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Celebrating Thirty-five Years of Innovation 

 
May 28, 2010 
 
Newberg Urban Area Management Council   
 
City of Newberg Planning Department  Yamhill County Planning Department  
414 E. First Street     525 NE 4th Street 
Newberg OR 97132     McMinnville OR 97128 
  
Re: Docket PA-01-10 (Newberg Urban Growth Boundary Amendment) 
 
Dear Commissioners and Staff: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment to add 
approximately 260 acres to Newberg’s Urban Growth Boundary.  We have already 
submitted comments earlier this week on the bulk of this proposal; these comments deal 
only with the methods used to compute future job and population growth.   Please include 
this letter in the official record of these proceedings. 
 
I. OAR 660-024-0040(9)(a)'s Safe Harbor Offers Cities An Either-Or Choice 
 
State administrative rules provide two safe harbors that may be applied by a local 
government to determine its employment needs for purposes of a UGB amendment.  
OAR 660-024-0040(9)(a) provides that "[a] local government may estimate that the 
current number of jobs in the urban area will grow during the 20-year planning period at 
a rate equal to either:    
 

(A) The county or regional job growth rate provided in the most recent forecast 
published by the Oregon Employment Department; or  
 
(B) The population growth rate for the urban area in the adopted 20-year 
coordinated population forecast specified in OAR 660-024-0030." (emphasis 
added) 

 
Note that these two options are provided as an either-or choice.  However, Newberg 
claims to be pursuing both of these options simultaneously.  From page 17 of the March 
2010 Industrial UGB Amendment Justification & Findings (Findings): 
 

"Retail trade and leisure & hospitality employment was projected to grow 
according to Newberg population growth.  This was done because the 
need for retail services typically grows along with population, and also 
because of Newberg’s strong potential for leisure & hospitality 
employment growth in its targeted industry cluster of wine/tourism.  For 
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other industries, employment was projected to grow for the 2008‐2018 
period at the same rate as the projected six‐county change drawn from the 
Oregon Employment Department. For employment projections beyond 
2018, employment was projected to grow at the same rate as the projected 
population growth.  This rate is in accordance with the safe harbor 
provision stated above, and allows Newberg to plan adequately for the 
20‐year planning horizon to 2030.   Table 3 below depicts Newberg's 
projected employment through 2040 based on these methodologies."  

 
A city may not use subsection (9)(a)(A) of the rule to compute job growth for 2008-2018, 
then switch to subsection (9)(a)(B) for the latter half of the 20-year planning period.  
Neither may a city use one safe harbor method for some industries, and the other method 
for the remaining industries.  Instead, a city must choose one method and use it 
consistently. 
 
Although Oregon Employment Department (OED) forecasts do not extend 20 years, this 
fact is anticipated by the rule.  Subsection (9)(a) clearly states that the OED's shorter-term 
growth rate is to be extended for the entire 20-year planning period. 
 
II. OAR 660-024-0040(9)(a) Can Only Provide A 20-Year Forecast 
 
Newberg proposes an employment forecast extending 30 years, from 2010 to 2040.  
However, the safe harbors of OAR 660-024-0040(9)(a) cannot be used to create a 
forecast extending beyond the 20-year planning period.  
  
III. OAR 660-024-0040(9)(a)(A) Requires Use Of Most Recent Job Numbers 
 
The safe harbor rule specifies that the OED growth projection must be applied to "the 
current number of jobs in the urban area."  In its Revised Economic Opportunities 
Analysis (EOA), Newberg presents an employment estimate for 2009.1  Newberg should 
use these current 2009 figures as the base when calculating its 20-year job growth.  
However, it is evident from an inspection of the projections that Newberg is instead 
extending its pre-recession 2008 job figures.  For example, in Table 3 on page 18 of the 
Findings, the 2008 and 2009 construction jobs are 642 and 390, respectively.  The next 
entry is for 2018, in which Newberg projects 656 jobs.  That is a 2% increase from the 
2008 figure, and a 68% increase from the 2009 figure.  According to Table 12-13 on page 
25 of the EOA, Newberg applied OED's 2.07% rate to construction job growth up to 
2018.  Therefore, it is apparent that Newberg extended the historical 2008 job totals, and 
not the current 2009 figures. 
  
Since 2008, the local economy has shed thousands of jobs in the worst recession in 
decades.  Manufacturing and other sectors that use industrial land in Newberg have been 
particularly hard hit.   Under the rosiest scenarios, it will take years to refill existing 
vacant capacity.  Had Newberg used the safe harbor methodology correctly, and applied 
the OED growth rates to 2009 employment figures, the result would be a much lower 

                                                
1 See EOA, Table 12-10, page 22, and associated text and footnotes. 
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overall forecast of employment growth in sectors that use industrial land, and a 
corresponding decrease in needed land. 
 
