







































































by the City of Lowell, under the assumption that the City of Lowell chooses to pursue a policy of sustainable
expansion and infrastructure investment rather than attempt to avert significant pressures to grow with
unsustainable infrastructure and mixed success.

To provide a potential forecast of Lowell should it seek different growth planning policies over the near and
long-term, it was assumed that Lowell would be able to add population no more than 50% as fast as Oakridge
is expected to over planning period. In other words, Lowell’s annual population growth could range between
40% and 50% of the annual new population Oakridge can expect to add. The ability of Lowell to grow faster
than presently projected will have much to do with the following features of Lowell, summarized from
discussion in the previous section:

@ Similar drivetime to Eugene-Springfield as rapidly growing Creswell and Veneta;

& Central location along the Highway 58 corridor halfway to Oakridge; and

@ Locational features and recreational amenities available to households seeking such quality of life

attractions.

The following table demonstrates JOHNSON GARDNER'’S calculation of projected population growth rate.

1,213 1,636 2,207 3,045 3,636 4870 6,835

Overall, we project a potential growth rate of 4.1%, and a total population of over 3,600 in 2030 and roughly
6,800 people in 2055 depending upon municipal growth policies. The 4.1% growth rate translates into only
120 new residents annually, roughly 43% of annual population growth expected in Oakridge, and only 36%
of average annual new population expected in Veneta and Creswell, communities of somewhat comparable
distance from the Eugene-Springfield core.

Potential Growth ¢ Historic Growth

It is again worth noting that the analysis presented above assumes that land and infrastructure capacity will be
available for Lowell to absorb potential growth, and that the local land use framework will allow or even
facilitate this growth.

In contrast, a recent report prepared by ECONorthwest' projects that the population in Lowell will actually
grow at a slower rate than that projected in the Growth Management Strategy. These findings are based on,
among other factors:

@ historic population growth rates,

@ slow local job growth; and
o aging population.

A key finding of the analysis is that the official population forecast for the City of Lowell may be too
optimistic, thus rendering the likely financial feasibility of necessary City water system improvements to be
too optimistic as well. The ECONorthwest analysis concludes that improvements will likely cause an undue
burden on the current residents and developers who will have to pay for it. The report estimates that the cost

' “Population Forecast for the City of Lowell,” ECONorthwest, February 15, 2007.
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of service to individual property owners would increase by well over 100%, greatly in the form of higher
utility rates.

Under the assumptions employed in the ECONorthwest report, JOHNSON GARDNER agrees with its basic
conclusions. Historically Lowell has indeed grown slowly, and faces some challenges, not the least of which is
insufficient water treatment capacity that has led to multiple development moratoria and measures such as
allowing septic systems. The ECONorthwest report presents a picture of what the city may face if it pursues
historical growth policies in perpetuity, 1nclud1ng its existing unsustainable clean water infrastructure, without
a forward-leaning approach to overcoming these obstacles to growth.

Sustainable Growth Policy & Population Growth

Some of the problems of costly infrastructure improvements could be directly addressed by a more singular
growth event, such as the expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary including sizeable single-owner parcel or
parcels. Unlike annexation to include numerous smaller parcels, sizeable additions held by single or few
owners allows a jurisdiction predlctablllty, coordinated land use and financial planning, and resulting reduced
public costs that can benefit an entire community.

Expanding the UGB to bring in tracts for residential development can have a self-reinforcing effect. If new
development can help pay a significant portion of new infrastructure costs, the costs for existing residents can
be kept down. The improvements will then allow the new growth that has been hampered by insufficient
infrastructure.

There are several tools that the City can employ, preferably in combination for tax fairness and equity, under
various State of Oregon statutes and programs. The table on the following page provides a summary of six
key potential funding resources for various infrastructure need:

o Citywide System Development Charges (SDCs)

e District-Specific SDCs

o Urban Renewal District/Plan

o Increased Utility Rates;

o General Obligation Bond; and

@ State Grants & Related Programs.
The list is not exhaustive, but does provide common tools employed by other jurisdictions with significant
capital facilities improvement need in the State of Oregon. Due diligence for each source individually and in

concert would be recommended should the City of Lowell choose to pursue varying infrastructure funding
options

LOWELL, OREGON POPULATION GROWTH ANALYSIS PAGE4



v xdsvgnefaCly [ 5/p1ia0ds1035Cp [ [piuijmat WAL/ B RYPIGPIIRIUnIA0LRO DD U UN 5204109 (i3 D 340 5137340 mennyy: oz

129§
*SIDINOS INUIADI I9YI0 3A0QE Y3 JO du0 15E3] 28 Furambas
A[23j3] 21050191 ‘sa0inosas puny Suryorews axmbos Afeordd]  swaford soremarsem pue 1o1eM Aremonred ‘safoxd uonendog man

aamonaisexjui sypoads Jof suondo Surpuny s05-mo 29 Suusmyg woyy spuny Sunprepy swesdoi/syueany apmag

*3DTAI3S 1qIP X 10} USPING Xe PIOYSNOY BUNSIXD

‘[ea01dde 13104 Jo WiSrewr urelsadUN Guox-dn dwAIas $9onpas 3uswdoPAdp 191e] fpasu samdnIISEGUL
393p Jo areys euonsodordsip fed ssuopisar Sunsixg  serpswu szow 10§ 595100531 3U0x-dn JuedyIUSIg uonzndod soN R Supsxy  puog w opedyqQ [essuan

*sasuadxa 33yd0d ‘Jususanoxduy fended 10§

~Jo-1no 1oy8ny Apusuewissd usLadxs pnom stuspiser  IsureSe Ppamoxioq 3q ues ‘sasearour Jueoyrudis proe
Bupsrxo £go1oym paynuspi aoinos Supuny Auo osy7 01 saoanos Surpuny 1510 14 1390U0D U ‘salel Y3ILy uone[ndog maN 29 Sunsxyg sayey Ainy) paseasoug

