RESOLUTION NO. 688

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING PHASE I - PERIODIC REVIEW WORK PROGRAM TO
UPDATE (':I‘HE STAYTON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT
ORDINANCE.

WHEREAS, the Stayton City Council has determined that amendments are necessary to the
1991 Stayton Comprehensive Plan in order to adequately address the growth the City of Stayton is
experiencing,

WHEREAS, the City of Stayton has requested scheduling of Periodic Review from Oregon
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) to update the 1991 Stayton
Comprehensive Plan and Development Ordinance;

WHEREAS, DLCD notified the City on March 31, 1999 to begin periodic review;

WHEREAS, the Stayton City Council and Planning Commission conducted a Joint Work
Session on Phase I of the Periodic Review Work Program on June 22, 2000, and a Public Hearing
was held on December 18, 2000 to allow for citizen participation;

WHEREAS, through the citizen participation, it was determined that the 1991 Stayton
Comprehensive Plan does not meet Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 2, Land Use Planning; Goal
5 Natural and Historic Resources; Goal 6 Air, Water, and Land Quality, Goal 9, Economic
Development; Goal 10 Housing; Goal 12 Transportation; and, Goal 14 Urbanization, or the needs
of the City of Stayton; and,

WHEREAS, the Phase 1 of the Periodic Work Review Program (“Work Program™)was
prepared and presented to the Stayton City Council on December 18, 2000,

NOW THEREFORE,;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Stayton City Council that the City of Stayton hereby adopts the
attached Phase I - Periodic Review Work Program which is attached to this Resolution and
made a part hereof.

This Resolution shall become effective upon the adoption by the Stayton City Council.
ADOPTED BY THE STAYTON CITY COUNCIL this 19* day of March 2001.

CITY OF STAYTON

Date: \3/ ?—0/10” By: /fQ—-..f M/
77 GBRW&BOUD, Mayor
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Date: 3 ~20-200i ATTEST: [ M[Ujd&/

CHRTS CHILDS, City Administrator

APPROVED AS TO FORM &\0 L

DAVID A. RHOTEN, City Attorney
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PERIODIC REVIEW
PROPOSED WORK PROGRAM
City of Stayton, Oregon

The proposed work program is in response to the requirements of state land use legislation with
emphasis on the applicabie statewide planning goals and appropriate administrative rules. The
program is intended to address those statutory requirements but, more importantly, to serve as
the foundation for a technically sound, cifizen based, pro-active plan and process for
determining the future physical development and well being of the City of Stayion. The work
items are designed to focus on the compliance issues identified in the Periodic Review
Evaluation presented in the previous section of this report.

The following work program is based on a 2 year time frame from initiation to compietion of all
work items. This includes the inventory, analysis, alternatives evaluation, Pian policy and Code
review, coordination with state agencies and Marion County, full citizen engagement,
preparation of Plan and code amendments, public hearings, and formal final adoption. Specific
submiftal dates for each work program task wrll be proposed when amore detailed final work
program is prepared. s

The two year time frame has been selected to ensure that sufﬁcrent time is allotted to complete
all necessary work. However, the evaluating consultants recommend that the city aggressively
pursue as short of actual time frame as is possible. A more intense and directed effort will
result in gaining and maintaining citizen interest and enthusiasm throughout the program.
Citizens tend to have high expectations of their government and have difficulty staying engaged
in a long protracted planning program. A shorter planning period also tends to develop and
sustain more momentum towards actual lmp!ementatlon o

Completion of the proposed work progr‘am‘ will incorporate the use of various plans‘and
documents prepared by the City and others since the last periodic review in 1991. Analysis and
" use of these documents will be projected to the present time to account for changes that may
have occurred since thelr |mt|a| comp:lation

The proposed work program is dlvrded mto SiX elernents The first element addresses Goal 1,
Citizen Involvement. This eiement continues throughout the entire work program and serves as
the foundation for detenmmng the desires of the community regarding future development of
the city. The next three elements address the Natural Physical Environment, Human Physical
Development, and Human Activity. These e!ements and therr constrtuent statewide planning
goals are listed below. . Sl

Natural Physical Environrr'\ehtélerheht o

Goal 6 Natural Resources -
Goal 6 Air, Water, and Land Quality
Human Physical Development Element
Goal 2 Land Use Planning -
Goal 11 - Public Facilities and Services
- Goal 12 Transportation

City of Stayton, Oregon
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Human Activity Element

Goal 9 Economic Development

Goal 10 Housing

Goal 14 Urbanization

It must be emphasmed that the process used during the periodic review is to identify areas and .
issues that do not meet the requirements of the statewide planning goals and the needs of the
City of Stayton. Once these areas and issues are identified and researched, policies and
implementation strategies will be developed that directly reflect the needs and desires of the
community. - In turn, these policies and implementation strategies will serve as the basis for
developing amendments to the city's comprehensive Plan and Land Use and Development

Code

The t' nal two elements of the work program erI be to prepare amendments to both the
‘Comprehensive Plan and Land Use and Development Code that reflect the needs and deswes -

of the communlty

Major Work Tasks subject to Public Notlce and DLCD Revrew -

(See OAR 660-25-130)

£ . Work Program

** Task Summaries

Citizen Involvement

beginning of the work program. Such Plan will reflect

the city's citizen involvement goals and provide multiple.
*| opportunities for both ¢itizen and agency partlcrpatlon in
‘| conducting the periodic: revrew work program

To start out, A turn-out task force erI be organlzed from

¢ 1 a wide range.of identified community interestgroups. . | .
~-}-and active individuals. - The role of the.task fprce willbe |

1o develop the. Publ:o lnvolvement Plan. and present it to ’

.| the, Planning, commassron and City council for approval
_They will also be charged with desrgnlng and

implementing & strategic recruitment program to’ enroll
the widest range of community interests engaging as
many people as possible in the planning process To
achieve and maintain this level'of involvement -
throughout the periodic review, a wide variety -of:
promotion and participation methods will be used.
Some possible methods include: public open-houses;
workshops; civic group presentations; public hearings;
media releases; community access cable; and similar
techniques. But the Turn-out Task Force will make

Reference *© “And Product(s) | submittat
: S Date(s)
. Citizen Involvement
1 Goal 1 A Public Involvement Plan will be prepared at the very
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those decisions.

Every effort will be used to effectively respond to the six
components of Goal 1. A minimum of 2 open forum
public meetings will be held during each of the program
elements. All meetings and activities conducted as a
part of the citizen engagement process will be
documented. The citizen engagement process will

continue throughout devetogment of all of the elements
identified below.

PRODUCTS:

A Citizen Involvement Plan. A strategic Recruitment
Plan. And, documentation for all meetings held as g
part of the periodic review process. Documentation will
include copies of ali published matena!s used in the
process

N

atural Physical Elements

Goal 5.
Natural and Historic
Resources

Complete Goal 5 compliance work for wetlands,
riparian cofridors, aggregate resources and historic
resources in accordance with OAR 660-23:

Wetiands: Review the findings and recommendations

| contained in the Goal 5 wetland inventory completed by

the City. (See Exhibit M.) Determine significance of
wetlands, and either adopt safe harbor code -
amendments or conduct ESEE analysis and prepare an
appropriate program to protect significant wetlands.

: f Rigarian Corridors: Review the Goal 5 wetlands and

riparian corridors inventory previously completed by the :
city. Review and mcorporate analysis of any ESA fish

| listings for streams in the city. Determine significant of
‘corridors, and either adopt safe harbor code

amendments or conduct ESEE analysis and prepare an
appropnate prograrn to protect sngmf icant corridors.

Aggregate Resources: Review the Plan and Goal &
protection designation for the “Zimmerman Quarry”.
Determine significance of the quarry, and either remove
it from the inventory or conduct the necessary Goal 5
work, including measures to protect the resource and/or
‘the conflicting uses surroundmg it. (See Exhibit |.)

Historic Resources: Complete the inventory, analysis,
and protection decisions for historic resources in

accordance with Goal 5 requirements.

City of Stayton, Oregon
Periodic Review Work Program
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PRODUCTS:

Adopted Goal 5 inventories, maps, analysis, and
policies for the Comprehensive Plan, and
corresponding Code amendments to implement the
Goal 5 protection decisions

Goal 6
Air, Water, and
Land Quality

Refine and inoorporate appropriate ptbtection
measures identified in the DSL Periodic Review
Comments. (See EXHIBITS B, C, E, J, AND K.)

Identify impacts of the 3 Basin Rule on existing and
future development. (See Exhibit J.)

Evaluate the adequaoy of 'theexlé.tl.ng Development

| Code in effectively addressing water quality

requirements, lncludlng the new federal Clean Water
Act (CWA) prowsmns

Develop recommended amendments fo the code to

'| provide effective protection measures, e.g., grading =~
: and erosion controi ordlnances

' PRODUCTS

Adopted revised grading and erosion control

‘| regulations and standards, and other Code

| amendments as determined necessary.

: -Hnman Phyeical Deveﬂlopment Elements

Goal 2

Land Use Plannllng

N

Evaluate and update the Buildable Land and Housing
.lnventory {Exhibit “0") and conduct an inventory of
buildable economic development lands to identify

.| realistically available lands for development in

accordance with state Goals and state law, including
_HBZ?OQ Compare the supply. of land$ with the needs

.| identified in work ftems 7 and 8, make necessary
decisions in conformance with state Iaw

| prODUCTS:

Updated Bmldable Lands Inventones for all urban uses

in accordance with Goals 9 and 10, with analysis of
supply and need for such lands, coordinated with work
items 7 and 8. Incorporate the results into the
comprehensive Plan.

City of Stayton, Oregon
Periodic Review. Work. Program
December 20, 2000
Page 4.0f..7




Goal 12
Transportation

Refine the findings and recommendations confained in

-l the City’s 1998 Transportation System Plan. (See
| Exhibit C.)

ldentify desirable TGM activities and standards that can
be applied to the planning and evaluation of future
development within the City and UGB.

PRODUCTS:
Adopted Transportation System Plan Revision,

including land use ordinances as required by OAR 660-
012.

Human Acftivities Elements

Goal 9 Economic“

Development

- -'Develop an updated economlc development needs
| analysis based on the ‘coordinated population and

employment forecast with Marion County and other

iinformation, including data from the state office of
Economic Deve!opment and Community Development.

PRODUCTS:

"I Comprehensive Pian Policies and map changes,

Zoning code-and Map changes

Goal 10 Housing

" Develop an updated housmg needs analysis based on
| the coordinated population forecast with Marion County.
‘Develop, evaluate, and adopt housing policies and

standards that respond to the housing needs analysis,
land supply, and goals of the Comprehensive Plan.
Identify lands that are underutilized and available for

| redevelopment. [dentify policies and procedures to

facilitate a wider range of housing types, densities, and

= | costs. Analyze the potentlal for and, if appropriate,
.~ 1 create Plan and Code revisions allowing for mixed use

neighborhoods, infill opportumtles and minimum
densities. L

PRODUCTS:

Comprehensive Plan Policies arid"Map changes,

Zoning code and Map changes.
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Goal 14
-Urbanization

The current UGB will be reviewed to determine its
adequacy in meeting estimated future growth. The
UGB will be evaluated consistent with acceptable
parameters for determining those lands that are
buildable and those lands requiring various levels of
protection to maintain their natural integrity.

The current UGMA 'between the Ciiy and Marion
County regarding policies and procedures affecting the
city and lands within the unincorporated UGB will be

" | reviewed and revisions proposed as necessary. (See

Exhibit G.)

| PRODUCTS:

o | An updated UGMA, l.nter'g'evernmental Agreement

between the City of Stayton and Marion County.- The -
new agreement will clarify and describe the roles,

| relationships, and responsibilities between the two

jurisdictions in deahng with eXIStmg and future
development and related issues within the UGB
adjacent to the City. Analysis and amendments, as
determined necessary to address other work items,
e.g., need for housing and employment lands.

Cc

omprehensive Plan Update Element

Comprehensive

Plan Update .

A document summarizing the findings, conclusions, and |
“plan amendment recommendations developed during

"I the above periodic review process. - This document will
"1 serve as the basis for the formal Public Hearing

adoption process by the City of Stayton. And, Wrap-up
of the ongoing synthesis of the above goal activities
including the evaluation, refinement, and inclusion of

the goals and policies developed in the “Stayton 2020:

“Road to the Future” vision document, ‘and the

S -'strategles deve!oped m the 1998 Strateg|c Plan.

Update all oomprehenswe PIan elements to refiect the
above synthesis.

_ PRODUCTS

Adopted Comprehenswe Plan amendments that

incorporate all periodic review work.

Code Amendment Element

City of Stayton, Oregon
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10

Code Amendments | Prepare suggested Code Amendments based upon the
: Comprehensive Plan Update. This document will serve
as the basis for the formal Public Hearings.

PRODUCTS:

Adopted Land Use and Development Code
amendments to implement Plan changes.

NOTE: Working Papers will be prepared during development of the above tasks. The working papers will include
both research and the results of citizen participation, input, and comment from public open forum workshops.
These working papers will serve as the basis for the development of detailed goals, policies, implement
strategies, and standards that will become the comprehensive Plan Update. The working papers will include text,
graphics, and illustrations as appropriate.

MEETINGS

Each of the above Goal Clusters will involve a minimum of two public open forum workshops. Additional
public workshops may be organized as determined appropriate to ensure proper citizen input.

Exhibits Attached:

“A” The Stayton Mail newspaper article on historic resources February 29, 1999.

“B” Goal 5§ Requirements for Wetland and Riparian Planning, Oregon Department of State Lands,
March 05, 1999.

“C"  City of Stayton Periodic Review, Oregon Department of Transportation, Transportation
Development Branch, Planning Section, February, 1999.

“D* Recommended Work Tasks for City Periodic Review, Oregon Water Resources Department,
March 05, 1999.

“E” . Periodic Review - Drinking Water Issues, Oregon Department of Human Resources, Health
Division, March 30, 1999.

“F" Periodic Review Assistance Team, Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development,
November, 1998. :

“G"  Special Districts Association of Oregon, May 27, 1996,

‘H"  The Peoples Alliance for Livability in the Santiam Valley, November 25, 1988.

“ Guidance on Amending comprehensive Plan Aggregate Resource Inventories Under Goal 5,
Department of Land conservation and Development, July 21, 1999.

“J (3-Basin Rule) OAR 340-041-0470.

“K" ' Periodic Review Comments for the City of Stayton, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality,
March 05, 1999.

“L° Periodic Review Evaluation and Work Program, Oregon Department of Economlc Deveiopment
March 05, 1999.

“M"  City of Stayton Periodic Review Notice, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, March 04, 1999.

“N”  City of Stayton Periodic Review, Oregon Parks and Recreation Department/State Historic
Preservation Office, February 16, 1999.

“Q"  Buildable Land and Housing Analysis, Adopted May 24, 1999.

“P*  Summary Results of Preliminary Assessment of Comprehensive Plan Policies.

-END-

FAPLANNERWRM\PERIODICWKPRGM.WPD(01-19-01)
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CITY OF STAYTON
PERIODIC REVIEW EVALUATION
NOVEMBER 2000

tUnder the provisions of ORS 197.628 to 197.646 local jurisdictions are required to
periodically (at least every 10 years) evaluate their comprehensive plan and land use
regulations to ensure that they continue to comply with the statewide planning goals and
administrative rules adopted by the Land Conservation and Development Commission
and their administrative department. Pursuant to the statutory standards, the
Department of Land Conservation and Development {DLCD) has formulated
administrative rules regulating the conduct of periodic review (OAR Chapter 660,
Division 25). '

There are 14 statewide planning goals, which apply to the City of Stayton. These goals
are: Goal 1, Citizen Involvement; Goal 2, Land Use Planning; Goal 3, Agricultural
Lands; Goal 4, Forest Lands; Goal §, Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic, and Natural
Resources; Goal 6, Air, Water and Land Resources Quality; Goal 7, Areas Subject to -
Natural Disasters and Hazards; Goal 8 Recreational Needs; Goal 8, Economic
Development; Goal 10, Housing; Goal 11, Public Facilities and Services; Goal 12,
Transportation; Goal 13, Energy Conservation; Goal 14, Urbanization.

The City of Stayton has received notice from DLCD to initiate periodic review of its Plan
and Codes. The review process begins with a Local evaluation of the current
comprehensive plan and development codes relative to three review criteria set forth in
ORS 197.628. The periodic review evaluation must do three things:

« First, it must provide opportunities for citizens and other interested individuals to
participate in the evaluation. This is usually accomplished by specific individual or
group inputs and by general attitude/perceptions of the adequacy of past and current
community pianning practices.

e Second, it must use the three periodic review standards set down by state law (ORS
197.628) to determine whether the community must prepare a work program to
correct plan or ordinance shortcomings.

+ Third, the community must coordinate issues of local, regional, or state concern with
DLCD and the periodic review Assistance Team.

The evaluation, against the standards, is to be reviewed by a local citizen involvement
committee, or other interested citizens, interested state and iocal agencies, and then by
the Planning Commission. The City Council must then review and approve (or modify)
the recommendations of the Planning Commission and forward the evaluation to DLCD.

If through such evaluation the city determines that amendments are necessary to bring
the plan and/or code into compliance, then a work program must be developed by the
city and approved by DLCD, (see Attachment 1, Recommended Work Prgram). Once
the work program is approved the local jurisdiction proceeds with the amendment
schedule and submits a compliance order, including all proposed amendments to DLCD.
When all required amendments are determined by DLCD to comply the Director officially
terminates the review process.

Stayton, Oregon
Periodic Review Evaluation
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Background

Under the provisions of Senate Bill 100 (ORS Chapter 197), statewide land use goals
were adopted by LCDC in January 1975. Stayton’s updated comprehensive plan was
originally “acknowledged” by LCDC as complying with the applicable statewide goals on
April 10, 1980. -The city subsequently completed its first periodic review on April 25

1991. It is now begmn:ng it second penodlc review. B

Since the last periodic review there have been several changes of various magmtudes ;
For example, significant development has occurred within Stayton, as well as in the
surrounding communities of Aumsville and Sublimity. Also, DLCD has adopted revisions
to their administrative rules for Goal 5, Open Spaces and Natural Resources; Goal 11,
Public Facilities and Services; and Goal 12, Transportation. In addition, other state
agencies and Marion County have also adopted new plans and programs not prewousty
con5|dered in the Stayton comprehenswe plan

Given these changes it is very appropriate for the CIty to rewsn: and evaluate its.
comprehensive plan and ‘development code.: Such an evaluation is needed to ensure .
continued local relevance, as well as to maintain state compliance. Therefore, the
following is the city’s official evaluation of their comprehens:ve plan and development
code as compared to the periodic review criferia. - : S

Stayton, Oregon
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Evaluation Against the Review Standards — Stayton Comprehensive Plan
Citizen Input Part:clpatlon

Informal mterwews and discussions were held with a variety of city and citizen
representatives during April and May 2000. For example, on April 3, 2000 a
presentation with questions and answers about the City’s periodic review was made to
the Stayton Chamber of Commerce. .

The City Planning Commission held an informal public meeting and presentation on April
24, 2000. The purpose of the meeting was to gain public input as to the perceived
effectiveness of the City's past and current planning and |mplementat|on activities. The
focus was on identifying the city's strengths and weaknesses relativé to overall land use
planning and development. We wanted to know what the community thought {n terms of
what the city was doing nght and where |mprovement was felt to be needed

The guzdlng format for the meeting was based on the planning ‘goals developed by the
Stayton Planning Commission and the Stayton Citizen Advisory Commlttee in the
acknowledged 1980 Comprehensive Plan for the City of Stayton. - This plan was
amended and also acknowledged in a 1991 periodic rev:ew A copy of the resu!ts of that
assessment is attached to this report, as Exhibit “P"." ‘

A follow up work session was then held with the Plannlng Commlssmn at their regular
meeting on May 30, 2000. The focus of this session was to-discuss the preliminary
results of the assessment and ‘gain further insight into the role of- planning in the overall
development of the City of Stayton and its immediate Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

In July 2000 an initial draft evaluation report and preliminary work program was prepared
and presented to the Planning Commission in-‘a public work session. The draft was
edited in August based on input form staff and the Commission, and then distributed to
. ,publlc agencies; including DLCD. Comments received were edited into a September 7,
2000 draft, which was reviewed by thé Planning Commission and City Council in‘a joint
work session, held on November 13,:2000. A final edited report was then prepared for a
publlc heanng before the City Councﬂ scheduled for December 19 2000.

