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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

October 8, 2015 7:00 PM  

NEWBERG PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING   

401 EAST THIRD STREET 

 
 

I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER 
 

II. ROLL CALL 
 

III.  PUBLIC COMMENTS (5-minute maximum per person – for items not on the agenda) 

 

IV. CONSENT CALENDAR (items are considered routine and are not discussed unless requested by the 

commissioners) 

1. Approval of August 13, 2015 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
 

VI. LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARING (complete registration form to give testimony - 5 minute 

maximum per person, unless otherwise set by majority motion of the Planning Commission)  

   

1. Comprehensive Plan Amendment – Population Forecast & Safe Harbor Employment 

Forecast: Adopt the coordinated population forecast for Yamhill County and an associated safe 

harbor employment forecast.   

FILE NO.: CPTA-15-001  RESOLUTION NO.: 2015-308 

    

VII. ITEMS FROM STAFF 

1. Update on Council items 

2. Other reports, letters or correspondence 

3. Next Planning Commission meeting: November 12, 2015  
 

VIII. ITEMS FROM COMMISSIONERS 
 

IX. ADJOURNMENT 
 

FOR QUESTIONS PLEASE STOP BY, OR CALL 503-537-1240, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPT. – P.O. BOX 970 – 414 E. FIRST 

STREET 
 

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 as 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. 
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NEWBERG PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

August 13, 2015, 7:00 PM 

PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING (401 E. THIRD STREET) 
 

 Chair Gary Bliss called the meeting to order at 7:04 p.m.  

 

ROLL CALL 
Members Present: Gary Bliss, Chair Jason Dale    Art Smith 

 Philip Smith                         Matthew Fortner Allyn Edwards  

  

Members Absent: Cathy Stuhr                         Luis Saavedra/student  

 

Staff Present: Steve Olson, Associate Planner  

 Doug Rux, Community Development Director 

 Bobbie Morgan, Planning Secretary 

 Jason Wuertz, Engineering 

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS:   

Stan Halle, Chair of the Newberg Dundee Bypass Impact Committee for the Ladd Hill Neighborhood 

Association, discussed the article in the Newberg Graphic that had quoted him on things he apparently said.  He 

was not interviewed by the reporter.  He represented a large neighborhood association that spanned most of 

Wilsonville Road and had formed partnerships with Yamhill County Commissioners, Clackamas County 

Commissioners, City of Wilsonville, and West Linn/Wilsonville School District expressing significant concerns 

about the public safety impact that the bypass would have on Wilsonville Road if the current configuration went 

forward.  It was an amendment the Planning Commission worked on two years ago and was passed by the City 

Council in December of 2013.  He submitted a written document into the record that laid out the history and 

concerns.  They had been working with Mayor Andrews and staff to find some resolution.  They would like a 

no-through design that would allow traffic on Highway 219 north and south to go in all directions, but traffic on 

the bypass to Wilsonville Road would be prohibited and from Wilsonville Road onto the bypass.  The current 

TSP would be brought to the Commission soon to be brought into alignment with the bid package from ODOT.  

ODOT failed to conduct the proper analysis and modeling of the impact to Wilsonville Road and was in 

violation of the National Environmental Protection Act.  They supported the bypass, but requested the no-

through design.  Another article came out in the Wilsonville Spokesman with more details on the issue.  

 

Community Development Director Doug Rux responded staff had been in contact with ODOT and the 

neighborhood association and were waiting for ODOT to submit an amendment to the current TSP.  If one was 

submitted, it would be brought before the Planning Commission to forward a recommendation to the City 

Council. 

 

PC Philip Smith was greatly interested in this issue and he looked forward to learning more about it. 

 

CONSENT CALENDAR:   

Approval of June 11 and June 25, 2015 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

 

Motion:  PC Allen Edwards moved to approve the June 11, 2015, Planning Commission minutes.  Seconded by 

PC Matthew Fortner and passed 6/0. 

 

Chair Bliss pointed out one correction on page 2 of 4 of the June 25 minutes.  Under Opponents it stated there 

was an owner to the east of the property, but it should be to the west of the property.  
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Motion:  PC Art Smith moved to approve the June 25, 2015, Planning Commission minutes as corrected.  

Seconded by PC Matthew Fortner and approved 6/0. 

 

QUASI-JUDICIAL HEARING:   

 

1. APPLICANT: Leonard Johnson (contact – Mart Storm) (continued from 6/25/15) 

 Request: Highlands at Hess Creek Phases 4 & 5 – subdivision tentative plan approval. 

 Location: South end of Kennedy Drive and Corrine Drive 

 Tax Lot: 3220-1400 

 File Number: SUB3-15-001 

 Criteria: Newberg Development Code Section 15.235.060(A) 

 

Chair Gary Bliss reopened the public hearing at 7:11 p.m.   

 

Staff Report:  Associate Planner Steve Olson presented the staff report.  The property was located at the south 

end of Kennedy Drive and Corrine Drive.  He explained the CPRD property next to the property and stream 

corridor on the property.  He then discussed the revised layout of the subdivision which addressed the concerns 

at the last meeting.  Kennedy Drive extended down to the south and the water line would extend with it, and the 

sewer line already extended there.  The easement was removed and it would be 27 lots with a slight shift in 

configuration.  On the eastern part of the property, there would be an access easement to the stream corridor and 

across the CPRD property.  On the southwest corner there would be an access easement to the Darby property.  

Staff had updated the findings and conditions as they were now showing the street extension, the access 

easements would need to finalized by final plat, the lots continued to meet the lot size standards, the lots met the 

frontage requirements, the water issue had been solved by extending the line south, and they did not need to 

extend the stormwater line due to the topography, but the applicant would have to submit a final stormwater 

report and maintenance agreement.  Staff recommended approval of the application with the amended findings 

and conditions. 

 

Public Testimony  
Proponent: 

 

Mart Storm, representing the applicant, thought all of the issues had been addressed.  They agreed with staff’s 

findings and conditions.  He clarified they were able to keep the same number of lots as proposed. 

 

Don Clements, Superintendent of the Chehalem Park and Recreation District, said at the last hearing they did 

not have access to their property and now they did.  There was no Board meeting until the end of this month, 

and he could not confirm or deny the easement would be granted.  

 

PC Philip Smith asked AP Olson if they could make the approval conditional on the easement being approved. 

AP Olson said the condition allowed flexibility for the location of the easement. 

 

There was discussion regarding the options for the location of the easement. 

 

Mr. Storm explained where the property was that required an easement.  They would create the tract and plot 

and would ultimately give the land to CPRD. 

 

Close of Public Testimony: Chair Gary Bliss closed the public testimony portion of the hearing at 7:28 p.m. 

 

Final Comments from staff and recommendation: AP Olson recommended approval of Order No. 2015-18. 

 

Action by the Planning Commission: 
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Motion: PC Philip Smith moved to approve Order No. 2015-18 with Exhibits A, B, and C.  Seconded by PC 

Matthew Fortner and passed 6/0. 

 

2.  APPLICANT: ProLand LLC (representing Verizon Wireless) 

REQUEST: Appealed to Planning Commission – Design review/variance approval for a 70- foot tall 

cellular communications tower, with reduced setback requirement. 

LOCATION: 2401 E. Hancock Street 

TAX LOT: 3220AB-202 

FILE NO.: DR2-15-003/VAR-15-001 ORDER NO.: 2015-19 

CRITERIA: Newberg Development Code Section 15.220.050(B), 15.445.190, 15.215.040 

 

Call to order:  Chair Gary Bliss opened the public hearing at 7:30 p.m. 

 

Call for abstentions, Bias, Ex Parte Contact, and Objections to Jurisdiction: Chair Gary Bliss visited the 

site a few days ago. 

 

Legal Announcement:  Chair Gary Bliss read the quasi-judicial hearing announcement. 

 

Staff Report:  AP Olson presented the staff report.  This was a cell tower design review and variance 

application for 2401 E. Hancock Street.  This had been appealed to the Planning Commission.  The applicant 

was ProLand LLC representing Verizon Wireless.  The property was in the M-2, light industrial zone.  He 

explained the location of the site.  It was 1.4 acres with three existing industrial buildings and a mix of 

businesses in the buildings.  He then discussed the uses of the adjacent properties and where the cell tower was 

being proposed. The appeal focused on two main issues, the first was concern about long term risk from 

radiation from the cell tower.  The Newberg Development Code criteria did not directly regulate cell tower 

radiation because the FCC regulated it.  There was a condition of approval that the applicant had to provide 

confirmation that the FCC Antenna Structure Registration Application was approved.  The other issue was 

airport safety and the Code required that a cell tower applicant had to meet FAA and ODA requirements.  The 

FAA determined there was no hazard to air navigation.  There were two letters from ODA.  The first had 

concerns that the cell tower would create an obstruction especially for take-offs and they requested additional 

information. The second letter from ODA stated they did not object to the proposal and required the tower to 

have appropriate markings and lighting.  He reviewed the other criteria for cell towers and how the application 

met the criteria.  There was a requirement for an engineer’s report and letter of intent to allow co-location on 

their tower.  He then discussed the variance criteria.  The setback requirement for the cell tower was 21 feet 

from adjacent properties, however the building to the north was only 9.5 feet away.  They did meet the setback 

on the other three sides.  The only structure they did not meet the setback for was owned by the same person 

who wanted to put in the cell tower.  He did not think it would have an adverse effect on other properties.  Staff 

recommended approval. 

 

There was discussion regarding the setback requirement, FAA and ODA studies, and FCC safety levels for 

radiation.  

 

Public Testimony:   

Proponent: 

Mike Connors, representing the applicant, Verizon Wireless, said the cell tower was for a coverage and capacity 

need in this area.  They chose the M-2 zone as the City Code encouraged.  All the surrounding properties were 

commercial, but there was other light industrial in the area.  The proposed height was 70 feet.  They were 

comfortable with all of the conditions.  Regarding the health related issues, cities were prohibited from 

considering it so that the FCC standards would be used.  This put the city in a difficult position, and they had 

provided the emissions report which discussed the acceptable public exposure limits.  This tower was well 
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below the standards and there were no health related concerns.  Regarding the proximity to the airport, there 

was a letter from the FAA and Sportsman Airport expressing no concerns.  ODA’s initial letter was based on a 

misunderstanding that they were proposing a 100 foot tower.  Once they clarified it was a 70 foot tower, it was 

approved.  The study that FAA and ODA did were their own studies and they determined whether or not it met 

the standards.  Part of the appeal was based on the initial ODA letter, but he thought with the new letter based 

on the actual height and incorporation of their requirements into the conditions, this issue had been resolved.  

Regarding the variance, all of the setbacks to adjoining properties were met.  He did not think the requirement 

applied to a person’s own property, however they had applied for the variance.  The property was narrow and 

developed, and there was no way to locate this facility in a portion of the property that could satisfy the setbacks 

with the buildings that were there.  The property owners were fine with it and supported the application. 

 

Chair Gary Bliss asked how much more service this would provide.  He questioned if this was the right 

location.  Mr. Connors explained the area that would receive the better service.  It was expensive for Verizon to 

build cell towers and they wouldn’t be here if it wasn’t an important need for it.    

 

Chair Gary Bliss asked if there was a criterion regarding the distance of cell towers to each other.  AP Olson 

replied yes, if it was within 2,000 feet of another tower it would be a Conditional Use Permit.  It was further 

than that to the ones at the high school.   

 

Chair Gary Bliss questioned again if this was the best site and height to get the most coverage.  Mr. Connors 

explained the process for site location.  They found that this was the best property available.   

 

Opponent: 

Fred Casey, Newberg resident, owned a piece of property adjacent to the site on the east.  He had a letter from 

ODA responding to a letter sent from staff. 

 

AP Olson explained staff sent them a copy of the application and a letter asking ODA to review it and return 

comments.  

 

Mr. Casey thought they knew it was 70 feet at the beginning and did not approve it.  His concern was the 

radiation as his property was currently undeveloped and Verizon planned to add more things to the tower as 

time went on.  The tower required a 21 foot setback and it would establish a precedent to allow a variance. 

 

Chair Gary Bliss said in the Development Code it stated if a variance was granted it would not set a precedence.  

Applications were approved or denied on their own merit. 

 

Mr. Casey said aircraft flew over that area all the time and he was also concerned about flight patterns.  He was 

still concerned about setting a precedent.   

