
Oregon 
Theodore R KjibngDski, Governor 

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT 
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635 Capitol Street, Suite 150 

Salem, OR 97301-2540 
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Mis. 

11/13/2009 

TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan 
or Land Use Regulation Amendments 

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist 

SUBJECT: City of Eugene/Springfield Plan Amendment 
DLCD File Number 001-09 

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

Appeal Procedures* 

DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL: Wednesday, November 25, 2009 

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

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

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

Cc: Mark Metzger, City of Eugene/Springfield 
Gloria Gardiner, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist 
Ed Moore, DLCD Regional Representative 
Amanda Punton, DLCD Regional Representative 
Bill Holmstrom, DLCD Regional Representative 
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1 2 DLCD 
Notice of Adoption 

THIS FORM MUST BK MAll.F.I) TO DLCD 
WITHIN 5 WORKING DAYS AFTFR THE FINAL DECISION 

PER ORS 197.610, OAR CHAPTER 660 - DIVISION 18 

Jurisdictions: Cites of Eugene, Springfield and Lane County Local file number: LRP2009-00005 
Date of Adoption: 10/12/09 (Eugene); 10/19/09 (Springfield); 10/28/09 (Lane County) 

Date Mailed: 11/4/09 

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to DLCD? Yes Date: 7/16/09 
X Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment • Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 
• Land Use Regulation Amendment • Zoning Map Amendment 
• New Land Use Regulation • Other: 

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write "See Attached". 
The cities of Eugene, Springfield and the County of Lane adopted new, coordinated population forecasts for the two 
cities and metropolitan urban areas by amending Chapter I, Introduction Purpose Section of the Eugene-Springfield 
Metropolitan Area General Plan. The new population forecasts included the years 2010-2030 and the individual 
years 2031,2032, 2033, and 2034 and 2035. 

Does the Adoption differ from proposal? Yes; the forecasts for the years 2031, 2032, 2033, 2034 and 
2035 were added to enable the two cities and Lane County the ability to adopt a 20-year horizon for 
specialized planning documents (i.e. transportation system plans) that may extend beyond 2030. 

OEPT OF 
NOV 04 200Q 

I At... I TDLCDTJS? Only 

Ä 8 » 

Plan Map Changed from: N/A to: 
Zone Map Changed from: N/A to: 
Location: N/A 
Acres Involved: 
Specify Density: Previous: N/A New: N/A 
Applicable statewide planning goals: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
x x a D D D D D x x • • • x • • • 

Was an Exception Adopted? YES X NO 
Did DLCD receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment... 



45-days prior to first evidentiary hearing? 

If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? 
If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? 

X Yes 
• Yes 
• Yes 

• No 
• No 
• No 

001-09 (17668) [15813] 
DLCD file No. 

Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts: 

ODOT,City of Eugene, Lane County, Willamalane Park and Recreation District, City of Springfield 

Local Contact: Greg Mott 
Address: 225 Fifth Street 
City: Springfield Zip: 97477 

Phone: (541) 726-3774 Extension: 
Fax Number. 541-726-3689 
E-mail Address: mrmet2ger@ci^pringfteld.or.ui 

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
This form must be mailed to DLCD within 5 working days after the final decision 

per ORS 197.610, OAR Chapter 660 - Division 18. 

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

ATTENTION: PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

635 CAPITOL STREET NE, SUITE 150 
SALEM, OREGON 97301-2540 

2. Electronic Submittals: At least one hard copy must he sent by mail or in person, or by emailing 
larry.french@state.or.us. 

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

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

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

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

7. Need More Copies? You can now acccss these forms online at http://www.lcd.statc.or.us/. Please 
print on 8-1/2x11 green paper only. You may also call the DLCD Office at (503) 373-0050; or Fax 
your request to: (503) 378-5518; or Email your request to Iarry.french@state.or.us - Attention: Plan 
Amendment Specialist. 

mailto:larry.french@state.or.us
http://www.lcd.statc.or.us/
mailto:Iarry.french@state.or.us


ORDINANCE NO. 6248 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER I, INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE SECTION OF THE EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD 
METROPOLITAN AREA GENERAL PLAN BY ADDING SEPARATE POPULATION FORECASTS FOR THE CITIES OF SPRINGFIELD 
AND EUGENE FOR THE PERIOD 2010 - 2030 AND INCLUDING THE YEARS 2031, 2032, 2033, 2034 AND 2035, AND 
ADOPTING A SEVERABILITY CLAUSE. 

The City Council of the City of Springfield finds that: 

WHEREAS, ORS 197.304 requires the City of Springfield and the City of Eugene, separately from any other city in 
Lane County; and based on the jurisdictional area of responsibility specified in the acknowledged comprehensive plan, to 
demonstrate as required by ORS 197.296, that its comprehensive plan provides sufficient buildable lands within an urban 
growth boundary established pursuant to statewide planning goals to accommodate estimated housing needs for 20 
years; and 

WHEREAS, Oregon Administrative Rule 660-024-0030 requires cities to adopt a 20-year population forecast for 
the urban area into the comprehensive plan or in a document referenced by the plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) is the sole acknowledged 
comprehensive land use plan for Springfield and Eugene; and 

WHEREAS, the Metro Plan contains a single, metropolitan-wide population forecast; and 

WHEREAS, it is necessary for each city to have separate, 20-year forecasts extending to at least 2030 in order to 
meet their obligations under ORS 197.304 by the statutory deadline of December 31, 2009; and 

WHEREAS, on June 17,2009 the Lane County Board of Commissioners adopted into the Lane County Rural 
Comprehensive Plan coordinated population forecasts for Springfield and Springfield's metro urban area east of 1-5 and 
forecasts for Eugene and Eugene's metro urban area west of 1-5 through the year 2035; and 

WHEREAS, the Cities have coordinated extensively with the county staff and the Lane County Board of 
Commissioners during the preparation of the coordinated population forecasts and support the forecasts adopted by 
Lane County as an amendment to the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the joint planning commissions of Springfield, Eugene and Lane County conducted a public hearing on 
September 1,2009 on the proposed amendment of the Metro Plan adding population forecasts to the Metro Plan text for 
Springfield and Springfield's metro urban area east of 1-5; and Eugene and Eugene's metro urban area west of 1-5; and 
where one person testified on this proposal; and 

WHEREAS, the joint planning commissions forwarded unanimous recommendations of approval to their 
respective elected officials to amend the Metro Plan by adding population forecasts for Springfield and Springfield's 
metro urban area east of 1-5 and Eugene and Eugene's metro urban area west of !-5 prepared by Lane County and 
adopted by Lane County on June 17th, 2009 as Ordinance PA 1255; and 



WHEREAS, the joint planning commission recommendation included adding the years 2031,2032, 2033 and 2034 
with corresponding population forecasts extrapolated from the Lane County adopted figures for the years 2030 and 2035 
included in Ordinance PA 1255; and 

WHEREAS, the planning directors of Springfield, Eugene and Lane County coordinated the hearings of the joint 
planning commissions and the joint elected officials with the ten small cities in Lane County and with all interested parties 
who had appeared before, or otherwise provided testimony to, the Springfield, Eugene and Lane County planning 
commissions on this matter; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a joint public hearing on the proposed Metro Plan amendment, as 
modified by the joint planning commissions, on September 22, 2009 with the Eugene City Council and the Lane County 
Board of Commissioners, and has considered the testimony and evidence in the record of this proceeding and is now 
ready to act on this proposal. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE COMMON COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1: The Metro Plan, Chapter I, Introduction, Purpose Section, is hereby amended to add and provide as 
follows: 

In order to achieve timely compliance with their statutory obligations under 2007 Or Laws Chapter 650, the Cities of 
Eugene and Springfield and Lane County adopt the following forecasts for their respective jurisdictional areas: 

2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 

Eugene - City Only 194,314 195,964 197,614 199,264 200,914 202,565 

Metro Urban Area West of 1-5 17,469 17,274 17,079 16,884 16,689 16,494 

Total 211.783 213,238 214.693 216.148 217.603 219.059 

Springfield - City Only 74,814 75,534 76,254 76,974 77,693 78,413 

Metro Urban Area East of 1-5 6,794 6,718 6,642 6,567 6,491 6,415 

Total 81.608 82.252 82.896 83.541 84.184 84.828 

These figures effectively provide coordinated projections for each city and the respective metro urban area east or 
west of 1-5 for years ending 2030 through 2035, enabling them to meet state requirements concerning the beginning 
and ending years of the 20-year planning period. 
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Section 2: The findings set forth in attached Exhibit A are adopted as findings in support of this Ordinance. 

Section 3: if any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of the Ordinance is for any reason held 
invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such portion shall be deemed a separate, distinct and 
independent provision and such holding shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions thereof. 

Section 4: Notwithstanding the effective date of ordinances as provided by Section 2.110 of the Springfield 
Municipal Code 1997, this ordinance shall become effective 30 days from the date of passage by the City Council and 
approval by the Mayor, or upon the date of acknowledgement as provided in ORS 197.625, whichever date is later, 
provided that by that date the Eugene City Council and the Lane County Board of Commissioners have adopted 
ordinances containing identical provisions to those described in Sections 1 and 2 of this Ordinance. 

Adopted by the Common Council of the City of Springfield this 19thdav of October. 2009 by a vote of 5 in 
favor and 0 against. 

Approved by the Mayor of the City of Springfield this 21stday of 0ctobey2009. 

Mayor 

ATTEST: 

City Recorder 

AS TO. F O R M 

DATE: / & < ? 
OFFICE OF CITYÀTTÓRNEY 
DATF: ¿ & / & / 0 -
OFFICE OF CITY ATT( 
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EXHIBIT A - PI 

Staff report and findings of compliance with the Metro Plan 
and Statewide Goals, Oregon Revised Statutes and Oregon 
Administrative Rules for proposed Metro Plan Amendment 
adopting Lane County's coordinated population forecasts 
for Eugene ¡and Springfield 

Applicant -

The Cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane County 

File LRP 2009-00006: Amendments to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan .{Metro Plan) 
to provide Eugene and Springfield with separate, new 20-year population forecasts. 

Nature of the Application-

The applicants propose to amend the Metro Plan by adding the following text as the third paragraph of Chapter 
Is Introduction Purpose Section on Page 1-1: 

"in. order to achieve timely compliance with their statutory obligations under 2007 Or Laws Chapta 650, the Cities of 
Eugene and Springfield adopt the following forecasts, for their respective jurisdictional areas: 

2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 
Eugene - City Only 194,314 195,964 197,614 199,264 200,914 . 202,565 
Metro Urban Area West of 1-5 17,469 17,274 17,079 16,884 16,689 16,494 
Total 211,783 213.238 214,693 216.148 217.603 219.059 

Springfield - City Only 74,814 75,534 76,254 76,974 „ 77,693 78,413 
Metro Urban Area East of 1-5 6,794 6,718. 6,642 6,567 6,491 6,415 
Total 81.608 823.52 82,896 83.541 84.184 84.828 

These figures effectively provide coordinated projections for each city's urban growth area for years ending 2030 through 
2035, enabling them to meet state requirements concerning the beginning and ending years, of the 20-year planning 
period.11 ' 

Background 

The 2007 Oregon legislature adopted HB3337 by amending ORS 197 to add ORS 197.304(l)(a)&(b),(2)and 
(3). The provisions of this law require Eugene and Springfield, separately from any other city in Lane County, 
to perform the following: 

(a)Establish an urban growth boundary, consistent with the jurisdictional area of responsibility 
specified m the acknowledged comprehensive plan; and 

(b) Demonstrate, as required by ORS 197.296 that its comprehensive plan provides sufficient 
buildable lands within an urban growth boundary established pursuant to statewide planning 
goals to accommodate estimated housing needs for 20 years. 

ATTACHMENT 1 - 4 



EXHIBIT A - PI 

In addition to. the two actions described above, the statute also requires the demonstration in (b) to be completed 
by December 31,2009.1 

In order for the cities to comply with this statutory provision, a new population forecast for each city for the 
next 20 years needs to be prepared and adopted into the comprehensive plan (Metro Plan), or in "a document 
included in the plan "by reference," such as an inventory, functional plan, or other refinement plan. (NOTE: A 
city may choose to adopt its forecast into a separate plan document specific to its jurisdictional area as well as 
into the main plan text.) 

LCDC's Urbanization Goal, also known as Goal 14, was amended in 2006 to require thai Urban Growth 
Boundaries be consistent with a "20-year forecast " LCDC's interpretive rules flesh tiris requrremenl out OAR 
660-024-0040 provides as follows: 

(1) The UGB must he based on thè adopted 20-year population forecast for the urban area 
described in OAR 660-024-0030, [or iri ORS 197.036] and must provide for needed housing, 
employment and other urban uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, schools parks and 
open space over the 2Q-year planning period consistent with the land need requirements cfGoal 
14 and this rule. The 20-year need determinations are estimates which although based an the 
best available information and methodologies, should not be held to an unreasonably high level 
of precision. 

(4) The determination of 20-year residential land needs for an urban area must be consistent 
with the adopted 20-year coordinated population forecast for thè urban area, and with the 
requirements for determining housing needs in Goal 10, OAR 660, division 7 or 8, and 
applicable provisions of ORS 197.295 to 197,314 and 197.475 to 197.490. 

Metro Plan Amendment Criteria 

The proposed amendment is a non-site specific amendment of the Plan text. Therefore it is classified as Type I 
Metro Plan amendment that requires participation and adoption by all three governing bodies. Springfield, 
Eugene and Lane County adopted identical Metro Plan amendmoit criteria into their respective implementing 
ordinances and codes, Springfield Development Code (3DQ Chapter 5, Section 5A 4- 135(C) {1 & 2), Eugene 
Code 9.7730(3), and Lane Code 12.225(2) (a & b) include criteria of approval that require that the amendment 
be consistent with relevant statewide planning goals and that the amendment not make the Metro Plan internally 
inconsistent. 

These additional potential criteria and the staff responses fill the remaining pages of this report; however, all of 
the following findings are made subject to the reservation that they may "be wholly or partially pre-empted "by-
ORS 197.304(1) which says thai Notwithstanding an intergovernmental .agreement... or acknowledged 
comprehensive plan provisions to die contrary,7* the cities of Eugene and Springfield shall both: 

(a) establish separate 20-year urban growth boundaries, and 

(b) demonstrate that their separate boundaries provide sicfficieitt buildable residential lands for 
the next 20years as required by ORS 197\296. 

1 "Sec-3 A local government that is subject to section 2 of this 2Q07 Act [197.3Q4] shall complete the inventory, analysis and 
determination required under ORS 197.296(3) to begin compliance with section 2 of this 2007 Act within two years after the effective 
date offhis 2007Act panoaiy 1,2008]" 
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EXHIBIT A - PI 

(a) The amendment must be consistent with the relevant statewide planning goals adopted by the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission; 

As a preface to this section of the staff report it is useful to provide some context to what is being proposed in 
this amendment; why the only amendment being sought is a new population forecast for each city; and how this 
action will establish part of the necessary basis for future significant changes to the Metro Plan. 

Both cities know they have considerable work ahead of them as they undertake compliance with ORS 197.304, 
As the Background and Discussion sections in this report iave already demonstrated, the new law that is the 
cause of this work is a significant departure from the laws and agreements that have bound the two cities and 
county together since the original acknowledgment process and two subsequent periodic reviews. There is no 
case law that provides guidance or defines nuance; there is no administrative rule that says how you interpret 
this law; and there is no precedent elsewhere to use as a model for this action. Eugene and Springfield have a 
single metro-wide UGB; they will soon have separate municipal UGBs. Bugene and Springfield have shared a 
single metro-wide buildable lands inventory because of the single UGB; they will soon have separate buildaible 
lands inventories contained within their separate UGBs. Eugene and Springfield have shared a single metro-
wide population and employment forecast because they've shared a single UGB and single buildable lands 
inventory; now they must begin this compliance process by adopting separate population forecasts into a 
comprehensive plan that still recognizes the current single, shared UGB and a single, shared buildable lands 
inventory. 

Will all references to a single population, a single UGB and a single buildable lands inventory be amended in 
this action? No. The proposed amendment is intended to start a lengthy process of Metro Plan amendments 
involving the creation of separate UGBs arid separate inventories. 

All of those changes cannot be predicted; they must be based on compliance with the goals. That cannot occur 
in the absence of the facts necessary to support the changes -

The first step in that process (as explained previously) is adopting a new population forecast; the proposed 
amendment says we are undertaking this action to achieve timely compliance with the statutory obligations of 
the law. Timely compliance is a reference to the deadline imposed by our statutory obligations but also is meant 
to convey that we recognize the extent of this obligation and are beginning with the first step. 

. Inserting the new coordinated forecasts and explanatory text oin the first page on the first page of the first 
chapter of the Metro Plan provides the proper context for understanding how it relates to the rest of the Metro 
Plan. What might Otherwise beseen as a conflict with different population figures and related findings 
elsewhere in the Plan is resolved" by the explicit requirements of the 2007 statute and by the context and 
language ofthe amendment . In short: The new forecasts implement that statute. They address, a new 20-year 
planning period. The Metro Plan will evolve from its pre-HB3337 content and structure in phases as the cities 
complete their remaining implementation obligations under the new law, based on the new forecasts. 

A demonstration of compliance with the state-wide goals for this amendment, if required at all, is primarily 
related to Goals 1 and 2 as the remaining goals either don't apply within UGBs (3 & 4) or don't apply here in 
the "Willamette Valley (16-19); the other goals are not affected by a population forecast alone, but can have 

• applicability when subsequent actions that rely upon the forecast are proposed, hi spite of the indirect nature of 
the relationship between the proposed amendment and the goals, an explanation was provided explaining why 
this* action was not contrary to the goals. 
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EXHIBIT A - PI 

Goal 1 - Citizen Involvement 

To develop a citizen involvement program thai insures the opportunity for citizens to be involved 
in all phases of the planning process. 

No amendments to acknowledged citizen involvement programs are proposed. The two cities and the county 
have acknowledged land use codes thaï are intended to serve as the principal implementing ordinances for the 
Metro Plan. Chapter 5 of the SDC, Metro Plan Amendments; Public Hearings, prescribes the manner in which 
a Type I Metro Plan, amendment must be noticed. Citizen involvement for a Type I Metro Plan amendment not 
related to an urban growth boundary amendment requires; Notice to interested parties; notice to properties and 
property owners within 300 feet of the proposal if site-specific; notice to neighborhood associations; published 
notice in a newspaper of general circulation; and notice to the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD) at least 45 days before the initial evidentiary hearing (plsnning commission).: 

Notice of the joint planning commission hearing was mailed on August 21,2009; notice was published in the 
Register-Guard on August 21,2009; neighborhood associations were mailed notice on August 21,2009; notice 
of the first evidentiary hearing was provided to DLCD on July 16,2009; notice of this proposal and the joint 
planning commission hearing was sent to the cities of Florence, Dunes City, Véneta, Junction City, Coburg, 
Creswell, Lowell, West Fir, Oakridge, and Cottage Grove on August 17,2009- Another letter was sent to these 
same cities on September 10, 2009 notifying the elected officials that the joint planning commissions of 
Eugene, Springfield and Lane County had conducted a public hearing on September 1,2009 and that the results 
of that hearing was a unanimous recommendation from the planning commissions supporting the Metro Plan 
text amendment as it appears on the first page of these findings under die heading Nature of the App^catiom 
This same letter also included announcement of the joint elected officials hearing on the planning commission 
recommendation to be conducted on September 22,2009 at 6:00 p jn. in the Library Meeting Room of 
Springfield City Hall. 

Requirements under Goal X are met by adherence to the citizen involvement processes required by the Metro 
Plan and implemented by the Springfield Development Code, Chapter 5, Section5.14-135, Eugene Code 
Section 9.7735, and Lane Code Sections 12.025 and 12.240. 

Goal 2 — Land Use Planning 

To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for all decisions and 
actions related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for such decisions and 
actions. \ 

ÂÏI land-use plans and implementation ordinances shall be adopted by the governing body after 
public hearing and shall be reviewed and, as needed, revised on a periodic cycle to take into 
account changing public policies and circumstances, in accord with a schedule set forth in the 
plan.' Opportunities shail be provided for review and comment by citizens and affected 
governmental units during preparation, review and revision of plans and implementation 
ordinances. 

Implementation Measures - are the means used to carry out the plan These are of two general 
types: (1) management implementation measures such as ordinances; regulations or project 
plans, and (2) site or area specific implementation measures such as permits and grants for 
construction, constriction ofpublic facilities or provision of services. 
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EXHIBIT A - PI 

The current version of the Metro Planwas last adopted in 2004 (Springfield (Ordinance No. 6087; Eugene 
Ordinance No i 20319; and Lane County Ordinance No. 1197) after numerous public meetings, public 
workshops and joint hearings of the Springfield, Eugene and Lane County Planning Commissions and Elected 
Officials. 

Subsequent to these Metro Plan adoption proceedings, the 2007 Oregon Legislature adopted new laws that 
applied specifically to Eugene, Springfield and Lane County. ORS 197.304 requires Eugene and Springfield to 
adopt separate urban growth boundaries based on the jurisdictional responsibilities contained in the Metro Plan, 
make a determination based on the provisions of ORS 197.296 that there are sufficient buildable lands within 
these UGBs to accommodate projected growth for the next 20 years, and to make this determination by 
December 31,2009. In response to'this mandate, Eugene and Springfield have undertaken a necessary step in 
Compliance by initiating a post-acknowledgement plan amendment of the Metro Pían to establish new 
population forecasts for each city that will comply with the required planning period of 20 years beginning at 
the date scheduled for completion of this action by statute (12/31/09), and with the provisions of OAR 660-024-
0040 which requires cities to have adopted population forecasts as a prerequisite to establishment of an urban 
growth boundary. 

The Metro Plan is the land use or comprehensive plan required by this goal; the Springfield Development Code, 
the Eugene Code and the Lane Code are the implementation measures required by this goal. Comprehensive 
plans, as defined by ORS 197.015(5), must be coordinated with affected governmental units. Coordination 
means that comments from affected governmental units are solicited and considered. The 10 cities in Lane 
County not participating as decision-makers in this matter received letters explaining thé proposal by Eugene, 
Springfield and Lane County to adopt into the Metro Plan the coordinated population forecast prepared by Lane 
County and adopted into the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan on June 17,2009. 

Goal 3 - Agricultural Lands 

To preserve and maintain agricultural lands, 

The proposed amendment will provide a separate population forecast for Eugene and a separate population 
forecast for Springfield out to the year 2035. No other changes to the Metro Plan are included in this proposal. 
These changes do not affect Metro Plan consistency with this goal and in any case, this goal does not apply 
within adopted, acknowledged urban growth boundaries. (See also OAR. 660-024-0020) 

Goal 4 - Forest Lands 

To conserve forest lands by maintaining the forest land base and to protect the state Js forest 
economy by making possible economically efficient forest practices that'assure the continuous 
growing and harvesting of forest tree species as the leading use on forest land consistent with 
sound management of soil, air, water; and fish and wildlife resources and to provide for 
recreational opportunities and agriculture. 

The proposed amendments do not affect Metro Plan consistency with this goal and in any case, this goal does 
not apply within adopted, acknowledged urban growth boundaries. (See also OAR 660-024-0020) 
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EXHIBIT A - P6 

Goal 5 - Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources 

To protect natural resources and conserve scenic and historic areas and open spaces. 

The Cities have finished all work required under Goal 5 during the most recent Periodic Review (completed in 
2007). Population projections alone do not impact land inventories; subsequent analysis of these inventories 
may proceed with the population figures, but that analysis and subsequent actions must observe applicable 
goals, statutes and rules. The proposed amendment does not affect acknowledged Goal 5 inventories so this 
proposal does not create an inconsistency with the goal. (See also OAR 660-023) 

Goal 6 - Air, Water and Land Resources Quality 

To maintain and improve the quality of the air, water and land resources of the state. 

This goal is primarily concerned with compliance with federal and state environmental quality statutes, and how 
this compliance is achieved as development proceeds in relationship to air sheds, river basins and land 
resources. An adopted population forecast for a new 20-year period has no direct affect on or applicability to 
this goal. Any actions affecting inventories or land use or development that occur as a result of the population 
forecast are subject to the applicable goals, statutes and rules at the time those actions are undertaken. 

Goal 7 - Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards 

7b protect people and property fromnatural hazards. 

The Metro Plan and the development ordinances of each city are acknowledged to be in compliance with all 
applicable statewide land use goals, including Goal 7. Population forecasts adopted into the comprehensive 
plan do not affect land use, development, or inventories. Subsequent actions based upon these forecasts and 
that may impact this goal are required to address this applicability during the public review and hearings 
process. This goal is unaffected by a new or amended population forecast. 

Goal 8 - Recreational Needs 

To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and visitors and, where appropriate, 
to provide for the siting of necessary recreational facilities including destination resorts. 

Willamalane and the City co-adopted the Park and Recreation Comprehensive Plan in 2004. This plan has a 
recommended standard of two acres of park land for each 1,000 population. The 2004 plan projects an increase 
of25,000 citizens by the end of the adopted 20-year planning horizon (2022).2 Willamalane is a special service 
taxing district with the authorization to purchase, develop and maintain park facilities, but it has no authority or 
obligation for Goal 8 compliance; that responsibility lies with the City of Springfield after coordinating with the 
Park District. The Metro Plan has a horizon of 2015 therefore WQlamalane's standard of two acres per 1,000 
residents is a valid standard to the year 2015; anything beyond 2015 is not applicable to the Metro Plan even 
-though Willamalane's plan extends to 2022. In the event Springfield adopts'a new population forecast that 
extends the planning period to 2030 or later and there are subsequent impacts on the buildable lands inventories, 
the City will coordinate with Wil lamalane throughout these actions to mflrntam Goal 8 compliance through the 
newplanning period of2030-

2 Page A-4, Willamalane Fade and Recreation. Comprehensive Plan 
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Goal 9 - Economic Development 

To provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety of economic activities vital 
to the health,, -welfare, andprosperity,of Oregon's citizens, 

ORS 197.304 does not require an analysis of commercial, and industrial lands inventories; the ORS 197.296 
determination applies only to residential inventories; and OAR 660-024-0040 allows a local government to 
review and amend the UGB "in consideration of one category of land need (for example, housing need) without 
a simultaneous review and amendment in consideration of other categories of land need (for example, 
employment need)." (OAR 660-024-0040(3)). The cities have chosen to expand the inventory analysis to 
include commercial and industrial land, both of which rely upon the same population forecast required by OAR 
660-024-0040(1). The adoption of the population forecast does not directly affect this goal; however, the 
activities subsequent to the adoption of the population forecast will rely on this forecast as a basis for actions 
pursuant to the applicable goals. Adopting anew population forecast consistent with ORS 195.036 is consistent 
with the provisions of OAR 660-024-0040 and OAR 660-Ô09 Economic Development. 

Goal 10 - Housing 

To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the state. 

The cities are required by ORS 197.304 to undertake an ORS 197.296 determination within two years of the 
effective date of the Act The ORS 197.296 determination involves the inventory, supply and demand analysis 
of residential land use needs for the forecast population of the 20-year planning period; this determination 
cannot occur without a population forecast 

Adopting this new population forecast is also consistent with the requirements of OAR 660-008 Interpretation 
of Goal 10 Housing and OAR 660-0024 Urban Growth Boundaries because, once again, the population forecast 
must be adopted into the comprehensive plan before the residential lands determination can be confirmed and 
adopted into the comprehensive plan. 

Goal 11 - Public Facilities and Services 

To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public facilities and services 
to serve as p framework for urban and rural development 

A population forecast does not directly affect the public facilities plan until the buildable lands inventories 
necessary to support that forecast are adjusted. The location and/or density increases that will occur to support 
the new forecasts must be provided with adequate levels of urban services. In the event Springfield adopts new 
inventories or makes adjustments to permitted densities causing greater demand for public infrastructure, the 
City will evaluate these services and where necessary, propose additional Metro Plan amendments in 
compliance with this goal. 

Goal 12 - Transportation 

To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation system. 

The transportation system plan is similar to the public facilities and services plan in that the transportation 
system is designed to accommodate future growth at densities prescribed in the plan's policies.' Land 
development cannot occur in thé absence of infrastructure and that includes transportation; but neither the goal -
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nor the OARs require an analysis of this service before changes are proposed to the inventories,3 even though 
those inventory changes cannot occur "without the population forecast The obligation in 197.304 to adopt new 
population forecasts before the inventory analysis is completed is consistent with the purpose and timing of 
transportation analysis required by Goal 12; OAR 660-12 Transportation and OAR 660-024. Urban Growth 
Boundaries. 

Goal 13 - Energy Conservation 

To conserve energy. 

3. Land use planning should, to the máximum extent possible, seek to recycle and re-use vacant, 
land and those uses which are not energy efficient. 

There are no requirements in the rule or statute that require the energy element of the plan to be amended to 
correspond with the new population forecast. Any subsequent changes to land use designations, including 
adjustments to the UGB must, comply with the applicable provisions of this goal and interpretive rules. 

Goal 14 - Urbanization 

To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use, to accommodate 
urban population and urban employment inside urban growth boundaries, to ensure efficient use 
of land, and to provide for livable communities. 

A new population forecast does not affect the existing UGB but the establishment of, or change ta a UGB 
cannot be undertaken unless there is an adopted population forecast for the 20-year period upon which the 
buildáble lands inventories are based. Since this determination, and hence the application of Goal 14, cannot 
occur without the population forecast, the cities must adopt a new population forecast to comply with the 
provisions of ORS 197.296 and ORS 197.304, the latter of which extends the planning horizon for Eugene and 
Springfield to 2029. The proposed amendment to Page 1-1 is consistent with these statutes and with OAR 660-
024,'the rule interpreting Goal 14. ' 

The preparation of the'Lane County coordinated population forecast was undertaken in accordance with the 
guidelines and standards of Oregon Administrative Rule 660-024-0030(1 & 2) and with ORS 197.610 to 
197.650 as evidenced in the findings adopted by the Lañe County Board of Commissioners on June 17,2009 in 
support of Ordinance PA 1255 In the Matter of Amending the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan (R.CP) 
to Include a Coordinated Population Forecast for Lane County and Each Urban Area within the County 
(Attachment 5). The cities óf Eiigene and Springfield are completing the requirements of the law regarding 
population forecasts by adopting the County's coordinated population forecast into the comprehensive plan 
{Metro Plan). 

3 In feet, the.transportation planning rule requirements ip. OAR 660-012-0060 requiring an impact analysis on transportation systems 
as a result of UGB amendments "need not be applied to a UGB amendment if the land added to the UGB is zoned as nrbanizable land, 
either by retaining the zoning that "was assigned prior to inclusion in the boundary or by ¡«signing Intm im zoning ffc -̂does not allow 
development that would generate more vehicle trips than development allowed by the zoning assigned prior to inclusion in the 
boundary* (OAR 660-024-0020(1) (d). 
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Goal 15 - Waiamette River Greenway 

To protect, conserve, enhance and maintain the natural scenic, historical agricultural, 
economic and recreational qualities of lands along the Willamette River as the Willamette River 
Greenway. 

A population forecast has no direct affect on the implementation or continued compliance with Goal 15 as there 
is no direct affect on land use designations, densities or development standards as a result of a new population 
forecast. In the event that actions by the governing bodies subsequent to adoption of a new population forecast 
results in changes to designations, development standards or densities, those changes must be evaluated against 
all applicable goals, statutes and rules. Such evaluations will include Goal 15. 

Goal 16 Estuarine Resources, Goal 17 Coastal Shorelands, Goal 18 Beaches and Dunes, and Goal 19 
Ocean Resources ' 

These goals do not apply to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area. 

(b] Adoption of the amendment must not make the Metro Plan internally inconsistent 

The proposed population forecasts are necessary to comply with the new laws adopted by the 2007 Oregon 
legislature. These new laws effectively pre-empt certain provisions of the Metro Plan that might otherwise 
appear to stand in contradiction to new and separate population forecasts for each city: 

"Notwithstanding an intergovernmental agreement pursuant to ORS 190.003 to 190,130 or 
acknowledged comprehensive plan provisions to the contrary; a city within Lane County that has 
a population of 50,000 or more within its boundaries shall meet its obligation wider ORS 
197.295 to 197.314 separately from any other city within Lane. County." (ORS 197.304(1)) 

The adopted UGB population forecast of 286,000 and the adopted planning horizon of 2015 are found in 
various chapters throughout the text of the Metro Plan, TransPlan and the Public Facilities and Services Plan. 
This figure and planning horizon date are the result of actions that took place during the 13 years between 1994 
and 2007 when Eugene, Springfield and Lane County were complying with the requirements of periodic review 
of the Metro Plan. The cities must now complete a new set of state-mandated tasks that will result in a number 
of amendments to the Metro Plan, including new, separate UGBs; new, separate buildable lands inventories; 
new, separate population forecasts; and a new 20-year planning horizon. 

The cities are proceeding with the new population forecast first because the inventories and UGBs must be 
based on an adopted population forecast (OAR 660-024-0040); neither City has ever had a separate population 
forecast that matched its municipal authority (city limits and future city limits as represented in the urban 
transition area). It is not necessary to replace all existing references to the 286,000 population forecast or the 
2015 horizon because the proposed amendment references the preemptive language of ORS 197.304 and 
because the conversion of the Metro Plan to bring it into compliance with the new law will occur over time as 
work progress (UGBs, inventories, planning horizons, etc.). Existing Metro Plan policies do not foresee the 
obligations of this new law therefore there are no policies or sections of policies responsive to the changes that 
must be made to the text of the Metro Plan. See also the preface to Goals compliance on pages 5 and 6 of this 
report 
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- Attachments -

1. Copy ofNotice of Proposed Amendment sent to Department-of Land Conservation and Development on July 
16,2009 specifying the cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane County were proposing separate population 
forecasts for each city and urban transition area to be adopted into the Metro Plan 

2. August 17,2009 letter to the Mayors and Administrators of the ten incorporated cities in Lane County, and an 
August 18,2009 letter to known interested parties, from the Eugene, Springfield and Lade County planning 
directors advising that Eugene, Springfield and Lane County were proposing to adopt the County's new, 
separate population forecasts for each city into the Metro Plan. The initial public hearing on the matter was 
scheduled for the planning commissions of Eugene, Springfield and Lane County on September 1,2009 in the 
Springfield City Hall. The joint elected officials would conduct a subsequent public hearing on September 22, 
2009 also in Springfield City Hall. 

3. Draft Minutes of the Joint Planning Commission hearing of September 1,2009 

4. September 10,2009 letter to Mayors and Administrators of the ten incorporated cities in Lane County and 
known interested parties, from the Springfield Planning Manager on behalf of the Eugene and Lane County 
Planning Directors, advising of the action taken by the joint planning commissions on September 1,2009 and 
notification ofthe joint elected officials hearing on September 22,2009 at 6:00 pjn. in the Springfield City 
Hall. 

5. Lane County Agenda Item Memo (May 18,2009); Ordinance No. PA 1255; Lane County Rural 
Comprehensive Plan General Policies 1984, updated June 2009; Findings in Support of Ordinance No. PA 
1-255; and cover page and linV to Population Forecasts for Lane County, its Cities and Unincorporated Area 
2008-2035, May 2009. 
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ia person • slectronic Q ^ ^ ¡ j 

THTS pQ-pM MUST HE RECEIVED BY DLCD AT LEAST 
45 DAYS FSIQR TO THE "FIRST FVTD15NTIASY TTF, A"PT7Vn 

PEROR5 197.610, OAR CHAPTER 660,DIVISION 18 h<r lie u™ 

Jurisdiction: City nf Springfield, Eugene and lane County Date of First Evidentiary Hearing : QS/01/20Qg " 
Local File Number: LRP2G09-0000^ ' . Date of.Fmal Hearing: 09/22^009 
Is this a RÉVISION ta a previously submitted propasaI7 QYes Ê*]No Date submitted: July 16, 2009 
¡3 Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment • Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 
• Land Use Regulation Amendment • Zoning Map Amendment 
• New Land Use Regulation • Urban Growth Boundary Amendment 
• Transportation System Plan Amendment • Other,-

Briefly Summarize Proposal. Do not use technical terms. Do not write "See Attached"(Iiniit 50G characters]: 
The Cities of Eugene, S p r i n g f i e l d and Lane Comity are proposing ta adopt coordinated population 
forecasts prepared by Lane County for the two cities into the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area 
General Plati- The Lane County Board of Commissi oners adopted these two projections into the Rural 
Comprehensive Plan on June 17,2009. This proposed amendment is consistent with the intent, purpose 
and express language of ORS, 195,036 

Has sufficient information been included to advise DLCD of the effect of proposal? ®Yes, text is included 
For tylap Changes: Include B14VI1" maps of Current and Proposed designation. • Yes, Maps Included 
Plan map changed from: . Ta; 
Zone map changed from: To; . \ 
Location of property (do not use Tax Lot); 
Previous density: New density. Acres involved: 
Applicable statewide planning gaials:' 
1 2 3 4 - 5 . 6 1 8 9 10 11 12 13- 14 15 16 17 IS 19 ' 

Is an exception to a statewide-planning goal proposed? • YES IEI NO Goals: 
Affected state ar federal agencies, local governments or special districts (It is jurisdiction's responsibility to notify these 
agencies. DLCD only records this information): 
School District #13; School District #4J; Springfield Utility Board; Eugene Water and Electric Board; 
TVìHàmalane Park and Recreation District 

Local Contact Gregory Mott, Planaiog Manager, COS Phone: 541-726-3774"" Extension: 3774 
Address: 225 Fifth Street City: . Springfieia Zip: 97477 
Fax Number 541-723-3689 E-maD Address: gmott@ajpring5eld.ar,ns 

DLCD file No. 
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DATE: June 24,2009 
TO: Larry French, Plan Amendment Program Specialist 

PROM: Gregory- Mott, Planning Manager, City of Springfield 
Lisa Gardner, PI priming Director, City of Eugene 
Kent Howe, Plmnrng Director, Lane Comity • 

SUBJECT: Proposed Amendment of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan.: 

Adopting a coordinated population forecast prepared hy'Lane County for 
Eugene and for Springfield far the years 2010-2035. 

Local File No. of Initiating Jurisdiction: LRP 2009-00006 ' 
Local File No. of Co-Applicants . : 

Dear Mr. French: 

As you know, Eugene, Springfield and Lane County co-adopted the Eugene-Springfield 
Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan} in 1982 as this metropolitan area's comprehensive 
land use plan. What you may not know is that certain provisions of the Metro Plan require all 
three jurisdictions to co-adopt amendments; other provisions require one of the two 'cities and the 
county to co-adopt amendments; and yet other- provisions require only a single jurisdiction to 
adopt an amendment To lessen the confusion that such an arrangement might cause for your 
agency, the planning director's of Eugene, Springfield aiid Lane County will from .this point 
forward submit a letter con-firming our participation, as appropriate, with each notice of proposed 
amendment On behalf of the City of Springfield, the City of Eugene and Lane CourSy, this 
letter serves as confirmation that all three jurisdictions axe co-applicants far the above referenced 
post-acknowledgment plan amendment proposal. If you have any questions regarding this 
matter please contact any of us at your convenience. 

^ Lott 
Planning Manager, City of Springfield 

Lisa Gardner 
Planning Director, City of Eugene . 

T Z e i & C - p * a 
Kent Howe 
Planning Director, Lane County 
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Proposed Text Amendment to the Engene^piiogfield Metropolitan Area General Plan 
2004 Update 

Add the folio-wing text as the third paragraph of Chapter I, Introduction Purpose Section 
on Page 1-1 of the Metro Plan: 

In order to achieve timely compliance with their statutory obligations under 2007 
Or .Laws Chapter 650 the Cities of Engene and Springfield and Lane County adopt 
the following coordinated population forecasts for their respective jrmsdicfiaaal 
areas for the planning periods ending in the years 2030 and 2035: 

City of Engene Jurisdictional Area1 

For the year 2030: 210,216 
For the year 2035: 215,059 

City of Springfield Jurisdictional Area1 

For the year 2030: 81,608 
For the year 2035: 84,828 

1 Includes all land -within the urban growth boundary -west af 1-5 
2 Includes all land within, the urban, growth "faoimdary east of 1-5 
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E X H I B I T A 

F I N A L F O R M A T 

LANE COUNTY 

RURAL COMPREHENSIVE FLAN 

GENERAL FLAN POLICIES 1984 

UPDATED: 
January Í998 

April 2003 
August 2003 

December 2003 
February 2004 
January 2005 

February 2008 
June 2009 
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PARTI: INTRODUCTORY MATERIAL 

A, INTRODUCTION TO THE RURAL COMPREHENSIVE FLAN 

The Lane County Rural Comprehensive Han applies to all unincorporated lands within the 
County beyond the Urban Growth Boundaries of incorporated cities in the County and 
beyond the boundary of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Plan.. Where these lands 
are beyond County, jurisdiction (such as National Forest lands), the Plan applies but its 
application is regulated by federal law. In addition, it does contain provisions and 

. representations of County positions on various issues, to be used by thaSe agencies, such as the 
U3 Forest Service, in their own management actions, and also used in the event that lands not 
in Ccrcmty juris diction enter County jurisdiction. 

The Plan follows the format of the LCDC Statewide Planning Goals, recognizing that they 
• must be met by all local jurisdictions in Oregon. It is composed of two major elements: 
1. County Gp^^T Plan Polities: Par each LCDC Goal, there are one or more Policies to be 

applied by the County toward land use and other planning' and resource-management 
issues, in the interests of compliance with sound planning principles and statewide 
planning law. Policies are binding commitments, but will he carried out within 
established work programs and over all County priorities. The application of Policies 
which call for any programs or studies will occur as County resources in terms of both 
staff and "budgetary allocations permit. 

Z Plan Diagrams: Two major planning regions axe identified far Lane County—the Coastal 
Region and the Inland Region. For each; detailed representations of land use axe 
depicted on maps,, on Plan Diagrams. Land use regulation methods, such as zoning, axe 
applied to cany out the intent of the designations. The application of the general plan is 

' primarily through zoning. In fact planning and zoning designations axe set -forth an the 
• same map. 

Chart One diagrams the relationship of these elements, and also indicates relationships with 
other portions of the County Comprehensive Plan. 

The document now. before the reader is one of the two above components—the County 
General Plan Policies "document The Policies document is the broad, direction-setting portion 
of the Plan, and lays out approaches far interpretation of County planning needs and means 
of complying with State of Oregon planning law. This law attaches great importance to local 
jurisdictions having adopted comprehensive plans which in turn meet the requirements of 
Statewide Planning Goals. Accordingly,, matters of interpretation concerning the-General 
Plan axe to be resolved in favor of compliance with these Goals, and the Plan itself shall be 
recognized as representing the County's best effort in meeting the requirements of LCDC and 
its policy'expression^, including Goals. 

Page 1 
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B. INTRODUCTION TO THE COUNTY POUCHES COMPONENT OF THE GENERAL 
FLAN 

County Policies are "broad, somewhat generalized statements that provide direction to 
County decision makers m their efforts to choose between competing uses for given 
resources, and in their efforts to salve historic problems and prevent new ones from 
occurring. - The Policies cover complex topics and lay the groundwork for future actions 
of various lands. The Policies expressed here apply to rural Lane County, outside of the 
Urban Growth Boundaries of cities and beyond the Plan Diagram Boundary of the 
Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan. They axe designed to be 
compatible w i f e frimflaT Policies—and planning efforts—of other governmental 
jurisdictions in the County. 

In some respects, the Policies can be considered the basis of the County plan, in that 
' they provide the lead, or .the general direction,, for subsequent-County actions to deal 

"with various land use and resource management decisions. In doing so, they are-
directly intended to fulfill the mandate of the LCDC statewide planning Goals. 

Four statewide planning Goals are not addressed in this document the four "Coastal 
Goals" (LCDC Goals 16-19). These, and Policies connected with them, are located in a 
special-purpose Coastal Resource Management Plan developed and adopted for use in 
the Coastal portion of the County. They should be used in concert with the "basic 
fifteen!' Goals. Since they are special-purpose in nature, and deal more specifically with 
particular concerns of the Coastal area, conflicts may arise or be generated between the 
Coastal Policies and the "basic fifteen" and should be resolved in favor of the Coastal 
Policies until, and if one or the other conflicting statement is changed to eliminate the 
conflict-

The Willamette Greenway Goal is considered to be part of the "basic fifteen". 

C HISTORY OF THE POLICIES DOCUMENT • ' • 

The Policies contained in this document were developed during a period of more than; 
a year, beginning in early 1983. A process was devised at the beginning of the period 
to utilize existing working papers and to prepare a series of new working papers 
which, along witfe otfeer sources, were to serve as the technical data based for the 
Polities. The Working Papers were written and published from mid-1981 to .early 

• 1984.. Each Working Paper contained information on a given topic or topics, and a 
number of them contained preliminary Policies which were drawn from the 

* information in the Papers and which were presented for initial discussion purposes. 

Hearings were held on the Papers as they were published Each Planning Commission 
• reported to the Board of County Commissioners containing lis reaction to the Paper. 
and draft Policies. Often the Policy statements drew on sources other than the 
Working Papers—existing County Plan information (such as special-purpose plans or 
technical studies)/comments or testimony of individuals or groups appearing at the 
hearings, the judgment and views of Planning Commissian members and so on—and 
so represented a broad array of perspectives and attitudes. Each Planning 
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' CVin nuismrm Report cited mf armatian used in Policy development, in order to provide 
a firm basis for Policy use. The background information, including the Working 
Papers, is to be used to help interpret and understand General Plan approaches but is 
not itself designed to be adopted as legislative law. The Board formally adopted the 
Policies in February of 1984 

D. CITIES, COMMUNITIES AND RURAL' LANDS 

Cities 

While the Policies in this document are directed at Lane County government, it is 
dearly recognized that the County has a responsibility to, and must coordinate efforts 
closely with, the incorporated cities within its boundaries. Statewide planning law 
requires that each incorporated city develop and adopt its crwn land use plan which 
must itself comply with LCDC- Goals.. The plan must contain essentially the same 
elements as the County General Plan, with an additional element of.an identified 
Urban Growth Boundary (required by Goal 14). Future urban growth for each city is 
to take place within that "Boundary. In the case of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan 
Area Han, a mutual "Boundary is adopted by both cities and the County. For all other 
cities, the County must ratify the cities UGBs by independent evaluation of, and 
adoption of, appropriate city plan provisions; 

Through this method, the County becomes responsible for administering the 
provisions of city plans within the city UGBs but outside of the coiporate city limits. 
"Joint Agreements for Planning Coordination" drawn up between the County and each 
chy lay the framework for coopérative action in the effort. Policies concerning Goal 14 
in this document further indicate County posture toward city plans. County adaption 
of city plans—or amendments thereto—ensures that conflicts between city plans and 
County Plan do not readily occur. 

Beyond carrying out the responsibilities outlined above, ORS 195.036 requires that the 
county: 

"..establish and maintain a population forecast for the entire area'within its boundary for use 
m maintaining and updating comprehensive plans, and shall coordinate the forecast -with the 
local governments within its boundary. " • 

Pursuant to this requirement and OAR 660-024r0030, coordinated population forecasts 
have been developed and are adopted for Lane County and each of its urban areas. 
These figures are included in Table 1.1, below. 

The Coordinated Population Forecasts included in Table 1.1 were developed for Lane 
County by the Portland State University Population Research Center except as noted. 

r The methods, assumptions and data used to develop these forecasts are included in 
PSLTs report Population Forecasts for Lane County, its Cities and Unincorporated 
Area 2008-2035 dated Mav 2009. . 