Another document that 1nvo|ved pubhc mvolvement was the 1998 Strategzc Plan." Thls
plan-‘added more substance-to the vision referred to inthe- preceding paragraph.-
Although this document was not -adopted by the City, ‘it should be used as more
background in Penodlc Rewew

B 1ot o

‘:Prlor to this: penodtc review, in 1995 a commumty based group devetoped Staﬂon 2020
Road to the Future that created a vision for the ‘city in the year 2020.- The process
leading up to the development of this document greatly expanded on the existing city
plan and provided more detail as to how the broad goals of the 1980/1991 city: plans
could be achieved. ‘The résulting document is rich in both'text and graphic indications
as to what the community envisioned to look like in 2020. Throughout the citizen
involvement process as well as in discussions with individuals, positive reference was
always made about Stayton 2020. Although this document has not been officially

Stayton, Oregon
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adopted by the city, it contains many important ideas that should be inciuded and
expanded upon as part of the current periodic review.

Throughout the public involvement process certain planmng and development issues
and concerns kept recurring. Among these were:

Annexation timing. :
Provision of urban services to the UGB and areas proposed for annexation.
Land use allocations within the UGB.
~ Conflicts between land uses. B - - ‘
'Environmental concerns. dealmg W|th wetlands, ﬂood plalns ground water recharge '
‘areas, potable water, and scenic areas. Concern was expressed that envrronmental "
,‘standards and reqmrements be applled falriy and evenly.
. '“._fTransportatlon needs specifi caIIy new streets and street lmprovements need to be
resolved through a combination of development requirements, general levies, and
. Systems Development. Charges (SDC's). Recognition that. SDCs are, controversnal
-and comptex to falrly impose.on development
. }_The need for greater - constructive coordlnatlon wnth the county |n determmlng
. development patterns within the UGB. . |
* A general agreement in the valldtty and wab:llty of the mlt!at goals set out in the
1980/1991 city plans.
+.. . The definite need to develop specific implementation strategues to accomplish the-
.. broad-goals set out in the 1980/1991 clty plans. .
» -Recognition that state mandates on planning, deve[opment and the envrronment
need to be translated into action policies and standards in the mty s plan and code. .

Perlodlc Rewew Standards (ORS 197 628)

ORS 197 628 sets three penodrc review standards used to determme whether a local
community -must prepare .a. work -program. to correct plan or ordlnance shortcomings.
“The purpose of thls evaluatlon is to assist in mak:ng that decxsron :

Statutom Standard 1: There has been a substantral change in crrcumstances mo.'udrng
-but not limited to the conditions, findings, -or assumptions upon, which the comprehensive:
plan or land -use regulations were-based, -so that the. comprehensive _plan or. land use__,
_regulations do not comply with. the statewrde p:'annmg goa! :

Statutory Standard 2: That implementation decisions or the" effects of rmplementatron
-decisions, including - the..application of - acknowledged plan.. and .’and -use regulatroni
provrsrons are rnconsrstent with the goals r _ L T L

iy

Y

Statutogg Standard 3 That there are rssues of regronal or statew.-de srgmfrcance-.
. intergovernmental coordination, or state agency plan .or. programs affecting land use
which must be .addressed in order to bring ..comprehensive p!ans and land use
regulations into complrance with prowsrons of the goals ‘

Stayton, Qregon
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DLCD Suggested Evaluation Questions

DLCD developed a set of questions to serve as the basis for periodic review evaluation.
These questions were submitted to the City of Stayton on March 31, 1999. The
following is the city’'s response to the evaluation questions:

1. Does recent information on population and employment trends suggest a
need to update your comprehensive plan or land use regulations?

Yes. The 1991 Plan projected a 1995 population of 8,270 with growth to 9,880 by 2000.
The estimated 1999 population is 6,700 (Center for Population Research and Census,
College of Urban and Public Affairs, PSU). Population growth has not matched the
optimistic levels projected during the boom era of the late. 1980’s. .The growth rate
experience, while astronomical to some is actually relatively modest and should continue
at a level that the C|ty can absorb without: undue difficulty.

Presently, the Clty of Stayton has a twenty-year population forecast that is coordtnated
with Marion County. A population of 9,250 is projected for 2020.

The 2000 US Census will serve as the predominant resource for current data on
population characteristics, e.g., age, education, labor force, etc. as well as .economic
activity. An evaluation of those statistics, which is not available at this. time, will be
included as a part of the periodic review update. These data will be used in updating the
industrial and commercial development element of the plan. Shifts in employment will
be evaluated to aid in projecting housing needs and land use allocations. 1t is
anticipated that the employment profile for Stayton will more approximate the prof ile for
Metropolitan: Salem : :

2. Does the mdustrlal and commerclal development element need to be
updated as requlred by OAR 660-09-010 of the Goal 9 rule?

_Yes. The :nventory of net avallable and swtable lands for lndustnal and commerclal
land uses needs to be updated. The primary focus of such.an update.is.to: reflect the
practical impacts of limitations, whlch mlght be plaoed on certaln lands due to Goal 5
resource proteotlon reqwrements : : -

At the present time the impacts of Goal 6 deszgnatlons have not been appl:ed to specific
sites to evaluate the type or degree to which protective measures need to be taken.
Impacts ‘of the Goal § inventories need to be evaluated and reflected in the plan and
implementation codes. The available and suitable lands inventory needs to be updated
within the UGB. ' o

Existing economic development as expressed by the number and type of jobs also
needs to be evaluated. The city needs to reassess the adequacy of net available lands
for both commercial activity and residential development as compared to projected need.

Stayton, Oregon
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Once the impacts of Goal 5 have been identified a more realistic picture of what lands
are truly available for development will be possible. This will provide the basis to
determine both the quantitative and qualitative adequacy of available and buﬂdable Iand
for industrial as well as other uses.

This analysis needs to factor in those lands that are developable but are withheld from
development for a variety of reasons other than purely natural/environmental
considerations. This can be determined based on anecdotal mformatlon substanttated
by personal interviews with -property owners. o :

3. ~ Does recent information on population, - housing, and economic trends
- suggest a need to update the housing element of your comprehensive plan '
or land use regulatlons to comply with the Housmg Rule, OAR 660-08-0007?

Yes Moderate and Iow income housmg isin shortenlng supply. There is the bellef that
single-family housing for purchase is priced out of the reach of lower-middle income and
Jlow income ‘individuals and families. 2000 Census housing data will soon be available
and can then be reviewed and evaluated to determine if this belief can be substantiated.

Buildable residential lands are being absorbed at close:to projected rates over time.
Infill housing has been reasonably successful and accepted by the community, when
densities have not been increased. However, there may be a need for greater use of
infill_housing at somewhat increased densities. “Therefore methods for increasing the
development of infill housing need to be explored.” To accompllsh thls objectlve new
design standards need. to be adopted by the clty B

The foIIowmg table mdlcates the growlh in dwelhng umts by type in the City of Stayton
for the thirteen-year period from 1985 to 1998. During that period the city experienced a
40 % increase in the total number of dwelling units or rate of increase of approximately
2.2%. A significant component of this growth was the increase in multi-family dwelling
units from 25.6% of the housing stock in 1985 to -34.3%:in-1998 with a nearly
corresponding decline in single family dwellings as a percentage of the total housing
stock.: Likewise, manufactured housmg can be expected to become a greater factor in
-meetlng future housmg needs ' : . n S

Stayton Dwellmg Umt Companson by Type. 1985 1993

Giimec e e ] e 4 1988 RISt v e B 1998‘2}
Gt A 4 sy Housing Units oeer o | YeofTotalkes | %Change L
L R ByType - .- ... Units - 1985-1998Housmg Umts--, i
e 7 : - ByType%ofTotal Umts S
Single Farnily 1,235 67.9% +20.9%1,494458.6% .
Multl F amity L 464 | 256% . |  +BBA%BT4+34.3%
Manufaotured o, . . - d of
. Total ‘ .
Dwelling Units 1,809 +40.8%2,547

(1} April 1991 Comprehensive Plan

Stayton, Oregon
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{2) May 1999 Buildable Land and Housing Analysis

The Marion County Housing Authority (MCHA) has been actively involved in providing
subsidized and special needs housing within the city. All new housing complexes are
required to have one or more subsidized dwelling units. A senior living complex of more
than 80 units has been built with the aid of MCHA and the Wolfridge Estates
development provides housing for the handicapped and those with limited incomes.

Plan and code amendments are necessary to facilitate a wider range of housing
development options. An analysis of nontraditional housing development methodologies
and design standards used by other communities in Oregon could serve as the basis for
expanding housing opportunities in Stayton. Other changes to plan policies and code
requirements include the need to assess the practical impact of current housing
densities. :

The last buildable Ian'ds and housing needs assessment inventory was adopted in May,
1999. The conclusion of inventory and assessment indicated the following needs:

1. A need to bnng approxlmatety 15 ¢ acres of HD High Density zoned land into the clty
to accommodate the 20-year growth projection.

2. Annex an additional 3-acres of land if the city chooses to provide a 20 percent
market surplus of land.

3. The need to develop at least 1082 housmg units by 2020 to accommodate a
projected population increase of 39 percent.

These conclusions need to be reconsidered in iight' of HB 2709 and to develop a “true”
net inventory of land for uses other than residential.

4, 'Are publlc facility plans and i inancing mechanisms adequate to

~ accommodate planned growth in a timely fashion and to comply with the

- Goal 11 “Public Facilities Planning Rule,” OAR 660-11-000 and the Goal 12
.“Transportatlon Plannmg Rule,” OAR 660-12-0007

Yes The prov:snon of publlc facilities and municipal services has generally. met WIth
provisions of the city’s master utilities plan. This plan has been periodically updated to
reflect new needs for new industries and other development. The plan evaluates the
city's water system, sanitary sewer system, and storm sewer system. .The plan includes
possible financing methods as well as phased lmplementatlon New development is
required to carmry its own costs and provide adequate urban services. The amount of
work that the city can accomplish towards expansion and development of existing public
facilities is_strictly limited due to recent statewide initiatives, resulting Ieglslatlve action,
the general. political climate. e _

The \nablllty of the master utllitles plan has not been compromised by changes in
population and development patterns. . Development and application of implementation
strategies for Goal 5 protections may impact the master utilities plan. These potential
impacts will have to be identified and evaluated to determine what changes, if any, need
to be made to the master utilities plan.

Stayton, Oregon
Periodic Review Evaluation
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The city’s transportation plan needs minor amendments and upgrading to effectively
respond to both local needs and state mandates. Based upon a review and edit, the
TSP will need to be re-adopted and acknowledged.

The city should consider access management on major city thoroughfares that
compliment and are, to the extent possible, consistent with ODOT practices. The city
needs to explore the possibility of participating in an appropriate regional transit system.
Connectivity between existing and future development areas of the city is essential if
travel times, ‘air poliution, and other negative impacts of more traditional transportation
patterns are to be reduced or eliminated. Safe pedestrian and bicycle access must be
considered. as a crltlcal element of a comprehenswe transportatlon plan. '

5. Does the comprehensive plan provide a 20-year supply of buildable land to
accommodate future growth as reqmred by ORS 197. 296(2) and Goal 14?

No An inventory of buildable Iands was ‘completed and adopted by the CIty in May,
1999 (submitted as an attachment). This inventory needs to be updated to reflect the
“quality” of available land by factoring in those potential areas of protection identified in
the Goal 5 inventory. The update ‘also needs to identify adequate lands to
accommodate additional jobs, housing, schools, parks, and other community and public
facilities. The plan needs to address protection measures and implementation strategies
to protect sensitive areas. In turn, these sensitive areas need fo be deducted from
buildable lands. Net buildable lands need to be determined to evaluate the adequacy to
accommodate economic developmentljobs hous:ng, schools parks, and other Iand
uses. :

Projecting future housing needs and the resulting demand for buildable land must be
based on the range of housing types tradlttonally experienced in the City of Stayton. in
addition, the city needs to evaluate a range of opportunities fo accommodate additional
housing in’ developed areas of the city through the use of accessory dwellings, granny
flats;*flag lots, partitioning of over-sized lots, or by providing full or upgraded public
facilities. By including these methods of accommodating additional hotsing the city can
maximize the effective use of existing public facilities while minimizing the need for_
provudlng publlc faCIlltles to new undeveloped land at the edges of the clty

”B it What new informatlon affectmg ‘the comprehensuve plan ls avallable, butj
has not yet been mcorporated tnto the plan? L

iln addltlon to minor refinements and amendments the major 1mpact on’ the clty s'_
comprehensive plan is the need to respond to the impacts of Goal 5 wetlands invéentory -
resource requirements. Wetland resource lands have been identified ‘and inventoried by
the city. Now the impacts of those lands on development potential must be evaluated
and measures adopted to protect those resources while accommodating appropriate
future development on other fands. The Safe Harbors approach to resource protection
is probably the most appropriate action for the city to implement. The impacts of Goals 5
and 6, the ESA fisting on the Santiam River and its tributaries, and requirements of the

Stayton, Oregon
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Clean Water Act need to be assessed and factored into determining the buildable land
supply.

7. What changes in local goals or objectlves have occurred since adoption of
the comprehensive plan that require amendments to the plan or land: use
regulations?

The goals adopted in the current comprehensive plan need to be refined and augmented
with . specific implementation strategies. This was a recurrent theme . in the citizen
participation and discussion with individuals involved in the city’s planning process. The
Stayton 2020: Road to the Future document was the result of a community based
process to initiate the first step towards the objective of further ref nmg and defining the
goals of the city's comprehensive plan.

. The 2020 vision began a community dialogue that addressed the followmg issues:
Community character and llvablllty : : :
Community values -
- Community- health and well-belng
‘Schools and education.
Community growth and deVeIopment
6.  Community gateways
'7. City Center "
8, City services and publ:c safety
9. Community pnde o
10. Jobs and economic development _
. 11. Environment and natural resources I

ok N =

‘_"%"The 1998 Strategtc Plan is a document that addressed many of the same
elements of the Road to_ the Future Vision. It listed strategies for |mplementmg
parts of the VISIOI’I s e

These efforts need to be continued in the formal comprehensive planning
process -The culmination of the effort will be amendments to. lncorporate the
vision and ‘strategies into the comprehensive ptan '

8. .. What major activities or events affecting land use. have occurred which

. were not antlclpated m the plan, but whlch may necessltate updatlng the
plan? e . - _

Since the current plan was last acknowledged in 1991, the Goal 5 wetland resources

inventory has been completed and adopted as previously disgussed. The Three Bas:n

Rule has been mandated and applted to the North Santlam River. . '

L

The |mpacts of thls rule’ on the city need to be determlned and reﬂected as appropriate
in the plan. Likéwise, the city needs to develop implementation strategies to protect
those resources identified in Goal § and explore methods by which other lands may be

more effectively used to meet the growth needs of the city. Adoption of the safe harbors

Stayton, Qregon
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approach to resource protection is probably the most realistic action the city can take
absent development of additional lengthy and costly resource inventories and analyses. =

In addition, the balance of housing and jobs in the City of Stayton has changed since
adoption of the current plan. The impact of jobs in the City of Salem and the desirability
of slightly cheaper housing in a quality environment in Stayton has begun to transform

the city into more of a commuter bedroom community. '

9. Are land "use decisions made pursu'ant to - your acknowledged
" comprehensive plan and land use regulatlons achlevmg the purpose and '
: intent of the statewrde plannmg goals‘?

Yes The development decrsmns made by the city have been consrstent w1th the'
acknowledged pEan

However, concern has been expressed that some’ of the goals are’ vague and that

implementation strategies need to be refined and further defined to facilitate .arriving at:
complex decisions. Issues of density, traffic/iransportation, -and protection of the.
environment are becoming more contentious and complex. Bringing-the plan and code:
up to the current “state-of-the-art’ is recognized by the city as bemg necessary '

The integrity of natural resources and the geograph|cal amemt:es of the Santiam Valley
have not been compromised. Water quality needs and requirements. of the Three Basin
Rule need to be evaluated and appropriate provisions included in both the plan and
code. The plan and code needs to be expanded to address the protection of these
resources and amenities. This is particularly important at ‘this time since the readily
available and developable land has been absorbed by development leaving those lands
with potential development problems and conflicts. A better set of “tools” is needed to
effectwely address future” development of lands with complex issues and problems
These tools might include examples of mixed-use development,” establlshmg mmlmum
residential densities, infill development designs, and amenity design ideas. -~ "

10 " \Which, if any, “of your rmplementatlon measures are madequate to carry out
the policies of the comprehensive plan?

."None of the |mp|ementat|on measures are'in and of themselves rnadequate
the pohcres of the plan Refinement of the goals and’policies’ of the pian’ wrl most likely
require that the |mplementat|on strategies be altered. e

ety N

11 "1s’ the level of coordmatron between the city and county, other cltles,_
special districts, and state and federal agencies adequate to’effectively
, implement the comprehensive plan? Do your urban growth boundary
] ,I'management agreements andlor urban servrce agreements need to be
_ rewewed? :

SIE
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No and Yes. Cooperative agreements and working relationships need to be re-
established and maintained with neighboring communities, Marion County, and the
region. The UGMA (Urban Growth Management Agreement) between the city and
Marion County needs to be reviewed, amended, and strengthened with the County
actually acknowledging the city’s plan within the UGB. The success of these
relationships relies not only on the written agreement but, more importantly, on the
interpersonal relationships developed by the individuals and agencies involved.

Coordination needs include but are not limited to:
UGB management of unincorporated areas
Land use issues

Housing and economic development

Air quality

Transportation/transit

Solid waste

Water quality

IS o e

12, What regional or state plans, programs or issues affecting land use may
necessitate an amendment of the comprehensive plan in order to bring
your plan and land use regulations into compliance with the statewide
planning goals?

Refinements in the following statewide planning goals necessitate amendments to the
Stayton Comprehensive Plan and land use regulations.

1. Goal 5. Open Spaces, Scenic, Historic, and Natural Resources

Goal 6: Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality

Goal 9: Economic Development '
“Goal 10: Housing

Goal12: = Transportation

Goal 14: UGM Plan coordination with Marion County

Three Basin Rule

A ol ol o

13. What other issues relating to the periodié feviéw standards need to be
addressed within the scope of periodic review?

There is a need to more fully develop an understanding of the complex relationships
among the issues raised in the statewide planning goals and their impacts on community
development. Implementation strategies and land use reguiations need to be refined to
facilitate consistent review and understanding of development proposals and their
impact on the community as a whole. Consistency and predictability in the
administration and implementation of the plan are principal objectives of the periodic
review process.

14. What local issues would you like to address within your periodic review
work program?

Stayton, Oregon
Periodic Review Evaluation
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The periodic réview provides .the opportunity to incorporate the Stayton 2020:
Road to the Future vision and the 1998 Strategic Plan into the comprehensive
plan. That vision will be refined into definite policies, ob;ectlves and
implementation strategies. The city also needs to develop an ongoing citizen
involvement process. Such a process would serve as a continuing community -
forum to address 3|gn|fcant development issues in a proactuve rather than-"
reactive manner.

September 27, 2000, Edited November 20, 2000 and December 20, 2000. -
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Demolition exposes
tip of the iceberg

The city of Stayton is still not in compllance with
state’s Goal 5 regardmg h:stonc preservation

By Peggy Savage
Stafl Writer

In 1991, the Department of Land
Conservation and Development, or
DLCD ondered the city of Stayton to
amend the Periodic Review Order of

the city's comprehensive plan-to com-

ply with the Statewide Pla.tmmgGoal 5.
The city hasn't gotten around to it

yet. ' T ’

Butafter the recent controversy.

multiple housing, Stayton’s city plan-
ner Kami Teramura said she is taking

steps to see that the city is brought up

to code, Teramura is in the process of
obtaining a federal grant to fund 2
pm_|ect that would create an inveatory
of historic places, as required by state
law. She hopes to have the city up to
code within three years.

“Ernst and Lee Lau tried to do that

when everyone else in the state was
preservation, and .

workingon historic
the city council wouldn't let them do
it" sderegOlson.ancxpmmh&
toricrestoration. “Thecity hasn'tlisted
in lﬂyu:s -even though it's been the
law.”