 

PC Matthew Fortner shared the same concerns as Mr. Casey. 

 

Mr. Connors provided rebuttal.  The reason ODA thought initially it was a 100 foot tower was because their 

original plan was for a 100 foot tower.  They filed information with the different organizations separately and 

ODA based their recommendation on the information they received from the FAA submittal.  The FAA, ODA, 

and the Airport agreed the cell tower would not cause a safety hazard and complied with their standards.  

Granting a variance would not set a precedent.  This was not an instance where a variance would affect an 

adjacent property, it was a building on the subject property.  It was not uncommon for people to raise questions 

about cell tower safety, but it was not a safety issue and was not one of the criteria for approval. 
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PC Matthew Fortner asked about acceptable levels and adding future capacity.  Mr. Connors responded anyone 

wishing to co-locate on the cell tower would have to go through the same approval process to show in 

combination with the existing antennas the standards would still be met. 

 

PC Jason Dale asked if the amount of radiation would increase in the future.  Mr. Connors stated no, the test 

was based on a maximum power of the proposed antennas. 

 

Close Public Testimony:  Chair Gary Bliss closed the public testimony portion of the hearing at 8:32 p.m. 

 

Final Comments from staff and recommendation:  AP Olson said staff recommended approval of Order No. 

2015-19. 

 

PC Jason Dale confirmed there were two cell towers at the high school and the students were not adversely 

affected. 

 

PC deliberation and discussion of criteria with findings of fact:   
 

PC Philip Smith said a federal agency regulated the radiation levels and he thought it was safe.  The FAA and 

ODA were regulating the air traffic.  It was clear in the Code this would not be a precedent.  The only grounds 

for an appeal was the tower was too close to other buildings, but the buildings were owned by the people who 

wanted to build the tower.  He did not see that it was a problem.  

 

PC Art Smith said radiation was always a concern, but they were not the experts and they had to take what the 

experts told them.  He would have concerns regarding flight patterns if the Airport said there was a problem, but 

they did not. 

 

PC Matthew Fortner thought there would be a problem with radio communications interfering with navigation 

systems in aircraft.  They had to take the word of the experts, but the letters had no proof behind them. 

 

Chair Gary Bliss thought the applicant met the criteria. 

 

Action by the Planning Commission: 

 

Motion: PC Art Smith moved to approve ORDER NO: 2015-19 with Exhibits A and B.  Seconded by PC Philip 

Smith and approved 6/0. 

 

VI. LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS 

1. DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT: Temporary and Portable signs 

  The proposal:  

1. Adds a new section for a temporary sign permit program that will allow additional 

temporary and portable signs on private property in the C-2, C3, and Institutional zones.   

2. Adds new language to address the use of pennants, streamers, and inflatable objects. 

3. Adds new language to clarify the definition of a flag display and flag use on holidays.  

4. Modifies existing sign code language to clarify the intent of the code.  

5. Allows additional signs in the public right-of-way.  

  FILE NO.: DCA-14-001 RESOLUTION NO.: 2014-308 

   

Call to order:  Chair Gary Bliss opened the public hearing at 8:53 p.m. 

 

Call for abstentions, Bias, Ex Parte Contact, and Objections to Jurisdiction: 

5 



 

 

 
City of Newberg: Planning Commission Minutes (August 13, 2015)  Page 6 of 9 

PC Art Smith had recent email conversations regarding the sign code and copied Mr. Olson on them, and he had 

clearly made his opinion known.  He decided to recuse himself from the hearing and left the dais. 

 

Staff Report:  AP Olson gave the staff report presentation.  The Planning Commission did approve this by 

resolution, but staff brought it back as one change was to allow additional signs in the right-of-way outside of 

downtown.  The County said their policy did not allow private signs in the public right-of-way for the County 

jurisdiction roads in the City.  ODOT also did not allow private signs in the public right-of-way.  He showed a 

map of the roads that were under ODOT jurisdiction.  Staff asked ODOT if there was an agreement that allowed 

the signs downtown, and they found that there were “resoluted” highways along parts of First Street, College 

Street and Main Street. Resoluted highways are state highways on city streets. In these areas ODOT controlled 

curb to curb and the City managed the right-of-way behind the curb, where signs could be allowed on the 

sidewalk. Hancock is not a resoluted highway, so this would limit signs on sidewalks along Hancock.  Staff 

recommended changing the Code to coincide with ODOT’s regulations. 

 

There was discussion regarding enforcement of the Sign Code for roads that were in ODOT’s jurisdiction.  

There was a suggestion to discuss these changes with the Downtown Coalition and to add the issue to the list of 

discussion items with ODOT as part of the Transportation Growth Management Grant. 

 

AP Olson continued the staff report.  The businesses that would be most affected were not the businesses on 

Hancock, as many of those businesses had room to put a sign on their own private property.  There were a lot of 

businesses on First Street that were putting signs up on Hancock to get the traffic heading west to them.  He 

then discussed the proposed changes in the Code to reflect the limitations from ODOT and the County.  A 

comment had been received from Burgerville about umbrellas.  The current recommendation was to allow signs 

on the lowest 12 inches of the umbrella.  Burgerville requested changing the code to allow their proposed 

umbrellas.  Did the Commission want to reopen the discussion regarding umbrellas?  Additional comments 

were received from Robert Soppe.  He affirmed it was a good idea not to require notification before a sign was 

removed, asked about portable signs in the bulbouts, which were allowed if they met vision clearance, and 

asked about temporary signs for events.  For grand opening events and other events businesses were allowed an 

unlimited number of signs, but for election events they were allowed up to two additional signs.  For flag 

events, they were allowed an unlimited number of flags.  Did this need to be clarified further?  New testimony 

had been received yesterday, and he asked if the Commission wanted to allow it.  For grand opening events, it 

required notice to the City, but not for other events.  Should the City require notification for other events? 

 

Motion:  PC Philip Smith moved to accept the new testimony.  Seconded by PC Matthew Fortner and approved 

5/0.   

 

The Commission took a five minute break to read the testimony. 

 

AP Olson said staff recommended adoption of the Code changes for signs in the right-of-way.  Did the 

Commission want to address changes regarding umbrellas and clarifying unlimited temporary signs? 

 

Public Testimony:   

Robert Soppe, Newberg resident, thought the temporary sign code was not clear.  The code needed to be 

understandable without needing interpretation.  There should be City notification for “other” events as there was 

for grand opening events to avoid enforcement issues.  He provided three amendment options and he explained 

each.  These were minor changes that would make the Code more understandable.  Regarding the roads in 

ODOT and County jurisdiction, the specific streets were added to the Code, but these roads could possibly 

change jurisdiction and they could add “When this section was adopted” before “this applies to Highway 219.”  

Regarding jurisdiction and enforcement, the Code was written to say the signs were not allowed as if the City 

was also imposing the regulation.  Did that give the City enforceability?   
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Close of Public Testimony: Chair Gary Bliss closed the public testimony portion of the hearing at 9:45 p.m. 

 

Final Comments from Staff & recommendation: AP Olson thought the suggestions for temporary signs were 

good clarifications.  Most businesses did not give notification of grand opening events, but the code language 

was good for enforcement.  He did not know if it was needed, but it would not do any harm to require 

notification for other events. 

 

Planning Commission Deliberation:  
PC Allyn Edwards thought Mr. Soppe’s suggestions were good clarifications except 15.435.100(D) add: “No 

other additional temporary signs are allowed during these days” which he thought was too prohibitive. 

 

PC Jason Dale asked about the umbrella issue. 

  

PC Philip Smith thought Burgerville’s umbrellas looked fine, but so did several others.  He thought they should 

stick to the rules already adopted for umbrellas, and businesses could adapt. Regarding 15.435.100(D), he was 

concerned that businesses might abuse the unlimited flags and put up other advertisements. 

 

Chair Gary Bliss thought the definition of a flag and definition of a temporary sign were two very different 

things.  AP Olson clarified the definitions.  Businesses were allowed an unlimited number of flags on certain 

days, but there could be other events going on at the same time.  Before the changes, flags were already 

unlimited on any legal holiday or festival day, and the changes spelled out which days were flag days.  It was 

already unlimited as well as grand opening events. 

 

Motion:  PC Philip Smith moved to make five amendments to the code as follows: 

  

1. At the end of 15.435.100(A) add “An unlimited number of temporary signs are allowed during a grand 

opening event.” 

2. At the end of 15.435.100(B) change “may contain up to two” to “may contain no more than two additional 

temporary signs.” 

3. At the end of 15.435.100(C) add “An unlimited number of temporary signs are allowed during the event.”  

4. At the end of 15.435.100(C) add: “The applicant shall notify the city in writing of the beginning and ending 

dates prior to the Other Events.” 

 

He did not propose to add at the end of 15.435.100(D): “No other additional temporary signs are allowed during 

these days”. 

 

5.  Approve staff proposed language, “Temporary and/or portable signs for other than traffic control and 

motorist advisories are not allowed within State highway right-of-way administered by the Oregon Department 

of Transportation except on resoluted highways.  In 2015, resoluted highways in Newberg were” and then the 

rest of the paragraph as written by staff. 

 

Seconded by PC Allyn Edwards. 

 

There was discussion regarding limiting election signs to three when businesses were allowed unlimited number 

of signs for events.  It was determined that this was done for aesthetic purposes. 

 

Action by the Planning Commission: 

 

The Commission voted on each proposed amendment: 

1. Approved 5/0.  

2. Approved 5/0.  
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3. Approved 5/0.  

4. Approved 5/0.  

5. Approved 5/0.  

 

PC Jason Dale thought the umbrella signage should be left as it was currently in the code. 

 

PC Allyn Edwards asked if anyone was affected by the language and denied approval of their umbrella.  AP 

Olson responded these were temporary signs and did not require a permit.   

 

Motion:  PC Allyn Edwards moved to change the language and allow a signature logo on top of umbrellas 

not to cover more than 30%.  Seconded by PC Matthew Fortner. 

 

      PC Philip Smith thought the 12 inch rule was easily enforceable and still gave businesses room for an 

effective commercial message. 

 

Chair Gary Bliss thought the purpose of an umbrella was for shade and he thought what they looked like 

should be limited.  He agreed it would bring a better uniformity. 

  

PC Allyn Edwards thought those that had a signature logo should be able to use their signature logo on top 

of the umbrella.  

 

The motion failed 1/3/1 with PC Allyn Edwards in favor and PC Matt Fortner abstaining. 

 

Motion:  PC Philip Smith moved to approve RESOLUTION NO. 2014-308 with the five amendments.  

Seconded by PC Allyn Edwards and approved 5/0. 

 

ITEMS FROM STAFF:   
CD Rux gave an update on Council items including the Villa Road improvement project, noise variance for the 

bypass, Martell Commons zone change, Street Seat pilot program, TGM grant, and Transportation System Plan 

update.  He announced PC Art Smith had submitted his resignation from the Planning Commission effective the 

end of August.  He thanked him for his service.  The next Planning Commission meeting would be September 

10. 

 

PC Art Smith said it was not an easy decision, but his schedule was not conducive to preparing for and 

attending the meetings. 

 

ITEMS FROM COMMISSIONERS:   

PC Philip Smith asked for an update on South Industrial Park.  CD Rux said LCDC continued to defer the 

decision on the City’s remand of the UGB application until December.  The City would repeal ordinances that 

were adopted and they would be brought to the City Council in October which would allow Yamhill County to 

repeal their language and get the information to LCDC.  The City was also initiating a Comp Plan amendment 

to put the Yamhill County population and employment projections into the Plan and would apply for a 

Technical Assistance Grant for work on the buildable lands inventory. 

 

Chair Gary Bliss adjourned the meeting at 10:50 p.m.  

 

Approved by the Newberg Planning Commission this ____ day of ___________, 2015. 
 