IV. OAR 660-024-0040(9)(a)(B) Is Not Available To Newberg 
 
Newberg cannot use the safe harbor method of OAR 660-024-0040(9)(a)(B) to create an 
employment forecast because it does not have the requisite "adopted 20-year coordinated 
population forecast specified in OAR 660-024-0030."  Newberg is instead using a stand-
alone forecast for Newberg only that was adopted into the Newberg Comprehensive Plan 
by Ordinance 2005-2626 on November 21, 2005.  It is found in Table III-2 on page 61 of 
the Plan and in Tables 12-3 and 12-27 of the EOA, and is reproduced below: 
 

 
 
OAR 660-024-0030(1)2 requires Newberg’s forecast to be “consistent with the 
coordinated county forecast”, and that said county forecast be “a coordinated 20-year 
population forecast for the county and for each urban area within the county consistent 
with statutory requirements for such forecasts under ORS 195.025 and 195.036.”  The 
rule parallels ORS 195.036,3 which requires that Yamhill County adopt "a population 
forecast for the entire area within its boundary."   
 
                                                
2 OAR 660-024-0030(1): Counties must adopt and maintain a coordinated 20-year population forecast for 
the county and for each urban area within the county consistent with statutory requirements for such 
forecasts under ORS 195.025 and 195.036. Cities must adopt a 20-year population forecast for the urban 
area consistent with the coordinated county forecast, except that a metropolitan service district must adopt 
and maintain a 20-year population forecast for the area within its jurisdiction. In adopting the coordinated 
forecast, local governments must follow applicable procedures and requirements in ORS 197.610 to 
197.650 and must provide notice to all other local governments in the county. The adopted forecast must be 
included in the comprehensive plan or in a document referenced by the plan.  
 
3 ORS 195.036 Area population forecast; coordination. The coordinating body under ORS 195.025 (1) 
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. 
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The most recent countywide forecast was adopted as part the 1995 Transportation System 
Plan (TSP).  Both the time period covered and the population numbers in Newberg's 
stand-alone forecast are inconsistent with this adopted and acknowledged countywide 
forecast, which remains in force today.  The TSP's forecast table is reproduced below: 
 

 
 
Regarding consistency with the time period covered, the stand-alone Newberg forecast 
extends to 2040, decades farther than the coordinated countywide forecast, which has an 
end date of 2014.  The foundational countywide forecast must include the same time 
period as the individual city forecast, in order for the two to be considered "consistent" 
under OAR 660-024-0030(1).  This is plain to see by the safe harbor provision in OAR 
660-024-0030(3), which provides a workaround to the normal requirements so long as 
the countywide forecast was adopted within the last 10 years.4  This safe harbor provision 
                                                
4 OAR 660-024-0030(3): As a safe harbor, if a coordinated population forecast was adopted by a county 
within the previous 10 years but does not provide a 20-year forecast for an urban area at the time a city 
initiates an evaluation or amendment of the UGB, a city and county may adopt an updated forecast for the 
urban area consistent with this section. The updated forecast is deemed to comply with applicable goals and 
laws regarding population forecasts for purposes of the current UGB evaluation or amendment provided the 
forecast: 
 
(a) Is adopted by the city and county in accordance with the notice, procedures and requirements described  
in section (1) of this rule; and  
 
(b) Extends the current urban area forecast to a 20-year period commencing on the date determined under  
OAR 660-024-0040(2) by using the same growth trend for the urban area assumed in the county's current  
adopted forecast.  
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would not be necessary if it were possible to do as Newberg suggests, and use a city 
forecast that covers a much longer time period than the coordinated countywide forecast 
adopted in 1995. 
 
Regarding consistency with the population numbers themselves, the TSP's coordinated 
countywide forecast projects a Newberg 2014 population of 30,656.  This directly 
conflicts with Newberg's population projections, which provide a 2015 population of 
28,559, thousands of people less than the county's acknowledged 2014 forecast for 
Newberg. 
 
Regarding coordination, OAR 660-024-0030(1) states that "[i]n adopting the coordinated 
forecast, local governments must follow applicable procedures and requirements in ORS 
197.610 to 197.650 and must provide notice to all other local governments in the county."  
It does not appear that Yamhill County provided notice to other governments that it was 
adopting a new coordinated forecast, nor did the County ever hold a public hearing and 
subsequently adopt such a forecast.  Under ORS 195.025, the Board of County 
Commissioners is the "coordinating body" and is the only entity capable of enacting a 
new coordinated forecast. 
 
Since the coordinated countywide forecast does not cover the 2010-2030 planning period, 
it cannot be used as a basis for an employment forecast under OAR 660-024-
0040(9)(a)(B).  Further, because it was adopted more than 10 years ago, it cannot be 
extended under the safe harbor methods of OAR 660-024-0030(4)(a) or ORS 
195.034(1).5  If the County updates its forecast, Newberg may go on from there and adopt 
a forecast that is consistent with the new countywide forecast.  It could then use that 
forecast to pursue the safe harbor employment needs determination of OAR 660-024-
0040(9)(a)(B). 
 
In this case, however, instead of requesting that Yamhill County update its 1995 
countywide forecast, Newberg ran the process backward, by adopting its own stand-alone 
forecast in 2005. Newberg then brought its forecast to the county after the fact for 
“coordination."  This "coordination" apparently consists of a letter dated October 31, 
2006 from the county's planning director accepting Newberg’s forecast.  Under ORS 
195.025 the coordinating body of Yamhill County is the Board of Commissioners, and 
that authority cannot be delegated to staff.  Per ORS 195.025(4), coordinating authority 
may only be delegated to a "voluntary association of local governments" as that term is 
defined in ORS 197.015(22). 
 