‘ue]d [emauas ueqIn 3Y3 Jo uopemp

Teaf-()7 S Jof ATEpUNOQ IDINSIP SY) UTIM INUIAII Xel
Auadaad euopippe o3a10§ pnom ‘aunzels aresg 4q sjooyos
[£20] 10§ 3d20x3 ‘suonorpsun{ Surxes edprunw-uoN

*s1ueIs

[e33pa pue 31elg 10§ spury SurydIews 10§ $301N083I
10 ‘soford 1gap WI-3I0YS/YSed [EIUIWIIIUY

‘aNss] pUOq ANUIASI J0f pasn 3q Ued PAresdusd

Spun,j "s3uapisar Sunsixs 01 3500 1048y asnes

10U P[NOM UONEISUSS JUWIDIOU] PUE 9SBQG XEI UDZOL]

stuowaaoxduwy map 29 Sunsixg

DHISI [PMIURY VEqI))

“NEA PUE] UO SISIXD

“UOISUNX3 AnPNISEUL

uiSrews sp| pue (pi yajfews) sojfews are spored puey Jo asuadxs 123818 10§ s7)(IS DYyI0ads-oinsip 1YSrL] wwswidojpas(] maN 11T sDAS PMWSIY
"3N[eA pUE] Uo Uldrews
*3N[eA PUE[ UO SISXD Iuspgns pue Juswido]oasp puej 198re] tam 159G
uiSrews apuy pue (i soy[ews) Joffews ase spored puey SII0M {PaJU INIONASEYUL MIU 1o 0F-nok-se-{eg  Iuswdopasg maN A7) Sunsixg sOS pmbrny
STEIAR) 2y SOGEIUBAPESI(] ~ S9JCIUCAPY 7y SONIES] | g skeg adiy: ou.iemm—
ouM

PAGE5

LOWELL, OREGON POPULATION GROWTH ANALYSIS



The City of Lowell might consider a mixture of the above approaches. If an Urban Renewal District or
district-specific SDC’s were applied to a new growth area brought into the UGB, this area would be
responsible for paying for the improvements and additions to infrastructure necessary to support the new
development in that area. A large landowner or landowners may be willing to negotiate with the City on one
of these measures in return for inclusion in the UGB. The significant contribution made by new
development on this land could lessen the impact on existing residents and developers. Utility rates and
SDC’s may be raised somewhat, but the City should strive to keep parity with surrounding communities to
the extent possible.

Conclusion

JOHNSON GARDNER finds that if development land and infrastructure capacity exist, Lowell can achieve
significantly higher growth than officially projected and requested by the City of Lowell through 2030 and
2055. The above scenario is meant to demonstrate one way in which Lowell can overcome historically slow
growth patterns and development hurdles. New growth can help provide the infrastructure to beget more
growth. As the ECONorthwest report states, the alternative is a continuation of historical trends and
increasingly stressed infrastructure, which cannot be viewed as sustainable.
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JOHNSON
GARDNER

WILLIAM E. REID, PRINCIPAL

Principal Bill Reid coordinates and conducts public finance, economic, and feasibility analyses for JOHNSON
GARDNER clients. During the past nine years, Mr. Reid has successfully managed over100 projects ranging
from Fiscal & Economic Impact Studies to Highest & Best Use Analyses, and has an in-depth understanding
of urban and rural development concerns, land-use and policy issues, market feasibility and public finance
issues.

AREAS OF SPECIALIZATION:

» - Regional Economic Analysis

» -~ Economic Development and Impact Analysis

» - Public Finances and Fiscal Impact Analysis

» - Market & Financial Feasibility Analysis of Residential and Commercial Development

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE:

* Presently serving as Consulting Economist to Ada County, Idaho (Boise metro) regarding economic and
fiscal impacts of Master-Planned Community development greater than 640 acres in size.

®* An economic and tax benefit analysis of over 1 million square feet of bio-tech, office, residential and retail
development in Seattle’s South Lake Union district.

* A tax benefit analysis of the City of Seattle’s proposed “up-zone” ordinance that would allow significant
increases to height allowances of downtown residential and mixed-use buildings. .

* Economic development strategies for the Cities of Newport, Lincoln City, La Grande, and Burns,
Oregon.
* Urban renewal district feasibility studies for the Cities of Reedsport, Oregon and Warrenton, Oregon.

= A fiscal and economic impact study of the 7,000-acre destination resort Suncadia and a 1,600-acre
master-planned community in Kittitas County, Washington. Conducted 30-year projections of tax
revenues, public service costs, infrastructure costs, and population growth for nearby communities and
the greater county region.

* Economic and fiscal impact analyses of planned Wal-Mart Supercenters in the State of Washington.
* A market feasibility study for the 600-acre Mill Creek Industrial Park in Salem, Oregon.

®* 30-Year annexation public finance models for the two primary urban expansion areas of Multnomah
County, Oregon in the City of Gresham: 1,600 acres combined in Pleasant Valley and Springwater.

* A market depth and feasibility study for industrial land at the 1,500-acre Juniper Ridge project in Bend,
- Oregon.

A twenty-year residential, commercial and industrial land market and need analysis for the South
Meridian planning area of Meridian, Idaho, the state’s fastest-growing jurisdiction.

POLICY ANALYSIS

“Do States Play Welfare Games?” with David N. Figlio, University of Florida, and Van W. Kolpin, University of
Oregon. Journal of Urban Economics, v 46, n 3, November 1999.

EDUCATION:
University of Oregon Baylor University
Eugene, Oregon. MS, 1997 Waco, Texas. BA, 1994

Emphasis in Public Finance and Econometrics Emphasis in Economics and Mathematics
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City Of Lowell

Page 1 of 1

From: jerry valencia [exwrestlingduck@yahoo.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, May 15, 2007 4:50 PM

To: spiescf@lowell-or.gov

Subject: information

Hey Chuck,

I don't know if this helps but First American Title company gave me a
print out today of all of the transactions in Lowell for over the past
five years. One just dealt with residential sales from 2002 to 2006 in
Lowell.