 

_______________________________  _____________________________ 
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 Bobbie Morgan, Planning Secretary              Gary Bliss, Planning Commission Chair 
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Exhibit “1” 
To Planning Commission Rules 

 

 

City of Newberg: Planning Commission Rules & Guidelines                                   Page 17 

OUTLINE FOR LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARING 
Newberg Planning Commission 

  
1. CALL TO ORDER 

OPEN THE PUBLIC HEARING, ANNOUNCE THE PURPOSE, DISCUSS TESTIMONY 
PROCEDURE, AND TIME ALLOTMENTS 

 
2.    CALL FOR ABSTENTIONS AND OBJECTIONS TO JURISDICTION  
 
3. STAFF REPORT 
 COMMISSION MAY ASK BRIEF QUESTIONS FOR CLARIFICATION 

   
4. PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
 5 MINUTE TIME LIMIT PER SPEAKER (15 MINUTE LIMIT FOR APPLICANT AND 
PRINCIPAL OPPONENT).  SPEAKER GOES TO WITNESS TABLE, STATES NAME & 
PRESENTS TESTIMONY.  COMMISSION MAY ASK QUESTIONS OF SPEAKERS. 
 A. APPLICANT(S) (IF ANY) 
 B. OTHER PROPONENTS                 
 C. OPPONENTS AND UNDECIDED 
 D. STAFF READS WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE (TIME LIMIT APPLIES)  
 E. APPLICANT (IF ANY) REBUTTAL 
 
5. CLOSE OF PUBLIC TESTIMONY PORTION OF HEARING 
 
6.  FINAL COMMENTS FROM STAFF AND RECOMMENDATION  

 
7. PLANNING COMMISSION DELIBERATION 

 
8. ACTION BY THE PLANNING COMMMISSION 
 A. RESOLUTION – Usually requires passage of resolution. 
 B. VOTE – Vote is done by roll call. 

C. COMBINATION – Can be combined with other commission action; separate vote 
on each action is required. 
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"Working Together For A Better Community-Serious About Service" 
 

   Community Development Department 
      P.O. Box 970 ▪ 414 E First Street ▪ Newberg, Oregon 97132  
      503-537-1240 ▪ Fax 503-537-1272 ▪ www.newbergoregon.gov 

 
 

Planning Commission Staff Report  

Comprehensive Plan Amendment – Population & Employment Forecast 
 
 

File No.: CPTA-15-001 
Proposal: Comprehensive Plan amendment to adopt the coordinated population forecast for Yamhill 

County and an associated safe harbor employment forecast    
 
Planning Commission Hearing Date:  October 8, 2015 

 
Summary of Proposal:  Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-024-0030 requires counties to adopt 
and maintain a coordinated 20-year population forecast for the county and for each urban area within the 
county. Cities are then required to adopt the 20-year population forecast for their urban area consistent 
with the coordinated county forecast. Yamhill County contracted with the Portland State University 
Population Research Center (PRC) to prepare the 20-year coordinated population forecast for the county 
and all of its cities.  The PRC report was released in October 2012 and adopted by the Yamhill County 
Board of Commissioners in November 2012 through Board Order 878.  
 
Newberg had previously adopted the coordinated population forecast as part of the south industrial urban 
growth boundary amendment and Economic Opportunities Analysis code amendments.  Staff is in the 
process of repealing those Ordinances, and they are expected to go before City Council for repeal in 
October 2015.   
 
Newberg now needs to adopt the coordinated 20-year population forecast to remain in compliance with 
OAR 660-024-0030. Having an updated population forecast will enable Newberg to embark on future 
planning consistent with the statewide planning goals, statutes, and rules. OAR 660-024-0040(9) allows 
cities to use a safe harbor to determine their 20-year employment forecast: either by using the most recent 
county or regional job growth rate, or by using the population growth rate for the urban area in the 20-
year coordinated population forecast. Therefore, in addition to adopting the coordinated 20-year 
population forecast, Newberg should also adopt a 20-year employment forecast based on the safe harbor 
population growth rate.  
 
 
Attachments: 
1. Yamhill County Ordinance 878 
Planning Commission Resolution 2015-308 with: 

Exhibit “A”: Comprehensive Plan text amendment  
 Exhibit “B”: Findings 
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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 Yamhill County and the 10 Municipalities Within Yamhill County 
Pursuant to HB 2709 (ORS 195.036), Docket PA-01-11, Rescinding 
Ordinance 877 

) 
) Ordinance 878 
) 
) 

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 Plauning Department applied for a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment adopting a 20-year coordinated population projection for 
Yamhill County and the 10-municipalities within Yamhill 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 Yamhill 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 
October 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 8th day of November, 2012, at McMinnville, Oregon. 

ATTEST YAMHILL COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Attachment 1 to CPTA-15-001 Staff Report
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REBEKAH STERN DOLL 
County Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
/1/ r "} .,/, I//J~ I. / Commissioner 

RICK SANAI, 

F:\Users\sanair\LU\Popu!alionforecastOrdinance878? A-O 1-11. wpd 

Unavailable for signature 

KATHY GEORGE 

MARY P. STERN 

Accepted by YarTjhill County 
Board of Commissioners on 

uf8/t2-
p , by Board Order 

'# I~-ftz~j 
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Exhibit "A" for Docket PA-OI-II (Population Coordination) 
Page 3 

. Findings for Approval, Exhibit "A", Ordinance 878 

DOCKET NO.: 

REQUEST: 

APPLICANT: 

LOCATION: 

CRITERIA: 

A. Background Facts 

PA-OI-II 

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

Yamhill County 

The projections would apply to the unincorporated areas of Yamhill 
County and the cities of Amity, Carlton, Dayton, Dundee, Lafayette, 
McMinnville, Newberg, Sheridan, Willamina and YamhilL 

The Yamhill County Comprehensive Plan, the Oregon Administrative 
Rules 660-024-0030 and Oregon Revised Statute 195.036. 

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 goverurnents 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 Yarnhill 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 transportation 
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 Jannary of 1997, those 
estimates were provided to Yamhill County. These estimates differed significantly from 

F :\Uscrs\sanair\LWopu!alionForecaSIOrdinance878P A-O 1-11. wpd 
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Exhibit "A" for Docket PA-Ol-ll (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 us 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-mul1icipalities 
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 Commissioners. 

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. 
Yamhill 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 

F:\Users\sanalr\LU\PopulalionForecastOrdinancc878P A-O 1·1 ! .wpd 
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Exhibit "A" for Docket P A-O 1-11 (Population Coordination) 
Page 5 

20 year population forecast. PSU contacted Yamhill County and each of the cities and conducted 
a survey of potential development. PSU then issued draft numbers which were circulated to 
representatives ofthe 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 

F:\Users\sanair\LU\PopulationForecastOrdinance878P A-O 1-11. wpd 
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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 lOU 

+ Portlan~,,~M}t~ 
Population Research 

Center 
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Population Forecasts for 
Yamhill County, its Cities and 

Unincorporated Area 
2011-2035 

October 2012 

Project Staff: 

Risa Proehl, Population Estimates Program Manager 
Vivian Sill, Research Analyst 
Kevin Rancik, GIS Analyst 

Attachment 1 to CPTA-15-001 Staff Report

18 



Co~nly Boundartes 

Areas OutsiOe Study Area 

.• '>, 
Y9m~m County 

":l ;, 

.'!? -,. 
N 

A 

Page i 

Attachment 1 to CPTA-15-001 Staff Report

19 



YamhiUCounty 
Populated Areas 

Highways 

Limits 

Urban ReserveArea 

4 

N 

Page ii 

Attachment 1 to CPTA-15-001 Staff Report

20 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Map of the Study Area 1 

Map of Population Areas 11 

INTRODUCTION 2 

OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT 9 

DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS AFFECTING YAMHILL COUNTY 13 

POPULATIONS 

DEMOGRAPHIC ASSUMPTIONS FOR THE POPULATION FORECASTS 29 

POPULATION FORECASTS FOR YAMHILL COUNTY AND ITS SUB- 38 

AREAS 

Population Forecasts for Yamhill County, McMinnville, and Newberg 40 

Population Forecasts for the County's Eight Smallest City Areas and the 41 
non-UGB Unincorporated Area 

METHODS AND DATA FOR POPULATION FORECASTS 43 

APPENDIX 1 Detailed Population Forecasts for Yamhill County, McMinnville, 
and Newberg 55 

APPENDIX 2 Detailed Population Forecasts for Yamhill County's 
Eight Smaller City Areas and the non-UGB Unincorporated Area 57 

APPENDIX 3 Demographic Assumptions for Yamhill County and the Cities of 
McMinnville and Newberg 

61 

APPENDIX 4 Information Considered When Developing Forecasts for Yamhill 
County's Sub-areas 65 

APPENDIX 5 Supporting Data and Forecast Summary Tables 76 

APPENDIX 6 Maps of Housing Unit Density in Yamhill County and its Sub- 84 
areas 
APPENDIX 7 Data Sources and Description 90 

APPENDIX 8 Historical City and County Populations for Yamhill County 94 

APPENDIX 9 Submitted Comments about the Preliminary Forecasts 96 

APPENDIX 10 Adjustment to Preliminary Forecasts 109 

Attachment 1 to CPTA-15-001 Staff Report

21 



INTRODUCTION 

Yamhill County officials co=issioned 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)1. 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 years of2012 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, Yamhill 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 Yamhill County's eight smaller cities (or' city 

areas') are all under 6,200, with most ranging froml,OOO 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 Yamhill County's population dynamics, 

such as the population's ethnic and age composition, the number of annual births that 

occur, employment and co=uting 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 

I The UGB used for McMinnville and its study area was a proposed amended UGB that was withdrawn in 
spring 2012; al1 references to the McMinnville UGB in this report pertain to this proposed UGB. See 
Appendix 9 for additional infonnation about the McMinnville's UGB. 
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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 tln'oughout 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 inventories and group quarters popUlations, 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 slowly, Therefore, housing construction is 

anticipated to be fairly sluggish for a few years in some areas, start to 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 

Page 3 

Attachment 1 to CPTA-15-001 Staff Report

23 



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 times 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 urban 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, Carlton, 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 a 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 

Yamhill 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 stndy area, 2000 and 2010 

Census data were aggregated to correspond to 2011 jurisdictional boundaries obtained 

from the Yamhill County's GIS Depar1ment. Comparing data that represent geographic 

areas that are consistent over time removes the influence that changing boundaries have on 

determining actnal population trends in a jurisdiction. Please note that some populations 

reported in our tables for 2000 and 20 I 0 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 stndy 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 armual 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 armual 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 armual 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 the 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 our 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 

about1.6 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 

unexpected 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 mayor 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 cities 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 ofthe forecasts is to consider that there is 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 occur 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 

into 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 

remaining eight cities and their UGBs (most which have a 2011 population estimate ofless 

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 
Areas 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 3,245 

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 . 

IThis figure excludes the urban reserve area (URA); 2This figure represents the entire city. 

This report covers the following topics: 

Demographic Trends in Yamhill 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 

racialJethnic 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 

Yamhill County's 8 less populous city areas, and for the non-UGB unincorporated area. 

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

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

and Newberg. 

Population Forecasts for the County's Eight Smaller City Areas and the non-UGB 

Unincorporated ATea. A summary of the forecast results and the predicted population 

changes in Yamhill County's 8 less populous city areas and the non-UGB unincorporated 

area. 

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

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

forecasts. 

Methods and Data Employed for the Smaller City Areas and non-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 McMinnville 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 

Yamhill 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, induding 

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 detennine 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 tenn. 

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 

emollment 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 

growth 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 20 II 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, accounted 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 ofthe 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 

in 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 

Yamhill 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 tbe 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 growtb rates for tbe other cities range from less tban one percent to 

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

growth rates higher than the County. 

