A RESOLUTION
of the
LANE COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
for
SENATE BILL 100

WHEREAS, under the provisions of Chapter 197, Oregon Revised Statutes,

each county through its governing body has the responsibility of coordinating
planning activities affecting land uses within the county, including those
of the county, cities, special districts, and state agencies; and

WHEREAS, said legislation further provides that such coordination of planning
activities may be performed by a voluntary association of local governments
if ratified by each participating county and a majority of the participating
cities; and

WHEREAS, the Lane Council of Governments is such a voluntary association
of local governments with a long history of performing planning and coordina-
ting functions for its respective governmental members; and

WHEREAS, the governing bodies of Lane County and the majority of cities
in Lane County have indicated by formal action that they consent to the
Lane Council of Governments performing the regional coordination of planning
activities; Now, therefore, be it
RESOLVED BY LANE COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS:
THAT the Lane Council of Governments shall perform the review, advisory,
and coordination function described for the County in Chapter 197, Oregon
Revised Statutes.
ADOPTED BY THE LANE COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS THIS

25th DAY OF July s 1974,

Roscoe E. Cole, Chairman
Lane Council of Governments

ATTEST:

A/

Robert” W. Chave, Acting Executive Director
Lane Council of Governments




Letter sent to:
Mayor Raleigh Manley, Coburg

Mayor James Shirley, Cottage Grove
Copy to City Manager Phil Kushlan

Mayor Clyde Hollemon, Creswell
Mayor Johan Mehlum, City of Dunes City

Mayor Lester E. Anderson, Eugene
Copy to City Manager Hugh McKinley

Mayor Paul Geuy, Florence
Copy to City Manager Don Dougherty

Mayor John Gunson, Junction City
Copy to City Recorder Holger Jensen

Mayor Robert C. Smith, Lowell
Copy to Joanna Fisher, Assistant to the City Council

Mayor Ron Paddock, Oakridge
Copy to Ron Peterson, Administrator

Mayor Darwin Courtright, Springfield
Copy to City Manager Pat Teague

Mayor Richard Gutman, Veneta
Copy to Administrative Assistant Jerry Carlson
Copies to Board Members and other administrators marked:

Letter addressed to Mayors, copies to their administrators
INFORMATION COPY '
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LANE COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

SERVING CITIZENS OF LANE COUNTY FOR MORE THAN A QUARTER OF A CENTURY

April 30, 1974

MEMBER AGENCIES

City of Coburg

City of Cottage Grove

City of Creswell

Dunes City

City of Eugene

Eugene Water & Electric Board
City of Florence

Junction City At the regular L-COG Board meeting April 25, the Board directed me

e oty College to respectfully request that your Council discuss the possible role of

Lane Intermediate Education Dist. ~ L=COG in performing the area-wide coordination function required

g::’tsf[_l;::'g“‘)" & Water Cons. Dist under Senate Bill 100, as now enacted into law. Discussion within
City of Oakridge ~ 7" the city councils of Lane County is needed to provide direction for
Port of Siuslaw your L-COG representative in responding to the request from
g;’\i:f;gﬁ?::f;;ea Dt Lane County for a decision soon on who should assume the area-wide
School District 52 (Bethel) coordination responsibilities. The county now has legal authority
School District 4J (Eugene) and responsibility under the act, but the Board of County Commis-
:‘,;; g;ti:;i:z(spr'"gﬁe'd) sioners has requested that L-COG determine how the various cities
Springfietd Utility Board in the county view the act with respect to the other options possible.
Upper Willamette Soil
C:ﬁf‘ ?fr\?::;'am“' Enclosed are copies of a staff-prepared information sheet which may
Wiilamalane Park & Rec. Dist. assist in pinpointing the coordination responsibilities and administration
options available under SB-100. We understand there is to be a
CITIZENS' AND TECHNICAL regional meeting of the League of Oregon Cities on May 9 at the Black
ADVISORY COMMITTEES Angus Restraurant in Eugene, and we hope this matter might be a
Aging topic for discussion at that meeting as well.