2006= 53 sales
2005= 62 sales
2004= 29 sales
2003= 18 sales
2002= 26 sales

But what I found also was that there were 403 total lot, commercial,
and residental sale in the last five years. Hope things are going
well.

Jerry Valencia

Got a little couch potato?
Check out fun summer activities for kids.

5/15/2007
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City Of Lowell

From: jerry valencia [exwrestlingduck@yahoo.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, May 15, 2007 4:51 PM

To: chuck spies

Subject: Fwd: lowell

Chuck,

Just forwarding a rather interesting letter from Tom Walters. Please call me if you have any questions.
Jerry Valencia

606-2571

Note: forwarded message attached.

Give spam the boot. Take control with tough spam protection
in the all-new Yahoo! Mail Beta. '

5/15/2007



5/15/07
Jerry Valencia

- We spoke yesterday about the market for housing in Lane County and what my
observations were and what my predictions would be for potential for housing in the City
of Lowell.

The short answer is that any area in the Western United States that has improved lots with
approvals for building homes near to a large city or town around areas that are currently
constrained will grow at unprecedented rates.

The City of Eugene and Springfield have so little opportunities for new home
construction in the 300K to 600K price range due to regulation and growth boundaries
that any of the outlying areas that present a viable opportunity homes to be built will
attract developers, builders and home buyers. This is true in Tacoma, Spokane, Boise,
Portland, Vancouver, Ashland, and its true in Eugene/Springfield.

If there was development opportunity around the perimeter of Eugene and Springfield in
an area I would refer to as the Urban Reserve, there would be less push to outlying areas.
As has been seen in Portland Metro, rapid growth has been seen in Canby, Banks,
Beavercreek, Sherwood, Newberg... not because they are convenient to the City Center
or Employment but because there simply is not enough close in options, so they become
viable options for the home buying consumer.

The attraction of the Eugene/Springfield areas livability and location will force additional
development into, Veneta, Junction City, Creswell, and Cotttage Grove in huge numbers.
Lowell and Coburg will participate in this growth if they allow for it with their
infrastucture. Commercial redevelopment in conjunction with quality residential lot
availability in Lowell would allow for a dramatic increase to the population and quality
of the residential housing inventory in this community.

- Jerry I am an active developer/builder as well as a student of this industry. I served as the
Home Builders Representative on the Citizens Advisory Committee that studied the land
supply in the 90°s for LCOG. I am a State Director with the Oregon Home Builder
Association, and have been involved in developing land and providing residential
housing in Lane County and Portland Metro for nearly 20 years, and nearly a thousand
homes. Last year my company was ranked as the 4™ largest home builder in Lane
County by a local periodical so I don’t make these assertions without really feeling I have
an understanding of this market and the regional marketplace.

I hope this information is helpful for you, and your desire to improve your property in
Lowell.

Sincerely Yours

Thomas Walter Owner Walter Custom Homes LLC, and Walter Development LLC
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Michael E. Farthing

Attorney at Law

Smeede Hotel Building
767 Willamette Street, Suite 203
Eugene, Oregon 97401
Office (541) 485-1141 — Fax (541) 485-1174
email - mefarthing@yahoo.com

May 15, 2007

BY E-MAIL TO: spiescf@lowell-or.gov
HARD COPY BY FIRST CLASS MAIL

Mayor Weathers and City Council Membcrs
City of Lowell

% Chuck Spies

P.O. Box 490

Lowell, OR 97452

Re:  Revision of Lane County Coordinated Population Projections

Dear Mayor and Council Members:

This officc represents Jerry and Julic Valencia who own approximately 58 acres located
on the southern edge of Highway 58, directly across from the covered bridge at the intersection
of the southern entrance to the city. I previously submitted a letter dated March 27, 2007
regarding the City’s efforts to establish Urban Reserve Areas. Projections for population
increases are directly related to that process and constitutc and integral first step in the
identification of Urban Reserve Areas and cventual expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary.

My clients fully support the City’s effort to advocate for increased population projections
based primarily on historical factors involving previous moratoriums and the recent growth rate
over the Jast three years of approximately 4% each year. The population projections set forth in
L-COG’s materials seem very unrcalistic given what has occurred in the City of Lowell recently
and what the comprchensive plan and policies adopted by the Council encourage and support.
My clients believe their property is particularly well-suitcd for consideration within the Urban
Reserve Area because of its location on the south side of the lake and on Highway 58. Not only
would its inclusion in the Urban Growth Boundary enhance the entrancc to the City of Lowell
from that major state highway, it could also stimulate additional ODOT and other state funds for
improvement of that intersection and other access roads into the City of Lowell.



Mayor Weathers and City Council Members
City of Lowell .

% Chuck Spies

May 15, 2007

Page 2

We fully support the City’s efforts and intend to actively participate in the current Urban
Reserve process to the fullest extent possible. Please keep me and my clients on any mailing lists
for interested persons. We look forward to future meetings and opportunitics to comment.

Sincerely,

o

’ I . R
g ;/’ A

\ -(/

)

J

-
Michael E. Farthing -~
MEF/kt

cc:  Jerry and Julie Valencia



City of Lowell, Oregon
Minutes of the City Council
April 17, 2007
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Mayor Weathers.
Members Present: K. Larsen, G. Wild, R. Mortier, M. Alvarez, W. Weathers.
Members Absent: None.
Public Hearing: Resolution 457, Fees for City Permits and Services.

The Council meeting was suspended at 7:00 p.m. to conduct a public hearing on
Resolution 457, Fees for City Permits and Services.

A copy of the record of the hearing is attached.
The hearing was closed and the meeting reopened at 7:02 p.m.
Public Comments (General).

Mia Nelson thanked the City for constructing the sidewalks on 1% Street. There was a
short discussion regarding the sidewalk construction project.

Approval of Minutes: March 20, 2007 City Council Meeting and March 27, 2007 Joint
City Council and Planning Commission Meeting.