Table 2. Yamhill County Populations by Jurisdiction 

# Ave. % Ave. 
Annual Annual 

Population 
Share of County 

Major Urban 
Areas 

2000* 2011 2000 2011 Change Change 

~~~~~~ ~-,~--~ 

Other 
Yamhill County 
Cities 

Willamina 

areas; 
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 Yamhill 

County all increased from 2000 to 20 II. However, regarding the percentages that they 

represent of the total 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 Lafayette and 

Sheridan by less than half of a point. 

According to Census 2010, all cities except Sheridan have a higher share of children's 

population 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 ofthe 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 ENROLLMENT 

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 20 II. This represents an increase of 8 percent or 1,200 students willi 

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 Enrollment 
17,000 ,-------------------------------

I_----------------~~~~~~-:,,~~--~-16,500 f-

16,000 i---====::;;;=;;;;;;;;;;;;?""'''------------------
15,500 +--#~----------------------------

15,000 +-------------------------------

14,500 +---r---,----,---,---r-----,-----,---,----,----,---,------, 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Changes during 2000-20 II 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 Yamhill County experienced falling enrollment 

between 2000 and 2011. Enrollments in Willamina and Yamllil1-Carlton School Districts 

declined by 17 percent (losing an average of IS students per year) and II 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. Bolli districts 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 (II percent), AsianJPacific Islanders (8 percent), and 

Native Americans (6 percent). Blacks and persons of some other race represented about 4 

percent, and I percent of the County's ethnic minority population, respectively. Of the 

total County population, Hispanics represented 15 percent. 

In 2010, McMinnville and Newberg 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 I). 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 
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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 of 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, 2000-20 I 0 

Willamina 
(Yamhill County 

Unincorporated 
Yamhill 

of Births 

286 157 

2000-2010 

# % 

-129 -45.1% 

J Births are allocated by Census block and include urban growth boundaries (UG8s) 
and urban reserve areas (URAs) where applicable; current boundaries supplied by 

in the 

exclude current city limits, UGBs, and URAs as 

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% ofthe 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 households, 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. 
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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 AsianslPacific 

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 HOUSEHOLDS 

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 

housing units as of the 2010 Census, while its unincorporated UGB area had I. 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 Yamhill, 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 

Yamhill (40%) experienced the most dramatic increases in housing stock. In terms ofraw 

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 

Housing Units, Housing Units, 
New Housing 

Percent 
City + UGB 

2000 2010 
Units 2000-

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 9,743 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 
(Yambill County 438 439 1 0.2% 

portion only) 

Yamhill 268 375 107 39.9% 

Unincorporated 8,203 8,944 741 9.0% 
Yambill County' 

1 Populations are allocated by Census block and include urban growth boundaries (UGBs) where applicable; current boundaries 
supplied by Yamhill County are used in the calculations. 

lThe unincorporated figures exclude current city limits and UGBs as supplied by Yamhill County. 

Housing Occupancy 

According to the Census 20 I 0 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, McMinnville, and Yamhill. Cities with lowest occupancy 

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

In 2010, about 94 percent of Yamhill 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 Lafayette, where the 

PPHs were 3.00, 3.17, and 3.09, respectively. The cities with the lowest PPHs in Yamhill 

County are McMinnville and Newberg, with averages of2.61 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 Yamhill County's population, 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 Sheridan 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, Yamhill, 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 only 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 Y amhill County, 2000-2010 
Annexed' 

City + UGB Population 
2000-2010 

Yamhill County (all 
39 

annexations) 
Amity 0 
Carlton none 
Dayton 0 
Dundee none 

Lafayette none 
McMinnville 0 
Newberg 38 
Sheridan 1 
Willamina none 
Yamhill 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 Yamhill County than moved out annually during this period. 

Migration rates are estimated to be highest among older middle-age persons with their 

children, and retirees. 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 

Yamhill 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 

lower 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 aTeas with unemployment rates significantly 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 

Yamhill 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 5 percent, to Salem. Cities with the smallest 

percentage of workers commuting outside the county for work - under 50 percent - are 

Page 27 

Attachment 1 to CPTA-15-001 Staff Report

47 



Dayton and McMinnville. The largest percentage of its workers commuting to their jobs 

outside Yamhill 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 opportnnities, 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 economy 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). Ofthe 

demographic rates that inflnence 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 

Page 29 

Attachment 1 to CPTA-15-001 Staff Report

49 



rates in Yamhill 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. The 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 

5-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 

Our 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 Yamhill County follow similar national trends predicted by the 

Census Bureau. 

Fignre 4 Total Fertility Rates: Yamhill County, McMinnville, and Newberg, 2000-2035. 

Total Fertility Rates (2015-2035 forecast) 

_Yamhill County 

-D-McMinnvilie 

+---~~------------~-----~BNG~er~g----------

2020 2025 2030 2035 

Migration 

Migration is the most volatile and difficult component of population change to predict. 

Both economic and social factors in and outside 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 ofthe forecast 

horizon, net in-migration will account for all of the increases in population and will be 

needed to offset a natural decrease caused by 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 to 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 I 990s 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 YAMHILL 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 is 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 to 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 downtnrn 

impacted housing growth. ill these cases, growth rates are expected to gradually increase as 

the housing development speeds up, and aligus with the recovery of the economy. The 

growth rates will level off if there is no foreseeable future development. ill other cities, 
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where events or circumstances 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. Ifboundaries 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 land 

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 cities' population forecasts than on the expected countywide 

trends. 

Making assumptions about housing occupancy and PPH is also necessary when forecasting 

household 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 

occupancy 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 a 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 

housing unit than in single family residences. These patterns that contribute to a smaller 

household size can be observed in Yarnhill 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 quarters 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. 

Amitv: 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 is 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 
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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. Tbe occupancy rates and PPH are forecast to bave little change over the forecast 

period. 

Yamhill: Planned housing development will increase population and bousing growth rates 

in the short run, however, the growth is forecast to slow slightly after 2030 due to limited 

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 assume 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 Yarnhill 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. Yamhill 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 Yarnhill 

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 unincotporated 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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POPULATION FORECASTS FOR YAMHILL COUNTY, MCMINNVILLE AND 
NEWBERG 

In the countywide forecast and the forecasts for McMinnville 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 I. 

Table 7. Population Forecast (Summarized) 

2011 2011-2035 Average Annnal 
Population Censns (PRC 2020 2030 2035 Change Change 
Forecast 2010 

est) Number Percent Number Percent 
Yamhill 

99,193 99,851 115,220 134,204 142,830 42,980 43.0% 1,791 1.5% 
County 

McMinnville 32,648 32,808 38,430 46,171 49,983 17,175 52.4% 716 1.8% 

Newberg 22,468 22,730 28,250 35,408 38,490 15,760 69.3% 657 2.2% 

Page 40 

Attachment 1 to CPTA-15-001 Staff Report

60 



POPULATION FORECASTS FOR YAMHILL COUNTY'S EIGHT SMALLER CITY 

AREAS AND THE NON-UGB UNINCORPORATED AREA 

Based on 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 to 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 

Yamhill 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 ofthe 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) 

2011 2011-2035 Average Annual 
Population Census (pRC 2020 2030 2035 Change Change 
Forecast 2010 est) Number Percent Number Percent 
Amity 1,623 1,635 1,779 1,984 2,097 462 28.3% 19 1.0% 

Carlton 2,007 2,036 2,247 2,669 2,890 854 41.9% 36 1.5% 

Dayton 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 20.8% 10 0.8% 

County portion 
only) 

Willamina 2,046 2,055 2,179 2,295 
(full) 

2,361 307 14.9% 13 0.6% 

Yamhill 1,024 1,037 1,217 1,352 1,403 366 35.3% 15 1.3% 

UnincOlporated 22,467 
Yamhill 

22,510 23,436 23,418 23,338 828 3.7% 34 0.2% 

Countyl 

lThe unincorporated figures exclude current city limits and UGBs as supplied by Yamhill 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 DOBs), which are those defined in2011, 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 future 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 adjustments 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 to 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 Yamhill County, 

McMinnville and Newberg, cohort-component models were used. For each of eight 

smaller city areas and the non-UGB unincorporated area, housing unit model 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 Yamhill County and in its larger sub-areas. Separate cohort

component models were developed for the County, McMinnville, and Newberg. These 

forecasts are 20 I O-based projections. However, adjustments were made to the model to 

incorporate into the forecasts the 20 II PRC certified population estimates and capture 

information from the most recent data available. 

The cohort-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 structure mostly 

determines the future population composition of the area, but it may change slightly 

depending on age-specific migration rates predicted for the future. Trends 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 Yamhill County GIS Department; 

the Oregon Center for Health Statistics provided information on fertility and mortality; the 

Oregon Department of Education furnished school enrollment 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). Fertility rates 

indicate how many children women in a given age group are likely to give birth to during 

each five-year period. Once born, 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 migration 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 20 II), 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 

components ofthe 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 

to obtain the total population forecast. An area's total population is calculated in the 

housing unit method by multiplying the number of forecasted housing units by the 

assumed occupancy rate and PPH, and then adding to that product, the group quarters 

population. This process is carried out for five-year intervals throughout the forecast 

period. 

Data used in the housing unit models are from the 2000 and 20 I 0 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 collected 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 

Yarnhill 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 fro.m Yamhill County and 

PRe. Housing growth trends were analyzed and 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 

periodic 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 example, in the case of the 