Page 4 
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Table 1,1: Coordinated Papulation Forecasts for Lane Coun ty and its Urban Areas 
Farecast Period:" '201'a 2015 2020 2025 2029 •2030 2035 

Cohum* 1,103 1387 1,394 2,628 3,216 3,363 4,251 
m Q Cottage Grove 9,957 10.616 11,424 12,261 12,737 12,856 13,542 
u Creswell .. 5,647 6,802 Q,263 9,758 10,799 11,060 12,172 CO 
E Dunes City 1,457 1,542 1,640 1,726 1,767 1,777 1,823 w 

' Florence 11,212 12,355 .13,747 15,035 16,065 16,323 17,434 c a a Junction City 5,567 9,343 10,799 12,067 12,922 13,136 13,687 U 
<0 Lowell -v. • 1,043 1,226. 1,459 1,714 1,960 2,022 2,345 
3 Oakridga 3,859 4,290 4,672 4,366 5,022 5,061 5,280 

Veneta 4,976 5,902 7,251 8,727 9,623 9.847 r 10,505 
Westfir 359 370 384 412 423 428 44Q 

a Euqene (city only! 156,844 166,609 176,124 185,422 192,536 194,314 202,565 £ < Sprinqfleld (cfty only} 56,891 62,276 66,577 70,691 73,969 74,814 78,413 
e <D Metro Urban Area West of lnteretate-5" 20,931 20,360 19,209" 18,521 17,680 17,469 16,434 2 

Metro Urban Area East of lnterstate-5** ' a,i4o . 7,92S 7,470 7i202 . 6,875 6,794 6,415 

<u Euqene/Sprinqfield Total UGB Ansa 244,606 257,191 269,330 231,836 291,080 233,391 303,887 n> Q Unincorporated Area Outsida ai! UGEa 5a,531 55,900 •54,344 52,861 52,361 52,261 51,634 h-
Lane County Total 349,516 366,924 365,297 403,892 417,996 421,522 437,207 

* City of Coburg forecasts based upon analysis conducted by the firm Johnson and Raid and testimony provided by Pity of Coburg 
representatives in the U M County Board of Commissioners an June 3,2QG9, 

~ Forecast based upon a 72% allocation of the total Metro UTA West of 1-5 and a 28% allocation of the total Metro UTA East of 15. 

.Any updates or amendments to the forecasts included in Table 1.1 may aniy be 
initiated by Lane Cotrrtiy. Arty individual or interested cities, however, may make a 
request for the Board to initiate such an update or amendment Requests most set forth '. 
compelling reasons as to why the update or amendment should be considered at the 
requested time, rafter than in conjunction with a future periodic Plan update. An offer 
to participate in costs, incurred by the County shall accompany the request 
Amendments to these forecasts initiated by the Board shall follow general procedures 
outtines.in Lane Ciade 16.400(6). -

Communities 

Unincorporated communities are treated differently. They .are identified as 
"community" an the Plan Diagrams, but axe not given official "Urban Growth 
Boundaries. Instead, the probable limits of growth , over the planning period are . 
reflected in the area within the "community" designation. Since lands within these 
areas are under County juris dictions, no Joint Agreements are required, but 
development there must be justified by "ccnnmitted lands", exceptions. 

Areas within rural Lane County qualifying as Exception areas on the basis of pre-
couuiuUed uses are not necessarily "communities" as such, but do have some of the 

Page 5 
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. characteristics of cuiimimnty development—higher densities, for example. These areas 
art treated much as .tmmcoiporated communities axe within the General Plan, in that 

. they are solely -under the County jurisdiction, and they are provided with specific land 
use designations and zoning reflective of their characteristics. They are not portrayed, 
however, with the broad "community '̂ designation in most cases, Per purposes of Flan 
administration, a parcel of land is either within a UGB or designated: emmmrnity or it 
is not—the deciding factor is the portrayal on the Plan Diagram, lands adjacent to 
such "boundaries are not considered to be within them until and if the boundaries are 
adjusted to accommodate them. 

Rural Lands 

Finally, Ifrndp considered as agricultural, forest or natural resources are lands not 
within any of the above classifications. These la-nrte include the vast majority of total 
Lane County acreage, and are under the jurisdiction of the County phis state and 
federal governments (National Forests). The Statewide Planning Goals and the 
Policies of this Plan limited substantial rural development. However, it is recognized 
that such development may occur provided it is consistent with the policies contained 
in this document 

E. IMPLEMENTATION 

As stated earlier, the County Policies are intended to guide actions and- decisions. 
Although the policies have a common feature (Le., relating to one or mare aspects of 
land use) they cover a bioad range of topics and concerns. Because of this wide range, 
it is not reasonable to assume all policies are to be implemented in the same mannfer. 
Visualizing a policy as being in one or more of the following categories will provide a. 
better understanding as to its application. 

Advisory Policies 

These are statements describing the County's position on a certain topic or issue; 
generally but not always, relating neither to a subject, nor under the direct jurisdiction 
of the County, These policies are primarily intended to inform or influence the actions 

' of other parties. They do not have direct influence on the implementation of the 
General Plan through Han Map designation, zoning of land or County Regulations. 

Examples: "lane County recommends that no new wilderness areas be designated 
without a complete analysis of the revenue and employment impacts on Lane County. 
Where designations are made, negative employment and revenue impacts should be 
mitigated by increasing allowable timber harvests on other public lands." 

Commitment Policies 

These are statements describing a future action the County intends to undertake. The 
p o l i c i e s cover a variety of topics including • (a) guidance in County operations, 

. procedures and relationships-with other agencies, (b) recognition of state and federal 

Page 6 
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AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 

STATE OF OREGON . } . 
• . ' J ® » . 

County of Lane } 

lf Brenda Jones, being first duly swam,.do hereby depose and say as follows: 

1. I stats that I am a Secretary for the Planning Division of the Development 

Services Department, City of Springfield, Oregon. 

2. I state that in my capacity as Secretary, ] prepared and caused to be 

mailed copies of Letter regarding Proposed Amendment to tte 
Eugene-Springfield Metro Plan, adopting coordinated population 
forecasts sent to area Mayors and City Managers/Administrators. 

« 

fSse attachment W ) on August 17, 2009 addressed to (see Attachment 

"B"), by causing said letters to be placed in a U.S. mail box with postage 

fully prepaid thereon. 

Brenda Jones 
Planning Administrate Specialist 

STATE OF OREGON, County of Lane 

_• ( j jAAfhvh / 7 .. 2009 Personally appeared the above named Brenda Jones, 
Administrative Specialist, who acknowledged the foregoing instrument to be their 
voluntary act. Before me: 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
DEYETTE KELLY 

NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. 420351 

MY COMMISSION EXPRES AUG. 15,2Q11 My Commission Expires: ires: % / l s / l t 
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August 17,2009 » ' 

City of Coburg 
PO Box 8316 
Coburg, Oregon 97405, 

Honorable Mayor Yalta 
City Council Members 

Subject: Proposed amendment to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan 
(Metro Plan) adopting coordinated population forecasts prepared by Lane County for Eugene 
and Springfield. 

On June 17, 2009 the Lane County Board of Commissioners adopted Ordinance No PA 1255, 
amending theLane County Rural Comprehensive Plan by adding new population forecasts for 
Lane County and all cities in Lane County for the period 2010-2035. .The Board's action was in 
compliance with ORS \95.Q36Jreapapulationforecast, coordination 

On July-16,2009 the cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane County submitted a Notice of 
Proposed Amendment to the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DCLD) 
stating their intention to a-mend the Metro Plan by adopting the coordinated population forecasts 
prepared by Lane County. The proposed Metro Plan text amendment will be added as the third 
paragraph on Page 1-1, Chapter I, Introduction and Purpose Section and will read as.follows: 

In order to achieve timely compliance with their statutory obligations under 2007 Or 
Laws Chapter 650, the Cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane County adopt the 
following forecasts for their respective jurisdictional areas:. 

2030 2035 
Eugene — City Only. * 194,314 202,565 
Urban Transition Area West of 1-5 ' 17,469 16,494 
Total . 211,783 219,053 

• 2030 2D35 
Springfield-Gty Only . 74,814 78,413 
Urban Transition Area East of 1-5 6,794 6,415 
Total * 81,608 84,828 

These figures effectively provide -coordinated projections for each city's urban 
growth area's for years ending 2030 through 2035, enabling them to meet state 
requirements concerning the beginning and endingyears of the 20-year planning 
period. In the event either city needs to provide a forecast for a pliuuiing period fhaf 
begins after 2010 that city shall determine the 20-year forecast hy adding 20% of the 
2030-2035 increment for each year beyond 2010. 

ATTACHMENT 1 - 26 • 



EXHIBIT A - P23 

The notice to DLCD included proposed dates far public hearings to consider this Metro Plan 
amendment On September 1,2009 the joint planning commissiona of Eugene, Springfield and 
Lane County mil conduct a public bearing at 6:00 p jh_ in the Springfield City Hall, 225 Fifth 
Street, Springfield OR, to bear' any public testimony cm this proposal. On September 22,2009, 
the joint elected officials of Eugene, Springfield and Lane County will conduct a public bearing 
on this same proposal also at 6:00 p jh. in the Springfield City Hall. The testimony and evidence 
submitted into the record of the joint planning commission hearing tyill be entered into the 
record of the joint elected officials hearing. 

if you have any questions regarding this proposal, please contact one of us at your convenience. 

Gregory Mott 
Planning Manager, City of Springfield 

Lisa Gardner 
Planning Director, City of Eugene 

ce:- (^Mànag^Admimsti^^cHMENT 1 - 2 7 
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2009 Letter Re; Safe Harbor 
Mayors and CityManager, 
Administrators or City Recorders 

City of Coburg 
Honorable Mayor Volta 
PO Box 8316 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

CityofCobdE 
City Manager Don Scbnessler 
PO Bos 8316 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

City of Cottage Grove 
Honorable Mayor Williams 
400 Main Street 

; Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424 

City of Creswell 
Honorable Mayor Hooker 
285 E. Oregon Avenue 
Creswell, Oregon-97426 

> City of Dune City 
Honorable'Mayar Hauptman 
PO Box 97 
Duns City, Oregon 97493 

- City of Florence 
Honorable Mayor Briibaker 
250 Highway 101 
Florence, Oregon 97439 

City of Junction City 
Honorable Mayor Coon 
PO Box 250 
Junction City, Oregon 97445 

City of Lowell ^ • 
Honorable Mayor Weathers 
PO Box 490 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

• City of Oakridge 
• Honorable Mayor Hampton 

PO Box 1410 
Oakridge, Oregon 97403 • 

CityofVeneta 
Honorable Mayor Brooker 

. 8818418* Street 
Veneta, Oregon 97487 

City of Cottage Grove 
City Manager Richard Meyers 
400 Main Street 
Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424 -

City of Creswell 
City Aflmrrriatrator Mark Shrives 
285 E. Oregon Avenue 
Creswell, Oregon 97426 

City of Dune City 
City Recorder Amy Graham 
PO Box 97 

Dune City, Oregon 97493 

City of Florence 
City Manager Robert Willaughby 
250 Highway 101 
Florence, Oregon 97439 
City of Junction City 
City Administrator David Clyne 
PO Box 250 

Junction City, Oregon 97448 

City of Lowell 
City Administrator Chuck Spies 
PO Box 490 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 
City of Oakridge 
City Administrator Gordon Zimmerman 
PO Box 1410 
Oakridge, Oregon 97403 

City of Yeneta 
City Administrator Ric Ingham 
88184 18th Street 
Yeneta, Oregon 97487 

.CityofWestfir 
Honorable Mayor Friedman 
PO Box 296 

CityofWestfir -
City Recorder Beth Murray 
PO Box 296 
Westfir, Oregon 97492 



.1 EXHIBIT A -P7 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 

STATE OF OREGON } 
} s s . 

Count/ of Lane } 

I, Brenda Jones, being first duly swam, do hereby depose and say as follows: 

1. I state that .I am a Secretary for the Planning Division of.the Development 

• Services Department, City of Springfield, Oregon. 

2. I state that in my capacity as Secretary, I prepared and caused to be 

mailed copies of Letter regarding Proposed Amendment to the 
Eugene-Springfield flfsfro Plan, adopting coordinated population 
forecasts sent to interested parties 

3. „ fSee attachment "A") on August 18, 2Q0S addressed ta (see Attachment 
MB"), by causing said letters to be placed in a U.S. mail box with postage 

fully prepaid thereon. 

Brenda Jones -
Planning Administrative ecialist 

STATE OF OREGON, County of Lane 

2009 Personally appeared the above named Brenda Jones, 
Administrative Specialist, who acknowledged the foregoing instrument to be their 
voluntary act Before me: 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
DEYETTE KELLY 

• NOTARY PUBUC - OREGON 
COMMISSiON NO. 420351 

MY COhMISSIÛN EXPIRES AUG, 13, »11 

± 

My Commission Expires: 
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SPRINGFIELD 
r 

OREGOM 

August 18,2009 

To All Interested Parties, 

Subject: Proposed amendment to-the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan 
(Metro Plan) adopting coordinated population forecasts prepared by Lane County for Eugene 
and Springfield. 

On June 17,2009 the Lane County Board of Comroissianers adopted Ordinance No PA 1255, 
amending the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan by adding new population forecasts for 
Lane County and all cities in Lane County for the period 2010-2035. The Board's action was in 
compliance -with ORS 195-036 Area population forecast, coordination 

On July 16,2009 the cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane County submitted a Notice of 
Proposed Amendment to the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DCLD) 
stating their intention to amend the Metro Plan by adopting the coordinated population forecasts 
prepared by Lane County. The proposed Metro Plan text amendment will be added as the third 
paragraph an Page 1-1, Chapter I, Introduction and Purpose Section and will read as follows: 

In order to achieve timely compliance with their statutory obligations under 2007 Or 
Laws Chapter 650, the Cities of Engene and Springfield and Lane County adapt the 
following forecasts for their respective jurisdictional areas: 

2030 2035 
Engene - City Only 194,314 202,565 
Urban Transition Area West of 1-5 17,469 16,494 
Total 211,783 219,059 

- 2030 2035 
Springfield-City Only . 74^14 78,413 
Urban Transition Area East of 1-5 6,794 M i s 
Total 81.608 84,828 

These figures effectively provide coordinated projections for each city's urban 
growth area's for yean ending 2030 through 2035, enabling them to meet state 
requirements concerning the beginning mu3 ending years of the 20-year planning 
period. In the event either city needs to provide a forecast for a planning period that 
begins after 2010 that city shall determine the 20-year forecast by adding 20% of the 
2030-2035 increment for each year beyond 2010. 
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EXHIBIT AP20 

The notice to DLCD included proposed dates far public hearings to consider 1his Metro Plan 
amendment On September 1, 2009 the joint planning cammissìcma ofEugene, Springfield and 
Lane County "will conduct a public hearing at 6:00 p jtl in the Springfield City Hall, 225 Fifth 
Street, Springfield OR, to hear any public testimony on this proposal. On September 22,2009, 
the joint elected, officials of Eugene, Springfield and Lane County will conduct a public hearing 
on this same proposal also at 6:00 p JIL in the Springfield City HalL The testimony and evidence 
submitted into the record of the j oirrt planning commission hearing "flail be entered into the 
record of the joint elected officials hearing. 

If you have any questions regarding this proposal, please contact one of us at yaur convenience. 

Sincerely, 

Gregory Matt 
Planning Manager, City of Springfield 

Lisa Gardner 
Planning Director, City of Eugene 

cc: GlyManage^Admiidst^fACHMENT 1 - . 31 
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8/18/2009 
Interested Parties, 
Population Mail-out'-. 

Mike Farthing . 
PO Box 10126 
Eugene, Oregon 97440 

Ed Moore, À1CP, S, Wiliamette Rep 
DLCD Field Office 
644 A Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Kristina Deschalne 
Fire Marshall 
3620 Gateway Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Conine Shurton 
247 Commercial St. NE #205 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

Oregon Department of Health 
442 A Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Department of Land Conservation & Development 
Oregon Coastal Management 
Dave Perry 
PO Box 451 
Waidport, Oregon 97394 

Eugene Water & Electric Board 
Attn: Karl Morgenstern 
500 E 4th Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Jerry Valencia 
81732 Minnow Creek 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

DEQ. 
1102 Lincoln Street #210 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

ODOT 
District 5 Senior Permit Specialist 
644 A Street 
Springfield- Oregon 97477 

Land Watch Land County 
Robert Emmons 
40093 Little Fall Creek Road 
Fall Creek, Oregon 97438 

Dougias DuPriest 
777 High Street #200 
Eugene, Oregon 974Q1 

Mia Nelson 
40160 E. Street 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

Richard Meyers 
City Administrator 
City of Cottage Grave 
Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424 

Community Development Director \ 
City of Florence 
250 Highway 101 
Florence, Oregon 97439 

Kay Baric 
Junction CSty Planning Director 
PO Box 250 
Junction City, Oregon 97448 . 

City of Coburg 
City Recorder 
PO Box 8316 
Caburg, Oregon 97408 

Damon Kent, City Administrator 
City of Creswell 
PO Box 276 
Creswell, Oregon 97426 

Community Development Director 
Mike Miiler - Public Works 
989 Spruce Street 
Florence, Oregon 97439 

City of Lowell 
Chuck Spies 
PO. Box 490 .. 
Lowell, Oregon 97452-G347 

City of Cottage Grove 
Panning Department 
400 E. Main Street 
Cottage Grpve, Oregon 97424 

Mary Spankroy, City Recorder 
City of Dune City 
PO Box 97 . 
Westlake, Oregon 97493-0097 

City of Administrator 
Junction City Planning Department 
PO Box 250 
Junction City, Oregon 97448 

City of Oakridge 
City Administrator 
PO Box 1410 
Oakridge, Oregon 97463 

City of Veneta 
Jan Wellman, City Administrator ' 
PO Box 458 
Veneta, Oregon 97487-0458 

CityofWestfir 
City Recorder 
PO Box 296 . 

m ñ h M r ^ 1 9 ^ 9 9 9 

Carrie Connelly 
975 Oak Street #700 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 



Alìce Doyle 
78185 Rat Creek Road 
Cottage, Grove, Oregon 97424 

Cathy Engbretson 
32703 H Locust Street 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

R.S. Hledik 
PO Box 742S 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Norm Maxwell 
PG Box 99 
Loraine, Oregon 97451 

Pat Reilly. 
395 Marion Lane 
Eugene, Oregon 97404 

Mike Tayhoe 
14621 Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Lane County Land Management 
Matt Laird, Director 
125 E.8m Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

.1 EXHIBIT A - P7 

Pam Driscaìl 
81394 Lost Creek Road 
Dexter, Oregon 97431 

Robert Emmons 
Nena.Lovinger 
40093 Little Creek Road 
Fall Creek, Oregon 97438 

Michael Farthing 
PO Box 10126 
Eugene, Oregon 97440 

George Jessie 
721 Aspen Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

William McCoy 
PO Box 599 
Creswell, Oregon 97426 

Andrea Riner 
2177 N. Grand 
Eugene, Oregon 97404 

Bill George 
Sunset View Ranch 
PO Box 305 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

Mora Linsfrgmherg 
1420 Golden Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 97404 

Laura Potter 
Lane County Hamebuflders 
2053 Laura Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Bill Rogers 
2050 W, 22nd . 
Eugene, Oregon 97405 

Jerry Valencia • . JudyVolta 
Bridgeway Contracting PO Box 8316 
87132 Minnow Creek Road Coburg, Oregon 97408 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 
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DRAFT 
M I N U T E S 

JOINT PUBLIC BEARING OF 
EUGENE, SPRINGFIELD AND LANE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSIONS 

Springfield Library Meeting Ream 
225 Fifth Street—Springfield 

September 1,2009 
5t30pjn, 

EUGENE PLANNING COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Phillip Carroll, Chair, Pick Duncan; Randy 
Hledik, Jchn Lawless. 

SPRINGFIELD PLANNING.COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Frank Cross, Chair; Johnny Xirschen-
fflFn-m^ Vice Chair; Steve Moe, Sean VanGordan, Sheri Moore. 

LANE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:. Lisa Arkm, Chair: Robert Noble, Vice 
Chair, Nancy Nichols, Joseph Siekiel-Zdzienicki, John Sullivan. 

Mr. Cross convened the meeting and explained the joint public hearing process. 

Mr. Cross called the Springfield Planning Commission to order. 

Ma. Azkm called the Lane County Planning Commission to order, 

Mn Cairoll called the Eugene Planning Commission to order. 

L BUSINESS FROM THE AUDIENCE 

There was no business from the audience. 
» 

IL LEGI5LTAHVE PUBLIC HEARINGS 

A. Eugene-Springfield lifetropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) Text Amendment and 
Exception to Statewide Planning Goal 15 Willamette River Greene ay for Construction of a 
fficyde/Pedestnau Viaduct Beneath the Willamette RiYer 1-5 Bridge 

Mr. Cross opened testimony for the Springfield Planning Commission and called for conflicts of interests 
or ex parte contacts. There were none declared. 

Ms, Atkra opened the public hearing for the Lane County Planning Commission and called for conflicts 
of interest or er parte contacts. There "were none declared. 

Mr. Carroll opened the public hearing for the Eugene Planning Commission to order and called for 
conflicts of interest or ex parte contacts. Mr, Hledik had a potential conflict of interest 'with agenda item 

MINUTES—Joint Planning Commissions— September 1,2009 Page 1 
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DRAFT 

XL A- Eùgene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) Text Amendment and Exception 
to Statewide Planning Goal 15 Willamette River Greenway for Construction of a Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Viaduct Beneaih the "Willamette River 1-5 Bridge, He was employed by a construction company that 
qoold potentially bid an "die project 

Mark Metzger, City of Springfield staf£ explained there had been an errur in the meeting location in Hie 
original public meeting announcement for tonight's meeting- The error had been corrected by sending 
out new written notices and e-mail notices and hand deliveries to interested parties. Additionally, a 
advertisement had been placed in the Register Guard with corrected information. A sign was posted at 
Harris Hall, the site originally published, indicating the location time and location change. This matter 
would be-addressed bythe Joint Elected Officials (JOE) on approximately September 22,2009, and any 
member of the public could address the JOE at that time. He noted there were only two occupied 
businesses or residences within the 3 00 foot notice area. There was a longer list of contacts who 
received information. 

Mr, Metzger explained this was a quasi-judicial hearing, and asked that those testifying focus on the 
criteria for approval -of Metro Plan'text amendments. He said an exception to'Planning Goal 15 was 
under consideration. Goal 15 dealt with the Willamette Greenway. He referred to a chart .an the wall 
that explained the process for exceptions to Statewide Planning Goal 15. 

Mr. Metzger provided the staff report as outlined in the agenda packet The Eugene-Springfield area had 
one of the largest networks of riverfront bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the stats. The current 
connection between Eugene and Springfield was limited to the north side of the "Willamette Slyer. The 
extensive south bank Willamette River path system in Eugene ended at Interstate 5 (1-5) because of the 
physical barriers created by both the existing 1-5 bridges and the proximity of Franklin Boulevard (QR 
12 6B) to the Willamette River. Users traveling between the two cities along the south side of the 
Willamette River must cross to the north side of the river near the 1-5 bridge oi divert to the shoulders of 
Pianklin Boulevard (OR 126B), a high speed arterial street 

Many planning documents, including the Central Lane MPO Regional Transportation Plan, TransPlan, 
tile Glenwood Refinement Plan and Willamalane Park and Recreation District comprehensive Plan, call 
for the continuation of thè Willamette River "South Bank Path" from Eugene through Glerrtvood to 
Springfield. Construction of the South Bank Viaduct is essential to the continuation and development of • 
the South Bank Path. Combined, the viaduct and path will provide safer, more pleasant opportunities for 
recreational and commuter bicyclists and pedestrians traveling between Eugene and Springfield. 

The proposed South Bank Viaduct would be about 16 feet wide and 1,100 feet in length. Itwonld 
connect to the South Baàik Patii at the point where it currently diverted-away from the river. The -viaduct 
would elevate the bìke/pédestrian path and move it away from the steep bank near the 1-5 bridge, and 
return to the riverbank at a paint where the South Bank Path could continue, The proposed viaduct 
structure would hug the shoreline, minimizing its impact an the river. Some fill or supporting columns 
may be placed in the river to support the viaduct as it bypassed the slope barrier. The final design for the 
viaduct structure was still being completed. 

. An ODOT Transportation Enhancement Grant of approximately $1 million, along with $250,000 in 
Oregon Transportation Investment Act (OTTA) funds and approximately $140,000 in donated materials 
Would be used to fund the South Bank Viaduct project The timing ofthe project would allowreuse.of 
multiple concrete box beams from the Willamette River detour bridge on the viaduct project As the 1-5 

MINUTES—Joint Planning Commissions— September 1,2009 
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DRAFT 

replacement bridges "were completed, and the detour "bridge was removed, the 'South Bank Viaduct "would 
be constructed. 

Approval of this proposed Metro Plan amendment did not negate environmental review of the project 
Tie South Bank Viaduct "would undergo XEPA review to assess potential environ mental impacts of the 
final viaduct design and to secure the needed approval for construction of the structure. 

Ms. Moore connYiended staff for seeing the opportunity to move forward with the project and taVt? . 
advantage of the opportunities to reuse materials from the-"Willamette River detour bridge. 

Mr. Kirschenrtiann concurred with Ms. Moore, seeing the reuse as recycling at its best 

Mr. Cross called far public testimony, 

Jan Wostmaim, 2645 Riverview Street, identified himself as the chair of the LamefhiU Valley Citizens 
Association. He "said the neighborhood supported the projects and urged ihe cannnissians make the 
necessary exception to" the statewide planning goals. However, he pointed out a. deficiency of the 
proposal. The South Bank bike trail did not connect to the adjacent LanreThffl Valley neighborhood The 
association requested that the commissions take the necessary action to connect to the viaduct and the 
South B ank bike trail to the Laurelhill Valley neighborhood. It was a long overdue connection and • 
would provide a great opportunity to remedy this deficiency. 

Responding to questions from Planning Commissioners, Mr. Metzger referred to a map posted on the 
wall entitled Proposed South Bank Viaduct. He noted the mission tonight was to focus on the Metro Plan 
amendments. "While, the Metro Plan amendments before the commissions neither supported nor apposed 
tiie connection proposed by Mr. Wostmamm, the project was" not within the purview of the issues before 
the commissions tonight He opined Mr. Wostmaun's request for a safe connection for the neighborhood 
was not unreasonable. 

Ms, Jerome, City Attorney for the City of Eugene, raised a point of order. It appeared the-.commissians 
had moved into deliberations from the public hearing process. She encouraged the commissions to 
conclude the public hearing and bring questions to staff during deliberations. 

Mr. Cross called for additional testimony, There was no one wishing to offer additional testimony. 

Mr. Cross closed the testimony and the record for the Springfield Planning Commission. 

Mr. Carroll closed the publifrjiearing and "die record for the Eugene Planning Commission. 

Ms. Axkin closed the public hfcaring end the record for the Jlane County Planning Commission-

In response to a question from Mr. Carroll, Mr. Metzger explained the proposed amendment language 
had been reviewed by legal counsel from the three jurisdictions. 

Ms. Addn hoped staff "would be able to assist the citizens of Laurelhill Valley to find similar special 
funding to improve public safety for the residents. 

" Mr. Hledik found die findings well written and more than adequately addressed the criteria. 

MINUTES—Joint Planning Commissions— September 1,2009 Page 3 
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Mr. HLedik, seconded by Mr. Lawless, moved that the Eugene Planning Com-
mission recommend to the City Council a text amendment to the Eugene-
Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan that added the following language: 
An exception to Statewide Planning Goal 15 Willamette River Greenway was 
approved hy the cities of Eugene and Springfield and by Lane County anfhoriz- • • 
ing construction of a bike path viaduct beneath the 1-5 bridges, along the south 
.bank of the Willamette River. The exception authorizes construction of the bike 
path viaduct including the fill and removal of fill necessary to build the structure. 
This exception satisfies the criteria of Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-
304-0022(6) Willamette Greenway and the exception requirements of OAR 660-
004-0015, this exception is hereby adopted as an amendment to the Metro Plan 
text; Policy D. H. Chapter HI,' Section D. The motimpassed unanimously, 4:0. 

Mr. Noble, seconded by Mr. SieJriel-Zdziemcki, moved that the Lane County 
Planning Commission recommend to the Lane County,Board' of County Com-
'missicmers (BCC) a text amendment to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan 
Area General Plan that added the following language: An exception to State-
wide Planning Goal 15 Willamette River Greenway was approved by the cities 
of Eugene and Springfield and by Lane County authorizing construction of a 
bike path viaduct beneath the 1-5 bridges, along the south bank of the Willamette 
River. The exception authorizes construction of the bike path viaduct including 
the fill and removal of fill necessary to build the structure. This exception satis-
fies the criteria of Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660^004-0022(6) Willa-
mette Greenwayandthe exception requirements of OAR 660-004-0015, this ex-
ception is hereby adopte d as an amendment to the Metro Plan text, Policy D, H 
Chapter HI, Section D. The motion passed unanimously, 5:0. 

Mr. Kiischenmann, seconded by Ma. Moore, moved that the City of Springfield 
Planning Commission recommend to the Springfield City Council approval of 
File No, LRP 2009-00005, the proposed Metro Plan text amendment adding a 
Goal 15 exception to policy D. 11 of Chapter ID, Section D. for the'purpose of al-
lowing fill tb be placed within the Willamette Greenway for the construction of 
the South Bank Viaduct TTae.motion passed unanimously, 5:0. 

Mr. Cross announced this conclmjed the public hearing for the Willamette Greenway 

B. Metro Plan T^xt Amendments: New Population Forecasts for Eugene and Springfield 

Mr. Cross opened* testimony for the Springfield Planning Commission. 

Ms. Arkm opened the public hearing for the Lane County Planning Commission. 

Mr. Carroll opened the public hearing far the Eugene Planning Commission. 

Greg Matt, Planning Director for the City of Springfield, offered the staff report He introduced Jason 
Dedrick, City of Eugene Planning Department and Kent Howe, Lane County Planning Director. 
Mr. Matt distributed and reviewed the following handouts; 
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• Chronology of key population forecast events. 
• Existing Proposed Plan Text 
• Memorandum dated September 1,2QQ9 to City of Springfield, Eugene, and Lane Comity Plan-

ning Commissions Sum Greg Mott, Kent Howe, and Carolyn Weiss, subject TransPlan Horizon 
Year. . 

The City of Eugene, City of Springfield and Lane County were proposing amending the Metro Plan 
by adding separate papulation forecasts for each city and their urban growth area. The forecasts 
were prepared by Lane County pursuant to the provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 195.036 
and were recently adapted into the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan. The proposed Metro 
Plan text amendments implemented stated population forecasting and land use planning statutes by 
providing separate coordinated population forecasts for the Eugene and Springfield jurisdictional 
areas of fee Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan. 

Mr. Mott entered into the record the Portland State University (PSU) study. He noted the staff report 
Was part of the record and included the findings adopted by the BCC in support of their amendment 
to the rural comprehensive plan. 

Mr. Cross called for public testimony. 

Michael Farthing, P.O. Box 10166, Eugene, represented Gordon Webb, who owned about 600 acres 
on the southeast edge of Springfield. Mr. "Webb and Mr. Farthing were involved in the urban growth 
boundary (XJGB) process and the papulation, forecast was essential to the UGB process. He asked 
what would happen if the December 31 for House Bill (H33.) 3337 compliance deadline was not met 
He asked for a copy of the complete findings. He noted in the text of the plan amendment, the term 
"urban transition area" was used. He was not familiarTvith the term and asked for clarification. He 
also requested clarification of the language in the text which read: "In the event that either city needs 
to provide a forecast for a planning period that begins after 2010, that city shall determine the 20 year 
forecast by adding 20 percent of the 2030-2035 total population increment for each year beyond 
2030." He did not understand why there was a 2030 figure and 2035 figure, and thought it was a 20 • 
year period from 2010. He was struck by the precision of the population forecast, asserting ''nothing 
could he that precise." He wished the figures were "fuzzier." He added that the members in the 2030 
cohmm, 211,783 and S i,608s did not add up to the existing forecast in the Metro Plan of286,000 "by 
2015, and questioned the consistency of the figures in. the current Metro Plan and the PSU study. He 
assumed the PSU study and what the planning ccmanrissions were being asked to adopt was an 
amendment to the Metro Plan and the 286,000 figure was invalid and inaccurate and would go away. 
Mr. Farthing generally-agreed with the findings on Attachment 1-8, Urbanization, Goal 14, but he 
thought the population forecast was directly related to Goal 14. He asserted the finding language that 
said "the proposed amendment to page 1-1 is consistent with these statutes and with OAR 660.024" 
was a conclusion and not findings. He looked forward to following the process as it.wound its way 
through the various governing bodies. '•. 

Mr. Sullivan expressed concern that Mr. Farthing had a. number of questions and Mr. Sullivan did not 
know whether they were all germane to the discussion. He asked if staff could respond to those 
questions during deliberation. 

Noting there were no other members of the public wishing to speak, Mr. Cross dosed the public 
testimony for the City of Springfield. 
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Ms.'Arkm closed the public hearing for Lane County. 

Mr. Carroll closed die public hearing for the City of Eugene. He asked if there was a reason to keep 
the record open. 

Mr. Matt saw no legal reason to keep the record open if commissioners needed no additional infor-
mation. 

Mr. Mott addressed the concerns raised by Mr. Earthing. . 

Question: "What happened if the cities of Eugene and Springfield did not complete the requirement 
for HE. 33377 

Answer: Ms. Jerome responded the statute did not specific a remedy so it "would be the standard 
remedy under the law, which, staff believed would be for s omeone to filé a writ in Circuit C curt 

' to make the cities comply. She added that everyone was cm track to complete the work and staff 
had every reason to believe both jurisdictions would comply with HJB, 3337 within the time-
frame. 

Question: What did the term "urban transition area" mean? 

• Answer: Referring to the handout entitled Existing Proposed Plem Text, Mr. Mott explained 
staff was "recommending the tables included in the handout with figures for each of the years be-
tween 2030 and 2035 to facilitate the completion of these projects without need to make addi-
tional amendments to the Metro Plan text", as noted on the handout He noted the term Metro 
Urban Area was used on the handout rather than Urban Transition Area. Metro Urban Area re-
ferred to the area between a land area between the city limita and the UGH. PSU had developed 
population figures for the Metro Urban Areas. Staff was proposing that the term Urban Transi-
tion Area be replaced with the term Metro Urban Area. 

Mr. Howe explained that there was a TiansPlan RIP requirement that would be off by five yeans. 
Thus, the contract with PSU covered an additional five yeara. 

Question: What did "In the event that either city needs to provide a forecast far a planning period 
that begins after 2010, that city shall determine the 20 year forecast by adding 20 percent of the 
2030-2035 total population increment far each year b eyand 2030" refer to? 

Answer: Mr. Mott explained the 20 percent solution referred to in the text "In the event that ei-
* ther city needs to provide a forecast for a planning period that begins after 2010-, that city shall 
determine the 20 year forecast by adding 20 percent of the 2030-2035 total population incre-
ment for each year beyond 2030" referred to thé mathematical formula representing five years, 
and allocating 20 percent to each of the years. Although PSU would have addressed the ma-
thematics differently, the 20 percent solution proposed by staff was reasonable. • 

Question: What caused the change in the Metro Plan papulation figure of 286,000? 
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. Answer: Mr. Mutt said the 286,000 figure did go away. That population forecast was used dur-
• ing periodic review in 1995. for a 20 year plan. The planning horizon WHS changing beyond 

2015, and new projections were being used. 

Question: Related to Goal 14 findings. 

Answer: Mr. Mottaaid the findings were perfected through the public hearing process. Bear-
ings were not static and subject to chsage based upon additional information. The JEOs would 
adopt the findings although it was the job of the planning cornmissians to make recommenda-
tions to the JEOs based on findings and public testimony they receive. He added the rule was 
unequivocal. The inventory could not be validated for a 20 year period without a population 
forecast 

In response to a question from Mr. Noble, Mr. Matt said the findings which Mr. Farthing thought 
were incomplete were those adopted by the BCC in the PSU report and coordinated figures.' 

Ms. Jerome added said the findings were a matter of public record and had been adopted by Lane 
County. A more complete version would be provided to the elected officials. 

Ms. Brotherton explained the information bfcfare the commissioners was intended to be heads up and 
provide an opportunity for the commissioners to add clarification if they so choose. She noted in 
April 2009, the joint-planning commissions held-a public hearing and recommended to elected offi-
cials that they adopt some amendments to TransPlan and the Metro Plan as part of the work plan 
approved by the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC). The work plan required 
that the planning horizon of TransPlan be adjusted to get in more in line with what it actually 
planned for. It planned for a population for the transportation study area. She displayed a map 
which illustrated the transportation study aiea. 

Responding to a question from Mr. Hledik, Ms, Jerome explained an Goal 8 that the City of Eugene 
PROS comprehensive plan had not yet been adopted and therefore there was intentionally not refe-
renced in the current process. Hie Goal 11 findings could be updated based on commissioners' 
comments ¿am this meeting before the issue went to the City Council. She added there would be 
further discussions on Goal 11 through the Eugene Comprehensive Lands (ECLA) process. 

Responding to questions from Mr. "VanGardon/Mr. Matt explained that the variation between the 
five year increments was irrelevant Mr. Mott added that the term "safe harbor3', as referred to by the 
Division of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) director, was the "presumed* constant 
portionality", He nated-BLCD staff thought the safe harbor method did not adequately track the 
changes that occurred in papulation movements due to agmg and other factors, Mr. Mott added 
relying on portionality of 72 percent for Eugene and 2 8 percent for Springfield was a simplistic . 
approach that the state was willing to accept in the circumstances where cities were in crisis and had 
to have a population forecast and the counties were not acting as needed. Safe harbor was premised 
on the existing OEA population forecast for Lane County in 203 0 to be 434,000. PSU and OBA 
agreed that was no longer accurate, asserting the Lane County population, would be 420a000iu2030. 
The original premise of attempting to calculate the constant portionality had been ratcheted down. If 
tiie 420,000 figure had been used, the safe harbor numbers would have been even smaller. 
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• Mr. Duncan, seconded by Mr. Hledik^ moved to recommend that the elected of-
ficials approve the Metro Plan amendment shown on page 1 of the staff memo-
randum, with the amendments recommended in the provided hand-out (specifi-
cally, the amendments adding thè break-out for years 2031,2032,2033, and 
2034; and replacing the term "Urban Transition Area" -with the term "Metro Ur-
ban Area®) but deleting the last sentence from the amendments recommended in 
the provided hand-out (beginning with: "In the event.."). The motion passed 
xmanimousfy, 4:0. 

Mr. Noble, seconded by Ms. Nichols, moved to recommend that the elected offi-
cials approve the Metro Plan amendment shown on page 1 of the staff memorai 
dum, with the amendments recommended in the provided hand-out (specifically, 
the amendments adding the break-out for years 2031,2032,2033, and 2034; and 

-••• replacing the term "Urban Transition Area11 with the term "Metro Urban Area") 
but deleting the last sentence from the amendments recommended in the pro-
vided hand-out (beginning with: "In the event.."), 

Ms. Arkin said she would support the motion but found the term Metro Urban Area confusing. She 
wished to have it further clarified when it was brought forward to elected officials. 

The motion passed unanimously, 5:0. 

Ms. Moore, seconded by Mr. Kirschenmann, moved to recommend that the 
elected officials approve the Metro Plan amendment shown on page 1 of the-staff 
memorandum, with the amendments recommended in the provided hand-out . 
(specifically, the amendments adding the break-out for years 2031,2032,203 3, 
and 2034; and replacing the term "Urban Transition Area** with the term "Metro 
Urban Area") but deleting the last sentence from the amendments recommended 
in the provided hand-out (beginning with: 'In the event. .*). The motion passed 
••unanimously, 5:0. 

Mr. Noble, seconded by Ms. Nichols, moved that the Lane County Planning 
Commission close the record. The motion passed unanimously, 5:0. 

Mr. Duncan, seconded by Mr. Lawless, moved that the Eugene Planning. Com-
mission close the record. The motion passed unanimously, 4:0. 

••̂ ."•JCÌrschemnann, seconded by Mr. VanGordon, moved that the Springfield 
Planning Commission close the record.- The motion passed unanimously, 5:0, 

Mr. Carroll, moved to recammendj. that based on "the Planning Commissi em's 
recommended population forecasts, the amendments to TransPlan and the.Metro 
Plan recommended to the Eugene City Conncfl/Board of County Commissioners 

- on April 7,2009, he adjusted to reflect the new population numbers. There was 
no second to the motion. ' . 

following a brief discussion, Mr. Hledik concluded that he was comfortable moving forward with the 
motion without holding an additional public hearing. 
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• • Mr. Siekiel-Zdziemcki concuiied an additional public bearing was not needed. 

Mr. Hledik called the question. 

Mr. Lawless,' seconded by Mr. Hledik, moved to recommend, that based on the 
Planning Commission's recommended population forecasts, the amendments to 
TransPlan and the Metro Plan recommenced to the Eugene City Council on 
April 7,2009, be adjusted to reflect the new population numbers., The motion 
passed unanimously, 4:0. r • 

Mr. Siekiel-Zdzienicki, seconded by Mr. Noble, moved to recommend, that 
based on tiiE Planning Cammission* s recommended population forecasts, the • 
amendments to TransPlan and the Metro Plan recommended to the Board of 
County Commissioners on April 7* -2009* be adjusted to' refléct'the new.popula-
tion numbers. The motion passed unanimously, 5:0. 

Mr. Kirschennnann, seconded by Mr. YanGordon, moved to recommend, that 
based on the Planning Commission's recommended papulation forecasts, the 
amendments,to TransPlan and the Metro Plan recommended to the Springfield 
City Council on April 7,2009, be adjusted to reflect the new population num-
bers. The motion passed unanimously, 5:0. 

Mr. Cross adjourned the meeting at 7:55 pjo. • • 

(Recorded by Linda Henry) 
m;12005 minutes\jonitplanning eamrnisiiora Q9Q901.doc 
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AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 

STATE OF OREGON } 
} s s . 

Cdunty df Lane } 

I, Brenda Jones, being first duty sworn, do hereby depose and say as follows: 

1. I stats thai 1 am a Secretary for the Planning Division of the Development 
Services Department, City of Springfield, Oregon. 

2. 1 state that in my capacity as Secretary, I prepared and caused to be 

mailed copies of Letter sent to Interested Parties re: Proposed 
amendment to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Genera/ 

Plan fSee attachment "A") on September 10, 200$ addressed to (see 

Attachment "B"), by causing said letters to be placed in a U.S. mail box . 

with postage fully prepaid thereon. 

Brenda Jones 
Planning Administrative 

STATE OF OREGON, Ôounty of Lane 

ibt/} ¡0. , . 2009 Personally appeared the above named Brenda Jones, 
' Administrative Specialist, who acknowledged the foregoing instrument to be their 
voluntary act Before me: 

OFFICIAL SEAL -
DEYETTE KELLY 

NOTARY PUBUG - OREGON 
COMMISSION MO. 420351 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES AUG. 15.2Q11 My Commission Expires: 
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September 10,2009 

Subj ecb Proposed" amendment to thè Eugene:Spring£el d Metrop olitan Area Général Plan 
(Metro Plan) adopting coordinated papulation forecasts prepared "by Lane County for Eugene 
and Springfield. .. • ' • 

To AU Interested Parties, ' 

On August 17,2009 yon received a letter from the planning directors of Eugene, Springfield and 
Lane County that included a statement of intent to amend the Metro Plan to add new population 
forecasts for each city; a copy of the proposed text that would be included in Chapter I, 
Introduction and Purpose Section of the Metro Plan; and the time, date and location of joint 
publiG hearings before thé planning commissions and the elected officials of Eugene, Springfield 
and Lane County to hear testimony on this proposed amendment. 

This letter is intended to inform yon that the joint planning commissions conducted a hearing on 
September 1,2009 and at the conclusion of that hearing recommended that the elected officials 
adopt revised text and forecast table that includes the years 2031,2032,2033 and 2QH The full 
text is attached to this letter. 

Please be advised that the information you received on August 17th did not include a break-out of 
the years between 2030 and 203 5; the text you received said: 'Tn the event either city needs to 
provide a forecast for a planning period that begins after 2010 that city shall determine the 20-
year forecast by adding 2Q% of the 203 0-203 5 increment for each year beyond 2010 " The 
planning commission, staff and public "were concerned that this text could be interpreted in a way 
not intended and thereby bring about subsequent amendments to the Plan inconsistent with the 
purpose of this language. The staff prepared alternative language prior to the-hearing that • 
assigned population figures for each Of the years between 2030 and 2035 so that any required 20-
year planning period that ended in one of these years would already have aqi associated forecast; 
additionally, the text cited above was deleted. 

POT your information, the new figures for each of these years were derived by a linear 
extrapolation of the period between the adopted figures of2030 and 2035, that is, each 
succeeding year's population increases by the same number as the preceding year. The 
consultants who prepared the Lane County coordinated population forecast confirmed that such 
an extrapolation is a reasonable approach in forecasting the population for these years. The 
addition of these years with these figures has no effect on the forecast figures for the other cities 



EXHIBIT A - P42 
' ancf2U35"cldiidt cziange, and the increase each year, though identical, does not TeflJ^fl fc1- -
population other than what has .already been forecast td reside in Eugene and Springfield. 
The joint elected officialamtl conduct a public Rearing on the planning commission 
'recommendations on September 22,2009 at 6:00 pjn.-in the Library Meeting Room of 
Springfield City Hall, 225 Fifth Street . ' 

If you have any questions regarding this proposal, either in its initial faun or current iteration, " 
please contact me at your convenience,. , , _ 

Sincerely, and on behalf of Eugene and Lane County Planning Directors, 

Gre^pj^ Mott 
Planning Manager, City of Springfield 

cc: City Manager/Administrator 
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'Proposed Metro PlanTextas Recommended by the Joint Planning Commissions 

"In order to achieve timely compliance with their statutory obligations under2DG7 Or Laws Chapter 650, the Cities of 
Eugene and Springfield adopt the following forecasts for theirfespective jurisdictional areas: 

2030 -

Eugene- Ctty'Qniy. ' 194,314 

I l ^ l ^ l W e s t a f P S 17,469 

Total 211.783 

2035' 

• 202,565 

16,494 

219:053 

Springfield -City Only 74,314 78,413 

MVtraQrbi Hast of 1-5 6,794 6,415 

Total 81.608 dajf jz . . ' 84,828 

These figures effectively provide coordinated projections for each city's urban growth area far years ending 2030 through 
2035j enabling them to meet state requirements concerning the beginning and ending years of the 20-year planning 
period." 

NOTE: The Joint Planning Commissions recommended that the interveningyears between 203Q and 2G35 be added to . 
the Metro'Plan text and that "urban;transition area" be replaced with "Metro Urban Area." All af these changes appear 
with a 25% gray screen for ease of identification. 
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9/11/2009 
Interested Parties. • 
Population Mail-out-. 

Mike Farthing 
PO Box 10126 
Eugene, Oregon 97440 

Ed Moóre, AJCP, 3, Willamette Rep 
DLCD Field Office 
644 A Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Kristina Des eh ai ne 
Fire Marshall 
3620 Gateway Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Corrine Shurton 
247 Commercial St. NE #205 
Salèm, Oregon 97301 

Mia Nelson 
40160 E. 1* Street 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

Richard Meyers 
City Administrator 
City of Cottage Grove 
Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424 

Community Development Director \ 
City of Florence 
250 Highway 101 . 
Florence, Oregon 97439 

Kay Bork 
Junction City Planning Director 
PO Box 250 

Junction City, Oregon 97448 

City of Veneta 
Jan Wellman, City Administrator 
PO Box 458 Veneta, Oregon 97457-0458 

Oregon Department of Heaith 
442 A Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

'Department of Land Conservation & Development 
Oregon Coastal Management 
Dave Perry 
PO Box 451 . 
Waidport, Oregon 97394 

Eugene Water & Electric Board 
Attn: Karl Morgenstern 
500 E. 4* Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Jerry Valencia 
81732 Minnow Creek 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

City of Coburg 
City Recorder 
PO Box 8316 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

Damon Kent, "City Administrator 
City of Creswell 
PO Box 276. 
Creswell; Oregon 97426 

" Community Development Director 
Mike Miller - Public Works 
989 Spruce Street 
Horence,.OregOn 97439. 