_ over 3
a 100-year-old home demolished at . . -
Fifth and Virginia to make way for

Goal 5 rule requm a detailed fnven- '

tory. of historic resources within the

.¢ity. Goal 5 also calls fof an inventory

of land needed fic open space, fishand
wildlife arcas and habitats, significant

naumla:eas.omsmldmgsoeuicwm_

and sites, wateg areas, wedands.wm

provide adequate time for public no-
tice of the availability of the structure
for sale oe moving from the site. ..

That acticn foltowed a Ietter of re-

rule. The letter provided . detailed

*- -*annotated inventory of Stayton re-
Among other things, the mte s

sourees.”

- againsthistoric preservation —they had
--a Jmes-jeck reaction that government

DLCD found (he issues raised in
Lan's letter to be valid, and noted that

the city had st adequately vesponded . _

tothe i mvemory information. - .
- Lau'é inventory - included a list of

-h:sloncmsoumscompﬂod by a citi-.
.zensadwsury
- revised in 1989, All but tvio of those

‘commities in 1979 and

smsonlhclxstwa\:dcldndbytbc

Steyton-City Council in 1990. - -.
‘0.mect the requirements of pert-
icreview and: bring the plan and

imApril; i, Munizipal Code into compliance with

that the city of. Smyton ‘provide the. -
‘protection mqmred under Goal § for
" historic sites within the city. -
DLCD also recommended that the ..
.cltyotdmmceprowdeaddnyfoup-lg-
proval of applications to demolish..
‘historic resources. The delay would-. -
“iriclude in the analysis the sites deleted
fromthe city s acknowledged compre-
~henkive plan and other sites where in-
: fmmahonmnvu‘lablcmdetawncs:g—
monstrance tothe city written by Emst -
!.auofStaymnmdcop:edeI@ .
stating that the city’s comprehensive
. plan does not comply with the Goal §

Goal 8, the city was pequired toamend
the plan. to inveatoey all sigaificant

under Oregon faw for significant his-

“foric and cultural resources.

In addition, the city was told to

“Iheutyoouncilathatumewas

wastaking over, butthat'snot the case.
Goal 5simply says a city mustproduce
an inventory of structures that are im-

portant,” Emst Lau said. *Council re-
movedeverything except Paris Woolen
Miils from the fist of historic places,
andthat's whenI filed a remonstrance,
~and it worked.”

Since DLCD thought Stayton was
“out of line,” then City Administrator
Dave Kinney hired a student intem to
come up with a list of historic sites.

“1 worked with the student inern
closelyaeaungahst."l.an said. “Ttis
flawed, but it's an attempt — we put
eight or 10 sites back on the Hst"

Lau said the house bumned recently
was not one on the list, becavse he
based the list on remonstrance, which

Photo by Pegqy Savage

VA ON N PROGRESS: Minten's Dairy Bam, left, now

der restoration, Is known as the Red Bam today. Below, John Gest

of his n?cantly restored Third Street bullding.

Exhibid A



Tesiole ne e, Stay Yo, Ore. 298, -
- wias done without any teal rescaréh
- “Unformnately, with that parii
e - Tarhoiisc biriéd, we were nof able ay.u )
L " pindown wha boiltit,” Lav said: B : '

sate

< il was oae of many built aiound 1900: 7 { ratitTeraturais applying for

_ e and was the last surviving of atype — * wicreate inveatory, as did the city

, s i was the sort of building thit could ¥ of - Greg Olson thinks
A - have been nodiinated for the National ~ bé js 0 conduct ot of

; o - chistcr.of}listpcicl’laoes,simit )
. . - wasclose to its original condition™
To this day, Paris Woolen Mills &s

was - i tbe only histosic site in the city:of
coero oy Stayton that is on the National
- - e oterof Historie Places. - © 0 o o
i, candidates; Foriinstance, Stayton




House
demolition
burns
citizens

By Peggy Savage
Staff Writer

More than a house was bumned
during an unannounced live fire exer-

cise by the Stayton Fire Departmenta

{ew weeks ago. The demolition fired
up a controversy slill smwildering for
citizens concerned about the preser-
vatien of historic sites in the city,

Questions conceming the legality

of the denwdivon added Tuel 1a the
CORNGVerey. ’

The Sakewt ovner of a Victorian-
enttne lowse at the corier of Fifth
ad Virinia an Sty tonhad an-
nounced Bin ingentions 1o burn the
structure. but had assured several
people. inclinding building restora-
i eypen Grey Olson and Assistant
e Chict Jav Aliey, that he was
willing 10 discuss alternatives 1o
demofition Pefure he would allow it
to be burned,

Bt thangs ciidn™t go as prectcd

Flease see FIRE

Page 27

FIRE From Page 1A

" Onadafk cvcn.mg inlate January,
the house went up in flames as a
training exercise for Stayten
firefighters. Those interested in sav-
ing the house were angered by the
destruction of a butlding local histo-
rian Ernst Lau called “the last of its
type” in Stayton.

“This building was eminently
registerable,” restorationexpent Greg
Olson said. “I've registered many
buildings over the years in the Na-
tional Register of Historic Places,
and this building would have been a
piece of cake.™

Olson and builder John Gc'ct
tooked the building over carefully
and considered the um-of-the-cen-
try home “very intact.”

“We talked to the owner and.the
fire department about finding ways
to save it,” Qlson said. “Bob
Pendleton wrote a letter to the fire

rize the pennit.‘- they send it back to
the city.

“The only thing that didn't hap-
pen that should have happenedisthe
applicant did not come into ¢ity hall
10 pay for and pick up the permit
before burning the struocture,”

. Teramura said, “IC’s not that it was

illegal - it"s just that the fill process
had not taken place — it was just a
lack of understanding on the part of
the applicant.”

The applicant, Salem builder
Don Druliner said that after talking
to Pendleton, Olson and Realtor
George Gerspacher about alterna-
tives to demolition, he was under
the impression they would buy the
property and restore it.

“But I never heard back from
them,” Druliner said. “So after a
month or two, L assumed they were
not interested in buying it or doing

department and their response was
they would wait.”

They didn't wait long encugh.

Before the sinoke cleared, the
angered citizens had contacted city
hall, the Stayton Fire Department,
and others to find out why the house
was allowed to goupin flames with-
oul notification.

“The fire department looks like a
bureaucracy out of control,” Lee
Lau commented.

“What they did, of course, is
stightly illegal" Emst Lansaid, “My
understanding is the permit for
demotition wasstilion theplanner’s
desk, and had not been issued to the
applicant when the hiouse bumed.”

Assistant Fire Chief Jay Alley
said that is not exactly true.

“We did make an effort to make
sure this was doneright,” Alley said.
“1 don’twantpwplc tothink the fire

anything with it™ .

Qlson, who was considering al-
ternatives other than purchasing the
property outright, said the least the

* gwner could have done wasletthem

know he was going ahead with

~ demolition and allowed them time

to save sections of the architecture
such as windows and hardware.

Druliner said when hefirstbought
the property, he tried to restore it,
but the project wonld have baen too
expensive.

“The way the building was on the
lot it just didn’t pencil out to be a
viable project,” he said. “It was &
nice picccof property, and the house
sat right in the middle of it We
considered moving it, but costs were
cestrictive.” ’

Complaints from neighbors that
“kids were getting into the house
and doing things they shouldn™t be

department is the bad guy in this. It
is the owner's responsibility to get
the permit, and we were led to be-
lieve the permit had been issu

City Administrator Tom Barthel
said demolition permils are not is-
sued by the city, but by Marion
County, and he had no prior knowl-
edge of the matter.

Lau was skeptical.

“I think Barthel stubbed his toe
onthisone," he said. “Thisis a fairly
typical pattern — when something
like this happens, everyone wildly
starts covering their behind.”

Stayton City Planner Kami
Teramura said it may look that way.
but Barthel is basically correct.

Any permits issued by Marion
County within the city are acquired
through city hall. City staff sends
applications for permits to Marion
County. After county staff autho-

doing™ prompted Druliner to go
ahead with the demolition,

He s2id he will clean up the tess
left behind, but has no immediate
plans for building. . ‘

“ haven't talked to the city yet.
butl hopetobe able tobuild three or
four rental units on the property,” he
said. “But £'ll just kind of bold 1 n for
now.” :

Olsod was fiot mollified. -

“ThisisndtaStayton personwho
has property tights violated, thisis a
developarwhowanted azoncchiinge
ard thehouse was inthe way,” Olson
said. “A-lot of money went up in
smoke —that house was the style of
oldar home people want to buy.”

Teragura, who has been city
planncriess than a year, is working
cnawaylokecpotherhistodcbuild-
ings from a similar fatc.

“There was 2 Jot of focus on that
building-and for good musm,_but
unfortunately, we don't have any-
thing in eur code to stop this kind of
thing from happening,” she said. “1
am swrprised Stayton doesn’t have
an invenfory of historic sites ~ itis a
requiccment.” .

Teramura is applying for a fed-
cral grant “that just recently opencd
up” to compile a historical inven-
tory, but says it could take up to
three years for it to be finished.”

“If weget the grant, we will try to
incorporste an inventory of historic
sites into the periodic review ofithe
comprebensive plan.” she said.
“There i 2 1ot of interest around.
and I talked to the PALS group and
they will assist with the inventory.”



Historic buildings bring back fond memo

Thope P'mnot all that old yet, but
I remember a tot of old buildings in

this community from my youth —

both in Stayton and Sublimity - that
are sadly gone now.

Maybe some of them were in the
way of progress, and had w be re-
placed, but looking at what sits in
their place now, [ doubtit. -

Sublimity lost nearly.every large
historic structure in the city during a
whirlwind of demolition in the *60s
or carly “70s. Many of those build-
ings were property of St. Boniface
Pari.sh- Er I .

Stayton’s thistory has fared

slightly betterin recent years, thanks
. «especially to restoration done by
Richard Jungwirth, George Susbauer
and John Gest. Butseveraigld build-
ings that could be wonderful assets

to the community are falling into '

. disreputable condition, If they are
not cared for soon, someone may
- decide they aren't worth the effort.

T am particularly thinking of the
only two surviving wood-frame,
false-frontstructuresleft, the Gehlen

building and the old Stayton Mail ~

office on Second Avenue. They
looked in shambles when I pecked
through. their dusty windows as a

Here’s

- the -

.Scoop
By Peggy Savage

thind-gradcr walking to school each

moming with my-best friend Peggy

Gehlen. And they look worse now.

The Gehlen building, which was
built by Peggy's ancestors, was a
General Store. 1thas a wonderful U-
shaped mezzanine balcony inside
looking over the first floor. The old
Stayton Mailoffice, which was origi-
nally a pool hafl and bowling alley,
sits next door. .

1loved those old buildings as a
child, particularly the old Stayton

.. Mail office. T used to see Eawrence

Spraker in the front office, putting
together the newspaper, and could
smell the printer’s ink from cut on
the sidewalk. Asateen-ager, Insed

to babysit for a young couple

(“Chicki” Frost and her husbaud)

who lived upstairs.
Memories of Subllm:ty s old

“buildings are more sad becausc they

are gone forever.
Back in the “60s when Si.

Boniface Grade School, the old Sub-

limity College building, the Catho-
lic Forester’s Hell and an old gen-

eral store on Main Street were putto’

the torch. Thank goodness, they
saved the old church. .

As a less-than-saintly grade
school student at St. Boniface = I
think it's safe now to confess — I
usedmsncakmtosomeoﬂhoscold
buildings with friends. It took par-
ticulardy. brave moments to do so,
becauseit wastotally forbidden, but
1 remember creeping up the back
stairs of the old Forester Hall 'with

my good friend Shirley Lindemann. -

when we were about 12; She and I
both had stampcollections and were

fascinated by the tumn-of-the-cen-

tury letters and postc
about the floor, with :

" veryvaluable stamps attached. The'y

probably went up in smoke with the

building.

As sixth graders, Ann Mane

‘Stuckart and 1 sneaked up into the

tower of St. Boniface Church one
summer afternoon. At every squeak
of the stairs, we jumped with fnght.
But as we sat and gazed over the
iandscape below, it was worthevery
guilty moment.

‘We didn’t have 1o sneak into St.
Boniface Grade Scheol, but we
would have loved to sneak out of it
- especially if we could have used
the old fire escape slides.

Those were the days.

Mow, Emst apd Lee Lau, slong
withfellow PALS members, are try-
mgmeubmttosavewhausleﬁof
the community's history. -

- Lau has done considerable re-

" scarch into the history of the city, in

particular its buildings. If anyone is
ready to compléte the task of com-
piling a list of historic places in the
city and helping city planner Kami
Teramura bring the city up to oodc.
itis Lauand the PALS orgamzauon
I wish them the bestof luck. ~

e AR ———— ——




Y ‘O Division of State Lan
: regon 775 Summer Street 953
y _ - Salem, OR 97310-133/
John A. Kitzhaber, M.D, Govemnor (503) 378-3805
FAX (503) 378-484
TTY (503) 378-4615

Date: March 5, 1999 State Land Board

John A. Kitzhaber
Governor

MEMORANDUM Phil Keisting

Secretary of State
Jim Hill
. : State Treasurer
To: City of Stayton :
From: Dana Field, Wetlands Planner @ )

Re: Goal 5 Requirements for Wetland and Riparian Planning

P

We are pleased to recognize that the City of Stayton has recently completed
Goal 5 inventories of both wetlands and riparian corridors, and has identified
locally significant wetlands. The remaining steps necessary to develop a
program to achieve the goal include adoption of these maps into your
comprehensive plan, development and adoption of cotresponding ordinances,
and adoption of a wetland - land use notice requlation. The city has the optlon of
adopting “safe harbor” protective ordinances per OAR 660-23-090 (8) for riparian
corridors and OAR 660-23-100 (4) for wetlands; or you may choose to go
through a more site-specific analysis. The ESEE process can be used for
selected resource units to evaluate and strike a balance between conflicting

uses. Please refer to the Goal 5 rules describing the ESEE process at OAR 660-
23-040 and -050.

CCAL © vV(:.’TLA P

The wefland - land use notice form is a convenient way to gef applicants in
contact with DSL so that any concerns about filling in wetlands or waterways can
be addressed early in the development process. The recently approved Local
Wetland Inventory map should be used, beginning immediately, to screen all site
development applications as required by law (ORS 227.350.) it should also be
incorporated in City Code per the Goal & rules at 660-23-100 (7). According to
our records, the city of Stayton did not submit any wetland - land use notice
forms in 1998, Please contact DSL wetlands program staff if you need further
information or a brief training on the wetland land-use notice protocol.

Exhibit B
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‘ ’ 1 Department of Transportation
regOI Transportation Development Branch -

‘ _ Planning Section
Joha A. Kitzhaber. M.D., Governor DIIRT 0= 555 13t Street NE
_ Salem, Oregon 97310-1333
FER 9 5 ia a9 Telephone (503) 986-4121
. FAX (503) 986-4174
- L oY .
February, 1999 - e |
) f-
Jim Knight .
Department of Land Conservation and Development File Code: PLA

1175 Court Street
Salem, Oregon 97310

RE: City of Stayton Periodic Review
Dear Jim,

As the City of Stayton embarks on the periodic review of its comprehensive plan, this
Department requests that Stayton do the following:

: V/Conduct the necessary work to complete the development of implementating
lA/ordmances for the City's Transportation System Plan.
Develop a process aimed at notifying this Department of any land use action within

the Stayton Urban Growth Boundary that may impact Highway 22.
Work to be in compliance with the Mineral and Aggregate portion of OAR 660,
Division 23.

.+ ldentify existing and proposed blcyclelpedestnan facilities and ordinances, as well
as adopt land use regulations aimed at:

1. providing safe and convenient pedestrian/bicycle circulation
~ 2. ensuring that new development provides reasonably dlrect routes for pedestrlan and
" bicycle travel.

Please feel free to call me at (503) 986-4220 if yeu_ have any questions.
Sincerely,

A WO

Akin Owosekun, _
Periodic Review Assistance Team Member

Exhibit C



- Oregon - ) Water Reeoui:c:‘a:;H[t)e(:_-g::;P:.:lli?cﬁ::t

=T QF 158 12th Street N%

John A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor

Salem, OR 97310-0210 /

| MAR ¢ g 1999 (503)378-3739 ° .
March 5, 1999 LAID conergyirn, FAX (503) 378-8130
. A" r') FF a N :... TI
TO: Department of Land Conservation and Development
FROM: Lara Burgel, Resource Management Division

SUBIECT:  Issues Affecting Local Governments Commencing Periodic Review, March 1999

Local governments commencing periodic review should consider and address, as appropriate in
their plan evaluations, the following water resource questions. In addition, please include the
specific comments for particular cities listed at the end of the recommended work tasks.

- WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT
ReEcoOMMENDED WORK TASKS FOR CITY PERIODIC REVIEW

For mformat:on or assistance, call the Resource Management Dms:on at B
- (503) 378-8455

nicipal Water Supplies . S S IR

»  The City should include in the public facilities element of the plan a summary analysis of the
City’s (or water providers serving the City) water rights and water supplies. The analysis
should indicate whether water rights and supplies are likely to be sufficient to meet
projected water needs for the planning penod

If the City’s watet nghts or supphes are or may be msuﬁ'zclent to meet pr0_|ected water
needs, the City’s plan should address water supply alternatives, including conservation, and
provide appropriate policy direction to match water supplies with water needs. A water

* conservation element may be appropriate, especially if the city anticipates pursumg o
additional water rights from the Water Resources Department. New permits, in most cases,
require the preparation of a Water Management and Conservation Plan, :

(The Water Resources Department can provnde mformatlon and assistance and
recommend a process for evaluating existing and future water supplies.)

»  The City should determine whether coordination with another jurisdiction is needed to
develop or protect a significant water supply, and establish coordination agreements as
necessary. For example, the City may depend on surface water, a watershed, reservoir site,
aquifer or recharge area located in another jurisdiction.

Exhibit D



»  Local jurisdiction which are water purveyors which are operating without the benefit of a
Water Management and Conservation Plan (OAR 690 Division 86) are encouraged to
undertake the effort to develop such a plan under the standards of these rules. This

__ especially applies to jurisdictions which are required to prepare a water master plan by the
Oregon Health Division; do not have a long-term water source; anticipate more that 10%
growth in demand; do not have an emergency source of water; or have curtailed water use
in the last five years.

ividual Or 11 Gre Water System

»  Ifland uses in some areas of the City obtain water by using individua! or small group water
systems rather than from a water provider, the City should include in the plan a summary
analysis of the water supplies for these areas. The analysis should indicate whether available
water supplies are likely to be sufficient to meet projected water needs for the planning
period.

If available water supplies for these areas are or may be insufficient to meet projected water
needs, the City’s plan should address water supply alteratives and provide appropriate
policy direction to match water supplies with water needs. '

» The City should review its ordinance and amend as necessary to inchude the following
requirements for land use approval in areas where individual or small group water systems
are used:

- The ordinance should require applicants to speciffi a water source.

- If applicants specify a water i)rovider, the ordinance should require applicants to obfain a
sign-off from the water provider that service is available.

- The ordinance should require applicants to demonstrate that water right permits or permit
transfers have been or can be obtained from WRD when appropriate.

»  For proposed uses that rely on groundwater, the City should work with- WRD to evaluate
- groundwater supply issues to ensure that adequate supplies of groundwater are available to
support new development and protect existing well owners. ‘Ordinances relating to
groundwater should be developed in consultation with WRD to avoid conflicts with
jurisdictional authorities regarding wells.

As development overtakes lands on which wells are located, it is important to protect the ground
water resource through proper abandonment of unused water wells. Improperly abandoned wells
can serve as a conduit for contamination or can cause loss of artesian pressure. For developments
on which the future use of existing wells is not anticipated, proper abandonment of wells



(permanent or temporary) is very iniportant to ‘proteot _the g_f_ound water resource._

Any well that is not goiﬁg to be used ona permanent bes_is should be abandoned to those
standards. If there is 2 suspicion that there are contaminants in the any well, the Department of
Environmental Quality should be contacted.

The Oregon Water Resources Department encourages local jurisdictions to protect the ground
water resource, public health and safety by adopting policies, procedures or ordinances to prohibit
development unless a wellhead protection program and/or a proper well abandonment program is
included where appropriate. Proper well abandonment procedures are outlined in OAR 690 -
Division 220. The Department also publishes a brochure "A Consumer's Guide to Water Well
Construction, Mamtenance and ‘Abandonment" whmh prowdes additional well abandonment
mformatlon o

Range of options for local jurisdictions:

. Adopt ordmances to ensure that state well abandonment requlrements are met before
development occurs.