R. Mortier moved and M. Alvarez seconded a motion to approve the minutes of the
March 20, 2007 City Council meeting and the March 27, 2007 joint City Council and
Planning Commission meeting as presented.

Motion Carried: Unanimously.

Approval of Expenditures: April 3 and April 17, 2007.
City Administrator Spies reviewed the two expenditure reports with the Council. K.
Larsen moved and M. Alvarez seconded a motion to approve the expenditure reports

dated April 3, 2007 and April 17, 2007 as presented.
Motion Carried: Unanimously.

Old Business:

" 1. Final Review/Action: Resolution 455, Accepting and Adopting the Water
System Master Plan Update and Addendum #1 to the Update.

City Administrator Spies reported that additional written comments had been received
from Mia Nelson, Shade Tree Properties, Inc. and Corinne Sherton, representing Seneca



Sawmill Company. He went on to explain that he had considered those inputs and
amended the recommended language for Resolution 455. He presented the Council with
draft #3 to the Resolution and briefly explained the reasons for the changes. He also
explained that the proposed language for the Resolution would accept the Master Plan
Update and Addendum for planning purposes, but allow the Council to consider
additional studies, if deemed necessary, before implementation of any of the capital
improvements. He felt that the City should utilize the water storage capacity
requirements identified in the Update without specifically deciding on specific siting or
sizing needs for the needed storage capacity. He also felt that the cost estimate for a
single reservoir contained in the addendum was reasonable and was likely the lowest cost
estimate of any siting or sizing option that might be ultimately decided upon and that that
cost estimate should be used for storage capacity SDC calculations. Following a short
discussion, R. Mortier moved and G. Wild seconded a motion to adopt Resolution 455,
accepting the Water System Master Plan Update dated December 2006 and Addendum
#1 dated March 12, 2007 and adopting a Water System Capital Project list, as presented
in draft #3. |

Motion Carried: Unanimously.

New Business:

1. Action, Resolution 457, Fees for City Permits and Services

Mayor Weathers stated that the City needed to increase fees to cover inflationary cost
increases to provide City services. Without further discussion, W. Weathers moved and
M. Alvarez seconded a motion to adopt Resolution 457, establishing fees for permits and -
services, as presented.

Motion Carried: Unanimously.

2. Action, Intergovernmental Agreement with Lane County for Street Striping

City Administrator Spies presented a proposed Intergovernmental Agreement with Lane
County and explained that it was a follow on agreement to continue contracting with the
County for street striping services for the next three years. Mayor Weathers asked if the
County could stripe the School District parking area under this agreement and it was
generally decided that that should be a discussion between the School District and the
County. Following a short discussion, K. Larsen moved and M. Alvarez seconded a
motion to approve the Intergovernmental Agreement with Lane County for street striping
as presented.

Motion Carried: Unanimously.

3. Action, Intergovernmental Agreement with Oakridge for Law Enforcement

Services

City Administrator Spies presented a proposed Intergovernmental Agreement with the
City of Oakridge for Law Enforcement services for FY 2007-2008. He explained that the
agreement would take effect on July 1% and that it was identical to the current agreement



with the exception that the cost for 40 hours of patrol per month had increased 3%,
consistent with inflation. K. Larsen moved and G. Wild seconded a motion to approve the
Intergovernmental Agreement with the City of Oakridge for Law Enforcement Services
as presented.

Motion Carried: Unanimously.

4. Action, Award of Summit Street Water Line Project.

City Administrator Spies presented a staff report and the City Engineer’s
recommendation that the City award the Moss/Summit Street Water Line construction
project to Cardwell Construction. After a short discussion, M. Alvarez moved and G.
Wild seconded a motion to approve award of a construction contract for the
Moss/Summit Street Water Line project to Cardwell Construction based on their bid of
$48,600.

Motion Carried: Unanimously.

5. Action, Resolution 458, Transfer of Funds.

City Administrator Spies presented a staff report and proposed Resolution 458, which
would transfer $19,500 from the SDC Fund to the Street Fund for SDC qualifying costs
of the 1¥ Street and Pioneer Street sidewalk projects. He explained that because enough
transportation SDCs had not been collected to cover the entire transfer amount and in
order to transfer the entire appropriated amount, that a intra-fund loan from the other
systems would be necessary. He stated that such action was appropriate if a proper
internal accounting of the various SDC funds was maintained. He provided the most
current SDC Reconciliation as evidence that internal accounting was in place. He
explained that the alternative was to only transfer $11,000, the amount of transportation
SDC funds actually available for transfer. Following a short discussion, R. Mortier
moved and G. Wild seconded a motion to adopt Resolution 458, transferring $19,500
from the SDC Fund to the Street Fund. ’

Motion Carried: Unanimously.

Reports:

1. Quarterly Financial Report

City Administrator Spies presented the Quarterly Financial Report through the 3™ quarter
of FY 2006-2007. He reported that all the funds were being executed within the annual
budget requirements and while the budget was very tight, that he saw no need for any end
of year adjustments. He did state that General Fund material and service costs were close
primarily because of the additional costs being experienced by the Comp Plan revision
process. He answered questions from Council members. There was no Council action or
- direction based on the report.



2. Planning Commission Report

City Administrator Spies presented the minutes of the March 27, 2007 Planning
Commission meeting as the Planning Commission Report and briefly reviewed actions of
the Planning Commission at the meeting. There was no significant Council discussion,
action or direction based on the report.

3. Park Advisory Committee Report

City Administrator Spies presented the minutes of the April 5, 2007 Parks Advisory
Committee as the Parks Advisory Committee Report. He explained that the Committee
had unanimously approved a motion to move forward with the siting of a Skate Park at
Paul Fisher Park at the recommendation of the Skate Park Committee. He went on to
explain that the process would require an application for a site plan review by Planning
Commission. He suggested that before anything else was done, that the Council decide if
they would support a skate park in Paul Fisher Park and decide whether they wanted to
make the decision on the siting or allow the Planning Commission to make the decision.
There was significant discussion on the pros and cons of a Skate Park and whether one
should be constructed in Lowell. Council President Larsen and Councilor Mortier both
spoke in opposition to siting a skate park anywhere in the City. Mayor Weathers and
Councilors Alvarez and Wild spoke in favor of at least moving forward with a site plan
review for siting the proposed skate park in Paul Fisher Park, with the caveat that if the
property at the corner of Hyland Lane and North Shore Drive was made available at a
cost the City could afford, that it be further considered before any construction on the
Paul Fisher site. Following the discussion, M. Alvarez moved and W. Weather seconded
a motion to approve moving forward with siting of a Skate Park at Paul Fisher Park as
recommended by the Skate Park and Parks Advisory Committee.

