503-537-1212 Fax 503-537-1272

barton.brierley@newbergoregon.gov

PSU response: We made the clarification on page 4 of the report.
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Comments regarding McMinnville’s forecast

From: Doug Montgomery [mailto:Doud.Montgomerv@c.maminnyviie.or.us]
Sent: Thursday, September 20, 2012 4:35 PM

To: Ken Friday

Cc: Ron Pomeroy

Subject: RE: PSU Population Report - Draft 4

Good afternoocn, Ken,

My apologies for not getting comments to you sooner on this draft. | am headed out of town tomorrow
and won’t be back until after the September 24™ deadline, but have asked Ron to review this draft and
provide comment(s) for you In the next day or two. In looking through this briefly this afternoon i do
note that the maps used in the analysis for McMinnviile depict an incorrect urban growth boundary (the
boundary that was challenged by 1000 Friends and subsequently remanded by the Courts). This error is
compounded through the draft analysis in that the population figures are based upon this

geography. We would ask PSU to make this correction to the maps and the corresponding population
counts and estimates that appear in the report.

Thanks.

Doug

Doug Montgomery, AICP
Planning Director

City of McMinnviile

ph 503.434.7311

ix 503474 4655

montgod@ci.meminaville.or.us

Response from Ken Friday, Yamhill County:

The initial application for the Yamhill County population projection was started on May 12, 2011. At
that time the 2003 McMinnville UGB was used in the analysis. This 2003 UGB amendment was litigated
until March of 2012 when the city decided to drop pursuit of the 2003 UGB amendments. The 2003
UGB was provided to PSU when they started their report in 2012, and the error was not discovered until
the August 2012 draft of the popuiation forecast. Since the area taken out of the UGB was
undeveloped, only a small number of households were removed from the McMinnville UGB, Due to
the negligible difference , and the significant expense of redoing the entire repert, the report will not be
amended but the use of the 2003 UGB will simply be noted.
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PSU response:

To clarify, the UGB used in the McMinnville study area is the proposed UGB that was
withdrawn in spring 2012. The proposed UGB is smaller than the actual UGB.

Based on the tax lot data we received from Yamhill County at the onset of this study, we
estimate that 30 housing units are affected by the difference in UGBs. Applying the occupancy
rate and the average household size that we estimated for McMinnville in 2011, 74 persons were
omitted from the McMinnville study area. Including the additional 74 persons in our study might
have changed our forecast (likely would have increased the forecast numbers), but by a relatively
insignificant amount, as this difference represents less than a fraction of one percent of the base
population in McMinnville’s UGB.

We added a footnote in the body of the report (page 2) where we mention the use of UGBs in
this study. The footnote says, " The UGB used for McMinnville and its study area was a
proposed amended UGB that was withdrawn in spring 2012; all references to the McMinnviile
UGB in this report pertain to this proposed UGB. See Appendix 9 for additional information
about the McMinnville’s UGB."
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Appendix 10

Adjustments to Preliminary Forecasts
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Adjustments to Preliminary Forecasts

We made an adjustment to Willamina’s forecast based on feedback we received from
MWVCOG on behalf of Willamina, and based on our estimate of the number platted tax lots in a
few different locations in the Yambhill County portion of the city.

We increased Willamina’s forecast and transferred a bit of the forecast population growth from
the Polk County portion of the city to the Yamhill County portion. The 2035 forecast population
in the Yambhill County portion of Willamina is 185 persons higher than in the preliminary
forecast, and 161 higher than the preliminary forecast for Willamina as a whole.

The amount of increase in Willamina’s forecast (only the Yamhill County portion of the city)

was added to the County forecast. The County’s forecast was insignificantly impacted, and the
forecasts for the other cities and the unincorporated area were not affected by this revision.
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

DATE ACTION REQUESTED: January 22, 2013

Order Ordinance __  Resolution Motion XX Information
No. No. No.

. . Contact Person (Preparer) for this
SUBJECT: Motion to endorse the Mayor sending a | njotion: Barton (Brie[;ley, 1)&ICP

letter to Yamhill County requesting that they adopt | Dept.: Planning and Building
the South Industrial UGB amendment File No.: UGB -09-001

RECOMMENDATION: Move to endorse the Mayor sending the attached letter to the Yambhill County
Commissioners requesting that they adopt the South Industrial urban growth boundary (UGB) amendment.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: The attached letter requests the County Commissioners approve the South
Industrial UGB amendment previously approved by the Newberg City Council.