We understand staff's position to be that since Yamhill County later co-adopted Newberg 
UGB amendments that happened to contain the stand-alone Newberg-only forecast 
numbers, that this validates the Newberg-only forecast as being in compliance with OAR 

                                                                                                                                            
 
5 ORS 195.034 and OAR 660-024-0030(4) do not allow reliance on a forecast “adopted more than 10 years 
before the city initiates an evaluation or amendment of the city’s urban growth boundary,” and/or “does not 
provide a 20-year forecast for an urban area at the time a city initiates an evaluation or amendment of the 
UGB” 
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660-024-0030 and ORS 195.036, and any attempt to question this would be an 
impermissible collateral attack on the county’s prior decision.  This is incorrect.     
 
As a threshold matter, under OAR 660-024-0030, the adopted forecast must be included 
in the comprehensive plan or in a document referenced by the plan.  It is our 
understanding that the county may have included the Newberg forecast in findings to 
support its decision on the Newberg UGB amendments (and later on the now-remanded 
URA amendments), but has never included the forecast in its comprehensive plan or a 
document referenced by the plan.   
 
Even if the forecast has been adopted into Yamhill County plan, ORS 195.036 pertains to 
adoption of a single countywide coordinated forecast containing companion forecasts for 
each urban area, not isolated city forecasts.  Since the Newberg-only forecast is not the 
same forecast contemplated by ORS 195.036; compliance with that statute cannot be 
demonstrated.  Counties can and do adopt and co-adopt other kinds of forecasts, besides 
the specific type of forecast described by ORS 195.036.  For example, the county's TSP 
also contains forecasts relating to employment and traffic.  And in this case, it appears the 
county at most co-adopted UGB amendments that happened to include a stand-alone 
Newberg-only population forecast. 
 
As previously noted, the county has not updated its countywide forecast since 1995.  If, 
as part of the county's earlier process with Newberg's UGB amendments, the county had 
adopted a new countywide forecast and that had been acknowledged, then it would be 
correct to say that countywide forecast had been deemed to comply with ORS 195.036, 
and could not now be called into question.  But that is not what happened.  All that 
happened is that Yamhill County co-adopted Newberg UGB amendments that contained 
a stand-alone Newberg-only forecast (or may have merely included the forecast in 
findings).  Just because Newberg puts a table of numbers in a co-adopted UGB 
amendment, and calls it a forecast, that does not cause it to become a coordinated 
countywide forecast under ORS 195.036, thereby shielding it from scrutiny in all future 
decisions. 
 
In Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition v. Coos County, 50 Or LUBA 444, 460 (2005), 
Coos County claimed that an unchallenged and acknowledged decision to include 
resource land in a urban unincorporated area, which required Goal 3 and 4 compliance, 
shielded the county from attacks in later proceedings regarding compliance with Goal 3 
and 4.  LUBA disagreed, and ruled that "[w]hile the acknowledgment process shields the 
county from certain collateral attacks on its acknowledged plan and ordinances, errors the 
county may have committed in that process do not obviate goal and rule requirements 
that govern subsequent post-acknowledgement plan decisions..."    
 
We have the same situation here.  Newberg's earlier UGB expansions were made in error, 
since they were not based on a forecast that was consistent with the coordinated 
countywide forecast.  Clearly, those decisions cannot be challenged now.  But those 
earlier errors do not cause the stand-alone Newberg-only forecast wrongly used in those 
decisions to become a coordinated countywide forecast under ORS 195.036, and cannot 
imbue the Newberg-only forecast with immunity from examination in the current 
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decision process.  In other words, despite the earlier errors, the question of whether 
Newberg's proposed UGB evaluation meets OAR 660-024-0030(1)'s requirement that it 
be based on a forecast that is “consistent with the coordinated county forecast” must be 
answered anew in this process.   
 
V.  Retail Land Need Cannot Be Based on Population Growth Estimates 
 
Newberg uses its employment forecast to calculate industrial and office land need.  
However, when calculating retail land need, a population growth method is used.  It 
appears that Newberg has chosen to ignore the actual predicted retail job growth. A five-
step methodology is provided on page 52 of the EOA: 
 

1. Project future household growth.  
2. Estimate Newberg per-household spending in a number of retail categories.  
3. Project Newberg retail sales per retail category.  
4. Project demand for retail space based on projected sales in each retail category.  
5. Convert retail space demands into acreage needs for retail land. 

 
Newberg cannot base any part of its decision on a projection of future household growth, 
because it does not have a population forecast that complies with OAR 660-024-
0040(1)6.  This rule requires all UGB evaluations or amendments to be based on a 
forecast that complies with the criteria in OAR 660-024-0030.  For the reasons discussed 
in the previous section, the population forecast listed in the EOA does not comply with 
this standard. 
 