City of Lowell 
Chuck Spies 
PO Box 490 
Lowell, Oregon 97452-0347 

City of Westfir 
City Recorder 
PO Box 296 

DEQ 
1102 Uncoin Street #210 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

ODOT 
District 5 Senior Permit Specialist 
644 A Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Land Watch Land County 
Robert Emmons 
40093 Little Fall Creek Road 
Fall Creek, Oregon 97438 

Douglas DuPriest 
'777 High Street #200 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

City of Cottage Grove ' 
Planning Department 
400 E Main Street 
Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424 

Mary Spankroy, City Recorder 
City of Dune Ctty 
PO Box 97 
Westlake, Oregon 97493-0097 • 

City of Administrator 
Junction City Planning Department 
PO Box 250 
Junction City, Oregon 97448 

City of Oakridge 
City Administrator 
PO Box 1410 
Oakridge, Oregon 974S3 

Carrie Connelly 
975 Oak Street #700 
Eugene, Oregon 974Q1 



Alice Doyle 
78185 Rat Creek Road 
Cottage, Grove, Oregon 97424 

Cathy Hngfaretson 
32703 E Locust Street 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

R.S. Hledik 
PO Box 7428 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Norm Maxwell 
PO Box 99 
Loraine, Oregon 97451 

Pam Driscoil 
81394 Lost Creek Road 
Dexter, Oregon 97431 

Michael Farthing 
PO Box 1Q126 
Eugene, Oregon 97440 

George Jessie 
721 Aspen Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

William McCoy 
PO Box 599 
Creswell, Oregon 97426 

Pat Reilly 
395 Marion Lane 
Eugene, Oregon. 97404 

Andrea Riner 
2177 N. Grand -
.Eugene, Oregon 97404 

Mike Tayhoe 
1462 I Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Jerry Valencia 
Bridgeway Contracting 
87132 Minnow Creek Road 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

Lane County Land Management 
Matt Laird, Director 
125 E. 8m Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 
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Robert Emmons 
Nena Lovinger 

40093 Utile Creek Road 
Fail Creek, Oregon 97438 

BIN George 
Sunset View Ranch 
PO Box 305 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

Mona Unstromberg 
1420 Golden Avenue' . 
Eugene, Oregon 97404 

Laura Potter 
Lane County Homehuilders. 
2053 Laura Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Bill Rogers 
2050 W. 22nd . 
Eugene, Oregon 97405 

Judy Volta 
PO Box B316 

• Cohurg, Oregon 97408 
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AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 

STATE OF OREGON 

County of Lane 

1, Brenda Jones, being first duly sworn, do hereby depose and say as follows: 

} 
} 

1. I state that I am a Secretary for the Planning Division of the Development 

Services Department, City of Springfield, Oregon. 

2. I state that in my capacity as Secretary, I prepared and caused to be 

mailed copies of Letter sent to Lane County Meyers, Council Members 
and City Managers re: Proposed amendment to the Eugene-
Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (See attachment "A") on 

September 10, 2009 addressed to (see Attachment "B"), by causing said 

letters to be placed in a U.S. mail box with postage fully prepaid thereon. 

Brenda Jones 
Planning Administrative Specialist 

STATE OF OREGON, Ôôuntyof Lane 

fo P j 2009 Personally appeared the above named Brenda Jones, 
Administrative Specialist, who acknowledged the foregoing instrument to be their 
roluntary ac t Before me: 

2-

OFFICIAL SEAL 
DHYETTC KELLY 

NOTARY PLFBUC - OREGON 
_ COMMISSION NA 420351 
MY C Q M M R W PRONGS AUG. 10,-EDi [ 
K Ut-NUALUtW.- . 
I DHYETTE KELLY 
n NOTARY PUBLIC - OREGON 
/ COMMISSION NO. 420351 ' 
MT C0Mfl3SIQN EXPIRES AUG. 15,2Q1.1 

My Commission Expires: 
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September 10,2009 

City of Coburg 
PO Box 8316 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

Subject: Proposed amendment to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan 
(Metro Plan) adopting coordinated population forecasts prepared by Lane. County for Eugene 
and Springfield. 

Honorable Mayor 
Ciiy Council Members 

On August 17,2009 you received a letter from the planning directors of Eugene, Springfield and 
Lane County that included a statement of intent to amend the Metro Plan to add new population 
forecasts for each city; a copy of the proposed text that would be included in Chapter I, 
Introduction and Purpose Section of the Metro Plan; and the thnej date and location of joint " 
public hearings before the planning commissions and the elected officials of Eugene, Springfield 
EndLane County to hear testimony on this proposed amendment 

This letter is intended to inform you that the joint planning commissions conducted a hearing on 
September 1,2009 and at the conclusion of that hearing recommended that the elected officials 
adopt revised text and forecast table that includes the years 2031,2032,2033 and 2034. T îe full 
text is attached to this letter.. 

Please be advised that Hie information you received on August 17^ did not include a break-out of 
the yeans between 2030 and 2035; the text you receive4 said'- "In the pverrt either pity ̂ .eecfs to 
Jiroviije ̂  forpcatf for £ plapning perfpd tjizt ftegins qfl^r.2fj\Q that cfty ¡¡frail %2Q-
y?ar forecast jjy acjdmg 30% of tile 203072035 mcrepjpjft for ¿¿i'yi^r feyopxi p." T^p 
pj.aipjng Gonppiss|oiiJ

!ffaff pnd public wpe Gpncepe| ̂  ^jjg tbxj: pjmjjj he fa ^ way 
not intended and thereby bring about subsequent amendments "to the Plcm inconsistent -with the 
purpose of this language. The staff prepared alternative language prior to the hearing that 
assigned population figures for each of the years between 2030 and 2035 so that any required 20-
year planning period that ended ip. one'of these years, would already have an associated forecast; 
additionally, the texl cited abqy$ ̂ s deleted. 
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For your i'nfnrmgtirrn3 the new figures far each of these years 'were derived by a linear 
extrapolation ofthe period between the adopted figures of2030 and 2035, that is, each 
succeeding year's population increases by the same number as the preceding year. The 
consultants who prepared the Lane County coordinated population forecast confirmed that sucii 
an extrapolation is a reasonable approach in forecasting the population for these years. The 
addition of these years with these figures has no effect on the forecast figures for the other cities 
in Lane County or the rural population forecast because the population figures adopted -for 203 0 
and 2035 do not change, and the increase each year, though identical, does not rely on a 
population other than what has already been forecast to reside in Eugene and Springfield. 
The joint elected officials wDl conduct a public hearing on the planning commission 
recommendations on September 22,2009 at 6:00 p.m. in the Library Meeting Room of' 
Springfield City HaH, 225 Fifth Street . 

If you have any questions regarding this proposal, either in its initial form or current iteration, 
please contact me at your convenience. 

Sincerely, and on behalf of Eugene and Lane County Planning Directors, 

Gregory Mott 
Planning Manager, City of Springfield 

cc: C ü y M m a g e r / A d m i m S t ! ^ A C H M E N T 
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Proposed Metro PlanText as Recommended by the Joint Planning Commissions • 

"In order to achieve timely compliance with their statutory obligations under 2007 Or Laws Chapter 650, the Cities af 
Eugene and Springfield adopt the following forecasts for their respective jurisdictional areas: 

Eugene - City Only 

2030 

194,314 

West of 1-5 17,469 ! 

'211.783 Total 

2035 

202,565 

16,494 

219.059 

Springfield - City Only 74,814 

B l S S S f i East of 1-5 6,794 

Total 81.608' 

i f T ' jV l ' . ' r VL-"'1 * J 1 - 'Ì-rH'ii' •• . . . l l l t-l.-ì; ' " « ^ m ' M : -V» "*•-'„, ^ j O - ^ j f J 

78,413 

6,415 

84.828 

These figures effectively provide coordinated projections for each city's urban growth area for years ending 203Q through 
2035, enabling them to meet state requirements concerning the beginning and ending years of the 20-year planning 
period." 

NOTE: The Joint Planning Commissions recommended that the intervening years between 2030 and 2035 be added to 
the Metro Plan text and that "urban "transition area" be replaced with "Metro Urban "Area" All af these changes appear 
with a 2596 gray screen for ease af identification. 
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2009 Letter Re;-Safe Harbor 
Mayors and City Manager, 
Administrators or City Recorders 

City of Coburg 
Honorable Major Volta 
PO Box 8316 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

'City of Coburg 
City Manager Don Schuessler 
PO Box 8316 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

City of Cottage Grove ' 
Honorable Mayor "Williams 
400 Main Street 
Cottage Gxove, Oregon 97424 

City of Creswell 
Honorable Mayor Hooker 
285 E. Oregon Avenue 
CresweHj Oregon 97426 

City of Dune City 
Honorable Mayor Hauptman 
PO Box 97 
Dune City, Oregon 97493 . 

Ci1y of Florence 
Honorable Mayor Brubaker 
250 Highway 101 
Florence, Oregon 97439 

City of Junction City 
Honorable Mayor Coon 
PO Box 250 
Junction City, Oregon 97448 

City of Lowell 
Honorable Mayor Weathers 
PO Box 490 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

• City of Oakridge 
Honorable Mayor Hampton 
PO Box 1410 
Oakridge, Oregon 97403. 

City of Veneta 
Honorable Mayor Sharon Hobart-Hardin 
PO Box 458 
Veneta, Oregon 97487 

City of Cottage Grove 
City Manager Richard Meyers 
400 Main Street 
Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424 

City of Creswell 
City Administrator Mark Shrives 
285 E. Oregon Avenue 
Creswell, Oregon 97426 

Cily of Dune City 
City Recorder Amy Graham 
PO Box 97 

Dune City, Oregon 97493 

City of Florence 
City Manager Robert WiUoughby 
250 Highway 101 
Florence, Oregon 97439 
City of Junction City 
City Administrator David Clyne 
PO Box 250 • 
Junction Cjtty, Oregon 97448 -

City of Lowell 
City Administrator Chuck Spies 
PO Box 490 

' Lowell, Oregon 97452 

City of Oakridge 
City Administrator-Gordon Zimmerman 
PO Box 1410 
Oakridge, Oregon 97403 

City of Veneta 
City Administrator Ric Ingham 
PO Box 458 . 
Veneta, Oregon 97487 

City of'Westfir 
Honorable Mayor Friedman 
PO Box 296 
Westfir, Oregon 97492 
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City Recorder Beth Murray 
PO Box 296 
Westfir, Oregon 97492 



EXHIBIT A -

. 5. a. 
Memo Date: May 18,2009 
First Reading/PubJlc Hearing Date: June 3, 2009 
Second Reading Date: June 17,2009 

TO: Board of County Commissioner 
DEPARTMENT: ' Public Works, Land Management Division, Pfenning Department 
PRESENTED BY: Stephanie Schufcz, Planner 
AGENPA ITEM TITLE: ORDINANCE NO. PA 1255 / In The Matter Of Amending The 

Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan (RCP) By Adapting A 
Coordinated Population Forecast For Lane County And Each 
Urban Area Wffiiln The County; And Adopting Savings And 
Severability Clauses. (Ffle No, PA 08-5373) 

I. MOTION: 

For June 3» 2009: Read the file of the Ordinance and open the public hearing on Ordinance 
Na PA 1255 at 1:30 p.m. Conduct the hearing. After testimony has concluded and the Board 
has determined the form of the ordinance, than move to approve the first reading and set tha 
second reading and possible adoption of Ordinance No. PA 1255 an June 17,2009. 

For June 17,2009: Mova adoption of Ordinance No. PA 1255 to amend the Lans County Rural 
Comprehensive Plan (RCP) to Include a coordinated countywida population forecast for Lane 
County and each urban area within the county. 

II. AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY 

The small dties In Lane County have submitted a proposal to emend the Lane County Rural 
Comprehensive Plan to Include a coordinated twenty year population forecast for the county 
and the clfles within the county. Concurrently the Board Initiated a ccuntywide coordinated 
population forecast project and contracted with the Portland State University. Population 

• Research Center to prepare that forecast data. Population forecasts arp used tn land use 
planning as a basis for determining the amount and type of housing needs to accommodate 
residents and to ensure sufficient land Is available far economic growth that provides jobs. 
Cunently, the RCP does not Include previously cooriilnated population forecasts. 

* * % 

III. BACKGROUND/IMPLICATIONS OF ACTION 

Population forecasts are estimates of the future papulation of a given area and are based on an 
'analysis of historic population growth and assumptions about future demographic and economic 
trends that are expected to occur. Forecasts reflect and Incorporate expertise, Judgments and 
decisions with respect to factors such as the Integrity of the base data used, the ' 
appropriateness of the statistical model employed and the reliability of the assumptions 
considered. In short, fa recasts are an educated best'guess of what the future population of an 
areawiHbe. ' . ' 

Ortlnanco No. PA 12KI JnU» Maitor Of AntendlnB"nie Usne &xstyRirfĉ preh?nahrePlw(RCHTaWuA 
Pnjxiaflc*t Forecast For Lane Covily And Each liiban Area WttHn The County; And Adoritou Savfnjp And SarBabffitjr CfaiaeH. 
(Hit No. PA 0B-5B73) 
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A. Board Action and Other History 

Since 1974 Lane County and several of the cities utilized the Lane Council of Governments 
(LCOG) to perform the regional coordination of planning adfyflJes, which included the 
development of population forecasting far local jurisdictions since 1877. Aa a local agency wfti 
staff experienced Jn planning analysis and demography, LCOG was a logical provider of this 
service. 

As of 1995, all counties or coordinating bodies in Oregon have been required to work with the 
dfles to develop population forecasts far use by lhe county and cities In maintaining and 
updating comprehensive plana or other land-use planning activities. In 2009, the Lind • • 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCOC) promulgated OAR 660- Division 24, which 
Included direction to courses to adopt and maintain coordinated 20-year papulation forecasts 
for the county and each urban area within the county. OAR 660-0244030. 

In early 2Q08, lhe Board of County Commissioners resumed responsibility for coordinated 
population forecasts under ORS 195.036. On June 27,200S, iha tan small cifes In Lane County ' 
submitted an application to Land Management requesting consideration of a RLTSI 
Comprehensive Plan Post Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA] to adopt a coordtoated 
fcwanty-year forecast proposed by the cltfes far the couniy end each cSy urban area in the county. 

On August 5,2G08, the Board of Commissioners directed siaff to begin a countywide cpordlnaied 
population forecast project that would include solicitation of appropriate consultant firms to 
conduct the analysis required far the project the Portland State University Population Research 
Center Was retained to prepare forecasts and the Justification for those numbers. 

On September 5* 2008, Springfield notified Lane County that the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) was notified the cifes of Eugene and Springfield had 
Initiated a PAPA to the Metro Plan to adopt new population forecasts for the cifes to comply with 
the needed housing determination required by ORS 197.304 (HB 3237 IN2007). 

On Octobers, 2008, the PAPA application submitted by lhe smart cities vras deemed complete 
and the first public hearing was scheduled. The Lane County Planning Commission scheduled a 
work session arid Initial public hearing on December 16,2008. Referral notice of this hearing was 
mailed to agencies and interested parties and published in the Register Guard on November 26, 
2008. The meeting Was cancelled due to adverse weather. 

Prior to the scheduled December 16,2006 small city PAPA hearing, the Une County Planning 
Commission participated In coordinated population forecasting far the me tip cities trough a joint 
hearing with the Metro Cit/s planning commission's In Springfield City Hall an the Me fro pfan 
Safe Harbor separate population forecasts proposed by Eugene and Springfield far the first ftne 
under HB 3337. The three planning commissions each voted a separate recommendation to their 
elected officials, the vote fromLana County was to recommend edopBoa 

in addition to the Metro Pfan Population Forecast PAPA hearing, the Lane County Piamlng 
Commission was Invited, and many participated In the PSU Countywide Papulation Forecast Kick-
off meeting held In Harris Hall on Detsmber 2,2008. Two additional pubBc meetings were held 
upon release of the draft PSU popUafion forecasts, on February 26,2009 and March 26,2009. 

OnSnancB No. PA 12S / In The Matter DfMiEn3bg"nra Lane County Rural Comprehensive P1BÜ(RCP)Tö brtuda A Cootdhabad 
PopufaBan Forecast For lano Coufy And Eadi Urban Area W^TI»Ci*^AidAiqnta&v^>WSe«sb^QBU9ei 

' (FfeNo. PA 0*5873] 
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Two additional work sessions and two additional public hearings considering the Small City PAPA 
were conducted by the Lane County Planning Commission, on January 6,2009 and March 3, 
2005. Délibérations and a recommendation (o approve the proposal were completed on March 
17,20®. 

The small cities initiated the PAPA in response io !he statutory and administrative rule 
requirements that now pertain to the County. Thé smaîî cities thai have seen rapid growth over 
the past few years and those with recent water and sewer service capability Improvements 
propose that circumstances pertaining to the laws regarding population projections have 
changed sufficiently to require this amendment to update thslr population prelections. 
Réévaluation of long range plans is under consideration In several of the small rifles, Economic 
Opportunity Analysis, Housing Needs Studies and other documentation that might necessitate 
amendments to city plans are being reviewed to ensure that urban services ara adequate to 
handle papulations which may exceed those projected in past planning efforts. The lack of 
couniywide coordinated and adopted population forecasts, or the adoption of an unreasonable 
forecast which dees not Bccountfor current trends poses ignlficant problems tor cities seeking 
to create adequate long range plans and comply with applicable statewide planning goals. 

B. Policy Issues 

The Beard of Commissioners have the authority to adapt the coordinated population forecast for 
the county and urban areas within the county. The City's future public facility, housing end 
transportation needs are based cn future population forecasts that are as reasonable as can be 
expected with a twenty year horizon. The coordination between the county and .the twelve cities 
In Lsne Courtly to arrive at a coordinated forecast Is based on Board policies and this process 
will determine tie outcome of the first adapted couniywide coordinated population projection of 
the twenty first century. 

C. . Beard Goals 

Adaption of this ordinance after conducting a public hearing supports the following Lane County 
Strategic Goals adopted by the Board: -, 
• Provide opportunities for çïtizsn participation In décision making, voting, vdunteérîsra end 

dvic and community Involvement • 
• Contribute to appropriate community development In the areas of transportation and 

telecommunications infrastructure, housing, growth management and land development 

• 

P, Financial anfl/o^Rèsaurca Considerations 

The ten small cities In Lane County combined funds to cover the application processing fee. A 
reasonably accurate and long term population forecast Is Important to "right size' any 
Improvements to or construction of municipal infrastructure projects such as water systems and 
sewage treatment plants. Funding for the planning, design, and construction of these facilities 
are. often a mix of System Development Charges and grant/loan packages from federal and 

- state government Consequently, it Is Important for municipalises to have credible population 
projections for tfra targets developed for each city In this and other land use planning work. 

Ordfnanog No. PA 1255 / In Tha Matter Of AroendlriaTha Una. County RunaJ Coniprtïwnaîtfa Ptan (RCP) Ta Wudè A Coariïnatai 
^Jef lonFg^^For lane County And Earfi Urban Area Within Ths Cotntyr And Adoptfng Savings Ana Sevqabffly Cfaiaas. 
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H. •.Crftflria/Analyala 

LC12J350 Method of Adaption and Amendment. 
(1) The adaption of the comprehensive pian or an amendment to such pfan shall be by an 
ordinance. 

Qrdirtanca No. PA 1255 k attached for consideration by the Board. Findings of compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations are Included as Exhibit B to the Ordinance. 

(2) The Board may emend or supplement the comprehensive plan upon a finding o£ 
(a) anerrorln ttepfen; or 
(b) chënged crcumstances Effecting or pertaining to the plan; or 
(c) a change in pubfcpcflcy: or 
(d) a change in public need based on a réévaluation cf factors affecting the 
plan; provfcfed, the amendments supplement doasnctlwp'ak'u^pi^posè 
of the plan as established by LC1Z005 below. 

The findings of compliance with the above criteria are found. In Exhibit B to the Ordinance. 

LC12.QC5 Purpose. 
The board shall adopt a comprehensive plan, The general purpose of lhe comprehensive plan 
Is the guiding of the sodalt economic, and physics! development ofihe County to best promote 
public health, ssfsty, order, convenience, prosperèyand gensrs! welfare. 
The Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan Introduction Section illustrates the connectedness 
of the city and county pians, and describes the co-adoption of each city's Comprehensive Plan 
as illustrated In the Introduction, in addlfion to this visual representation of the relationship 
between the rifles plans and the overall general county plan, Part I, Section D of the Rural 
Comprehensive Plan states; 
"White the Policies in this document are directed at lane County government,! is dearly 
recognized that the County has a respcnsîbîiïtyia, and must coond/nate efforts closely with, the 
incorporated cities wRhln fts boundaries. Statewide planning law requin a that each incorporated 
city develop and adopt its own land use plan which must itself comply wfth L.CDG Goals. Thé 
plan mist contain essentially the same elements as the County General Plan, with an additions! • 
dement of en identified Urban Growth Boundary (required by Goal 14), Future urban-growth tor 
each dty Is to take place wHhln that Boundary. In the case of the Eugene-Springfield 
Metropolitan Area Pfan; a mutuul Boundary Is adopted by both cities and the County. For a0 
other dtles, the County must ratify the cities UGB-s by Independent evafaaffon 0ft and adoption 
of, appropriate city plariprovisions. 

Thwugh this method, the Çourïty becomes respons&fe for adminlsterintftiie provisions of city 
plans within ffie çftyiJGB?sbut outside of the corporatedtyllmits. 'Joint Agreements far 
Planning Coordination* drawn up between the County and each effy lay the framework far 
cooperative action ti the effort" 
The coordinated population forecasts for each urban àreà provide, a key component of the base 
data to support the policies and framework for long range planning necassary to meet municipal . 
needs for each local jurisdiction particularly as It relates to urban growth. The countywide 
population forecasts adopted In the RCP provide the. basis .for cities to use those forecasts and 
coordinate the populafion residing In urban a r a s with the remainder of the population In rural 
Lane Cgunty. The enactment of the statutory and rule requirements appflcabfe In Lane County 
and the urban areas adopts projections that are reasonable and sufficient for future planning 

OrdtaancB No.' PA 1255/InThe Wafer Of Amaftdinfl The Lane County ROT! Conprahensfra pfan (RCP)To Inriude A Coordinated 
Population Forecast For Une CoutfyAnd EBCÎI Urban Area Wffliûi The^C^ty; And Adcjtfng Savings And Severability Quaes. 
(RÎA NO. PA 08-SB73) 
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purposes. Those adopted forecasts must then-be used by the dtJes for urban area planning 
under OAR 660-024-003C. 

Lane Code Chapter 16-40C(6)(h]pXaa) further requires the Board to make findings that the 
proposed amendment meets all applicable requirements of state sndhcailaw, Statewide 
Planning Goals end Oregon Administrative Rules. 
See Exhibit S, the findings, for detailed responses to all applicable laws, demonstrating compliance 
wilh this criteria. . • 

The Oregon Administrative Rute 660-024-0030(2) states: 
'forecasts] must take Into account documented long-term demographic trends as well 
as recenievents that have a reasonable Ukalihcad cf changing hklcrfcal trends. The . 
population forecast Is en estimate which, although based cn the best ava/febfe 
informatScn and methodology, should not be held to an unreasonably high level of 
pfBcfefaa* 

Local governments In Oregon have developed and adopted population forecasts for planning 
purposes slnca thB Inception of the statewide planning program. The forecasts are used for 
many purposes Including; determining the size of Urban Growth Boundaries (UGBs), capital 
Improvement planning, and other planning activities. For examjde, Oregon State planning tew 
(Oris 197.2S5 -197.296) requires cities to plan for needed housing to accommodate 
population growth Inside urban grawih boundaries. GRS 197.712 also requires cities to ensure 
that sufficient land is available In urban growth boundaries for commercial development and 
economic growth. Population forecasts are major determinates Inihess activities«" 

Co burg, Cottage Grove, Oakridge, Westfir, Dunes City, and Florence are not requesting a 
change to the 2005 adopted, coordinated population forecast far 2030. These cities are only 
requesting that Lane County Include the forecasts adopted by the LCOG Board in Fahruaiy 
2005 in the Rural Comprehensive Plan to address the requirements of OAR 660-024-0030(1) 
adopted in October 2006. These forecasts are all based on a consideration of Jong term 
demographic trends In these communities, consistent with the requirement* of OAR 660-024-
0030 as described In Appendix B to the Small City PAPA application, the Report on lane 
County Coordinated Population Forecast 2025 - 2030 (February 2005). 

Creswelli Junction City, Lowell, and Venete are requesting Lane County to adopt Into the Rural 
Comprehensive Plan figures that have been prepared and subsequently modified to the 
projections adopted by the LCCX3 Board In 2005. Data to support each city's kidlvidual analysis 
and the methodologies used to derive the new, updated 2030 population forecasts for these 
citjBs are Included In the application tn the small city PAPA application Appendix D. Lowell 
provided additional materiaHn Appendix F to the application. 

The 2Q04/Q5 LCOG coordinated population process Included allocating population to the 
thirteen cities in the County based on thB 2004 Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) forecast for 
lane County. Historical population trends were used to compute future population using trend 
methodology for each city. The future growth trends were applied to a 2004 base UGB 
population. The 2004 base population was established using city 2004 population data from 

• Portland State University and housing'unit date from the Regional Land Information Database 
(housing units outside city limits but Inside* the UGB were multiplied by an average household 
size and added, to the 2004 city limit population to arrive at a UGB base population). 

OnlnHnea Na PA 12HV In TTwManar Of Amending 77» Compr^enriro PJsn[RCP)Tfl tadiidaA CrtnSnatad 
Fpptiailan Forecast For Lane Comfy Aftd Each Urban Area WflhlnTha County; And A & p ^ Savings And SoyerafeiQfy OaiiBBft. 
• {Fttfl Mj. PA 0B-5B73] • . 
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The proposed countywide population forecasts from the small cities are induded In Exhibit "A" 
to the ordinance which indudes separate forecasts for the titles of Eugene and Springfield.. 
This exhibit reflects the recommendation of the lane County Planning Commission. Findings 
addressing Ihe relevant criteria are Induded In Exhibit *B* and Include documentation reflecting 
the methodology and Information supporting the forecasts presented by Ihe small cities. 

Alternatively, there Is an Exhibit "A" and "B" thaï provides the methodology and findings farlha 
PSU population forecasts that have been Included in the small city PAPA record by action of the 
Board of Commissioners In May 2009. Previous drafts of the PSU forecasts uere provided to 
the LCPC and give ihe Board additional evidence for consideration. In addition, the Board 
requested analysis and preparation of appropriate forecasts for the Eugene-Springfield urban 
area to reflect allocation of forecasted population east and "west of Interstate 5 (1-5). These 
forecasts are included In the Ekhibit "A" attached la this memorandum. 

F, Alternatives/Options 

Option 1 Approve the Ordinance as presented. 

Option 2. Revise the Ordinance as directed by the Eos re! and return for approval of the revised' 
Ordinance on a data certain set by the Board. An alternative Exhibit *A' that reflects the PSU 
population forecast Is provided for the Board's consideration. 

Potion 3. Do not approve the Ordinance and deny the application. Initiate a Post 
Acknowledgement Plan Amendment for consideration of the PSU papulation forecast as a. 
stand alone amendment and schedule hearings for thaï alternative forecast to be considered. 

IV. •HMIMSflMFlEMENTA'TON 

The PSU contracted study has been ongoing since the Board action in August 2008. The cities 
submitted the application In June 2008.and need a dedsion by the Board In order to proceed 
with long range planning acBvilies that depend on population forecasts. 

V, RECOMMENDATION 

The Lane County Planning Copimission.held a work eeasion on January 6,2009, Public 
hearings Were held oh two dates, January 6,2009 and March 3,2009, Commission 
deliberations were held on March 17,2009. The Planning Commission »commendation of 
approval to the Board wgs'not unanimous, it was a 5:2 vote. There was extensive discussion 
regardtog the options fora coordinated population forecast for the Bntlre county and ail twelve 
urben areas, Some planning commfeslonere considered forwarding a "no opinion" 
recommendation that would urge the Board to look closely at the numbers the city's are * 
providing, consider the reasonableness standard In the OAR, and consider the Safe Harbor 
option provided by state law. .The planning commissioners eiso noted It is important to 
understand that the decision lies with the Board, despite any City's desires to have approval of 
the numbers they have put forthand it was important to move forward to be In compliance with 
applicable state laws requiring the coordinated forecast H Is ultimately tha Lane County -

OitBnanca No. PA 1255 ) Ir The Matter Of Amending Tire Lane County Rural CompfrfwHlws Plan (RCP)To Indudp A CoanSmted 
Population Forecast For Una County And Eacii Urban Ansa Wffirln Tha Count« And Adopting Savings And Sawn̂ fflty Cteus«.. 
(FSo No. PA 06-5873) 
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Board's decision and responsibility. Commission reasoning throughout the' process, and public. 
testimony received Into the record Is set forth h the Minutes of proceedings, which are attached 

The lane County Planning Commission was Invited and participated in the PSU forecast public 
process, end the minutes of those public meetings are also attached. The Planning 
Commission deliberations and vote on the small city PAPA Included discussion of the timing 
and'corrtent of the PSU forecast work in relation to the Small City PAPA and It was expressed 
that if the PSU numbers are released close to the same time that the Small City PAPA' is before 
.the Board» the "Board's decision could be affected by the PSU forecast 

VI. FOLLOW-UP^ 

Notice of Beard acficn will be provided to DLCD and all interested parties. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 

1. Ordinance No, PA 1255 
Exhibit "A* Population Forecast of small city PAPA 
Exhibit "B" Findings 

2. Alternate Exhibit "A* & Exhibit "B" presanfing the PSU report and separated Eugsns-
Sprmgfiald urtsan area forecasts 

3. Planning Commission work session and public hearing minutes 
- a. January 6,2009 

b, March 3,2009 
c. March 17,2009 

4. , Public Mealing minutes -PSU Coordinated Population Forecast 
a. December 2,2008 
b. February 26, 2009 
c. March 26,2009 

5. Comments received Into the public record are available In Land Management for BCC review 
Table Df Contents - PSU file 

OnSnaneo No. PA 1255/JnTha Matter Of Amandng Tha Una Cunrty Rural Comprehensive Ran (RCP) To Wude A CocnSnetaJ • 
P^^^^o^^FbfLara CouifrAgd UrbanAraa WifrtnTha County;AndAdopflng-Sgvifiga AndSeverability Pauses. . 
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IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, LANE C O U N W , ^ ^ ^ 

EXHIBIT A - P5B 

\ C - Q C 

ORDINANCE NO. PA 1255 IN THE MATTER OF AMENDING THE LANE 
COUNTY RURAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (RCP) 
BY ADOPTING A COORDINATED POPULATION 
FORECAST FOR LANE COUNTY AND EACH 
URBAN AREA WITHIN THE COUNTY; AND 
ADOPTING SAVINGS AND SEVERABILITY 
CLAUSES, (File No. PA 08-5573) 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of "Lane County, through enactment of 
Ordinance PA 883, has adapted the Lane County General Plan Policies document which is a 
component of the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, Lane Code 12.050 and 16.400 set forth procedures for amendments of the 
Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, it is-necessary to amend the Lane County Rural Comprehensive PJan to 
adopt countywide coordinated population forecasts for Lane County and each urban area within 
the county to provide'for long range planning and consideration for public Infrastructure and 
community needs for the future consistent with state law; and 

WHEREAS, the small cities of Lane County proposed coordinated population forecasts 
that were reviewed at public hearings with the Lane County Planning Commission on Januarys 
and March 3,2009; and 

WHEREAS, the Board retained Portland State University Papulation Research Center to 
complete analysis and conduct public process to develop coordinated population forecasts for 
Lane County and each urban area within the county and present the study and results to the 
Board of Commissioners; and 

WHEREAS, evidence exists in the record indicting that the proposals meet the 
requirements of Lane Code Chapters 12 and 16, and the requirements of applicable state and 
local law;, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners has conducted a public hearing and is 
now ready to take action; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of County Commissioners of Lane County ordains as 
follows: 

The Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan, Genera! p , a n Policies, Introduction, 
Section D, adopted by Ordinance No. PA 884 and amended thereafter Is further 
amended by adding the countywide coordinated population forecast table and text as 
set forth in Exhibit "A* attached and Incorporated here as if fully set forth. 

FURTHER, although not part of this Ordinance, the Board of County Commissioners 
adopts findings in support of this action as set forth in Exhibit "B" attached and incorporated 
here. • • ' 
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Prior coordinated population forecasts adopted by the Board of County Commissioners 
before enacting this Ordinance shall remain in full force and effect fallowing the 
effective date of this Ordinance until those plans are further updated or amended by the 
Board. 

if any section, subsection, sentence, clause phrase of portion of this Ordinance is for any 
reason held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, such 
section shall be deemed a separate, distinct and independent provision, and such 
holding shall not effect the validity of the remaining portions thereof, 

ENACTED this day of 2009. 

Peter Sarenson, Chair 
Lane County Board of County Commissioners 

Melissa Zimmer, S e ^ ß i y 
Lane County Board ofCountyCommissioners 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 
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EXHIBIT A 

FINAL FORMAT 

LANE COUNTY 

RURAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES 1984 

UPDATED: 
January 1998 

April 2003 
August2003 

December 2J0Q3 
February 2004 
January 2005 

February 2008 
. June 2009 
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PARTI: INTRODUCTORY MATERIAL 

A. INTRODUCTION TO THE RURAL COMPREHENSIVE FLAN 

The Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan applies to all unincorporated lands within the 
County beyond the Urban Growth Boundaries of incorporated cities in die County and 
beyond the boundary of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Plan. "Where these lands 
are beyond Courity jurisdiction (such as National Forest lands), the Plan applies but its 
application is regulated by federal law. In addition, it does contain provisions and 
representations of County positions on various issues, to be used by those agencies, such as the 
US Forest Service, in their own management actions, and also used in the event that lands not 

' m-County jurisdiction enter County jurisdiction. 

. The Plan follows the format of the LCDC Statewide Planning Goals, recognizing that they 
must be met by all local juris dictions in Oregon. It is composed of two major elements: 
1. County General Plan Policies: For each LCDC Goal, there are one or more Policies to be 

applied by the County toward land use and other planning and resource-management 
issues, in the interests of compliance with sound planning principles and statewide 

• planning law. Policies are binding commitments, but will be carried out "within 
established work programs and over all Courity priorities«' The application of PoEdes 

• which call for any programs or studies will occur as Comity resources in terms af bath 
* staff and budgetary allocations permit 

2 Flan Diagrams: Two major planning regions axe identified far Lane County—the Coastal 
Region and the Inland Region. For each, detailed representations of land-use are 
depicted on maps, on Plan Diagrams, Land use regulation methods, such as zoning, are 
applied to cany out the intent of the designations. Hie application of the general plan is 
primarily through zoning. In fact planning arid zoning designations are set ftrrtii on the 
same.iiiap, J 

Chart One diagrams the relationship of these elements, and also indicates relationships "with 
other portions of the County Comprehensive Plan. 

The document now-, before the reader is one of the two above components—the County 
General Plan FoliciesMocument Hie Policies document is the broad/ direction-setting portion 
of the Plan, and lays out approaches fur interpretation of County planning needs and means 
of complying With State of Oregon planning law. This law attaches great importance to IOCHI 
jurisdictions having adopted comprehensive plans "which in turn meet the requirements of 
Statewide Planning Goals. Accordingly, matters of interpretation concerning the General 
Plan are to be resolved in favor of compliance with these Goals, and the Plan itself shall be 
recognized as representing the County's best effort in meeting the requirements of LCDC and 
its policy expressions, including Goals. 

Page 1 
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B. 'INTRODUCTION TO THE c o u m r POLICIES COMPONENT OF THE GENERAL 
PLAN . 

County Policies are broad, somewhat generalized statements that provide direction to 
County, decision makers in their efforts to choose between competing uses for given 
resources, and in their efforts to. solve historic problems and prevent new ones from 
occurring. The Policies cover complex topics and lay the groundwork for future actions 
oí various kinds. The Policies expressed here apply to rural Lane County, outside of the 
Urban Growth Boundaries of cides and beyond the Plan Diagram Boundary of the 
Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan. They are designed to be 
compatible with similar Policies—and planning efforts—of other governmental 
jurisdictions in the County. 

In some respects, the Policies can be considered the basis of the County plan, in that 
they provide the lead,-or the general, direction, for. subsequent County actions to deal 
with various land use and resource management decisions. In doing so, they are 
directly intended to fulfill the mandate of the LCDC statewide planning Goals. 

Four statewide planning -Goals are not addressed in this document the four "Coastal 
Goals" (LCDC Goals 16-19). These, and Policies connected with them,, are located in a 
special-purpose Coastal Resource Management Plan developed and adopted for use-in 
the Coastal portion of the County. They should be used in concert with the "basic 
fifteen" Goals. Since they axe special-purpose in nature, and deal more specifically with 
particular concerns of the Coastal area, conflicts may arise or be generated between the 
Coastal Policies and the lrbasic fifteen" and should be resolved in favor of the Coastal 
Poliaes until, and if one or the other conflicting statement is changed to eliminate the 
conflict 

The Willamette Greenway Goal is considered to be part of the "basic fifteen". . 

C HISTORY OF THE POLICIES DOCUMENT 

The Policies contained in this document were developed during a period of more than 
a year, beginning in early 1983. A process was devised at the beginning of the period 
to utilize existing working papéis and to prepare a series of new working papers 
which, along .with other sources, were to serve as the technical data based for the 
Policies. The l^orking Papers were written and published from imd-19fil fa early 
1954. Each WorKng Paper contained information on a given topic or topics, and a 
number of them contained preliminary Policies which were drawn from the 
information in the Papers and which were presented for initial discussion purposes. 

Hearings were held on the Papéis as they were published. Each Planning Commission 
reported to the "Board of County Commissioners containing its reaction to the Paper 
and draft Policies. Often the Policy statements drew oil sources other than the 
Working Papers—existing County Plan information (such as special-purpose plans or 
technical studies),cunmients or testimony of individuals or groups appearing at the 
hearings, die judgment and views of Planning Commission members and so on—and 
so represented a. broad array of perspectives and attitudes. Each- Planning 
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Commission Report cited information used in Policy development, in order to provide 
a firm basis for Policy use. The "background information, including the Working 
Papers, is to be used to help interpret and understand General Plan approaches but is 
not itself designed to be adapted as legislative law." The Board formally adopted the 
Policies in February of 1984, 

D. CITIES, COMMUNITIES AND RURAL LANDS 

Cities 

While the Policies in this document are directed at Lane County government, it is 
clearly recognized that the County has a responsibility to, and must coordinate efforts 
closely with, the incorporated cities within its boundaries. Statewide planning law 
requires that each incorporated city develop and adopt its own land use" plan which 
must itself comply with LCDC Goals. The plan must contain -essentially the same 
elements as the County General Plan, with an additional element of an identified 
Urban Growth Boundary (required by-Goal 14). Future urban growth for each city is 
to take place within that Boundary. In the case of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan 
Area Plan, a mutual Boundary is adapted by both cities and the County. For all other 
cities, the County must ratify the cities UGBs by independent evaluation of, and 
adoption of, appropriate dty plan provisions. 

Through this method, the County becomes responsible for administering the 
. provisions of city plans within the city UGBs but outside of the corporate city limits. 
"Joint Agreements far Planning Coordination" drawn up between the County and each 
city lay the framework for cooperative action in the effort Policies -concerning Goal 14 

. in this document further indicate County posture toward dty plans. County adoption 
of city plans—or. amendments thereto—ensures that conflicts between city plans and 
County Plan do'not ifeadily occur. 

Beyond carrying out the responsibilities outlined above, ORS 195.036 requires that the 
county; 

"...establish and maintain a population forecast for the entire area within ils boundary far use 
in maintaining and updating comprehensive plans, and shall coordinate the forecast with the 

. local governments within its boundary. " 

. Pursuant to this requirement and OAR 660-024-0030, coordinated papulation forecasts 
have been developed and are adopted for Lane County and each of its urban areas. 
.These figures are included in Table 1.1, below, • 

The Coordinated Population Forecasts included in Table 1.1 were developed for Lane 
County by the Portland State University Population Research Center except as noted. 
The methods,, assumptions and data used to develop these forecasts are included in 
PSU's report Population Forecasts for T îie County, its Cities and Unincorporated 
Area 2008-2035 dated May 2009. 
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Table 1.1: Coordinated Population Forecasts for Lang Coun 
Forecast Period: 2010 2015 2020 2025 2029 2030 2035 

Coburg* . 1,103 1,387 1.394 2,628 3,216 3,363 4,251 
. Cottage Grove 9,957 10,616 11,424 ' 12,261 12,737 12,856 13,542 
Crasweli [_ 5,547 6,302 B,263 3,753 10,799 11,060 12,172 
Dunes CJty 1.457 * 1,542 1,640 1.726 1,767 1,777 , 1.823 
Florenca 11,212 12,355 13,747 15,035 • 16,065 16,323 17,434 
Junction City 6,567 8,343 10,799 12,067 12,922 13,136 13,Ba7 
Lowell 1,043 1,228 1,459 1,714 1,960 2,022 2,345 
Oakridqe 3,859 4,290 4,672 4,865 5,022 5,061 5,280 
Vaneta 4,576 5,902 7,251 8,727 9,623 9,647'. 10.505 • 
Westiir 359 370 364 412 423 426 . 448 

Eugene icitv onM 156,84-4 166,609 176,124 185.422 192,536 194,314 202.565 
Sprinqfiald/cftvanlv) 58,Bal 62,276 66,577 70,691 73,989 74,814 78,413 
Metro Urban Area West of Inters tate-5" 20,931 20,380 19,209 18.521 17,680 17,489 16.454 
Metro Urban Area East of Interstate-S** 8,140 7,926 7,470 7,202 6,875 6.415 

Eugene/Springfield TotaJ UGB Area 244,806 . 257,191 269,380 281,836 291,080 293,391 303,887 
Unincorporated Area Outside aR UGBs •58,531 • 55,300 54,344 52,361 52,331 52,261 51.634 
Lane County Total 349,516 366,924 385297 403,892 417,936 421,522 437,207 

:y and its Urban Areas 

u 
& < 
£ Q 2 

n Q 

' " City of Coburg forecasts based upon analysis conducted by the firm Johnson and Reld and testimony provided by-City of Co burg 
representatives la the Lane County Boajd of Commissi on era on June 2009. 

- Forecast based upon a 72% allocation of the total Metro UTA Weat of 1-5 and a 25% allocation of the total Metro UTA East of 1-5. 

'Any updates or amendments to the forecasts included in Table 1.1 may only be 
initiated by Lane County. Any individual or interested cities, however, may make a 
request for the Board to initiate such an update or amendment. Requests must set forth 
compelling reasons as to why the update or amendment should be considered at the 
requested time/rather than in conjunction with a future periodic Plan update. An offer 
to participate in costs incurred by the County shall accompany the request 
Amendments to these forecasts initiated by the Board shall follow general procedures 
outlines in Lane Code 16.400(6). 

Communities-' 

Unincorporated communities are treated differently, They are identified as 
"community" on the Plan Diagrams, but are not given official Urban Growth. 
Boundaries. Instead, the probable limits of growth over the planning period are 
reflected in the area within the "community" designation. Sin« lands within these 
areas are under County jurisdictions,, no Joint Agreements are required, but 
development there must be justified by "committed lands" exceptions. 

Areas "within rural Lane County qualifying as Exception areas on the basis of pre-
committed uses are not necessarily "communities11 as such, but do have some of the 
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characteristics of community development—higher densities, for example. These areas 
aTe treated much as unincorporated communities are within the General Plan, in that 
they are solely under the County jurisdiction, and they are provided with specific land 
use designations and zoning reflective of their characteristics. They are not portrayed, 
however, with the broad "community" designation in most eases. For purposes of Plan 
administration, a parcel of land is either within a ÜGB or designated: community or it 
is not-the deciding factor is the portrayal on the Plan Diagram. Lands adjacent to 
such "boundaries are not considered to be within them until and if the boundaries are 
adjusted to accommodate them. 

Rural Lands 

Finally, lands considered as agricultural, forest or natural resources are lands not 
within any of the above classifications. These lands include the vast majority of total 
Lane County acreage, and are under the jurisdiction of the County plus state and 
federal governments (National Forests). The Statewide Planning Goals and the 
Policies of this Plan limited substantial rural development However, it is recognized 
that such development may occur provided it is consistent with the policies contained 
in this document 

E. IMPLEMENTATION 

As stated earlier, the County Policies aTe intended to guide actions and decisions. 
Although the policies have a common-feature (i.e., relating to one or more aspects of 
land use) they cover a broad range of topics and concerns. Because of this wide range, 
it is not reasonable to assume all policies are to be implemented in the same manner. 
Visualizing a policy as being in one or more of the following categories will provide a 
better understanding as to its application. 

Advisory Policies \ 

These are statements describing the County's position on a certain topic or issue; 
generally but not ahvàys, relating neither to a subject^ nor under the direct jurisdiction 
of the County! These policies are primarily intended to inform or influence the actions 
of other parties. They do not have .direct influence on the implementation o£ the 
General Han through Plan Map designation, zoning of land or County Regulations. 

Examples: "Laiié'County recommends that no new wilderness areas be designated 
without a complete analysis of the. revenue and employment impacts on Lane County. 
Where designations are made, negative employment and revenue impacts should be 
mitigated by increasing allowable tiitiber harvests on other public lands." 

Commitment Policies 
1 ' 

These are statements describing a future action thé County intends to undertake. The 
policies cover a variety of topics including (a) guidance in County operations, 
procedures .and relationships with other agencies, (b) recognition of state and federal 
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PART 1: INTRODUCTORY MATERIAL 

INTRODUCTION TO THE RURAL COMPREHENSIVE FLAN 

The Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan applies to all unincorporated lands within the 
County beyond the Urban Growth Boundaries of incorporated cities in the County and 
beyond the boundary of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Plan. Where these lands 
are beyond County, jurisdiction {such as National Forest lands}, the Flan applies but its 
application is regulated by federal law. In addition, it does contain provisions and 
representations of County positions on various issues, to be used by those agencies, such as the 
US Forest Service, in their own management actions, and also used in the event that lands- not 
in County jurisdiction enter County jurisdiction. 

The Plan follows the format .of the LCDC Statewide Planning Goals, recognizing that they 
must be met by all local jurisdictions in Oregon. It is composed of two major elements: 
1. County General Plan Policies: For each LCDC Goal, there are one or more Policies to be 

applied by the County toward land use and other planning and resource-management 
issues, in the interests of compliance with sound planning, principles and statewide 
planning law. Policies are binding commitments, bat will be -carried out within 
established work programs and over aH County priorities. The application of Policies 
which call for any programs or studies will occur as County resources in terms of both 
staff and budgetary allocations permit -

2. Plan "Diagrams: Two major planning regions are identified for Lane Couniy-the Coastal 
Region arid the Inland Region. For each, detailed representations of land use are 
depicted on maps, on Plan Diagrams, Land use regulation methods, such as zoning, are 
applied to cany out the intent of the designations. The application of the general plan is 
primarily through zoning, lri fact planning and zoning designations are set forth on die 
same map. 