The Newberg City Council adopted the South Industrial UGB amendment in August, 2012. The
Yamhill County Commissioners met on December 6, 2012, to consider the amendment. They made two
requests of the City: (1) to include the County’s recently adopted population forecast, and (2) to
consider dividing the UGB amendment into two parts. The commissioners did not make any other
requests or identify any other issues they would like considered.

The population forecast currently is under consideration through a separate ordinance. The attached
letter responds to the second request, and asks the County to adopt the UGB change as a single

amendment.

STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT: The South Industrial UGB amendment helps achieve many of the city’s
goals and visions, including the following:

Newberg vision statement: “Newberg will cultivate a healthy, safe environment where citizens can work,
play and grow in a friendly, dynamic and diverse community valuing partnerships and opportunity.”

Newberg Comprehensive Plan Goal H: “To develop a diverse and stable economic base.”
Newberg Comprehensive Plan Policies under Goal H:
2.a) “Industrial expansion shall be located and designed to minimize impacts on surrounding land uses;”

2.c) “Newberg shall actively pursue the inclusion of large industrial sites within the urban growth
boundary;”

2.d) “The City shall undertake specific activities to encourage the growth of existing businesses, to
encourage a diversity of businesses, and to attract new businesses to the community in industries that will
provide local employment opportunities consistent with community needs and goals;”

2.f) “Concerted community efforts should be made to see that industrial development expands outward
from existing areas rather than occurring in haphazard patterns;”

City of Newberg: RCA MOTION Page 1
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2.g) “The City shall identify land that will provide for expansion of existing businesses and/or attract new
businesses and shall reserve that land for future industrial development that is consistent with community
needs and goals.”

Keeping the application as a single amendment is the most beneficial option for the community for the
reasons explained in the attached letter.

Attachments:
Draft letter to commissioners
Friends Letter submitted to Yamhill County Commissioners 10/18/2012

City of Newberg: RCA MOTION Page 2
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414 E. First Street
P.O. Box 970
Newberg, OR 97132

503-537-1261
Fax 503-537-5013

City of

ewberg

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

——

January 22, 2013

Yamhill County Commissioners
535 NE Fifth Street
McMinnville, OR 97128

Dear Commissioners:
RE: Newberg South Industrial UGB Amendment

The Newberg City Council has adopted the South Industrial Urban Growth Boundary
amendment, and has adopted the modified population forecast as you have requested. We now
ask that you also adopt the UGB amendment. We would like to share some information that we
hope will help you in making your decision.

Newberg’s Industrial Land Planning

First, we would like you to know that this urban growth boundary amendment is the result of a
very deliberative process with substantial public involvement.

Beginning in 2004, we engaged in an extensive public involvement effort, led by a citizen
committee, the Ad Hoc Committee on Newberg’s Future. The committee held over 50 meetings
and public events to solicit input on the type, amount, and direction of future development in the
community. The committee considered employment needs, residential needs, needs for
community services, and ways to keep Newberg a great place to grow. Among many
recommendations, the committee recommended that, “Industrial development should support
reasonable and well-planned growth, and provide a complete community where people can live
and work.” After considering available options, the committee recommended that the city
expand the existing South Industrial area on Wynooski Street and add additional land along
Highway 219.

In 2006, the city adopted an Economic Opportunities Analysis that was acknowledged by the
State, and that showed a need for additional industrial land for the community.

In 2008, we had discussions with the DLCD Director and staff about the best way to proceed to
meet needs for industrial land. The DLCD Director and staff strongly encouraged us to pursue
an urban growth boundary amendment in the South Industrial area, and committed to help us
with the process.
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In 2009, the City developed the South Industrial Area Master Plan, containing plans for streets,
utility service, zoning, environmental protections, and other information to make the South
Industrial area viable. This plan was developed in conjunction with DLCD, ODOT, other state
agencies, Yamhill County Public Works, industrial development experts, land development
experts, community members, and many more.

In 2009, the City adopted a new large lot industrial zoning district to apply to lands within the
South Industrial area.

In 2010, the city received a grant from the Department of Land Conservation and Development
to develop a financing plan for the South Industrial area. Again with consultation of state
agencies, experts in industrial land development, community members, and others, we developed
a plan to insure development of the area is financially feasible.

We also have engaged in extensive planning in related efforts, such as development of an
affordable housing action plan. One strategy of the plan is to encourage economic development
so that individuals can afford a place to live. Adopting the South Industrial UGB amendment
will help to achieve this goal and many other community goals.

We would like you to know this is a process that we have taken very seriously, and that we feel
is supported by and in the best interests of the community.