Newberg does not have to base its estimate of retail land need on a population forecast.  It 
could instead use a properly computed safe harbor jobs estimate that is based solely on an 
extension of the OED employment forecast.  Retail land needs could be then estimated 
based on the projected retail job growth.  
 
VI. Solutions. 
  
We hope these comments are helpful in revising this proposal and that the final product is 
one we can support.  Fortunately, it is quite easy for Newberg to resolve all of the above 
concerns with the following revisions: 
 

1) Extract the annual growth rates for each industry from the OED 
regional forecast data presented in Table 12-13 on page 25 of the EOA. 
 

                                                
6 OAR 660-024-0040(1): The UGB must be based on the adopted 20-year population forecast for the urban 
area described in OAR 660-024-0030, and must provide for needed housing, employment and other urban 
uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, schools, parks and open space over the 20-year planning 
period consistent with the land need requirements of Goal 14 and this rule. The 20-year need 
determinations are estimates which, although based on the best available information and methodologies, 
should not be held to an unreasonably high level of precision.  
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2) Apply the annual growth rates to the 2009 job totals presented in Table 
12-10 on page 22 of the EOA to produce a revised employment forecast 
for Newberg. 
 
3) Recalculate the industrial and office land needs using the revised 
employment forecast. 
 
4) Revise the methodology for computing retail land need to utilize retail 
job growth, not population growth, as the underlying determinant of land 
need. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Mia Nelson   
1000 Friends of Oregon  
220 East 11th, Suite 5 
Eugene, OR  97401 
541.653.8703 
 
 
cc:  Steve Oulman, DLCD Mid-Willamette Valley Regional Representative 
 Richard Whitman, DLCD Director  
  Darren Nichols, DLCD Community Services Division Manager  
 Gloria Gardiner, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist 
 Rob Hallyburton, DLCD Planning Services Division Manager 
 Bob Rindy, DLCD Senior Policy Analyst and Legislative Coordinator 
 Katy Coba, Department of Agriculture Director 
 Jim Johnson, Department of Agriculture Land Use Specialist 
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May 28, 2010 
 
Jessica Nunley 
Newberg Planning Division 
PO Box 970 
Newberg, Oregon  97132 
 
Re:  File No. UGB-09-001; Proposed Urban Growth Boundary Amendment 
 
Jessica: 
 
Marion County is a neighboring jurisdiction that will be affected by growth in the 
proposed amendment area located along the southerly limits of the City of Newberg.   
As such, Marion County and the cities of Donald and St. Paul in the north county area 
have an interest in the proposed urban growth boundary amendment for industrial 
lands. 
 
Ken Friday, Yamhill County Department of Planning and Development contacted me on 
Wednesday, May 26, 2010 of the proposed amendment and referred the notice of 
public hearing and related materials to me for possible Marion County comments on this 
matter.  The amendment materials have been referred to other staff here at the county 
and to the cities of Donald and St. Paul.  With the public hearing on the UGB 
amendment proposal set for June 1, 2010, Marion County will not have an opportunity 
to adequately review the proposal and submit formal comments into the hearing record.  
Therefore, Marion County is requesting the public hearing be continued and/or that the 
hearing record be left open, to allow the County and any other affected county 
jurisdictions to weigh in on the City’s amendment proposal. 
 
Marion County along with other interested groups participated last year in the City’s 
South Industrial Area Collaborative Design Workshops master planning process.  You 
may recall that during the process, Marion County expressed concerns as to potential 
transportation issues and impacts regarding added traffic on Highway 219 into Marion 
County and how these impacts were to be evaluated, analyzed and addressed in the 
planning process.  County comments on the amendment proposal will likely echo these 
previous concerns pertaining to transportation issues. 
 
The County appreciates the opportunity to provide these preliminary comments and 
asks for their inclusion in the hearing record at this time and for County notification of 
future hearing dates.  If there are questions, please contact me at 503-588-5038. 
 
Les Sasaki 
Principal Planner 
Marion County PW/Planning 
 
 

         cc: Ken Friday, Yamhill County 
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Lee M. Does 
Dr. Amy L. Does 

173 NE Renne Road 
Newberg, Oregon 97132 

 
1st June, 2010 

 
Newberg Urban Area Management Commission 
525 NE 4th Street 
McMinnville, Oregon 97128 
 
re: File #UGB-09-001 
 
Dear NUMAC: 
 
My wife and I farm at the base of Parett Mountain. We’ve been following Newberg’s plans for expansion, 
and we believe the city has grossly overstated its land-use needs while seriously underestimating the value 
and importance of the agricultural land surrounding our town. 
 
To begin, I’m frankly amazed that the city has the time and resources to expend on a UGB expansion while 
better than 10% of our population is currently unemployed. To date the city has expended untold thousands 
of taxpayer dollars on contracted attorneys, consultants, and numerous studies, all in an attempt to justify 
an expansion onto thousands of acres of protected farmland. The city has repeatedly cited studies that were 
published over six years ago, while conflicting but unbiased and reputable information was available for 
free from Oregon state economists.  
 