city of Dayton, 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 infrastructure 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 pi armed 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 5-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 Bureau'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 Yamhill 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 conditions. 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 to 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 

ofthe 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 control total and the sum of the parts. The 

actual difference between the control forecast and the sum ofthe forecasts for the parts was 

proportionately distributed to each of the individual sub-area forecasts by multiplying 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 population 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 emollment data for 

school districts in Yamhill 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 projections 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 that 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 similar in Yamhill County's cities and 

unincorporated area, and that there is a link between population changes in Yarnhill 

County and those in its cities and unincorporated area. In this model, we note that the 

proportion of Yarnhill County's population that resides in each ofthe 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 Yarnhill 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 

Yarnhill 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 thosejobs. We compare the difference between the projected additional number of 

workers (the projected number of jobs from the employment projections) and the forecast 

nnmber of persons ages 15-64 in the cohort-component model to see ifthey are in a 

reasonable range. 

Additional housing unit models were developed for all geographic snb-areas in this study, 

not only for the smaller city areas and non-UGB unincorporated area. For areas where a 

cohort-component model was created to produce its population forecast, the forecast 

results generated from the two models were checked and compared. 

GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT POPULATION FORECASTS 

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

thus the uncertainty in rates and assumptions increase. It is 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 (Yamhill 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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APPENDIXl 

Detailed Population Forecasts for 

Yamhill County, McMinnville and Newberg 
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Populations for Yamhill County, McMinnville, and Newberg 

AREA 
Historical ~ Forecast ~ 

2000' 2010 2011 2012 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032 2035 
Yamhill 

84,992 99,193 99,851 100,708 105,220 115,108 124,509 134,204 137,590 142,830 
County 

McMinnville 26,286 32,648 32,808 33,045 34,757 38,430 42,283 46,171 47,659 49,983 

Newberg 18,538 22,468 22,730 22,963 24,663 28,250 32,213 35,408 36,610 38,490 

·PopuJation for 2000 is of/oeated to current boundaries. 

Avg. Annual 
Change in # Historical ~ Forecast ~ 

2000- 2010- 2012- 2015- 2020- 2025- 2030-
AREA 

2010 2011 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Yamhill County 1,420 658 1,504 1,978 1,880 1,939 1,725 

McMinnville 636 160 570 735 771 777 763 

Newberg 393 262 567 718 793 639 616 

Avg.Annual 
Growth Rate Historical ~ Forecast ~ 

AREA 
2000- 2010- 2012- 2015- 2020- 2025- 2030-
2010 2011 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Yamhill County 1.5% 0.7% 1.5% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.2% 

McMinnville 2.2% 0.5% 1.7% 2.0% 1.9% 1.8% 1.6% 

Newberg 1.9% 1.2% 2.4% 2.7% 2.6% 1.9% 1.7% 
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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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Populations for Yamhill County, its Cities, and Unincorporated Area 

AREA 
Historical ~ Forecast ~ 

2000' 2010 2011 2012 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032 2035 

Amity 1,481 1,623 1,635 1,650 1,719 1,779 1,879 1,984 2,026 2,097 

Carlton 1,514 2,007 2,036 2,065 2,080 2,247 2,465 2,669 2,757 2,890 

Dayton 2,244 2,708 2,731 2,762 2,835 3,021 3,266 3,520 3,625 3,765 

Dundee 2,642 3,162 3,210 3,259 3,437 3,772 4,185 4,592 4,764 4,985 

Lafayette 2,586 3,742 3,745 3,802 4,018 4,394 4,874 5,349 5,552 5,797 

Sheridan 5,581 6,164 6,228 6,296 6,417 7,276 7,573 8,366 8,488 8,657 

Willamina (Yamhill 
County portion 1,128 1,180 1,180 1,182 1,223 1,285 1,336 1,375 1,395 1,426 
only) 

Willamina (full) 1,859 2,046 2,055 2,063 2,112 2,179 2,243 2,295 2,321 2,361 

Yamhill 805 1,024 1,037 1,050 1,150 1,217 1,285 1,352 1,377 1,403 

Unincorporated 22,187 22,467 22,510 22,630 22,919 23,436 23,150 23,418 23,336 23,338 
Yamhill County' 

*Popufation for 2000 is allocated to current boundaries. 

JPopufatlons are allocated by Census block and Include urban growth boundaries (UGBs) where applicable; current boundaries supplied by Yamhill County are used in the 
calculations. 

zThe unincorporatedflgures exclude current city f/mits and UGBs as supplied by Yamhill County. 
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Avg.AnnualChange 
in /I Historical Forecast ~ 

AREA 
2000- 2010- 2012- 2015- 2020- 2025- 2030-
2010 2011 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Amity 14 12 23 12 20 21 23 
Carlton 49 29 5 33 44 41 44 
Dayton 46 23 25 37 49 51 49 

Dundee 52 48 59 67 83 81 79 

Lafayette 116 3 72 75 96 95 90 

Sheridan 58 64 40 172 59 159 58 

Willamina (Yamhill 
County portion only) 5 0 14 12 10 8 10 

Willamina (fUll) 19 9 16 13 13 10 13 

Yamhill 22 13 33 13 14 13 10 

Unincorporated 
-57) Yamhill County' 28 43 96 103 54 -16 

JThe unincorporated figures exclude current city limits and UGBs as supplied by Yamhill County. 
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Avg.AnnuaIGro~h 

Rate Historical ~ Forecast ~ 

AREA 
2000- 2010- 2012- 2015- 2020- 2025- 2030-
2010 2011 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

Amity 0.9% 0.7% 1.4% 0.7% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 

Carlton 2.8% 1.5% 0.2% 1.5% 1.8% 1.6% 1.6% 

Dayton 1.9% 0.8% 0.9% 1.3% 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 

Dundee 1.8% 1.5% 1.8% 1.9% 2.1% 1.9% 1.6% 

Lafayette 3.7% 0.1% 1.8% 1.8% 2.1% 1.9% 1.6% 

Sheridan 1.0% 1.0% 0.6% 2.5% 0.8% 2.0% 0.7% 

Willamina (Yamhill 
County portion only) 0.5% 0.0% 1.1% 1.0% 0.8% 0.6% 0.7% 

Willamina (full) 1.0% 0.4% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0.5% 0.6% 

Yamhill 2.4% 1.3% 3.0% 1.1% 1.1% 1.0% 0.7% 

Unincorporated 
Yamhill County' 0.1% , 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% -0.2% 0.2% -0.1% 

-_.- -

lrhe unincorporated figures exclude current city limits and UG8s as supplied by Yamhill County. 
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APPENDIX 3 

Demographic Assumptions for 

Yamhill County, the Cities of McMinnville and Newberg 
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Survival Rates, Oregou 
Female 

Age 1990 1995 2000 2005 2020 2025 2030 
o 0.99898 0.99902 0.99906 0.99911 

2010 
0.99915 

2015 
0.99916 0.99916 0.99916 0.99916 

5 0.99940 0.99942 0.99943 0.99945 0.99947 0.99947 0.99947 0.99947 0.99947 
10 0.99851 0.99862 0.99874 0.99885 0.99897 0.99899 0.99899 0.99899 0.99899 
15 0.99793 0.99797 0.99801 0.99806 0.99810 0.99811 0.99811 0.99811 0.99811 

20 0.99788 0.99785 0.99783 0.99780 0.99777 0.99776 0.99776 0.99776 0.99776 

25 0.99709 0.99726 0.99743 0.99760 0.99777 0.99780 0.99780 0.99780 0.99780 

30 0.99617 0.99623 0.99629 0.99636 0.99642 0.99643 0.99643 0.99643 0.99643 

35 0.99500 0.99475 0.99450 0.99426 0.99401 0.99396 0.99396 0.99396 0.99396 

40 0.99242 0.99187 0.99132 0.99078 0.99023 0.99012 0.99012 0.99012 0.99012 

45 0.98720 0.98667 0.98613 0.98560 0.98507 0.98496 0.98496 0.98496 0.98496 

50 0.97781 0.97805 0.97829 0.97854 0.97878 0.97883 0.97883 0.97883 0.97883 

55 0.96276 0.96417 0.96558 0.96699 0.96840 0.96868 0.96868 0.96868 0.96868 

60 0.94261 0.94486 0.94712 0.94939 0.95166 0.95211 0.95211 0.95211 0.95211 

65 0.91381 0.91633 0.91885 0.92138 0.92392 0.92443 0.92443 0.92443 0.92443 

70 0.86922 0.87241 0.87561 0.87882 0.88205 0.88270 0.88270 0.88270 0.88270 

75 0.79919 0.80055 0.80191 0.80327 0.80464 0.80491 0.80491 0.80491 0.80491 

80+ 0.55294 0.55494 0.55695 0.55896 0.56098 0.56138 0.56138 0.56138 0.56138 

Male 
Age 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 

o 0.99866 0.99871 0.99877 0.99882 0.99888 0.99889 0.99889 0.99889 
5 0.99917 0.99919 0.99921 0.99924 0.99926 0.99926 0.99926 0.99926 

10 0.99681 0.99721 0.99761 0.99801 0.99841 0.99849 0.99849 0.99849 
15 0.99344 0.99391 0.99437 0.99484 0.99531 0.99540 0.99540 0.99540 

20 0.99235 0.99285 0.99335 0.99386 0.99436 0.99446 0.99446 0.99446 

25 0.98968 0.99071 0.99174 0.99278 0.99381 0.99402 0.99402 0.99402 

30 0.98511 0.98717 0.98923 0.99129 0.99336 0.99377 0.99377 0.99377 

35 0.98335 0.98489 0.98644 0.98799 0.98954 0.98985 0.98985 0.98985 

40 0.98219 0.98259 0.98298 0.98338 0.98378 0.98386 0.98386 0.98386 

45 0.97737 0.97684 0.97630 0.97577 0.97524 0.97513 0.97513 0.97513 

50 0.96530 0.96509 0.96488 0.96468 0.96447 0.96443 0.96443 0.96443 

55 0.94279 0.94455 0.94632 0.94809 0.94987 0.95022 0.95022 0.95022 

60 0.91304 0.91682 0.92061 0.92442 0.92825 0.92902 0.92902 0.92902 

65 0.87098 0.87655 0.88215 0.88779 0.89347 0.89461 0.89461 0.89461 

70 0.79940 0.80839 0.81749 0.82669 0.83599 0.83786 0.83786 0.83786 

75 0.69154 0.70434 0.71738 0.73066 0.74419 0.74692 0.74692 0.74692 

80+ 0.46846 0.47840 0.48855 0.49892 0.50951 0.51165 0.51165 0.51165 

2030 
0.99889 
0.99926 
0.99849 
0.99540 

0.99446 

0.99402 

0.99377 

0.98985 

0.98386 

0.97513 

0.96443 

0.95022 

0.92902 

0.89461 

0.83786 

0.74692 

0.51165 

2035 
0.99916 
0.99947 
0.99899 
0.99811 

0.99776 

0.99780 

0.99643 

0.99396 

0.99012 

0.98496 

0.97883 

0.96868 

0.95211 

0.92443 

0.88270 

0.80491 

0.56138 

2035 
0.99889 
0.99926 
0.99849 
0.99540 

0.99446 

0.99402 

0.99377 

0.98985 

0.98386 

0.97513 

0.96443 

0.95022 

0.92902 

0.89461 

0.83786 

0.74692 

0.51165 
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Historical and Forecast Total Fertility Rates Yamhill County, McMinnville and Newberg 

.b 

" ,g Year " 0 
U .~ 

t' - ~ "'" ~ ~ '" ~ :>< 21 
2000 (known) 2.12 2.09 1.85 

2005 (estimated) 1.95 1.98 1.79 

2010 (known) 1.82 1.84 1.79 

2015 1.82 1.84 1.79 

2020 1.82 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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APPENDIX 4 

Information Considered When Developing Forecasts for 

Yamhill County's Sub-Areas 
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Information Considered to Develop Rousing and Population Forecasts 

The infonnation in the table below is obtained from submittals to PRC from city officials/staff. Included for some cities is infonnation that we gleaned from 
planning documents and reports .. The infonnation pertains to population and housing characteristics of Yamhill County's sub-areas, and to changes believed 
to occur in those areas in the future. The information has been summarized for clarity and conciseness. The table is a tool we used to develop the 
population forecasts and is in 'working' format. 

Amity 
Observations Observations 
about Population about 
Compositiou (e.g. Housing Planned Housing Promotions (Promos) and 
about chtldren, the (including Development/Est Future Group Hindrances (Hinders) to 
elderly, racial vacancy . Year Quarters Future Population and Housing Growth; 
ethnic eroups) rates) Completion Facilities Employers Infrastructure Other notes 
Over 15% Hispanic "Rezoning to Promos: 
pop, increase from permit 2 homes, *UGBexpanded by 24 acres 
11 % in 2000; 8% 2012 
elderly (less than Hinders: 
Co.) *Current economic recession 

Highlights or 'Using comprehensive plan from 1978 
summary of 
influences on or 
anticipation of 
popUlation and 
housing growth 
from planniog 
documents and 
studies 
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Carlton 
Observations about Observations 
Population about 
Composition (e.g. Housing Planned Housing 
about children, the (including DevelopmentlE.t Future Group Promotions (Promos) and 
elderly, racial vacancy . Year Quarter. Future Hindrances (Hinders) to Population 
ethnic groups) rates) Completion Facilities Employers Infrastructure and Housin,!! Growth; Other notes 
*Mix of age groups *Smaller *5 phase, 155 lot *None *Wine tasting *New water main, Promos: 
*New development homes selling SFR detached room (pending estimated completion *Planned water line upgrade 
geared toward *High subdivision over review) 2015 "'Wine industry and tourism 
established families foreclosure 10 years, home *WineMakers *Available land within UGB 
'Small % Hispanic rate prices 190k-250k Studio *Proximity to nearby job markets 
(6%), but incr. *Home (Carlton Crest, i h expansion *2009 urban renewal district for 
slightly from 2000. rentals as St.) (possible) downtown 
*9% elderly share. vacation *2 community 

homes rising winery Hinders: 
buildings *Current water lines 
(inquiries) * Aging streets, sewer lines 
*Mini- *Parts of town lack stormwater 
warehouse facilities 
storage facility *Limited residential zoning 

*Transportation access, traffic from 
Portland Metro 

Highlights or 'Comprehensive Plan updated June 2007 
. 

summary of -Projects 57 MFR units, 176 SFR units (by 2027) 
influences on or -Projects 73 commercial jobs, 136 industrial jobs (by 2027) 
anticipation of 'Wastewater Facilities Plan adopted 2007 
population and *TSP update adopted June 2009 
housing growth *Water Master Plan update underway, est. completion 2013 
from planning 
documents and 
studies 

Page 67 

Attachment 1 to CPTA-15-001 Staff Report

87 