Motion Carried: Ayes: G. Wild, M. Alvarez, W. Weathers.

Nays: K. Larsen, R. Mortier. '

4. Council Update Report

City Administrator Spies presented the Council Update Report. On the subject of the
Special City Allotment Grant, the Council agreed without objection, to reapply for a
project to pave Damon Street north of 2™ Street. Staff will put together the grant
application and bring it back to the Council for action.

On the subject of the Lane COG coordinated population projection options, City
Administrator Spies stated that none of the three growth projection options proposed for
Lowell came close to the growth rate that the City requested LCOG to consider for
Lowell and if the Council wanted to get higher 2030 population projections than
currently adopted, staff needed to put together a more detailed justification package for
Council approval and submittal to LCOG. Following a short discussion, W. Weathers
moved and M. Alvarez seconded a motion to not accept any of the three population
projections for Lowell proposed by LCOG and to direct staff the complete a ]ustlﬁcatlon
submittal to LCOG required to achieve a higher population projection.



Motion Carried: Unanimously.

On the subject of the City Administrator attending the Oregon Downtown Development
Conference on May 10 and 11, there was no Council objection to his attendance. Mayor
Weather and Councilor Alvarez indicated that they might also be interested in attending.
City Administrator Spies also reported on a meeting that had been set up for Friday,
March 4® with DLCD representatives to discuss how to move forward with downtown
development and take advantage of DLCD TGM grant opportunities. He explained that
the Oregon Downtown Development Association would also attend and that he had asked
Mayor Weathers and School Board Chair Maureen Weathers to attend. He asked if one
other Council member wanted to participate in getting the downtown development
planning process moving forward. Both Councilor Alvarez and Councilor Mortier
expressed interest. Because the organizing committee could not have a quorum of City
Council members, it was decided the Councilor Alvarez would be the second Council
participant and that Councilor Mortier would be an alternate when other members
couldn’t attend. City Administrator Spies stated that he would also query the Planning
Commission to see if one or two of its members were interested in participating.

There was no other Council action or direction based on the Council Update Report.

Other Business:

City Administrator Spies reported that design of the public improvements for the first
phase of the Stoneridge Estates Subdivision had been approved by the City and that a
preconstruction conference was scheduled for April 24™,

City Administrator Spies also reported that the Watershed Council had been forced to
move from Forest Service facilities and that their Director would be working out of City
Hall, at the extra work station in the admin area. He also reported the City was storing
Watershed Council equipment in the back room at City Hall and that the Watershed
Council would be conducting some of its meetings at City Hall. He stated that this
arrangement would continue for at least a year until the Watershed Council could move
in with the Corps of Engineers at the 6 Street location.

Adjourn: The meeting adjourned at 8:25 p.m.

. Weathers, Mayor.




Public Hearing Record
Resolution 457, Fees for City Permits and Services
April 17,2007

The hearing was opened at 7:00 p.m.

Mayor Weathers explained that the purpose of the hearing was to receive public
comments on proposed Resolution 457, which would update fees charged by the City for
permits and services.

City Administrator Spies reported that notice of the hearing had been published in the
April edition of The Bridge and was posted in the normal locations. He further reported
that no written comments had been received.

The hearing was opened for public comments and there were none.

The hearing was closed at 7:02 p.m.



City Manager’s Office
250 Highway 101 Voice/TDD: (541) 997-3437
Florence, OR 97439-7628 FAX: (541)997-6814

September 21, 2007

George Kloeppel

Lane Council of Governments
99 East Broadway Suite 400
Eugene, OR 97401-3111

Re: Population Forecasts

Dear George,

Please thank the Board for the opportunity to offer input on the City of Florence's
population forecast. As you well know, Florence is a fast growing community.
Because of staff turnover in the last year we have not been able to review the
proposed urban growth boundary areas in Lane County and provide comment.

At this time we would like to request that the record remain open so that we will
have more time to evaluate the 2035 forecast for our city. We are fully staffed now
and are prepared to make this a priority. Please keep us informed of the Board of
Director’'s decision and when the future hearings will be held on this. | apologize for
not speaking up sooner, but given the fact that | am new and haven't had a
Community Development Director or a Public Works Director to discuss this with
until very recently, we haven’t been timely in doing this.

Robert S Willoughby

City Manager
CC:  Mayor Phil Brubaker
CDD Sandra Belson

PWD Mike Miller




Resolution 2007-18

A Resolution Accepting Population Forecasts for Urban Growth Boundary Areas in Lane
County

WHEREAS, the City of Creswell has determined it necessary to update the population forecast
for the City of Creswell; and

WHEREAS, Lane Council of Governments has calculated a revised population forecast for the
cities of Lane County as requested by the Cities of: Creswell, Veneta, Lowell Oakridge and
Junction City; and

WHEREAS, The revised population forecasts are attached as Exhibit A.
Now Therefore, be it resolved by the common council of the City of Creswell:
(1) The Population Forecast for the City of Creswell be adopted pertaining to the City of
Creswell, as attached hereto in Exhibit A
{2) The Council hereby requests Lane Council of Governments to include the population

forecast in the coordinated Population Forecast update

Passed by the Common Council of the City of Creswell, and approved by the Mayor this 10!

day of October 2007. QQ

Ron Pet1tt1 Ma or

Attest:

Roherta .T. Tharm Recarder
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SWANK Bob J

From: Jamon Kent [jamon.kent@centurytel.net]
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2007 5:28 PM

To: SWANK Bob J; KLOEPPEL George W
Subject: Creswell Population

Attachments: PopulationForecast2007.doc

Bob - The Creswell City Council held a public hearing on the population forecast at their regular scheduled meeting Oct 8, 2007.
No comments were received for the audience present nor were any written comments received. Following the public hearing the
Council approved Resolution 2007-18 adopting the revised population forecast dated July, 2007.