Arts

Children’s Services

Comprehensive Heaith

Coordinating Committee

Criminal Justice

Economic Development

Educational Sincerely,

Housing )

Human Resources

Manpower

Natural Resources

Public Safety ) ) : ‘
Transportation Robert W. Chave

Acting Director

"

If there is any other information that our staff can provide, please do
not hesitate to contact me.

135 SIXTH AVENUE EAST
EUGENE, OREGON 97401
(503) 687-4283 ' 808-m

AS:adm
[ ' Enclosures
' ce~L~-COG Board Members




BRIEF EXPLANATION OF THE AREA-WIDE
COORDINATION REQUIREMENTS OF S$B-100

_ The 1973 regular session of the Oregon Legislative Assembly resulted in the passage
of land use legislation introduced as "Senate Bill 100." The bill established counties -
as the statutory units of local government to provide for the coordination of:

"All planning activities affecting land uses within the county, including
those of the county, cities, special districts, and state agencies, to
assure an integrated comprehensive plan for the entire area of the
county."

The bill was enacted into law, effective October 5, 1973.

OPTIONS _AVAILABLE TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Option 1

Lane County now has the legal authority and responsibility to assume
the area-wide coordination role under this act without further action
by anyone.

Option 2

A "regional planning agency' can be established to undertake the area-wide
coordination role upon petition to the State Land Conservation and
Development Commission (LCDC) by the county and cities representing
51% of the population.

Option 3
Lane Council of Governments may perform the areé.»—wide coordination
role if a resolution to that effect is ratified by Lane County and a

majority of the participating cities therein.

COORDINATION RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER SB-100

The specific responsibilities aSSLgned the area-wide coordmatmn body under this
act are as follows:

Prior to adoption of statewide goals by LCDC
(Goals are required to be adopted no later than J anuary 1, 1975)

1. Submit to LCDC "a program for citizen mvolvement in preparing,
adopting, and revising comprehensive plans within the county.
Such programs shall at least contain provision for a citizen
advisory committee or committees broadly representative of
geographic areas and of interests relating to land uses and
land use decisions."" (Sec. 35)



Explanation -~ Coordination Requirements of SB-100
April 30, 1974

Appeal (as can any governmental body, person, or group of
persons whose interests are substantially affected) any compre-
hensive plan provision or any zoning, subdivision, or other

- ordinance or regulation adopted by a state agency, city, county,

or special district considered to be in conflict with statewide
planning goals adopted by LCDC; or, in the interim, the goals
already specified in ORS 215.515. The interim goals are those
adopted by the 1969 Legislative Assembly under SB-10, the
Mandatory Planning and Zoning Act (Sec. 51). :

After adoption of statewide goals by LCDC

Review all comprehensive plans within the county~--both those being
gd'dpted and those being prepared--for conformity with the statewide
planning goals, and so advise the plan~-initiating agency. (Sec. 39).

Review ''planning and siting permit" applications for "activities

of statewide significance." Within 30 days after receipt of the
application, the area-wide coordinating body must submit its
recommendations on the application to LCDC. The state commission
grants or denies. The area-wide coordinating body reviews the
application for conformity with (1) adopted statewide goals and
guidelines for activities of statewide significance and (2) compre-~
hensive plans within the county. (Sec. 27(4))

Prepare annual reports (commencing one year after the date of the
approval of statewide planning goals) to LLCDC on the status of
comprehensive plans within the county. Each such report shall
include: (1) copies of plans reviewed and zoning and subdivision
ordinances and regulations applied to those areas and activities
within the county authorized under the act, and (2) for those
jurisdictions without comprehensive plans, a statement and review
of progress made toward conformity with the statewide planning
goals. (Sec. 44) '

L-COG - 4/30/74 - RWC




Agenda Item Number
9A.

Lane County Population Projection Coordination

Presenter: Clair Van Bloem

Action Recommended: Public Hearing; Adopt Resolution 2005-01

Background:
By state statute, ORS 195.036, urban growth boundary (UGB) population
projections are required to be coordinated within counties.

“ 195.036 Area population forecast; coordination. The coordinating body under
ORS 195.025 (1) shall establish and maintain a population forecast for the entire
area within its boundary for use in maintaining and updating comprehensive

plans, and shall coordinate the forecast with the local governments within its
boundary. [1995 c.547 §7 (enacted in lieu of 195.035)]”

In Lane County, the role of coordinating body was transferred from Lane County
to the Lane Council of Governments (LCOG) in 1974. The coordination effort
requires that the population of all UGBs in Lane County plus the population
outside UGBs coordinate with a county-wide projected population total prepared
by the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis (OEA).