*  Adopt internal procedures to insure that state well abandonment requirements are
~ met before deveIOpment occurs.

. Assist in pubhc education efforts including distribution of the Consumer’s Guide to
Water Well Construction, Maintenance and Abandonment.

L Refer all Weil questions' to the local watennaster’s‘oﬂice.

Please contact Mike McCord, Well Construction Speclahst, at (503) 378—8455 X 283 for more
information.
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Health Division.

fohn A Kitzhaber, MO Governor

Portland, OR 97232-2162
(503) 731-4030 Emergency
(503)731-4010

FAX (503)731-4077
_ TTY-Nonvoice (503) 731-4031
To: CITIES March 30, 1999

From: DRINKING WATER PROGRAM, HEALTH DIVISION

Subject: PERIODIC REVIEW - DRINKING WATER ISSUES

Cities should use this periodic review evaluation as an Opportunity
to evaluate their drinking water system. Three drinking water
related land use concerns are provided to focus the city's evaluation.

1. Water System Planning. A city's WaLer System Master Plan
must relate to the Comprehenswe Plan and land use projections.

All public drinking water systems with 300 service connections are
required to have and maintain a currerit Water System Master Plan,
see OAR 333-061-0060. The city should determine what aspect of
its Master Plan to implement during this planning period. A Master
Plan should be updated during this planning period if: it will expire;
changes in land use or population are not reflected in the city's
current Master Plan; or, system changes or improvements are not
included in the city’s drinking water planning for future needs. If
the city does not have a Water System Master Plan, the city should

.develop such a strategic document to guide the city's decision

making about drinking water quality and quantity.

Work Program: Consider this issue under LCDC’s Goal 11, Public
Facilities. The city should assess its water system for adequate
capacity to meet projected water demands under its Comp. Plan.

When evaluating future water demands consider such land use
conditions as changes in population, high volume water users,
service area, etc. The city should inventory those changes, assess
the impact on the water system and prepare responses that satisfy
those changes. Also, the city should devise strategies to respond to

Assisting People to Become Independent, Healthy and Safe

An Equal Opportunity Employe_r Exhibit E

800 NE Oregon Street # 21" 4



CITIES: PERIODIC REVIEW EVALUATION Page 2
Oregon Health Division, Drinking Water

contaminated or failed domestic water supplies beyond current service
areas, especially within its urban growth boundary.

2. Drinking Water Quality Compliance. A city which has on going or
documented water quality problem has a special challenge to upgrade
it's drinking water system to meet federal drinking water standards.
While land use may be a bit removed from water quality concerns, a
reputation for good drinking water helps a city achieve its land use
goals. The city should maintain its managerial, financial and technical
capacity to maintain compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act.

Work Program: For this planmng period, the city should devise
strategies to maintain or attain compliance with the Safe Drinking
Water Act standards for the long term. For the near term, consider -
appropriate actions to mitigate or correct known contamination of its
drinking water supply. ,

3. Source Water Protection. Consider this issue under LCDC's Goal
5, Resources. To assure a safe source of drinking water the city
should devise strategies to protect and improve source water quality,
either its surface water source or its groundwater source through a
source water protectlon prograim. ;

Work Program: The city should consider the delineation of protection
areas and detailed inventories of known and potential sources of
pollution. Future land development should be directed away from
these areas and/or measures should be taken to prevent further
degradation of drinking water supplies. Evaluate these a.long w1th
land use regulatlons for this penodic review penod |

Information on source water protection planning or developmg a
source water protection program, contact Dennis Nelson, (503) 731-
4010, at the Oregon Health Division or Sheree Stewart, (503) 229- -
5413, at the Department of Environmental Quality.

Questions? Call Dave Phelps, Drinking Water Program at (503) 731-4010.
This document can be made available in alternative formats

* *® x
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 Department of Land Conservation and Development

Periodic Review Assistance Team

Loyember, 1998 .
Name & Title Address Phone & Fax Software & E-mail Counties or other info.
AGRICULTURE (ODA) ' ‘
Jim Johnson 635 Capitol Stteet - 503/986-4706. Macmtosh WordPerfect 3 5
Salern, OR 9730f - 503/378-2590.f johnson@statc oda.state.or.us
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT (OEDD) o B
Steven Santos 775 Summer Street - 503/986-0102 WordPerfect 6.0 Lynn Beaton
Salem OR 97310 - 503/986-0145 f arthur.fish@state.or.us Val Johnson
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (DEQ) | o | |
Roberta Young 811 SW 6th Ayenue ‘ 503/229-6408 Microsoft Word 6.0
"Portland, OR 97204 503/229-6124 f roberta.young@state.ot.us
FISH & WILDLIFE (ODFW) . P : : ‘ S
Patty Snow P.0.Box59 Lo 503/872-5255 x5593 Word for Windows 7.0
Portland, OR 97207 - 503/229-5602 £ patty.snow@state.or.us
FORESTRY (DOF) ST R | ‘ S
Kevin Birch -2600 State Street 503/945-7405 Word for Windows 7.0
Salem, OR 9‘7310 | 503/94’5-‘_73 14 f kevin.birch@state.or.us
GEOLOGY & MINERAL INDUSTRIES (DOGAMI) S
Dennis Olmstead 800 NE Oregon, Ste. 965  503/731-4100 Word for Windows 6.0
Portland"OR 97232 © . 503/731-4066 £ dennis.olmstead@state.or.us
HEALTH DIVISION (OHD) : : ) .
Dave M. Phelps 800 NE Orcgon Ste. 61 1.  503/731-4010 ~  WordPerfect 6,1 Drinking Water Systems
Portland OR 97232 503/731-4077f - : '

HOUSING & COMMUNITY SERVICES (OHCSD)

1600 State Street
‘Salem, OR 97310

Dave Foster

-503/98_6-_2112 Lo
©503/986-2020 -

. dave.phelps@state.or.us

WordPerfect 6.1
dave.foster@state.or.us

T




State Peticalc Review Assistance Team Members {PRAT)

Page 2

Name & Title

Address ™

- Phone & Fax

' Safngare & E-mail

Counties or other info.

LAND CONSERVATION & DEVELOPMENT (DLCD)
635 Capitol Stréet NE, 200  503/373-0050 x242

James B. Knight
(Rural)

Anna Russo
(Urban)

STATE LANDS (DSL)
Dana Field.

Salem, OR 97301

" 1175 Couit Street NE -

Salem, OR 97310

775 Summer Street
Salem, OR 97310

LOCAL GOVERNMENT PARTICIPANTS

Tamra Mabbott
Planning Director

Rob Hallyburton
Principal Planner

PO Box 706
Irrigon, OR 97844

3150 Lancaster Dr. NE
- Salem, OR 97305

City Planning Directors Vacant

503/362-6705f

503/373-0050 x260
503/378-2687f

- 503/378-3805 x238
503/378-4844 £

541/922-4624
541/922-3472 f

503/588-5038
503/588-7948 f

PARKS & RECREATION (OPRD) Land Use Coordination. by regions

Tammy Metherell
Program Support

Steve Brutcher

Jan Houck

1115 Commercial St. NE
Salem, OR 97310

1115 Commercial St. NE
Salem, OR 97310

26300 Empifc A\}c.
Bend, OR 97701

503/378-6378 x293
503/378-6447 £

503/378-6378 x235
503/378-6447 f

541/388-6073
541/388-6391 f

WordPerfect 6.1
jim knight@state.or.us

WordPerfect 6.1
anna.russo@state.or.us

Word for Windows 7
dana.field@dsl.state.or.us

Word & WordPerfect
tmabbott@ordenet.org

mch?r@ PFNet. ney
WordPerfect 6.1
rhalbeurton@opén.brg

WordPerfect 7
tammy.metherell@state.or.us

WordPerfect 6.0
steven.c.brutcher@state.or.us

Corel WordPerfect 7
jan.houck@state.or.us

1

Eastern Oregon

Western Oregon

| Sherman, Crook, Jefferson,

Deschutes, Lake, Gilliam
Wheeler, Klamath




State Periodic Review Assistance Team Members (PRA 'y

Page 3

Address Phone & Fax

Name & Title

~ Software & E-mail

Counties or.other info.

CONTINUED
PARKS & RECREATION (OPRD) Land Use Coordination by regions

John Phillips 10965 Cape Arago Hwy.  541/888-9324
Coos Bay, OR 97420 541/888-5650 f
Steve Williams 5580 S Coast Hwy. 541/888-5650
South Beach, OR 97366 541/867-3254 £
Cindy Vergari 2034 Auburn . 541/523-2499
| Baker City, OR 97814 541/523-2884 f
Ron Campbell

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OF FICE ‘ '
- 1115 Commetcial NE suite #2 503/378-4168 x260

Dave Skilton
Salem, OR 97301-1012 503/373 4[‘7 dave.skilton.@state.or.us
TRANSPORTATION (ODOT) - ~.. | | o
Akin Owosekun 555 13th St NE 503/986-4220 Word for Windows 6.0
~Mill Creek Office Salem, OR 97310 503/986-4174 akin.owosekun(@state.or.us
Region #3 R
Michael Baker 3500 NW Steward Parkway 541/957-3658 MS Office 97
o Ros:bq_rg, OR 97470 | 541/957-3547 f n__lichael.baker@odot.state.o:.us
Region #4 o S ‘._.-::_‘{_ o o
. Ed Moore - 63034 OB Riley Road - 541/385-6388 Work for Window 6.0
S Bend, OR 97701 541/385-0476 f ed. moore@state or.us

WordPerfect 6.1 (Corel 7 soon)
john.phillips@state.or.us

" WordPerfect 6.0a (7.0 soon)

steven.williams@state.or.us

WordPerfect 6.0. _
cynthia.vergari@state.or.us

Word for Window 7.0

Coos,. Jbsephine, Douglas,
Curry, Douglas

Benton, Yamhill, Marion,
Multnomah, Linn,

Hood River, Washington,
Clackamas, Wasco, Lane,
Polk, Columbia, Clatsop,
Tillamook, Lincoln

Hamey, Grant, Malheur,
Baker, Wallowa, Umatilla,
Morrow, Union

Douglas, Coos, Curry,
Jackson, Josephine

Gilliam, Hood River partial
Jefferson, Wasco, Sherman
Wheeler, Wasco




State Pei..dic Review Assistance Teant Members (PRAT)

Page 4

Name & Title

Address

Phone & Fax

Software & E-mail

Counties or other info.

Rebecca Geisen

South Central Region

Bob Rice/\Welsha-Mize

Southwest Region

Greg Nelson//Bill Fujii

Northwest Region

Lara Burgel
Eastern Region

Currently Vacant

158 12th Street NE
Salem, OR 97310

158 12th Street NE
Salem, OR 97310

158 12th Street NE

Salem, OR 97310

158 12th Street NE
Salem, OR 97310

158 12th Street NE

North Central Region  Salem, OR 97310

j:pﬁﬂst4.wpd

WATER RESOURCES (WRD) Land Use Coordination by regions
503/378-8455 x241

503/378-8130

503/378-8455 x238
503/378-8130 f

503/378-8455 x285

503/378-8130f -

503/378-8455 x301

'503/378-8130 f

503/378-8455x301
503/378-8130 f

Word 5.0 Macintosh
rebecca.l.geisen@wrd.state.or.us

WordPerfect 6.0
bob.rice@wrd.state.or.us

Word 5.0 Macintosh
greg.l.nelson.@wrd.state.or.us

WordPerfect 6.0
lara.e.burgel@wrd.state.or.us

WordPerfect 6.0
michael.ricker.@wrd.state.or.us

Jefferson, Deschutes, Crook
Klamath, Lake

Douglas, Curry, Josephine
Coos, Jackson, Clackamas

Benton, Clatsop, Clackamas,
Columbia, Lane, Lincoln, Linn
Marion, Multnomah, Polk,
Tillamook, Washington, Yambhi!

Harney, Malheur, Baker,
Union, Wallowa

Hood River, Gilliam, Wasco,
Sherman, Morrow, Umatilla,
Wheeler, Grant
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SPECIAL
DISTRICTS
ASSOCIATION

OF OREGON

_._

727 Center Street NE
Salem, Oregon

97301

P.O. Box 12613
Salem, Oregon

47309-0613

Phone: 503-371-8667
1-800-285-5451

Fax: 503-371-4781
E-mail: sdao@sdao.com

http: /fwww.sdao.com

May 27, 1999

Planning Director
City of Stayton

362 N 3rd Avenue
Stayton, OR 97383

Dear Planning Director:

As part of our services to member districts, the Special Districts Association of

Oregon (SDAQ), receives notices of periodic review for cities and counties issued by

the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD). Based on our

.- review of the most recent notice, Stayton has been notified that it must begin periodic

review, which includes the development of urban service agreements and
coordination agreements with affected special districts.

A list of the member districts that provide services within or adjacent o Stayton is -
“attached. They will be notifying you if they wish to participate in the periodic review

process. The coordination of the provision of key services is particularly important
during this age of Measure 50, and we have encouraged special districts to take
advantage of the opportunities provided in Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 195
(Senate Bill 122) for special district participation in the comprehensive plann'ing
process. Itis in your best interest to notify all special districts prov1dmg service
within your planning area. '

- If you have any questions concerning the. beriodic review process and the-possible
role of the districts, please call me or Burton Weast at our ofﬁces at (503) 682-8577 -

and we will have the appropnate staff person assist you.

Martha F. Stiven

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Jim .Hinman, DLCDI
Field Representative, DLCD

Exhibit G
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The Peopﬁe; Alliauce Jox Lwafw&ty i the Somtiam Dalley

625 Horth Geventh fuesue  Stayton,

November 25, 1998

Mr. Tom Barthel
City Administrator
City of Stayton

Dear Mr. Barthel:

Last summer, several members of The Peoples Alliance for Livability in

the Santiam Valley took part in Stayton's Strategic Planning workshops. As a result of
this process, it has became apparent to our membership, most of whom reside in
Stayton, that Stayton's comprehensive plan is outdated in several ways and an
inadequate response to the pressures a rapidly increasing population is forcing this
community to face.

in order to protect the integrity of the urban growth boundary we feel any growth plan
should address the creation of mixed use neighborhoods and neighborhood designs
that increase density without sacrificing livability. We feel that park, pedestrian
friendliness and waterway access also play too small a role in a plan last revised in
1991, before Stayton felt the population impacts that have occurred as a result of the
widening of Highway 22. Stayton's population increase in 1997 was 5.8 %,
considerably higher than was anticipated in 1991 when we last attempted to anticipate
the changes that might result from an uncertain future.

We are also concemed that the current plan is woefully inadequate to protect both our
rapidly disappearing stock of historical buildings and to accommodate new
developments that our rising popufation will produce. For these reasons we ask that
the Stayton City Council direct you to request LCDC to schedule a periodic review of
our comprehensive plan as soon as possible.

John Bran éfwg 6\

Chairman

Peoples Alliance for Livability in the Santiam Valley
625 North Seventh Avenue

Stayton, Oregon

cc: Stayton City Council
Stayton Planning Commission

Exhibit H
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Department of Land Conservation and Development
635 Capitol St. NE, Suite 200
Salem, Oregon 97301 -2540

Phone (503} 373-0050
Director’s Fax (503) 378-5518 9
c e Main Fax (503) 378-6033  {}
DATE: July 21, 1999 v Rural/Coastal Fax (503} 378-5518
"y , {V of Sta TCM/Urban Fax (503) 378-2687 V
Address: http:/ led.
TO: County Planning Departments & JU( 30 1 resst i/ fvvedcd state.or.us 9
Other [nterested Persons P/anw g 99 m -
40 Oeparyy, caly S
FROM:  Candace Jochim £ ey ==y
o Mineral/Aggregate Specialist A
0
SUBJECT: GUIDANCE ON AMENDING COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ACGREGATE
RESOURCE INVENTORIES UNDER GOAL 5 u
r
4
[n an effort Lo assist local governments in processing land use applications that invoive '}
comprehensive plan aggregate resource inventories, we have prepared the following background .U
report explaining how and why the various inventories were originally created. We have also ‘
included our responses to the most frequently asked questions on amending the inventories. [
. & A
<]

BACKGROUND

When Statewide Planning Goal S became effective in 1975, it required local governments to
inventory the location, quantity, and quality of mineral and agpgregate resources and develop
programs to protect these resources. The Oregon Administrative Rule QAR 660-16-000 theough
660-16-025 outlined the process for implementing the Goal. This inciuded provisions for
creaung several types of aggregate inventories and designations, each having its own sct of
requlrements As a result, local governiment comprchenswe plans generally contain one or more

* of thes¢ inventories. These inventories and the sites on them are often referred to as being “1A,”

“IB,” or “1C” inventories/sites. The designations “1A,” “1B," and “1C" originated with the
temporary Administrative Rule for Goal 5, OAR. 660-16-000, as printed by the Secretary of
State's Office in May 1981. These number and letter designations are directly associated with
individual paragraphs in the rule describing the process for designating a significant site and its
level of protection. When the permanent rule was codified and became effective in June 1981,
the numbering of the paragraphs changed and 1A became 5(a), 1B became 5(b), and 1C became
5(c). Because local jurisdictions began preparing theit inventories using the original numbering
system, those designations became embedded in coraprehensive plans and are still used today.

Local govemments created the initial inventories from whatever existing information they could

find. Often the major sources of information were reports prepared by the Oregon Department of o
Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI), county public works departments, and consultant : W,
reports. For the sites identified, local governments then determined a threshold for significance h
based on information available on the quantity, quality, and location of the aggregate resources.

Exhibit |



¢ o

Aggregate [nventories -2- July 21, 1999

1A Sites Inventory

Sites placed on the “IA™ list werc those that were determined not to be “significant™ under the
Goal 5 rule. Because 1 A sites were not eligible for Goal 5 protection, these sites were often not
included in comprehensive plans. In thase cities and counties that chose to keep a list of these
sites in their plan as a pemanent record, it is often referred to as a list of “unimportant,” “non-
significant,” or “other” sites. This category of sites became very useful after the Oregon Reviscd
Statute (ORS) 215.298 was enacted in 1989 to allow mining as a conditional use on EFU-zoned
land provided the sile was “on an inventory-in an acknowledged comprehensive plan. ™

1B Sites Inventory

Sites were determined to be “1B™ or 5(b) when some information was available indicating the
possible cxistence of a resource site, but the information was not adequate to identify with
particularity the location, quantity, and quality of the resource. The old Goal 5 rule, OAR 660,
Division 16, required that 1B sites procced through the Goal 5 process in the future, This intent
is usually stated as a plan policy. Evaluation of LB sites would be expected to occur during the
next periodic review or earlier if adequate information became available. Until a LB site has
been evaluated and determined to be significant, it cannot receive protection under Goal 5.

Like the 1A inventory, the 1B inventory of sites became very useful after the Oregon Revised
Statute (ORS) 215.298 was enacted in 1989 to allow mining as a conditional use on EFU-zoned
land provided the site was “on an inventory in an acknowledged comprehensive plan.

Under OAR 660, Division 16, there was a need to keep a list of “possibly signiﬁcant" sites
because initial inventories were often created from incomplete data.. Under the new Goal 5 rule,
OAR 660, Division 23, local governments are not required to amend their acknowledged
inventorics for apgregate except in response to an application for 2 post acknowledgment plan
amendment (PAPA). The new rule also specifies the necessary elements of a complete PAPA,
including sufficient information to determine the significance-of the site. A local government
need not consider an incomplete application. Therefore, the new nile makes no obvious
provision for adding new s;tcs to a lB list. :

1C Sites [nventory

Once sufficient information was available to determine the location, quantity, and quality of a
resource and the local jurisdiction determined z site was significant, it was identified asa “1C" or
'5{c) site. The local government was required to complete the Goal 5 process to determine:

(1) whether there were conflicts, (2) the appropriate level of protection, and (3) whether to
include the site in the comprehensive plan inventory on a list-of “significant” or “Goal 5™
aggregate resource sites. Some local governments also included the designations “2A.” “3A,"
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«3B," or *3C" reflecting the level of protection a site was given as a result of conclusions |
supported by the economic, social, environmental and cnergy (ESEE) analysis.

For cxample: 3A sites were significant sites with conflicting uses surrounding them, but the site
was still fully protected. 3B sites were significant sites that, based on the ESEE analysis, did aot
receive any Goal S protection because the surrounding conflicting uses were atlowed fully Even
though they did not receive Goal 5 protection, 3B sites may still be approved for mining under a

conditional use permit. 3C sites were found to be significant enough to wartrant some limitation
of conﬂlctmg uses while both uses coexisted.