The UGB amendment complies with statewide planning goal and laws

Second, we would like you to know that the proposed UGB amendment complies with state law.
We wouldn’t propose it if it didn’t. We have worked very carefully with DLCD staff, expert
professionals and legal staff to prepare amendments that meet the standards of law.

State law requires cities to have an adequate supply of industrial land. ORS 197.712 (c) requires
that “Comprehensive plans and land use regulations shall provide for at least an adequate supply
of sites of suitable sizes, types, locations and service levels for industrial and commercial uses
consistent with plan policies.” Statewide Planning Goal 9 and the Goal 9 rule echo this
requirement. It is our duty under law to make sure the community has the industrial land it
needs, and the UGB amendment provides for it.

State law provides a process for including appropriate employment land within the UGB, and we
have followed that process. We are not asking for goal exceptions or variances; we are
proposing to meet state planning goals and state law, and to fulfill state requirements to have an
adequate employment land supply.

Your welcomed suggestions

Third, we would like to let you know that we have welcomed and given serious consideration to
your two suggestions regarding the UGB amendment.

Your first request was that we include the recently adopted county population forecast into the
findings. We have done that. We appreciate your effort in contracting with Portland State
University to provide this updated population forecast. We ask that you continue to update the
forecast for future projects.
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We are providing you copies of a few minor changes to the UGB amendment findings that show
the updated population forecast. The updated population forecast is higher than the safe harbor
forecast we previously used. We have not chosen to increase the size of the UGB amendment
based on this change; the forecasted employment, land need, and area to be included have
remained the same as the previously adopted amendment. This is because our employment
forecast is not directly tied to a particular population growth rate. The adopted Economic
Opportunities Analysis projects future employment based on documented information on
regional employment forecasts and historic employment growth. See pages 29-32 of the
Economic Opportunities Analysis.

We felt this was a more accurate way of forecasting future employment for a number of reasons.
Most notably, we would like to provide employment opportunities for those who already live in
Newberg but who are unemployed, or who currently work outside the community. Jobs are not
just for those moving in. Also, Newberg is not an island: we are connected in many ways to the
surrounding area. Thousands commute in to Newberg to work every day. The updated
population forecast will provide greater opportunities for those already working here to someday
make Newberg their home. State law recognizes and supports this method of forecasting. OAR
660-024-0040(5) states, “ * * * 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. * * *”

Y our second request was that we consider dividing the UGB amendment into two parts. We
understand the intent of your suggestion was perhaps to expedite part of the UGB amendment.
We appreciate the suggestion; as we certainly would love to expedite the process. However, we
don’t anticipate dividing the amendment would expedite the process; rather, it could further
delay it.

For background, we did meet with opponents several months ago and had serious discussions
over several meetings to try to find common ground. Unfortunately we did not find any
agreements that would be in the community’s best interests and also avoid appeals.

Friends’ current proposal is not simply to divide the UGB into two separate applications: it is to
exclude certain properties (containing about two-thirds of the buildable land), and to change the
factors and criteria so those excluded properties could not be included anytime in the foreseeable
future. The only available options for industrial land would be scattered sites that are not
suitable for industrial uses. Hopefully you can see why this is not an acceptable solution in
either the short or long term.

We also have spoken with the proponents, including major landowners in the area. They shared
with us a very clear desire that the UGB amendment not be divided into separate applications.
They feel, as we do, the UGB amendment meets state law, meets the needs and desires of the
Newberg community, and ultimately will be in Newberg’s best interests. None of them are out
to make a quick buck: they share our desires that Newberg be a desirable community where
people can work, live, shop, and play, and they are anxious to help us make this vision a reality.
While they are frustrated by the delay, they understand we all are in this together for the long
haul, and they don’t want to sacrifice the long term good of the community.
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As a technical matter, while a UGB amendment can be divided into parts, you must divide it in a
way that complies with state law. Adopting a UGB amendment that excludes the properties the
opponents suggested does not comply with state law, so we cannot adopt it. This is because
state law requires the decision of which lands of a particular priority class to include in the UGB
be based on balancing of certain factors, known as the Goal 14 location factors. The properties
opponents suggested excluding are in fact those properties that best meet the location factors. By
law they must be included prior to other lands.

Also note that we already have divided the South Industrial area into two parts. The South
Industrial Area Master Plan covers more area that that included in the current UGB amendment.
We only have asked for a portion of the area to be included through this UGB amendment
process: the portion needed for the 20-year planning period. Inclusion of any additional land
covered under the plan would be considered under a future project. Note that industrial land
planning is different than residential land planning, as you can’t count on a certain number of
acres being used consistently every year. A “5-year supply” can really be a “0O-year supply” if it
isn’t available and the size, type, and location of land that prospective businesses are looking for.