The first effort in coordinating population began in 1997: OEA worked with
LCOG and produced projections through 2040 for Lane County. These
projections were referred to when making urban growth boundary area population
projections for plan amendments and transportation system plans, but no formal
coordination of population numbers was done.

In April, 2004, OEA released updated state and county population projections
based on 2000 Census results. At that point, LCOG staff developed a preliminary
allocation of the forecasted Lane County population. LCOG staff convened a
meeting of staff from all jurisdictions in Lane County to review and comment on
the preliminary allocation. Comments were obtained and the allocation for 2025



and 2030 was modified. In addition, the county projections were updated and
adjusted to the 2004 population estimate produced by the Population Research
Center at Portland State University. To better reflect the precision of the county
projection, a population range was created around the Lane County projection.
This range 1s applied to 2025 and 2030 and is plus or minus five percent of the
Lane County projection.

A second meeting of Lane County jurisdictional staff was then conducted to
review and comment on the revised allocation. At this meeting, the jurisdictional
committee decided to finalize the Lane County Coordinated Population
Projections and forward to the LCOG Board for review and adoption. Many city
staff presented the 2025 and 2030 coordinated projections to their governing
bodies after this meeting. The Lane County Coordinated Population Projections
for 2025 and 2030 are contained in the attached table.

After a public hearing is conducted, Board action to adopt the Resolution and

thereby the Lane County Coordinated Population Projections for 2025 and 2030 is
recommended.

Attachments

LCOG: Q\BOARD\2005 BOARD\O2 FEBRUARWLCOG BOARD ITEM 7B POP COORD FOR ADOPTION.DOC
Last Saved: February 16, 2005



Report
on
Lane County
Coordinated Population Forecast

2025 - 2030

February, 2005

A Cooperative Project of:

Lane Council of Governments
Lane County
City of Coburg
City of Cottage Grove
City of Creswell
City of Dunes City
City of Eugene
City of Florence
City of Junction City
City of Lowell
City of Oakridge
City of Springfield
City of Veneta
City of Westfir
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
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Lane County
Coordinated Population Forecast
2025 -2030

Introduction

This report summarizes the methodology and results of the 2025 and 2030 coordinated
population forecasts for urban growth boundary areas in Lane County. It also describes the
coordination effort with the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) and
the State Economist.

By state statute, ORS 195.036, urban growth boundary (UGB) population projections are
required to be coordinated within counties.

“195.036 Area population forecast; coordination. The coordinating body under ORS
195.025 (1) shall establish and maintain a population forecast for the entire area within its
boundary for use in maintaining and updating comprehensive plans, and shall coordinate
the forecast with the local governments within its boundary. [1995 ¢.547 §7 (enacted in lieu
of 195.035)]”

In Lane County, the role of coordinating body was transferred from Lane County to the Lane
Council of Governments (LCOG) in 1974. The 2025-2030 Coordinated Population Forecast will
be presented to the Lane Council of Governments Board for review and adoption.

Methedology

The task of LCOG as the coordinating body was to divide (i.e., allocate) the county population
among all the UGBs and the rural county for 2025 and 2030. This section describes the
methodology used to produce the results shown in the attached table.

To accomplish the population allocation, existing sources of population projections and historic
trends were used. LCOG staff reviewed 1990 and 2000 population figures and historic trends of
the UGB population as a proportion of the total Lane County population. Projections from
comprehensive plans and transportation system plans were also reviewed. For the population
outside of UGBs, Lane County staff provided information. Based on this analysis, a preliminary
allocation was prepared.

LCOG staff next convened a meeting of staff from all jurisdictions in Lane County to review and
comment on the preliminary allocation. Comments were obtained and the allocation for 2025
and 2030 was modified.