Chart One diagrams the relationship of these elements, and also indicates relationships with 
other portions of the County Comprehensive Flan. 

The document jkjvt "before the reader is one of the two above components-the County 
General Plan Folia endearment. Ihe Policies document is the broad, direction-setting portion 
of the Flan, and lays out approaches for interpretation of County planning needs and means 
of complying with State of Oregon planning law. This law attaches great importance to local 
jurisdictions having adopted comprehensive plans--which in turn meet the requirements of 
Statewide Planning Goals. Accordingly, matters of interpretation concerning the General 
Plan are to be resolved in favor of compliance with these Goals, and the Flan itself shall be 
.recognized as representing the County's best effort in meeting the-requirements of LCDC and 
its policy expressions, including Goals. 
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B, INTRODUCTION TO THE COUNTY POLICIES COMPONENT OF THE GENERAL 
FLAN 

County Policies are broad, somewhat generalized statements that provide direction to 
County decision makers in their efforts to choose between competing uses for given 
resources, and in their efforts to solve historic problems and prevent new ones from 
occurring. The Policies cover complex topics and lay the groundwork for future actions 
of various kinds. The Policies expressed here apply to rural Lane County, outside of the 
Urban Growth Boundaries of cities and beyond the Flan Diagram Boundary of the 
Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan. They are designed to be 
compatible "With similar Policies—and planning efforts—of other governmental 
jurisdictions in the County. 

In some respects, the Policies can be considered the basis of the County plan, in that 
they provide the lead, or the general direction, for subsequent County actions to deal 
with various land use and resource management decisions. In doing so, they are 
directly intended to fulfill the mandate of the LCDC statewide planning Goals. 

Four statewide planning Goals are not addressed in this document the four Coastal 
-Goals" [LCDC Goals 16-19). These, and Policies connected with them, are located in a 
special-purpose Coastal Resource Management Plan developed and adapted for use in 
the Coastal portion of the County. They should be used in concert with the "basic 
fifteen11 Goals. Since they are special-purpose in nature, and deal more specifically with 
particular concerns of the Coastal area, conflicts may arise or be generated between the 
Coastal Policies and the "basic fifteen11 and should be resolved in favor of the Coastal 

1 Policies -until, and if One or the other conflicting statement is changed to Eliminate the 
conflict 

The Willamette Greenway Goal is considered to be part of the "basic fifteen". 

C .HISTORY OF THE POUCEES DOCUMENT 

The Policies contained in this document were developed during a period of more than 
a year, beginning in early 1583. A process was devised at the beginning of the period 
to utilize existing working papéis arid to prepare a series of new working papers 
which, along with other sources, were to serve as the technical data based for the 
Policies. The Working Papers were written and published from mid-1981 to early 
1984. Each Working Paper contained information on a' given topic or topics, and a 
number of them contained preliminary Policies which were drawn from the 
information in the Papers and which were presented for initial discussion purposes. 

Hearings were held on the Papers as they were published. Each Planning Commission 
reported to the Board of County Commissioners containing its reaction to the Paper 
and draft Policies. Often the Policy statements drew on sources other than the 
Working Papers—existing County Plan information (such as special-purpose plans or 
technical studies),comments or testimony of individuals or groups appearing at the 
hearings, the judgment and views of Planning Commission members and so on—and 
so represented a broad array of perspectives and attitudes. Each Planning 
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Commission Report cited information used in Policy development, in order to provide 
a firm basis for Policy use. The background information, including the Working 
Papers, is to be used to help interpret and understand General Plan approaches but is 
not itself designed to be adopted as legislative law. The Board formally adopted the 
Policies in February of 1984. 

D. CITIES, COMMUNITIES AND RURAL LANDS 

Cities 

• While the Policies in this document are directed at Lane County government; it is 
clearly recognized that the County has a responsibility to, and must coordinate efforts 
closely with, the incorporated cities within its boundaries. Statewide planning law 
requires that each incorporated city develop and adopt, its own land use plan which 
must itself comply with LCDC Goals. The plan must contain essentially the same 
elements as the County General Flan, with an additional element of an identified 
Urban Growth Boundary (required by Goal 14). Future urban growth for each dry is 
to take place within that Boundary. In the case of the Eugene-5pringfield Metropolitan 
Area Plan, a mutual Boundary is adopted by both cities and the County. For all other 
cities, the County must ratify the cities UGBs by independent evaluation of, and 
adoption of, appropriate city plan provisions. 

Through this, method, the County becomes responsible For administering "the 
provisions of city plans within the fcity UGBs but outside of the corporate city limits. 
"Joint Agreements for Planning Coordination" drawn up between the County arid each 
city lay the framework for cooperative action in the effort. Policies concerning Goal 14 
in this document further indicate County posture toward city plans. County adoption 
of dty plans—or amendments thereto—ensures that conflicts between-city plans and 
County Plan do not readily occur. 

Beyond carrying out the responsibilities miHined above, QK5 195.036 requites that 
the county: 

establish and maintain g population forecast for the entire area within fa boundary far 
use in mawtaininz and updating comnrekeTtsive plans, and shall coordinate the forecast with 
the local governments within its boundary 

Pursuant toXthis requirement and OAR 660-024-003Q. coordinated population 
forecasts have been developed and are adopted for Lane County and each, of its 

. urban areas. These figures areinchided in Table 1.1. below. 

The Coordinated Population Forecasts included rn Table 1.1 were developed for 
Lane County by the Portland State University Population Research Center except as 
noted. The methods, assumptions and data used to develop these forecasts are 
included in FSU's report: Population Forecasts for Lane County, its Cities and 

' Unincorporated Area 2008-2035 dated Mav 2009. ' 
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Table 1.1: Coordinated Population Forecasts for Lane County and its Urban Areas 
Forecast Period: 2010 2015 ' 2020 2025 202? 2030 2035 

Coburq* 1,103 1,387 1,394' 2,623 3,218 ' 3,363 4,251 
1 Cotfaoe Grove S.957 10.616 11,424 12,261 12.737 12,856 13,542 
u Cresweli 5.547 6,802 8,263 9,758 10.7W 1106Q 12,172 
n a Dunes Ctiv •1,457 1,542 1,640 1,72B 1.787. 1777 1823 01 

Florence 11,212 12,355 13,747 I 15,035 16,065 1 6,323J 17,434 e 3 o Junction Cltv 6,567 I 9^43 . 10.799 12,067 12,922 13,136 13.887 CJ 
D Lowall 1,043 1,228 1,453 1.714 . 1.860 2.022 2.345 c 
J3 . Oakrtdqe 3,859 4,290 4,872 4.866 5,022 5,061 5,280 

Veneta • 4,976 5,S02 7,251 8,777 9-823 S,R47 " 10,505 
Wasfflr . 359 370 . . 384 412 423 426 443 

. a 
P : 
< 

£uoen& [city nnlyj 158,844 166,605 176,124 185.422 192,536 194,314 202.565 . a 
P : 
< Sjjrfnqfflald fcltv only} 53,891 . 62,275 86,577 70,691 73,989 74.S14 78,413 
S 4-1 
4» - Metro Urban Area West of Intsretats-S** 20,931 20,380 19,209 18,521 17,680 17,469] 16,494 

S ' Mafra Urban Arsa East of Intei^feia-S*, 7.S26 . 7,470 7,202 
O l t T J 

6,875 6,794^ 6,415 

u Euqcne/Snrinofield Total UGB Area 244,806 257.191 263,330 281,833 291,080 293,391 303,887 
M 
D , Unincorporated Area Outside all UGBs 58,53.1 55,900 ] 54,344 52,861 52.381 52.251 51,634 
H 

Lane County Total 343.516 366,924 385,297 403,892 417,996 421,522 437,207 

• Cltv of Caburq forecas t s h a s ad u'oan analysis conducted bv Ihe firm Johnson and Reld and testimony nrnvidad bv Cilv of Coburn 
rep re santa t ires to thp Lane County Board of Commissioners an June 3. 2QD9, . 

Forecast based noon a 72% allocation of lha total Metro UTAWest of 1 - 5 and a 28% allocation of the total Metre UTA East of 1-5. 

Any updates or amendments to the forecasts included in Table 1.1 may only be 
initiated by Lane Comity. Any individual or interested cities, however, may malce a 
request for the Board to initiate such an update or amendment Requests must set 
forth compelling reasons as to why the update or amendment should be considered 
at the requested time, rather than in com'unction with a future periodic Flan update. 
An offer to -participate in coats incurred by the County shall accompany the request 
Amendments'to these forecasts initiated by . the Board shall follow -general 
procedures outlines in Lane Code 16.400(61. 

.Communities, * . . 

. Unincorporated communities are treated differently. They are identified as 
"community" on the Elan Diagrams, but. ¿re not given official Urban Growth 
Boundaries. Instead, the probable limits of growth over the planning period are 
reflected in the area within the "community" designation. Since lands within these 
areas are under . County jurisdictions, no Joint Agreements" are required, but 
development there must be justified by "committed lands" exceptions, 

. _ Areas within rural Lane County qualifying as Exception areas on the basis of pre-
committed uses are not necessarily "communities" as such, but do have same of the 
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characteristics of community development—higher densities, for example. These areas 
are treated much as unincorporated communities are wifliin the General Plan, in that 
they are solely under the County jurisdiction, and they are provided with specific land 
use designations and zoningreflective of their characteristics. They axe not portrayed, 
however, with the broad "community0 designation in most cases. For purposes of Plan 
administration, a parcel of land is either within a UGB or designated: community or it 
is not-the deciding factor, is the. portrayal on the Plan Diagram. Lands adjacent to 
such "boundaries are not considered to be within them until and if the boundaries are 
adjusted to accommodate them. 

Rural Tands " 

Finally, lands considered as agricultural, forest or natural resources are lands not 
within any of the above classifications;" These lands include the Vast majority of total 
Lane County acreage; and are under the jurisdiction of the County plus state and 
federal governments (National Forests). The Statewide Planning Goals and the 
Policies of this Plan limited substantial rural development However, it is recognized 
that such development may occur provided it is consistent with the policies contained 
in this document 

E. IMPLEMENTATION 

As stated earlier, the County Policies are intended to -guide actions and decisions. 
Although the policies have a common feature (i.e., relating to one or more aspects of 
land use) they cover a broad range of topics and concerns. Because of this wide range, 
it is not reasonable to assume all policies are to be implemented in the same manner. 
Visualizing a policy as being in one or more of the following categories will provide a 
better understanding as to its application. 

Advisory Policies 

These are statements describing the" County's position on a certain topic or issue; 
generally but not always, relating neither to a subject* nor under the direct jurisdiction 
of the County, These policies'are primarily intended to inform or influence the actions 
of other parties. They do not have direct influence on the implementation of the 
General Plan through Flail Map designation, zoning of land or County Regulations. 

Examples: "Dane*" County recommends that no new wilderness areas be designated 
"without a complete analysis of the revenue and employment impacts on Lane County. 
Where designations are made, negative employment and revenue impacts should be 
mitigated by increasing allowable timber harvests on other public lands." 

• Commitment Policies 
i 

These are statements describing a future action the County intends to undertake. The 
policies cover a variety of topics including (a) guidance in County operations, 
procedures and relationships with other agencies, (b) recognition of state and federal 

Page |5 

ATTACHMENT 1 - .79 



EXHIBIT A - P84 

EihibHB 
Findings in Support of 
Ordinance No, PA 1255 

Lane County Coordinated Population Forecast 
Portland State University, Population Research Center 

Rural Comprehensive Plan Adoption 

1. Population Forecasts for Lane County, its Cities and Unincorporated Area 2003-2035 
. (May 2009) was prepared hy the Population Research Center College of Urban and 

Public Affairs at Portland State University (PSU) over a period of time nam August 
2008 to May 2009. 

2. The Population Research Center produced long-term population forecasts for- the 
County, the two largest cities of Eugene and Springfield, the shared Eugene-Springfield 
urban growth'boundary area (UGB), the UGB areas for the County's remaining 10 
cities, and for the unincorporated area outside the UGBs. The forecast horizon extends 
27 years from 2.008 to 2035, and the forecasts axe produced in "5-year intervals between 
2010 and 2035. The County will use the forecasts to coordinate revisions of the 
comprehensive plans For each of these areas. The projections are benchmarked to the 
Population Research Center's 2003 certified population estimates for the city and 
county populations. 

3. In 2008, Lane County's population was 345,880. The Eugene-Springfield UGH 
represents 70 percent of the county's population and that percentage does not change 
much during the forecast period, 

4. The 200.8 population estimates for Lane County's ten smaller cities are all under 
10,000, ranging from 340 to 9,830 persons. These cities capture papulation increases 
from about 13 percent to over IS percent throughout the forecast period 

5. The share of the population that the nan-UGB unincorporated area represents decreases 
from about 17 percent to 12 percent This shift of persons residing in ratal areas to 
more urbanized areas is a common trend throughout Oregon and the United States that 
has been ongoing for many years. 

6. Data used to develop the forecasts include vital statistics; population, land use, building • 
permit, and employment data; and school enrollments for districts within Lane 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-U GB 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. Consideration was given to factors that influence Lane County's 
population dynamics, namely the population's ethnic and age composition, the number 
of annual births that occur, employment and commuting patterns, the number of 
building permits issued, and public school enrollment in the county's school districts. 

7. Future trends in. the forecasts for the County and its sub-areas each suggest that there 
will be continuing increases in population, but at slightly decreasing rates from the 

- • beginning tio the end of the fbrecast'period. 
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8. The downturn of the local economy is forecast to he more severe than that seen in the . 
early 2000's and to not recover until the 2010's. Therefore, housing construction is 
forecast to he sluggish for a few yean in most areas, hut will accelerate after 2015. At. 
that time the set in-migration of families with children, the elderly, and Hispanics is 
predicted to increase and continue throughout njost of the forecast period. 

9. The sub-areas in this study at times are called 'cities' hut are actually city urban 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 small city urban growth 
boundaries, 

10. The PSU'forecasts for Eugene and Springfield cities are for the individual cities without 
the unincorporated UGB area, because they share a single UGB under the current 
Metro Plan boundary. The Eugene-Springfield UGB population estimated for each of 
the areas east and west of 1-5 separately is forecast to follow current percentages, which 
is 72 percent for Eugene and 28 percent for Springfield. The share of the.Eugene-
Springfield UGB will continue to be stable at around 70 percent of the county whole, 
with a slight increase during the forecast period. 

11. The unincorporated area of lane County refers to the area outside of any city and UGB. 
This area is known as the "non-UGB unincorporated area' in the PSU Report, 
Population Forecasts for Lane County, its Cities and Unincorporated Ar-ea 2008-3035 
(May 2009), 

12. Five of Lane County's cities, Lowell, Veneta, Dunes City, Coburg, and Westfir, either 
have a UGB that is identical, or nearly identical, to their city boundary. 

13'. The other cities have a UGB outside their city limits where a portion of the city, area's 
housing stock is located. Twenty-one percent of Florence's housing units are in its 
laainuoiporated UGB area. Hie percentage of housing that is located in the Eugene-
Springfield and the Junction City unincorporated UGB areas is around 12 percent, and 
represents over 12,000 and over 300 housing units, respectively. The cities of 
Oakridge, Creswell, and Cottage Grove each have a UGB where between 3 and 6 
percent of the housing units (in a range between 5.0 and 200 units) are located,-; 

14. The annual certified population estimates from the U; S. Census, represent the area 
within the city limits. If a city does not send annual housing and papulation data to the 
estimates program, its certified estimate is held constant to the previous year and may 
not account .for recent changes. The population figures presented in the report 

' Population Forecasts far Lane County, its Cities and Unincorporated Àrea 2D08-2Q35 
(May 2009% represent the2008 certified estimates adjusted tò incorporate the city UGB 
areas. Population forecasts for 2010 and beyond account for fluctuations in annual data 
that may have affected the previous, data. 

. 15. The 2010-2040" population forecast for Lane County produced by Oregon's Office -of 
Economic Analysis (OEA) is used to gauge th$ Lane County forecast results. While the 
published OEA forecast currently available was produced'in 2004, OEA is currently 
revising the forecast. The Population Research Center woika closely with OEA and 
had access to information regarding those revisions during the Lane County Population 
Forecast effort. Consequently, results rported for Lane County by the PSU report are 
very close to OEA'S preliminary forecast, but slightly lower in the early part of the 
forecast period, and slightly higher toward the end of the period. The differences vary 

• by no more than 2,700, or less than one percent, in any 5-year time period 
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16. The ethnic and racial diversity in the population forecast includes base data of white 
non-Hispariics accounting for 86.2 percent of the County's population and all other 
ethnic minorities accounting for 13,8 percent Hispanics represent the largest share of 
the ethnic minority population (approximately 44.2 percent), followed by Asian/Pacific. 
Islanders (21.0 percent) followed by persons who identify themselves as mare than one 
race (17.4 percent). Blacks and. Native Americans represent about 1 percent, and 73 
percent of the County's ethnic minority population, respectively. Of the total County 
population, Hispanics represent 6.1 percent 

17; The total fertility, rate in the County was 1.63 in 2000, This rate is somewhat lower 
than the Statfcaverage of 1.98 children per woman in 2000, and even lower than the 

• 1990 County rate (1.71). The trend of declining fertility rates over the past 2 decades is 
forecast to continue. A 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 and there has been an increase in the percentage of 
women.statewide 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 

18. Occupancy rates in Lane County are higher than the statewide occupancy rate. Coastal 
cities (Dunes City and Florence) have the lowest, occupancy rates due to vacation 
homes and seasonal housing. The places with the highest occupancy rates - above 96 
percent - are Veneta, "Westfir, and the Eugene-Springfield UGB. The average number 
of persons that occupy a household (PPH), ór household size, is influenced by several 
factors; age and racial/ethnic composition,' share of elderly population versus the share 
of married couples and growing families due to the propensity of elderly to live alone, 
and changes in fertility rates and school enrollment 

.19, By housing type, the PPH -in single-family units (SFR) is typically higher than in 
miiltifamily residences (MFR), or mobile homes. This is the case in Lane County, its 
unincorporated area, and most of its cities. In Junction City, however, the PPH is higher 
in mobile homes than in other housing types. The rates of increase in the number of 
housing imita in Lane. County and its cities and unincorporated area are similar to the 
growth rates of their corresponding populations for most of the ten smaller cities in 
Lane County. The pattern of population and housing change in the County also 
remains relatively similar. . . 

20, Fatalities such, as nursing homes, college dorms, and prisons are categorized as group 
quarters. In 2008, 3.0 percent of Lane County's population, or 10,669 persons, resided 
in group quarters facilities. The City of Eugene is "home to about 82 percent of the 
County's group "quarters population, with 90 percent of persons in group quarters 
residing within the Eugene-Springfield UGB. The forecast assumes the group quarters 

• population will remain fairly stable during the forecast period except in Junction City, 
where construction of a state prison and state hospital is planned for the early years óf 
the forecast. 

21. Hie mortality rate used to .develop the forecast assumes that current -mortality will 
improve during the forecast period and that the gender difference in life expectancy at 
birth will mostly maintain the current level. The mean age at all births will slightly 
increase, which is consistent with the U.S., state, and county historical trends since the. 
1960s. 
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22. Migration rates aré a more- difficult demographic factor to estimate than the other 
factors, yet they remain a main factor affecting population changes in Lane County. 
Around three fourths of population growth in the County since 2000 is attributed to net 
migration (movers in minus movers out). The final projected net migration used in the 
forecast is a hybrid of the demographic method, time series, and economic growth 
analysis methods. Net migration was negative in the 1980s, and was about 10,000 
residents (meaning 10,000 more persons moved out of Lane County than moyed in), or 
3.5 percent of total population. Net migration was positive in the 1990s, about 30,000 
residents, or about 11 percent of the total population. The negative net migration in the 
1980s .was marked by Oregon's most severe economic downturn since the Great 
Depression, while the large positive net migration in the 199Qs was more prosperous, 
with strong job growth From 2000 to 200S, population growth in Lane County due to 
net migration was estimated to be around six to seven percent Positive net migration 
was seen despite downturns in the economy in the first few years of the decade. The 
highest job increase since at least 2000 occurred in 2005, however, the economy was 

• showing signs of weakening, again in 2007 and hasn't yet recovered. Still, evidence 
continues to show signs of a positive in-fiow of net migrants to Lane County. Net 
migration will be lower in the 2000s than in the 1990s and the downturn is expected to 
continue over the next few years. Net in-migration will regain vitality after 2015, 
however, due to an economic recovery. Due to the relatively larger population base 
that has been increasing since at least 1990, total net migration inthe20l0s is projected 
to be slightly higher than in 1990 although it will be at lower rates. Net.in-migration 
will accelerate some and will gain momentum until around 2030 when the magnitude. 
lessens a bit." 

23. All population forecasts are based on a combination of a beginning population; various 
known, estimated, and predicted rates; and the forecasters1 expertise and knowledge 
about future trends. The forecasts may err through imprecise data or unexpected shifts 

- in demographic.trends. Generally, forecasts for larger geographical areas, such as the 
entire county are more reliable than those for small áreas, such as for a smalt city with 
fewer than 1,000 persons. These forecasts will be used as a guide to population growth 
over the next few years, and changes in local areas will surely affect populations in 
some cities, resulting in the actual population deviating from the numbers shown in the 
adopted forecasts. The differences between the forecast and actual populations will 
vary in magnitude and perhaps direction. 

24. The forecasts presented in the FSU report Population Forecasts for lane County, its 
Cities and Unincorporated Area 2008-2035(May 2Q09) meet the requirement of 
Oregon Revised' 'Statute (ORS) 195.036 and Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-
02*4-0030 which require counties in Oregon to coordinate with their cities to develop 
population forecasts for use by the county and cities in land-use planning activities. 
"The coordinating body under ORS 195.025(1) shall establish and maintain a 

papulation forecast for the entire area within its boundary far use in maintaining and 
updating- comprehensive plans, and shall coordinate the forecast with the 'local 
governments within its boundary.The PSU report establishes population forecasts for 
all of Lane County and the urban areas within the county. The effort leading up to the 
report and development of the forecasts included three public meetings where city 
representatives , and -interested parties provided testimony and spoke directly to the 
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collective and unique needs and issues in each of the cities of Lane County: These 
concerns and all the testimony and evidence was taken into consideration as described 
in the PSU report Population Forecasts for Lane County, its Cities and Unincorporated 
Area 2008-2035 (May 2009) adopted and incorporated here by this reference. The 
small cities and Eugene and Springfield provided input into the coordinated forecast, as 
evidenced in the record of proceedings and process for the report The efforts of PSU 
and Lane County throughout the process, including the public hearing oh the proposed 
countywide population forecasts. adopted in the Lane County Rural Comprehensive 
Plan (RCP) provided more than adequate coordination with local governments and 
other interested parties.. . 

25. As a part of the coordination process, the City of Coburg submitted additional 
information, including a study the City had commissioned from Johnson Reid, a land 
use economics consulting firm. The study, titled Estimate of Long-Term Papulation 
Growth Rates in Coburg, Oregon, provided more detailed information concerning the 
population forecast for the City of Coburg, a city currently of around 1,000 persons. 
That study and the testimony about the findings of the study thai accompanied its 
"submission on June 3, 2009, are adopted and incorporated here by this reference. The 
Coburg study considered factors that were not considered, or, in the opinion of Johnson 
Reid, were not sufficiently considered in the PSU report Population Forecasts far Lane 
County, its Cities and Unincorporated Área 2008-2035 (May 2009). Included in the 
Johnson-Reíd analysis were the supplemental facts of the probable increase in the 
number of manufacturing jobs in Coburg, the employment trends in Eugene and 

. Springfield, Coburg's commitment to change as expressed in its adopted 
Comprehensive Plan and other documents, and the calculated size of Coburg's 
developing infrastructure. Based on these additional faetón, the Johnson Reid study, 
provided a more detailed and slightly different forecast for Coburg's population. "While 
the difference may be significant for the City of Coburg population forecasts, the 

. change in the adopted forecasts included in the RCP made no statistically significant 
difference for "the County forecast as a whole and did not make a substantial change to . 
any section of the ordinance prior to adoption. 

26. This Ordinance amends the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan, and such 
' amendment shall be by Ordinance as stated in Lane Code Chapter 12.050, Method of 
Adoption and Amendment LC12.050(2). is found to be met as follows: The Board 
may amend or supplement the comprehensive plan upan a finding of:. 

(a) an error in rte plan; or 
(b) changed circumstances affecting or pertaining to the. plan; or 
(c) a change in'publicpolicy; or 
(d) a change m public need based on a réévaluation of factors affecting the 
plan; provided, the amendment or supplement does not impair the purpose of 
the plan as establishedby LC12.005 belaw. 

The amendment to- adopt a coordinated-population forecast into the RCP is necessary 
based on changes in public need, policy and circumstances affecting comprehensive plans 

- throughout'Lane County. Public policy changes now codified in state law that direct the 
responsibility for adapting the .coordinated forecasts as part of or by reference in a 
comprehensive plan to the Lane County Board of Commissioners as the decisión body 
for thé county and its urban areas has required a re-evaluation of population forecasting 
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and other relevant factors affecting all o'f the Lane County comprehensive plans. In 
addition lo the public policy changes regarding responsibility of the Lane County Board 
for countywide 'coordinated population forecasts, HB 3337 (2007) requires a re-
evaluation of population forecasts presented for the area' within thtf current 
Eugene/Springfield Metropolitan Area single urban growth boundary. A single 
population forecast for that urban area is no longer useful under HB3337 direction 
enabling Eugene and Springfield to conduct residential buildable land studies and other 
studies separately so' that each may consider having-its awn urban growth boundary and 
makes it necessary to produce future papulation projections based on the jurisdictional 
area and requirements of each of the two largest cities in Lane County. 

LCI 2.005 Purpose. The Board shall adopt a comprehensive plan. The general 
purpose of the comprehensive plan is the guiding of the social economic, and physical 
development of the County to best promote public health, safety, order; convenience, 
prosperity and general welfare,-

Lane Code Chapter 16.400(6)(h)(iii)(aa)_/iir£Aer requires the Board to make findings 
that the proposed amendment meets all applicable requirements of state and local 
law, Statewide Planning Goals end Oregon Administrative Rules, 

The proposed amendment meets the purpose section of LC Chapter 12 and is also in 
conformance with the applicable state and local laws, Statewide Planning Goals and 
.Oregon Administrative Rules as discussed below. 

27. Goal 1: Citizen Involvement 
This goal calls for the opportunity far citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning 

process. It requires each city and county to have a citizen involvement program. 
The citizen involvement process timeline presented below establishes adequate 
opportunities for citizeri involvement and is found to be fully compliant with this goal. 

On August 5, 2008, the Board of Commissioners directed staff to begin the coordinated 
population forecast project by solicitation of appropriate consultant firms to conduct the 
analysis required for the project .using a process fhat would be open and provide ample 

. -opportunity for citizen involvement in" the preparation and coordination of countywide 
population forecasts. . . 

On September 5;. 2008, DLCD was notified the cities of Eugene and Springfield had 
initiated a post-acknowlodgemEnt plan amendment to &E Metro PUm to adopt new 
population forecasts, for the cities to comply with the needed housing determination" 
required by ORS 197.304 (HB 3337). The Lane County Planning Commission 

. participated in coordinated papulation forecasting for the metro cities through a joint 
hearing with the Metro planning commissions in Springfield City Hall on "November 6; 
2008 to hear testimony regarding the Metro Safe Harbor separate population forecasts 
proposed by Eugene'and Springfield for the first time under HB 3337. The three 
planning commissions each voted a separate recommendation up to their elected officials, 
the vote from Lane County was to recommend -adoption. 
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On December 2, 2008, the Lane County Planning Commission was invited, and many 
participated in the PSU Countywide Population Forecast Kick-off meeting held in Harris 
Hall: Two additional public coordination meetings were held upon release of the PSU 
population forecasts, on February 26,2009 and March 26,2009. 

The PSU effort was also presented in various ways during the LCPC public hearings and 
consideration of the small city PAPA requesting a coordinated countywide population 
forecast be adopted into the RCP. The LCPC "ultimately recognized the Board would 
need to decide on the appropriate population forecasts. AH of these proceedings gave 
interested parties and cities 'an opportunity to coordinate and participate in development 

. of population forecasts for Lane County and utilized the adopted county citizen 
involvement program consistent with Goal. I 

28. Goal 2: Land Use Planning This goal requires establishment of a land use planning 
process and policy framework to coordinate decisions and actions related to land use 
and assuring an adequate factual basis for those decisions. 
The adoption of a countywide coordinated population forecast for Lane County and 
urban areas of the county fulfills this goal through the' public involvement process 
under the coordinated policy framework as demonstrated in the public record on file in 
Land Management The cities and Lane County have coordinated this decision through 
the data consideration and analysis phase under contract with PSU. The public was 
provided ample opportunity for input and involvement in the process, as evidenced by 
over 300 exhibits in the public record for this project Therefore adopting this 
amendment is folly consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 2. 
The Lane County Rural Comprehensive General Plan Policies, Introduction, illustrates 
the connectedness of the city and county plans, and describes the co-adoption of each 
city's Comprehensive Plan as illustrated in the introduction. In addition to this visual 
representation of the relationship between the cities plans and the overall general 
county plan, Part I, Section D of the Rural Comprehensive Plan states: 
"While the Policies in this document are directed at Lane County government, it is 
clearly recognized that the County has a responsibility to, and must coordinate efforts 
closely with, the incorporated cities within- its boundaries. Statewide planning law 
requires that each incorporated city develop and adopt its awn land use plan which 
must itself comply with LCDC Goals. The plan must contain essentially the same 
elements as-.th&. County General Plan, with an additional element of an identified 
Urban Growth Boundary (required by Goal 14). Future urban growth for each city is 
to take place within that Boundary. In the case of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan 
Area Plan, a mutual Boundary is adapted by both cities and the County: Far all other 
cities, the County must ratify the cities XJGBs by independent evaluation of and 

.. adoption of appropriate city plan provisions. 

Through this method, the County becomes responsible for administering the provisions 
. of city plans within the city UGBs but outside, of the corporate city limits, 4Joint 

Agreements for Planning Coordination1 drawn up between the County and each city 
• lay the frameworkfor cooperative action in the effortL" 
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The coord mated population forecasts for. each urban area provide a key component of 
the base data to support the policies and framework forlong range planning necessary 
to meet municipal needs for each local jurisdiction particularly as it relate to urban 
growth. The countywide population forecasts adopted in' the RCP provide the basis for 
cities to use those forecasts and coordinate the population residing in urban areas with 
the remainder of the population in rural Lane County. The enactment of the statutory 
and rule requirements now applicable in Lane County and the urban areas makes it 
necessary to adopt projections that are reasonable and sufficient for future planning 

• purposes. The adopted forecasts, once part of the RCF, must then be used by the cities 
for the necessary urban area planning under OAR 660-024-003 Q, 

29. Goal 9: Economic Development Goal 9 requires the provision of adequate opportunities 
throughout the state for a variety of economic opportunities to increase prosperity of 
Oregon's citizens. 

Population forecasts are a key factor in determining future land needs to serve as 
location for businesses and companies that provide jobs in Lane County communities. 
The urban growth boundaries of cities are planned for a twenty year future need as 
determined by Economic Opportunity Analysis and other documentation that would 
support amendments and adjustments to UGB's, The lack of a coordinated and 
adopted forecast, or the adoption of an unreasonable forecast which does not account 
for current trends poses a significant hurdle to cities seeking to create adequate long 
range economic, residential and infrastructure development plans. Therefore, adoption 
of a countywide coordinated population forecast is consistent with Statewide Planning 
Goal 9. j 

30. Goal 10: Housing Goal 10 requires availability of adequate numbers of needed housing 
to meet the needs of the citizens of the state. 
Population forecasts are used in determining the amount and type of housing needed to • 
accommodate the projected population growth for 20 years. Housing needs 'are also 
planned for and determined by urban areas. Housing Needs Studies and other analysis 
or documentation that supports amendments to the current adopted population forecasts 
were reviewed. Accurate population forecasts will ensure that cities may determine 
whether urban services are adequate to handle populations which may exceed those 

- projected in past planning efforts. Adoption of a coordinated reasonable forecast that 
accounts for .cuitent trends complies with tins Statewide Planning GoaL 

• 37. Goal 11. Public Facilities and Services This goal calls for planning and developing a 
timely, orderly, arid efficient arrangement of public facilities and services to serve as a 
framework for urban and rural developments. 
Planning for adequate public facilities and infrastructure requires an accurate population 

- forecast The design and construction of public facilities such as municipal water and 
wastewater treatment facilities requires a reasonable population forecast for sufficient 
supply of infrastructure, over a twenty year planning period The countywide coordinated 
population forecast will provide the basis for compliance with this Statewide Planning 
GoaL 
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32. Goal 12: Transportation This goal calls for providing and encouraging a jafe, 
convenient and economic troTispòrtatión system to serve thè people. 
Planning for adequate transportation system' facilities requires an accurate population 
forecast. The design and construction of roads, public transportation and associated 
facilities requires a reasonable population forecast for sufficient budgeting and planning 
to construct in a timely manner these facilities over a twenty year planning period. Hie 
countywide coordinated population forecast will provide the basis for compliance with 
this Statewide Planning Goal. 

33. Goal 14: Urbanization Goal 7 requires the orderly and efficient transition from rural ta 
urban land use. 
The adoption of updated population forecasts for the county and urban'areas of the 
county would provide a basis far the twenty year planning for urban area needs in the 
cities; Establishment' and change of urban growth boundaries shall be based on 
demonstrated need to accommodate urban populations consistent with twenty year 
population forecasts coordinated with affected governments. Hie adoption of this 
amendment is consistent with this applicable Statewide Planning Goal. 

34. Remaining Statewide Planning Goals" not specifically, mentioned above are not 
implicated by the amendment of the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan adopting 
coordinated countywide population forecasts and the RCP compliance with those Goals 
remain unaffected by this action-

Conclusion Findings of Compliance 
The adoption of countywide coordinated population forecasts for Lane County arid the 
urban areas of the county as demonstrated in these findings and supporting documents 
referred to here and incorporated by reference, is found to be in compliance with all 
applicable statewide planning goals, administrative rules and the Lane County 
Comprehensive Plan. The PSU report, Population Forecasts for Lane County, its Cities' 
and Unincorporated Àrea 2C08-2D35(May 2009) is fully incorporated here by reference,' 
contains the supporting documentation, analysis, and responses to relevant comments and 
questions prior to the daté of its publication regarding forecasts for each of the urban areas 
of the county and provides additional support for this action. 
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ORDINANCE NO. 20437 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER I, INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 
SECTION OF THE EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD METROPOLITAN AREA 
GENERAL PLAN BY ADDING SEPARATE POPULATION FORECASTS FOR 
THE CITIES OF SPRINGFIELD AND EUGENE FOR THE PERIOD 2010 - 2030 
AND INCLUDING THE YEARS 2031, 2032, 2033, 2034 AND 2035; ADOPTING 
A SEVERABILITY CLAUSE; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

THE CITY OF EUGENE DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

A. ORS 197.304 requires the City of Springfield and the City of Eugene, separately 
from any other city in Lane County, and based on the jurisdictional area of responsibility 
specified in the acknowledged comprehensive plan, to demonstrate as required by ORS 
197.296, that its comprehensive plan provides sufficient buildable lands within an urban growth 
boundary established pursuant to statewide planning goals to accommodate estimated housing 
needs for 20 years. 

B. Oregon Administrative Rule 660-024-0030 requires cities to adopt a 20-year 
population forecast for the urban area into the comprehensive plan or in a document referenced 
by the plan. 

C. The Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) is the sole 
acknowledged comprehensive land use plan for Springfield and Eugene. 

D. The Metro Plan contains a single, metropolitan-wide population forecast. 

E. It is necessary for each city to have separate, 20-year forecasts extending to at 
least 2030 in order to meet their obligations under ORS 197.304 by the statutory deadline of 
December 31,2009. 

F. On June 17, 2009, the Lane County Board of Commissioners adopted into the 
Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan coordinated population forecasts for Springfield and 
Springfield's metro urban area east of I-5 and forecasts for Eugene and Eugene's metro urban 
area west of I-5 through the year 2035. 

G. The Cities have coordinated extensively with the county staff and the Lane 
County Board of Commissioners during the preparation of the coordinated population forecasts 
and support the forecasts adopted by Lane County as an amendment to the Lane County Rural 
Comprehensive Plan. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, 

THE CITY OF EUGENE DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. The Metro Plan, Chapter I, Introduction, Purpose Section, is hereby amended 
to add and provide as follows: 

In order to achieve timely compliance with their statutory obligations under 2007 Or Laws 
Chapter 650, the Cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane County adopt the following 
forecasts for their respective jurisdictional areas: 

Eugene - City Only 

Metro Urban Area West of I-5 

Total 

2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 

194,314 195,964 197,614 199,264 200,914 202,565 

17,469 17,274 17,079 16,884 16,689 16,494 

21XW 213.238 214,693 216.148 217603 219.059 

Springfield - City Only 74,814 75,534 76,254 76,974 77,693 78,413 

Metro Urban Area East of I-5 6,794 6,718 6,642 6,567 6,491 6,415 

Total 81.608 B2.252 82.896 83,541 §4,134 S4J&6 

These figures effectively provide coordinated projections for each city and the respective metro 
urban area east or west of 1-5 for years ending 2030 through 2035, enabling them to meet state 
requirements concerning the beginning and ending years of the 20-year planning period. 

Section 2. The findings set forth in attached Exhibit A are adopted as findings in 
support of this Ordinance. 

Section 3. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of the 
Ordinance is for any reason held invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, 
such portion shall be deemed a separate, distinct and independent provision and such holding 
shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions thereof. 

Section 4. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days from the date of passage by 
the City Council and approval by the Mayor, or upon the date of acknowledgement as provided 
in ORS 197.625, whichever date is later, provided that by that date the Springfield City Council 
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and the Lane County Board of Commissioners have adopted ordinances containing identical 
provisions to those described in Section 1 of this Ordinance. 

Passed by the City Council this Approved by the Mayor this 

12th day of October, 2009 I 5 day of October, 2009 

a HaTI <Soami. kïkr-r K Z . 
City Recorder /Mayor 
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Staff report and findings of compliance with the Metro Flan 
and Statewide Goals, Oregon Revised Statutes and Oregon 
Administrative Rules for proposed Metro Plan Amendment 
adopting Lane County's coordinated population forecasts 
for Eugene and Springfield .. 

Applicant -

The Cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane County 

File LRP 2009-00006: Amendments to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan {Metro Pian) 
to provide Eugene and Springfield "with separate, new 20-year population forecasts. 

Nature of the Application -

The applicants propose to amend the Metro Plan by adding the following text as the third paragraph of Chapter 
I, Introduction Purpose Section on Page 1-1 : 

'In order to achieve timely compliance with their statutory obligations under2007 Or Laws Chapter 650, the Cities of 
Eugene and Springfield adopt the following forecasts, for their respective jurisdictional areas: 

2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 
Eugene - City Only 194,314 195,964 197,614 199,264 200,914 . 202,565 
Metro Urban Area West of 1-5 17,469 17,274 17,079 16,884 16,689 16,494 ' 
Total. 211.783 213.238 214,693 216,148 217.603 

1 219.059 

Springfield - City Only 74,814 75,534 76,254 76,974 .. 77,693 78,413 
Metro Urban Area East of 1-5 6,794 iS,718 6,542 " 6,567 '6,491 6,415 
Total 81,608 82,252 82.896 83,541 84,184 84,828 

These figures e f f e c t i v e l y provide coordinated projections for each city's urban growth area for years ending 2030 through 
2035, enabling them to meet stale requirements concerning the beginning and ending years, of the 20-year planning . 
period.1' • 

Background 

The 2007 Oregon legislature adopted HB3337 by amending ORS 197 to add ORS 197.304{lXa)&(b),(2) and 
(3). Tlje provisions of this law require Eugene and Springfield, separately from any other city in Lane County, 
to perform the fallowing: 

(a)Establish an urban growth boundary, consistent with the jurisdictional area of responsibility 
specified in the acknowledged comprehensive plan; and 

(b) Demonstrate, as required by ORS 197.296 that its comprehensive plan provides sufficient 
bidldable lands within an urban growth boundary established pursuant to statewide planning 
goals to accommodate estimated housing needs for 20 years. 
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In addition to. the two actions described above, the statute also requires the demonstration in (b) to be completed 
by December 31,2009.1 

• In order for the cities to comply with this statutory pro-vision, a new population forecast for each city for the 
next 20 years needs to be prepared and adopted into the comprehensive plan {Metro Plan\ or in "a document 
included in the plan by reference," such as an inventory, functional plan, or other refinement pian. (HOTE: A 
city may choose to adopt its forecast into a separate plan document specific to its jurisdictional area as well as 
into the main plan text) 

LCDC's Urbanization Goal, also known as Goal 14, was amended in 2006 to require thai Urban Growth 
Boundaries be consistent with, a "20-year forecast." LCDC's interpretive rules flesh this requirement out OAR 
660-024-0040 provides as follows: 

(1) The UGB must be bused on thé adopted 20-yeùr population forecast for the urban ared 
described in OAR 660-024-0030, [or in OPS 197.036] and must provide for needed housing, 
employment and other urban uses such as public facilities, streets and mads, schools parks and 
open space aver the 20-year planning period consistent -tvith the land need requirements of Goal 
14 and this rule. The 20-year need determinations are estimates which, although based on the 
best available information and methodologies, should not be held to an unreasonably high level 
ofprecision 

(4) The determination of 20-year residential land needs for an urban area must be consistent 
with the adopted 20-year coordinated population forecast for the urban area, and with the 
requirements for determining housing needs in Goal 10, OAR 660, division 7 or 8, and 
applicable provisions of ORS 197,295 to 197,314 and 197.475 to 197.490. 

Metro Plan Amendment Criteria 

The proposed amendment is a non-site specific amendment of the Plan text Therefore it is classified as Type I 
Metro Plan amendment that requires participation and adoption by all three governing bodies. Springfield, 
Eugene and Lane County adopted identical Metro Plan amendment criteria into their respective implementing 
ordinances and codes. Springfield Development Code (SDQ Chapter 5, Section 5.14435(C) (1 & 2), Eugene 
Code 9.7730(3), and Lane Code 12.225(2) (a & b) include criteria of approval that require that the amendment 
be consistent with relevant statewide planning goals and that the amendment not make the Metro Plan internally 
inconsistent 

These additional potential criteria and the staff responses fill the remaining pages of this report; however, all of 
the following findings axe made subject to "the reservation that they may' be wholly or partially pre-empted by 
ORS 197.304(1) which says that <cNotwitfretanrii~Tig an intergovernmental .agreement. acknowledged 
comprehensive plan provisions to the contrary/5 the cities of Eugene and Springfield shall both: 

(a) establish separate 20-year urban growth boundaries, and 

(b) demonstrate that their separate boundaries provide sufficient buildable residential lands for 
the next 20 years as required by ORS 197.296• 

1 "Sec_3 A local government that is subject to section 2 of this 2007 Act [197304] *h*n complete the inventory, analysis and 
determination required under ORS 197-296(3) to begin compliance with section 2 of this 2007 Art within two years after the effective 
date of this 2007Act pannary 1, 2008]" 
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(a") The amendment most be consistent with the relevant statewide planning goals adopted by the T,anH 
Conservation and Development Commission: 

As a preface to this section of the staff report it is useful to provide some context to what is being proposed in 
this amendment; why the only amendment being sought is a new population forecast for each city; and how this 
action will establish part of the necessary basis for future significant changes to the Metro Plan. 

Both cities know they have considerable work ahead of them as they undertake compliance with ORS 197.304, 
As the Background and Discussion sections in this report have already demonstrated, the new law that is the 
cause of this work is a significant departure from the laws and agreements that have bound the two cities and 
county together since the original acknowledgment process and two subsequent periodic reviews. There is no 
case law that provides guidance or defines nuance; there is no administrative rule that says how you interpret 
this law; and there is no precedent elsewhere to use as a model for this action. Eugens and Springfield have a 
single métro-wide UGB; they will soon have separate municipal UGBs. Eugene and Springfield bave shared a ' 
single metro-wide build able lands inventory because of thè single UGB; they will soon have separate buildable 
lands inventories contained within their separate UGBs. Eugene and Springfield have shared a single metro-
wide population and employment forecast because they've shared a single UGB and single buildable lands 
inventory; now they must begin this compliance process by adopting separale population forecasts into a 
comprehensive plan that still recognizes the current single, sbared UGB and a single, shared buildable lands 
inventory. 

Will all references to a single population, a single UGB and a single buildable lands inventory be amended in 
this action? No. The proposed amendment is intended to start a lengthy process of Metro Plan amendments 
involving the creation of separate UGBs and separate inventories. 

AH of those changes cannot be predicted; they must be based on compliance with the goals. That cannot occur 
in the absence of the facts necessary to support the changes. 

The first step in that process (as explained previously) is adopting a new population forecast; the proposed 
amendment says we are undertaking this action to achieve timely compliance with the statutory obligations of 
the law. Timely compliance is a reference to the deadline imposed by our statutory obligations but also is meant 
to convey that we recognize the extent of this obligation and are beginning with the first step. 

. Inserting the new coordinated forecasts and explanatory text on the first page on thé first page of the first 
chapter of the Metro Plan provides the proper context for understanding how it relates to the rest of the Metro 
Plan. What might otherwise be seen as a oonfiictwith different popdation fibres and rekted findings 
elsewhere in the Plan is resolved" by ihe explicit requirements of fee 2007 statute and by the context and 
language of the amendment In short: The new forecasts implement that statute. They address a new 20-year 
planning period. The Metro Plan will evolve from its pre-HB3337 content and structure in phases as the cities 
complete then: remaining implementation obligations under the new law, based on Ihe new forecasts-

A demonstration of compliance with the stater-wide goals for this amendment, if required at all, is primarily 
related to Goals 1 and 2 as the remaining goals either don't apply within UGBs (3 & 4) or don't apply here in 
the Willamette Valley (16-19); the other goals are not affected by a population forecast alone, but can have 

• applicability when subsequent actions' that rely upon the forecast are proposed. In spite of the indirect nature of 
the relationship between the proposed amendment and the goals, an explanation was provided explaining why 
this' action was not contrary to the goals. 
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Goal 1 - Citizen Involvement 

To develop a citizen involvement program thai insures the opportunity for-citizens to be involved 
in all phases of the planning process. 

No amendments to acknowledged citizen involvement programs are proposed. The two cities and the county 
have acknowledged land use codes that are intended to serve as the principal implementing ordinances for the 
Metro Plan. Chapter 5 of the SDC, Metro Plan Amendments; Public Hearings, prescribes the maimer in which 
a Type I Metro Plan, amendment must be noticed. Citizen involvement fox a Type I Metro Plan amendment not 
related to an urban growth boundary amendment requires: Notice to interested parties; notice to properties and 
property owners within 300 feet of the proposal if site-specific; notice to neighborhood associations; published 
notice in .a newspaper ofgeneral circulation; and notice to the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD) at least 45 days before the initial evidentiary bearing (planning commission). 

Notice of the joint planning commission hearing was mailed on August 21,2009; notice was published in the 
Register-Guard on August 21,2009; neighborhood associations were mailed notice on August 21,2009; notice 
of the first evidentiary hearing was provided to DLCD on July 16,2009; notice of this proposal and the joint 
planning commission hearing was sent to the cities of Florence, Dunes City, Veneta, Junction City, Coburg, 
Creswell, Lowell, West Fir, Oakridge, and Cottage Grove on August 17,2009. Another letter was sent to these 
same cities on September 10,2009 notifying the elected officials thai the joint planning commissions of 
Ehgene, Springfield and Lane County had conducted a public hearing on September 1,2009 and that the results 
of that hearing was a unanimous recommendation from the planning commissions supporting the Metro Plan 
text amendment as it appears on the first page of these findings under the heading Nature of the AppMcaiioii. 
This same letter also included announcement of the joint elected officials hearing on the planning commission 
recommendation to be conducted on September 22,2009 at 6:00 p jn. in the library Meeting Room of 
Springfield City HalL 

Requirements under Goal 1 are met by adherence to the citizen involvement processes required by the Metro 
Plan and implemented by the Springfield Development Code, Chapter 5, Section 5.14-135, Eugene Code 
Section 9.7735, and Lane Code Sections 12.025 and 12.240. 