Resolution 2007-18 is attached.

Jamon Kent

Interim City Administrator
City of Creswell

P.O. Box 276

Creswell OR 97426

(541) 895-2531

10/10/2007



RESOLUTION NO. RES. 12-2007

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A COORDINATED POPULATION PROJECTION FOR

THE CITY OF OAKRIDGE

The City Council of the City of Oakridge finds as follows:

A.

ORS 195.025(1) provides that counties are responsible for coordinating all
planning activities affecting land uses within the county, including planning
activities of the county, cities, special districts and state agencies; and

ORS 195.025(4) allows a voluntary association of local governments to assume
a county’s coordination responsibilities if the voluntary association of
governments adopts a resolution authorizing the delegation of those
responsibilities and the resolution is ratified by each participating county and a
majority of the participating cities; and

On July 25, 1974 the Board of Directors of the Lane Council of Governments
(LCOG), a voluntary association of local governments, passed a resolution
accepting the review, advisory and coordination functions assigned to Lane
County by ORS 195.025(1); and

The resolution passed by the LCOG Board of Directors was ratified by the
governing bodies of Lane County and a majority of the cities in Lane County; and

ORS 195.036 requires the coordination body under ORS 195.025(1) to establish
and maintain a population forecast for the entire area within its boundary; and

The Oregon Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) is responsible for making
population projections for the state and counties and the local coordination body
is responsible for allocating the projected county population among the cities and
the county; and

LCOG staff, using existing sources of population projections, historic trends and
input from the staff of the county and cities within Lane County, has coordinated
with OEA staff on the proposed Lane County population and has allocated the
projected population among Lane County urban growth boundaries; and

The allocated population projections must be reviewed by the cities within Lane
County prior to approval of the allocated population projections by the Board of
Directors of the Lane Council of Governments.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF OAKRIDGE, a
Municipal Corporation of the State of Oregon, as follows:

Resolution No. 12-2007 Page 1 of 2




Section 1. The urban growth boundary allocation of projected population for Lane
County, Oregon, as set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto, is hereby
adopted.

Section 2. Unless and until otherwise modified by the City Council, the population
projections that pertain to the City in Exhibit A shall be used in land use,
transportation and public facility planning by the City.

ADOPTED: October 18, 2007.

Ayes:_
Nays:._
Abstain:___
Absent.___

Donald E. Hampton, Mayor

ATTEST:

Gordon Zimmerman, Interim City Recorder

Resolution No. 12-2007 Page 2 of 2
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SWANK Bob J

From: Gordon Zimmerman [gordonzimmerman @ ci.oakridge.or.us]
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2007 10:38 AM

To: SWANK Bob J

Subject: Coordinated Population

Attachments: Res. 12-2007 Coordinated Population.doc

Bob:

The City of Oakridge held a public hearing on the coordinated population number developed in 2004 on Oct. 18, 2007. There were
no comments and the Council unanimously passed resolution 12-2007 attached.

Gordon Zimmerman
Oakridge City Administrator
541-782-2258 ext. 225

"Oakridge - the center of Oregon recreation, where families and businesses live and grow, work and play, learn and dream
in a safe and sustainable community”

10/25/2007



PO Box 490 Lowell, OR 97452
Phone: 541-937-2157 Fax: 541-937-2936
Email: city@lowell-or.gov

November 30, 2007

Commissioner Faye Stewart
125 East 8™ Avenue
Eugene, OR 97401

Subject: Coordinated County Population Projections.
Dear Commissioner Stewart,

We understand that the Board of Commissioners is considering LCOG’s role in developing
Coordinated Population Projections for Lane County. The City of Lowell takes no position on
how the Board decides to develop these projections, except to say that the process used by
LCOG has effectively coordinated distribution of projected County population amongst the
various jurisdictions and produced a recommendation which meets statutory requirements and is
satisfactory to all jurisdictions. We also feel that LCOG is uniquely suited to facilitate such
regional coordinated efforts.

These population projections are vital to the planning efforts of all jurisdictions, but are
especially vital to small cities in determining the demand side of the growth management
equation.. Because state law dictates that cities not exceed coordinated projections in their
growth management planning, small cities can easily be placed in a position of playing catch-up,
in providing both infrastructure and buildable land, if growth significantly exceeds those
projections. The City of Lowell was forced to place significant and continual restrictions on
development between 1996 and 2003 because we didn’t keep up with growth demands. We
don’t want to be put in that position again. Also, State infrastructure funding sources will not
fund capacity that exceeds the demand created by the coordinated population projection, so even
if we wanted to build extra capacity, we could not get funding assistance to do so.

The City of Lowell has submitted a justification package to LCOG which we feel adequately
justifies a 2030 population projection of 2,823, and the LCOG staff, in its recommendation to the
LCOG Board, concurs. We have also submitted the entire record of our public involvement
process which led to this request. Attached is the cover letter, dated September 21, 2007, for our
submittal to LCOG which goes into greater detail on Lowell’s position on this issue. We would
be more than happy to provide you with the entire public record on our population projection and
growth management decision process, which has been ongoing for over three years, upon
request. :

The City of Lowell has a long history with Shade Tree Properties and Ms. Nelson, part owner
and officer of Shade Tree Properties. We are not surprised that she and her attorney, Doug
Dupriest, have raised issues regarding the coordinated population projection process. Please
understand that Ms. Nelson is a member of Lowell’s Citizens Advisory Committee and has sat at
the table and been heard throughout our process. Because she did not get what she wanted



 through participation in our process, she is seeking recourse with the County Board of
Commissioners. Shade Tree Properties holds a substantial amount of undeveloped land
in Lowell and owns essentially all the larger parcels which are most easily developed.
Attached is a copy of our Zoning Map showing Shade Tree holdings and property which
has deed restrictions precluding further development, placed on them by Ms. Nelson.
Ms. Nelson essentially controls the majority of the unrestricted buildable land in Lowell
and her personal and business plans for development are often in conflict with the City’s
development goals. For obvious reasons, she is adamantly opposed to any action that
would justify urban expansion which might provide development competition or
alternatives for Lowell. Also of possible interest to you is the fact that Heather Kent, the
citizen objecting to Veneta’s request, is a long time friend of Ms Nelson. Her father also
owns a large (and blighted) property in the Lowell’s commercial core.