At this point in the process, it was obvious that the 2003 county population estimate used as the
base year for the OEA Lane County forecasts was too low. Both the Population Research Center
and the State Economist were contacted regarding the underestimate for Lane County. Based on
conversations with the State Economist it was decided to use the 2004 Lane County population




estimate as the base year and then apply the OEA projected annual average growth rates. Thus,
the Lane County projections were updated and adjusted to the 2004 population estimate
produced by the Population Research Center at Portland State University. In addition, LCOG
staff discussed with the State Economist the margin of error around the 2025 and 2030 Lane
County forecast. The margin of error around the Lane County projection was also discussed
with DLCD staff . It was decided that a plus or minus 5 percent margin was reasonable. So to
better reflect the precision of the county projection, a population range was created around the
2025 and 2030 Lane County projection of plus or minus five percent.

A second meeting of Lane County jurisdictional staff was then conducted to review and
comment on the revised allocation. At this meeting, the jurisdictional committee decided to
finalize the county population allocation. Some cities decided to present the population
allocation to their governing bodies.

Results

The attached table presents the 2025 and 2030 allocated population for each jurisdiction and the
share that jurisdiction population is of the total county population. There are also population
estimates for 1990, 2000 and 2004. It is clear from the table that the total population of the
jurisdictions plus the population outside the UGBs in 2025 and 2030 is within the plus or minus
5 percent of the forecasted population.
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MINUTES
LANE COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
City of Coburg Municipal Court
32694 East Pear] Street
Coburg -
February 24, 2005 - 7:00 P.M.
VOTING MEMBERS
Present
Commissioner Patrick Lanning (EWEB), Vice Chair
Mayor Sue Bond (Oakridge) Commissioner Anna Morrison (Lane County)
Councilor Darrell Carman (Veneta) Councilor Gary Papé (Eugene)
Councilor Dwight Coon (Junction City) Councilor Mike Fleck (Cottage Grove)
Director Greg James (Willamalane) Mayor Ron Petitti (Creswell)
Director Mary Lehman (Siuslaw Public Library) Director Katherine Schacht (EPUD)
Director Jerry Miller (Lane ESD) Director Dennis Shine (LCC)
Director Anette Spickard (School District 4]) Mayor Judy Volia (Coburg)
Absent
Dunes City Representative School District 19 (Springfield) Representative
Florence Representative School District 52 (Bethel) Representative
Lowell Representative School District 68 (McKenzie) Representative
Springfield Representative Fern Ridge Library District Representative
Westflr Representative Port of Siuslaw Representative

Western Lane Ambulance District Representative

STATE ELECTED OFFICIALS

None

GUESTS

Dave Barta, Bill Judd, Penny Jordan, Gordon Zimmerman
LCOG STAFEF

George Kloeppel, Kay Bork, Gary Damielle, Ashley DeForest, Jamon Kent, Ann Mortenson,
Dan Mulholland, Tom Schwetz, Ted Stevens, Bob Swank, Byron Vanderpool, Clair Van Bloem

1. CALL TO ORDER -ROLL CALL

Vice Chairperson Patrick Lanning called the meeting of the Lane Council of Governments
(LCOG) Board of Directors to order at 7:20 p.m. He noted that a quorum was present.

Mayor Judy Volta welcomed members of the Board to Coburg. She introduced City Coun-
cilor Bill Judd, who said Coburg was “Out of the ordinary, but not out of the way.” He re-
ferred to several printed items describing attractive amenities of the city.

Vice Chairperson Lanning invited those who were present to introduce themselves.

MINUTES — LCOG Board of Directors June 26, 2004 Page ]
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REQUESTS FOR ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA

None.

COMMENTS AND PRESENTATIONS

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC
None

A. Public Hearing on Coordinated Population Projections

LCOG Staff Clair Van Bloem stated that a Public Hearing was scheduled on the Lane
County Coordinated Population Projection. She said population forecasts were re-
quired by Oregon Statute and that LCOG had had responsibility for Lane County fore-
casts since 1974, She described the process by which the forecasts had been developed
and said the Board would act on their adoption later in the agenda of the meeting.

Vice Chairperson Lanning opened the Public Heating. He determined there were no
persons present wishing to present testimony. He closed the Public Hearing.