Davton 
Observations Observations 
about Population about 
Composition (e.g. Housing Planned Housing Promotions (Promos) and 
about children, tbe (including DevelopmentlEst Future Group Hindrances (Hinders) to 
elderly, racial vacancy . Year Quarters Future Population and Housing Growth; 
ethnic groups) rates) Completion Facilities Employers Infrastructure Other notes 
'-30% Hispanic, *835 '17 of36 SFR *None 'Small '$900k in water Promos: 
iner from 25% in residential units built io entrepreneurial improvements *Close to large population centers 
2000. utility Couotry Heritage -type business scheduled in 2013- 'Bedroom community to Portland, 
*,...,10% senior connections; snhdivision; 2014 Salem 
citizens 24 vacant Phase II not *$12 million needed 

(3%) started; project for water Hinders: 
approved 2005 improvements, $19 *Lack of economic opportunities 

million needed for *Lack of large commercial or 
sewer improvements industrial zoned parcels 

Highlights or 'Projected growth of2.25% unmet 
summary of 
influences on or 
anticipation of 
population and 
housing growth 
from planning 
documents and 
studies 
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Dundee 
Observations about Observations 
Population about 
Composition (e.g. Housing Planned Housing 
about children, the (including DevelopmenllEst Future Group Promotions (Promos) and 
elderly, racial vacancy . Year Quarters Future Hindrances (Hinders) to Population 
ethnic groups) rates) Completion Facilities Employers Infrastructure and Housing Growtb; Other notes 
*Median age, *Generally *1 SFR unit, 2012 *None *Continued *Severe constraints Promos: 
income increasing stable tenure; "'Riverside employment in on water availability "Land available for development, 
• Aging population rental District Master retail, tourism, *New wastewater including 29 residential acres outside 
with more resources, vacancy rate Plan, June 2011, local treatment plant under Riverside Master Plan 
fewer young at 1.4% while 970 residential manufacturing construction, est. *Riverside District Master Plan 
families. homes at units on 360 completion 2012 adopted 

2.1% acres, no est. "'New fire station 'Updating Transportation System 
completion date planned, construction Plan 

begins 2013 
'School district Hinders: 
interested in *Lack of water capacity 
expanding or *Current traffic on 99W deters visits 
remodeling 
elementary school or 
building new one 
*Newberg-Dundee 
Bypass construction 
begins 2013 

Highlights or *Riverside District Master Plan envisions 970 dwelling units, plus commercial and industrial development on 360 acres 
summary of -Current development limited due to lack of water capacity 
influences on or -Development assumed to begin once water capacity issue resolved 
anticipation of -Expected to cater to mix of incomes and diverse population 
population and 
housing growth 
from planning 
documents and 
studies 

--- --
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LaCavette 
Observations Observations 
about Population about 
Composition (e.g. Housing Planned Housing Promotions (Promos) and 
about children, the (including DevelopmentlEst Future Group Hindrances (Hinders) to 
elderly, racial vacancy • Year Quarters Future Population and Housing Growth, 
ethnic !!rouPs) rates) . Completion Facilities Employers Infrastructure Other notes 
*Income, *Significant * 14 SFR building *Sewer treatment Promos: 
educational SFR pennits, 20 II; plant relatively new 'Bedroom community for nearby job 
attainment. Hispanic develop,ncnt -12 new homes *Water system can markets 
population rapidly in last 20 annually from meet growth for at *UGB expansion review beginning 
rising years same non-profit least 20 years 
'Relatively young * I manufactured Hinders: 
population home installation *Current economic recession 

permit issued, 
2011 
*126 vacant 
platted 
subdivision lots in 
city limits 
*9.6 acres to be 
subdivided 

Highlights or 'In initial step of reviewing UGB for potential expansion; expansion geared toward residential rather than job development 
snmmary oC 
influences on or 
anticipation of 
populatiou and 
housIng growth 
Crom planning 
documents and 
studies 
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McMinnville 
Observations Observations 
about Population about 
Composition (e.g. Housing Planned Housing Promotions (Promos) and 
about children, the (including DevelopmentlEst Future Group Hindrances (Hinders) to 
elderly, racial vacancy . Year Quarters Future Population and Housing Growth; 
ethnic ~roups) rates) Completion Facilities Employers Infrastructure Other notes 

*,..,35% *Habitat for *44-bed *Continued *Continued Promos: 
rentals) 8% Humanity: 35 memory care expansion of upgrading of *Wastewater facility to double 
residential SFR,2013 facility Evergreen sanitary, storm sewer capacity in near-tenn 
vacancy (pending) (pending) Museum lines *Newberg-Dundee Bypass will 
*Housing *21 lot SFR Campus *Newly adopted TSP enhance access 
starts slightly subdivision, 2013 *Local/regional hospital 
up *36 unitMFR *Evergreen Museum Campus 

complex, 2012 *Linfield College 
*24 SFR lots, 
2013 Hinders: 
*99 SFR lots, *No direct access to Interstate 5 
unplatted, *Bioanalytical Services closed in 
unknown 2012; 20 jobs lost 
completion 

Highlights or *LCDC acknowledged 2023 population projection of 44,055 
summary of 'Projected rate of2.54 persons per dwelling unit 
influences on or *Projected 6,014 new dwelling units 2003-2023 
anticipation of 
population and 
housing growth 
from planning 
documents and 
studies 
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Newbere: 
Observations Observations 
about Population about 
Composition (e.g. Housing Planned Housing Promotions (Promos) and 
about children, the (including DevelopmentlEst Future Group Hindrances (Hinders) to 
elderly, racial vacancy . Year Quarters Future Population and Housing Growth; 
ethnic f(roups) rate_s) COlllpletion Facilities Employers Infrastructure Other notes 
*GeorgeFox *Vacancy 'Springbrook *Friendsview *Strong *Good water, Promos: 
University growing, rate up due to Master Plan Manor manufacturing wastewater *Planning for growth, urban reserve 
though rate likely to recession accommodates retirement *Wine/tourism infrastructure area, expanded industrial area 
slow *Housing 1,345 dwelling community growth *Newberg-Dundee *Proximity to Portland Metro without 
*Rising median age; costs dropped units over...., 10 planning 165 *Providence Bypass begins being under Metro's jurisdiction 
some housing "Static years unit expansion expansion, construction 2013 "Quality oflife 
projects for the housing stock *Multiple other *New skilled other health *Good electricity, "Plentiful supply of residential land 
elderly for low- projects; 178 SFR nursing facility facilities on natural gas 
*%Hisparuc income and 182 MFR *GeorgeFox nse infrastructure Hinders: 
population rising residents; units University 'Schools and *Consistent *Land-use laws 
* Attracts families most seeking higher- expansion, upgrading *Traffic expected to remain heavy 
with children . construction additional donn education of schools after Newberg-Dundee Bypass Phase 

geared space expansion I 
toward 'Potential "Lack ofMFR, affordable housing 
higher-end retail growth 

Highlights or • Advisory conunittees reconunend medium rather than high or low growth forecast 
summary of • Adopted 2005 PSU forecast of2035 UOB population of 48,316; forecasted 2010 population at 24,497 though 2010 Census showed 
influences on or 22,674 in city and 564 in UOB area 
anticipation of 'Promoting economic growth; June 2012 forecast 2.5% MOR in employment 
population and *Updating Transportation System Plan based on MOR rate; expected 2035 population 41,228 
housing growth 
from planning 
documents and 
studies 
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Sheridan 
Observations about Observations 
Population about 
Composition (e.g. Housing Planned Housing Promotions (promos) and 
about children, the (including DeveIopmentlEst Future Group Hindrances (Hinders) to 
elderly, racial vacancy . Year Quarters Future Population and Housing Growth; 
ethnic groups) rates) Completion Facilities Employers Infrastructure Other notes 
'Federal 'Little *None planned; 'Potential Fer *Potential *Water, sewer Promos: 
Correctional building only one that expansion to metal systems capable of *Water, sewer systems capable of 
Institution (FCI) activity since might be -4,000 inmates fabrication accommodating 700 accommodating 700 new residential 
comprises -1,800 2007 submitted is for within 20 years firm with 15- new residential units units 
inmates 13 SFR units *Housing 50 employees 

*1 SFR under Authority may in 2013 Hinders: 
construction, build some 'Potential FeI 
2012 units, but 3 expansion 

years out at a 
minimum 

Highlights or 
summary of 
influences on or 
anticipation of 
population and 
housing growth 
from planning 
documents and 
studies 
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Willamina 
Observations Observations 
about Population about 
Composition (e.g. Housing Planned Housing Promotions (Promos) and 
about cbildren, the (including DevelopmentlEst Future Group Hindrances (Hinders) to 
elderly, racial vacancy • Year Quarters Future Population and Housing Growth; 
ethnic groups) rates) Completion Facilities Employers Infrastructure Other notes 
Diversity reflected *Recent *Several None 'Growth of 'Awarded funding to Promos: 
in Census data building subdivisions Hampton update master plan 'Vacant lots platted 

permits for approved: I Lumber, for water and sewer 'Completed first phase of code 
rehabilitation platted, 1 expired, Grand Ronde, services, work could assistance program emphasizing 
and 1 granted prison in be complete by downtown development 
remodeling of extension Sheridan September 2014 
existing 'Largest MFR *New 'Consolidated school Hinders: 
structures development (24 convenience facilities undergoing *None mentioned 

units) recently store improvements 
renovated 'Possible 

equestrian 
center, 
culturallbusine 
S8 center at 
former high 
school 

Highlights or 'Strategic community plan in progress 
summary of 'Energy focused on creating additional facilities and connectivity between parks, trails, and open spaces 
influences on or 
anticipation of 
population and 
housing growth 
from planning 
documents and 
studies 

-- --- ----- ----- ----
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Yamhill 
Observations about Observations 
Population about 
Composition (e.g. Rousing Planned Housing 
about children, the (including DevelopmentlEst Future Group Promotions (Promos) and 
elderly, racial vacancy . Year Quarters Future Rindrances (Rinders) to Population 
ethnic groups) rates) Completion Facilities Employers Infrastructure and Rousing_Growth; Other notes 
*Stable population *Nonew *30 vacant lots *None *None * Adequate for Promos: 
* All SFR (110 constmction; for mid-market existing *Vacant lots 
apartments), many cllrrently 2 SFR rmits but no development, some *Good infrastmcture 
families foreclosures new subdivisions capacity for growth *Good'schools 
*White with some proposed 
Latino Hinders: 

*None 

Highlights or * Additional vacant residential areas available for housing expansion beyond existing vacant lots 
summary of *Vacant industrial property of -25 acres within UGB; no current plans for its development 
influences on or 
anticipation of 
population and 
hOllsing growth 
from planning 
documents and 
studies 

~~--
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APPENDIX 5 

Supporting Data and Forecast Summary Tables 

Page 76 

Attachment 1 to CPTA-15-001 Staff Report

96 



Supporting Data and Forecast Summary Tables 

These tables hold a summary of supporting data that were used to develop the population forecasts. They include recent historic data (including populations) 
that are known or were estimated. The data are grouped by geographic area. There is a table for Yamhill County and one for each of its city areas and non
UGB, non-URA unincorporated area. 

Population and housing data and rates for 1990, 2000, and 2010 are from decelmial censuses using block-level geography and Yamhill-County-supplied city, 
UGB, and URA boundaries; 
2000-2010 birth data and 2000-2010 emollment data are from administrative records; 
All numbers for years 2015-2035 are predicted. 

Abbreviated column headings key: 
Pop ~ population; #Ave Ann Pop Growth ~ number average annual population growth; %Ave Ann Pop Growth ~ percent average annual population 
growth; %Pop 65+ ~ percentage population ages 65 and over; % Pop Hisp ~ percentage population that are Hispanic; HH ~ households; Hsg Units ~ 
housing units; Ocpncy ~ occupancy; Average HH Size ~ average number of persons per household; GQ pop ~ group quarters population; Sehl Enr! ~ 
school enrollment. 

Yamhill 
County 

Pop 
!lAve 

Ann Pop 
Growth 

% Ave 
Ann Pop 
Growth 

%Pop 
65+ 

% Pop 
Hisp 

HH 
Hsg 

Units 

!lAve 
Ann 
Hsg 

Growth 

% Ave 
Ann 
Hsg 

Growth 

Depney I Average 
Rate HHSize 

GQ 
pop 

Births 
Sehl 
Enrl* 
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Amity 
(+UGB) 

Carlton 

Pop 

Pop 

# Ave 
Ann Pop 
Growth 

# Ave 
Ann Pop 
Growth 

% Ave 
Ann Pop 
Growth 

% Ave 
Ann Pop 
Growth 

% Pop 
65+ 

% Pop 
65+ 

% Pop 
Hisp 

% Pop 
Hisp 

HH 

HH 

Hsg 
Units 

Hsg 
Units 

# Ave 

nAve 
Ann 
Hsg 

% Ave 

Ann 
Hsg 

% Ave 

Ann 
Hsg 

Ocpncy 

Rate 

Ocpncy 
Rate 

Average 

HH Size 

Average 
HH Size 

GQ 
pop 

GQ 
pop 

Births 

Births 

Schl 
Enrl' 

Schl 
Enrl* 
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Dayton 
(+UGB) 

Dundee 

Pop 

Pop 

# Ave 
Ann Pop 
Growth 

# Ave 
Ann Pop 
Growth 

% Ave 

Ann Pop 
Growth 

% Ave 

Ann Pop 
Growth 

%Pop 
65+ 

%Pop 
65+ 

% Pop 
Hisp 

%Pop 
Hisp 

HH 

HH 

Hsg 
Units 

Hsg 
Units 

# Ave 
Ann 
Hsg 

Growth 

# Ave 

% Ave 
Ann 
Hsg 

Growth 

% Ave 
Ann 
Hsg 

Ocpncy Average 
Rate HHSize 