We welcome the Board’s oversight into the LCOG Coordinated Population Projection
process and believe we have provided ample justification through a substantial public
involvement process of our own. We would hope that the Board would recognize that,
except for the statutory requirement to distribute a finite County projected population
amongst the various jurisdictions, growth management planning is essentially a local
government process. The City of Lowell only requests that we be allowed to plan for
growth rates that we both anticipate and desire. Rest assured that Ms. Nelson and others
who may have issues will have ample opportunity for comment as we go through our
public process to determine our buildable land and infrastructure needs.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

(Vo0 %

Warren R. Weathers, Mayor Ken Larsen, Council President
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December 4, 2007

Dear Commissioners:

Per your request, this letter constitutes the City of Veneta’s statement describing the
importance of LCOG’s population forecasts to the City of Veneta. In response to
threatened appeals and the County’s request, City staff has reviewed this issue in
depth. While the City may have initially indicated that an updated population forecast is
not crucial to Veneta at this time, further review of the issue has shown this not to be the
case.

Veneta’s adopted Comprehensive Plan relies upon a population forecast of 5760 for the
year 2020. To meet this projection, the City would have to grow its current population of
4640 by less than 2% per year. All indications are that the City will far exceed this rate
(Veneta has grown at an average of 7% annually since 2002), rendering the 5760 figure
useless in planning to accommodate future growth. Because of this, the City is in the
beginning stages of updating our planning documents to reflect a more accurate figure.

We have chosen to begin by updating our facilities plans so that we can identify critical
projects necessary to accommodate future growth. To date, the City has completed
nearly all of the sewer and water improvements called for in our currently adopted
plans. The City has already outlined a work plan with its City Engineer to update its
Wastewater Facility Plan to commence immediately. Within the next six months, the
City anticipates undertaking the same work with regard to its Water Master Plan.
Population projections are an essential component of this type of facility planning.
Having adopted, coordinated figures establishes a common baseline for these and other
facility planning projects which are a necessary first step in providing essential services
to a fast growing community.

Prior to any construction of newly identified projects, both the City’s Comprehensive
Plan and Public Facilities Plan must be updated to incorporate the new coordinated
population numbers per ORS 195.036. As the planning will already have been
completed on the underlying projects and Facility and Master Plans, it is imperative that
the population projection relied upon now is reasonably consistent with that adopted by
the County or LCOG. Otherwise, the City will have needlessly spent dollars analyzing
projects which may never be realized.

As you can see, it is crucial that the process of adopting new population forecasts be as
efficient and expedient as possible. We believe that this was one of the reasons that
LCOG was trusted with this process in the first place. As one of the cities which
supported LCOG in undertaking this task on behalf of the County pursuant to ORS




197.025, the City believes that the County may be in violation of state statute if it
chooses to now “take back” coordination of the population forecast unilaterally. By
allowing LCOG to move forward in fulfilling its properly delegated role, the County is
honoring its obligation under ORS 195.036 to:

“ .. 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.”

The City requests that the County consider Veneta’s circumstances carefully, and allow
LCOG to move forward with its adoption of the population forecast at its meeting
scheduled for December 13, 2007.

Sincerely,

Brian Issa
Community Services Director
City of Veneta




November 5, 2007 Florence City Council Meeting

FLORENCE 2035 URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY POPULATION
FORECAST
A.  Consider public input on the proposed 2035 population forecast for
the Florence Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)
B.  Consider approval of the Florence 2035 population forecast for the
UGB
City Manager (CM) Bob Willoughby explained that under state statutes
Counties are required to have population forecasts, which they then divide
among the various cities. The City is limited in its review of the projected
forecast, but if Florence disagrees with it, then they are required to prepare
a linear regression analysis in order to develop a different population
number. He said staff has some concerns about the last 5 years of the
original forecast, where Florence’s population is fixed from 2030 to 2035
but, because it is so far into the future, are not sure how serious those
concerns should be. The forecast is important in terms of designing
facilities and master planning, so staff discussed it with the Lane Council of
Governments (LCOG) and asked whether any of the methodologies they
used in preparing the forecast would give the City an increase in projected
population. Mr. Willoughby then advised that, of the three methodologies
used, one would increase the forecast for 2035 from 17,200 to 18,800,
which staff felt seemed a more realistic number in the sense that it showed
an increase in those 5 years. Staff recommended that the City Council
accept the current recommendation of the Lane Council of Governments
and indicate approval to the LCOG board. He also said that comments
could be taken from the public, but the City would have to be prepared to
support any recommendation for a different number with an accompanying
statistical analysis, which staff is not prepared to complete.

Mayor Brubaker explained that he sits on the executive committee of the
Lane Council of Governments and that the matter was before the City
Council not for the long-term projection or essentially the formula
calculated, but because there have been some challenges to the more
recent population forecast for the next few years that could significantly
affect other smaller cities in Lane County and their ability to obtain state
funding. He said the projection of how the entire County would grow
ultimately affects Federal financing. He addressed the math on the chart,
saying that the most current estimate (the 2006 City-Certified Population)
was 8,270. The basis for the take-off in the analysis was that LCOG goes



back to the 2004 numbers, where they add the 2004 city-certified
population (7,830) to the population outside the City but within the Urban
Growth Boundary (1,480), equaling the 2004 adopted population including
the UGB of 9,310. Between 2004 and 2035 is a 31-year period and the
forecast within the current municipal boundary of Florence and the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB) is that the population will double, a growth rate
that is less than 3 per cent per year. He said it was a very modest forecast
because it assumes no expansion of the UGB and assumes a population
density increase in a vertical manner rather than a sprawl. The Mayor said
he felt it was a very reasonable and conservative projection because the
City and its UGB is surrounded by the ocean, the river, and by the National
forests. The County requested that the matter receive public input to
assure the County Commissioners that the forecast would receive a full
public vetting. He then asked those in the audience who wished to address
the matter to come forward.