In Summary, the old Goal § rule (OAR 660, Division 16) established the following screemng
process and resultant categoncs of mventoncs

Aualyze Data, Determme Sut‘!‘ clency and Sngmﬁcancc
1A Ummportant (not mctuded on mventory of stgmﬁcant Goal 5 sites).

IB  Possibly significant, but mfo:manon msufficlcnt (deiayed Goal 5 process include
on inventory as special category with policy (o address resource in the future),

1C  Significant (include on Goal 5 inventory; must proceed through Goal 5 process;
: Ieve! of protectmn detcnnmed by ESEE analysxs) ‘ o

Ident:fy Conﬂlctmg Usm for 1C Sites

U2A No Confhcts :demq"ed (ma.nage ste o preserve originsl Chmctef)

- 2B Conﬁc’crmg Uscs Idem:ﬁed (deve!cap 8 program 0 achieve t.he Goal as
o follows ) ' -
3A  Protect the resqurce fully agamst all conﬂlctmg uses.
3B Allow confhcung uses fully.
3C  Allow both mining and conflicting uses to occur thmugh a
balancmg of conflicts.

ADDING NEW SITES TO EXISTING INVENTORIES

Under OAR 660, Dwtston 16, local govemments were rcqulred t0 assemble the initial lA 1B,
and 1C inventories, Under OAR 660, Division 23, local governments are not required to find
new sites'to include on these inventories (although they do have that option). They need only
evaluate new sites upon request from an applicant. Therefore, generally they need to be
concemed only with adding sites to the 1C or “significant” sites inventory for those sites seeking
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Goal 5 protection and adding sites to a 1A or “unimportant” sites inventory for those sites on
EFU-zoned land whece a conditional use permit to mine is sought. There is no longer the need to
add sites to the 1B inventory. However, when a local government has no inventory of '
*“unimportant’ sites, placing sites on the 1B inventory may be a temporary solution for
addressing the requirements of ORS 215.298. Sites are added to, or removed from, inventories
through a post acknowledgment plan amendment (PAPA).

REMOVING SITES FROM “SIGNIFICANT” SITES INVENTORIES

A site on an inventory of “significant” aggregate resource sites can be removed from the
inventory if it meets the criteria outlined in the local comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance.
These regulations should inctude both a policy and a process for removing a Goal 5 designation.
In some jurisdictions there exists z policy that a site cannot be removed from the inventory
unless the owner demonstrates that the site is no longer a significant resource and has been
reclaimed. Then the site ¢an either be retumed to a use in the underlying zoane or tezoned to
another zone consistent with the comprehensive plan. The other procedure for removing a site
requires a reassessment of the information and ﬁndmgs relied upon to initially designate the site
under Goal §. : ,

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS

QI :  When is it necessary to apply for a post ackuowledgmem plan amendment (PAPA) to
add an aggregate site to the comprehensive plan?

A:  There are two circumstances that require aPAPAtoadda site to an inventory:

(1) When an applacant apphes for Goal 5 protection for a “significant”
aggregate site., -

(2) When an applicant requests a.conditional use permit to mine an aggrogate site
" located on land zoned EFU., ORS 215.298(2) allows mining as a conditional use
-on EFU-20ned land, but requires that the site be on “an mvemory in an
acknowledged comprehensive plan.”. '

It should be noted that under the new Goal 5 rule local govemments have the option of initiating
a search for new sites to add to their Goal S inventories. They are, however, not required to do

s0. For those jurisdictions that maintain an inventory of 1B sites there is an obhgauon to address
those resources in the future.



S

Aggregate Inventories -5- July 21, 1999

02: Ifan aggregate site meets the criteria of a significant Goal 5 aggregate resource, but
the applicant(s) don’t want Goa! 5 protcctran, mus{ they app!y for a Goal 5 designation?

A:  No. Most local junsdnctxons also allow mining as a conditional us¢. A few require a plan
amendment or zone change first. However, if the site is located on EFU-zoned land, it is still
necessary to be on an inventory.

03: :lf the jurisdiction only has an inventory of “significant™ or “Goal 5" aggregate sites,
can it.add a non-sigaificant site to that particular inventory in order to.meet the requirement '
of ORS 215. 298(2)’ ' : '

A: ~ No. Onlysites that the local government ﬁnds arc significant accordmg o

OAR 660-16-000(5)(c) or OAR 660-023-0180(3)(a-d) can be placed on a “'significant sites” or
“Goal 5" inventory. The jurisdiction may need 10 create and adopt an inventory of “other” sites
to satisfy ORS 215.293(2). _ .

Q4:  If the local government only has an inveritory of “significant™ or “Goal 5” aggregate
sites, can it add g site that meets the significance criteria, but for which Goal protection is not
desired, to that inventory in order (o meet the requirement of ORS 215.298(2)?

A: [n order for any site to be placed on an inventory of significant sites, the entire Goal 5. -
process must be completed. The process should be undertaken only for those sites for which
Goal S protection is desired. However, it should be noted that under the process a site.can be
determined to be significant and still not receive Goal S protection. This is a “3B™ site. In this
case the applicant would have to apply to mine under a conditional use permit (or local
equivalent) and the entire burden of mitigating conflicts would rest with the mining opetation.

QSs: 5 How can a local government process an application for an aggregate site located ont

.~ EFUland that is eitker not significant, or is significant but for which the qppltcam doesn’t.

want Goal S protccaﬂﬂ? o

A' It depmds on the i inventories oonta.med in the local comprchenswe plan. Some locat
governments have two or three inventories (c.g. 1A, 1B, and 1C). In some jurisdictions, the sites
are on 4 map rather than a list. Some local governments have a single inventory which contains
all of their identified aggregate sites with specific 1A, 1B, or 1C designations.

Ifa local government retained onty a “significant™ sites list, it could amend its comprehensive
plan to create 2 new ist of “unimportant” or “other” sites. This list could then be used to process
applications for sites on EFU land that are not “significant” or for “significant” sites where the
applicant doesn’t want Goal § protection. This list should be in addition to (not instead of) the
“significant” sites list. Retaining the old list is important because some of the sites included on
the inventory of significant sites under OAR 660, Division 16 may not qualify as significant sites
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under the new Goal 5 rule (OAR 660, Division 23). The new rule does “grandfather” designated
“significant” sites on an existing inventory in an acknowledged plan as of September 1, 1996.

[f a local government retained both the “1C™ and the “IB” inventories, but no “1 A” inventory, it
may need to create and adopt an inventory of “other’ sites to meet ORS 215.298(2). [fthe
comprehensive plan contains a single inventory with all ldcntlﬁcd sites marked accordmg to thelr
level of i impoﬂance there is no problem addmg new sites.

Q6: Cana ltocal government approve a condtmma[ use permtl Sfor a site zaned EF U that is
already on a “1B” inventory without reqmrmg Goal § profect:on’ :

A: Yes because the site is already on an mventory The old rule requ:rcd local govemmcnts
to complete the Goal 5 analysis for any 1B sites on their inveatory at a future date, Some cities
angd countics are currently in peniodic review under the old rule and have work tasks to complete
the Goal 5 process for aggregate sites on their 1B inventory. However, if the local jurisdiction is -
not in periodic review, it would only be required to complete the Goal 5 process if the applicant.
requested it (under either Division 16 or 23).

[t should be noted that the next time a local govemment whose Goal 5 program is acknowledged

pursuant to Division 16 goes into periodic review, it will be required to bring its comprehensive
plan policies and land dcvelopment ordinances into compliance with OAR 660, Division 23. At
that time, local govemnments may choose to require sites on the 1B inventory to complete the

- Goal S process or be submitted later as PAPAs. This may include a site for which the local

govemment already approved a conditional use permit allowmg mining.

07: Whatare the criteria for placmg an aggregate site on a Goal 5 mventary of. stgnq" tcant
aggregate resource sn‘es’ ' ;

A:  Thecriteria used to 1dcnt1[y a “significant™ site depend on whether the loeal government
is under the old rule (Dmsmn 16) or the new rule (Division'23). 1f it is under Division 23, the
criteria fora sxgruﬁcant aggregate site are listed in OAR 660-023-0180(3)(a-d). These include .
specific requirements for the quantity and quality of the material. However, Division 23 also

. allows for local governments to set lower thresholds for quantity and quality than those in the

rule. If a jurisdiction is under Division 16, the criteria would be those specified in the local
comprehensive plan or development ordinance. If no criteria are included in the planor
development ordinance, the criteria used to determine 2 significanit aggregate site are the
Dlvtsmn 16 ruic 1tself and e\ndence that supports the determination.

08: Do sites on a “IB" or “possibly significant” sites inventory irave Goal § protectian?. :
A:  No. The placement of sites on the “possibly significant” sites inventory was intended as

an inteum measure until sufficient information was available (o detenmne whether the site was
significant.
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(d) Filter backwash (General Permit 200);
{e) Boiler blowdown water (General Permit 500);

(f) Suction dredging (General Permit 700) only in portions of the basins that are not desxgnated as Scenic
Waterways under QRS 390.805 to 390.925;

(g) Federal Clean Water Act Section 401 water quality certifications.
(6) Long-term general and individual storm water permits may be allowed as required by State and/or Federal law.
The following requirements apply:
(a) New storm water discharge permittees shall maintain a momtonng and water quality evaluatlon program which
is effective in evaluation of the in-stream water quality impacts of the dlscharge and
{b) When sufficient data is available to do so, the Department shall assess the water quality impacts of storm water
discharges. Within a subbasin, if the proportion of total degradation that is contributed by the storm water is
determined to be significant compared to that of other permitted sources, or if the Department defermines that
reducing degradation die to storm water is cost- effective when compared to other available pollution control
options, the Department may institute regulatory mechanisms or-modify permit conditions to require controi-
technologies and/or practices which result in protection that is greater.than that required statewide.
(7) Industrial waste discharge sources, confined animal feedmg operations, and domestic sewage treatment facxlltles
shall meet the following conditions:
(a) No NPDES permits for new industrial or new confined ammal feeding operation waste dlscharges, or new
domestic sewage treatment facilities shall be issued, except as allowed under sections (3), (4), (5), and (6) of this
rule;
(b) The Department may issue WPCF permits for new industrial or confined animal feeding operation waste
discharges provided:
{A) There is no waste discharge to surface water; and
(B) Al groundwater quality protection requirements of OAR 340-040-0030 are met. Neither the Department nor the
Commission shall grant a concentration limit variance as provided in OAR 340-040-0030, unless the Commission
finds that all appropriate groundwater quality protection requirements and compliance monitoring are met and there
will be no measurable change in the water quality of the surface water that would be potentially affected by the
proposed facility. For any variance request, a public hearmg shail be held prior to Commission action on the
request. -
(c) The Department may issue WPCF permits for new dom&stlc sewage treatment facilities provided there is no
waste discharge to surface water and provided: ‘
(A) All groundwater quality protection requsrements of OAR 340-040-0030 are met. Neither ﬂxe Department nor the
Commission shall grant a concentration limit variance as provided in OAR 340-040-0030, unless the Commission -
finds that all appropriate groundwater quality protection requirements and compliance monitoring are met and there - -
will be no measm’ablechangemthewatetqualuyofthesmfaoewaterﬁmtwouldbepotenuaﬂyaﬁ‘emdbyme S

proposed facility, For any variance request, a public hearing shall be held and Ihepenmt appheanon willbe -
evaluated according to paragraphs (B) and (C) of this subsection; .. : -
(B) The Commission finds that the proposed, new domestic sewage treatment ﬂac:hty pmwd.es«a prefemble mseans S
_ of sewage collection, treatment and disposal as compared to individual on-site sewage disposal systems To be
- preferable, the Commission shall find that one of the following criteria applies:
(i) The new sewage treatment facility will eliminate a significant number of failing individual on—srte sewage
disposal systems that cannot be otherwise reliably and cost-effectively tepaired; or
(ii) The new sewage treatment facility will treat domestic sewage that would otherwise be trcated by mdmdual on-
site sewage disposal systems, from which the cumulative impact to groundwater is projected to be greater than that
from the new facility; or _
(iii) If an individual on-site sewage disposal system, or several such systems, would not normally be utilized, anew -
sewage treatment facility may be allowed if the Commission finds that the social and economic benefits of the
discharge outweigh the possible environmental impacts.
(C) Applicants for domestic wastewater WPCF permits must meet the following requirements:
(i) Application must be for an individual permit; and
(ii) The proposed discharge must not include wastes that incapacitate the treatment system; and
(iii) The facility must be operated or supervised by a certified wastewater treatment plant operator as requu‘ed in
OAR 340-049-0015, except as exempted by ORS 448.430; and
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(iv) Annual written certification of proper treatment and disposal system operation shall be obtained from a
qualified Registered Sanitarian, Professional Engineer, or certified wasterwater treatment system operator.
(8) The Environmental Quality Commission shall investigate, together with any other affected state agencies, the
means of maintaining at least existing minimum flow during the summer low flow period. - _
(9) In order to improve water quality within the Tualatin River subbasin to meet the existing water quality standard
for dissolved oxygen, and the 15 ug/1 chlorophy! a action level stated in OAR 340-041-0150, the following special
rules for total maximum daily loads, waste load allocations, load allocations, and implementation plans are
established: '
(a) After completion of wastewater control facilities and implementation of management plans approved by the .
Commission under this rule and no later than June 30, 1993, no activities shall be allowed and no wastewater shall
be discharged to the Tualatin River or its tributaries without the specific authorization of the Commission that cause
.the monthly median concentration of total phosphorus at the mouths of the tiibutaries listed below and the specified
- points along the main-siream of the Tualatin River, as measured during the low flow period between May 1 and
- . October 31*; of each year, unless otherwise specified by the Department, to exceed the following criteria:
. (A) Mainstream (RM) - ug/i: : . : R ' '
. {{) Cherry Grove (67.8) - 20;
- (ii} Dilley (58.8) —40; . - ..
+((iii) Golf Course Road (52.8 -- 45;
-(iv) Roed Rd. (38.5) ~ 50;
-(v) Farmington (33.3) - 70;
.(vi) Elsner (16.2) -- 70;
(vii) Stafford (5.4) - 70.
(B) Tributaries - ug/1"; -
(i) Scoggins Creek - 60;
(if) Gales Creck - 45;
_ (iii) Dairy Creck — 45; .
(iv) McKay Creek - 45;
(¥) Rock Creek -- 70;
(vi) Fanno Creek — 70; o o
(vii) Chicken Creek -- 70, o B '
- (b) After completion of wastewater control facilities and implementation of managenient plans approved by the
Commission under this rule and no later than June 30, 1993, no activities shall be allowed and no wastewater shall
be discharged to the Tualatin River or its tributaries without the specific authorization of the Commission that cause
- the monthly median concentration of ammonia-nitrogen at the mouths of the tributaries listed below and the
. specified points along the mainstream of the Tualatin River, as measured between May 1 and November 15%of
each year, unless otherwise specified by the Department, to exceed the following target concentrations: =~
. (A)Mainstream RM) —ug/L- > oo T s
(i) Cherry Grove (67.8) 30 - - .
-(ii) Dilley (58.8) -- 30
(iii) Golf Course Road (52.8) - 40 - - -
- (iv) Rood Rd. (38.5) - 50 e
(v) Farmington (33.3) - 1000 . . - - -
(vi) Elsner (16.2) -850 ..: 7. - - :
(vii) Stafford (5.4) — 850
(B) Tributaries <-ug/t ;- .-
(i) Scoggins Creck - 30
(ii) Gales Creek - 40
(iii) Dairy Creek - 40
(iv) McKay Creck -- 40
(V) Rock Creek -- 100 - .
(vi) Fanno Creek -- 100
{vii) Chicken Creek — 100



(c) The sum of tributary load allocations and waste load allocations for total phosphorus and ammonia-nitrogen can
be converted to pounds per day by multiplying the instream criteria by flow in the tributary in cfs and by the
convérsion factor 0.00539. The sum of load allocations waste foad allocations for existing or future nonpoint
sources and point source discharges to the mainstream Tualatin River not allocated in a tributary load allocation or
waste load allocation may be calculated as the difference between the mass (criteria multiplied by flow) leaving a
segment minus the mass entering the segment (criteria multiplied by flow) from all sources plus instream
assimilation;

(d) The waste load allocation (WLA) for total phosphorus and ammonia-nitrogen for Unified Sewerage Agency of
Washington County is determined by subtracting the sum of the calculated load at Rood Road and Rock Creek from
the calculated load at Farmington;

{e) Subject to the approval of the Environmental Quality Commmsmn, the Director may modify existing waste
-discharge permits for the Unified Sewerage Agency of Washington County and allow temporary additional waste
discharges to the Tualatin River provided the Director finds that facilities allowed by the medified permit are not
inconsistent and will not impede compliance with the June 30, 1993 date for final compliance and the Un!ﬁed
Sewerage Agency is in compliance with the Commission approved program plan; ..

(f) Within 90 days of the adoption of these rules, the Unified Sewerage Agency of: Washmgton County shall submit
a program** plan and time schedule to the Department describing how and when the Agency will:modify its
sewerage facilities to comply with this rule. The program plan shall include provisions and time schedule for
developing and implementing a management plan under an agreement with the Lake Oswego Corporation for
addressing nuisance algal growth in Lake Oswego;

(g) Within 18 months after the adoption of these rules, Washmgton, Clackamas, Multnomah Counties and all-
-incorporated cities within the Tualatin River and Oswego Lake subbasins shall submit to the Department a program
plan** for controlling the quality of urban.storm runoff within their respective jurisdictions to comply w1ﬂ1 ﬂ1e
requirements of subsections () and (b) of this section;

(h) After July 1, 1989, Memorandums of Agreements between the Departments of Forestry and Agnculture and the
Department of Environmental Quality shall include a time schedule for submitting a- program plan** for achieving -
the requirements of subsections (a) and (b) of this section. The program plans shall be submitted to the Départment
within 18 months of the adoption of this rule;

(1) Within 120 days of submittal of the program plans** and within 60 days of the public hearing, the ‘
Environmental Quality Commission shall either approve or reject the plan. If the Commission rejects the plan, it
shall specify a compliance schedule for resubmittal for approval and shall specify the reasons for the rejection. If the
Commission determines that an agency has not made a good faith effort to provide an approvable plan withina
reasonable time, the Commission may invoke appropriate enforcement action as allowed under law. The - -
Commission shall reject the plan if it determines that the plan will not meet the requirements of this rule within a
reasonable amount of time. Before approving a final program plan, the Commission shall reconsider and may revise -
the June 30, 1993 date stated in subsections (2), (b), and (¢) of this section. Significant oomponents of the program
plans shall be inserted into permits or memorandums of agreement as appropriate;

(§) For the purpose of assisting local govemnments in achieving the requirements of this rule, the Deparlment shali:
(A) Within 90 days of the adoption of these rules, distribute initial waste load allocations and load allocations
among the point source and nonpoint source management agencies in the basin. These allocations shall be
considered interim and may be redistributed based upon the conclusions of the approved program plans;

(B) Within 120 days of the adoption of these rules, develop guidance to nonpoint source management agencies as to
the specific content of the programs plans;

(C) Within 180 days of the adoption of these rules, propose additional rules for permits issued to local jurisdictions
to address the control of storm water from new development within the Tualatin and Oswego Lake subbasins. The
rules shall consider the following factors:

() Alternative control systems capable of complying with subsections (a) and (b) of this section;

(if) Maintenance and operation of the control systems;

(iii) Assurance of erosion control during as well as after construction.

(D) In cooperation with the Department of Agriculture, within 180 days of the adoption of this rule develop a
control strategy for addressing the runoff from container nurseries.

- 4-



(10) In order to improve water quality within the Yamhill River subbasin to meet the existing water quality standard
for pH, ‘the following special rules for total maximum daily loads, waste load allocations, load allocations and
program plans are established: _
(a) After completion of wastewater control facilities and program plans approved by the Commission under this rule
and no later than June 30, 1994, no activities shall be allowed and no wastewater shall be discharged to the Yamhill
River or its tributaries without the authorization of the Commission that cause the monthly median concentration of
total phosphorus to exceed 70 ug/1 as measured during the fow flow period between approxlmately May land
October 31%** of each year;
(b) Within 90 days of adoption of these rules, the Cities of Mcanwlle and Lafayette shall submit 4 program plan
and time schedule to the Department descnbmg how and when they will modlfy their sewerage facility to comply
with this rule; '
(c) Final program plans sha]l be reviewed and approved by the Commission. The Comn'ussmn may define
alternative compliance dates as program plans are approved. All proposed final program plans shall be sub]ect to
public hearing prior to consideration for approval by the Commission;
(d) The Department shall within 60 days of adoption of these rules distribute initial waste load allocations and load

. allocations to.the point and nonpoint sources in the basin, These allocations shall be considered interim and may
redistributed based upon the conclusions of the approved program plans.