Goal 2—Land Use Planning 

To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis far all.decisions and 
actions related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for such decisions and 
actions. 

All land-use plans and implementation ordinances shall be adopted by the governing body after 
public hearing and shall be reviewed and, as needed, revised on a periodic cycle to take into 
account changing public policies and circumstances, in accord with a schedule set forth in the 
plan' Opportunities shall be provided for review and comment by citizens and affected 
governmental units during preparation, review and revision of plans and implementation 
ordinances. 

Implementation Measures — are the means used to carry out the plan These are of two general 
types: (1) management implementation measures such as ordinances, regulations or project 
plans, and (2) site or area specific implementation measures such as permits and grants for ' 
construction, construction of public facilities or provision of services. 
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The current version of the Metro Plan was last adopted in 2004 (Springfield (Ordinance No. 6087; Eugene 
Ordinance No! 20319; and Lane County Ordinance No. 1197) after numerous public meetings, public 
workshops and joint hearings of the Springfield, Eugene and Lane County Planning Commissions and Elected 
Officials. 

Subsequent to these Metro Plan adoption proceedings, the 2007 Oregon Legislature adopted new laws that 
applied specifically to Eugene, Springfield and Lane County. ORS 197.304 requires Eugene and Springfield to 
adopt separate urban growth boundaries based on the jurisdictional responsibilities contained in the Metro Plan, 
make a determination based on the provisions of ORS 197-296 that there are sufficient buildable lands within 
these UGBs to accommodate projected growth for the next 20 years, and to make this determination by 
December 31,2009. In response to'this mandate, Eugene and. Springfield have undertaken a necessary step in 
compliance by initiating a post-acknowledgement plan amendment of the Metro Plan to establish new 
population forecasts for each city that will comply with the required planning period of 20 years beginning at 
the date scheduled for completion of this action by statute (12/31/09), and with the provisions of OAR 660-024-
0040 which requires cities to have adopted population forecasts as a prerequisite to establishment of an urban 
growth boundaiy. 

The Metro Plan is the land use or comprehensive plan required by this goal; the Springfield Development Code, 
the Eugene Code and the Lane Code are the implementation measures required by this goal. Comprehensive 
plans, as defined by ORS 197.015(5), must be coordinated with affected governmental units. Coordination 
means that comments from affected governmental units are solicited and considered. The 10 cities in Lane 
County not participating as decision-makers in this matter received letters explaining the proposal by Eugene, 
Springfield and Lane County to adopt into the Metro Plan the coordinated population forecast prepared by Lane 
County and adopted into the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan on June 17,2009, 

Goal 3 - Agricultural Lands 

To preserve and maintain agricultural lands. 

The proposed amendment will provide a separate population forecast for Eugene and a separate population 
forecast for Springfield out to the year 2035. No other changes to the Metro Plan are included in this proposal. 
These changes do not affect Metro Plan consistency with this goal and in any case, this goal does not apply 
within adopted, acknowledged urban growth boundaries. (See also OAR 660-024-0020) 

Goal 4 - Forest Lands 

To conserve forest tands by maintaining the forest land base and to protect the state's forest 
economy by making possible economically efficient forest practices that' assure the continuous 
growing and harvesting of forest tree species as the leading use on forest land consistent with 

. sound management of soil, air, water; • and fish and wildlife resources and to provide for 
recreational opportunities and agriculture. 

The proposed amendments do not affect Metro Plan consistency with this goal and in any case, this goal does 
not apply within adopted, acknowledged urban growth boundaries. (See also OAR 660-024-0020) 

ATTACHMENT 1 - 8 



EXHIBIT A P6 

Goal 5 - Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources 

To protect natural resources and conserve scenic and historic areas and open spaces. 

The Cities have finished all work required under Goal 5 during the most recent Periodic Review (completed in 
2007). Population projections alone do not impact land inventories; subsequent analysis of these inventories 
may proceed with the population figures, but that analysis and subsequent actions must observe applicable 
goals, statutes and rules. The proposed amendment does not affect acknowledged Goal 5 inventories so this 
proposal does not create an inconsistency with the goal. (See also OAR 660-023) 

Goal 6 - Air, Water and Land Resources Quality 

To maintain and improve the quality of the air, water and land resources of the state. 

This goal is primarily concerned with compliance with federal and state environmental quality statutes, and how 
this compliance is achieved as development proceeds in relationship to air sheds, river basins and land • 
resources. An adopted population forecast for a new 20-year period has no direct affect on or applicability to 
this goal. Any actions affecting inventories or land use or development that occur as a result of the population 
forecast are subject to the applicable goals, statutes and rules at the time those actions are undertaken. 

Goal 7 - Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards 

To protect people and property fromnatural hazards. 

The Metro Plan and the development ordinances of each city are acknowledged to be in compliance with all 
applicable statewide land use goals, including Goal 7. Population forecasts adopted into the comprehensive 
plan do not affect land use, development, or inventories. Subsequent actions based upon these forecasts and 
that may impact this goal are required to address this applicability during the public review and hearings 
process. This goal is "unaffected by a new or amended population forecast 

Goal 8 - Recreational Needs 

To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and visitors and, where appropriate, • 
to provide for the siting of necessary recreational facilities including destination resorts. 

WiUamalane and the City co-adppfted the Park and Recreation Comprehensive Plan in 2004. This plan has a 
recommended standard of two acres of park land for each 1,000 population- The 2Q04 plan projects an increase 
of 25,000 citizens by the end of the adopted 20-year planning horizon (2022).2 WiHamalane is a special service 
taxing district with the authorization to purchase, develop and maintain park facilities, but it has no authority or 
obligation for Goal 8 compliance; that responsibility lies with the City of Springfield after coordinating with the 
Park District The Metro Plan has a horizon of 2015 therefore WUlamalane's standard of two acres per 1,000 
residents is a valid standard to the year 2015; anything beyond 2015 is not applicable to the Metro Plan even 
though Willamalane's plan extends to 2022. In the event Springfield adopts a new population forecast that 
extends the planning period to 2030 or later and there are subsequent impacts on the buildable lands inventories, 
the City will coordinate with Willamalane throughout these actions to mafntam Goal 8 compliance through the 
new planning period of2030. 

2 Page A-4, WHamalane Park and Recreation Comprehensive- Plan 
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Goal 9 - Economìe Development . 

To provide adequate opportunities throughout the state far a variety of economic activities vital 
to the health,, welfare, and prosperity,of Oregon's citizens. 

QRS 197.304 does not require an analysis of commercial.ahd industrial lands inventories; the ORS 197.296 
determination applies only to residential inventories; and OAR 660-024-0040 allows a local government to 
review and amend the UGB ain consideration of one category of land need (for example, housing need) without 
a simultaneous review and amendment in consideration of other categories of land need (for example, 
employment need)." (OAR 660-024-0040(3)). The cities have chosen to expand the inventory analysis to 
include commercial and industrial land, "both of which rely upon the same population forecast required by OAR 
660-024-0040(1). The adoption of the population forecast does not directly affect this goal; however, the 
activities subsequent to the adoption of the population forecast will rely on. this forecast as a basis for actions 
pursuant to the applicable goals. Adopting a new population forecast consistent with ORS 195,036 is consistent 
with the provisions of OAR 660-024-0040 and OAR 660-009 Economic Development. 

Goal 10-Housing 

To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the state. 

The cities are required by ORS 197.304 to undertake an ORS 197J296 determination within two years of the 
effective date of the Act The ORS 197.296 determination involves the inventory, supply and demand analysis 
of residential land use needs for the forecast population òf the 20-year planning period; this determination 
cannot occur without a population forecast 

Adopting this new population forecast is also consistent with the requirements of OAR 660-008 Interpretation 
of Goal 10 Housing and OAR 660-0024 Urban Growth Boundaries because, once again, the population forecast 
must be adopted into the comprehensive plan before the residential lands determination can be confirmed and 
adopted into the comprehensive plan. 

Goal 11 - Public Facilities and Services 

To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public facilities and services 
to serve as a jrameworkfor urban and rural development 

A population forecast does not directly affect the public facilities plan until the buildable lands inventories 
necessary to support that forecast are adjusted. The location and/or density increases that will occur to support 
the new forecasts inust be provided with adequate levels of urban services. In the event Springfield adopts new 
inventories or makes adjustments to permitted densities causing greater demand for public infrastructure, the 
City will evaluate these services and where necessary, propose additional Metro Plan amendments in 
compliance with this goal. 

Goal 12 - Transportation 

To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation system. 

The transportation system plan is similar to the public facilities and services plan in thai the transportation 
system is designed to accommodate future growth at densities prescribed in the plan's policies. Land 
development cannot occur in the absence of infrastructure and that includes transportation; but neither the goal. 
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nor the OARs require an analysis of this service "before changes are proposed to the inventories,3 even though 
those inventory changes cannot occur without the population forecast The obligation in 197304 to adopt new 
population forecasts before the inventory analysis is completed is consistent with the purpose and timing of -
transportation analysis required by Goal 12; OAR 660-12 Transportation and OAR 660-024 Urban Growth 
Boundaries. 

Goal 13 - Energy Conservation 

To conserve energy. 

3. Land use planning should, to the maximum extent possible, seek to recycle and re-use vacant. 
land and those uses -which are not energy efficient 

There are no requirements in the rule or statute that require the energy element of the plan to be amended to 
correspond with the new population forecast. Any subsequent changes to land use designations, including 
adjustments to the IJGB must, comply with the applicable provisions of this goal and interpretive rules. 

Goal 14 — Urbanization 

To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use, to accommodate 
urban population and urban employment inside urban growth boundaries, to ensure efficient use 
of land, and to provide for livable communities. 

A new population forecast does not affect the existing UGB but the establishment of, or change to a UGB 
cannot be undertaken unless there is an adopted population forecast for the 20-year period upon which the 
buildable lands inventories are based. Since this determination, and hence the application of Goal 14, cannot 
occur without the population forecast, the cities must adopt a new population forecast to comply with the 
provisions of ORS 197.296 and ORS 197.304, the latter of which extends the planning horizon for Eugene and 
Springfield to 2029. The proposed amendment to Page 1-1 is consistent with these statutes and with OAR 660-
024, the rule interpreting Goi 14. 

The preparation of the'Lane County coordinated population forecast was undertaken in accordance with the 
guidelines and standards of Oregon Administrative Rule 660-024-0030(1 & 2) and with ORS 197.610 to 
197.650 as evidenced in the findings adopted by the Lane County Board of Commissioners on June 17,2009 in 
support of Ordinance PA 1255 In the Matter of Amending the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan (RCP) . 
to Include a Coordinated Population Forecast for Lane County and Each Urban Area within the County 
(Attachment 5). The cities of Eugene and Springfield are' completing the requirements of the law regarding 
population forecasts by adopting the County's coordinated population forecast into the comprehensive plan 
(Metro Plan). 

3 In feet, the. transp ortation planning rule requirements iji OAR 660-012-0060 requiring an impact analysis on transportation systems 
as a result of UGB amendments "need mat he applied to a. UGB amendment if the land added to the UGB is zoned as mbanizabk land, 
either by retaining the zunmg that WH$ assigned prior to inclusion in the boundary or by assigning interim 2oiring that-dees not allow 
development that •would generate mare vehicle trips than development allowed by the zoning assigned prior to inclusion in the 
boundary™ (OAR 660-024-0020(1) (d). 
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Goal 15 - Willamette River Greenway 

To protect, conserve, enhance and maintain the natural scenic, historical, agricultural, 
economic and recreational qualities of lands along the Willamette River as the Willamette Rher 
Greenway. 

A population forecast has no direct affect on the implementation or continued compliance with Goal 15 as there 
is no direct affect on land use designations, densities or development standards as a result of a new population 
forecast. In the event that actions by the governing bodies subsequent to adoption of a new population forecast 
results in changes to designations, development standards or densities, those changes must be evaluated against 
all applicable goals, statutes and rules. Such evaluations will include Goal 15. 

Goal 16 Estuarine Resources, Goal 17 Coastal Shorelands, Goal 18 Beaches and Dunes, and Goal 19 
Ocean Resources ' 

These goals do not apply to the Eugene^Springfield Metropolitan Area. -

Art Adoption of the amendment must not make the Metro Plan internally inconsistent 

The proposed population forecasts are necessary to comply with the new laws adopted by the" 2007 Oregon 
legislature. These new laws effectively pre-empt certain provisions of the Metro Plan that might otherwise 
appear to stand in contradiction to new and separate population forecasts for each city: 

"Notwithstanding an intergovernmental agreement pursuant to ORS 190.003 to 190.130 or 
acknowledged comprehensive plan provisions to the contrary; a city within Lane County that has 
a population of 50,000 or 'more within its botmdaries shall meet its obligation under ORS • 
197.295 to 197.314 separately from any other city within Lane County." (ORS 197.304(1)) 

The adopted UGB population forecast of286,000 and the adopted planning horizon of 20l5 are found in 
various chapters throughout the text of the Metro Plan, TransPlan and Has Public Facilities and Services Plan. 
This figure and planning horizon date are the result of actions t ^ took place during the 13 years between 1994 
and 2007 when Eugene, Springfield and Lane County were complying with the requirements of periodic review 

. of the Metro Plan. The cities must now complete a new set of state-mandated tasks thai will result in a number 
of amendments to the Metro Plan, including new, separate UGBs; new, separate buildable lands inventories; 
new, separate population forecasts; and a new 20-year planning horizon. 

The cities are proceeding with the new population forecast first because the inventories and UGBs must be 
based on an adopted population forecast (OAR 660-024-0040); neither City has ever had a separate population 
forecast that matched its municipal authority (city limits and future city limits as represented in the urban 
transition area). It is not necessary to replace all existing references to the 286,000 population forecast or the 
2015 horizon because the proposed amendment references the preemptive language of ORS 197.304 and 
because the conversion of the Metro Plan to bring it into compliance with .the new law will occur over time as 
work progress (UGBs, inventories, planning horizons, etc.). Existing Metro Plan policies do not foresee the 
obligations of this new law therefore there are no policies or sections of policies responsive to the changes that 
must be made to the text of the Metro Plan. See also the preface to Goals compliance an pages '5 and 6 of this 
report 
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- Attachments -

1. Copy of Notice of Proposed Amendment sent to Department-of Land Conservation and Development on July 
16,2009 specifying the cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane County were proposing separate population 
forecasts for each city and urban transition area to be adopted into the Metro Plan 

2. August 17,2009 letter to the Mayors .and Administrators of the ten incorporated cities in Lane County, and an 
August 18,2009 letter to known interested parties, from the Eugene, Springfield and Lane County planning 
directors advising that Eugene, Springfield and Lane County were proposing to adopt the County1 s new, ' 
separate population forecasts for-each city into the Metro Plan. The initial public hearing on the matter was 
scheduled for the planning commissions of Eugene, Springfield and Lane County on September 1, 2009 in the 
Springfield City Hall. The joint elected officials would conduct a subsequent public hearing on September 22, 
2009 also in Springfield City Hall. 

3. Draft Minutes of the Joint Planning Commission hearing of September 1,2009 

4. September 10,2009 letter to Mayors and Administrators of the ten incorporated cities in Lane County and 
known interested parties, from the Springfield Planning Manager on behalf of the Eugene and Lane County 
Planning Directors, advising of the action taken by the joint planning commissions on September 1,2009 and 
notification of the joint elected officials hearing on September 22,2009 at 6:00 pan. in the Springfield City 
Hall. 

5. Lane County Agenda Item Memo (May 1S, 2009); Ordinance No.. PA 1255; Lane County Rural 
Comprehensive Plan General Policies 1984, updated June 2009; Findings in Support of Ordinance No. PA 
1255; and cover page and l i n k to Population Forecasts for Lane County, its Cities and Unincorporated Area 
2008-2035, May 2009. 
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1 1 DLCD Notice of 
Proposed Amendment 
THE FORM M U S T HE RECEIVED BY DLCD AT LEA S T 

45 DAYS PRIOR TO THE FIRST EVIDENTIARY HEARING 
PER ORS 197.610, OAR. CHAPTER 660, DIVISION 18 

EXHIBIT A - P11 
in person • electronic Q ^ ^ g 

KirULCm^Uih 

Jurisdiction: City of Springfield, Eugene and lane Cmurty Date of First Evidentiary Hearing': 09/01ßt)09' 
Local "file Number LKP2G09-0<H306 ' . Date of .Final Hearing: OSQMOOg 
Is this a REVISION to a previously submitted proposal? SZlYes 0 N a Date submitted: July 16, 2009 

C o m p r e h e n s i v e P lan Text Amendment • Comprehensive. Plan Map Amendment . 
• Land Use Regulation Amendment • Zoning Map Amendment 
• New Land Use Regulation • Urban Growth Boundary Amendment 
• Transportation System Plan Amendment • Other/ 

Briefly Summarize Proposal. Do not use technical terms. Do not write "See Attached"(limit 500 characters): 
The Cities of Eugene, Springfield antf County are proposing to adapt coordinated population 
forecasts prepared by Lane County far the two cities into the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area 
General Plan- The Lane County Board of Commissioners adopted these two projections hrb the Rural 
Comprehensive Plan on June 17,2009- This proposed amendment is consistent with the intent, purpose 
and express language of OUS. 195.036 

Has sufficient information been included to advise DLCD of the effect of proposal? [SYes, text is included 
For Map Changes: Include fltfW 1" maps of Current and Proposed designation. • Yes, Maps Included 
Plan map changed from: . T a ; 

Zone map changed from: To; • \ 
Location of property (do not use Tax Lot): . 
Previous density: . New density: • ' Acres involved: • 
Applicable statewide planning goals:' 

X 2 3 4 " - 5 6 1 8 9 10 11 12 11 14 15 16 17 18 19-' 

Is an exception to a statewide-planning goal proposed? • YES M NO Goals: . 
Affected state or federal agencies, local governments or special districts is jurisdiction's responsibility to notify these 
agencies. DLCD only records this information): 
School District #13; School District #4J; Springfield TJtffity Board; Eugene Water and Electric Board; 
"WHLünaJane Park and Recreation District 

Local Contact: Gregory Mott, Planning Manager, COS . "phone: 541-726-3774"'. Extension: 3774 
Address: 225 Fifth Street City: . Springfieia Zip: 97477 
Fax Number 541-729-3689 E-maD Address: gmott@idjpri11gEeld.Dr.113 

DLCD flle Na. 
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DATE: 
TO: 

FROM: 

June 24,2009 
Larry French, Plan. Amendment Pro gram Specialist 

Gregory Moti, Planning Manager, Cüy of Springfield 
Lisa Gardner, Planning Director, City of Eugene • 
Kent Howe, Planning Director, Lane Comity . 

SUBJECT: Proposed Amendment of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan; 

Adopting a c b ordinat e d p opulati on forecast prepared by Lane County for 
Eugene and for Springfield for the y e a n 2010-2Q35, 

Local File No. of Initiating Jurisdiction: LRP 2009-00006 ' 
Local File No - of Co-Applicants . . 

Dear Mr. French: ' 

As you know, Eugene, Springfield and Lane County co-adopted the Eugene-Springfield 
Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) in 1982 as this metropolitan area's comprehensive 
land use plan. "What you may not know is thai certain provisions of the Metro Plan require all 
three jurisdictions to co-adopt amendments; other provisions require one of the two'cities and the 
county to co-adopt amendments; and yet other-provisions require only a single jurisdiction to 
adopt an amendment To lessen the confusion thai such an arrangement might cause for your 
agency, the planning director's of Eugene, Springfield and Lane County will fan .this point 
forward submit a letter confirming our participation, as appropriate, with each notice of proposed 
amendment On behalf of the City of Springfield, the City of Eugene and Lane CourSy, this 
letter serves as confirmation that all three jurisdictions are co-applicants far the above referenced 
post-acknowledgment plan amendment proposal. 1£ you have any questions regarding this 
matter please ccmtact any of ua ai your convenience. 

Planning Manager, City of Springfield 

Lisa Gardner 
Planning Director, City of Eugene •, 

_ - F d A 
Kent Howe 
Planning Director, Lane County 
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Proposed Text Amendment to the Engene-Sprrngjaeld Metropolitan Area General Plan 
2004 Update 

Add the folio-wing text as the third paragraph of Chapter I, Introduction Purpose Section 
on Page I-I of the Metro Plan: 

In order to achieve timely compliance m t h their statutory obligations under 2007 
O r l a w s Chapter 650 the Cities of Eugene and Springfield and X̂ ane County adopt 
the following coordinated population forecasts for therr respective JuribdicikiBal 
areas for the planning periods ending in the years 2030 smd2035: 

City of Engene Jurisdictional Area1 

For the year 2030: 210,216 
For the year 2035: 219,059 

City of Springfield Jurisdictional Area3 

Eor the year 2030: 81,608 
Eor the year 2035: 84,828 

1 Inclndfia all land "withizi the urban growth. boundary 'west af 1-5 
2 Includes all land witkm. ths tnban gro wth boundary east of 1-5 
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EXHIBIT A 

™AL FORMAT 

LANE COUNTY 

RURAL COMPREHENSIVE FLAN 

GENERAL FLAN POLICIES 1984 

UPDATED: 
January Í998 

. ' ApiiL2Q03 
August 2003 

December 2003 
Febroaiy 2G04 
January 2005 

February 2008 
June 2009 
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PART 1: INTRODUCTORY MATERIAL 

INTRODUCTION TO THE RURAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

The Lane County Rural Comprehensive Han applies to all unincorporated lands within the 
Conriiy beyond the Urban Growth Boundaries o£ incorporated citiES in the County and 

• heyond the boundary a£ the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Plan.. "Where these lands 
axe beyond County.Jurisdiction (such as National Forest lands), the Plan-applies but its 
application is regulated by federal law. In addition, it does contain provisions and 
representations of County positions an "various issues, to be used by those agencies, such as the 
US Forest Service, in thai own management actions, and'also used in the" event that lands not 
in Conniy jurisdiction enter County jurisdiction. 

The Plan follows the format of the LCDC Statewide Planning Goals, recognizing that they 
• must be met by all local jurisdictions in Oregon. It is composed of two major elements: 
1. County General Plan Policies; Par each LCDC Goal, there are one or more Policies to be 

applied by the County toward land use and other planning'and lesouxcermanagsment 
issues, in the interests of compliance with sound planning principles end statewide 
planning law. Policies axe binding conimiLments, but will be carried out within, 
established work programs and over all County priorities. The application of Policies 
which call for any programs or studies will occur as County resources in terms of both 
staff and budgetary allocations permit ' 

Z Plan Diagrams: Two major planning regions are identified for Lane County-the Coastal" 
Region and the Inland Region. For each^ detailed representations of land use are 
depicted on maps, on Han Diagrams. Land use regulation methods, such as zoning, are 
applied to carry out the intent of the designations. The application of the general plan is 
primarily through zoning. In fact planning and zoning designations axe set-forth on the 
same znap. 

Chart One diagrams the relationship of these elements, and also indicates.-xelatioriships with 
other portions of the Couiriy Comprehensive Han. 

The document now- before the reader is one of the two above components-the County 
General Plan Policies-doctanent The Policies document is the broad, direction-setting portion 
of the Plan, and lays out approaches far interpretation of County planning needs and means 
of complying with State of Oregon planning law. Tins law attaches great importance to local 
jurisdictions having adopted comprehensive plans which in turn meet the requirements of 
Statewide Planning Goals. Accordingly, matters of interpretation concerning"the. General 
Flan are to be resolved in favor of compliance with these Goals, and the Plan itself shall be 
recognized as representing the County^ best effort in meeting the requirements of LCDC and 
its policy expression^, rnilfriding Goals. 

Page 1 
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B. INTRODUCTION TO THE COUNTY FOIIOE5 COMPONENT OF THE GENERAL 
FLÁN 

County Policies axe broad, somewhat generalized statements that provide direction to 
County decision maters in their efforts to choose between, competing uses for given 
resources, and in their efforts to solve historic problems arid prevent new ones from 
occurring. • The Polines cover complex topics and lay the groundwork for future actions 
of various kinds. The Folicies expressed here apply to rural Lane County, outside of the 
Urban Growth Boundaries of cities and beyond the Plan Diagram Boundary of the 
Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Flan. They are designed to be 
compatible w i f e similar Policies—and planning efforts—of other governmental 
jurisdictions in the County. 

In some respects, the Policies can be considered the basis of the County plan, in that 
'"they provide the lead, or .the. general direction,, ftír subsequent County actions to deal 

with Various land use and resource management decisions. In doing so, they are' 
directly intended to fulfill the mandate of the LCDC statewide planning Goals, 

Four statewide planning Goals axe not addressed in this document: the four "Coastal 
Goals" (LCDC Goals 16-19). These,, and Policies connected with them, are'located in a 
spedal-puipose Coastal Resource Management Flan developed and adopted fox use in 
the Coastal portion of the County. They should be used in concert with the "basic 
fifteen!' Goals. Since they axe spedal-puipose in nature; and deal more specifically with 
particular concerns of the Coastal' area, conflicts may arise or be generated between the 
Coastal Policies and the "basic fifteen11 and should be resolved in favor of the Coastal-
Policies until, and if' one or the other conflicting statement is changed to eliminate the 
conflict-

The Willamette Greenway Goal is considered to be part of the "basic fifteen". •, 

C HISTORY OF THE POLICIES DOCUMENT • ' • 

The Policies contained in this document were developed during a period of more than: 
a year, beginning in early 1983, A process was devised at the beginning of the pieriod 
to utilize existing working papers and to prepare a series of new working papers 
which, along witii-.otfrer sources, were to serve as the technical data baaed for the 
Policies. The Working Papers were written and published from mid-1981 to .early 

• 1984.. Each Working Paper contained information on a given topic or topics, and a 
number of them contained preliminary Policies which were drawn from the 

* information in the Papers and which were presented for Tmtial discussion purposes. 

Hearings were held on the Papers as they were published Each Planning Commission 
• reported to the Board of County Commissioners containing lis reaction to the Paper, 

and draft Policies. Often the Policy statements drew on sources other than the 
Working Papers—existing County Plan information (such as spedal-purpose plans or 
technical studies)/coinni£nts or testimony of individuals or groups appearing at the 
hearings, the judgment and views of Planning Commission members and so on—and 
so represented a broad array of perspectives and attitudes. Each Planning 
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CommissiaQ Report rifted information, used in Policy development, in order to p r o v i d e 

a firm "basis for Policy use. The background information, inducting the Working 

Papers, is to be used to help interpret and understand General Plan approaches but is 
not itself designed to be adopted as legislative law. The Board formally adopted the 
Policies in February of 1984. 

• D. CTTIES, COMMUNITIES AND RURAL' LANDS 

Cities 

While the Policies in this document are directed at Lane County government, it is 
clearly recognized that the County has a responsibility, to, arid must coordinate efforts 
closely with, the incorporated cities within its boundaries. Statewide planning law 
requires that each incorporated city develop and adopt its own land use plan which 
must itself comply with LCDG Goals«. The plan must contain essentially the same 
elements as the County General Plan, "with an additional element of .an identified 
Urban Growth Boundary (required by Goal 14). Future urban growth for each city is 
to take place within that Boundary. In. the case of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan 
Area Plan, a mutual Boundary is adopted by "both cities and the County. For all other 
cities, the County must ratify the cities UGBs by independent evaluation of, and 
adoption of, appropriate city plan provisions^ 

Through this method, the County becomes responsible for administering the 
provisions of city plans within the city UGBs but outside of the corporate city limits, 
"Joint Agreements for Planning Coordination" drawn up between the County, and each 
city lay die framework for cooperative action in the effort Policies concerning Goal 14 
in this document further indicate County posture toward city plans. County adoption 

' of city plans—or' amendments thereto—ensures that conflicts "between city plans and 
County Plan do not readily occur. 

Beyond carrying out the responsibilities outlined above, ORS 195.036 requires that the. 
county: 

* ...establish and maintain a population forecast for the entire area'within its boundary far use 
fri maintaining and updating comprehensive plans, and shall coordinate the forecast "with the 
local governments YHthm its boundary." » 

Pursuant to this requirement and OAR 660-024-0030, coordinated population forecasts 
have been developed and are adopted for Lane County and each of its urban areas. 
These figures are included in TaHe 1.1, below. V 

The Coordinated Population Forecasts included in Table 1.1 were developed for Lane 
County by the Portland State University Population Research Center except as noted. 
The methods, assumptions and data used to develop these forecasts are included in 
PSLFs report Population Forecasts for Lane County, its Cities, and Unincorporated 
. Area 2008-2035 dated May 2009. . 

Page 4 
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Table 1,1: Coordinated Population Forecasts for Lane Courr ty and its Urban Areas 

a 
=3 
CJ 
DS 
E CQ & 
c • 
O 
ID C 
5 

Forecast Period:' '2010 2015 2020 2025 2029 •2030 2035 

a 
=3 
CJ 
DS 
E CQ & 
c • 
O 
ID C 
5 

Cobum* 1,103 =1,367 1,394 2,528 3,216 3,363 4,251 
a 
=3 
CJ 
DS 
E CQ & 
c • 
O 
ID C 
5 

Cottaqe Grovs 9,957 10,616 11,424 12,261 12,737 12,856 13,542 
a 
=3 
CJ 
DS 
E CQ & 
c • 
O 
ID C 
5 

Cre swell . 5,647 6,802 8,263 3,753 10,799 11,060 12,172 

a 
=3 
CJ 
DS 
E CQ & 
c • 
O 
ID C 
5 

Dunes City 1.457 1,542 1,640 1,726 1,767 1,777 1,823 

a 
=3 
CJ 
DS 
E CQ & 
c • 
O 
ID C 
5 

' Florence 11,212 12,355 .13,747 15,035 16,Q65 16,323 17,434 

a 
=3 
CJ 
DS 
E CQ & 
c • 
O 
ID C 
5 

Junction City • •6,567 9,343 10,799 12,067 12,922 13,136 13,887 

a 
=3 
CJ 
DS 
E CQ & 
c • 
O 
ID C 
5 

Lowell- •>. • 1,043 1,228. . 1,459 1,714 1,960 2,022 2,345 

a 
=3 
CJ 
DS 
E CQ & 
c • 
O 
ID C 
5 Oakridqe 3,853 4,230 4,672 4,366 5,022 5,081 5.230 

a 
=3 
CJ 
DS 
E CQ & 
c • 
O 
ID C 
5 

Veneta 4,976 5,902 7,251 8,727 9.B23 9,847 • 10,5C5 

a 
=3 
CJ 
DS 
E CQ & 
c • 
O 
ID C 
5 

Westfir 359 37Ü 384 412 423 426 448 

1 
M

et
ro

 A
re

a Euqene (city only) 158,344" 156,609 176,124 185,422 192,536 194.314 202,565 

1 
M

et
ro

 A
re

a 

Springfield (dtv only) 58,891" 62,275 66,577" 70,691 73.589 74,814 78,413 

1 
M

et
ro

 A
re

a 

Metro Urban Area West of lntsretate-5** 20,931 20,380 19,209' 18,521 " 17,680 17,469 16,494 

1 
M

et
ro

 A
re

a 

Metro Urban Area East of Interstate-5** ' 8,140 7,926 7,470 7{202 6,875 6,734 6,415 
• 

ia 
a ß 

Eugene/Springfield Total UGB Area 244,806 257,191 269,380 281,836 291,080 293,391 303,887 ia 
a ß Unincorporated Area Outside all UGBs • 5a,531 55,900 •54,344 52,861 52,381 52,261 51,634 
ia 
a ß 

lane County Total 349,516 366,924 365,297 403.BS2 417,996 421,522 437,207 

• City of Cobujg forecasts has ad upon analysis conducted by the firm Johnsan and Reid and testimony provided by .City of Coburg 
representatives to the Lane County Board of CcmmlssIOTiera an Juna 3,2CG9. 

~ Forecast based unon a 72% allocation of the total Metro UTAWest of [-5 and a 7.8% allocation of the fatal Metro UTA East of 1-5, 

.Any updates or amendments to the forecasts included in Table 1.1 may only be 
initiated by Lane County. Any individual or interested cities, however, may make a 
request for the Board to initiate such an update or amendment Bequests must set forth ' 
compelling reasons as to why the update or amendment should be considered at the 
requested time, rather than in conjunction with a future periodic Han update. An offer 
to participate in costs, incurred by the County shall accompany the request. 
Amendments to these forecasts initiated by the "Board shall fallow general procedures 
outimes.mLarte Gade;16.400(6). • ' 

OTTVI I a unities 

Unincorporated communities are treated differently. They are identified as 
"community" on the Han Diagrams, but are not given wffiHal Urban Growth 
Boundaries. Instead, the probable Emits of growth over the planning period are • 
reflected in the area within the "community11 designation. Since lands within these 
areas' are under County jurisdictions, no Joint Agreements are required, "but 
development there must be justified by "committed lands".exceptions. 

Areas within rural Lane County qualifying Exception areas on the basis of pre-
committed uses are not necessarily T,connrnmitiesn as such, but do have some of the 

Page 5 
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. characteristics of animnraiiy developmmfc—higher densities, far example. These areas 
art treated much as. unincorporated communities are within the General Plan, in that 

. they are solely under the County Jurisdiction, and they are provided with specific land 
use designatims and zoning reflective of their characteristics. They are not portrayed, 
however, with the broad "community" designation in most cases. For purposes of Plan 
administration, a parcel of land is either within a UGB or designated* carmmmity or it 
is not—the deciding factor is the portrayal on the Plan Diagram. Lands adjacent to 
such "boundaries are not considered to be within them until and if the boundaries are 
adjusted to accommodate them. 

Rural Lands 

Finally, lands considered as agricultural, forest or natural resources are lands not 
within any of the above classifications. These lands include the vast majority of total 
Lane County acreage, and are under the jurisdiction of fee County phis state and 
federal governments (National Forests). The Statewide Planning Goals and the 
Policies of this Flan limited substantial rural development. However, it is recognized 
that such development may occur provided it is consistent with the policies contained 
in this document 

E. IMPLEMENTATION 

As stated earlier, the County Policies axe intended to guide actions and. derisions. 
Although the policies have a common feature (ie., relating to one or more aspects of 
land use) they cover a bread range of topics and concerns. Because of this wide range, 
it is not reasonable to assume all policies 'axe to be implemented in the same maimer. 
Visualizing a poKcy as being in one or more of the following categories will provide a. 
better understanding as to its application. 

These are statements describing the County's position .on a certain topic or issue; 
generally but not always, relating neither to a subject, nor under the direct jurisdiction 
of the County, These policies are primarily intended to inform or influence the actions 

" of other parties. They do not have direct influence on the implementation of the 
General Flan through Han Map designation, zoning of land or Cstmty Regulations. 

Examples: "Lane County recommends that no new wilderness areas be designated 
without a complete analysis of the revenue and employment impacts on Lane County. 
"Where designations are made, negative employment and revenue impacts should be 
mitigated by increasing allowable timber harvests on other public lands," 

Cuiimiilmertt Policies 

These are statements describing a future action, the County intends to undertake. The 
policies cover a variety of topics including • (a) guidance in County .operations, 
procedures and relationships with, other agencies, (b) recognition of state and federal 

Page 6 
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AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 

STATE OF OREGON } . 
J s s -

Courity of Lane } 

1, Brenda Jones, being first duly swam, , do hereby depose and say as follows: 

1. I state that 1 am a Secretary for the Planning Division of the Development 
Services Department, City of Springfield, Oregon. 

• 2. I state that in my capacity as Secretary, I prepared and caused to be 
mailed copies of Letter regarding Proposed Amendment to ths 
Eugene-Springfield Metro Plan, adopting coordinated population 
forecasts sent to area Mayors and Qity Managers/Administrators. 

* 

(See attachment W ) on August 17, 2009 addressed to (see Attachment 

"B"), by causing said letters to be placed in a U.S. mail box with" postage 

fully prepaid thereon. 

Brenda 
Planning Admìriì e Specialist 

STATE OF OREGON, County of Lane 

¡ H , 2Q09 Personally appeared the above named Brenda Jones, 
Administrative Specialist, who acknowledged the foregoing instrument to be their 
voluntary act. Before me: 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
D E Y E T T C K E L L Y 

.. NOTARY PU3UC-OREGON 
COMMISSION m. 42D351 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES AUG. 1S, 2Q11 My Commission Expires: " s k h t 
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August 17,2009 , ' 

City of Coburg 
PO Box 8316 
Coburg, Oregon 97408-, 

. Honorable Mayor Volta 
City Council Members 

Subject: Proposed amendment to the Eugene-iSpringfield Metropolitan Area General Plan 
{Metro Plan) adopting coordinated population forecasts prepared by Lane County for Eugene 
and Springfield. 

On June 17,2009 the Lane County Board of Commissioners adapted Ordinance No PA 1255, 
amending the. Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan by adding new population forecasts for 
Lane County and all cities in Lane County for the period 2010-2035. .The Board's action was in 
.compliance with ORS 195.036 Area population forecast, coordination 

On July .16,2009 the cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane County submitted a Notice of 
Proposed Amendment to the Department of Land Conservation and Development pDCLD) 
stating their intention to amend the Metro Plan by adopting the coordinated papulation forecasts 
prepared by Lane County. The proposed Metro Plan text amendment will be added as the third 
paragraph on Page 1-1, Chapter L Introduction and Purpose Section" and will read as..follows: 

In order to achieve timely compliance with their statutory obligations under 2007 Or 
Laws Chapter 650, the Cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane County adopt the 
following forecasts.for their respective jurisdictional areas:. 

2030 2035 
Eugene-C^Ori* * 154,314 202,565 
Urfcan Transition Area West of 1-5 * 17,469 16,494 
Total • 211,783 219,053 

2030 2035 
Springfidd - Oty Only: . 74,814 . 78,413 
Urhan Transition Area East of 1-5 6,794 6,415 
Total ' 81,608 84,828 

These figures effectively provide .coordinated projections for each city's urban 
growth area's for years ending 2030 through 2035, enabling them to 'meet state 
requirements concerning the beginning and ending-yean of the 20-year planning 
period, In the event either city needs to provide a forecast for a planning period that 
begins after 2010 that city shall determine the 20-year forecast hy adding 20% of the 
2030-2035 increment far each year heyund 2010. 
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The notice to DLCD included proposed dates for. public hearings to consider this Metro Plan 
amendment On September 1,2009 the joint planning commissiona ofEugene3 Springfield and 
Lane County mil conduct a public tearing a± 6:00 p jn. in the Springfield City Hall, 225 Fifth 
Street, Springfield OS, to hear any public testimony on ibis proposal On September 22,2009, 
the joint elected officials of Eugene, Springfield and Lane County "will conduct a public hearing 
on this same proposal also at 6:00 p-m. in the Springfield City Hall. The testimony and evidence • 
submitted into the record of the joint planning commission hearing "Will be entered into the 
record ofthejoint elected officials hearing. 

If you baye any questions regarding this proposal, please contact one of ns at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

Gregory Mott 
Planning Manager, City of Springfield 

. Lisa Gardner 
Planning Director, City of Eugene 

cc: (^Mmiager/Adinimst^^^Q^giyj-r -j _ 27 



EXHIBIT A - P25 

2009 Letter Re; Safe Harbor 
Mayors and City Manager, 
Administrators or "City Recorders 

City of Coburg 
Honorable Mayor Volta 
PO Box 8316 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

City of Cobmg 
City Manager Don Scbuesaler 
PO Box 8316 • 
Coburg, Oregon 9740.8 

City of Cottage Grove 
Honorable Mayor Williams 
400 Mam Street 

. Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424 

, City of CresweL 
Honorable Mayor Hooker 
285 E. Oregon Avenue 
CresweH, Oregon'97426 

• City of Dune City 
Honorable'Mayor Hauptman 
PO Box 97 
Duns City, Oregon 97493 

•. City of Florence 
Honorable Mayor Brubaker 
250 Highway 101 

. Florence, Oregon 97439 

City of Junction City 
Honorable Mayor Coon 
PO Bos 250 
Junction City, Oregon 97448 

City of Lowell 
Honorable Mayor "Weathers 
PO Box 490 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

• City of Oakridge 
Honorable Mayor Hampton 
PO Box 1410 
Oakridge, Oregon 97403 • 

CityofVeneta 
Honorable Mayor Breaker 
88184 18* Street 
Yeneta, Oregon 97487 . 

City of Cottage Grove 
City Manager Richard Meyers 
400 Main Street 
Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424 

City of Creswell 
City Administrator Mark Strives 
285 E. Oregon Avenue 
CreswEll, Oregon 97426 

City of Dune City 
City Recorder Amy Graham 
PO Box 97 " 

Dune City, Oregon 97493 

City of Florence 
City Manager Robert Willoughby 
250 Highway 101 
Florence, Oregon 97439 
City of Junction City 
City Administrator David Clyne 
PO Box 250 
Junction City, Oregon 97448 

City of Lowell . . 
City Administrator Chuck Spies 
PO Box 490 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

• .City of Qakridge 
City Administrator Gordon Zimmerman 
PO Box 1410 • 
Oakridge, Oregon 97403 

City of Yeneta 
City Administrator. Ric Ingham 
8818418*311661 
Yeneta, Oregon 97487 

. City of'Westfir 
Honorable Mayor Friedman 
PO Box 296 

City of Westfir • 
City Recorder Beth Murray 
PO Box 296 
Westfir, Oregon 97492 
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AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 

STATE OF OREGON } 

Count/of Lane } 

I, Brenda Jones, being first duty swam, da hereby depose and say as follows: 

1. ! state that ! am ä Secretary for the Planning Division of.the Development 
- Services Department, City of Springfield, Oregon. 

2. -I state that in my capacity as Secretary, I prepared and caused to be 

mailed copies of Letter regarding Proposed Amendment to the 
Eugene-Springfield Metro PIant adopting coordinated papulation 
forecasts sent to interested parties 

3. . fSee attachment "A") an August 18,2009 addressed ta (see Attachment 

"B"), by causing said letters to be placed in a U.S. mail box with postage 

fully prepaid therean. 

Brenda Jones. 
Planning Administrative Specialist 

STATE OF OREGON, dounty of Lane 

( / & • , 2009 Personally appeared the above named Brenda Jones, 
Administrative Specialist, who acknowledged the foregoing instrument to be their 
voluntary act Before me: 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
DEYETTE KELLY 

• NOTARY PUHUC-OREGON 
COfcMSSICN NC 42Ö351 

HYCQAWiaaiQN EXPIRES m 15, »11 My Commission Expires: 

ATTACHMENT 1 - 2 9 



EXHIBIT A - P30 

August 18,2009 

To All Interested Parties, • 

Subject: Purposed amendment to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan 
{Metro Plan) adopting coordinated population forecasts prepared by Lane County for Eugene 
and Springfield, 

On June 17,2009 the Lane County Board of Commissioners adapted Ordinance No PA 1255, 
amending the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan by adding new population forecasts for 
Lane County and all cities in Lane County for the period 2010-2035. The Board's action was in 
compliance with GRS 195.036 Area population forecast, coardmatian. 

On July 16,2009 the cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane County submitted a Notice of 
Proposed Amendment to the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DCLD) 
stating their intention to amend the Metro Plan by adopting the coordinated population forecasts 
prepared by Lane County. The proposed Metro Plan text amendment will be added as the third 
paragraph an Page 1-1, Chapter I, Introduction and Purpose Section and will read as follows: 

- Ia order to achieve timely compliance Trith their statutory obligations nntier 2007 Or 
Laws Chapter £50, the Cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane Comity ..adapt the 
fo&uwing forecasts for their respective jurisdictional areas: 

2030 2035 
Eugene — City Only 194^14 202,565 
Urban Transition Area West of 1-5 17,469 16,494 
Total 211.783 219,059 

2030 2035 
Springfield — City Only . 74^14 78,413 
Urban Transition Area East of 1-5 6,794 Ml5 
Total 81,608 84,828 

These figures effectively provide coordinated projections for each city's urban 
growth area's far years ending 2030. through 2035, enabling them to meet state 
requirements concerning the beginning ending years of the 20-year planning 
period. In the event either city needs to provide a forecast for a planning period that 
begins after 2010 that city shall determine the 20-year forecast by adding 20% of the 
2030-2035 increment for each year beyond 2010. 
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The notice to DLCD included proposed dates for public hearings to consider tins Metro Plan 
mnendqitfui On September 1,2009 the join! planning cammissiaiis of Eugene, Springfield and 
Lane County mil conduct a public hearing at 6:00 p jil in the Springfield City HaH, 225 Fifth 
Street, Springfield OR, to hear any public testimony on this proposal. On September 22,2009, 
the joint electedofficials of Eugenej Springfield and Lane County -will conduct a public hearing 
on this same proposal also at 6:00 p JEL in the Springfield City "Hall The testimony and evidence 
submitted into the record of the joint planning commissian hearing mil be entered into the 
record of the joint elected officials hearing. 

If you have any questiona regarding this proposal, please contact one of "us at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

Planning Manager, City of Springfield 

Use? - A ^ À j y ^ 

T -t Ag Gardner 
Planning Director, City of Eugene 
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8/18^2009 • • 
Interested Parties-, 
Papulation Mail-out' -. 

Mike'Farthing . 
PO Box 10126 
Eugene, Oregon 97440 

Ed Maare, A1CP, S. Willamette Rep 
DLCD Field Office 
644 A Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Kristina Deschaine 
Fire Marshall • 
3620 Gateway Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Conine Shurton 
247 Commercial St. NE #205 
. Salem, Oregon 973Q1 

Oregon Department of Health 
442 A Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Department of Land CgnserVafan & Development 
Oregon Coastal Management 
Dave Perry 
PO Box 451 
Waidpart, Oregon 97394 

Eugene Water & Electric Board 
Attn: Karl Morgenstern 
SQQ E, 4ft Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 974Q1 

Jerry Valencia 
81732 Minnow Creek 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

DEQ 
1102 Lincoln Street #210 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

ODOT 
District 5 Senior Permit Specialist 
644 A Street 
Springfield", Oregon S7477 

. Land Watch Land County 
Robert Emmons 
40093 Little Fall Creek Road 
Fall Creek, Oregon 9743a 

Douglas DuPriest 
777 High Street #200 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 • 

Mia Nelson 
40160 E. 1st Street 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

City of Coburg 
City Recorder 
PO Box 8316 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

City of Cottage Grove 
Planning Department 
400 E Main Street 
Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424 

Richard Meyers 
City Administrator 
City of Cottage Grove 
Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424 

Community Development Director 
City of Florence 
250 Highway 101 
Florence, Oregon 97439 

Damon Kent, City Administrator 
City of Creswell 
PO Box 276 
Creswell, Oregon 97426 

Community Development Director 
Mike Miller-Public Works 
989 Spruce Street 
Florence, Oregon 97439_ 

Mary Spankroy, City Recorder 
City of Dune City 
PO Box 97 . 
Westlake, Oregon 97493-0097 

City of Administrator 
Junction City Planning Department 
PO Box 250 • 
Junction City, Oreg an 97448 

Kay Bark 
Junction City Planning Director 
PO Box 250 
Junction City, Oregon 97443 . 