A significant portion (Site #8) of the land the city is currently seeking is outside the existing URA, and 
includes some of the highest-grade soils in the Willamette river corridor. The EFU designation on these 
lands is intended to preserve the land for farming. Newberg is by law required to utilize its existing supply 
of lesser-quality lands before it can apply to move onto high-quality farmland. The city is attempting to 
justify its purported land needs by claiming that access to I-5 via Hwy 219 is an essential ingredient to 
attracting new business. Routing additional vehicles onto Hwy. 219 would move traffic out of sight of 
Newberg, but frustrated drivers would quickly stack up when they encountered the two-lane county roads 
and slow-moving farm vehicles in Marion County.  
 
Newberg appears unwilling to consider existing low-quality lands to the north of town, including lands 
already within its URA, and has previously cited poor access and Hwy. 99 traffic detriments to locating a 
business in these areas. As a point of fact, A-Dec has been highly successful with its own location to the 
north of town, and no one seems to be complaining about truck or employee traffic generated by this 
employer. Likewise, Newberg is underestimating the impact of current and future turnover within its 
existing land base. With manufacturing jobs being outsourced to cheap labor overseas, more facilities like 
Suntron’s recently closed Newberg plant are likely to be available in the future. 
 
I’m a manager in a high-tech firm with about 50 employees. I’m paid to make responsible decisions based 
upon the most recent and reliable data available. Regarding the city’s request, I’m going to ask that you 
consider the city’s request in combination with the following documented facts: 

• Manufacturing in Oregon has been/is predicted to continue losing jobs 
• State economists predict job growth over the next eight years to be well below previous norms. 
• Oregon’s state budget is currently facing a nearly $580 million-dollar shortfall 
• Even if built, the 99W Bypass will do nothing to improve Newberg’s access to Hwy. 5 
• The tourism value of Newberg’s wineries, orchards, and pastoral setting could prove to be our 

most valuable asset; the Allison was fully booked last fall while other businesses were struggling 
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Lastly, I’m sure I don’t have to remind you that most of Oregon is rocks, mountains, or desert; and that the 
Willamette valley truly is the jewel of our state. No one here would ever condone paving the entire valley 
to make room for more houses and factories. Like a death of a thousand cuts, however, we risk losing our 
heritage a piece at a time all for the sake of creating the next shovel-ready parcel. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 

 

Lee M. Does 
Amy L. Does, PhD.  

 

emailed to: Friday@co.yamhill.or.us  

 barton.brierley@ci.newberg.or.us  
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June 8, 2010 
 
Jessica Nunley 
Newberg Planning Division 
P.O. Box 970 
Newberg, OR  97132 
 
RE:  File No. UGB-09-01; Proposed Urban Growth Boundary Amendment 
 
Marion County appreciates the City of Newberg leaving the record open from the 
June 1, 2010 public hearing on the proposed urban growth boundary 
amendment, thereby allowing the County additional time to review and submit 
comments on the proposal.  As a neighboring jurisdiction, Marion County along 
with cities in the north county area will be affected by proposed industrial growth 
in the amendment area due to the existing transportation system that serves this 
area of Marion County, Yamhill County and the City of Newberg. 
 
Marion County is very concerned about the potential traffic impacts of the 
amendment proposal on the road system in north Marion County.  The County’s 
comments focus on the findings contained in the amendment report pertaining to 
conformance with the statewide statutory and rule requirements regarding 
transportation planning.  
 
The proposed UGB expansion for industrial lands on the south end of the City of 
Newberg presents a unique transportation situation.  The City and its local 
transportation system is located in Yamhill County and is part of the Yamhill 
County transportation system.  However, the City’s location in proximity to the 
Yamhill and Marion County boundary will result in future truck traffic from the 
proposed industrial expansion area, accessing I-5 via Highway 219 through 
north Marion County.  Neither the City of Newberg nor Yamhill County have 
control over or manage transportation system planning for this transportation 
impact.   
 
The City’s findings report (page 74) indicates that the south study area is the 
most appropriate place for future industrial development.  It is the area with the 
fewest potential impacts on the existing transportation system.  Development is 
not likely to result in increased big truck traffic through downtown due to access 
to I-5 via Highway 219 or future use of the 99W bypass route.  The area has 
good existing access to I-5 via Highway 219.  Finally, the location adjacent to 
existing industrial zoned and developed properties with traffic in the area already 
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industrial in nature and with no new conflicts with existing residential traffic.  Though these 
findings indicate that few impacts would occur to the local (city) transportation system, the 
findings acknowledge that the resultant big truck traffic will be directed to those routes 
providing access to I-5 and Highway 99W, that is Highway 219 through north Marion County.  
The findings report should address the potential for impacts to the regional transportation 
system of which Marion County and cities in north Marion County are a major part with 
regard to routes providing access to I-5. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 12-Transportation provides planning guidelines wherein 
transportation studies and plans should be revised in coordination with local and regional 
plans.  The City’s findings report (page 73) acknowledges Marion County participation in the 
South Industrial Area Master Plan process and that more study will be done in the future to 
determine potential impacts to the local and regional transportation system.  The City in its 
findings report should also identify Marion County, the cities in north Marion County and its 
roads as part of the regional transportation system that will be affected by the additional 
traffic generated by potential industrial development in the proposed expansion area.  In 
addition, the findings should indicate that the transportation study to determine potential 
impacts should occur in coordination with affected jurisdictions that include Marion County 
and the cities of Donald and St. Paul. 
 