“*Precise dates for complying with this rule may be conditioned on physical conditions (i.e., flow, temperature) of
‘the receiving water and shall be specified in individual permits or memorandums of understanding issued by the
Department. The Department shall consider system design flows, river travel times, and other relevant information
‘when establishing the specific conditions to be inserted in the permits or memorandums of understanding,
‘Conditions shall be consistent with Commission-approved program plans** and the intent of this rule.
**For the purpose of this section of the rules, program plan is defined as the first level plan for developing a
wastewater management system and describes the present physical and institutional infrastructure and the proposed
strategy for changes including alternatives. A program plan should also include intergovernmental agreements and

approvals, as appropriate; time schedules for accomplishing goals, including interim objectwes, anda ﬁnancmg
plan.

*“**Precise dates for complying with this rule may be conditioned on physical conditions (i.e., flow, temperature} of -

the receiving water and shall be specified in individual permits or memorandums of understanding issued by the
Department. The Department shall consider system design flows, river travel times, and other relevant information

when establishing the specific conditions to be mserted in the permm; or memorandums of understmdmg
Stat. Auth.: ORS 468.020 s :

Stats. Implemented: ORS 468B.030. | |
Hist: DEQ 128, f. & ef, 1-21-77; DEQ 17-1988, £, & cert, ef. 7-13-88; DEQ 25-1988, £, & cert. ef. 9-16-88; DEQ

18-1989, f_&‘,oelt. ef. 7-31-89 (and corrected 8-3-89), DEQ 3-1994 f & cert. ef. 2-2-94 DEQ 5-1995 f. & cert. ef
22895
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To:  dJim Knight, DL

From: Roberta Young,
Subject: Penodlc Revrew Comments for the Crty of Stayton

The DEQ has prepared general recommendatlons-and guidance on its various
environmental programs for city and county use in the periodic review process. This
information is being sent directly to the jurisdiction. In addition, we have specific :
comments for consideration in the development of the periodic review work program.

Wastewater Treatment ' - '
The City appears to be in good shape since it reoently completed a new wastewater
treatment plant in 1996. In addition to serving the community of Stayton the system
also serves Subhmlty The facmty isin oomplrance \mth its permit limits.

Water Qualrty Limited Streams(TMDLS) ' R
The City is located near the N. Santiam Rlver, which is water quallty ltn‘uted for
temperature. The N. Santiam is listed as habitat for fall and spring Chlnook, winter -
Steelhead, and Coho. Suggested actions mrght include: -

1. Protect existing tree and riparian cover streamside. Create a 251050 foot shade
buffer, which will serve to reduce nutrient and sediment dlscharges lower water
temperatures and reduce erosion and turbrdlty Require ripdrian restoration where
no stréam buffer exists: Plant nat:ve trees and shrubs along the watemay and
minimizé’ plant) removal dunng development

2. Acquire and protect existing wetiands since they provnde water storage areas dunng
flood events and filter contaminants.  This is cheaper and faster than building
reservoirs for flood detention. Consider the restoration of wetlands above or.
adjacent to areas of flooding. DSL and COrps permit applications for dredge and fill -
actions, which require submissicn of defineated wetlands (maps). canbeusedto
identify local wetlands for inventory purposes. -

3. Start a public education program (county wide) regarding the souroes of polluhon.
and what the public, agriculture community and industry can do to help. OSU -
Extension, the United Sewerage Agency and Metro's programs offer lots of ldeas on
what can be done. Create or participate in your local watershed council.

4. Do not allow mowing or use of chemicals by waterways. Reduce city use of road
side pesticide spraying.

5. Be pro-active by requiring new developments in water quality limited/TMDL basins to
freat their stormwater prior to discharge into waterways, groundwater or wetlands.
Older developments, particutarly industrial and commercial, may need to add
treatment to meet water quality standards when permits are renewed or facilities
expanded.

6. When permitting new developments along flood prone streams, consider requiring
-hydrological modeling to determine potential impacts from increased flow to existing
downstream residents. !dentify existing or potential constrictions that could impact

older existing downstream development/urban areas.
Exhbrt K



7.
8.

Consider working with adjoining jurisdictions on a stormwater public education
program or fiood studies if the city was impacted in the 1996/97 floods.

_Reduce the use of riprap. Riprap raises stream temperature, reduces fish habitat

“and channelizes the stream, so during a flood event, the water levels rise more

10.

quickly, are higher than before so new areas become flood prone, and have
increased velocities which causes more severe erosion. Instead use bicengineering
which is less expensive and more environmentally benign. Seven of eight
bioengineering sites in the upper Tualatin planted only four months before the
February 1996 flooding were still in place and functioning after the flood.
Do not allow septic tanks to be located in filled wetiands or,near riparian areas.
Require unsewered streamside areas to hook up to local sewer lines or increase the
inspection of existing septic tanks for failure along waterways. Limit the addition of
new septic tanks were problems already exist with bacteria (fecal cofiform and E.
OO[I). : - . .

Use.of sumps and drywells (injection wells) for stormwater discharge by jurisdictions
and private lands must be registered with the state (see 40 Code of Federal
Regulations Parts144,145 and 146) delegated agency (DEQ) and meet state

- conditions (see OAR 340-44-50) for siting to quality as rule authorized or must get an

individual WPCF permit. Registration amnesty is currently being offered but is a
limited time offer. After this time a registration processing fee will be charged.
Registration forms-and additional data are available at the DEQ UIC net site .
(hitp:/fwww.deq.state/or.us). Go info the Water Quality Divisian section and press
the blue UIC button.” Also see the Oregon Insider article (mid November 1998).

Use of sumps and drywells is not recommended for industrial or commercially zoned
areas, since without pretreatment they do not provide protection of groundwater from.
contaminated stormwater. - EPA, due to a lawsuit, is modifying the existing B
underground injection well program regulations which may resuit in either a ban on
certain types of injection wells or requiring freatmerit to drinking water standards prior
to discharge in source water protection, welthead protection areas, sole source

aquifers and other sensifive sites, - |

. .. v L
et WG Laerio, . - R LI

Quest_ioné.can_ be directed to V_Ba r’bé}é Priest at 503-229—6408 .
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' DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
LAND USE GUIDELINES FOR ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE

INTRODUCTION: This document is intended to supplement Department of Land Conservation and
Development {DLCD) gwde!mes to local governments on Periodic Review. The information provided below

will assist cities and counties that are updating comprehensive planning documents in compllance with DEQ
rules to protect Oregon's environment.

Each category includes a presentation of the relevant issue followed by recommendations for compliance
through land use programs and plan updates. In addition, DEQ staff contacts are provided as a source for
addlt:onal information and data. : I o

DLCD admlmstratwe rute (OAR 660~30—005) allows for lnput from state -agencies into the local government
land use planning process. The purpose of this rule-is to ensure that state agency rules and programs that
affect land use are compatible with acknowledged city and-county comprehensive plans. Rules or programs
that affect land use include those referenced .in the statew:de planning goals and those that can reasonably

be expected to have an effect on resources, object:ves or areas ldentlﬂed in the goals or ln acknowledged
comprehensive plans. : :

AIR QUALITY
Non-Attainment Areas

Issue: DEQ designates non-attainment areas for locations :that violate Clean Alr Act standards for

‘one or more pollutants. Existing particulate non-attainment areas - include: EugenelSpnngﬁeld Grants

Pass, Klamath Falls, La Grande, Medford-Ashiand and Oakridge, Portland, and Salem. Portland and

Salem 'are non-attainment areas for ozone and carbon monox1de and EugeneISpnngfleld_'s also a

non-attamment area for carbon monoxrde _- )

Recommendatron The plan document should mclude a dlscussmn of non—attalnment status and
~ identify local actions or proposals to .implement the Non—Attalnment Area Management Plan. The

* - plan"should ‘also ‘describe how' the junsdrctron coordlnates and cooperates wuth other jurlsdactlons
-within the designated hon-attainment area. " 1 | oo S5

The jurisdiction should ‘¢ompare. current population: -and ‘traffic ;growth: data and’ forecasts 0 the
currént projections in the: State-Alir Quality Implementation Plan. i thererafe: sigmﬁcant dlﬁerences,

the data should be submitted to DEQ for a revnsut of the atr quahty analyses. For infonnatlon contact
Brian F‘nneran 229-6278 S _ | e e

Class 1 W’Idemess Areas and Natlonal Parks ' E e AT
Issue: Air quality in W'Iderness Areas and National Parks is afforded addrtlonal protectlon ‘tinder the
Clean Air Act to preserve: vistas and protect the ‘environment. ~Thé ‘Prevention of Slgnlflcant
Deterioration (PSD} provision of the Clean Air Act'was establlshed for this’ purpose L

B_mmmd_am;} The plan should acknowledge the jurlsdlctron s proximity to any. desrgnated class
1 areas and acknowledge that certain industries are subject to additional Prevention of Significant
Deterioration air quality visibility criteria. The PSD criteria is applied in the permitiing process to
certain industries that have the potential to degrade air quality of a desighated class 1 area. DEQ
conducts  computer modeling of proposed new air sources or changes to existing sources to
determine if PSD criteria apply. In general certain new sources within 200 kilometers of a



designated class 1 area, or further in distance based on the type of facility, fall under PSD
requirements. For further information contact Brian Finneran at 229-6278.

WATER QUALITY
Goal 5 Resources

issue: “The purpose of Goal 5 is to conserve open space and protect natural and scenic resources,
Available data is gathered to determine if a particular natural resource is “ecologically

and
scientifically significant™ or if an open space is "needed” or in the case of 'scenic areas if they
are "outstanding". - The inventory should include a determination of the locatton, quality,  and

.. quantity of each resource site.

Sensrtwe Groundwater Areas :

Issue: Sensitive aquifers in Oregon are sources of groundwater that are susceptible to contamination
from surface land uses. Susceptibility is based on many factors including: permeability, porosity,.
absorption potential of soils, interaction with surface water, depth to groundwater, and the presence
of improperly.sealed wells, drainage wells (sumps}, leaky underground storage tanks, or- other
potential . contaminant sources. :Shallow- aquifers lie less than 100 feet below the surface, leaving
them vulnerable to pollution from overlying land uses. For example, sand and gravel deposrts located
-near old stream_ beds allow -hazardous matenal spills to -quickly - ‘penetrate ‘an aquifer.” A spill, of
hazardous material in eastern Oregon was revealed in groundwater samples three months later, 7
'Sprlls or leaks in areas with more permeable soils or shallower groundwater supplies might lead to
immediate groundwater contamination and spills in areas with less permeable soils and deeper or
confined aqurfers could take years to affect groundwater quality.

Dlrect sources of pollution such as industrial- wastewater discharges -and non-point sources
of pollution_such as: heavily fertilized - agrrcultural land or targe numbers: of dense!y 1ocated septlc_
systems, can easrly contaminate shallow publlc and prrvate wells
ln 1980 Swee’dEdwards consultants produced a map of sensrtlve aqurfers in Oregon. This map,
with an overlay of the median static head of groundwater in the area (tabulated by township, range, -
- section from available well data) is available from DEQ. The median:static head measurement gives
-and indication of the general depth to-groundwater below the land surface and thus is an indicator of
: aqurfer vulnerabllrty to .contamination sources at the surface. Maps wrth locatrons of publ:c water N
. supply wells are avarlable from DE by contacting Amy Patton at; 503~229-5878

DEQ also. has__ formatron regarding groundwater contamination detected‘in variots areas of ..

iy _Oregon where :samples have been coliected;-A-summary:of this mformatron -can be’ found in Table
6 of the 1999 Legrslatrve Report on; ‘Groundwater: Quality Protectlon lnﬂregon which is avarlable N

~ in hard copy from Donna Kelly at DEQ (503} 229-6962 or at the DEQ — Water Quiality: Division ="
Groundwater Internet site at http://waterquality.deq.state.or.us/wagj/groundwafwagw.htm. Figure

. 9 of the Legislative Report shows the percentage of private water ‘wells per.county with nrtrates -

- -above the EPA drinking water standards.. This data reflects private wells sampled at: propeftv R
transfer through the real estate transaction testing program run by the Oregon Health' Dwrsron SR
Counties not mcluded in Figure 9 did not have-any wells with nitrate detections above the drrnkrng ‘
water standard of 10 ppm Nitrate-Nitrogen, but may have had nitrate detections below that level.

For more detail about groundwater qualltv lnvestlgatlons in your county, contact Rodnev Werck at
(503) 229 5886.. o o :

_Bmmgdﬂl_qg The plan should rdentlfy the locatron of sensrtave aqurfers and note potentral

sources .of pollution. . Discuss the proposed pollutron preventlon program lncludmg changes rn land_‘_'
use, zoning, density,. and permitting requirements. -



Groundwater Management Areas
Issue: DEQ is required to declare a Groundwater Management Area (GWMA} when area-wide
contamination caused at least in part b nonpoint sources is documented. When a groundwater

management area is declared, a local committee is then formed to develop an action plan to
address the sources of the groundwater contamination.

To date, two GWMAs have been declared in Oregon: in the Hermiston-Boardman area (Lower
Umatilla Basin), and in the Ontario-Vale area (Northern Malheur County). A third area, in the
Coburg-Junction City-Harrisburg area is expected to be declared in the future. Areas of Concern
may also be declared and managed locally in areas with widespread, nonpoint source
contamination where the contamination has not yet reached high concentrations. . The procedures
for GWMA and AOC declaration and response are outlined in ORS 468B.177 through 468B.188.

Recommendation: The land use plan should recognize groundwater management areas and map
them along with the boundaries of sensitive aquifers. The plan needs to address any land use-
components of the local action -plan and planned efforts to mitigate further groundwater quality
problems. A list of potential contaminant sources -and information -on: recommended groundwater

protection options are available from Sheree Stewart at 229-5413 ‘For mformatlon on GWMAs call
Rodney Weick at 503-229-5886.

Wellhead Protection Areas

Issue: Wellhead Protection is designed to protect groundwater resousces that provide drinking water

via public water supply wells. This program originated from the 1986 Federal Safe Drinking Water

Act and is referenced in the Oregon Groundwater Protection Act of 1989. Oregon DEQ administers

the Oregon Wellhead Protection Program. The Oregon Health Division (OHD} also provides technical

assistance to help delineate the source area for the public water supply well(s) or spring(s). A
. detailed guidance manual is available from DEQ by calling Sheree Stewart at {503} 229'—541 3.

o

Jurisdictions need to protect the quahty of the" ‘groundwater which supphes ‘their “public “watef
system. ‘It is extremely expensive to treat contaminated dnnklng water or to -find an altematlve
source should a water supply be lost becduse of contamination. It will continue 10 be more and
more difficult to find funding to address contamination of these water supplies. Thé cost and burden’
.- of treating or replacing the ‘contaminated water supp!y will generally fall to the focal oommunrty To*
reduce the risk of contamination, a jurisdiction can ‘determine ‘the land surface area where' their
drinking water ongmates. what land and how many potentlal contammat:on sources are wrttun‘that

Thls is a vo!untary program in Oregon, whlch each commumty can choose to participate in. Thore-
are no requirements associated with land use for most of the communities in Oregon. However, for

' public water systems which serve more that 10,000 or-have more than' 3000 service connections, -
there are some land use requirements to be aware of. " IF the community chooses to delineate their
wellhead protection area and have it approved by OHD, the wellhead protection area will become a
Goal 5 Resource to be addressed under the land use program.  Those (larger) communities will need
to incorporate land use planning elements into their wellhead protection management plan. A 'DEQ-
certified Wellhead Protection Plan will automatically serve to address any Goal 5 pro_'tection
requirements. More information on these requirements can be obtained from Doug White at the
Department of Land Conservation and Development at (503) 373-0083.

Jurisdictions need to also carefuliy plan the location of future public supply wells in relation to
potential and known areas of groundwater pollution, areas of known or suspected contamination,



and sites noted on the DEQ Environmental Cleanup Site Discovery list. Locating public water supply
wells in or adjacent to areas of known pollution preblems is not advised. The pollution plume from a

contaminated site can travel with groundwater across property boundaries where it can be pumped .

to the surface by water supply wells. Land uses surrounding these wells and their recharge areas
should be designated to protect this natural resource. For example, depending on local conditions,
industrial land uses are generally incompatible with groundwater recharge areas. It is strongly

suggested that new public water supply wells and wellfields not be located near areas with known
groundwvater quality problems.

- . Becommendation: The plan should include a iist of public water suppliers who use groundwater as a
~ drinking water source. A list of suppliers by county is available through Dennis Nelson of OHD at

731-4010. The location of public water supply wells should be identified on a map and designated

as a 1B resource under Goal 5. Jurisdictions with delineated wellhead protection areas, approved by

- OHD, should discuss them in the plan. " Significant (larger} jurisdictions will need to andlcate how
‘they intend to.address the land use elements assocrated wrth wellhead protectzon
L :

The plan shquld mclude a dlscussron of. dnnklng water sources located in the junsdrctlon and any

water quahtygproblems ‘identified by the OHD or- DEQ. The plan should note how the jurisdiction will
mitugate or prevent groundwater:quality problems within their wellhead protection areas. Information

on recommended groundwater protection options, as well as more information about ‘Wellhead
Protection, are available from DEQ by calling Sheree Stewart at (503} 223-5413.

' ntormwater and Flooding Management

Issue: Oregon has. recently experienced raprd growth wh:ch when couplecl W|th heavy rainfall, has

led to flooding event in 1996 and 1997. Developed-land increases the- ‘amount of runoff  being

dlscharged to streams- (by a factor of three] over open land. In-additioh, upstrearmn development has

been allowed “to occur without regard for existing downstream land owners, creatmg expensrve _

downstream cumulatlve impacts and water quality concerns.

- Problems identified by the Governor's Interagency Hazard Mitigation; Team include constrictions in

stream flow paths, {older bridges, use of box cars as private bridges, culverts that decrease in size

. ) downstream instead of increase, |mproperly located dams, ponds and tetention:facilities, Iandslldes' |
assocrated with logging, .. road - building -and development allowed on._steep slopes, :improper

_-development allowed in flood plalns, inadequately maintained and des1gned levees; and inadequately
sized stormwater facilities). Additionally,. madequate erosion and sediment controls have allowed

.._'aocelerated rates .of deposition. in- wetlands, streams, tivers; {akes and drainage facilities....Many

.. Jurisdictions :dad ~not _comply . with -floodplain - ordinances. or. utilize : information: about basic :stream " -

. hydrology. -~ Setback requirements near watercourses were sometlmes not applred and new |
_.‘resrdentral construction was aliowed in floodways. e et e

.—~—(‘-...‘_t_--¢-,.,.-.-- T T i

_ ' Unt:l recently, stormwater management planmng was based on flood control ob;ectwes However,“
' the_.need to control the. quallty of stormwater has.become .more -important: due’ to " its -impact
. {degradation) on surface and groundwater resources.: ‘Overall plannlng objectives-need to focus on

the identification. of . solutlons that balance water quality, natural resource protection and flood

control Planning is needed at a regionat level with potential down stream impacts identified early

on. . Management strategies need to meet a number of objectives including water quality
enhancement groundwater recharge, wild fife habitat, wetland creation, erosionfsediment control,

and the creation of open spaces for recreation. Designs should incorporate use" of natural
features(drainage ways, depressions, wetlands, floodplains, groundwater recharge zones and:
vegetation), which will. maximize the economic and envaronmental benefrts, particularly in -

combination with open space and recreational needs. .-

0



Development in general increases peak stream flows, the duration of high flows, stormwater runoff
volumes and creates seasonal flow shifts. This creates ecological and economic impacts such as
increased flooding and storm erosion, degraded aquatic habitat and water quality and can result in
loss of local flora and fauna species. According to USGS studies, there is a strong correlation
between the size of the flood peaks and the available basin storage. Natural wetlands and side
channels act as storage areas during flood events, lowing the water to spread out. This temporary
storage decreases the runoff velocity, reduces flood peaks, and distributes stormwater flow over
longer periods of time causing tributaries and main channels to peak at different times. Continued
loss of upland or upstream wetlands, side channels, meanders and flood plains over time
exacerbates the situation. USGS studies have found that basins with 30% areal coverage in lakes,
side channels or wetlands have flood peaks 60 to 80% lower than basins with little storage.