Tim Welsh, 950 Killian Lane, Elmira, speaking on behalf of the Central
Oregon Coast Board of Realtors, said that, after reading the accounting
and information provided by staff, he was very sure the board would be
supportive of the forecast. He agreed with staff that there probably would
be growth between the years 2030 and 2035 and said the forecast is a tool
that the City has to have and use in its planning.

Delbert Phelps, 107 Evergreen Lane, Florence, said he served on the
Council from 1976 to 1984 and advised that 1976 was when the City first
started land use planning in earnest. He said he has been involved in
planning for a number of years and advised that Florence has traditionally
grown an average of 3 per cent every year since that time and he didn’t see
any reason why it wouldn’t continue to do so into the future. He agreed
that the numbers might be a little low, but that it is a much better target than
the prior numbers provided. He applauded staff for looking into the
situation and trying to get the numbers so they are on the right track.

Mayor Brubaker, in the spirit of full disclosure, shared the fact that Mayor
Gary Williams from Cottage Grove also sits on the executive committee of
LCOG. He said he had pointed out to Mayor Williams that, in accordance
with the projections, Florence would be the third largest city in Lane County
by 2035, surpassing Cottage Grove, and that Mayor Williams had not
questioned the data there either. The Mayor continued by noting that the
matter was before the Council to approve 18,862 as the Florence 2035




population forecast for the Florence area, including the UGB, and to direct
staff to prepare a written statement to the LCOG Board stating this position.
Councilor Holman so moved, Councilor Burns seconded. The motion was
carried unanimously by voice vote, 5 votes in support and 0 in opposition.




PO Box 490 Lowell, OR 97452
Phone: 541-937-2157 Fax: 541-937-2936
Email: city@lowell-or.gov

December 12, 2007

Board of Directors

Lane Council of Governments
99 East Broadway, Suite 400
Eugene, OR 97401

Subject: Final Comments of Coordinated Population Projections.
Dear LCOG Board Members,

The City of Lowell has provided what we feel is ample justification for a 2030 population projection of
2,823 and the entire public record of our internal process to develop this request. I would like to take
this opportunity to address three final points that Lowell feels are important in support of our requested
‘projection.

OAR 660-024-0030, Population Forecasts, and specifically paragraph (2), states that: “The forecast
must take into account documented long-term demographic trends as well as recent events that have
a reasonable likelihood of changing historic trends.” Lowell has already made a strong case to
demonstrate that recent improvements to both water and sewer capacity have ended a long period of
building restrictions which have keep historic growth rates artificially low for nearly a decade. In
addition to these improvements, the City has taken the following additional actions to plan for,
encourage and promote growth in Lowell:

» In 2005, adoption of a totally revised Comprehensive Plan establishing new and expanded policy
promoting and encouraging significant additional growth for Lowell.

+ In 2006, adoption of a completely revised Land Development Code to implement Comp Plan
policy and streamline and make develop requirements much more -developer friendly.

s In 2006, completion and adoption of a Water System Master Plan Update to identify further
capacity building projects needed to keep up with growth demands on the water system.

e In 2007, completion and adoption of a Parks and Open Space Master Plan to identify and plan for
parks, recreation and open space needs as development occurs.

e In 2007, acquired funding and have contracted for completion of a Stormwater Master Plan to
identify existing drainage system capacity and identify improvements and provide options for
control and management of stormwater as development occurs.

e In 2007, established a Downtown Development Advisory Committee to work through the process
of developing a vibrant small city downtown commercial and retail sales core. The City has had
initial discussions regarding establishment of an Urban Renewal District, has a consultant proposal
in hand to complete the urban renewal plan and report, and has made application and is awaiting an
answer on a DLCD Technical Assistance Grant to fund this effort. The City is committed to
downtown development as a means both to attract development and jobs and to support current and
attract future residents.




We believe that previously identified capacity building improvements to our water and
sewer systems coupled with the additional planning and improvement efforts identified
above provide more than a reasonable likelihood that Lowell will be successful in
achieving the growth rate we have requested for planning purposes. It would be contrary
to Lowell’s vision and growth management policies if we were forced to plan to
population projections that were artificially low as a result emphasizing historic trends
over proactive planning and recent events intended to increase those trends.

The second point is to put Lowell’s requested 4.62% growth rate in some perspective.
Based on Lowell’s 2006 PSU Certified Population of 955, 4.62% growth equates to 45
people or just 18 new single family dwellings assuming a planning factor 2.5 per
dwelling. To put that in perspective, following is the growth rate that 45 additional
people or 18 new single family dwelling would achieve for other cities based on their
2006 populations:

o Westfir 12.7%

e Coburg 4.2%

o Dunes City 3.3%

e QOakridge 1.2%

e Veneta 1.1%

e Cresweil 1.0%

o Junction City 0.9%

e Cottage Grove 0.5%

e Springfield 0.008%
e FEugene 0.0003%

A final point that we would like to make is that OAR 660-024-0030, Paragraph (2) goes
on to say that: “The population forecast is an estimate which, although based on the
best available information and methodology, should not be held to an unreasonably
high level of precision.”

Lowell would like to thank the LCOG Board for considering our request and would urge

the Board to adopt the Coordinated Population Projections proposed by the LCOG Staff
and coordinated with all the Lane County cities through their City Managers.

Sincerely,

Charles F. Spies
City Administrator