The findings should include conformance with Marion County transportation system plan 
goals and policies as part of the transportation planning analysis to support the proposed 
plan amendment. The City’s findings report addresses conformance of the amendment 
proposal with the transportation planning goals and policies of the City of Newberg and 
Yamhill County plans.  However, the Marion County transportation system will likewise have 
an important role in addressing the traffic needs generated by development in the proposed 
expansion area,   
 
In accordance with OAR 660-012-0060(1), it is normally expected that a transportation study 
will be performed as part of the UGB expansion proposal.  As was noted in the findings 
report, this need not be applied under the provisions of OAR 660-024-0020(1)(d), which 
states: 
 
“(d) The transportation planning rule requirements under OAR 660-012-0060 need not be applied to a UGB 
amendment if the land added to the UGB is zoned as urbanizable land, either by retaining the zoning that was 
assigned prior to inclusion in the boundary or by assigning interim zoning that does not allow development that 
would generate more vehicle trips than development allowed by the zoning assigned prior to inclusion in the 
boundary.” 
 
In this case, the current zoning on the properties proposed for inclusion in the UGB is 
Agricultural Forest.  The anticipated comprehensive plan designations for this area would be 
“Industrial” and “Public/Quasi Public.”  The proposed comprehensive plan designation is 
clearly intended to allow development that would generate more trips than the current 
zoning.  At a minimum, Marion County would need assurances that no development will be 
allowed to occur in this area without first annexing to the city and obtaining the appropriate 
zone change. 
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The County requests that a traffic analysis be conducted for the entire South Industrial 
master planned area prior to the initiation of any zone change in the proposed UGB 
expansion area.  Marion County Public Works requests to be included in the scoping and 
review of all traffic analyses for this area.  The traffic analysis should include the regional 
impacts including impacts to roads in Marion County.  Waiting to address the transportation 
issues until the time of individual or phases of the industrial area zone change and 
annexation will not identify bigger issues, especially as this process can occur in very small 
phases that do not, individually, warrant any mitigation requirements. 
 
The County has identified several areas that may not be adequate to handle the additional 
traffic from development in the proposed City of Newberg South Industrial expansion area.  
The transportation study should include, but not limited to, impacts in the following areas: 

• The Fargo/I-5 Interchange area, including the ramp intersections and the Ehlen 
Road/Bents Road intersection. 

• The Woodburn/I-5 interchange area 
• Highway 219/McKay Road intersection 
• Ehlen Road/McKay Road/Yergen Road corridor 
• River Road and French Prairie corridors 
• Roads in the City of Donald 
• Roads in the City of St. Paul 
• Highway 219 (Length limited and has safety issues, several high SPIS locations) 

 
The essential point that Marion County would like to make is that the City of Newberg along 
with Yamhill County need to coordinate with Marion County as part of the regional 
transportation system providing service to jurisdictions in this planning area.  The 
coordination needs to involve the study and analysis of transportation system impacts and 
mitigation measures. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed expansion of the City of 
Newberg urban growth boundary.  If you have any questions, please contact either Karen 
Odenthal at 503-588-5036 or Les Sasaki at 503-588-5038. 
 
 
 
Karen Odenthal      Les Sasaki 
Transportation Planner     Principal Planner 
Public Works/Transportation    Public Works/Planning 
 
 
 
cc: Ken Friday, Yamhill County 
 Steve Oulman, DLCD 
 Dan Fricke, ODOT 
 Janet Lane, City of Donald 
 Lorrie Biggs, City of St. Paul 
 Marion County Board of Commissioners  
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Celebrating Thirty-five Years of Innovation 

June 9, 2010 
 
Newberg Urban Area Management Council   
 
City of Newberg Planning Department  Yamhill County Planning Department  
414 E. First Street     525 NE 4th Street 
Newberg OR 97132     McMinnville OR 97128 
 
Re: Docket PA-01-10 (Newberg Urban Growth Boundary Amendment) 
 
Dear Commissioners and Staff: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide additional comment on the proposed 
amendment to add approximately 260 acres to Newberg’s Urban Growth Boundary. Most 
of the land is prime agricultural land (Class I and II soils) that is actively farmed.  The 
land is located southeast of the city along Highway 219 towards the Willamette River 
bridge to St. Paul.  The land is proposed to be included for industrial uses.  
 
1000 Friends of Oregon and Friends of Yamhill County previously submitted testimony 
and in that testimony we outlined several concerns.  We have additional follow-up 
comments on one of those concerns, the overall forecast of employment that will use 
industrial land.   
 
 “Other Services” 
 
The “Other Services” sector accounts for the second largest total number of new jobs 
allocated to industrial land in the application and the EOA- second only to manufacturing.   
 
Our previous testimony detailed how the number of projected new jobs in the “Other 
Services” sector that are allocated to industrial land and to commercial land far exceeds 
the total number of projected new jobs for that sector.  (Other sectors in which new jobs 
are double-counted include  “Information, “Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities,” 
and “Professional & Business”).1  
 
This is not the only problem with the way the city projects land need for new jobs in the 
“Other Services" sector. 
 