Pollutants associated with stormwater runoff:-Include: toxic heavy metals {cadmium, chromium, °
copper, lead, nickel and zinc), toxic organics {gasoline, oils, wood preservatives), nutrients (nitrates
and phosphorus), pesticides {municipal and residential use), PAH {organic associated with industrial
sites in sandy soils and high water table),” other metals (aluminum, ‘manganese, iron}, salts, and
micro-organisms {viruses and bacteria). About 70% of the toxic metals will bind-to sediments and
-the remainder stays in the water column. Bioaccumilation and long term exposure from contaminated -
sediments is of concem when sedaments are deposrted downstream in Iakes, wetlands and estuarles

Previous EPA studles found that the primary area of concern -is mdustnal land followed by
commercial and residential fands. ‘However, recent studies have found urban hot spots exist which
produce significantly higher loadings of hydrocarbons and metals than other areas. : Urban hot spots
are linked to locations where vehicles are fueled, serviced, and parked. Identified fand uses include
gas stations, bus depots, fire stations, vehicle maintenance, salvage yards, long. term commuter
parking lots, and high use short term parking lots associated with fast food outlets and. convenience
stores. - Other areas of concern include heavily used roads, which generate a dlsproportronate
amount of total runoff volume and are often dlrectly connected to the dramage system 3

PR3

Recomrnenclatrons Crtres and countses need to develOp comprehensnve ‘water management plans
- that integrate flood. control, erosion control, ‘nonpoint source pollution, prevention, groundyvater, and

source water protection, while protecting sensmve natural resources areas such as wetlands, water
quality limited streams and salmonid habttat. .z : -

Jurisdictions - should promote reclamation or_ construction . of - wetlands," .remove_, flogdplain
development ‘allowing streams rfoom to meander, reconnect side channels or-build. detent:on basins
for flood control. .Wetlands are the most eﬁectwe ‘form..of flood control and-can be ,cheaper to
create and maintain than dikes, levees or reservoirs. Vegetatton removal i increases erosion logs in.the
floodplaln. Failure to understand the dynamlcs .of waterways in_zoning, facility planning and
- development has resulted in damage to public lands ‘and conflicts which need to be. addressed in
watershed plannmg. Floodplain hazard and hydrolo.y flow studies need to be done for all proposed
developments, “otherwise they can impact both upstream (if they act as a constﬂctlonl and
downstream residents. DEQ.recommends hydrology studies be done for new developments ¥z mile
upstream and 1 mile downstream to protect existing downstream residents. Additional discharges
from seeps, springs, on-site systems and stormwater in unstable slopes can trigger landslides.. .

Erosion Sediment Control ordinances {(ESC) need to be integrated to_achieve stream protection during
construction and to protect water quality. Suggested resources related to construction practices,
practical pollution prevention tips, best management practices, and design suggestions include: 1)
Watershed Protection Technique Bulletins published by the Center for Watershed Protection at (301)



589-1890 or www.pipeline.com/ "mrrunoff on the internet for a review; 2) the Puget Sound -
Stormwater Management Manual; 3) King County Washington’s Surface Water Management Plan
and 4) Coastal Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program Management Measures. For more
information contact Barbara Priest at 229-5945 or Ranei Nomura at 229-5657. '

Underground Injectlon Control {UIC) Program.

Issue: The UIC program is regulated under the Safe Drinking Water Act. The intent of the program‘
is to protect groundwater drinking water.sources from pollution associated with untreated dlscharge :
by infiltration. .- - Ciass V injection wells (for stormwater discharge) are becoming a nationwide .
concern. This is due to the growing numbers of groundwater aquifers that are becommg

contaminated due to polluted stormwater assocrated wrth the use of catch basins with sumps and
dry wells for infiltration. : :

Recommendation: Federal law requires that injection well owners are required to register their well
with the state (CFR 40:144.24 and .26) and provide inventory information prior to use. In Oregon,
stormwater:drains from residential and commercial areas: when not .affected by toxic or industrial
:wastes, arerauthorized by rule if they can meet the followmg COl’ldl‘thl'lS ‘Otherwise an individual
‘WPCF permltals requared. - : : R RSP

Qg . : L : . S
1): Ston'nwater drarnage wel[s can only be used in"areas where there is an adequate confinement
barrier or fiitration medium between the injection well and the dr:nklng water aqurfer, and where
+construction of stormwater sewers is not practical.
2) :New stormwater drainage wells shall be as shallow as possible, and not exceed 100 feet.”

3} Stormwater drainage wells:{i.e. catch basms wrth sumps, drywellsl cannot be Iocated closer than
-+ b0O0 feet to any drinking water well. t

_ 4) Agricultural drainage wells are proh:blted '
5) Stormwater drainage wells” are prohibited where toxic or hazardous .chemicats Or. petroleum_

~ products are stored or handled unless there is contamment around the product area preventmg'
spillage or leakage to the well.

6) Owners and operators of stormwater wells shall have a means to temporarlly plug or block the _
- -‘well in the event of an accident or spill.”

: '7)‘ If a stormwater well is located in a parlong lot the lot shall be kept clean of petroleum products .
“-and other organic of chemical wastes. - B

For further mformatlon contact Barbara Priest at 229-5945

\_Nater Qualltv l.lmrted Streams (Potenttal or Desrgnatedl

entering ‘a’ Waterbody under the Federal Clean Water Act of 1972 On a blenmal basus, DEQ must".

- gubmit to EPA a list of waterbodres (3D3dl that do not meet water quallty standards, even after best _

- " gvailable technology is applied to° wastewater dlscharges. Data ls complled from federal .state
e local data bases for llstmgs and waterbodres lrsted are deslgnated as Water Qualrty lelted (WQL)

'Whlle great progress has been made over the fast two decades to reduce pollutron from |ndustnal :
sources, Oregon's surface and groundwater quality is under constant threat from an increased
population, recreation, development; agriculture, urban runoff and destruction of streamside habitat.
Once polluted, surface and groundwater |s very dlfflcult to ciean up, taking years to restore to.
within water quality standards.’
New or increased discharges that require a permrt wrll not be allowed in WQL waterbodles unless the
pollutants in the discharges are different from the pollutants causmg the water quality problems. By
recognizing the types of land uses or practices associated with spectflc poliutants planners can shift



certain development or activities to other locations where water quality impacts are not anticipated
or can be controlled.

WQL listed waterbodies will be prioritized over the next year and DEQ will begin to develop Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) and a management strategy for the fisted waterbodies. TMDL
waterbodies have reached their assimilative capacity and can no longer handle additional pollution
loading. A TMDL can be set for one particular pollutant, indicating that the waterbody is unabie to
accommodate additional sources due to cumulative effects. An individual waterbody can have
‘several different TMDLs for each pollutant ' ' ’

Due to the number of WQL waters, DEQ will focus available grant funds in basms with approved
TMDLs and those ranking high on the priority list. The following WQOL water bodies have been
identified as the highest priority: S. Umpqua/Umpqua River, Willamette River, Klamath River,
Umatilla River, Trout Creek (Deschutes), Upper Deschttes, Fifteen Mile: Creek (Hood), Tualatin
River, Sprague River, Rogue River, Yamhill River, Tillamook Bay.and major tributaries, Nehalem Bay
and River, Coquille River, Pudding River, Breitenbush River, John DayN; M and S forks), Hood
River, Little Deschutes River, Coast Fork of the.Willamette,.Yaquina Bay, White River- {Deschutes),
Crooked Rlver (Deschutesl, Bear Creek (Rogue), Powder - River, Malheur: River,: Burnt River (N. fork),
Wallowa River, Grande Ronde River, Elk Creek (Umpqua), Coos Bay, Gamson Lake, Dev;ls l.ake,
Clear Lake, Tenmile Lake, and Clatsop Countv Lakes. -

DEQ will actxvely encourage local watersheds to voluntanly begm to prepare management plans to
control pomt and non point pollution in WQL waterbodles T

DEQ has established TMDLs for the follow:ng basms Bear Creek Yamhlll Rlver, Tualatin River/Lake
Oswego, Pudding River, Willamette River, Rickerall Creek, Columbia River, Coquille River/Estuary,
Clear Lake and Garrison Lake. TMDLs in progress for 1996-98 include the" Grande Flonde Rlver, h
Colurnbla Slough Klamath River, Umatilla Ruver, and the South Umpqua Rlver R -

TMDL!WQLs are set for‘the tollowrng parameters aquatic Weedslalgae, bactena (fecal colrform and
E. Coli), biological criteria, chlorophyll -dissolved:-oxygen, habitat modification, flow modrf’ catron,
nutrients, pH, sedimentation, temperature, total dissolved gas, toxics, and turbidity. " These
parameters are used to ldentlfy impaired beneficial uses of the water ‘body, a more complete

~ discussion of these parameters can be found inthe Julv 1996 3030 llst and cntena for l:stmg
waterbodtes RTRRS : )

ta} -T«‘C«‘ g

Bﬂnmdjt_im l..and use planners should note the tvpes of water qualrty problems clted |n thelr;_
area for the parameters llsted aboVe. For example. e T i

B O PENL g - AR

Sedlment- lf ‘sediment rs a problem then tocal governments should require erosion controls for
upgrades of exlstlng and fiew developments, including construction activities and runoff-from ‘the”
completed project. Each site should be required to implement more stringent erosion control plans. .
Wherever possible, new development should provide treatment of the rurioff that will be generated
by that development it exceptions are granted for a specific site, there must be assurance that an
equivalent amount of pollution will be removed elsewhere in the basin:” Replantmg of natsve
vegetation and trees is critical once development has occurred.

The land use plan should mclude provisions to minimize the amount of exposed soil during .site
. development or other earth disturbing activities. The site should be designed and constructed to
reduce runoff by limiting impervious surfaces. Runoff that is generated should be directed to swales
or retention ponds to encourage infiltration. Stormwater runoff must be treated prior to discharge to



waters of the state. A vegetated buffer {25 to 100 foot) should be required between development
and all streams, wetlands, ponds, and other waterbodies. Vegetation and trees should be

maintained in all roadside ditches, effectively converting them into vegetated swales. This practice -

will remove sediments as the rate of runoff is reduced. Other practices that could be employed
lnclude the use of blo-englneerlng, barbs weirs, ;ettles and as Iast resort, riprap for erosion problems.

Fecal Collform Fecal coliform is usually associated with untreated stormwater dtscharges in urban
and rural areas, inappropriate ‘densities of septic tanks or failing septic systems, and rural grazing
practices. These discharges can create a health probtem for downstream drinking water users,

_contract recreational sports (boating and swimming}, shellfish propagation, irrigators and commercia) -

users. If fecal coliform is a problem land use planners may want to review the density requirements

for septic- systems, zoning restnctlons for confrned anlmal feed lots, and upgrades to stormwater:

runoff in urban areas.

Temperature. Temperature problems relate to a vanety -of changes to ‘waterbodies from flow‘_

modlflcatlons such as dams/diversions, removal of woody debris or tree cover, as well as industrial

dzscharges and loss of riparian habttat Temperature changes-can limit the types of plants “fish and
‘wildlife foundu‘.m a given.area. : lettmg the removal‘of natural native plants and trees or _requiring

replant:ng after development can asmst |n llmrtmg temperature changes

iy

The plan should Ilst local WQL or TMDL waterbodles and map them with an overlay of exlstlng

zoning and available {and for development. The plan should identify pollutlon [prevention strategies

and commit the local government -to -participation ‘in the TMDL process. For |nformat|on on the:
program contact Rick Kepler at 229-6804. For copy of the DEQ biernial water quality {305B) report

on status of streams and lakes contact Joyce Sturdevant at 229- 6504 For rnfonnatlon on poliution

preventlon, co,ntact Barbara Pnest at 503-229 5945. : o

Metland end Rlpanan Protectlon (Water Quahty Cemﬁcatlonl L RN
_ Issue: Natural wetlands are protected waters of the state under the Clean Water Act In Qregon,
wetlands cover little more than 2% of the state or between 1.2 to 1.5 million acres. Certification is .

required of any. applicant for a federal license or permit to' conduct any. activity, lncludlng but not

I:rmted ) the constructlon or operatlon of facllltles that may result in any dlscharge to waters of the .

state.. R

_r;:;., iyt

.4‘_ feeae e :.,'

) Wetlands exlst in areas wnth hlgh water tables actmg as" natural Teservoirs while’ recharglng
: groundwater,,and can seasonallv discharge to surface water. Wetlands and streamslde {riparian)
areas: function as & natural fi iltering system to improve water quality; are used as spawnlng and 3

nurseries_forfisheries;. provide critical habitat: for. wildlife snd" birds; ‘feduce soil

storm damage and flooding; recharge local groundwater supplies;:and, provide s’ Uriigue ecological
resource supporting an incredible diversity of life. Wetlands and riparian areas also provide”
opportunities for recreational activities such:as:boating, hiking,: hunting, fishing; and blrd-wa hlng

_ Approx:mately 113 of the nations threatened and endangered specses Iwe in wetland areas

DEQ's role regardmg wetlands, nparuan and m-stream worlc is to protect water quallty and exlstmg
assoclated beneficial uses pursuant to Section:401. of the Clean Water Act. This mandate applles o
the . State s hydrologlcally connected groundwater,:’ wetlands, estuaries and surface waters’ of

Oregon Groundwater is also protected under the . Safe Drinking Water Act and Oregon’ s

Groundwater Act. Natural wetlands or those created to replace existing wetlands as mitigation,
cannot be used for stormwater, treatment or. to discharge polluted water. The purpose ‘of the 401. L
program is’ to protect and maintain the remaining wetland and ripatian resourcées in Oregon from
development impacts by directing growth away from these fragile resources to more appropnate
locations. When development impacts are unavoidable, mitigation is required within the same

e~



Lakes

Estuarres

basin. Stormwater discharges to wetland or riparian areas in water quality limited basms may
require treatment prior to discharge.

401 Certification is done concurrently with Division of State Lands (DSL) Removal and Fill program
and the Federal 402/404 permits under the Clean Water Act regulated by the US Corps of Engineers.
Conditions applied to 401 Certification address water quality standards {anti-degradation and water
quality limited streams), beneficial uses, impacts to groundwater resources, and threatened and
endangered species. The conditions can be site or land use specific to prevent poliution.

Existing water quality standards arrd :s_tate regulations (OAR 340-48} currently do not contain
wetland/riparian-specific language. DEQ is beginning the process of revising rules and preparing

~preliminary draft guidelines for developers. These guidelines will be appllcable to all activities,

pro;ects, or proposed developments of wetlandlnpanan areas.

Recpmmendatlon Land Use Planmng Goal 5 now requires wetiand and rlparian inventories and the
dev_elopment of programs to achieve the goal. . Wetland- planning -can-help-achieve water quality
protection as well as minimize regulatory .conflicts. Jurisdictions should-contact DSL for technical
and financial assistance with wetland planning, -and -coordinate wetlandlnparaan rnventones wnth
stormwater master planning efforts. '

Questions relating to DEQ's wetlandlriparian responsibilities can be directed to Tom Melville at 229-

6845 and grazing issués to Debra Sturdevant at 229-6691. . Information-on the: wetland p!annlng
program can be obtalned from Dana Field wrth DSL at 378-3805 extensron 238. :

Issue: There are over 6,000 lakes in Oregon ranging in.size from 1 acre up to 90,000 acres.  They
have been divided mto categones called "ecoregions” based on location and. physical characteristics.
Data is available on lake water quality through the Environmental Protectiori”Agency's Clean Lakes

‘Program. Additional studies have been conducted by the U.S. Forest Service and the Army.Corp of

Engineers. Development, recreational uses, nuisance weed growth, and nutrient loading, are among
the threats to lake water quality. TMDLs have been established for Oswego Lake, Gamson Lake, and
Clear Lake. (See dlscussron under TMDL Recommendatlons on page 4) '

Becommendatjon: The plan should inc[ude an rnventory of lakes in your junsdrctron. lndrcate lakes _
wrth water qua[itv problems and develop strategles for:: pollutron preventron. A full mventorv ‘of

Clean Lake program ‘contact Avis Newell at 229-6018

- Issue; . Estuaries are found where ‘river systems meet the ocean and interact: wrth trdal ﬂow These
highly productivé blologucal ;areas . provide spawning, nursery, -and rearing" habitat for a variety of
wildlife including many of Oregon s fish and shellfish resources. These areas are subjected to
pollution from the immediate shoreline, upstream sources and in some cases, from contaminated
groundwater, Excess nutrients, bacteria, sediment, and toxic contaminants, often degrade estuarrne
water quality and diminish estuarine resources.

Marinas, houseboats, liveaboards, and ,__shipvards, can contribute bacteria, nutrients, heavy metals,
and toxic contaminants. Bacteria and nutrients can also be contributed from farms, confined animal

feeding operations, on-site septrc systems, waste treatment plants, and comblned sewer overflows
(CSO0s). _ '



Activities such as forest management and logging, recreational off-road vehicle use, and in-stream
mining can contribute pesticides and heavy sediment loads which can damage estuarine habitat and
effect navigation. Other sources of toxic contaminants include municipal and industrial discharges,
CS0s, and stormwater runoff from industry and urban development.

Recommendation: Estuaries are fragile ecosystems that can be easily impacted by adjacent and
upstream land uses and activities, ‘A comprehensive planning approach is required to address the
various sources of pollution problems found in estuarine environments. The unique attributes of

estuaries may warrant implementation of a protective overlay zone requrrrng addltronal review of
development and land use proposals '

Water quahty problems in estuaries result from many different sources including; non-point sources,
septrc tank farlures TMDLs wastewater treatment plant drscharges and groundwater issues.

o1 arke

For requrrements related to stormwater management contact Barbara_Prrest at 229 5945 For CSQ
related rssues. contact DEQ Munlcrpal Waste sectron at 229-6099

v r-rd»

= Monpo:nt Source Plannmg - '

Issue: Nonpoint pollution has received increased attention based on recognition of the pollution
loads contributed ‘to the .environment from these sources. Sources of non-point. pollutron include -
agnculture, forestry, on-site septic systems, and urban runoff that dlscharge pollutron in the form of
suspended solids, sediments; and nutriénts. ‘These pollutants enter: surface water and ‘groundwater
ina dlffuse manner and can effect water quality by increasing temperature or altering the pH level.

Recommenda;ron Coastal communities nieed to:address water quallty nonpornt source lNPS) control ,
- requirements stemming from Section 6217 of the Coastal Zone Managernent Act. All areas and land
uses in-the coastal zone will be required to ‘control NPS pollution. - This- will be accompllshed through .

application of enforceable management measures, rncludlng, where approprrate, local Iand use plan_ :
.,_lmplementrng ordrnances e o . - .

All plans should drscuss land use contrrbutrons .10 nonpoint sources of pollutron as. descnbed by‘
DEQ's 1988 Oregon Statewide Assessment of Nonpoint Sources of Water Pollution. Provrsrons in_.
the plan should be.made for mitigation of NPS poliution. The plan-should address control of potentral__‘_
water qualitysnonpoint :source impacts’ originating from construction: sites and- activities ' in npanan‘j
. zones, Information.may be.obtained from Roger Wood at DEQ}” 229—6893 " For’ coastal communrtres

.- additional mformatron is avaitable from Jeff: Weber at DLCD's Coastal_ Management Program, 73

e

o Splll Contrngency Pianning

Issuer As mandated by Senate Bill: 1039 DEQ must develop a comprehensrve contrngency plan forir

oil and hazardous materials spills for the Oregon* coast and estuanes the Columbra’ Rwer, and 'the
Wllamette Rlver to Willametté Falls R “

P -
Y : N . il

teprm

Recommendatron The - DEQ. suggests that comprehensrve plans recognrze local 'and state-._
responsibilities regarding oil spill planning. The plan should dcknowiedge the process triggered by
notification of the Oregon Emergency Management Division (1-800-452-0311) that a spill has
occurred. The Division notifies the:designated county -einergency manager and responsrble state
agency, for instarnice the DEQ for oil spills into waterbodies or the State Fire Marshall for spills on’
land. - The party responsible for the spill:is required to contact the Nationa! Response Center at 1-:
800-424-8802 which notifies affected federal agencies such as EPA or the Coast Guard.