Ocpncy I Average 
Rate HH Size 

GQ 
pop 

GQ 
pop 

Births 

Births 

Schl 

EnrI* 

Schl 

Enrl* 
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lafayette 

McMinnville 

(+UGB) 

Pop 

Pop 

# Ave 
Ann Pop 
Growth 

# Ave 

Ann 

Pop 

% Ave 
Ann Pop 

Growth 

% Ave 
Ann 

Pop 

% Pop 
65+ 

% 
Pop 
65+ 

% Pop 
Hisp 

% Pop 

Hisp 

HH 

HH 

Hsg 

Units 

Hsg 

Units 

# Ave 

Ann 
Hsg 

Growth 

# Ave 
Ann 

Hsg 

% Ave 

Ann 
Hsg 

Growth 

% Ave 
Ann 

Hsg 

Ocpncy 
Rate 

Ocpncy 

Rate 

Average 
HH Size 

Average 

HH Size 

GQ 
pop 

GQ 
pop 

Births 

Births 

Schl 
Enrl* 

Schl 

Enrl* 
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Newberg 

(+UGB, not 

URA) 

Sheridan 
(+UGB) 

Pop 

Pop 

# Ave 

Ann Pop 

Growth 

# Ave 
Ann Pop 
Growth 

% Ave 

Ann Pop 

Growth 

% Ave 

Ann Pop 

Growth 

% Pop 

65+ 

% Pop 
65+ 

% Pop 
Hisp 

% Pop 
Hisp 

HH 

HH 

Hsg 

Units 

Hsg 
Units 

# Ave 

Ann 

Hsg 

Growth 

# Ave 

% Ave 

Ann 

Hsg 

Growth 

% Ave 
Ann 
Hsg 

Ocpncy 
Rate 

Ocpncy 
Rate 

Average 

HH Size 

Average 
HH Size 

GQ 
pop 

GQ 
pop 

Births 

Births 

Schl 
Enrl' 

Schl 
Enrl* 
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Willamina 
+UGB. 

# Ave % Ave 
(Yamhill 

Pop Ann Pop Ann Pop 
County 

Growth Growth 
portion 

%Pop % Pop 
65+ Hisp 

HH 

HH 

Hsg 
Units 

Hsg 
Units 

# Ave 
Ann 
Hsg 

Growth 

% Ave 
Ann 
Hsg 

Growth 

Ocpncy 
Rate 

Ocpncy 
Rate 

Average GQ I Births I Schl 
HH Size pop Enr" 
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Yamhill 
City (+UGB) 

*Total 

Uninc. 
Yamhill 
County 

Pop 

Pop 

# Ave 
Ann Pop 
Growth 

ffAve 
Ann Pop 
Growth 

% Ave 

Ann Pop 
Growth 

% Ave 

Ann Pop 
Growth 

%Pop 
65+ 

% Pop 
65+ 

%Pop 
Hisp 

% Pop 

Hisp 

HH 

HH 

Hsg 
Units 

Hsg 
Units 

# Ave 
Ann 
Hsg 

% Ave 
Ann 
Hsg 

Depney I Average 
Rate HH Size 

Dcpncy I Average 
Rate HH Size 

GQ 
pop 

GQ 
pop 

Births 

Births 

Sehl 
Enrl* 

Schl 
Enrl* 
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APPENDIX 6 

Maps of Housing Unit Density in Yamhill County 

and its Snb-areas 
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Honsing Density Maps (2010) 
Yamhill Connty 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) 

• Housirig,.lJnit-Det(~itY~· 
r"~";StUdy Area '.~ 

- , 
o '8 

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 match the rural areas outside a/the cities. 
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Western Cities 

The bulk of housing units in Sheridan and Willamina lie along Route i8-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 

McMinnville, 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 quite dense, 
while its southeastern area is unpopulated Unusual/or most areas a/the county is a relatively higher-density area 
within the urban growth boundaJY but outside the city limits (directly south of the junction between Highways 47 
and 99W). 

Lafayette and Dayton are both smaller towns with their housing units clustered within the city limits. Lafayette's 
units lie north of Hwy. 99W while Dayton'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 already exhibits moderate density 
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Dundee and Newberg 

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 reserve area, these areas tend be relatively unpopulated Dundee '$ population is also clustered within 
the city limjts 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 result, though existing land use in the 
vicinity currently remains residential. 
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Rural Towns 

Amity, Carlton, 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 is 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: 

& 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 

unincorporated area. We compared the changes from 2000 to 2010 to develop an 

initial estimate oftbe age-sex profile 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) is a 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 not included in the 20 I 0 Census. We used the 2000 and 2010 

Censuses and 2006-2010 American Community Survey data to develop estimates of 

housing and population change. 

• 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 quarters 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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• 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. 

• 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 taxlot 

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. 

• Land Use Data. Taxlot data were provided by the Polk and Yamhill County 

Geographic Information Systems Departments. Taxlot data were used to create current 

housing unit inventories for the geographic parts 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. 

• 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 to note the number of births in order to examine birth trends and the 

correspondence between births and population change. 

• School Enrollment Data. These data were obtained from the Oregon Department of 

Education for school districts in Yamhill County for years 2000-2011. Changes in the 

levels of school enrollment suggest changes in population and households, such as 

increasing or decreasing net migration or average household size. 

• 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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Yamhill 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 Depaltment, 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 projections 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 

infonnation for Yarnhill 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 Yamhill County's future population. 

• Other Background Information. Carlton Comprehensive Downtown Plan (2010); City 

of Dayton Planning Atlas and Comprehensive 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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Historical Population for Yamhill County and Places (city limits, no UGB) 

Uninc. Willamina, 
Yamhill Yamhill Yamhill Yamhill 

Population Amity Carlton Dayton Dundee Lafayette McMinnville Newberg Sheridan WiJlamina* (city) Co. County Co. 
1970 708 1,126 949 588 786 10,125 6,507 1,881 1,193 516 16,312 40,213 715 

1980 1,092 1,302 1,409 1,223 1,215 14,080 10,394 2,249 1,749 690 20,492 55,332 1,186 

1990 1,175 1,289 1,526 1,663 1,292 17,894 13,086 3,979 1,748 867 21,586 65,551 1,194 

2000 1,478 1,514 2,119 2,598 2,586 26,499 18,064 5,561 1,844 794 22,651 84,992 1,128 

2010 1,614 2,007 2,534 3,162 3,742 32,187 22,068 6,127 2,025 1,024 23,548 99,193 1,180 
Source: U.S. Census 
Bureau 

~ ,.;' ii',;'>,)';,;;:"~'. h;>',';' ."> ,C·,;';, .; ... ,,: "i, .. ' .•• ... ,.' 

Average Uninc. Willamina, 
Annual Yamhill Yamhill Yamhill Yamhill 
Change Amity Carlton Dayton Dundee Lafayette McMinnville Newberg Sheridan WiHamina# (city) Co. County Co. 

1970-1980 38 18 46 64 43 396 389 37 56 17 418 1,512 47 

1980-1990 8 -1 12 44 8 381 269 173 0 18 109 1,022 I 

1990-2000 30 23 59 94 129 861 498 158 10 -7 107 1,944 -7 

2000-2010 14 49 42 56 116 569 400 57 18 23 90 1,420 5 
;",.;' I'hi'''',i''''; ,.;, 1;;,;/·,', , ';.:i". . .... ,;; ......; 

Average 
Annual Uninc. Willamina, 
Growth Yamhill Yamhill Yamhill Yamhill 
Rates Amity Carlton Dayton Dundee Lafayette McMinnville Newberg Sheridan Willamina* (city) Co. County Co. 

1970-1980 4.3% L5% 4.0% 7.3% 4.4% 3.3% 4.7% L8% 3.8% 2.9% 2.3% 3.2% 5.1% 

1980-1990 0.7% -0.1% 0.8% 3.1% 0.6% 2,4% 2.3% 5.7% 0.0% 2.3% 0.5% 1.7% 0.1% 

1990-2000 2.3% L6% 3.3% 4.5% 6.9% 3.9% 3.2% 3.3% 0.5% -0.9% 0.5% 2.6% -0.6% 

2000-2010 0.9% 2.8% L8% 2.0% 3.7% L9% 2.0% LO% 0.9% 2.5% 0,4% 1.5% 0.5% 

'Whole city 
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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 Nelson [mailto:mia@friends.org1 
Sent: Sunday, September 09, 2012 11:56 AM 
To: Ken Friday 
Cc: 'Sid Friedman' 
Subject: Re: Draft - 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 
concerned about. 

This is more comprehensive than I 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 additional input from cities or citizens that would 
materially change the outcome. 

Therefore, we would be supportive of sending this draft straight to the commissioners. If it does 
tum 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. I hope the cities will take a similar approach. 

We don'! see a reason to cause further delay by holding pre-hearing meetings on this. 

Mia 

Mia Ne!son 
WiJ!amette Vaney Advocate 
1000 Friends of Oregon 
220 East 11th Avenue, Suite 5 
Eugene, OR 97401 
(541) 520-3763 
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Comments regljrding 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.org] 
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. I realize 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, 2nd paragraph, 5th line, aging is misspelled-no "e". 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 of2015. 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-Amity, 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 returning the requested informationlform to 
PSUIPRC. 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 PSUIPRC 
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 Yambill County 
portion: of the City. WE WILL LIKELY REVISE THE P ARAGRAPH 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 Yamhill County portion-really (page 58)? 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 
calculations. 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, WHICH 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 DNIDED 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 1970S WAS DUE TO AN INCREASE IN ACTMTY 
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 RECENED 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 A TT ACHEMENT 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 58) equals 1,193 and 
the PSU 2035 forecast is 1,241 (page 57) 

Page 57 - Willamina - full City 2011 ='s 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 ifI 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 "Infonnation Considered to Develop Housing and 
PopUlation Forecasts" and may be a factor in the development of the above numbers. I do 
believe that Risa at PSu/PRC has since received the infoDnation this month. YES, WE 
RECENTLY RECENED 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 school 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 ifI need to clarify any of the above comments. I am in the 
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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-18th and 
20th. AGAIN THANKS FOR YOUR FEEDBACK. 

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

'lBwillamina 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, 20114:11 PM 
To: Mattson, Marjorie; Balton Brierley 
Cc: Jessica Nunley 
Subject: RE: Population for the City of Willamina 

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

From: Mattson, Marjorie fmailto:MMaltson@mwvcog.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 4:11 PM 
To: Barton Brierley; Ken Friday 
Cc: Jessica Nunley 
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 ofWiI!amina. 
shared your comments with the City Manager and wi!! let you know if she provides any additional remarks, 

Ken·· thanks for forwarding the email. I am also making an assumption that this information will be provided to at the 
public hearing scheduled on September 1~\. I am not in the office tomorrow (the 31st) but will be back in on Thursday. 
Please let me know if there is anything else that needs to done on behalf of the City. MM 

From: Barton Brierley [mallto:barton.br'lerley@newbergoregon,gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 3D, 2011 3:56 PM 
To: Ken Friday 
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Cc: Mattson, Maijoriei Jessica Nunley 
Subject: RE: Population for the City of Willaniina 

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

As a note, I think Marge jl.j'st reversed the numbers 1n 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 I think is just a 
rounding difference from her 1,739 number. Extending the 1.'9% growth rate to two dl?c;irnals gives you a 
1.86% AAGR, and accounts for the djfference. See the table below. 

This change makes little difference in the overall county projections. 

Barton Brierley, Alep 
Planning and Building Director 
City of Newberg 
P.O. Box 970, Newberg, OR 97132 
503-537-1212 Fox 503-537-1272 
barton.btierlev@newberqoreqon.qov 

From: Ken Friday [mallto·fridayk:@co.yamhilLor.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 9:44 AM 
To: Barton Brierley 
Cc: Jessica NunleY'i Michael Brandt 
Subject: FW: Population for the City of Willamina 

Fleas'e Jet me know what you think about this request from Willamina, 

From: M~ttsol1, Marjorie [I!!~ilto: MMattson@mwvcog.ordl 
Sent: TUe!;day, August 30,2011 9:23 AM 
To: Ken Frtday 
C~: Hollis. Sue 
Subject: Population for the aty of W.lamina 

Ken -:-.In reference to public hearing beIng cpnducteo in regards to the population projects prepared by the City of 
Newberg, I would like to share the ful,lowing. 

2 
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First, a copy of an email sent earlier this summer regarding the population projection for the City of Willamina. 

From: Mattson, Marjorie 
Sent: TuesdaYI June H, 2011 7:23 AM 
To: 'Ken Friday' 
Cc: 'Sue HaUls' 
Subject: RE: Coordinated population projection 

Ken - Using some numbers that I have on file, to follow is a partial historic review of City comparison to County total 
population. 

Newberg reports a 2010 portion as 1)80. It appears that the historic might be better reflective than using a 1998 
Willamina TSP number. 

Yamhill County and Willamina 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2010 
City 

1130 1130 1130 1130 1140 1150 1160 Total 2025 

85500 86400 87500 88150 89200 90310 91675 99450 