First, the “Other Services” sector consists primarily of businesses that do not use 
industrial land, i.e. “personal and laundry services” such as hair salons, dog groomers, 

                                                
1 All told, the city double-counts some 366 jobs, equal to 22% of all the new jobs projected to need 
industrial space through 2030. 
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dry cleaners, etc. and “membership associations and organizations” such as churches, 
advocacy groups, and business associations like the Chamber of Commerce.2  A smaller 
part of the sector includes some, but not all, of the employment related to “Repair and 
Maintenance,” like automotive maintenance and furniture repair. 
 
As the attached information from the Oregon Employment Department shows, most 
employment in this sector is in businesses that use small sites and generally prefer a 
downtown or other non-industrial location. The application does not explain why the vast 
majority of jobs in this sector (93%) are allocated to industrial land.  
 
Second, neither the overall sector nor the businesses within it are among Newberg’s 
targeted industries.  The application; (a) does not explain why businesses in this sector 
require sites with the extremely narrow characteristics identified as “required” for its 
targeted industries;3 and (b) does not explain why it is providing new industrial land for 
uses that are not among the targeted industries.  
  
As the attached Google maps document, almost all the existing Newberg businesses 
within the “Other Services” sector do not use industrial land, with the exception of a few 
automotive shops.   In fact, many are located in downtown locations or on other small 
sites, often in a portion of a small building on a small lot.     
 
There is no justification for the assumption that almost all the new jobs in this sector will 
require industrial land, let alone industrial parcels of at least 5 acres in size in an 
agglomeration of at least 100 new acres, etc.    
 
We hope these additional comments are helpful.  Please include them in the official 
record of these proceedings and notify us of any decisions and/or future hearings in this 
matter.   
 
Sincerely, 

         
Mia Nelson                                Ilsa Perse                                        Sid Friedman  
1000 Friends of Oregon Friends of Yamhill County 1000 Friends of Oregon  
220 East 11th, Suite 5 
Eugene, OR  97401   
 

                                                
2 See attachments: OED Industry Employment Forecast, 2008-2018, p. 20; e-mail from Nick Beleiciks, 
Senior Economic Analyst, Oregon Employment Department; and Industry Subsector Definitons and Details 
from OED website. 
 
3 Nor does the application explain why each of its various targeted industries requires sites with the same 
identical characteristics.  As explained in previous testimony, these artificial screens masquerading as 
“requirements” appear to be reverse engineered so that the only suitable site is the large block of prime 
farmland that the city wants to develop as the South Industrial Area.   
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Attachments:  
1. E-mail from Nick Beleiciks, Senior Economic Analyst, Oregon Employment 
Department 
2.  OED Industry Employment Forecast, 2008-2018, p. 20 
3. Industry Subsector Definitions and Details from OED website. 
4.  Google Map Locations of “Other Services” sector businesses within Newberg 
 
Cc: DLCD  
            Oregon Department of Agriculture 
 

Ord 2011-2740 - Attachment 8



From: Sid <Sid@friends.org>
Subject: [Fwd: Re: employment sectors]

Date: June 7, 2010 10:45:43 AM PDT
To: mia Nelson <mia@friends.org>

1 Attachment, 39.5 KB

-------- Original Message --------
Subject:Re: employment sectors

Date:Mon, 07 Jun 2010 10:42:54 -0700
From:Nick J BELEICIKS <nick.j.beleiciks@state.or.us>

To:Sid <Sid@friends.org>
CC:Mark M MILLER <mark.m.miller@state.or.us>, Patrick S OCONNOR <patrick.s.oconnor@state.or.us>

References:<4C094ADE.8020002@friends.org> <8A8CF693A3BB294DB354A999D49CF81808CBCB72@exchnode01.ad.state.or.us> <4C0ABF4F.6070705@friends.org>
<4C0CB943.1659.0046.0@gw.emp.state.or.us> <4C0D1DA8.90005@friends.org>

Hi Sid,

You are right on track in understanding what types of businesses make up those two industries (although landscaping services are actually
 in Administrative and support services - Services to buildings and dwellings, not Repair and maintenance). But there are additional busi
nesses in those industries, so I attached an Excel file with tables that contain the sub-industries and the number of establishments, emp
loyment levels, and payroll of those detailed industries. There is more information about the industries on our website www.QualityInfo.o
rg. You can click on the links in the Excel file or go there directly using these links.

Repair and maintenance: http://www.qualityinfo.org/olmisj/CEP?action=industry&indtype=N&indcode=50J818110000&areacode=01000000

Personal and laundry services: http://www.qualityinfo.org/olmisj/CEP?action=industry&indtype=N&indcode=50J818120000&areacode=01000000

Membership associations and organizations: http://www.qualityinfo.org/olmisj/CEP?action=industry&indtype=N&indcode=50J818130000&areacode=
01000000

I hope this helps. Please let me know if you need anything else.

Thanks,
Nick B.