We look after the best interests of the community in the long term, as we know you do. While
we know this isn’t a quick fix, we believe it is in the best interests of the community to proceed
with the amendment as one application, and ask that you approve it as such.

We appreciate your consideration, and look forward to your approval.

Sincerely,

Bob Andrews, Mayor
City of Newberg
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COMPROMISE PROPOSAL

1000 FRIENDS & FRIENDS OF YAMHILL COUNTY

Send the proposal back to Newberg with direction to:

|) Revise the proposal’s population forecast to match PSU’s new forecast.

2) Modity site characteristics (page 56 of EOA, page 21 of Findings) as follows:

DELETE: “Adjoin an industrial or commercial area, or that contain at least 100
buildable or industrially developed acres to create new industrial area.”™ (already
adequately addressed by “site size” criteria that requires at least 20 buildable acres or
adjacency to an existing industrial area. A 100-acre minimum is not typical and also does
not account for the numerous businesses that locate within industrial districts less than
100 acres in size)

MODIFY: “That have suitable truck access to a state highway or arterial street within1/8
mile” to retlect that an area that is not yet urbanized is unlikely to have an existing
arterial, and that not all industrial uses require arterial access within a prescribed distance.
(sites must be capable of service with suitable access for the particular use, there is no
arbitrary measure)

MODIFY: “Abut residential neighborhoods on more than 25% of the site perimeter
unless effective topographical butfers are present, such as a stream corridor, arterial
street, state highway, rail line, or park™ to clarify that compatibility issues involve
proximity to urban residential development, not low density rural residential areas. and to
reflect that not all industrial uses generate compatibility problems, that a 25% perimeter
measurement is an overly prescriptive method to assess compatibility, and that
appropriate butfers can be provided even it they are not now existing.

MODIFY: “Sites that are not predominantly less than 5% slope within buildable areas™ to
retlect that such sites can contain within them adequate buildable land to meet site
requirements.

MODIFY: "Require truck traftic to travel through or adjacent to a residential
neighborhood to reach an arterial street or state highway™ to reflect that not all industrial
uses generate substantial truck traffic, and that major collectors are also an acceptable
route for truck traffic to reach arterials (like arterials, Newberg’s major collectors are
primarily for tratfic movements, with bike lanes on both sides, and no on-street parking).

3) Remove the two large EFU parcels (TL 3228-1000 and TL 3228-900) and make up the
shorttall within the UGB or the higher priority URA areas, such as UGB Site XII/ URA Site 12
(South Sprinbrook Road). UGB Site VI (Zimri Drive) UGB Site X (Commercial Rezone).
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

DATE ACTION REQUESTED: January 22, 2013

Order Ordinance _ Resolution XX Motion Information

No. No. No. 2013-3031

SUBJECT: A resolution authorizing the city f,l%rggﬁt Pj;ig?] S,F\),Leea?fgrg};g] ,'\jlanager
manager to waive the competitive purchasing Jay Harris, City Engineer
requirement for the purchase of screw press

dewatering system components necessary for the Dept.: Public Works Department - Engineering
next phase of the wastewater treatment facility

improvements

RECOMMENDATION:

Adopt Resolution No. 2013-3031 authorizing the city manager to waive the competitive purchasing
requirement for the purchase of screw press dewatering components necessary for the next phase of the
wastewater treatment facility improvements.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The next phase of the wastewater treatment plant project, the dewatering facility upgrades, is currently
under design. Upgrades to the dewatering facility will primarily include replacing the dewatering
equipment as most of the existing infrastructure supporting the dewatering equipment, such as the
electrical components, sludge piping, filtrate piping, air handling, and portions of the conveyor system,
can be re-used, thereby keeping project costs lower and extending the value of the money spent by the
City. The benefit of new dewatering equipment is a higher performance and also extended benefits to
the compost system.

During the preliminary design phase of this work, two steps have occurred to analyze the replacement of
dewatering equipment. First, city staff conducted pilot testing of two equipment manufacturers’ products
to evaluate performance of dewatering equipment. Second, design analysis was conducted by the design
consultant to determine the requirements for replacement of the existing belt filter press dewatering
equipment and existing building constraints to accommodate new equipment to improve the dewatering
performance of the system.