City of Lowell 
Chuck Spies 
PO. Box 490 , 
Lowell, Oregon 97452-0347 

City of Oakridge 
City Administrator 
PO Box 1410 
Oakridge, Oregon 97463 

City of Veneta 
Jan Wellman, City Administrator 
PO Box 458 
Veneta, Oregon 97437-0458 

City of Westfir 
City Recorder 
PO Box 296 . 
M t f i f " ?74J M 999 

Carrie Connelly 
975 Oak Street #700 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 



EXHIBIT A - P86 

Alice Doyle Pam Driscofl Rabert Emmons 
78185 Rat Creek Road 81394 Lost Creek Road Nena. Lovinger 
Cottage, Grove, Oregon 97424 • Dexter, Oregon 97431 40093 Little Creek Road 

Fall Creek, Oregon 97439 

Cathy Engbrstson 
32703 H Locust Street 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

Michael Farthing 
PO Box 10125 
Eugene, Oregon 97440 

Bill .George 
Sunset View Ranch 
PO Box 305 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

R.S. Hledik 
PO Box 7428 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

George Jessie 
721 Aspen Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Mona Unsfromtperg 
1420 Golden Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 97404 

Norm Maxwell 
PG Box 99 
Loraine, Oregon 97451 

William McCoy 
PO Box 599 
Creswell, Oregon 97426 

Laura Potter 
Lane County Homebuilders 
2053 Laura Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Pat Reilly. 
395 Marion Lane 
Eugene, Oregon 97404 

Andrea Riner 
2177 N. Grand 
Eugene, Oregon 97404 

Bill Rogers 
205Q W, 22nd . 
Eugene, Oregon 974Q5 

Mike Tayhoe 
1462! Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Jerry Valencia • 
Bridgeway Contracting 
87132 Minnow Creek Road 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

JudyVotta 
PO Box 831G 
Coburg, Oregon 974Q8 

Lane County Land Management 
Matt Laird, Director 
125 E. 8m Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 
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M I N U T E S 

JOINT PUBLIC HEARING OF 
EUGENE, SPRINGFIELD AND LANE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSIONS 

Springfield Lihrary Meeting Room 
225 Fifth Street—Springfield 

September 1,2009 
5;3GpjiL 

EUGENE PLANNING COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Phillip Carroll, Chair» Rick Duncan,' Randy 
Hledik, John Lawless. 

SPRINGFIELD PLANNING. COMMISSIONERS PRESENT; Frani Cross," Chair; Johnny Kirschen-
inann, Vice Chain Steve Moe, Sean VanGordon, Sheri Mocrre. 

LANE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:. Lisa Adán, Chair: Robert Noble, Vice 
Chair, Nancy Nichols, Joseph Siekiel-Zdzienicki, John Sullivan. " 

Mr. Cross convened the meeting and explained the joint public hearing process. 

Mr. Cross called the Springfield Planning Commission to order. 

Ms, Adda called the Lane County Planning Commission to aider, 

Mr. Carroll called the Eugene Planning Commissi on to order. 

L BUSINESS FROM TELE AUDIENCE 

There "was no business from the audience. 
» 

I L i J E G I S L T A T T V E P U B L I C H E A R I N G S 

A. Engene-Springfiejd Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) Text Amendment and 
Exception to Statecele Planning Goal 15 Willamette River Greenvray far Construction oí a 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Tiaduet Beneath the Willamette RÎT ex 1-5 Bridge 

Mr. Cross opened testimony far the Springfield Planning Commission and called for conflicts of interests 
or exporte contacts. There were none declared. 

Ms, Adctn opened the public hearing for the Lane County Planning Commission and called for conflicts 
of interest or ex parte contacts. There "were nqne declared. 

Mr. Carroll opened the public hearing for the Eugene Planning Commission to order and called for 
conflicts of interest or eoo parte contacta. Mr. Hledik had a potential conflict of interest with agenda item 

MINUTES—Joint Planning Camnrissicns— September 1, 2009 
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IL A. Eùgene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan] Text Amendment and Exception 
to Statewide Planning Goal 15 Willamette RrverGreerrway for Construction of a Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Yiadnct Beneafli -fee "Willamette River 1-5 Bridge, He was employed by a construction company thai 
qould potentially bid on the project 

Mark Metzger, City of Springfield stafE, explained there had been an euur in the meeting location in the 
origina] public meeting announcement for tonight* 3 meeting. The errar had "been corrected by sending 
out new written notices and e-mail notices and hand deliveries to interested parties. Additionally, a 
advertisement had been placed in the Register Guard "with corrected informati OIL A sign was posted at 
Harris Hall, the she originally published, indicating the location time and location change. This matter 
would be-addressed by-the Joint Elected Officials (JOE) on approximately September 22,2009, and any 
member of the public could address the JOE at that time. He noted there were only two occupied 
businesses or residences within the 300 foct notice area. There was a longer list of contacts who 
received informatian. 

Mr. Metzger explained this was a quasi-judicial hearing, and asked that those testifying focus on the 
criteria for approval -of Metro Piantesi amendments. He said an exception to'Planning Goal 15 was 
under consideration. Goal 15 dealt with the Will qm ette Greenway. He referred to a chart .on the wall . 
that explained the process for exceptions-to Statewide Planning Goal 15. 

Mr. Metzger provided the staff report as outlined in the agenda packet The Eugene-Springfield area had 
one of the largest networks of riverfront bicycle and. pedestrian facilities in the state. The current 
connection between Eugene and Springfield was limited to the north side of the Willamette River. The 
extensive south bank Willamette River path system in Eugene ended at Interstate 5 (1-5) because of the 
physical barriers created by both the existing 1-5 bridges and the proximity of Franklin Boulevard (OR' 
126B) to the Willamette River. Userà traveling between the two cities along the south side of the 
Willamette River must cross to the north side of the river near the 1-5 bridge or divert to the shoulders of 
Franklin Boulevard (OR 126B), a high speed arterial street 

Many planning documents, including the Central Lane MPO Regional Transportation Plan, TransPlan, 
the Glenwood Refinement Plan and WiHamalane Park and Recreation District comprehensive Plan, call 
for the continuation of thè "Willamette River "South Bank Path" from Eugene through GlerrWood to 
Springfield. Construction of die South Bank V.iarinct is essential to the continuation and development of -
the South Bank Path. Combined, the viaduct and path will provide safer, more pleasant opportunities for 
recreational and commuter bicyclists and pedestrians traveling between Eugene and Springfield, 

The proposed South Bank'Viaduct would be about 16 feet wide and 1,100 feet in length. It would 
connect to the South BinkPath at the point where it currently diverted away from the river. The viaduct 
Would elevate the bike/pédestrian path and move it away from the steep bank near the 1-5 bridge, and 
return to the riverbank at a point where the South Bank Path could continue. The proposed viaduct 
structure would hug the shoreline, minimizing ita impact on the river. Same fiH or supporting columns 
may be placed in the river to support the viaduct as it bypassed the slope barrier. The final design for the 
viaduct bìiutilme was still being completed. 

An ODOT Transportation Enhancement Grant of approximately $1 miflion, along with $250,000 in 
Oregon Transportation Investment Act (OITA) funds and approximately $140,000 in donated materials 
Would be used to fund the South Bank Viadnct project The timing of the project would allow reuse, of 

_ multiple concrete box beams from the Willamette River detour bridge on the yiadnct project As the 1-5 

MINUTES—Joint Planning Commissions— September 1,2009 
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replacement bridges "were completed, and the detour bridge was removed, the 'South Bank Viaduct would 
be constructed. * 

Approval of this proposed Metro Plan amendment did not negate eimranmental review of the project 
The South Bank Viaduct -would undergo NEPA review to assess potential enyirunmsiital impacts of the 
final viaduct design and to secure the needed approval for construction of the structure. 

Ma. Moore comrtiended staff far seeing the opportunity to move forward with the project and taVn . 
advantage of the opportunities to reuse materials from the-Willamette River detour "bridge. 

Mr. Kitichenmmm conctrre d with Ma. Moore, seeing the reuse as recycling at its "best 

Mr. Cross called far public testimony, 

Jan Wostmann, 2645 Riverview Street, identified himself as the chair of the LanrdkOl Valley Citizens 
Association. - He "said the neighborhood supported the projects and "urged the commissions make the 
necessary exception to the statewide planning goals. However, he painted oat a deficiency af the 
proposal. The South Bank bike trail did not connect to the adjacent Lanrelhill Valley neighborhood Xhe 
association requested that the commissions take the necessary action to connect to the viaduct and the 
South Bank hike trail to the LaurefhiTl Valley neighborhood. It was a long overdue connection and • 
would provide a great opportunity to remedy this deficiency. 

Responding to questions fram Planning Commissioners, Mir. Metzger referred to a map posted on the 
wall entitled Proposed South Bank Viaduct. He noted the mission tonight was to focus on the Metro Plan 
amendments. "While.the Metro Plan amendments before the commissions neither supported nor apposed 
the connection proposed by Mr. Wostmzann, the project was not within" the purview of the issues before 
the commissions tonight He opined Mr. Wostmann's request for a safe connection far the neighborhood 
was not unreasonable. 

Ms, Jerome, City Attorney for the City of Eugene, raised a point of order. It appeared the-.commissions 
had moved into deliberations from the public hearing process. She encouraged the commissions to 
conclude the public hearing and bring questions to staff during deliberations. 

Mr. Cross called for additional testimony. There was no one wishing ta offer additional testimony. 

Mr. Cross closed the testimony and the record for the Springfield Planning Commission, 

Mr. Carroll closed the pixbliijiearing and the record for the Eugene Planrmg-CdmnnssioiL 

Ms» Adrin closed the public hearing and the record for the Lane County Planning Commission. 

In response to a question fium Mr. Carroll, Mr, Metzger explained the proposed amendment language 
had been reviewed by legal counsel ftum the three jurisdictions. 

Ma. Aikin hoped Staff would be able to assist the citiiehs of LaurelhiH Valley to find similar special 
funding to improve public safety for the residents. 

Mr. Hledik found the findings well written and moine than adequately addressed the criteria. 

MINUTES-—Joint Planning Commissions— September 1,2QQ9 Page 3 
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Mr. Hledik, seconded "by Mr. Lawless, moved that the Eugene Planning Cant-
mission recommend to the City Council a text amendment to 1he Eugene-
Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan that added the following language: 
An exception to Statewide Planning Goal 15 Willamette River Greenway was 
approved hy the cities of Eugene and Springfield and "by Lane County authoriz-
ing construction of a bike path viaduct beneath the 1-5 bridges, along the south 
.bank of the Willamette River. The exception authorizes construction of the 'bike 
path viaduct including the fill and removal 'of fill necessary to build the structure. 
This exception satisfies the criteria of Oregon Admmist̂ tive Rules (OAR)" 660-
'£04-0022(6) Willamette Greenway and the exception requirements of OAR 660-
004-0015, this exception is hereby adopted as an amendment to the Metro Plan 
text, Policy D. H. Chapter HE,' Section D. The motion passed unanimously, 4;0. 

Mr, Noble, seconded by Mr. Siekiel-Zdzienicld, moved that the Lane County 
planning Commission recommend to the Lane County-Board of County Corrt-
"missianer? (BCC) a text amendment to the Eugene-SpringSeld Metropolitan 
' Area General Plan that added the following langüage: An exception to State-
wide Planning GoaH5 Willamette River Greenway was approved by the cities 
of Eugene and Springfield and by Lane County authorizing construction of a 
bike path viaduct beneath the 1-5 bridges, along the south bank af the Willamette 
River. The exception authorizes construction of the bike path viaduct including 
the £11 and removal of £11 necessary to build the structure. This exception satis-
fíes the criteria of Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-004-0022(6) Willa-
mette. Greenway and the exception requirements of OAR 660-QQ4-0015, this ex-
ception is hereby adapted as an amendment to the Metro Plan text, Policy D,H. 
Chapter EI, Section D. The motion passed unanimously, 5:0, 

Mr. Kiischenmann, seconded by Ms. Moore, moved that the City of Springfield 
•planning Ctnmrdssian recqmniend to the Springfield City Council approval of 
File No. LRP 2Q09-00005, the proposed Metro Plan text amendment adding a 
Goal 15 exceptionto policy EU1 of Chapter EI, Section D. for the'purpose of al-
lowing fill to be placed within the "Willamette Greenway far the construction of 
the South Bank Viaduct The motion passed unanimously, 5:0. 

Mr. Cross announced this concluded the public hearing for the Willamette Greenway." 

B. Metro Plan Tért Amendments: New Population Forecasts far Eugene and Springfield 

Mr. Cross opened testimony far the Springfield Planning CpinmissioEL 

Ms. Adán opened the public hearing for the Lane County Planning Commission. 

Mr. Carroll opened the public hearing for "the Eugene Planning Commission. 

Greg Matt, Planning Director for the City of Springfield, offered the staff report He. introduced Jason 
Dedrick, City of Eugene Planning Department and Kent Hcrwe, Lane County Planning Director. 
Mr. Mott distributed and reviewed the following handouts: 
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• ' Chronology of key population forecast events. 
• Existing Proposed Plan Text 
• Memorandum dated September 1,2009 to City of Springfield, Eugene, and Lane County Plan-

ning Camrmssians frum Greg Matt, Kent Hcwe, and Carolyn Weiss, subject TransPIan Horizon 
Year. 

The City of Eugene, City of Springfield and Lane County -were proposing amending the Metro Plan 
by adding separate population forecasts for each city and their urban growth area. The forecasts 
were prepared by Lane County pursuant to'the provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 195.036 
and were recently adopted into the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan. The proposed Metro 
Plan text amendments implemented stated population forecasting and land use planning statutes by 
providing separate coordinated population forecasts far the Eugene and Springfield jurisdictional 
areas of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan. 

Mr. Matt entered into the record the Portland State University (PSU) study. He noted the staff report 
was part of the record and included the findings adopted by the BCC in support of their amendment 
to the rural comprehensive plan. 

Mr. Cress called for public testimony. 

Michael Farthing, P.O. Box 10166, Eugene, represented Gordon Webb, who owned about 600 acres 
on the southeast edge of Springfield. Mr. Webb and Mr. Farthing were involved in the urban growth 
boundary (UGB) process and the population forecast was essential to the UGB process. He asked 
what would happen if the December 31 for House Bill (HJ3.) 3337 compliance deadline was not met. 
He asked for a copy of the complete findings. He noted in the text of the plan amendment, the term 
lkurban transition area" was used. He was not familiar • with the term and asked for clarification. He 
also requested clarification of the language in the_ text which read; 'Tn the event that either city needs 
to provide a forecast for a planning period that begins after 2010, that city shall determine the 20 year 
forecast by adding 2 0 percent of the 2030-2035 total p opulation increment for each year beyond 
2030." He did not understand why there was a 2030 figure and 2035 figure, and thought it was a 20 • 
year period from 2010. He was struck by the precision of the population forecast, asserting '̂ nothing 
could be that precise." He wished the figures were "fuzzier." He added that the numbers in the 2030 
column, 211,783 and 81,608, did not add "up to the existing forecast in the Metro Plan of 286,000 by 
2015, and questioned the consistency of the figures in the current Metro Plan and the PSU study. He 
assumed the PSU study and what the planning camnrissiona were being asked to adopt was an 
amendment to the Metro Plan and the 286,0QQ figure was invalid and inaccurate and wuuld go away. 
Mr. Farthing generally-agreed with the findings on Attachment 1-8, Urbanization, Goal 14, but he 
thought the population forecast was directly related to Goal 14. He asserted the finding language that 
said "the proposed amendment to page 1-1 is consistent with these statutes and with OAR 660.024" 
was a conclusion and not findings! He looked forward to following the process as it. wound its "way 
through the various governing bodies. \ 

Mr."Sullivan expressed concern that Mr. Earthing had a number of questions and Mr. Sullivan did not 
know whether they were all germane to the discussion. He asked if staff could respond to those 
questions during deliberation.. 

Noting there were no other members of the public wishing to speak, Mr. Cross dosed the public 
testimony for the City of Springfield. 
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Mi'Aikni closed the public hearing far Lane County, 

Mr, Carroll closed the public hearing for the City of Engene. He asked if there "was a reason to keep 
the rçccrd open. 

Mr. Mott saw no legal reason to keep the record open if commissioners needed no additional infor-
mati on. , * 

Mr. Mott addressed the concerns raised by Mr. Farthing. . 

Question: What happened if the cities of Eugene and Springfield did not complete the requirement 
for KB. 33377 

Answer: Ms. Jerome responded the statute .did not specific a remedy so it would be the standard 
remedy under the law, which, staff"believed would be for someone to file a writ in Circuit Court 

* to make the cities comply. She added that everyone was on track to complete the work and ataff 
had every reason to believe both jurisdictions would comply with HB. 3337 within the time-
frame. 

Question: What did the term "urban transition area" mean? 

1 Answer: Referring to the handout entitled Existing Proposed Plan Text, Mr. Mott explained 
staff was "recommending the tables included in the handout with figures far each of the years be-
tween 2030 and 2035 to facilitate the completion of these projects "without need to make addi-
tional amendments to the Metro Plan test", as noted on the handout He noted the tsrmMetra 
Urban Area wa$ used on the handout rather'than Urban Transition Area. Metro Urban Area re-
ferred to the area between a land area between the city limits and the UGB. PSU had developed 
population figures for the Metro Urban Areas. Staff was proposing that the term Urban Transi-
tion Area be replaced with the tenu Metro Urban Area. 

Mr. Howe explained that there was a Transplan RTP requirement that would be off by five years. 
Thus, the contract with PSU covered an additional five years. 

, Question: What did "In the event that either city needs to provide a forecast for a planning period 
that begins after 2010, that city shall determine the 20 year forecast by adding 20 percent of the 
2030-2035 total population increment for each year beyond 2030" referto? 

Answer: Mr. Maft.explained the 20 percent solution referred to in the text "In the event that ei-
ther city needs to provide a forecast for a planning period that begins after 2010-, that city shall 
determine the 20 year forecast by adding 20 percent of thé 2030-2035 total population incre-
ment for each year beyond 2030" referred to thé mathematical formula representing fiveyears, 
and allocating 20 percent to each of the years. Although PSU would have addressed the ma-
thematics differently, the 20 percent solution proposed by staff was reasonable, • 

Question: What caused the change in the Metro Plan population figure of 286,000? 
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. Answer: Mr. Mott said the 286,000 figure did go away. That population fort cast was used dnr-
• ing periodic review in 1595. for a 20 year plan. The planning horizon, was changing beyond 

2015, and new projections were being used. 

Question; Related to Goal 14 findings. 

Answer: Mr. Matt'said the findings were perfected through the public hearing process. Hear-
ings were not static and subject to chmge based upon additional information. The JEOa would 
adopt the findings although it was the job of the planning canmiisaians to make recommenda-
tions to the JEOs based on findings and public testimony they receive. He added the rule was 
unequivocal. The inventory could not be validated for a 20 year period without a population 
forecast. 

In response to a question from Mr. Noble, Mr. Mott said the findings which Mr. Farthing thought 
were incomplete were those adopted by the BCC in the PSU report and coordinated figures,' 

Ms. Jerome added said the fmHfngq were a matter of public record and had be£n adopted by Lane 
County. A more complete version would be provided to the elected officials. 

Ma. Brotherton explained the information before the commissi oners was intended to be heads up and 
provide an opportunity for the commissioners to add clarification if they so choose. She noted in 
April 2009, the jointplanning commissjons held- a public hearing and recommended to elected offi-
cials that they adopt some amendments to TransPlan and the Metro Plan as part of the work plan 
approved by the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC). The work plan required 
that the planning horizon of TransPlan be adjusted to get in more in line with what it actually 
planned for. It planned for a population for the transportation study area. She displayed a map 
which illustrated the transportation study area. . . 

Responding to a question from Mr. Htedik, Ms. Jerome explained on Goal 8 that the City of Eugene 
PROS comprehensive plan had not yet been adopted and therefore there was intentionally not refe-
renced in the current process. The Goal 11 findings could be "updated based on canmlissianers' 
comments from this meeting before the issue went to the City Council. She added there would be 
further discussions an Goal 11 through the Eugene Comprehensive Lands (ECLA) process. 

Responding to questions from Mr. VanGardan,-Mr. Mott explained that the variation between the 
five year increments was irrelevant Mr. Mott added that the term ""safe harbor", a? referred to by the 
Division of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) director, was the "presumed* constant 
portionality1.'. He n'ated-DLCD staff thought the safe harbor method did not adequately track the 
changes thai:occurred in population movements due to aging and other factors, Mr. Mott added 
relying cmportianality of 72 percent for Eugene and 28 percent for Springfield was a simplistic • 
approach fh?t the state w a s willing to accept in the c i r cums tances where cities were in crisis and had 
to haire a population forecast and the counties were not acting as needed. Safe harbor was premised 
on the cristing OEApopulationforeeastforLane County in2030 to he 434,000. PSTJaodOEA 
agreed that was no longer accurate, asserting the Lane County population would be 420,000 in 2030. 
The original premise of attempting to calculate the constant portionality had been ratcheted down. If 
the 420,000 figure had been used, the safe harbor numbers would have heen even smaller. 
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Mr. Duncan, seconded by Mr. Hledik, moyed to recommend thai the elected of-
ficials approve the Metro Plan amendment shown on page 1 of the staff memo-
randum, with the amendments recommended in the provided hand-ant (specifi-
cally, the amendments adding thé break-out for yeai3 2031,2032,2033, and 
2034; and replacing the term "Urban Transition Area" with the term "Metro Ur-
ban Area1') but deleting the last sentence from the amendments recommended in 
the provided hand-out (beginning with: "In the event.."). The motion passed 
unanimously, 4:0. 

Mr. Noble, seconded by Ms. Nichols, moved to recommend that the elected offi-
cials approve the Metro Plan amendment shown on page 1 of the staff memory 
dnm, with the amendments recommended in the provided hand-out (specifically} 
the amendments adding tie break-out for years 2031,2032,2033, and 2034- and 
replacing the term ,fUrban Transition Area" with the term. "Metro Urban Area") 
but deleting the last sentence from the amendments recommended in the pro-
vided hand-out (beginning with: 'In the event..."), 

Ms. Addn said she would support the motion hut found the term Metro Urban Area confusing. She 
wished to have it further clarifï e d when it was brought forwar d to elected officials. 

The motionpassedunanimously, 5:0. 

Ms. Moore, seconded by Mr. Kirschenmann, moved to recommend that the 
elected officials approve the Metro Plan amendment shown on page 1 of the-staff 
mémorandum, with the amendments recommended in the provided hand-out . 
(specifically., the amendments adding the break-out for years 2031,2032,2033, 
and 2034' and replacing the term "Urban Transition Area" with the term "Metro 
Urban Aie a") but deleting the last sentence from the amendments recommended 
in the provided hand-out (beginning with; "In the event.. .h), The motion passed 

•unanimously, 5:0. 

Mr. Noble, seconded by Ms. Nichols, moved that the Lane County Planning 
Comnriflsion close the record. The motion passed unanimously, 5*.0. 

Mr. Duncan, seconded by Mr. Lawless, moved tbat 'the Eugene Planning Com-
mission close the record. The motion passed unammjously, 4:0. 

M 

••ffi.'-Kirschemriann, seconded by Mr. VanGordon, moved that the Springfield 
Planning Commission close- the record. The motion passed unanimously, 5:0. 

Mr. Carroll, moved to recommend; that based on the Planning Commission's 
recommended population forecasts,' the amendments to TiansPlan and the.Metro 
Plan recommended to the Eugene City Council/Board of County Commissioners 
an April 7,2009, be adjusted to reflect the new population numbers. There was 
no second to the motion. * 

Following a brief discussion, Mr. Hledik concluded that he was comfortable moving forward with the 
motion without holding an additional public hearing. 

MINUTES—Joint Planning Commissions— September 1,2009 Page 8 
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•' • - Mr. SieOdel-Zdademcki concurred an'additional public hearing was not needed. 

Mr. HLedik called the question. 

Mr. Lawless/ seconded by Mr. Hledlk, moved to recommend, that based on the 
' Planning Commission's recommended population forecasts, the amendments to 
TransPlan and the Metro Plan recommended to the Eugene City CquncQ on 
April 7,20 09, be adjusted to reflect the new population numbers., The motion 
passed nnanimonsly, 4:0. . * 

Mr. SieHel-ZdzienicH, seconded by Mr. Noble, moved to recommend, that 
based on the Planning Commission's recommended population forecasts, the • 
amendments to TransPlan and the Metro Plan recommended to the B oard of 
County Commissioners on April % 2GG9i be adjusted to" ¿eflict'tJie nê r.popula-
tian numbers. The motion passed unanimously, 5:0. 

Mr. Kirschenmanni seconded by Mr. VanGordon, moved to recommend, that 
based on the Planning Commission's recommended population forecasts, the 
amendments ,to TransPlan and the Metro Plan recommended to the Springfield 
City Council on April 7,2009, be adjusted to reflect the new population num-
bers. The motion passed unanimously, 5:0. 

Mr. Cross adjourned the meeting at 7:55 pjn. 

(Recorded by Linda Henry) 
mi\2QQ9 minutes\jamtplarming commissions 09Q901.dac 
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AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 

STATE OF OFtEGON } 
}ss. 

County of lane } 

1, Brenda Jones, being first duly sworn, do hereby depose and say as follows: 

1. I state thai 1 am a Secretary for the Planning Division of the Development 
Services. Department, City of Springfield, Oregon. 

. 2 . I state that in my capacity as Secretary, I prepared and caused to be 
mailed copies al Letter sent to Interested Parties re: Proposed 
amendment to the Eugene-Springfie/d Metropolitan Area General 
Plan fSee attachment "A") on September 10, 200$ addressed to (see 
Attachment "B"), by causing said letters to be placed in a U.S. mail box . 
with postage fully prepaid hereon. 

STATE OF OREGON, County of Lane 

h m 1Q. , 2009 Personally appeared the above named Brenda Jones, 
'Administrative Specialist, who acknowledged the foregoing instrument to be their 
voluntary act. Before me: 

OFFICIAL SEAL -
D E Y E T T E K E L L Y 

NOTARY PUBUC- OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. 420351 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES AUG. 15,2011 My Commission Expires: ZjML 
ATTACHMENT 1 - 4 3 . 
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September 10,2009 

• Subject:1' 'Proposed'amendment to thé Engene-TSpringfield Metropolitan Area General Plan 
(Metro Plan) adopting coordinated population forecasts prepared by Lane County for Eugene 
and Springfield. .. • • • 

To All Interested Parties, 

On August 17,2009 yon received a letter from the planning directors of Eugene, Springfield and 
Lane County that included a statement of intent to amend the Metro Plan to add new population 
forecasts for each city; a copy of the proposed text that would be included in Chapter I, 
Introduction and Purpose Section of the Metro Planm

3 and the time, date and location of joint 
public hearings before thé planning commissions and the elected officials of Eugene, Springfield 
and Lane County to hear testimony on this proposed amendment 

This letter is intended to inform you that the joint planning commissions conducted a hearing on 
September 1,2009 and at the conclusion of that hearing recommended that the elected officials 
adopt revised text and forecast table that includes the years 2031,2032,2033 and 2034. The full 
text is attached to this letter, 

Please be advised that the information you received on August 17th did not include a break-out of 
the yean between 2030 and 2035; the text yon received said: icIn the event either city needs to 
provide a forecast for a planning period that begins after 2010 that city shall determine the 20-
year forecast by adding 20% of the 203 0-2035 increment for each year beyond 2010 " The 
pi arming commissi cm, staff, and public were concerned that this text could be interpreted in a way 
not intended and thereby bring about" subsequent amendments to the Plan inconsistent with the 
purpose of this language. The staff prepared alternative language prior to the hearing that • 
assigned population figures for each of the years between 2030 and 2035 So that any required 20-
year planning period that ended in one of these years would already have an associated forecast; 
additionally, the text cited above was deleted. 

Eor your information, the new figures for each of these years were derived by a linear 
extrapolation of the period between the adopted figures of2030 and 2035, that is, each 
succeeding year's population increases by the same number as the preceding year. The 
consultants who prepared the Lane County coordinated population forecast confirmed that such 
an extrapolation is a reasonable approach in forecasting the population for these years. The 
addition of these years with these figures has no effect on "the forecast figures for the other cities 
in Lane County or the rural population forecast because the -population figures adopted for 2030 
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' àniT2U3 J 'do not cùange, and the increase each year, though identical, does not leSfWl-h1- -
population other than "what has .already "been forecast to reside in Eugene and Springfield. 
The joint elected officials wOl conduct a public .hearing on the planning commis sión 

"recommendations on September 22,2009 at 6:00 pjn.< in the library Meeting Room of 
Springfield City Hall, 225 Fifth Street . ' 

If you have any questions regarding this proposal, either in its initial form or current iteration, " 
please contact me at your convenience.. . , 

Sincerely, and on "behalf of Eugene and Lane County Planning Directors, 

ce: CityManaê^Administraiar 
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"Proposed Metro PlanTextas Recommended by the Joint Planning Commissions 

"\ri order to achieve timely compliance with their statutory obligations under 2007 Or Laws Chapter 650, the Cities of 
Eugene and Springfield adopt the following forecasts for their respective jurisdictional areas: 

' 2030 • 

Eugene- City'Only . ' 134,314 

Total 

o. Jtlix, TAJ ÏmÎ Ì.V 1. T̂ ry.l̂ ill ìil" vi? TCiî 

211,7 S3 • 

2035-

• 202,565 

15,494 

213,059 

Springfield - C'rty Only 74,814 vMwmmmimmè. 78,413 

^e tm®^an 'Aféâ East of 1-5 6,794 
1 . k l K i l « . 1 . • * 1 * ̂ 'mm-^Mwmmm 6,415 

Total ai.soa 82,252 = , ^ 84,828 

These figures effectively provide coordinated projections for each c f t / s urban growth area for years ending 2030 through 
2035, enabling them to'meet state requirements concerning the beginning and ending years of the 20-year planning 
period." 

NOTE: The Joint Planning Commissions recommended that the inteirvenlngyears between 2030 and 2035 be added to . 
the Metro" Plan text and that "urban transition area" be replaced wfth "Metro Urban Area." Ail of these changes appear 
with a 2556 gray screen for ease of identification. 
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9/11/2009 
Interested Parties. • 
population MaiJ-out-. 

Mike Farthing 
PO Box 10126 • 
Eugene, Oregon 97440 

Ed Maore, AJCP, S. Willamette Rep 
DLCD Field Office 
544 A Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Kristina Deschaine 
Firs Marshall 
3620 Gateway Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Conine Shurton 
247 Commercial St. NE#205 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

Mia Nelson 
40160 E 1st Street 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

Richard Meyers 
City Administrator 
City of Cottage Grove 
Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424 

Community Development Director V. 
City of Florence " 
250 Highway 101. 
Florence, Oregon 97439 

Kay Bork 
Junction Cfty Planning Director 
PO Box 25Q 

Junction City, Oregon 97448 

City ofVeneta 
Jan Wellman, Cfty Administrator 
PO Box 45a Veneta, Oregon 97487-0458 

Oregon Department of Health 
442 A Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

"Department of Land Conservation & Development 
Oregon Coastal Management 
Dave Perry 
PO Box 451 . 
Waidport, Oregon 97394 

Eugene Water 6 Electric Board 
Attn: Karl Morgenstem 
500 E. 4th Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Jerry Valencia 
81732 Minnow Creek 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

City af Coburg 
City Recorder 
PO Box 8316 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

Damon Kent, "City Administrator 
City of Cneswell 
PO Box 276. 
Creswell; Oregon 97426 

Community Development Director 
Mike Miller- Public Works 
989 Spruce Street 
Florence,.Oregon 97439. 

City of Lowell 
Chuck Spies 
PO Box 490 
Lowell, Oregon £7452-0347 

City of Wesffir 
City Recorder 
PO Box 296 
Westfir, Oregon 97492-9999 
ATTACHMENT 1 - 4 7 ^ 

DEQ 
1102 Lincoln Street #210 
Eugene, Oregon 37401 

• ODOT 
District 5 Senior Permit Specialist 
644 A Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Land Watch Land County 
Robert Emmons 
40093 little Fall Creek Road 
Fai! Creek, Oregon 97438 

Douglas DuPriest 
'777 High Street #200 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

City of Cottage Grove " 
Planning Department 
400 E Main Street 
Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424 

Mary Spankroy, City Recorder 
City of Dune City 
PO Box 97 
Weatlake, Oregon 97493-QQ97 • 

CHy of Administrator. 
' Junction City Planning Department 
PO Box 250 
Junction City, Oregon 97448 

City of Oakridge 
City Administrator 
PO Box 1410 
Oakridge, Oregon 97463 

Carrie Connelly 
975 Oak Street #700 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 



S I 

Alice Doyle 
78185 Rat Creek Road 
Cottage, Grove, Oregon 97424 

Pam Drisccfl 
81394 Lost Creek Road 
Dexter, Oregon 97431 

Cathy Engbrétson 
32703 E Locust Street 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

Michael Farthing 
PO Box 10126 
Eugene, Oregon 97440 

R.S. HIedik. 
PO Box 7428 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

George Jessie 
721 Aspen Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Norm Maxwell 
PO Box 99 
Loraine, Oregon 97451 

William McCoy 
PO Box 599 
Creswell, Oregon 97426 

Pat Reilly • 
395 Marion Lane 
Eugene, Oregon. 97404 

Andrea Riner 
2177 N. Grand 
.Eugene, Oregon 97404 

Mike Tayhoe 
1462 I Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Jerry Valencia 
Bridgeway Contracting 
87132 Minnow Greek Road 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

Lane County Land Management 
Matt Laird, Director 
125 E. S*1 Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 974Q1 
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Robert Emmons 
Nena Lovinger 
40093 Little Creek Road 
Fail Creek, Oregon 97438 

Bill George 
Sunset View Ranch 
PO Box305 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

Mona Unstromberg 
1420 Golden Avenue' . 
Eugene, Oregon 97404 

Laura Potter 
Lane County Homebuildera. 
2053 Laura Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

Bill Rogers' 
2050 W. 22nd 

Eugene, Oregon 97405 

Judy Volta • 
P Ó B o x a 3 1 6 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 
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AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 

STATE OF OREGON } 
} 

County of Lane } } 
1, Brenda Jones, being first duly sworn, da hereby depose and say as follows: 

1. I state that I am a Secretary for the Planning Division of the Development 
Services Department, City of Springfield, Oregon. 

2. I state that in my capacity as Secretary, l prepared and caused to be 
mailed copies of Leifersenf to Lane County Mayors, Counc/7 Members 
and City Managers re: Proposed amendment to the Eugene-
Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (See attachment "A") on 

' September 10, 2009 addressed to (see Attachment "B"), by causing said 
letters to be placed in a U,S. mail box with postage fully prepaid thereon. • 

STATE OF OREGON, bounty of Lane 

2009 Personally appeared the above named Brenda Jones, 
, alist, who acknowledged the foregoing instrument to be their 

voluntary abt. Before me: 

Brenda 
Piannir . t 

COMMISSION NO. 420351 
MY C0KMSSK3N EXPIRES AUG. 15,201.1 

My Commission Expires: 
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September 10,2009 

City of Coburg 
PO Box 8316 

. Coburg, Oregon 97408 

Subject: Proposed amendment to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan 
(Metro Plan) adapting coordinated population forecasts prepared by Lane. County for Eugene 
and Springfield. 

Honorable Mayor 
City Council Members 

On August 17,2009 you received a letter from the planning directors of Eugene, Springfield and 
Lane County that included a statement of intent to amend the Metro Plan to add new population 
forecasts for each city; a copy of the proposed text that would be included in Chapter I, 
Introduction and Purpose Section of the Metro Plan; and the time, date and location of joint 
public hearings before the planning commissions and the elected officials of Eugene, Springfield 
and Lane County to hear testimony on this proposed amendment 

This letter is intended to inform you that the j oint planning commissions conducted a hearing on 
September 1,2009 and at the conclusion of that hearing recommended that the elected officials 
adopt revised text and forecast table that includes the years 2031,2032,2033 and 2034. Tiie full 
text is attached to ibis-letter.. 

Please be advised that the information you received on August 17th did not include a break-out of 
Hie years ."between 2030 and 203'5; the text you received said: "In the pvent either pity ̂ eptjs Jo 
Ijrovftje ^ fprpcatf Jar a plapning P£fff?4 that cjfy sĵ aU 1}je 20-
ypafforecast]jy afl^mg^fP/oof tha 2030:203$Intfre^tforpathye^Keyopd^QlP-" Tfyp 
yl^Ffng con^^p^'^ag'pndpublic wipe cpncejnei| tfjaf ̂ t e x f h e j i f P " 
not intended and "thereby bring about subsequent amendments to the P/an inconsistent wiiE the 
purpose of this language. The staff prepared alternative language prior to the hearing that 
assigned population figures for each of the years between 2030 and 2035 so that any required 20- • 
year planning period thai gided in one of these years, would already have an associated forecast; 
additionally, the text cited aboyg was deleted. 
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For your infr^-matinr^ the nerw figures for each of these years wuie derived by a linear 
extrapolation of die period between the adopted figures of2Q30 and2035,ihatis, each 
succeeding year's population increases by the same number as the preceding year. The 
consultants "who prepared the Lane County coordinated population forecast confirmed that sucft 
an extrapolation is a reasonable approach in forecasting the population for these years. The 
addition of these years with these figures has no effect on the forecast figures for the other cities 
in Lane County or the rural population forecast because the population figures adopted for 2030 
and 2035 do not change, and the increase each year, though identical, does not rely on a 
population other than' what has already been forecast to reside in Eugene and Springfield." 
The joint elected officials will conduct a public hearing on the planning commission 
recommendations on September 22,2009 at 6:00 p n in the library Meeting Room of' 

• Springfield City Hall, 225 Fifth Street . 

If you have any questions re gar ding this proposal, either in its initial form or current iteration, • 
please contact me at your convenience. 

Sincerely, and on behalf of Eugene and Lane County Planning Directors, 

Gregory Mott 
Planning Manager, City of Springfield 

cc: C i t y M ^ C T / A ä m M s t ^ A e H M E N T 1 _ g l 
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Proposed Metro Plan Text as Recommended fay the Joint Planning Commissions • 

1 • # i 

"In order to achieve timefy compliance with their statutory obligations under 2007 Or Laws Chapter 550, the Cities of 
Eugene and Springfield adopt the following forecasts for their respective jurisdictional areas: 

< 

2°3o _' memmmsmmmmm 
Eugene-City Only " ^ 3 1 4 ' 

S S West of 1-5 17,469 " 

Total - ' . 211.783 ' 

Springfield - City Only 74,814 . ' • ^ S ^ ^ S ^ M ^ ^ ^ M ^ M 

wmmm ** . 
Total 81.608' V V ^ ^ M ^ S ^ ^ W ^ ' S M l ' ^ ' S ^ S i S B 

These figures effectively provide coordinated projections for each city's urban growth area far years ending 2030 through 
2035, enabling them to meet state requirements concerning the beginning and ending years of the 20-year planning 
period." 

NOTE: The Joint Planning Commissions recommended that the intervenlngyears between 2030 and 2035 be added ta 
the Metro Plan text and that "urban transition area" be replaced wrth "Metro Urban "Area." All nf these changes appear 
with a 25% grayscreenfor ease Of identification. . 

2035 

202,565 

16,494 

213,059 

78,413 

6,415 

84,328 
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2009 Letter Re;-Safe Harbor 
Mayors and City Manager, 
Administrators or City Recorders 

City of Coburg 
Honorable Mayor Volta 
PO Box 8316 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

'Ciiy of Coburg 
City Manager Don Scbnessler 
PO Box 8316 
Coburg, Oregon 97408 

City of Cottage Grove' 
Honorable Mayor "WHliams 
400 Madn Street 
Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424 

City of Cottage Grove 
City Manager Richard Meyera 
400 Main Street 
Cottage Grove, Oregon 97424 

City ofCreswell 
Honorable Mayor Hooker 
285 E. Oregon Avenue 
Creswell, Oregon 97426 

City ofCreswell 
City Administrator Mark Shrives 
285 E. Oregon Averme 
Creswell, Oregon 97426 

Cily of Dune City 
Honorable Mayor Hanptman 
PO Box 97 
Dune City, Oregon 97493 . 

City of Dune City 
City Recorder Amy Graham 
PO Box 97 
Dune. City, Oregon 97493 

City of Florence 
Honorable Mayor Brubaker 
250 Highway 101 
Florence, Oregon 97439 

City of Junction City 
Honorable Mayor Coon 
PO Box 250 • 
Junction City, Oregon 97448 

City of Lowell 
Honorable Mayor Weathers 
PO Box 490 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

City of Florence 
City Manager Robert Wffiaughby 
250 Highway 101 
Florence, Oregon 97439 • 

City of Junction City 
City Administrator David Clyne 
PO Box 250 • 
Junction City, Oregon 97448' 

City of Lowell 
City Administrator Chuck Spies 
PO Box 490 
Lowell, Oregon 97452 

City of Oakridge 
Honorable Mayor Hampton 
PO Box 1410 
Oakridge, Oregon 97403. 

City of Oakridge 
City Administrator'Gordon Zimmerman 
PO Box . 1410 
Oakridge, Oregon 97403 

City of Veneta 
Honorable Mayor Sharon Hobart-Hardin 
PO Box 458 
Veneta, Oregon 97487 

City of Veneta 
City Administrator Ric Ingham 
PO Box 458 . 
Veneta, Oregon 97487 

City of Westfir 
Honorable Mayor Friedman 
PO Box 296 
Westfir, Oregon 97492 
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5 " c l 

Memo Date: May IB, 2009 
First Reading/Public Hearing Date; June 3,2009 
Second Riding Date: June 17,2009 

TO: poard of County Commissioner 
DEPARTMENT: ' Public Works, Land Management Division, Pfenning Department 
PRESENTED BY: Stephanie Schutz, Planner 
AGENDA ITEM TITLE: ORDINANCE NO. PA 12551 In The Mater Of Amending The 

Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan (RCP) By Adapting A 
Coordinated Population Forecast For Lane County And Each 
Urban Area Within The County And Adopting Savings And 
Severability ClaLfces. (FÜe No. PA 08-5373) 

J. MOTION: 

For June 3.2009: Read the tnle of ihe Ordinance and open the public hearing on Ordinance 
No. PA 1255 at 1:30 p.m. Conduct the hearing. After tesflmony has ccnduded and the Board 
has determined the form of the orainanea, then move to appravs the first reading and sat the 
second reading and possible adoption of Ordinance No. PA 1255 on June 17J 2009. 

For JunB 17.2009: Move adoption of Ordinance No. PA 1255 to amend tha lane County Rural 
Comprehensive Plan (RCP) to Include a coordinated countywide populaficn forecast far Lane 
County and each urban area within the county. 

II. AGENDA HEM SUMMARY 

The small dties In Lane County have submitted 3 proposal to emend Ihe Lane County Rural 
Comprehensive Plan to Include a coordinated twenty year population forecast far theqounty 
and the cJUes within the county. Concurrently the Hoard Initiated a countywide cocrtilr&tBd 
population forecast project and contracted with the Portland State University. Population 
• Research Center to prepare that forecast data. Population forecasts are used In land use 
planning as a basis for determining the amount and type of housing needs to accommodate 
residents and to ensure sufficient land is available far economic growth fret provides Jobs, 
Currently, the RCP does not Indude previously coordinated population forecasts. 

% 

ffl. BACKGROUNb/1 MP LI CATIONS OF ACTON 

Population forecasts are estimates of the future population of a given area and ere baaed on an 
'analysis of historic population growth and assumptions about future demographic and economic 
trends that are expected to occur. Forecasts reflect and Incorporate expertise, judgments and 
decisions with respect to factors such as the Integrity of the base data used, the ' 
appropriateness of the statistical model employed arid the reliability of the assumptions 
considered. In short, forecasts Era an educated, best guess of what the future populate of an 
area will be. $ 

0rdhaî NaPA12H/InT̂ Ma<twDfAmendir̂ Th«lsrie Coiirty CoraprebenflJvfl Piai (RCP)Ta Wudo ACocrfnatBd 
Popifei^FcTWrtFwLMGxrtytade^ 
F2B No. PA 0*5373) 

Pans 1 
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A. Board Action and Other History 

ànce 1974 Lane County and sewral of thé cities utifeed the Lana Council of Governments 
(LCOG) to perform the regional coordination of planning acfivffles, which Induded the 
development of population forecasting far beai jurisdictions since 1877. As a beai agency with 
staff experienced to planning analysis and demography, LCOG was a logical provider of this 
service. 

As of,1995, all counties or coordinating bodies in Oregon have bean required to work with the 
dties to develop population forecasts far use by Ihe county and cities In maintaining and 
updating comprehensive plans or other land-use planning activities. In 2009, the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) promulgated OAR 660- Division 24, which 
Induded direction to counties in adopt and maintain coordinated 20-year population forecasts 
for the county and each urban area within the county. OAR 660-024̂ 030, 

In eariy 2008, the Board of County Commissioners resumed responsibility for coordinated 
population forecasts under ORS 195.036. On June 27,2008, the ten small cities in Lane County ' 
submitted an application to Land Management requesting consideration of a Rual 
Comprehensive Plan Post Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA) ta edopt a coordinated . 
t&anty-year forecast proposed by the cities far the county end each cSy urban area In the county . 

On August 5,2G03, the Board of Commissioners directed siaf? to begin a counlywde coordinated 
population forecast project that would incfuda solkaìaìlon cf appropriate consultant firms to 
conduct the analysts required far the prelect The Portland State University Population Research 
Center was retained to prepare forecasts and the justification for Ihosa numbers. 

On September 5* 2008, Springfield no tiffed Lane County that the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) was notified the rifes Df Eugene end Springfield had 
Initiated a PAPA to the Métra Plan to adopt new population forecasts for the dfes ta comply with 
the needed housing determination required by ORS 197̂ 304 (HB 3337 irt 2007). 

On October2,2003, the PAPA application submitted by the small cities was deemed complete 
and the tiret publto hearing was scheduled. The Lane County Planning Commission sctiedulëd a 
work session arid Initial public heating on December 16,2008. Referral notice of this hearing was 
mailed to agencies and interested parlies and published in the Register Guard on November 26, 
200B. Thè meeting Was cancelled due to adverse weather. 

Prior to the scheduled December 16,2008 small cfty PAPA hearing, the Una County Planning ' 
Commission participated in coordinated population forecasting far the mefcgo cities tough e Joint 
hearing wHh the Metro Cft/s planning com mission's In Springfield CftyHaUantfta Wsfra Pian 
Safe Harbor separate population forecasts proposed by Eugene and Springfield for ihs first ìime 
under HB 3337. The three planning commissions each voted a separata recommendation to their 
elected officiais, the vote from Lane County was to recommend adoption.; 

In addition to the Mefro Ffan Population Forecast PAPA hearing, the Lang County Plamlrtg 
Commission was invited, and many participated to the PSU Countywide Papulation Forecast Kick-
off meeting held In Harris Hail on December 2,2008. Two additional pubic meetings were held 
upon release of the draft PSU population forecasts, on February26,2009 and March 2S, 2009. 

Onflroixa No. PA 1ÌS / fri Thè Malter Of ArcenAg.Th9 lane Qounty Rural Comptriiensto Flab' (RCP)Tû forti ria A Coord Erated 
P^Mton ârê t̂̂ crLarB County Arej Each Urfcan Area WBttn The Coiirty; And Adq^Savi^ And Severa^ 

Paga 2 
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Two additional worfc sessions and two additional public hearings considering the Small City PAPA 
were conducted by the Lane County Planning Commission, on January 6,2009 and March 3, 
2009, Délibérations and a recommendation to approve the proposal were compte ted on March 
17,200, 

The small cities initiated the PAPA In response to the statutory and administrative rule ' 
requnements that now pertain to the County. "The smali cities that have seen rapid growth over 
the past few years and those with recent water and sewer service capability Improvements 
propose that circumstances pertaining to the tawa regarding population projections have 
changed sufficiently to require this amendment to update ihdr population projections. 
Réévaluation of long range plans w under consideration In several of the small otieg. Economic 
Opportunity Analysis/Housing Needs Studies and other documentation that might necessitate 
amendments to city plans are being reviewed to ensure that urban services ara adsquate to 
handïe populations which may exceed those projected In past pfenning efforts. The feck of 
countywide coordinated and adopted population forecasts, or the gdapftan of an unreasonable 
forecast which does not account for current trends poses significant problems for cities seeking 
to create adequate long range plans and comply with applicable statewide planning goals. 