COMMITTEE REPORTS
REPORTS FROM THE CHAIR AND EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

LCOG Executive Director George Kloeppel referred to agenda support material entitled
“Report of the Executive Committee,” noting that it contained a report of a January 20
meeting of the Executive Commitiee.

ADVISORY COUNCIL REPORTS

Vice Chairperson Lanning referred to agenda support material entitled “Advisory Council
Reports,” noting that it contained reports of meetings of the Metropolitan Policy Commit-
tee, Senior Services Advisory Council, Disability Services Advisory Council, and Lane
Economic Committee.

REPORT FROM THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Mr. Kloeppel referred to agenda support material entitled “Comments from the Executive
Director.” He commented on the retirements of LCOG Principal Planner Clair Van Bloem
and Accounting Analyst Lois Schibler. He reviewed information about the June annual
conference of the National Association of Regional Councils, saying Board members were
invited to attend.

MINUTES -~ LCOG Board of Directors June 26, 2004 Page 2



POPULATION PROJECTIONS:

A PRIMER ON OREGON STATUTES & CASE LAW ADDRESSING THE ESTIMATION AND

I.

FORECASTING OF POPULATION FOR LAND USE PLANNING PURPOSES

BY

ANDREW H. STAMP, EsQ.!

MARTIN BISCHOFF TEMPLETON LANGSLET AND HOFFMAN, LLP

888 SW FIFTH AVE., SUITE 900
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204

TELEPHONE: (503)224-3113
Introduction

Population projections form the starting point for many land use planning and fiscal

planning processes, and are therefore critical to land use litigation. In particular, population

projections are pivotal to UGB amendments and SDC methodologies. This memorandum

provides a comprehensive review of the legal framework surrounding population projections as

they relate to land use planning in Oregon.

I

Analysis
A. Population Estimates and Forecasts
1. Estimates

It is important to understand the difference between state population estimates and
state forecasts, as well as the legal framework within which these two important
documents are generated. Population estimates are statistical “snapshots” which are
intended to ascertain the population of every county and city in the state on July 1 of each
year. See Exhibit “5” for an example showing 2002 data. The statutory scheme for

population estimates is succinctly summarized in Concerned Citizens of the Upper Rogue

! This article is intended to serve as general overview of the law, and not as legal advice. The reader is strongly
encouraged to seek land use counsel if legal advice is needed.




v. Jackson County, 33 Or LUBA 70 (1997):

“ORS 190.510 to 190.610 [See Exhibit “2”] delegates state census
responsibilities to the State Board of Higher Education (State
Board). The State Board in turn has delegated these
responsibilities to the Center for Population Research and Census
(CPRC), established in 1965 at Portland State University (PSU).
OAR 577-050-0005. [See Exhibit “3”]”

“ORS 190.520 requires the State Board (i.e., CPRC) to estimate
annually the population as of July of each city and county in the
state and by December 15 to prepare a certificate of population
showing that estimate. If requested, any city must ‘furnish such
available information as may be required by the [State Board] in
securing accurate data and information upon which to base its
estimates.” ORS 190.590. Each city may on its own initiative
supply additional data, including housing data, group quarters data,
annexation data, and utility data, that can be used to evaluate the
population estimate. OAR 577-050-0020(4). If officially
requested, the State Board will conduct [,] at a city’s expense, an
actual count of the population of a particular area and prepare a
certificate of population based upon such account. Under ORS
190.530, a city may petition for reconsideration.”

“The population shown in the certificate of population becomes the
‘official population’ of the city, and is ‘the official and exclusive
basis for determining per capita allocation and payment of funds to
such city * * *” ORS 190.540 (2). The U.S. Bureau of Census
recognizes CPRC conducted censuses and surveys and accepts
CPRC figures for federal revenue sharing estimates. OAR 577-
050-0020(5).”

See Concerned Citizens, 33 Or LUBA at 98-100. Notably, the statute only requires CPRC to
estimate “current” populations — it does not require the center to create population projections or
forecasts.?
2. Forecasts
Unlike a population estimate, a population forecast looks to the future and attempts to

guesstimate what the population will be for a given political subdivision. Population forecasting

2 CPRC does apparently conduct projections on a periodic basis, however. As far as I know, CPRC adopted its last
population forecast in 1993, when it projected populations out to the year 2010.