The pilot tests determined there is significant performance advantage to the Huber Technology, Inc.
screw press. The press provided an average dewatered solids percentage of 20% and guaranteed solids
capture ratios of 95% as compared to the other piloted equipment providing 18% solids and guaranteed
solids capture ratios of only 90%. This indicated to plant staff there is a significant quality advantage to
selecting the Huber equipment. The improved performance will result in cost savings to the City due to
reduced sawdust drying requirements and increased composting capacity.

Additionally, the existing dewatering building has space constraints. A review of the size of the Huber
equipment and similar performance capacity dewatering equipment indicated that only the Huber
equipment was small enough to fit within the existing building. As a result, the replacement screw press
will fit within the existing building, thereby reducing construction costs of a new building.

The Newberg Municipal Code addresses purchasing and contracting requirements including the use of
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brand name specifications for public improvement products. The code reference is as follows:

3.25.100 Use of brand name specifications for public improvements.
A. In General. Specifications for contracts shall not expressly or implicitly require any product by one
brand name or mark, nor the product of one particular manufacturer or seller, except for the following
reasons:
1. It is unlikely that such exemption will encourage favoritism in the awarding of public
improvement contracts or substantially diminish competition for public improvement contracts;
or
2. The specification of a product by brand name or mark, or the product of a particular
manufacturer or seller, would result in substantial cost savings to the city; or
3. There is only one manufacturer or seller of the product of the quality required; or
4. Efficient utilization of existing equipment, systems or supplies requires the acquisition of
compatible equipment or supplies.
B. Authority of Purchasing Manager. The purchasing manager shall have authority to determine
whether an exemption for the use of a specific brand name specification should be granted by recording
findings that support the exemption based on the provisions of subsection (A) of this section.

Due to the fact that only one manufacturer is capable of meeting all of the requirements determined to be
essential by the design consultant, we request the competitive purchasing be waived for the procurement
of the dewatering screw press produced by Huber Technology, Inc.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Approval of this resolution will provide a cost savings to the city resulting from lower overall
construction costs and higher operating efficiencies. After product specifications are defined,
negotiations for product purchase will occur. Authorization to purchase the dewatering screw presses
will be provided by city council through a future resolution. The anticipated contract price for this
equipment will range between $800,000.00 and $1,000,000.00.

STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT:

This project will ensure Newberg has a cost effective and well designed Dewatering System as part of
the WWTP Repair, Renovation and Expansion Project. The Huber screw press pilot results indicate it
will provide greater dewatering performance than other available screw press equipment, and will
increase the capacity of the composting facility, thereby reducing operating costs. Procuring the
equipment at the start of the design phase will increase the specificity of the design, providing more
accurate project development and cost.
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éﬁ&%‘%ﬁfg RESOLUTION No. 2013-3031

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO WAIVE THE
COMPETITIVE PURCHASING REQUIREMENT FOR THE DEWATERING
SCREW PRESS PRODUCED BY HUBER TECHNOLOGY, INC.

RECITALS:

1. The second major phase of upgrades at the wastewater treatment plant is currently being
designed. One component of this phase is to upgrade the dewatering system. Technologies that
will be utilized are Huber Technology, Inc. screw presses.

2. City Municipal Code 3.25.100 provides for the sole source procurement of equipment based on
certain criteria specifically outlined in sections 3.25.100.A.2, 3.25.100.A.3 and 3.25.100.A.4:

e In accordance with City Municipal Code 3.25.100.A.2, the Huber Technology, Inc. screw
press can be installed within existing WWTP facilities, allowing for lower overall
construction cost, thereby providing cost savings to the City. Other screw press
manufactures would require a new facility to house the equipment.

e In accordance with City Municipal Code 3.25.100.A.3, side-by-side comparisons
revealed the screw press from Huber Technology, Inc. exhibited significant performance
advantage to other piloted equipment, thereby reducing long term operating costs.

e In accordance with City Municipal Code 3.25.100.A.4, the Huber Technology, Inc. screw
press has a specific dimensional configuration which will allow the City to reuse the
existing dewatering building, thereby making the best use of existing City infrastructure.

3. The use of sole source procurement for this major piece of equipment will allow for more

accurate design development, based on specific equipment submittals. This will allow for higher
specificity of the design documents, which will provide more accurate construction costing.

THE CITY OF NEWBERG RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

City Council hereby authorizes the city manager to waive the competitive purchasing
requirement for procurement of the dewatering screw press produced by Huber Technology, Inc.

» EFFECTIVE DATE of this resolution is the day after the adoption date, which is: January 23, 2013
ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Newberg, Oregon, this 2oM day of January 2013.

Daniel Danicic, City Recorder
ATTEST by the Mayor this 24™ day of January 2013.

Bob Andrews, Mayor
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