B P o l i c y Issues 

The Beard of Commissioners have the authority to adopt its coordinated population forecast for 
the county and urban areas within the county. The ¿Sty's future public faculty, housing end 
transportation needs are based on fufeirs population forecasts that are as reasonable as can be 
expected with a twenty year horizon. The coordination between the county and.the twelve cities 
In Lsne County to arrive at a coordinated forecast Is based on Board polices and this process 
will determine the outcome of the first adopted countywide coordinated papulation projection of 
the twenty first century. 

C, . Board Goals 

Adoption of this ordinance after conducting a public hearing supports the following Lane County 
Strategic Goals adopted by the Board: \ 
• Provide opportunities for citizen participation In decision making, voting, vdunteerisra end 

cMc and community tnvbtoemenl. * 
• Contribute to appropriate community development In the areas of transportation -and 

telecommunications infrastructure housing, growth management and land development 

" * 

D. Financial ancl/o^R6sourca Considerations 
i 

The ten small cities In Lane County combined funds to cover the application processing fee, A 
reasonably accurate and long term population Forecast Is Important to "right stee' any 
Improvements to or construction of municipal Infrastructure projects such as water systems and 
sewage treatment plants. Funding for the planning, design, and construction of these facilities 
are. often a mix of System Development Charges and grant/loan packages "from federal and 

. state government Consequently, it is Important for municipalities to have credible population 
projections for the targets developed for each city In this and other land use planning work. 

Ordiranca No. PA 1255 /In The Matter Of AmereSngTha lane. County Rural Comprehensive Pfan [RCPJTû hdudè A CocrdTnated 
Foputafon Forecast Far Une County And Eath Urtwn Aw 
(Fïa N0.RADWB73J 
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E. .Criteria/Analysis 

LC12JJ50 Method of Adoption and Amendment. 
(1) The adoption of the comprehensive pisn or sn amendment to such plan shall be by an 
ordinance. 

Ordinance No. PA 12551s attached for consideration by the Board. Findings of compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations are Included as Exhibit B to the Ordinance, 

(2) The Board may amend or supplement the comprehensive plan upon a flhd&ig of: 
(a) an.&rorln the plan; cr 
(b) changed oroitnatances affecting or pertaining to the plan; or 
(c) a change in public poUcy; cr 
(d) a cftarzge in pvkHc need based on a reevaluate cffactcrs sffecting the 
plan; provided, the amendment cr supplement dcss net Impair the ptjpose 
of the p/an BS estebfished by LG1ZD05 below. 

The findings of compliance with the above criteria are found In Exhibit B lo the Ordinance.. 

LC12.GG5 Purpose. 
The beard shall adopt a comprehensive plan. The general purpose of the comprehensive plan 
fetfte flufrfng of thescdal, economic, and physical development of its County to best promote 
public health, safsty, order, convenience, prosperSy and genera/welfare. ' 
The lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan Introduction Section iflustratea the connectedness 
of the city and county plans, and describes the co-adoption of each rit/s Comprehensive Plan 
as illustrated In the Introduction. In addition to this visual representation of the relationship 
, between the dties plans and the oversB general county plan, Part I, Section D of the Rural 
Comprehensive Plan states; 
IflfhUe the Policies in this document are directed si Lane County government,! is cfeariy 
recognized that the County has a responsibility to, end must coordinate efforts cfoseiy with, the 
inc&porated cities wflfrin 8$ boundaries. Statewide planning law requires thst each incorporated 
city develop and adapt its awn /And use plan which must itself comply WTVT ¿CDC Goals. The 
plan must contain essentially the same elements es ihe County General Pferk with an addiSonaf -
element of an identified Urban Growth Boundary (required by Goal 14). Ftfisrv urbon'growth for 
each city is to take place within that Boundary. In the casaof the Eugene-Springfield 
Metropolian Area Plan; a muiua/ Boundary Is adopted by both dttes and the County. For an 
other dties, the County must ratfiy the cities UGB's by independent evaluation of, and adoption 
oi appropriate cityplatt provisions. 

Through this method, the County fceccmes respansfofe for adminlsteringthe provisions of city 
plans within the tjtyiJGiBfsbiit cutslde of the corporate city limits. 'Mrt Agreements far 
Planning Coordination' drawn up between the County and each city lay the tirwtework for 
cooperative action hi lire eflhri" 
The coordinated population forecasts for each urban area provide a key component of the base 
data la support the polices and framework for long ranga planning necessary ta meet municipal . 
needs for each local jurisdiction particularly as It relates to urban growth. The couniywide 
population forecasts adopted In the RCP provide the.basisfor rifles to use tea forecasts and 
coordinate the population residing In urban areas wilh the remainder'of the population tn rural 
Lane County. The enactment of the statutory and nils requirements applicable In Lane County 
and Ihe urban areas adopts projections that are reasonable and sufficient for future planning 
Ordtaanca NCL pA 12551In The Matter OfAmaftfco'niBljnaCqunlyRijri Compratensta plan [RCP] To lnriixfe A Coonflnatej 
PcputeBon Forecast For Una CcmrfyAnd Each Urban Arca WfWh Thê CbunW: And Adopara SHwhcp And Sewrabfflly Oaisea. 
(FtaNo. PA WHJB73) 
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purposes. Those adopted fa recasts must then-be used by the dfies for urban area planning 
under OAR 660-024-003(3. 

Lane Code Chapter 16.400(6] (h](III}<aa) further requires the Board to mate findings that the 
proposed amendment meets ail applicable requirements of state and foes/ ¡aw} Statewide 
Planning Goeis and Oregon Admiriistmtive Rules. 
See Exhibit B, the findings, for detailed responses to all applicable laws, derqonstraSng compliance 
with this criteria. . • 

The Oregon Administrative Rule 630-024-0030(2) states: 
'forecasts] must take into account documented long-term demographic trends as well 
as recení events that heve a reasonable likelihood of changing historical trends. The . 
population forecast is en estimate wMcfr, although based on the best avs/te&e 
information end methodology, should not be held ta an unreasonably high level or 
precision.* 

Local governments In Oregon have developed and adopted population forecasts for planning 
purposes since the Inception of the statewide planning" program. The farseaste are used for 
many purposes Including; determining the size of Urban Growth Soundertes (UGBs), capital 
Improvement planning, and other planning activities. For example Oregon State planning tew 
(ORS197.2S5 -197.2S6) requires títles to plan far nested housing lo accommodate 
population growth Inside urban growth' boundaries. GRS 1S7.712 also requires cities to ensure 
that sufficient land is available in iffban growth boundaries for commercial development and 
economic growth. Population forecasts am major determinates In these acMes/ 

Co burg, Cottage Grpve, Oakridge, Westfir, Dunes City, and Flo ranea are not requesting a 
change to the 2005 adopted, coordinated population forecast for 2030, Thssa cities are only 
requesting thai Lane County Include the forecasts adoptad by the LCOG Board in Fshruary 
2005 In the Rural Comprehensive Plan to address the requirements of OAR 660-024-0030(1) 
edopted in October 2006. These forecasts ana all based on a consideration of long term 
demographic trends In these communities, consistent with the requirements of OAR 660-024-
0030 es described In Appendix B to the Small City PAPA application, the Report on lane 
County Coordinated Papulation Forecast 2025-2030 (February 2005). 

Creswell! Junction City, Lowell, ami Venela are requesting Lane County to adopt Wo tie Rural 
Comprehensive plan figuras that have been prepared and subsequently modRieSd to the 
projections adopted by the LCOG Board In 2005. Data to support each city's individual analysis 
and the methodologies used to derive the new, updated 2030 population forecasts tor these 
effies are Included In the application In the small city PAPA application Appendix D. Lowell 
provided additional maierialln Appendix F to the application. 

The 2004/05 LCOG coordinated population process Included allocating papulation to the 
thirteen cities in the County based on the 2004 Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) forecast for 
Lane County. Historical population trends were used to compute future population using trend 
methodology for each city. The future growth trends were applied to a 2004 base UGB 
population. The 2004 base population was established using city 2004 population data from 

• Portland State University and housing'unit data from the Regional Land Information Database 
(housing unite outside city limits but Inside" the UGB were multiplied by an average household 
size and added, to the 2004 city Umft population to arrive at a UGB base population). 

OnflmnicaNfl. PA 123571n Traten» Of Amen^ Comprehensive Pin (RCP) To Wode A Coiadnated 
PopiiaUanPoreast For Lana CotsityAiTd Each Urtwm Area WWCn The Coixriyi And AdjpSrtfl Sav^ And Sewtat% Oausés, 
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The proposed countywide population forecasts from the small cities are included in Exhibit "A" 
to the ordinance which indudes separate forecasts for the cities of Eugene and Springfield.. 
This exhibit reflects the recommendation of the Lane County Planning Commission, findings 
addressing the relevant criteria are Induded In Exhibit "B" and Include documentation reflecting 
the methodology and Information supporting the forecasts presented by the small cities. 

Alternatively, there Is an Exhibit "Â  and "E* that provides the methodology and findings for the 
PSU population forecasts that have been Included In the small city PAPA record by action of the 
Board of Commissioners In May 2Q0S. Previous drafts of the PSU forecasts were provided to 
tha LCPC and give the Baard additional evidsnca for consideration. In addition, the Board 
requested analysis and preparation of appropriate forecasts for the Eugene-Springfield urban 
area to reflect allocation of forecasted papulation east and "west of Interstate 5 (1-5). These 
forecasts are Included in tha Exhibit "A" attached to this memorandum. 

F. Alternatives/Options 

Option 1. Approva the Ordinance as presented. 

Cotton 2. Revise the Ordinance as directed by tha Board and raium for approval cf the revised' 
Ordinance on a data certain set by the Board. An alternative Exhibit "A' that reflects the PSU • 
population forecast Is provided for tha Board's consideration. 

Option 3. Do not approve the Ordinance "and deny the application. Initiate a Post 
Acknowledgement Plan Amendment for consideration of the PSU population forecast as a. 

• stand alone amendment and schedule hearings for that alternative forecast to be considered. 

IV, TIMING/IMPLEMENTATION 

The PSU contracted study has been ongoing elnca the Board acËcn in August 2008. The cities 
submitted the applicata In June 2003. and need a decision by ihe Board in order to proceed 
with long rango planning activities that depend on population forecasts. 

V. RECOMMENDATION 

The Lane County Planning Commission held a work session on January 6,2009̂  Public 
hearings Were held en two dates, January 6,2009 and March 3,2009, Commission 
deliberations were held on March 17,2009. The Planning Commission »commendation of 
Hpprovai to the Board Was'not unanimous, it was a 5:2 vote. There was extensive discussion 
regarding the opttoris foira coordinated population forecast for the entire county and all twelve 
urban areas. Some planning commissioners considered-forwarding a "no opinion" 
recommendation that would urge the Board to look closely at ffie numbers the city's are ' 
providing, consider the reasonableness standard in Hie OAR, and consider the Safe Harbor 
option provided by stale law. .The planning commissioners also noted It is Important to 
understand that the decision lies with the Board, despite any City's desires to have approval of 
the numbers they "have put fofthand it was Important to move forward to be In compliance with 
applicable state tows requiring the coordinated forecast It Is ultimately tha Lane County -

Opfinanra No. PA 1255} In TT» Mattar Öf Amwsflr^jTfte U^ie Cnuniy Rurs! CanprBhartshg Pten (RCP̂ Ta Indudp A Coonflnatad 
Pupiafem Farecast For Uns County And Each Uitaji AreaW^^CounlKAir iAtap^SBir f j f f A^ 
(Ffla Na PA Q6-5H73] _ • 
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Board's decision and responsibility. Commission reasoning throughout the' process, and public. 
testimony received Into the record fe set forth fri the Minutes' of proceedings, which are attached 

The Lane County Planning Commission was invited and participated in the PSU forecast public 
process, and the minutes of those public meetings are also ettached. The Planning 
Commission deliberations and vote on the small city PAPA ffiduded discussion of the timing 
and 'content of the PSU forecast work in relation to the Small City PAPA Bnd It was expressed 
that if the PSU numbers, are released close to the same time that Iha Small City PAPA' is befora 
ihe Board, the "Board's decision could be effected by the PSU forecast 

VI. FOLLOW-UP-

Notice of Ecard action will bs provided to DL.CD and all interested parties, 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 

Ordinance No, PA 1255 
Exhibit "A" Population Forecast of small city PAPA 
Exhibit 'B* Findings 

2. Alternata Exhibit "A* & Exhibit "B" presenting the PSU report and separated Eugene-
Springfield urban area forecasts 

3. Planning Commission work session arri public hearing minutes 
• a. January 6, 2003 

b. March 3, 2009 
c. March 17,2009 -

4. f Public Meeting minutes - PSU Coordinated Population Forecast 
a. December 2, 2008 
b. February 26,2QQ9 
c. March ¿6,2009 \ ' 

Comments received Into the public record are available In Unci Management for BCC review 
Table of Contents - PSU file 

Oraflnarxa ito. PA 1253/In TTh Matter Of AmarfngThaljna County Rural Comprehensive pfan {Rff)T8-Wuda ACoat9nated 
l a n a ^ ^ Ufc®" WfflifnThe Courts/^AdcpflngSwito And S a » ^ . 
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\ Q C i I I 
IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, LANE COUNTY, 

ORDINANCE NO. PA 1255 IN THE MATTER OF AMENDING THE LANE 
COUNTY RURAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (RCP) 
BY ADOPTING A COORDINATED POPULATION 
FORECAST FOR LANE COUNTY AND EACH 
URBAN AREA WITHIN THE COUNTY; AND 
ADOPTING SAVINGS AND SEVERABILITY 
CLAUSES, (File Ng. PA 08-5573) 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of Lane County, through enactment of 
Ordinance PA 883, has adopted the Lane County General Pian Policies document which is a 
component of the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan; and . 

WHEREAS, Lane Code 12.050 and 16.400 set forth procedures for amendments of the 
Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, it is necessary to amend the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan to 
adopt countywide coordinated population forecasts for Lane County and each urban area within 
the county to provide for long range planning and consideration for public infrastructure and 
community needs for the future consistent with state law; and 

WHEREAS, the small cities of Lane County proposed coordinated population forecasts 
that were reviewed at public hearings with the Lane County Planning Commission on January 6 
and March 3,2009; and 

WHEREAS, the Board retained Portland State University Population Research Center to 
complete analysis and conduct public process to develop coordinated population forecasts for 
Lane County and each urban area within the county and present the study and results to the 
Board of Commissioners; and 

WHEREAS, evidence exists in the record indicting that the proposals meet the 
requirements of Lane Code Chapters 12 and 16, and the requirements of applicable state and 
local law;, and 

WHEREAS, the'Board of County Commissioners has conducted a public hearing and is 
now ready to take action; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of County Commissioners of Lane County ordains as 
follows: 

.The Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan, General Plan Policies, Introduction, 
Section D, adopted by Ordinance No. PA 8S4 and amended thereafter is further 
amended by adding the countywide coordinated population forecast table and text as 
set forth in Exhibit'A" attached and incorporated here as if fully set forth. 

FURTHER, although not part of this Ordinance, the Board of County Commissioners 
adopts findings in support of this action as set forth in Exhibit "0" attached and Incorporated 
here. * • 
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Prior coordinated population forecasts adopted by the Board of County Commissioners 
before enacting this Ordinance shall remain in full force and effect following the 
effective data of this Ordinance until those pians arò further updated or amended by the 
Board. 

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause phrase of portion of this Ordinance is for any 
reason held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, such 
section shall be deemed a separate, distinct and independent provision, and such 
holding shail not effect the validity of the remaining portions thereof. 

ENACTED this day of J u r ^ 2009, 

Peter Sarenson, Chair 
Lane County Board of County Commissioners 

Lane County Board of County Commissioners 

APPROVED AS TO FORM • 
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EXHlBfT A-

FINAL FORMAT 

LANECOUNTY 

RURAL COMPREHENSIVE FLAN 

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES 1984 

UPDATED: 
January 1998 

April 2003 
August 2003-

\ " ' December 2003 
"*- "*- February 2004 

January 2005 
. . February 2008 

. June 2009 
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PARTI; INTRODUCTORY MATERIAL 

A- INTRODUCTION TO THE RURAL COMPREHENSIVE FLAN • 

The Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan applies to all unincorporated lands within the 
County "beyond the Urban Growth- Boundaries of incorporated cities in die County and 
beyond the boundary of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Plan. Where these lands 
are beyond County jurisdiction (such as National Forest lands], the Plan applies hut its 
application is regulated by federal law. In addition, it does contain provisions and 
representations of County positions on various issues, to be used by those agencies, such as the 

" US Forest Service, in their own management actions, and also used in the event that lands not 
* inCIounty jurisdiction enter County jurisdiction. 

, The Flan follows the format of the LCDC Statewide Planning Goals, recognizing that they 
must be met by all local jurisdictions in Oregon. It is composed of two major elements: 
1. County General Plan Policies: For each LCDC Goal, there are one or more Policies to be 

applied by the County toward land use and other planning and resotirc-e-maiiageinent 
issues, in ¿he interests of compliance with sound planning principles and statewide 

• planning law. Policies are binding commitments, but will be carried out within 
established work programs and over all County priorities.' The application af PoEdes 

• which call for any programs or studies will occur as County resources iri terms of bath 
' staff and budgetary allocations permit 

2! Plan Dia-grams: Two major planning regions are identified for Lane County—the Coastal 
Region and the Inland Region. Tor each, detailed representations of land • use are 
depicted on maps, on Plan .Diagrams. Land use regulation methods, such as zoning, are 
applied to carry out the intent of the designations. The application of the general plan is 
primarily through zoning. In fact planning arid zoning designations are set forth on the 
samemap, ' • • ' . . 

Chart One diagrams the relationship of these elements, and also indicates 'rtUtionsHpa with 
other portions of the County Comprehensive Plan. 

The document now-._before the reader is one of the two above components—the County 
General Plan FolicidsMocument The Policies document is the broad, diiectiaa-settrng portion 
of the Plan, and lays out approaches for interpretation of County planning needs and means 
of complying with State of Oregon planning law. This l^w attaches great importance to local 
jurisdictions haying adopted comprehensive plans ""which in turn meet the requirements of 
Statewide Planning Goals. Accordingly/ matters of interpretation concerning' the General 
Plan are to be resolved in favor of compliance with these Goals, and the Flan itself shall be 
recognized as representing the County's best effort in meeting the requirements of LCDC and 
its policy expressions, including Goals. 

Page 1 
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B. 'INTRODUCTION TO THE COUNTY POLICIES COMPONENT OP THE GENERAL 
PLAN.'" 

County Policies are broad, somewhat generalized statements that provide direction to 
County, decision makers in their efforts to choose between competing uses for given 
resources, and in their efforts to. Solve historic problems and prevent new ones from 
occurring. The Policies cover complex topics and lay the groundwork for future actions 
of various kinds. The Policies expressed here apply to rural Lane County, outside of the 
Urban Growth' Boundaries of cities and beyond the Plan Diagram Boundary of the 
Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan. They are designed ta be 
compatible with similar Policies—and planning efforts—of other governmental 
jurisdictions in the County. 

in some respects, the Policies can be considered the basis of the Couiily plan, in that 
they provide the lead,- or the "general direction, for. subsequent County actions to deal 
with various land use and resource management decisions. In doing so, they are 
directly intended to fulfill the mandate of the LCDC statewide planning Goals. 

Four statewide planning -Goals are not addressed in this document the four "Coastal 
Goals" (LCDC Goals 16-19). These, and Policies connected with them, are located in a 
special-purpose Coastal Resource Management Plan developed and adopted for use in 
the Coastal portion of the County. They should be used in concert with the "basic 
fifteen" Goals. Since they are spedal-purpose in nature, and deal more specifically with 
particular concerns of the Coastal area, conflicts may arise or be-generated between the 
Coastal Policies and the Irbasic fifteen" and should be resolved in favor of the Coastal 
Policies until, and if one or the other conflicting statement is changed to eliminate the 
conflict 

The Willamette Greenway Goal is considered to be part of the "basic fifteen". . 

C HISTORY OF THE POLICIES DOCUMENT 

The Policies contained in this document were developed during a period of mare than 
a year, beginning in early 1983. A process was devised at the beginning of the period 
to utilize existing working papers and to prepare a series of new working papers 
which* along with other sources, were to serve as the technical data based for the 
Policies. Thp M[oddng Papers were written and published from mid-1981 to early 
1984. Each WorKng Paper contained information on a given topic or topics, and a 
number of them contained preliminary Policies which were drawn from the 
information in the Papers and which were presented for initial discussion purposes. 

Hearings were held on the Papers as they were published. Each Planning Commission 
reported to the Board of County Commissioners containing its reaction bo the Paper 
and draft Policies. Often the Policy statements drew on "sources other than the 
Working Papers—existing County Flan information (such as special-purpose plans or 
technical studies),comments or testimony of individuals or groups appearing at the 
hearings, the judgment and views of Planning Commission members and so on—and 
so represented a. broad array of perspectives and attitudes. Each- Planning 

Page 3 
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Commission Report cited information used in Policy development, in order to provide 
a firm "basis for Policy use. The background information, including the Working 
Papers, is to be used to help interpret and understand General Plan approaches but is 
not itself designed to be adopted as legislative law,' The Board formally adapted the 
Policies in February of 1984. 

D. CTnES, COMMUNITIES AND RURAL LANDS 

Cities 

While the Policies in this document are directed at Lane County government, it is 
clearly recognized that the County has a responsibility to, and must coordinate efforts 
closely withy the incorporated cities within its boundaries. Statewide planning law 
requires that each incorporated city develop and adopt its. own land use" plan tyhich 
must itself comply with LCDC Goals. The plan must contain -essentially the same 
elements as the County General Plan, with an additional element of an identified 
Urban Growth Boundary (required by-Goal 14). Future urban growth for each dty is 
to take place within that Boundary. In the case of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan 
Area Plan, a mutual Boundary is adapted by both cities and the County. For all other 
cities, the County must ratify the cities UGEs by independent evaluation of, and 
adoption of, appropriate city plan provisions. 

Through this method, the County becomes responsible for administering the 
- provisions of city plans within the city UGEs but outside of the corporate dty limits. 
"Jqint Agreements for Planning Coordination," drawn up between the County and each 

. dty lay the framework for cooperative action in the effort Policies -concerning Goal 14 
. in this document further indicate County posture toward dty plans. County adoption 

of dty plans-̂ or. amendments thereto—ensures that conflicts between city plans and 
• County Plan do" not ieadily occur. 

Beyond carrying out the responsibilities outlined above, ORS 195.036 requires 'that the • 
county: 

"...establish and maintain a population forecast far the entire ared within its boundary for use 
in maintaining and updating comprehensive plans, and shall coordinate the forecast with the 

. local governments within iis boundary." 

. Pursuant to this requirement and OAR 660-024-0030, coordinated population forecasts, 
have been developed and are adopted for Lane County and each of its urban areas. 
.These figures are included in Table 1.1, below. . 

The Coordinated Population Forecasts included in Table 1.1 were developed for Lane 
County by the Portland State University Population Research Center except as noted. 
The methods, assumptions and data used to develop these forecasts are induded in 
PSlfs report Population Forecasts for Lane County, its Cities and Unincorporated 
Area 2008-2035 dated May 2009. 

Pagc4 
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S as u 
"5 
E w 
t -
2 c 
a 
§ —J 

Forecast Period: 2010 2015 2020 202S 2029 2030 2035 

S as u 
"5 
E w 
t -
2 c 
a 
§ —J 

Coburg" . 1,103 1,387 1.394 2,528 . 3,216 3,363 4,251 
S as u 
"5 
E w 
t -
2 c 
a 
§ —J 

Cottage Grava 9,957 10,616 11,424 - 12,261 12,737 . 12,856 13,542 S as u 
"5 
E w 
t -
2 c 
a 
§ —J 

Cra swell 5,647 6,502 . 8,253 9,758 10,799 . 11,060 12.172 

S as u 
"5 
E w 
t -
2 c 
a 
§ —J 

Dunes City 1,457 " 1,542 1,540 1,726 1,7-67 1,777 1,823 

S as u 
"5 
E w 
t -
2 c 
a 
§ —J 

Fkiranca 11,212 12,355 13,747. 15,035 -• 16,065 16,323 17,434 

S as u 
"5 
E w 
t -
2 c 
a 
§ —J 

Junction City 6,567 9,343 10,799 12,067 12,522 13,136 13,887 

S as u 
"5 
E w 
t -
2 c 
a 
§ —J 

Lcwefl 1,043 1,228 .1,459 1.714 1,060 2,022 2445 

S as u 
"5 
E w 
t -
2 c 
a 
§ —J Oakridga 3,853 4,290 4,672 4,866 5,022 5,061 S.280 

S as u 
"5 
E w 
t -
2 c 
a 
§ —J 

Veneta • 4,576 5,902 7,251- 8,727 9,523 9,847 10,505 . 

S as u 
"5 
E w 
t -
2 c 
a 
§ —J 

Wastfir' 353' 370 384 412 423 426 . -446 

m S < 

£ 
D S 

w 
"5 H 

Eugana (dty only) 156,844 166,609 176,124 185,422 192,536 134,314 202,565 
Springfield /dty only) 53,B91 62,276 66,577 70,591 73,569 74,814 78,413 
Metro Urban Area West of Intarsiate^" 20,93t 20,3BQ 19,509 18.521 17,680_ 17,469 16.4S4 
Metra Urbsn Area Hast of lntsfsîata-5** 

Eugene/Springfield Total UGB Area 244,806 257,191 269,380 ¿81,836 291,080 293,391 303,887 
Unincorporated Area Outsida all UGBs •53,531 55,500 54,344 52.B61 52,381 52,261 51.634 
lane County Total 349,516 365,524 . 385.297 403,892 417,996 .421,522 437,207 

" City of Coburg forecasts based upon analysis conducted by the firm Johnson and Reid and testimony provided byGty af Caburg 
representatives la the Lane County Board of Commissioner on June 3,2(109. 

*" Forecast based upon a 77%. allocation of the total Metro UTA West of 1-5 and a 28% allocation of tha total Metro UTA East af 1-5. 

'Any updates or amendments to the forecasts included in Table 1.1 may only be 
initiated by Lane County. Any individual or interested cities, however, may make a 
request far the Board to initiate such an update or amendment. Requests most set forth 
compelling reasons as to why the update or amendment should be considered at the 
requested time, rather than in conjunction with a future periodic Plan, update. An offer 
to participate in costs incurred by the County shall accompany the request 
Amendments to these forecasts initiated by the Board shall fallow general procedures 
outlines in Lane Code 16400(6). 

' i 

Communities-' 

Unincorporated communities axe treated differently, They are identified as 
"community11 cm the Plan Diagrams, but are not given affinal. Urban Growth 
Boundaries. Instead, the probable Kmits of growth over the planning period axe 
reflected in the area "within the "community" designation. Since lands within these 
areas are under County jurisdictions, no Joint Agreements are required, but 
development there must be justified by "committed lands0 exceptions. 

Areas within rural Lane County qualifying as Exception areas on the basis of pre-
committed uses are not necessarily "cQummidUes" as such, but do have some of the 
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characteristics of community development—higher densities, for example. These areas 
are treated much as unincorporated communities are within the Genera] Plan, in that 
they are solely under the County jurisdiction, and they are provided with specific land 
use designations and zoning reflective of their characteristics; They are not portrayed, 
however, with the broad "community11 designation in mostcases. For purposes of Plan 
administration, a parcel of land is either within a ÙGB or designated.* community or it 
is not-the deciding factor is the portrayal on the Plan Diagram. Lands adjacent to 
such "boundaries are not considered to bé within them until and if the boundaries are ' 
adjusted to accommodate them. 

Rural Lands 

Finally, lands considered as agricultural, forest or natural resources are lands not 
within any of the above classifications. These lands include the vast majority of total 
Lane County acreage, and are under the jurisdiction of the County plus state and 
federal governments (National Forests). The Statewide Planning Goals and the 
Policies of this Flan limited substantial rural development However, it is recognized 
that such development may occur provided it is consistent with the policies contained 
in this document. 

E. IMPLEMENTATION 

As stated eariier, the County Policies are intended to guide actions and derisions. 
Although the policies have a common-feature (La., relating to one or more aspects df 
land use) they cover a broad iange of topics and concerns. Because of this wide range, 
it is not reasonable to assume all policies are to be implemented in the same manner. 
Visualizing a policy as being in one or more of the following categories will provide a 
better understanding as to its application. 

Advisory Policies •• : . 

These are statements describing the County's position on a certain topic or issue; 
generally but not always, relating neither to a subject^ nor under the direct jurisdiction 

. of the County^ These policies are primarily intended to inform or influence the actions 
of other parties. They do not have .direct influence on the implementation of the 

" General Han through Plan Map designation, zdrfng of land or County Regulations. 

Examples: "Lane" County recommends that no new wilderness areas be designated 
without a complete analysis of the. revenue and employment impacts on Lane County. 
Where désignations axe made, negative employment and revenue impacts should be 
mitigated by increasing allowable timber harvests on other public! lands." 

Commitment Policies 

These axe statements describing a future action the County intends to undertake. The 
policies cover a variety of topics including (a) guidance in County operations, 
procedures, and relationships with other agencies, (b) recognition of state and federal 
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FAKT1: INTRODUCTORY MATERIAL 

A, INTRODUCTION TO THE RURAL COMPREHENSIVE FLAN 

The Lane County Rural Comprehensive Flan applies to all unincorporated lands within tha 
County beyond the Urban Growth-Boundaries of incorporated cities in the County and 
beyond the boundary of the Eug-ene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Flan. Where these lands 
are beyond County, jurisdiction -(such as National Forest lands), the Flan applies but its 
application is regulated by federal law. In addition, it does contain provisions and 
representations of County positions on various issues, to be used by those agencies, such as the 
IK Forest Service, in their own management actions, and also used in the event that lands not 
in County jurisdiction enter County jurisdiction. • 

The Han follows the format of the LCDC Statewide Planning Goals, recognizing that they 
must be met by all local jurisdictions in Oregon. It is composed of two major elements: 
1. County General Plan Policies: Far each LCDC Coal, there are one or more Policies to be 

applied by the County toward land use and other planning and resource-management 
issues, in the interests of compliance with sound planning, principles and statewide 
planning law. Policies are binding commitments, bat will be carried out within 
established work programs and over all County priorities. The application of Policies 
which call for any programs or studies will occur as County resources in terms of both 
staff and budgetary allocations permit 1 

Z Plan Diagrams: Two major planning regions are identified for Lane County-the Coastal 
Region and the Inland Region. For each, detailed representations of land use are 
depicted on maps, on Flan Diagrams. Land use regulation methods, such as zoning, axe 
applied to cany out the intent of the designations. The application of the general plan is 
primarily through zoning. In fact planning and zoning designations are set forth on the 
same map. 

Chart One diagrams the relationship of these elements, and also indicates relationships with 
other portions of the County Comprehensive Flan. 

The document now before the reader is onje of the two above comp onerifcs-the County 
General Flan PoKcieidoCTirnent. The Policies document is the broad, direction-setting portion 
of the Flan, aiid lays out approaches for interpretation of County planning needs and means 
of complying with State of Oregon planning law. This law attaches great importance to local 
jurisdictions having adopted comprehensive plans--which in turn meet the requirements of 
Statewide Planning Goals. Accordingly, matters of interpretation concerning the General 
Flan are to be resolved in favor of compliance with these Goals, and the Plan itself shall be 
.recognized as representing the County's best effort in meeting the requirements of LCDC and 
its policy expressions, including Goals. 
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B, INTRODUCTION TO THE COUNTY POLICIES COMPONENT OF THE GENERAL 
FLAN 

County Policies are broad, somewhat generalized statements that provide direction to 
County derision makers in their efforts to choose between competing uses for given 
resources, and in their efforts to solve historic problems and prevent new ones from 
occurring. The Policies cover complex topics and lay the groundwork for future actions 
of various kinds. The Policies expressed here apply to rural Lane County, outside of the 
Urban Growth Boundaries of cities 'and beyond fee Plan Diagram Boundary of the 
Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Flan. They are designed to be 
compatible v3th similar Policies—and planning efforts—of other governmental 
jurisdictions in the County. 

r 

In some respects, the Policies can be considered the basis of the County plan, in that 
they provide the lead, or the general direction, for subsequent County actions to deal 
with various land use and resource management decisions. In doing so, they are 
directly intended to fulfill the mandate of the LCDC statewide planning Goals, 

Four statewide planning Goals are not addressed in this document the four "Coastal 
-Goals" (LCDC Goals 16-19). These, and Polices connected with them, are located in a 
special-puipose Coastal Resource Management Flan developed and adopted for use in 
the Coastal portion of the County. They should be used in concert with the "basic 
fifteen" Goals. Since they are special-purpose in nature, and deal more specifically with 
particular concerns of the Coastal area, conflicts may arise or be -generatedbetween the 
Coastal Policies and the "basic fifteen" and should be resolved in favor cf the Coastal 

1 Policies until, and if one or the other conflicting Statement is changed to eliminate the 
conflict 

The Willamette Greenway Goal is considered to be part of the "basic fifteen". 

C HKTORY OF THE POLICIES DOCUMENT 

The Policies contained m this document were developed during a period of more than 
a year, beginning in early 1983. A process was devised at the beginning of the period 
to utilize existing working papers and to prepare a series of new working papers 
which, along with, other sources, were to serve as the technical data based for the 
Policies. The Worldng Papers were written and published from mid-1981 to early 
1934. Each WorKng Paper contained information on a' given topic or topics, and a 
number of them contained preliminary Policies which were drawn from the 
information in the Papers and which were presented for initial discussion purposes. 

Hearings were held on the Papers as they were published. Each Planning Cortmussion 
reported to the Board of County Commissioners containing its reaction to the Paper 
and draft Policies. Often the Policy statements drew on sources other than the 
Working Papers—existing County Plan information (such as special-purpose plans or 
technical studies)/comments or testimony of individuals or groups appearing at the 
hearings, the judgment and views of Planning Commission members and so an—and 
so represented a broad array of perspectives and attitudes. Each Planning 
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Commission Report cited information used in Policy development,"in order to provide 
a firm basis for Policy use. The background information, including the Working 
Papers, is to be uSed to help interpret and understand General Plan approaches but is 
not itself designed to be adopted as legislative law. The Board formally adopted the 
Policies in February of 1984. 

D. . OTTES, COMMUNITIES AND RURAL LANDS 

Cities 

• While the Policies in this document are directed at Lane County government, it is 
dearly recognized that the County has a responsibility to, and must coordinate efforts 
closely with, the incorporated cities within its boundaries. Statewide planning law 
requires that each incorporated Qty develop and. adopt-its own land use plan which 
must itself comply with LCDC Goals. The plan must contain essentially the same 
elements as the County General Plan, with an additional element of an identified 
Urban Growth Boundary (required by Goal 14). Future urban growth for each riiy is 
to take place within that Boundary. In the case of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan 
Area Flan, a mutual Boundary is adopted by both cities and the County. For aH other 
cities, the County must ratify the dties UGBs by independent evaluation of, and 
adoption of, appropriate city plan provisions. 

Through this, method, the County becomes responsible for administering the 
provisions of city plans within the fcity UGBs but outside of the corporate city limits. 
"Joint Agreements for Flarming Coordination" drawn up between the County and each 
city lay the framework for cooperative action in the effort. Polidei concerning Goal 14 
in this document further indicate County posture toward city plans. County adoption 
of city plans—or amendments thereto—ensures that conflicts between- city plans and 
County Flan do not readily .occur. 

Beyond carrying out the responsibilities outlined above. "QRS 195,036 recuses that 
the county. 
u ̂ establish and main tain a population forecast for the entire area within its boundary for 
use in mamtainmz and updating comprehensive plans, and shall coordinate the forecast with 
the local governments mthin its boundary.* 

Pursuant to \ this requirement and OAR 66Q-Q24-QQ30. coordinated population 
forecasts have been developed and are adopted for Lane County and each, of its 
urban areas. These figures are included in Table 1.1. below. 

The Coordinated Population Forecasts included m Table 1.1 were developed for 
Lane Countybv the Portland State University Population Research Center except as 
noted. The methods, assumptions and data used to develop these forecasts are 
included in FSU's report: Population Forecasts far Lane "County, its Cities and 

' Unincorporated Area 20Q&-2035 datpd May 2009. ' 
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Tabla 1,1: Coordinated Population Forecasts for Lane County and Its Urban Areas 
Forscajt Period: 2010 2015 " 2020 2025 2029 2030 2035 

Cobum* . . 1,103 u s 7 1,394 2,023 3,216 3,363 4,251 
1 Cotta00 Grave 8,957 10,616 '11.424 12,261 12.737 12,656 13,542 
0 Creswell 5,647 6,302 3,263 9,753 10.7W 11,060 12,172 
1 . Dunes City "1.457 1,542 1,540 1,726 1,787 1,777 1,623 ¡n 

Fiorane® 11*212 12,355 13,747 15,935 16,065 16,323 17,434 e • 
• Junction CKv 6,567 9,343 10,799 12,067 12,922 13.136J 13,687 
ü 1 

B Lowell 1.043 1,228 1,459 1.714 . 1.960 2,022 1 2.345 | e 
J . Oakridfle 3,853 4,290 4,672 4,B66 5,022 5,061 '5,260 

Veneta 4,976 s,ao2 7,251 9,777 SJOS S,847 1Ü,50a 
Westflr 359 370 . 334 412 423 426 ¿ 4 S 

. B P 
< 

Euoana icitv onlvi 156.844 166,509 176,124 135,422 192,536 194,314 ; 202.565 . B P 
< Sprinqflald frity only} 53,891 . 62,278 . 66,577 73,691 -73,919 "4,514 78,41 a 
L . «-ft 
t > < Metro Urban Area West of Inlarstafs-S** 2D,931 , 20,350 19,209 18,521 17,660 17,459 16,434 

2 Metro Urban Area East of Interstsla-5*'. a j í « 7,926 , 7,470 7,202 8 ¿75 6,754^ 6.415 

H 

"3 
Huoene/SpHncrneld Total UGB Area 244,806 257,191 253,350 231,536 291,080 293,391 J 303,637 H 

"3 
Unincorporated Area Outside ail UGBs 58,53,1 55,900 54,344 52,861 52.381 " 52,261 51,634 
Lane County Total 343,518 366,924 335,297 403,892 417.B96 421,522 437207 

* City of Cob UT q fora casta basad unan analysis conducted by I he finn Johnson and Raid and testimony provided by City of Cobiir A 
regrasantatiygs to the Lane CciuntfJI«ij_of Cbmniiaaicnera on -Jung 3, 23 . 
* Fora east hasad noon a T2% allocaUon of fra tata] Metro UTA West pf 1-5 and a 2BV. allocation ef the total Metro UTA East af t-5. 

Any updates or amendments to the forecasts included in Table 1.1 may only "be 
initiated by Lane Comity. Any individuai or interested cities, however, may make a 
request for the Board to initiate such an update or amendment' Requests must set 
forth coprppTIinp1 reasons as to why the update or amendment should be considered 
at the requested time, rather than in conjunction with a future periodic Plan update. 
An offer to p a r t i rip ate in costs incurred by the County shall accompany the request 
Amendments'to these forecasts initiated by. the Board shall follow -generâ  
procedures outlines in Lane Code 16.400(6). 

Communities. 1 . • 

. Unincorporated communities are treated differently. They are identified as 
"community" on the Plan Diagrams, but. óre not given officiai Urban Growth 
Boundaries. Instead, the probable limits of growth over the planning period are 
reflected' in the area within the "community" designation. Since lands within these 
areas are under • County jurisdictions, no Joint Agreements' are required, but 
development there must be justified by "committed lands" exceptions. 

! 

_ Areas within rural Lane Courtly qualifying as Exception areas on the basis of pre-
committed uses are not necessarily Bcomrrrunities11 as such, but do have some of the 
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characteristics of community development-higher densities, for example. These areas 
are treated much as unincorporated communities are within the General Plan, in that 
they are solely under the County jurisdiction, and they are provided with specific land 
use designations and zoning, reflective of their characteristics. They are not portrayed, 
however, with the broad "community11 designation in most cases. For purposes of Plan 
administration, a parcel of land is either within a UGB or designated: community or it 
is not-the deciding factor, is the. portrayal on the Plan Diagram, Lands adjacent to 
such "boundaries axe not considered to be within them until and if the boundaries are 
adjusted to accommodate them. 

Finally, lands considered as agricultural, forest or natural resources are lands not 
within any of the above classifications. These lands include the vast majority of total 
Lane County" acreage; and are under the jurisdiction of the County plus state and 
federal governments (National Forests). The Statewide Planning Goals and the 
Policies of this Plan limited substantial rural development However, it is recognized 
that such development may occur provided it is consistent with the policies contained 
in this document 

E. IMPLEMENTATION 

As stated earlier, the County Policies- axe intended to guide actions and decisions. 
Although the policies have a common feature (i.e., relating to one or more aspects of 
land use) they cover a broad range of topics and concerns.' Because of this wide range, 
it is not reasonable to assume all policies axe to be implemented in the same manner. 
Visualizing a policy as being in one or more of the following categories will provide a 
better understanding as to its application. 

Advisory Policies 

These axe statements describing the County's position on a certain topic or issue; 
generally but not always, relating neither to a subject* nor under the direct juris diction 
of the County. These policies'are primarily intended to inform or influence the actions 
of other parties.. They do not have direct influence on the implementation of the 
General Plan through Plan Map designation, zoning of land or County Regulations. 

Examples: "Lane''County recommends that no new wilderness areas be designated 
•without a complete analysis of the revenue and employment impacts on Lane County. 
Where designations are made, negative employment and revenue impacts should be 
mitigated by increasing allowable timber harvests on other public lands." 

• Commitment Policies p 

.These are statements describing a future action the County intends to undertake. The 
policies cover a variety of topics including (a) guidance in County operations, 
procedures and relationships with other agencies, (b) recognition of state and federal 
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Exhibit B 
Findings" in Support of 
Ordinance No, PA 1255 

Lane County Coordinated Population Forecast 
Portland State University, Population Research Center. 

. Rural Comprehensive Plan Adoption 

1. Population Forecasts for Lane County, its Cities and Unincorporated Area 200S-2035 
. (May 2009) was prepared by the Population Research Center College of Urban and 

Public Affairs at Portland State University (PSU) over a period of time irom August 
2003 to May 2009. ' 

2. The Population Research Center .produced long-tam population forecasts for- the 
County, the two largest cities Of Eugene and Springfield, the shared Eugene-Springfield 
urban growth-boundary area (UGB), the UGB areas for the County's remaining 10 
cities, and for the unincorporated area outside the UGBs. The forecast horizon extends 
27 years from 2008 to 2035, and the forecasts are produced in "5-year intervals between 
2010 end 2035. The County will use the forecasts to coordinate revisions of the 
comprehensive plans for each of thèse areas. The projections are benchmariced to the 
Population Research Center's 2Ô0S certified population estimates far the city and 
county populations. 

3. In 2008, Lane County's population .was 345,830. The Eugene-Springfield UGB 
represents 70 percent of the county's population and that percentage does not change 

• much during thé forecast period, 
4. The 2008 population estimates for Lane County's ten smaller cities are all under 

10,000, ranging from 340 to 9,830 persons. These cities capture papulation increases 
from about 13 percent to oyer IS percent throughout the forecast period. 

5. The share of the population that the non-UGB unincorporated area represents-decreases 
from about 17 percent to 12 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 yean. 

6. Data "used to develop the forecasts include vital statistics; population, land use, building • 
permit, and employment data; and school enrollments for districts within Lane 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 pnit model assumes a number of future 
added housing units, levels of .housing occupancy, and averages of the number of 
persons per household. Consideration Was given to factors that influence Lane County's 
population dynamics, namely the population's ethnic and age composition, the number 
of annual- births that occur, employment and commuting patterns, the number of 
building permits issued, and public school enrollment in the county's school districts. 

7. Future trends in .the forecasts for the County and its sub-areas each suggest that there 
•will be continuing increases in population, but at slightly decreasing rates from the 

- - beginning to the end of the fbrecastperiod. 
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S. The downturn of the local economy is forecast to be more severe than that seen in the . 
eaiiy 2000!s and to not recover until the 2010's. Therefore, housing construction is' 
forecast to be sluggish for a few years in most areas, but will accelerate after 2015. At. 
that time the net in-migration of families with children, the elderly, and Hispánica is 
predicted to increase and continue throughout njost of the forecast period. 

9. The sub-areas in this study at times are called "cities' but are actually city urban afeas, 
• which refer to the area within the city limits combined with its corresponding UGB afea 

\ outside city limits; or in other words, alTof the area within the small city urban growth 
boundaries, 

10. The PSU'forecasts for Eugene and Springfield cities are for thé individual cities without 
the unincorporated UGB area, because they share a single UGB under the current 
Metro Plan boundary. The Eugene-Springfield UGB population estimated for each of 
the areas east and west of 1-5 separately is forecast to follow current percentages, which 
is 72 percent for Eugene and 28 percent far Springfield. The share of the.Eugene-
Springfield UGB will continue to be stable at around 70 percent of the county whole, 
with a slight increase during the forecast period. 

11. The unincorporated area of Lane County refers to the area outside of any city and UGB. 
This area is known as the 'non-UGB unincorporated area' in the PSU Report, 
Population Forecasts far Lane County, its Cities and Unincorporated Àrea 2Q08-2033 
(May 2009). 