0.013216 0.013079 0.012914 0.012819 0.01278 0.012734 0.012653 1292.85 (x 1.3) 

1193.4 (x1.2) 

Augtist 30th comments continued ... 

In the recent worksheet the YamhHl County population projection extended to the year 2031 indicates a total population 
of 146,067. For comparison purposes, 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 assigned 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 clarify any of the above information, please contact me. Thanks for 
discussIng the matter by telephone with me today. 

Thanks- Marjorie Mattson 
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Comments from Newberg 

From: Barton Brierley [mailto:barton.brierley@newbergoregon.govl 
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2012 9:19 AM 
To: Ken Friday 
Subject: RE: PSU Population Report - Draft 4 

I had one small comment: 

On page 4, it says, "In general, a small percentage of population resides in any UGB in Yamhill 
County." This is a confusing statement, as about 77% of the population of the County Iives inside 
UGBs. I think 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 970, Newberg, OR 97132 

503-537-1212 Fax 503-537-1272 

bartan.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:Doug.Montgomety@ci.mcminnville.or.us] 
Sent: Thursday, September 20,20124:36 PM 
To: Ken Friday 
Cc: Ron Pomeroy 
Subject: RE: PSU Population Report - Draft 4 

Good afternoon, Ken, 

My apologies for not getting comments to you sooner on this draft. I am headed out of town tomorrow 
and won't be back until after the September 24th 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 McMinnville 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 McMinnville 

ph 503.434.7311 

fx 503.474.4955 

montgod@ci.mcminnville.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 population 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 report, 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 ofUGBs 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 McMinnville 
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 Yamhill 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 Yarnbill County portion. The 2035 forecast population 
in the Yamhill 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 Yarnbill 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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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION 2015-308 

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING CITY COUNCIL APPROVE A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

AMENDMENT TO ADOPT THE COORDINATED POPULATION FORECAST FOR YAMHILL 

COUNTY AND AN ASSOCIATED SAFE HARBOR EMPLOYMENT FORECAST 

RECITALS: 

1. Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-024-0030 requires counties to adopt and maintain a 

coordinated 20-year population forecast for the county and for each urban area within the county. 

Cities are then required to adopt the 20-year population forecast for their urban area consistent 

with the coordinated county forecast. 

 

2. Portland State University Population Research Center prepared a coordinated population forecast 

for Yamhill County and its cities in October 2012. 

 

3. Newberg needs to adopt the coordinated population forecast to remain in compliance with Oregon 

Administrative Rule 660-024-0030.  In addition, Newberg should adopt a 20-year safe harbor 

employment forecast based on the coordinated population growth rate, as permitted by Oregon 

Administrative Rule 660-024-0040(9). 

 

4. After proper notice, the Newberg Planning Commission held a hearing on October 8, 2015 to 

consider the proposal.   

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of Newberg that it 

recommends the City Council adopt the proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment as shown in Exhibit 

“A”.  This recommendation is based on the staff report, the findings in Exhibit “B”, and testimony. 

Adopted by the Newberg Planning Commission 8th day of October, 2015. 

 

        ATTEST: 

 

Planning Commission Chair     Planning Commission Secretary 

 

Attached: 

Exhibit “A”: Comprehensive Plan text amendment  

Exhibit “B”: Findings 

132 



Exhibit “A” 

DRAFT Comprehensive Plan Amendment – CPTA-15-001 
 

POPULATION GROWTH AND EMPLOYMENT 

A. HISTORIC POPULATION 

Newberg grew over 400 percent from 1960 to 2004 2010.  This population growth was due to a 
variety of factors:  regional population growth, expansion of industry and business in the area, 
proximity to other employment centers, and the high quality of life in the area. 

 
Table III-1.  Newberg City Population – 1960-2004 

Year Population 

1960 4,204 

1970 6,507 

1980 10,394 

1990 13,086 

2000 18,064 

2004 
2010 

19,910 
22,068 

 Sources:  U.S. Census; Population Research Center, Portland State University 
 
 In addition, approximately 374 people live in the area between the city limits and the urban 

growth boundary, making the 2004 Newberg UGB population about 20,284. 
 
B. POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

Population projections are the basis of comprehensive land use planning.  To maintain a high 
quality of living and fulfill the community vision of Newberg as a place to live, work, play, and 
grow, the community must plan for its future population.  Population growth will require 
sufficient land and services. 
 
Many of the same factors that have contributed to Newberg’s historic population growth will 
contribute to its future growth:  employment opportunities both in Newberg and nearby, high 
quality of life, and regional population growth.  Newberg is already experiencing a great amount 
of population growth due to the lack of buildable land within the Portland area. population 
growth throughout the region, regional tourism opportunities, local employment opportunities, 
and quality of life factors.  
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Future population projections for the City of Newberg were prepared in 2004 by Barry 
Edmonston, Portland State University, Population Research Center,1 using two different 
methodologies: a ratio method and a cohort component method.  While the two methods 
produced similar results, City staff and the Ad Hoc Committee on Newberg’s Future felt that the 
cohort component method more accurately projected the future population of Newberg.  In 
addition, projected population growth for the area outside the city limits but inside the UGB was 
added to the City population projections to yield Urban Area population projections.  Table III-1 
presents the resulting population forecasts through 2040. 
 
Table III-2.  Future Population Forecast – Newberg Urban Area 

Year Population 
Forecast 

20002 18,438 

2005 21,132 

2010 24,497 

2015 28,559 

2020 33,683 

2025 38,352 

2030 42,870 

2035 48,316 

2040 54,097 

Sources:  Johnson Gardner, Barry Edmonston 
 
This population forecast was used to determine future land needs within the Newberg urban 
area. 

 
Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-024-0030 requires counties to adopt and maintain a 
coordinated 20-year population forecast for the county and for each urban area within the 
county. Cities are then required to adopt the 20-year population forecast for their urban area 
consistent with the coordinated county forecast. Yamhill County contracted with the Portland 
State University Population Research Center (PRC) to prepare the 20-year coordinated 
population forecast for the county and all of its cities.  The PRC report was released in October 
2012 and adopted by the Yamhill County Board of Commissioners in November 2012 through 
Board Order 878.  Table III-2 presents the 20-year Newberg population forecast through 2035. 
 

  

                                                 
1 Barry Edmonston, Director, Population Research Center, Portland State University, Portland, Oregon.  “Population Projection for Newberg, 

Yamhill County, Oregon: 2000 to 2040.” March 25, 2004. 
2 2000 Population is the U.S. Census estimate for Newberg plus the estimate of population outside City limits but within the 
UGB. 
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Table III-2.  Future Population Forecast 

Year 
Population 

Forecast 
Average Annual Rate 

of Change 

2010 22,468 1.9% (2000-2010) 

2011 22,730 1.2% (2010-2011) 

2012 22,963 1.0% (2011-2012) 

2015 24,663 2.4% (2012-2015) 

2020 28,250 2.7% (2015-2020) 

2025 32,213 2.6% (2020-2025) 

2030 35,408 1.9% (2025-2030) 

2032 36,610 1.7% (2030-2035) 

2035 38,490 1.7% (2030-2035) 

Source: Population Forecasts for Yamhill County, its Cities and Unincorporated Area 2011-2035, 
Population Research Center, College of Urban and Public Affairs, Portland State University 
 
EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS 
OAR 660-024-0040(9) allows cities to use a safe harbor to determine their 20-year employment 
forecast: either by using the most recent county or regional job growth rate, or by using the 
population growth rate for the urban area in the 20-year coordinated population forecast.  
Newberg has opted to use the coordinated population forecast growth rates to complete a safe 
harbor employment forecast through 2035.  Table III-3 below presents the 20-year Newberg 
safe harbor employment forecast. 
 
Table III-3.  Safe Harbor Employment Forecast 

Year 
Employment 

Forecast 
Average Annual 
Rate of Change 

2015 10,041 2.4% (2012-2015) 

2020 11,460 2.7% (2015-2020) 

2025 12,941 2.6% (2020-2025) 

2030 14,190 1.9% (2025-2030) 

2035 15,438 1.7% (2030-2035) 

Source: Newberg Planning Staff, using data from the Population Forecasts for Yamhill County, 
its Cities and Unincorporated Area 2011-2035, Population Research Center, College of Urban 
and Public Affairs, Portland State University 
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Exhibit “B” 

Comprehensive Plan Amendment – CPTA-15-001 - Findings 
 

Comprehensive Plan amendments must comply with applicable statewide planning goals (SPG) and Newberg 

Comprehensive Plan (NCP) goals and policies. 

NCP: A. Citizen Involvement/SPG 1: Citizen Involvement  

NCP/SPG GOAL: To maintain a Citizen Involvement Program that offers citizens the opportunity for involvement 

in all phases of the planning process. 

FINDING: Newberg has a Citizen Involvement Program, including citizens appointed to decision making 

committees and several opportunities for the public to comment on proposed applications during 

review of planning applications.  This proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment will go before both the 

appointed Planning Commission and the elected City Council for local decisions.  This goal is met.  

NCP: B. Land Use Planning/SPG 2: Land Use Planning 

NCP GOAL: To maintain an on-going land use planning program to implement statewide and local goals.  The 

program shall be consistent with natural and cultural resources and needs. 

NCP POLICIES: 2. The Comprehensive Plan and implementing ordinances shall be reviewed continually and 

revised as needed.  Major reviews shall be conducted during the State periodic review process. 

SPG GOAL: To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for all decision and actions 

related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for such decisions and actions. 

FINDING: Newberg has an ongoing land use planning program, which includes using the adopted 

Comprehensive Plan, Development Code, and related plans to guide planning activities within the city.  

This proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan will help keep the Plan relevant and current. This 

goal is met.  

NCP: H. The Economy/SPG 9: Economic Development 

NCP GOAL: To develop a diverse and stable economic base. 

NCP POLICIES: 1. General Policies. b. The City shall encourage economic expansion consistent with local needs. 

SPG GOAL: To provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety of economic activities vital to 

the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon’s citizens.  

FINDING: The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment is to adopt a new 20-year population forecast 

and related 20-year safe harbor employment forecast.  The purpose of these amendments is to help the 

city plan for the future, including the ability to help develop a diverse and stable economic base and to 

provide a variety of economic opportunities. Without an accurate population and employment forecast, 

the city would not be as prepared to plan for future needs.  This goal is met.  
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NCP: I. Housing/SPG 10: Housing 

NCP GOAL: To provide for diversity in the type, density and location of housing within the City to ensure there is 

an adequate supply of affordable housing units to meet the needs of City residents of various income levels. 

SPG GOAL: To provide for the housing needs of the citizens of the state.  

FINDING: Newberg uses the Comprehensive Plan and related adopted plans to guide future land use 

planning efforts.  The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment will update the population forecast for 

the city, enabling future planning efforts to plan for adequate housing for the current and future citizens 

of the city. This goal is met.  

NCP: L. Public Facilities And Services/SPG 11: Public Facilities and Services 

NCP/SPG GOAL: To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public facilities and services 

to serve as a framework for urban development. 

FINDING: Newberg needs to have an updated population and employment forecast in order to 

effectively plan future needs for public facilities and services.  By updating the Comprehensive Plan with 

the current population information, Newberg can more effectively plan for public facility needs.  This 

goal is met.  
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