Nick Beleiciks
Senior Economic Analyst
Workforce and Economic Research
Oregon Employment Department
Phone: (503) 947-1267
www.QualityInfo.org

>>> Sid <Sid@friends.org> 6/7/2010 9:26 AM >>>
Thanks!

Mark M MILLER wrote:
> Hi, Sid!
>  
> I'm going to quickly pass this on to Nick Beleiciks who built the 
> forecasts. He'll be able to explain what is (and isn't) included.
>
> >>> Sid <Sid@friends.org> 6/5/2010 2:19 PM >>>
> Art,
>
> Thanks for passing this on to Mark.  Best of luck all your new endeavors.
>
> Sid
>
> AYRE Art * BAM Analyst wrote:
> > Hello Sid,
> >
> > I'm no longer with the Employment Department. I will copy Mark Miller at
> > the Employment Department on this reply and ask him to have someone in
> > the department's Research section reply to your request.
> >
> > Best wishes,
> > - Art
> >
> > -----Original Message-----
> > From: Sid [mailto:Sid@friends.org] 
> > Sent: Friday, June 04, 2010 11:50 AM
> > To: art.ayre@state.or.us 
> > Cc: mia@friends.org >> Mia Nelson
> > Subject: employment sectors
> >
> > Hi Art,
> >
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> > The OED employment forecasts include a sector called "other services." 
> > These aren't broken down for Region 3, but statewide it breaks down into
> >
> > "repair & maintenance," personal & laundry services", and "membership
> > associations and organizations, which is the largest category.
> >
> > I think I understand repair and maintenance, ( jiffy lube and yard
> > maintenance?) but I'm not sure about the other two.  Is personal &
> > laundry services" barbers, dog groomers, dry cleaners and the like? 
> > What about membership organizations, Is that mostly churches, plus the
> > Elks and Kiwanis?
> >
> > Thanks.
> >
> > Sid Friedman
> >
> >  

Employment …xls (39.5 KB)
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20 Oregon Employment Department • Workforce and Economic Research 

Industry Employment Forecast, 2008-2018 (Continued)

2008 2018 Change % Change
        Information 36,100 37,000 900 2%
                Publishing industries, except internet 6,700 6,300 -400 -6%
                    Newspaper, book, and directory publishers 6,400 5,900 -500 -8%
                    Software publishers 9,300 10,200 900 10%
                Telecommunications 8,100 7,800 -300 -4%
        Financial activities 101,300 105,100 3,800 4%
            Finance and insurance 60,800 64,400 3,600 6%
                Credit intermediation and related activities 28,700 30,500 1,800 6%
                Insurance carriers and related activities 26,800 28,500 1,700 6%
            Real estate and rental and leasing 40,600 40,700 100 0%
                Real estate 33,000 33,000 0 0%
        Professional and business services 197,100 224,700 27,600 14%
            Professional and technical services 73,300 88,000 14,700 20%
                    Legal services 12,300 14,200 1,900 15%
                    Architectural and engineering services 15,100 17,300 2,200 15%
                    Computer systems design and related services 9,900 12,000 2,100 21%
            Management of companies and enterprises 32,000 35,000 3,000 9%
            Administrative and waste services 91,800 101,700 9,900 11%
                Administrative and support services 86,300 95,900 9,600 11%
                    Employment services 36,200 39,100 2,900 8%
                    Business support services 14,600 16,100 1,500 10%
                    Services to buildings and dwellings 21,000 24,100 3,100 15%
        Educational and health services 219,500 269,300 49,800 23%
            Educational services 29,700 32,300 2,600 9%
            Health care and social assistance 189,800 237,000 47,200 25%
                Ambulatory health care services 67,600 86,200 18,600 28%
                Hospitals 52,800 64,600 11,800 22%
                Nursing and residential care facilities 40,000 50,500 10,500 26%
                Social assistance 29,400 35,700 6,300 21%
        Leisure and hospitality 173,100 194,600 21,500 12%
            Arts, entertainment, and recreation 23,200 26,400 3,200 14%
                Amusement, gambling, and recreation 17,400 19,900 2,500 14%
            Accommodation and food services 149,900 168,200 18,300 12%
                Accommodation 22,100 24,800 2,700 12%
                Food services and drinking places 127,800 143,500 15,700 12%
                    Full-service restaurants 62,800 69,700 6,900 11%
                    Limited-service eating places 54,300 61,900 7,600 14%
        Other services 60,500 65,400 4,900 8%
                Repair and maintenance 17,200 19,200 2,000 12%
                Personal and laundry services 13,500 14,800 1,300 10%
                Membership associations and organizations 29,100 30,600 1,500 5%
                    Religious organizations 17,100 18,100 1,000 6%
    Government 296,000 319,800 23,800 8%
        Federal government 29,500 29,000 -500 -2%
        State government 77,000 83,100 6,100 8%
            State education 28,400 29,300 900 3%
        Local government 189,500 207,700 18,200 10%
            Indian tribal 8,600 9,800 1,200 14%
            Local education 99,100 104,400 5,300 5%

Note: Industry and occupational employment totals are not equal due to rounding.
         Farm employment is included in natural resources and mining.
         Previous industry projections were limited to nonfarm employment.
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