12. Five of Lane County's cities, Lowell, Veneta, Dunes City, Coburg, and Westfir, either 
have a UGB that is identical, or nearly identical, to their city boundary, 

13'. The other cities have a UGB outside their city limits where a portion of the city, area's 
housing stock is located. Twenty-one percent of Florence's housing units are in its 
unincorporated UGB aiea. The percentage of housing that is located in the Eugene-
Springfield and the Junction City unincorporated UGB areas is around 12 percent, and 
represents, over 12,000 and over 300 housing units, respectively. The cities of 
Oakridge, Creswell, and Cottage Grove each have a UGB where between 3 and 6 
percent of the housing units (in a range between 5.0 and 200 units) are located.'; 

14. The annual certified population estimates from the U. S. Census, represent'the'arta 
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. The population figures presented in the report 
• Population Forecasts far Lane Coimty, its Cities and Unincorporated Area 20Q8-2035 
(May 20Q9J, represent the -2003 certified estimates adjusted ti> incorporate the city UGB 
areas. Population forecasts for 2010 and beyond account for fluctuations in annual data 
that may have affected the-previous. data, 

. 15. The 2010-2040' population forecast for Lane County produced by Oregon's Office of 
Economic Analysis (OEA) is used to "gauge thç Lane County forecast results, "While the 
published OEA forecast currently available was produced' in 2004, OEA is currently 
revising the forecast The Population Research Center works closely with OEA and 
had access to information regarding those revisions during the Lane County Population 
Forecast effort Consequently, results reported for Lane County by the PSU report are 
very close to'OEA's preliminary forecast, but slightly lower in the early part of the 
forecast period, and slightly higher toward the end of the period. The differences vary 

• by no more foan 2,700, or less than one percent, in any 5-year time period. 
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16. The ethnic and racial diversity in the population forecast includes base data of white 
non-Hispariics accounting for 86.2 percent of the County's population and all other 
ethnic minorities accounting for 13.8 percent. Hispanics represent the largest share of 
the ethnic minority population (approximately 442 percent), followed by Asian/Pacific. 
Islanders (21.0 percent) followed by persons who identify themselves as more than one 
race (17.4 percent). Blacks and.Native Americans represent about 1 percent, and 73 
percent of the County's ethnic minority population, respectively. Of the total County 
population, Hispanics represent 6.1 percent 

17. The total fertility rate in the County was 1.63 in 2000. This nte is somewhat lower 
than the Statfcaverage of 1.98 children per woman in 2000, and even lower than the 

• 1990 County rate (1.71). The trend of declining fertility rates over the past 2 decades is 
forecast to continue. A 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 and there has been an increase in the percentage of 
women.statewide postponing child-bearing.or deciding not to have children at all. In" 
addition, there is now a smaller share of younger motha^ than in the past 

18. Occupancy rates in Lane County are higher than the statewide occupancy rate. Coastal 
cities (Dunes City and Florence) have the lowest .occupancy rates due to vacation 
homes and "seasonal housing, The places with the highest occupancy rates - above 96 
percent - are Veneta, Westfir, and the Eugene-Springfield UGB. The average number 
of persons that occupy a household (PPH), OT household size, ia influenced by several 
factors; age and racial/ethnic composition; share of elderly population versus the share 
of manied couples and growing families due to the propensity of elderly to live alone, 
and changes in fertility rates and school enrollment 

•19. By housing type, the PPH in single-family units (SFR) is typically higher than in 
miiltifamily residences (MFR), or mobile homes. This is the case in Lane County, its 
unincorporated area, and most of its cities. In Junction City, however, the PPH is higher 
in mobile homes than in other housing types. The rates of increase in the number of 
housing units in Lane . County and its cities and unincorporated area are similar to the 
growth rates of their corresponding populations for most of the. ten smaller cities in 
Lane County. The pattern of population and housing change iii the County also 
remains relatively similar. , . 

20. Facilities such as nursing homes* college dorms, and prisons are categorized aa group 
quarters. In 2QGS, 3.0 percent of Lane County's population, or-10,669 persons, raided 
in group quarters facilities. The City of Eugene is home to about 82 perceat of the 
County's group 'quarters population, with 90 percent of persons in group quarters 
residing within the Eugene-Springfield LJGB. The forecast assumes the group quarters 

-population will remain fairly stable during the forecast period except in Junction City, 
where construction of a state prison and state hospital is planned for the early years of 
the forecast. 

21. Hie mortality rate used to develop the forecast assumes that current mortality will 
improve during-the forecast period and that the gender difference in life expectancy at 
birth "will mostly maintain the current level. The mean age ai all births will slightly 
increase, which is consistent with fhe U.S., state, and county historical trends since the 
1960s.. 
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22. Migration rates are a more- difficult demographic factor to estimate than the other 
factors, yet they remain a main factor affecting population changea in Lane County. 
Around three fourths of population growth in the County since 2000 is attributed to net 
migration (movers in minus movers out). The final projected net migration used in the 
forecast is a hybrid of the demographic method, time series, and economic growth 
analysis methods. Net migration was negative in the 1980s, and was about 10,000 
residents (meaning 10,000 more persons moved out of Lane County than moved in), or 
3,5 percent of total population. Net migration was positive in the 1990s, about 30,000 
residents, or about 11 percent -of the total population. The negative net migration in the 
1980s was marked by Oregon's most severe economic downturn since the Great 
Depression, while the large positive net migration in the 1990s was more prosperous, 
with strong job growth- From 2000 to 2008, population growth in Lane County due to 
• net migration was estimated to be around six to seven percent. Positive net migration 
was seen despite downturns in the economy in the first few years of the decade. The 
highest job increase since at least 2000 occurred in 2005, however, the economy was 

• showing signs of weakening again in 2007 and hasn't yet recovered Still, evidence 
continues to show signs of a positive in-flow of net migrants to Lane County. Net 
migration will be lower in the 2000s than in the 1990s and the downturn is expected to 
continue over the next fqw years. Net immigration will regain vitality after 2015, 
however, due to an' economic recovery. Due to the relatively larger papulation base 
that has been increasing since al least 1990, total net migration in the 2010s is projected 
to be slightly higher than in 1990 although it will be at lower rates. Net. in-migration 
will accelerate some and will gain momentum until around 2030 when the magnitude, 
lessens a bit' 

23. All population forecasts are based on a combination of a beginning population; various 
known, estimated, and predicted rates; and the forecasters1 expertise and knowledge 
about future trends. The forecasts may err through imprecise data or unexpected shifts 

• in demographic .trends. Generally, forecasts for larger jgeograptdcal areas, such as the 
entire county are more reliable than those for small areas, such as for a small, city with 
fewer than 1,000 persons.. These forecasts will be used as a guide to population growth 
.over the next few years, and changes in local areas will sorely affect populations in 
some cities, resulting in the actual population deviating from the numbers shown in the 
adopted forecasts. The differences between the forecast and actual populations will 
vary in magnitude and perhaps direction. 

24. The forecasts présentai' in the PS U report Population Forecasts for. Lane County, its 
Cities and Unincorporated Area 2008-2035(May 2009) v^oei the requirement of 

• Oregon Revised. Statute (ORS) 195.036 and Oregon Administraiivo Rule (OAR) 660-
024-0030 which require counties in Oregon to coordinate with their cities to develop 
population forecasts for use by the county and cities in land-use planning activities. 
"The coordinating body under ORS 195.025(1) shall establish arid maintain a 

papulation forecast for the entire area within its boundary far itse in maintaining and 
updating- comprehensive plans, and shall coordinate the forecast with the 'local 
governments within its boundary.n The PSU report establishes population forecasts for 
all of Lane County and the urban areas within ihe county. The effort leading up to the 
report and development of the forecasts included three public meetings where city 
representatives and -interested parties provided testimony and spoke directiy to the 
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collective and unique needs and issues in each of the cities of Lane County: These 
concerns and all the testimony and evidence was taken into consideration as described 
in the PSU repart Population Forecasts for Lane County, its Cities and Unincorporated 
Area .2008-2035 (May 2009) adopted and incorporated here by this reference. The 
small cities and Eugene and Springfield provided input into the coordinated forecast, as 
evidenced in the record of proceedings and process for the report The efforts of PSU 
and Lane County throughout the process, including the public-hearing oh the proposed 
countywide population forecasts. adopted in the Lane County Rural Comprehensive 
Plan (RCP) provided more than adequate coordination with local governments and 

• other interested parties.. . 
25. As a part of the coordination process, the City of Coburg submitted additional 

information, including a study the City had commissioned from Johnson Read, -a land 
use economics consulting firm. The study, titled Estimate of Long-Term Population 
Growth Rates in Coburg. Oregon, provided more detailed information concerning the 

. population forecast for the City of Coburg, a city currently of around 1,000 persons. 
That study and the testimony about the findings of the study thai accompanied its 
'submission on June 3,2009, are adopted and incorporated here by this reference. The 
Coburg study considered iactors that were not considered, or, in the opinion of Johnson 
Reida were not sufficiently considered in the PSU report Population Forecasts for Lane 
County, its Cities and Unincorporated Area 2008-2035 (May 2009), Included in the 
Johnson Reid analysis .were the supplemental facts of the probable increase in the 
number of manufacturing jobs in Coburg, the employment trends in Eugene and 
Springfield, Coburg*s commitment to change as expressed in its adopted 
Comprehensive- Plan and other documents, and the calculated size of Coburg's 
developing infrastructure, Based on thess additional factors, the Johnson Reid study 
provided a more detailed and slightly different forecast for Coburg1 s population. While 
the difference may be significant for the City of Coburg population forecasts, the 

. change in the adopted forecasts included in the RCP made no statistically significant 
difference for the County forecast as a whole and did not make a substantial change to 
any section of the ordinance prior to adoption. 

26. This Ordinance amends the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan, and such 
'amendaient shall "be "by Ordinance aa stated in Lane Code Chapter 12.050, Method of' 
Adoption and Amendment LC12.Q50(2).is found to be met as follows: The Board 
may amend or supplement the comprehensive plan upon a finding of:. 

(a) an error in the plan; or 
(b) changed circumstances affecting or pertaining to the plan; or 
(c) a changk in 'public policy; or 
(d) a change in public need based on a réévaluation of factors affecting the 

• plan; provided, the amendment or supplement does not impair the purpose of 
the plan or established by LCI 2.005below. 

Hie amendment to- adopt a coordinated-population forecast into the RCP is necessary 
based on changes in public need, policy and circumstances affecting comprehensive plans 
throughout Lane County. Public policy changes now codified in state law thai direct the 
responsibility for adopting the .coordinated forecasts as part of OT by reference id a 
comprehensive plan to the Lane County Board of Commissioners as the decision body 
for the county and its urban areas has fequired "a re-evaluation of population "forecasting 
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and other relevant faeton affecting all of the Lane County comprehensive plans. In 
addition to the public policy changes regarding responsibility of the Lane County Board 
for countywide -coordinated population forecasts, HB 3337 (2007) requires a re-
evaluation of population forecasts presented for the area within the current 
-Eugene/Springfield Metropolitan Area single urban growth boundary. A single 
population forecast for that urban area is no longer useful under HB3337 direction 
enabling Eugene and Springfield to conduct residential buildable land studies and other 
studies separately so that each may consider having.its own urban growth boundary and 
makes it necessary to produce future population projections based on the jurisdictional 
area and requirements of each of the two largest cities in Lane County. 

LC12.005 Purpose. The Board shall adopt a comprehensive plan. The general 
purpose of the comprehensive plan is the guiding of the social, economic^ and physical 
development of the County to best promote public healthy safety, arder, convenience, 
prosperity and general welfare.-

Lane Code Chapter 16.400(6)(h)(iiì)(aa) further requires the Board to make findings 
that the proposed amendment meets all applicable requirements of state and local 
law, Statewide Planning Goals and Oregon Administrative Rules. 

The proposed amendment meets the purpose section of LC Chapter 12 and is also in 
conformance with the applicable state and local laws, Statewide Planning Goals and 
.Oregon Administrative Rules as discussed helow. 

27. Goal 1 : Citizen Involvement 
This goal calls for the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning 
process. It requires each city and county to have a citizen involvement program. 
The citizen involvement process timeline presented helow establishes adequate 
opportunities for citizen involvement and is found to be fully .compliant with this goal. 

On August 5,2008, the Board of Commissioners directed staff to begin the coordinated 
population forecast project by solicitation of appropriate consultant firms to conduct the 
analysis required for the project .using a process that would be open and provide ample 

• opportunity for citizen involvement in the preparation and coordination of countywide 
population forecasts. . 

On September S/.MOS, DLCD was notified the cities of Eugene and Springfield had 
initiated a post-acknowledgement plan amendment to the Metro Plan to adopt new 
population forecasts, for the cities to comply with the needed housing determination' 
required by ORS 197.304 (HB 3337). The Lane County Planning Commission 

. participated in coordinated population forecasting for the metro cities through a joint 
hearing with the Metro planning commissions in Springfield City Hall on November 6,' 
2008 to hear testimony regarding thè Mètro Safe Harbor separate population forecasts 
proposed by Eugene'and Springfield for the first time under HB 3337. The three 
planning cominissioris each voted a separate recommendation up to their elected officials, 
the vote from Lane County was to recommend adoption. 
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On December 2, 2QQ8, the Lane County Planning Commission was invited, and many ' 
participated in the PSU Countywide Population Forecast Kick-off meeting held in Harris 
Hall. Two additional public coordination meetings were held upon release of the PSU 
population forecasts, on February 26,2009 and March 26,2009. 

The PSU effort was also presented in various ways during the LCPC public hearings and 
consideration of the small city PAPA requesting a coordinated countywide population 
forecast be adopted into the RCP. The LCPC ultimately recognized the Board would 
need to decide on the appropriate population forecasts, AH of these proceedings gave 
interested parties and cities 'an opportunity to coordinate and participate in development 

. of population forecasts for Lane County and utilized the adopted county citizen 
involvement program consistent with. Goal. 1 

2R. Goal 2: Land Use Planning This goal requires establishment of a land use planning 
process and policy framework to coordinate decisions and actions related to land use 
and assuring an adequate factual basis far those decisions. 
The adoption of a countywide coordinated population forecast for Lane County and 
urban areas of the county fulfills this goal through the' public involvement jprocess 
under the coordinated policy framework as demonstrated in the public record on file in 
Land Management. The cities and Lane County have coordinated this decision through 
the data consideration and analysis phase under contract with PSU, The public was 
provided ample opportunity for input and involvement in the process, as evidenced by 
over 300 exhibits in the public record for this project Therefore adopting this 
amendment is fully consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 2. 
The Lane County Rural Comprehensive General Plan Policies, Introduction̂ " illustrates 
the connectedness of the city and county plans, and describes the co-adoption of each 
pity's Comprehensive Plan as illustrated in the introduction. In addition to this visual 
representation of the relationship between the cities plans and the overall general 

• county plan, Part I, Section D of the Rural Comprehensive Plan states: 
"While the Policies in this document are directed at Lane County government, it is 
clearly recognized that the County has a responsibility taJ and must coordinate efforts 
closely with, the incorporated cities within- its boundaries, Statewide planning law 
requires that each incorporated city develop and adopt its own land use plan which 
must itself carnpty with LCDC Goals. The plan must contain essentially the same 
elements asthé.County General Plan, ydth an additional element of an identified 
Urban Growth Boundary (required by Goal 14). Future urban growth for each city is 
to take place within that Boundary. Jn the case of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan 

• - Area Plan, a mutual Boundary is adopted by bath cities and the County. For all other 
cities, .the County must ratify the cities ÜGBs by independent evaluation of, and 

•. adoption of, appropriate city plan provisions. 

Through this method, the County becomes responsible for administering the provisions 
. of city plans within the city UGBs~ but outside, of the corporate city limits. * Joint 

Agreements for Planning Coordination1 drawn up between the County end each city 
- lay. the framework for cooperative action in the effort." 
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The coordinated population forecasts for each urban area provide a key component of 
the base data to support the policies and framework for.long range planning necessary 

• to meet municipal needs for each local jurisdiction particularly as it relates to urban 
growth. The countywide population forecasts adopted in' the RCP provide the basis for 
cities to use those forecasts and coordinate the population residing in urban areas with 
the remainder of the population in rural Lane County,- The enactment of the statutory 
and rule requirements now applicable in Lane County and the urban areas makes it 
•necessary to adopt projections that are reasonable and sufficient for future planning 

• purposes. The adopted forecasts, once part of the RCP, must then be used by the cities 
for the necessary urban area planning under OAR 660-024-0030.. 

29, Goal 9: Economic Development Goal 9 requires the provision cf adequate opportunities 
throughout the state for a variety of economic opportunities to increase prosperity of 
Oregon's citizens. 

Population forecasts are a key factor in determining future land needs to serve as 
location for businesses and companies that provide jobs in Lane County communities. 
The urban growth boundaries of cities are planned for a twenty year future need as 
determined by Economic Opportunity Analysis and other documentation that would 
support amendments and adjustments to UGB'a, The lack of a coordinated and 
adopted forecast, or the adoption of an unreasonable forecast which does not account 
for current trends poses a significant hurdle to cities seeking to create adequate long 
range economic, residential and infrastructure development plans. Therefore, adoption 
of a countywide coordinated papulation forecast is consistent with Statewide Planning 
Goal 9. i 

30. Goal 10: Housing Goal 10 requires availability of adequate numbers of needed housing 
to meet the needs of the citizens of the state. 
Population forecasts are used in determining the amount and type of housing needed to • 
accommodate the projected population growth for 20 years. Housing needs'are also 
planned for and determined byurban areas." Housing Needs Studies and other analysis 
or documentation that supports amendments to the current adopted population forecasts 
were reviewed. Accurate population forecasts will ensure that cities may determine 
whether urban services are adequate to handle populations which may exceed those 

- projected in past planning efforts. Adoption of a coordinated reasonable forecast that 
accounts for .curient trends complies with this Statewide Planning GoaL 

Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services This goal calls for planning and developing a 
timely, orderly, and efficient arrangement qf public facilities and services to serve as a 
framework for urban and rural developments. 
Planning for adequate public facilities'and infrastructure requires an accurate population 

• forecast The design and construction of public facilities such as municipal water and 
wastewater treatment facilities requires a reasonable population forecast for sufficient 
supply of infrastructure over a twenty year planning period. The countywide coordinated 
population forecast will provide the basis for compliance with this Statewide Planning 
GoaL - ' ' ' • 
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32. Goal 12: Transportation This goal calls for providing and encouraging a safe, 
convenient and economic transportation system to serve thè people. 
Planning for adequate transportation system' facilities requires an accurate population 
forecast. The design and construction of roads, public transportation and associated 
•facilities requires a reasonable population forecast for sufficient budgeting and planning 
to construct in a timely manner these facilities over a twenty year planning period. The 
countywide coordinated population forecast will provide the basis for compliance with 
this Statewide Planning Goal. 

33. Goal Ht Urbanization Goal 7 requires the orderly and efficient transition from rural to 
urban land use. 
The adoption of updated population forecasts for the county and urban" areas of the 
county would provide a basis for the twenty year planning for urban area needs in the 
cities,' Establishment 'and change of urban growth boundaries shall be based on 
demonstrated need to accommodate urban populations consistali with twenty year 
population forecasts coordinated with affected governments. The adoption of this 
amendment is consistent with this applicable Statewide Planning Goal 

34. Remaining Statewide Planning Goals'not specifically , mentioned above are not 
implicated by the amendment of the Lane County-Rural Comprehensive Plan adopting 

- coordinated countywide population forecasts and the RCP compliance with those Goals 
remain unaffected by this action. 

Conclusion Findings of Compliance 
Hie adoption of countywide coordinated population forecasts for Lane County and the 
urban areas of the county as demonstrated in these findings and supporting documenta 
referred to here and incorporated by reference, is found to be in compliance with all 
applicable statewide planning goals, administrative rules and the Lane County 

• Comprehensive Plan. The PSU report, Papulation Forecasts for Lane County, 'its Cities 
and Unincorporated Area 2008-2035(May 2009) is fully incorporated here by reference, 
contains the supporting documentation,' analysis, and responses to relevant comments and 
questions prior to the date of its publication regarding forecasts for each of the urban areas 
of the county and provides additional support for this action. • 
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IN THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, LANE COUNTY, OREGON 

ORDINANCE NO. PA 1261 IN THE MATTER OF AMENDING THE EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD 
METROPOLITAN AREA GENERAL PLAN (METRO PLAN) BY 
ADDING NEW AND SEPARATE COORDINATED POPULATION 
FORECASTS FOR EUGENE AND SPRINGFIELD AND AN 
URBANI2ABLE AREA FOR EACH CITY AND ADOPTING 
SAVINGS AND SEVERABILITY CLAUSES. (File No. PA 09-5471) 

WHEREAS, The Board of County Commissioners of Lane County, on June 2, 2004, through 
enactment of Ordinance No. PA 1197, adopted the 2004 update to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan 
Area General Plan (Metro Plan); and 

WHEREAS, Chapter IV of the Metro Plan sets forth procedures for amendment of the Metro 
Plan, which for Lane County are implemented by the provisions of Lane Code 12.225; and 

WHEREAS, the Metro Plan currently contains a single, metropolitan-wide urban area population 
forecast that extends to 2015; and 

WHEREAS, the Board retained Portland State University Population Research Center to 
complete analysis and conduct public process to develop coordinated population forecasts for Lane 
County and each urban area within the county and present the study and results to the Board of 
Commissioners; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners, on June 17, 2009, through enactment of 
Ordinance No. PA 1255, adopted coordinated population forecasts for Lane County and each urban 
area within the county, including forecasts for Springfield and the urban area east of I-5 and forecasts 
for Eugene and the urban area west of I-5 through the year 2035; and 

WHEREAS, the Cities have coordinated extensively with the county staff and the Lane County 
Board of Commissioners during the preparation of the coordinated population forecasts by the 
Population Research Center and support the forecasts adopted by Lane County as an amendment to 
the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, following a joint public hearing with the Eugene and Springfield Planning 
Commissions on September 1, 2009, the Lane County Planning Commission recommended the 
amendments to the Lane County Board of Commissioners; and 

WHEREAS, evidence exists In the record indicting that the proposals meet the requirements of 
Lane Code Chapters 12 and 16, and the requirements of the Metro Plan and applicable state and local 
law; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners and the City Councils of Eugene and 
Springfield have conducted a public hearing on September 22, 2009, and the Board is now ready to 
take action based upon the above recommendations and the evidence and testimony already in the 
record as well as the evidence and testimony presented at the public hearings, 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of County Commissioners of Lane County ordains as follows: 

The Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan), as adopted by Ordinance No. PA 
1197 and amended thereafter, is further amended by adding the text amendment below beginning as 
paragraph 3 on Page 1-1, to Chapter I, Introduction, Purpose Section: 



In order to achieve timely compliance with their statutory obligations under 2007 Or Laws 
Chapter 650, the Cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane County adopt the following 
forecasts for their respective Jurisdictional areas: 

2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 
Eugene-City Only 194,314 195,964 197,614 199,264 200,914 202,565 
Metro Urban Area West of 1-5 17,469 17,274 17,079 16,884 16,689 16,494 
Total 211.783 213.238 214.693 216.146 217.603 219.050 

Springfield - City Only 74,814 75,534 76,254 76,974 77,693 78,413 
Metro Urban Area East of 1-5 6,794 6,718 6,642 8,567 6,491 6,415 
Total 81,608 8Z.Z52 82,898 83,541 84.184 84.828 

These figures effectively provide coordinated projections for each city and the respective 
metro urban area east or west of 1-5 for years ending 2030 through 2035, enabling them to meet 
state requirements concerning the beginning and ending years of the 20-year planning period. 

FURTHER, although not part of this Ordinance, the Board of County Commissioners adopts 
findings in support of this action as set forth in Exhibit "A" attached and incorporated here. 

Prior coordinated population forecasts adopted by the Board of County Commissioners before enacting 
this Ordinance shall remain in full force and effect following the effective date of this Ordinance as 
necessary until those plans are further updated or amended by the Board. 

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause phrase or portion of this Ordinance is for any reason held 
invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, such section shall be deemed a 
separate, distinct and independent provision, and such holding shall not affect the validity of the 
remaining portions thereof. 

ENACTED this day of O C M Ö & f l - . 2009. 

Peter Sorenson, Chair 
Lane County Board of County Commissioners 

2 
Telissa Zimmer, Secret 

Lane County Board of ty Commissioners 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

Dale 9 - ¿ 3 -3G&Ï Lane County 

OWCE OF LEÙAL COUNSEL 
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Staff report and findings of compliance with the Metro Plan 
and Statewide Goals, Oregon Revised Statutes and Oregon 
Administrative Rules for proposed Metro Plan Amendment 
adopting Lane County's coordinated population forecasts 
for Eugene and Springfield 

Applicant -

The Cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane County 

File LRP 2009-00006: Amendments to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) 
to provide Eugene and Springfield with separate, new 20-year population forecasts. 

Nature of the Application -

The applicants propose to amend the Metro Plan by adding the following text as the third paragraph of Chapter 
I, Introduction Purpose Section on Page 1-1: 

"In order to achieve timely compliance with their statutory obligations under 2007 Or Laws Chapter 650, the Cities of 
Eugene and Springfield and Lane County adopt the following forecasts for their respective jurisdictional areas: 

2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 
Eugene - City Only 194,314 195,964 197,614 199,264 200,914 202,565 
Metro Urban Area West of 1-5 17,469 17,274 17,079 16,884 16,689 16,494 
Total 211.783 213.238 214.693 216.148 217,603 219.059 

Springfield - City Only 74,814 75,534 76,254 76,974 77,693 78,413 
Metro Urban Area East of 1-5 6,794 6,718 6,642 6,567 6,491 6,415 
Total 81.608 82.252 82.896 83.541 84,184 84.828 

These figures effectively provide coordinated projections for each city and the respective metro urban area east or west of 
1-5 for years ending 2030 through 2035, enabling them to meet state requirements concerning the beginning and ending 
years of the 20-year planning period." 

Background 

The 2007 Oregon legislature adopted HB3337 by amending ORS 197 to addORS 197.304(l)(a)&(b),(2) and 
(3). The provisions of this law require Eugene and Springfield, separately from any other city in Lane County, 
to perform the following: 

(a)Establish an urban growth boundary, consistent with the jurisdictional area of responsibility 
specified in the acknowledged comprehensive plan; and 

1 
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(b) Demonstrate, as required by ORS 197.296 that its comprehensive plan provides sufficient 
buildable lands within an urban growth boundary established pursuant to statewide planning 
goals to accommodate estimated housing needs for 20 years. 

In addition to the two actions described above, the statute also requires the demonstration in (b) to be completed 
by December 31,2009.1 

In order for the cities to comply with this statutory provision, a new population forecast for each city and 
respective urban area for the next 20 years needs to be prepared and adopted into the comprehensive plan 
(Metro Plan), or in "a document included in the plan by reference," such as an inventory, functional plan, or 
other refinement plan. (NOTE: A city may choose to adopt its forecast into a separate plan document specific to 
its jurisdictional area as well as into the main plan text.) 

LCDC's Urbanization Goal, also known as Goal 14, was amended in 2006 to require that Urban Growth 
Boundaries be consistent with a "20-year forecast." LCDC's interpretive rules flesh this requirement out. 
OAR 660-024-0040 provides as follows: 

(1) The UGB must be based on the adopted 20-year population forecast for the urban area 
described in OAR 660-024-0030, [or in ORS 197.036] and must provide for needed housing, 
employment and other urban uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, schools parks and 
open space over the 20-year planning period consistent with the land need requirements of Goal 
14 and this rule. The 20-year need determinations are estimates which, although based on the 
best available information and methodologies, should not be held to an unreasonably high level 
of precision. 

(4) The determination of 20-year residential land needs for an urban area must be consistent 
with the adopted 20-year coordinated population forecast for the urban area, and with the 
requirements for determining housing needs in Goal 10, OAR 660, division 7 or 8, and 
applicable provisions of ORS 197.295 to 197.314 and 197.475 to 197.490. 

Metro Plan Amendment Criteria 

The proposed amendment is a non-site specific amendment of the Plan text. Therefore it is classified as Type I 
Metro Plan amendment that requires participation and adoption by all three governing bodies, Springfield, 
Eugene and Lane County adopted identical Metro Plan amendment criteria into their respective implementing 
ordinances and codes. Springfield Development Code (SDC) Chapter 5, Section 5.14-135(C) (1 & 2), Eugene 
Code 9.7730(3), and Lane Code 12.225(2) (a & b) include criteria of approval that require that the amendment 
be consistent with relevant statewide planning goals and that the amendment not make the Metro Plan internally 
inconsistent. 

These additional potential criteria and the staff responses fill the remaining pages of this report; however, all of 
the following findings are made subject to the reservation that they may be wholly or partially pre-empted by 

1 "Sec.3 A local government that is subject to section 2 of this 2007 Act [197.304] shall complete the inventory, analysis and 
determination required under ORS 397.296(3) to begin compliance with section 2 of this 2007 Act within two years after the effective 
dale of this 2007 Act [January 1,2008]" 
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ORS 197.304(1) which says that "Notwithstanding an intergovernmental agreement... or acknowledged 
comprehensive plan provisions to the contrary," the cities of Eugene and Springfield shall both: 

(a) establish separate 20-year urban growth boundaries, and 

(b) demonstrate that their separate boundaries provide sufficient buildable residential lands for 
the next 20 years as required by ORS 197.296. 

(al The amendment must be consistent with the relevant statewide p lanning goals adopted by the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission; 

As a preface to this section of the staff report it is useful to provide some context to what is being proposed in 
this amendment; why the only amendment being sought is a new population forecast for each city and 
respective urban area; and how this action will establish part of the necessary basis for future significant 
changes to the Metro Plan. 

Both cities know they have considerable work ahead of them as they undertake compliance with ORS 197.304. 
As the Background and Discussion sections in this report have already demonstrated, the new law that is the 
cause of this work is a significant departure from the laws and agreements that have bound the two cities and 
county together since the original acknowledgment process and two subsequent periodic reviews. There is no 
case law that provides guidance or defines nuance; there is no administrative rule that says how you interpret 
this law; and there is no precedent elsewhere to use as a model for this action. Eugene and Springfield have a 
single metro-wide UGB; they will soon have separate municipal UGBs. Eugene and Springfield have shared a 
single metro-wide buildable lands inventory because of the single UGB; they will soon have separate buildable 
lands inventories contained within their separate UGBs. Eugene and Springfield have shared a single metro-
wide population and employment forecast because they've shared a single UGB and single buildable lands 
inventory; now they must begin this compliance process by adopting separate population forecasts into a 
comprehensive plan that still recognizes the current single, shared UGB and a single, shared buildable lands 
inventory. 

Will all references to a single population, a single UGB and a single buildable lands inventory be amended in 
this action? No. The proposed amendment is intended to start a lengthy process of Metro Plan amendments 
involving the creation of separate UGBs and separate inventories. 

All of those changes cannot be predicted; they must be based on compliance with the goals. That cannot occur 
in the absence of the facts necessary to support the changes. 

The first step in that process (as explained previously) is adopting a new population forecast; the proposed 
amendment says we are undertaking this action to achieve timely compliance with the statutory obligations of 
the law. Timely compliance is a reference to the deadline imposed by our statutory obligations but also is meant 
to convey that we recognize the extent of this obligation and are beginning with the first step. 

Inserting the new coordinated forecasts and explanatory text on the first page of the first chapter of the Metro 
Plan provides the proper context for understanding how those forecasts relate to the rest of the Metro Plan. 
What might otherwise be seen as a conflict with different population figures and related findings elsewhere in 
the Plan is resolved by the explicit requirements of the 2007 statute and by the context and language of the 
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amendment. In short: The new forecasts implement that statute. They address a new 20-year planning period, 
The Metro Plan will evolve from its pre-HB3337 content and structure in phases as the cities complete their 
remaining implementation obligations under the new law, based on the new forecasts. 

A demonstration of compliance with the state-wide goals for this amendment, if required at all, is primarily 
related to Goals 1 and 2 as the remaining goals either don't apply within UGBs (3 & 4) or don't apply here in 
the Willamette Valley (16-19); the other goals are not affected by a population forecast alone, but can have 
applicability when subsequent actions that rely upon the forecast are proposed. In spite of the indirect nature of 
the relationship between the proposed amendment and the goals, an explanation was provided explaining why 
this action was not contrary to the goals. 

Goal 1 - Citizen Involvement 

To develop a citizen involvement program that insures the opportunity for citizens to be involved 
in all phases of the planning process. 

No amendments to acknowledged citizen involvement programs are proposed. The two cities and the county 
have acknowledged land use codes that are intended to serve as the principal implementing ordinances for the 
Metro Plan. Chapters 12 and 14 of Lane Code prescribe the manner in which a Type I Metro Plan, amendment 
must be noticed. Citizen involvement for a Type I Metro Plan amendment not related to an urban growth 
boundary amendment requires: Notice to interested parties; notice to properties and property owners within 300 
feet of the proposal if site-specific; notice to neighborhood associations; published notice in a newspaper of 
general circulation; and notice to the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) at least 45 
days before the initial evidentiary hearing (planning commission). 

Notice of the joint planning commission hearing was mailed on August 21,2009; notice was published in the 
Register-Guard on August 21,2009; neighborhood associations were mailed notice on August 21, 2009; notice 
of the first evidentiary hearing was provided to DLCD on July 16, 2009; notice of this proposal and the joint 
planning commission hearing was sent to the cities of Florence, Dunes City, Veneta, Junction City, Coburg, 
Creswell, Lowell, Westfir, Oakridge, and Cottage Grove on August 17,2009. Another letter was sent to these 
same cities on September 10, 2009 notifying the elected officials that the joint planning commissions of 
Eugene, Springfield and Lane County had conducted a public hearing on September 1, 2009 and that the results 
of that hearing was a unanimous recommendation from the planning commissions supporting the Metro Plan 
text amendment as it appears on the first page of these findings under the heading Nature of the Application. 
This same letter also included announcement of the joint elected officials hearing on the planning commission 
recommendation to be conducted on September 22,2009 at 6:00 p.m. in the Library Meeting Room of 
Springfield City Hall. 

Requirements under Goal 1 are met by adherence to the citizen involvement processes required by the Metro 
Plan and implemented by the Springfield Development Code, Chapter 5, Section 5.14-135, Eugene Code 
Section 9.7735, and Lane Code Sections 12.025 and 12.240. 

Goal 2 - Land Use Planning 
To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for all decisions and 
actions related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for such decisions and 
actions. 

4 



Exhibit A 
Ordinance No. PA 1261 

All land-use plans and implementation ordinances shall be adopted by the governing body after 
public hearing and shall be reviewed and, as needed, revised on a periodic cycle to take into 
account changing public policies and circumstances, in accord with a schedule set forth in the 
plan. Opportunities shall be provided for review and comment by citizens and affected 
governmental units during preparation, review and revision of plans and implementation 
ordinances. 

Implementation Measures - are the means used to carry out the plan. These are of two general 
types: (I) management implementation measures such as ordinances, regulations or project 
plans, and (2) site or area specific implementation measures such as permits and grants for 
construction, construction of public facilities or provision of services. 

The current version of the Metro Plan was last adopted in 2004 (Springfield (Ordinance No. 6087; Eugene 
Ordinance No. 20319; and Lane County Ordinance No. 1197) after numerous public meetings, public 
workshops and joint hearings of the Springfield, Eugene and Lane County Planning Commissions and Elected 
Officials. 

Subsequent to these Metro Plan adoption proceedings, the 2007 Oregon Legislature adopted new laws that 
applied specifically to Eugene and Springfield. ORS 197.304 requires Eugene and "Springfield to adopt separate 
urban growth boundaries based on the jurisdictional responsibilities contained in the Metro Plan, make a 
determination based on the provisions of ORS 197.296 that there are sufficient buildable lands within these 
UGBs to accommodate projected growth for the next 20 years, and to make this determination by December 31, 
2009. In response to this mandate, Eugene and Springfield have undertaken a necessary step in compliance by 
initiating a post-acknowledgement plan amendment of the Metro Plan to establish new population forecasts for 
each city that will comply with the required planning period of 20 years beginning at the date scheduled for 
completion of this action by statute (12/31/09), and with the provisions of OAR 660-024-0040 which requires 
cities to have adopted population forecasts as a prerequisite to establishment of an urban growth boundary. 

The Metro Plan is the land use or comprehensive plan required by this goal; the Springfield Development Code, 
the Eugene Code and the Lane Code are the implementation measures required by this goal. Comprehensive 
plans, as defined by ORS 197.015(5), must be coordinated with affected governmental units. Coordination 
means that comments from affected governmental units are solicited and considered. The 10 cities in Lane 
County not participating as decision-makers in this matter received letters explaining the proposal by Eugene, 
Springfield and Lane County to adopt into the Metro Plan the coordinated population forecast prepared by Lane 
County and adopted into the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan on June 17, 2009. 

Goal 3 - Agricultural Lands 

To preserve and maintain agricultural lands. 

The proposed amendment will provide a separate population forecast for Eugene and the metro urban area west 
of 1-5 and a separate population forecast for Springfield and the metro urban area east of 1-5 out to the year 
2035. No other changes to the Metro Plan are included in this proposal. These changes do not affect Metro 
Plan consistency with this goal and in any case, this goal does not apply within adopted, acknowledged urban 
growth boundaries. (See also OAR 660-024-0020) 
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Goal 4 - Forest Lands 

To conserve forest lands by maintaining the forest land base and to protect the state's forest 
economy by making possible economically efficient forest practices that assure the continuous 
growing and harvesting of forest tree species as the leading use on forest land consistent with 
sound management of soil, air, water, and fish and wildlife resources and to provide for 
recreational opportunities and agriculture. 

The proposed amendments do not affect Metro Plan consistency with this goal and in any case, this goal does 
not apply within adopted, acknowledged urban -growth boundaries. .(See also OAR 660-024-0020) 

Goal 5 - Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources 

To protect natural resources and conserve scenic and historic areas and open spaces. 

The Cities and Lane County have finished all work required under Goal 5 during the most recent Periodic 
Review (completed in 2007). Population projections alone do not impact land inventories; subsequent analysis 
of these inventories may proceed with the population figures, but that analysis and subsequent actions must 
observe applicable goals, statutes and rules. The proposed amendment does not affect acknowledged Goal 5 
inventories so this proposal does not create an inconsistency with the goal. (See also OAR 660-023) 

Goal 6 - Air, Water and Land Resources Quality 

To maintain and improve the quality of the air, water and land resources of the state. 

This goal is primarily concerned with compliance with federal and state environmental quality statutes, and how 
this compliance is achieved as development proceeds in relationship to air sheds, river basins and land 
resources. An adopted population forecast for a new 20-year period has no direct affect on or applicability to 
this goal. Any actions affecting inventories or land use or development that occur as a result of the population 
forecast are subject to the applicable goals, statutes and rules at the time those actions are undertaken. 

Goal 7 - Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards 

To protect people and property from natural hazards. 

The Metro Plan and the development ordinances of each city are acknowledged to be in compliance with all 
applicable statewide land use goals, including Goal 7. Population forecasts adopted into the comprehensive 
plan do not affect land use, development, or inventories. Subsequent actions based upon these forecasts and 
that may impact this goal are required to address this applicability during the public review and hearings 
process. This goal is unaffected by a new or amended population forecast. 
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Goal 8 - Recreational Needs 

To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and visitors and, where appropriate, 
to provide for the siting of necessary recreational facilities including destination resorts. 

Willamalane and the City co-adopted the Park and Recreation Comprehensive Plan in 2004. This plan has a 
recommended standard of two acres of park land for each 1,000 population. The 2004 plan projects an increase 
of 25,000 citizens by the end of the adopted 20-year planning horizon (2022).2 Willamalane is a special service 
taxing district with the authorization to purchase, develop and maintain park facilities, but it has no authority or 
obligation for Goal 8 compliance; that responsibility lies with the City of Springfield after coordinating with the 
Park District. The Metro Plan has a horizon of 2015 therefore Willamalane's standard of two acres per 1,000 
residents is a valid standard to the year 2015; anything beyond 2015 is not applicable to the Metro Plan even 
though Willamalane's plan extends to 2022. In the event Springfield adopts a new population forecast that 
extends the planning period to 2030 or later and there are subsequent impacts on the buildable lands inventories, 
the City will coordinate with Willamalane throughout these actions to maintain Goal 8 compliance through the 
new planning period of 2030. 

Goal 9 - Economic Development 

To provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety of economic activities vital 
to the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon's citizens. 

ORS 197.304 does not require an analysis of commercial and industrial lands inventories; the ORS 197.296 
determination applies only to residential inventories; and OAR 660-024-0040 allows a local government to 
review and amend the UGB "in consideration of one category of land need (for example, housing need) without 
a simultaneous review and amendment in consideration of other categories of land need (for example, 
employment need)." (OAR 660-024-0040(3)). The cities have chosen to expand the inventory analysis to 
include commercial and industrial land, both of which rely upon the same population forecast required by OAR 
660-024-0040(1). The adoption of the population forecast does not directly affect this goal; however, the 
activities subsequent to the adoption of the population forecast will rely on this forecast as a basis for actions 
pursuant to the applicable goals. Adopting a new population forecast consistent with ORS 195.036 is consistent 
with the provisions of OAR 660-024-0040 and OAR 660-009 Economic Development. 

Goal 10 - Housing 

To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the state. 

The cities are required by ORS 197.304 to undertake an ORS 197.296 determination within two years of the 
effective date of the Act. The ORS 197.296 determination involves the inventory, supply and demand analysis 
of residential land use needs for the forecast population of the 20-year planning period; this determination 
cannot occur without a population forecast. 

Adopting this new population forecast is also consistent with the requirements of OAR 660-008 Interpretation 
of Goal 10 Housing and OAR 660-0024 Urban Growth Boundaries because, once again, the population forecast 

2 Page A-4, Willamalane Park and Recreation Comprehensive Plan 
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must be adopted into the comprehensive plan before the residential lands determination can be confirmed and 
adopted into the comprehensive plan. 

Goal 11 - Public Facilities and Services 

To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement ofpublic facilities and services 
to serve as a frameworkfor urban and rural development. 

A population forecast does not directly affect the public facilities plan until the buildable lands inventories 
necessary to support that forecast are adjusted. The location and/or density increases that will occur to support 
the new forecasts must be provided with adequate levels of urban services. In the event Springfield adopts new 
inventories or makes adjustments to permitted densities causing greater demand for public infrastructure, the 
City will evaluate these services and where necessary, propose additional Metro Plan amendments in 
compliance with this goal. 

Goal 12 - Transportation 

To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation system. 

The transportation system plan is similar to the public facilities and services plan in that the transportation 
system is designed to accommodate future growth at densities prescribed in the plan's policies. Land 
development cannot occur in the absence of infrastructure and that includes transportation; but neither the goal 
nor the OARs require an analysis of this service before changes are proposed to the inventories,3 even though 
those inventory changes cannot occur without the population forecast. The obligation in 197.304 to adopt new 
population forecasts before the inventory analysis is completed is consistent with the purpose and timing of 
transportation analysis required by Goal 12; OAR 660-12 Transportation and OAR 660-024 Urban Growth 
Boundaries. 

Goal 13 - Energy Conservation 

To conserve energy. 

3. Land use planning should, to the maximum extent possible, seek to recycle and re-use vacant 
land and those uses which are not energy efficient. 

There are no requirements in the rule or statute that require the energy element of the plan to be amended to 
correspond with the new population forecast. Any subsequent changes to land use designations, including 
adjustments to the UGB must comply with the applicable provisions of this goal and interpretive rules. 

Goal 14 - Urbanization 

3 In fact, the transportation planning rule requirements in OAR 660-012-0060 requiring an impact analysis on transportation systems 
as a result of UGB amendments "need not be applied to a UGB amendment if the land added to the UGB is zoned as urbanizable land, 
either by retaining the zoning that was assigned prior to inclusion in the boundary or by assigning interim zoning that does not allow 
development that would generate more vehicle trips than development allowed by the zoning assigned prior to inclusion in the 
boundary." (OAR 660-024-0020(1) (d). 
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To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use, to accommodate 
urban population and urban employment inside urban growth boundaries, to ensure efficient use 
of land, and to provide for livable communities, 

A new population forecast does not affect the existing UGB but the establishment of, or change to a UGB 
cannot be undertaken unless there is an adopted population forecast for the 20-year period upon which the 
buildable lands inventories are based. Since this determination, and hence the application of Goal 14, cannot 
occur without the population forecast, the cities must adopt a new population forecast to comply with the 
provisions of ORS 197.296 and ORS 197.304, the latter of which extends the planning horizon for Eugene and 
Springfield to 2029. The proposed amendment to Page 1-1 is consistent with these statutes and with OAR 660-
024, the rule interpreting Goal 14. 

The preparation of the Lane County coordinated population forecast was undertaken in accordance with the 
guidelines and standards of Oregon Administrative Rule 660-024-0030(1 & 2) and with ORS 197.^10 to 
197.650 as evidenced in the findings adopted by the Lane County Board of Commissioners on June 17, 2009 in 
support of Ordinance PA 1255 In the Matter of Amending the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan (RCP) 
to Include a Coordinated Population Forecast for Lane County and Each Urban Area within the County. The 
cities of Eugene and Springfield are completing the requirements of the law regarding population forecasts by 
adopting the County's coordinated population forecast into the applicable comprehensive plan (Metro Plan). 

Goal 15 - Willamette River Greenway 

To protect, conserve, enhance and maintain the natural, scenic, historical, agricultural, 
economic and recreational qualities of lands along the Willamette River as the Willamette River 
Greenway. 

A population forecast has no direct affect on the implementation or continued compliance with Goal 15 as there 
is no direct affect on land use designations, densities or development standards as a result of a new population 
forecast. In the event that actions by the governing bodies subsequent to adoption of a new population forecast 
results in changes to designations, development standards or densities, those changes must be evaluated against 
all applicable goals, statutes and rules. Such evaluations will include Goal 15. 

Goal 16 Estuarine Resources, Goal 17 Coastal Shorelands, Goal 18 Beaches and Dunes, and Goal 19 
Ocean Resources 

These goals do not apply to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area. 

(b) Adoption of the amendment must not make the Metro Plan internally inconsistent. 

The proposed population forecasts are necessary to comply with the new laws adopted by the 2007 Oregon 
legislature. These new laws effectively pre-empt certain provisions of the Metro Plan that might otherwise 
appear to stand in contradiction to new and separate population forecasts for each city and respective metro 
urban area: 

"Notwithstanding an intergovernmental agreement pursuant to ORS 190.003 to 190.130 or 
acknowledged comprehensive plan provisions to the contrary, a city within Lane County that has 
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a population of 50,000 or more within its boundaries shall meet its obligation under ORS 
191.295 to 197.314 separately from any other city within Lane County. " (ORS 197.304(1)) 

The adopted UGB population forecast of286,000 and the adopted planning horizon of 2015 are found in 
various chapters throughout the text of the Metro Plan, TransPlan and the Public Facilities and Services Plan, 
This figure and planning horizon date are the result of actions that took place during the 13 years between 1994 
and 2007 when Eugene, Springfield and Lane County were complying with the requirements of periodic review 
of the Metro Plan. The cities must now complete a new set of state-mandated tasks that will result in a number 
of amendments to the Metro Plany including new, separate UGBs; new, separate buildable lands inventories; 
new, separate population forecasts; and a new 20-year planning horizon. 

Thé cities are proceeding with the new population forecast first because the inventories and UGBs must be 
based on an adopted population forecast (OAR 660-024-0040); neither City has ever had a separate population 
forecast that matched its municipal authority (city limits and future city limits as represented in the urban 
transition area). It is not necessary to replace all existing references to the 286,000 population forecast or the 
2015 horizon because the proposed amendment references the preemptive language of ORS 197.304 and 
because the conversion of the Metro Plan to bring it into compliance with the new law will occur over time as 
work progress (UGBs, inventories, planning horizons, etc.). Existing Metro Plan policies do not foresee the 
obligations of this new law therefore there are no policies or sections of policies responsive to the changes that 
must be made to the text of the Metro Plan. ~See also the preface to Goals compliance on pages 5 and 6 of this 
report. 

- Attachments -

1. Copy of Notice of Proposed Amendment sent to Department of Land Conservation and Development on July 
16,2009 specifying the cities of Eugene and Springfield and Lane County were proposing separate population 
forecasts for each city and urban transition area to be adopted into the Metro Plan 

2. August 17,2009 letter to the Mayors and Administrators of the ten incorporated cities in Lane County and 
known interested parties, from the Eugene, Springfield and Lane County planning directors advising that 
Eugene, Springfield and Lane County were proposing to adopt the County's new, separate population forecasts 
for each city into the Metro Plan. The initial public hearing on the matter was scheduled for the planning 
commissions of Eugene, Springfield and Lane County on September 1,2009 in the Springfield City Hall. The 
joint elected officials would conduct a subsequent public hearing on September 22,2009 also in Springfield 
City Hall. 

3. Draft Minutes of the Joint Planning Commission hearing of September 1,2009 

4. September 10,2009 letter to Mayors and Administrators of the ten incorporated cities in Lane County and 
known interested parties, from the Springfield Planning Manager on behalf of the Eugene and Lane County 
Planning Directors, advising of the action taken by the joint planning commissions on September 1, 2009 and 
notification of the joint elected officials hearing on September 22,2009 at 6:00 p.m. in the Springfield City 
Hall. 
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