1N



Septic Tank Systems :

Issue: On-site sewage systems are a rural technology approach to the treatment and dlsposat of
sewage wastewaters. Specific soil and site criteria are necessary for these systems to function
effectively. Residential properties that are less than approximately one-half acre in size may be
inappropriate for on‘site ‘sewage systems because of public health and environmental concerns.

Recommendation: The plan should address the need for - public sewerage faczlltles when
development densities exceed two dwelhngs units {or equivalent) per acre, or when soil and site
conditions prevent the use of on-site sewage treatment and disposal systems. Information regarding
on-site sewage system failures is available from the DEQ, contact Sherm Olson at 229-6443.

Wastewater Treatment Systems

Issue: The DEQ is responsible for regulat:ng sewage treatment and dlsposa! facr!mes, which operate
under either a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, or a Water Pollution
- Control Facilities (WPCF} permit. Although technology-based permit limits are still being incorporated
into municipal permits, emphasis is now shifting toward water quality-based permits. Permittees are
expected to evaluate the impact of dlscharges on streams and to consider alternatives to discharges.

As flows increase, the Department will expect the perm:ttee to improve. treatment- efﬂcnenczes, s0
there is no net increase in waste loads dlscharged -

Recommendatlon: Jurisdictions should evaluate thelt land use plans with respect for the need-to
extend and provide public sewerage where smaller or less efficient wastewater treatment facilities
may have limited capabilities for providing adequate service. ifa facrhty is -at or.nearing capacity, or
if water quallty limits are not being met, consideration should be given. to how water quality based
* standards will be satisfied through facility modification or upgrade. . Non-discharge alternatives may
be considered which would include the use of treated effluent for beneficial purposes such as land
irrigation The DEQ contact for information on wastewater treatment is Tom Lucas at 229-5065.

AZARDOU§ AND: SOL[D ﬂASTE
Landfills '
Issue: The capacrty of the ex:stmg waste drsposal site should be exammed in refation to its ablllt\[ to
meet the demands of pro;ected growth m res:dentral popuiatlon, buslness, and |ndustry

Recommendation: - An’ analys:s of future long term solid waste drsposal optlons should be mcluded in -
the plan. The analysis should consider the impact of the new Federal RCRA Subtitle. D requirements
on Iandﬁll operations. Jurisdictions should work. together. to;evaluate near-and: long term disposal
needs and optlons, mcludmg costs. The goal is to provide a fair and-equitable system of waste
dtsposa1 to everyone in ‘the. county. It.is- important to consider the impact of recycling and waste

reduction’ programs on “future dlsposal needs -For..additional . information - from. DEQ contact’ Jan
Whrtworth at 229-6434 L _ L AR,

Solid Waste Collection and Disposal

Issue: Certain materials 'such as used orl Iead—acrd batteﬂes. vehicle bodles, large appllances. and
waste tires are banned by statute from solid waste disposal sites.

Becommendation: The plan- should address alternatives for handling these materials such as

recycling. An example would be a collection and temporary storage area for waste tires at the local
landflli with provisions for periodic removal by a waste tire carrier to a processor or recycler

11



It is also suggested that the plan include a policy to encourage alternatives to disposal of househgld
hazardous waste in solid waste disposal sites and sewage facilities, such as collection facilities.

There should be a discussion ‘on how "special wastes” may be disposed of, such as septic,

infectious wastes, asbestos, waste tires, etc, it may be appropriate to include these in the land use

plan if there is no separate solid waste plan or if the plan does not address special wastes,
Questions can be directed to DEQ region staff: Dave Kunz 503-229-5061, Northwest Region; Bob

Barrow 543 378-8240 ex 269 Western Region; and Linda Hayes-Gorman 541 388-6146 ex 228,
Eastern Region.

Hazardous Substance Cieanup ‘Bites (Exrstrng and Potential)

Issue: One of the goals of the DEQ is to clean up sites which are contaminated with hazardous

wastes, petroleumn products, and other hazardous substances. A key step in this: process is to:
identify and track contaminated srtes These tasks are the responsmrllty of DEQ's . Waste

Management & Cleanup Dlvrs:on

_Recommendatron -DEQ belreves -that local governments should be aware of the exrstence of these

sites within-their jurisdictions ‘and know how to get rnformatron about them Thls information is:

especially reéfevant:to local governments during periodic ‘review of focal comprehensrve fand use -

plans. Local governments may learn about real and potentlal hazardous substance contaminated

sites within their boundaries by referring to one or more lists available through the. Waste

Management & Cleanup DNISIOT\ A descnptlon of these lists foﬂows

. Enwronmental Cieanup Slte Informatron (ECSIY Lrst ECSI is an e!ectronic':':f'iiing systern of sites in

Oregon with contamination or potential contamination from hazardous substances ECS! lists sites
by county and/or alphabetically and provides general information about actions which have occurred

at these sites. - The ECSI list for your county is attached wrth a llst of correspondlng ‘action .codes
and descriptions. :

.,
N

The Confirmed Release List {CRL} and Inventory: The CRL is a list of sites where a refease of ... .

hazardous substances has been confirmed. In other words, contamination at the site has been -
substantiated. The Inventory is a list of sites with confirmed releases of hazardous substances -

which require further investigation and cleanup based on information ‘obtained through prehminary

assessments or equivalent reports. The CRL and Inventory provrde key rnformatlon about each site .-

and are updated quarterly

DEQ f' rst adds srtes that are or.may be contammated and may requrre cleanup to ECSI Srtes are.:'
added to the CRL and inventory when DEQ determines they meet' the respectwe cnt”' a for Irstlng asrf
described above. Sites may be added to6 the CRL ‘any time after they are added to ECSI;. they may

be added to the Inventory only after the preliminary assessment or. eqUNalent is, completed S_ltes .

added to the inventory are either already on the CRL or are added fo both lists at the same time.

The UST Cleanup List: The Underground Storage Tank (UST) Cleanup Irst shows sstes that have_-
petroleum -contamination as- a result of leakrng undérground storage tanks, thts Itst is updated,.;

quarterly.

The - Comprehensive Environmental Responsé Compensation "iand' Liabili_ty lnforrnation' SYSt?h?
(CERCLIS): The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) also produces a nation-wide

list of sites that may be contaminated by hazardous substances. The list is analogous to DEQ's
ECSI. iIn most cases, sites in Oregon listed on CERCLIS will also be listed on DEQ's ECSI.

12



For further information about these lists or to obtain copies, contact the Waste Management Division
at 503 229-5913.

Newforms.doc 7/98
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Oregon

ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

March 5, 1999
To: City of Stayton
FrROM: Steven Santos, Periodic Review Liaison

SUBJECT: Periodic Review Evaluation and Work Program

To successfully develop and maintain a healthy community, which may include promoting

manufacturing, services or other industries that grow and create quality employment - -.

opportunities in your jurisdiction into the future, the Oregon Economic Development Department
' requests that your city in its Periodic Review take note of the following points and responses:

Industrieil Lands

Due to the occupancy level and the constraints due to the locatlon of Salem s drmkmg water -
facilities in your industrial park and the growth in Staytonas a re51dent:a1 community, the City is
encouraged to site addltlonal serv1ceable 1ndustr1a1 lands :

With regard to industrial [ands analyses should make cnucal and conservatwe assumptlons
"about development potential. = Issues such as topography, lot size, environmental constraints,
appearance, public/private infrastructure or utilities, and actual, near-term access to public
.. services must all be taken under careﬁn consideration. -Local plans should also account for the
;;needs beneﬁts and potentlal for remvestment or-expansions at- exxstmg sntes, in’ order to properly
. conserve greenﬁeld sites-and address livability issues.

_.The Economic Development Depariment may be able to.offer .advice on specific sites, as-well as
general observations about state, regional and local factors affecting certain industries and
commercial development. See attachment for contact information on economic data.

Infrastructure Development and Financing

Water and wastewater master plans and related capital improvement programs of the city should
realistically accommodate potential development of existing and planned industrial and
commercial properties. The siting of business retention, expansion or start-up projects leave
little room for uncertainty or delays of more than six months. The provision of public services
for such projects must contemplate these market pressures as wetl as the time constraints of

Exhibit L

775 Summer St, NE # Salem, OR 97310 Governor john A. Kitzhaber

503-986-0123 MW Fax 503-581-5115 @ TTY 503-986-0123 The depariment is an AAEEQ employer, in compliance with Section S04 ot thie Rehub At of 1974



regulatory and permitting processes. Plans for water and wastewater systems should also be

based on the same projections and assumptlons about growth as are used for all other plans and
forecasts. R

The actual provision of public services to a particular site or sites involves financial issues in
addition to good planning and engineering. Although resources are much more limited compared
to historic levels, especially for grant awards, the Economic Development Department may be
able to extend financial assistance to local communities to upgrade or extend public
infrastructure. These and other funding sources at the state and federal level have restrictions i in
terms of the amounts or circumstances in which they may be used. State lottery-funded support
has included awards for “technical assistance,” corresponding in many cases to planning tasks for
pubhc water/wastewater facilities and systems:

Local planners ate encouraged to contact the Econorruc Development Department about state and
federal funding sources. The i incorporation of program parameters info local master plans and
capltal budgets will fac1htate the acce551b111ty of these fundmg programs. '

Tourlsm and Other Issnes '-=

CIf appropr:ate, a strategy may’ ‘be useful o effectlvely capltahze on opportunmes for attractlve
recreational and commercial development connected with tourism, while also maintaining a -
community character desired by local residents. For more information contact Janet Porter
Tourism Development, 503-986-0004. Please also notlfy her with respect to work tasks .
addressmg statew1de planmng Goal 8 -

For further referrals to regional economic development staff, please feel free to contact your
Regional Development Officer with the Economic Devejopment Department. Please include the
Regional Development Officer'in malhngs of Goal 9, Goal 10, Goal 11 and other notlces related
to economlc opportumttes and capaclty

) BUSINESS ADDRESS OFFICE PHONE | MOBILEPHONE | FAX NUMBER

Nrom Eox C/O SEDCOR onpes’| (503)588-6236 | (503)580-26807 | (503)5886240
250 Commercial Street NE -

Salem,OR97301 ..

If you have other questions feel free contact me at'(503)986-0102

Thank you.



GUIDANCE ON ECONOMIC, DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIAL DATA
‘ AND STATISTICS

Contacts & Rcferences:

Population and Local Economic Data

George Hough, Jr.
Center For Population Research & Census
Portland State University
P.0. Box 751 -
Portland, Oregon 97207-0751

'(503) 725-5157 or 725-3922
george(@upa.pdx.edu

Theresa Valentine, Manager ,
State Service Center for Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) .
Department of Administrative Services
155 Cottage Street, NE

Salem, Oregon 97310

(503) 378-4163, FAX (503) 986-3242

Craig Smith, Administrator
Oregon State Data Center
State Library Building
Salem, Oregon 97310-1347
(503) 378-4277, Ext. 238
FAX (503) 588-7119

Bureau of the Census
Awareness and Products Program (CAPP}
U.S. Department of Comnmerce - '
Regional Office, Seattle Wastnngton
(206) 728-5314 . '

Customer Services -

(301) 726-4100, FAX (301) 763-4794

' Employmenr, Wage and Poverty Level Information

Fred Klatz

Research, Tax & Analysis Division
Oregon Employment Department
875 Union Street, NE

Salem, Oregon 97311

(503) 947-1273

FAX (503) 947-1210

Tom Aston, Economist

U.S. Department of Housingand =~ .
Urban Development (HUD) I
400 SW Sixth Avenue, Suite 700 '
Portland, OR 97204

(503) 326.2556, FAX (503) 326-3097

Attn: Inquiries & Correspondences
Bureau of Labor Statistics: (BLS)

U.8. Department of Labor ..
P.O.Box. 193766 ;
' San Francisco, CA 941 19-3760

(415) 975-4350

“U.S. Department of Labor

Employment and Training Adlmmstranon
Labor Surplus Areas

(415)975-4610



Government Publications

U.S. Government Bookstore
1305 SW First Avenue i
Portland, Oregon 97201-5801
(503) 221-6217

FAX (503) 225-0563

Also, major libraries such as those

associated with colleges and universities

General Technical Assistance

State Economist |

Office of Economic Analysis
Department of Admlmstratxve Services
155 Cottage Street, NE o

| __-Salem, Oregon 97310 -

(503) 378-3455
FAX (503) 373-7643

' Art Ayre Ecofiomist

" Policy & Communication - :
Oregon Economic Development Departtnent'- -

775 Summer Street, NE
Salem, Oregon 97310
(503) 986-0101

FAX (503) 581-5115

Art.L Avre@State.or.us

Blbhography.

State Labor Economist
Employment Department
875 Union Street, NE
Salem, Oregon 97311 -
(503)378-2736 = -

- FAX (503)373-7515 - -

Arthur Fish ,

Enterprise Zone Coordinator

Program Development :

Oregon Economi¢ Deveiopment Department
775 Summer Street, NE ' ’
Salem, Oregon 973 10

(503) 986-0140

- FAX (503) 986-0145
Arthur Fish@State.or.us

Population Estimates of Oregan, July 1 1 99x, Center for Popuiatton Research and Census, L
School of Urban and Pubhc_Aﬁ'axrs, Portland State University, Portland, Oregon 9‘7207-0751

phone (503) 725-3922

.. Oregon Covered Employment and Payrolls, Oregon Employment Depamneﬁﬁ Reseafch Tax &
- Analysis, 875 Umon Street, NE Salem, Oregon 97311, phone (503) 947-1266

Summary Social, Economzc and Housmg Charactertsucs, Table 9: Income and Poverty Status m
1989, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Bureau of the Census, Econormcs and Statistics .
Administration, U.S. Department of Commierce. Available from the U.S. Government Bookstore
or the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC 20402.



Suggestions on Current Estimates by Census Statistical Units:

Most data on sub-state geographical areas that are more current than the 1990 Census are
available only for incorporated cities {e.g., population) and counties (e.g., employment and
income). You may want to create estimates of measures for smaller geographic areas by
assuming a constant relationship between the measure for the smaller area and its larger
surroundings for which updated data are available. For example, you may want to assume that, if
a county’s unemployment rate has increased by 10 percent (e.g., from 8.0 to 8.8 percent) between
1990 and 1994, a particular area within the county has also had a 10 percent increase in its
unemployment rate since 1990. However, this relies on the critical assumption that the
relationship between the sub-county area and the county has not changed since 1990. The -
potential inaccuracy of this assumption must be weighed against the benefit of having a more
current estimate of the sub-county area’s unemployment rate.

"Most data are reported without any reference to error ranges 1t is wise to be aware that almost

all data that you use will have some margin of error, whether or not such mformatlon is stated in
the source documents. : :

" Additional Background on Sources of Data:

"(Some of the followmg information may become outdated )

EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES
Oregon Employment Department - Publishes the following:

*Mouthly labor force, employment, unemployment, and non-farm employment by industry data
for most counties (several are included in metropolitan statisticai areas (MSAs); unpublished
data may be obtained for most cities greater than 15,000 population).
*Annual tables of monthly ES-202 covered employment and annual payrolls by county
- *Employment, payroll, and number of firms by size of firms—i.e., number of employees.

- sEstimates of agricultural employment and occupational employment.
*Monthly Oregon Labor Trends and Local Labor Trends, and
*Biennial Reglonal Eeonomlc Profi les

“Labor Market lnformatlon Dtreetory” hlghhghts pubhcatlons and resources

Employment data are developed by the Oregon Employment Department usmg a monthly sucvey of _
Oregon housetiolds. The survey provudes a high level of accuracy at the state level and a moderately
high level of accuracy for the state’s  metropolitan statistical areas. However, the refiability of this
information for other individual counties Jis comparatively low. The 1990 data come from the 1990
Census and reflect April 1990 unemployment conditions. These data, including the city-level data,
should be considered quite reliable, it unfortunately they reflect a historical situation that may have
changed substantially since 1990. There appears to be no inexpensive way to update these city-level data.
Contact: Local office of Oregon Employment Department office, or Research, Tax and Analysis Section,
Oregon Employment Division, 875 Union Street, NE, Salem, Oregon 97311, Phone 503- 947-1266
Private consultants and umversny departments may be of assistance.



HOUSING
Portland State University Center for Population Research and Census (See “POPULATION” below) -
Publishes monthly and year-to-date data for building permits by county and city, including number and
values of permits for residential and non-residential construction and alterations. Also contact: Oregon
Housing and Community Services, Planning and Development Division, 1600 State Street NE, Salem,
Oregon 97301-0302, Phone 503-986-2007.

INCOME
UsS. Department of Commerce Bureau of Economic Analysis - Publlshes annual “Local Area Personal
Income” series by county. Includes personal income by major source and by industry, per capita
personal i mcome farm income and expenses, and transfer payments

For Oregon’s counties and metropolitan statistical areas, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban

Development annually updates its median housiehold income data (actually “family” income) by using
lnﬂatlon factors Data are not updated for cmes

The 1989 data for percentage of persons below poverty level (“poverty incidence rate™) come from the
1990 Census and reflect 1989 income conditions. These data, including the city-level data, should be -
considered quite reliable, but unfortunately they reflect a historical situation that may have changed
substantially since 1989. There appears to be no inexpensive way to update these city-level data. -

Contacts: Bruce Weber, Oregon State Umversnty, 541-373-1432; Karen Seidel, University of Oregon, -
541-346-5235; Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, P.O. Box 193766, San
Francisco, CA 94119-3760, 415-975-4350, or the Regional Economic Measurement Division, Bureau

of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce BE-55, Washington, D.C. 20230,
Phone 202-523-0966. Private consultants may also be of assistance.

INTERNATIONAL TRADE .
“Customs District Trade Flow Tables” for the Columbia-Snake Customs District are ava:labie around
~ April following year end for at least $50.00 each for export and import series. Includes commodity
- values by origin and destmatlon (All data are at the customs district or forengn country.level, but may

give an ided of trends and opportumtles in mternatlonal trade Contact Gary Fmseth Trade Stats
Northwest, Phone 503-297-6370: ‘ .

AR

POPULATION
Portland State University Center for Populatlon Research and Census - Publishes annual population - -
estimates for July 1 of each year by county and incorpotated city and total non-incorporated area,
population estimates by age group (5-year cohorts) and sex for each county, and couaty-level migration -
estimates, Also updates figures for purposes of annexations by mcorporated cities. Provides special runs:
on Census tapes (1990 is most recent ava:lable) for a fee, and performs research projects for a fee. :
Contact: Center for Populatlon Research and Census, Schaal of Urban and Public Affairs, Portland State
Umversnty, Portland Oregon 97207-0751, Phone 503-725-3922.

U.S. D‘epartm_ent of Commerce Bureau of the Census - Publishes: decennial census data; population and
per capita money income estimates by county and incorporated city (published irregularly); survey of .
services, wholesale and retail trade (in years ending with “2” ot “7”); and annual County Business
Patterns (employment, payroll, and size of firm data).



PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
Adult and Family Services (AFS) - Publishes monthly “Blue Book” that tallies, by county and by Adult
and Family Services branch, caseloads and person counts for food stamps, emergency assistance, aid to
dependent children, and employment-related child care. Not available as an annual summary, but figures
do not change greatly from month to month so an average of several months is a good approximation of
an annual average. Contact: Research and Budget Section, Adult and Family Services, Department of
Human Resources, 500 Summer Street, NE, Salem, Oregon 97310-1013, Phone 503-945-6154,
http://www.afs.hr.state.or.us/faru.html.

TAXES
Oregon Department of Revenue - Publishes property tax data by county and by district (in supplement
issue), personal income tax data by county, and corporate income tax data at the state level. Contact:
Craig Fisher, Oregon Department of Revenue, Research Section, Room 452 Revenue Building, 955
Center Street, NE, Salem, Oregon 97310, Phone 503-945-8384. '

_ TOURISM
Oregon Economic Development Department - Publishes results of annual survey of economic impact of
tourism with county level tourism expenditure data for a fee. Contact: Tourism Division, Oregon
Economic Development Department, 775 Summer Street, NE, Salem, Oregon 97310,
Phone .1-800-547-7842. '
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March 4, 1999

DEPARTMENT OF

§ R e OREGON
Smi ™

FISH AND

Fish & Wikdldal

Jim Knight : :
Department of Land Conservation and Development -

635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 200
Salem, OR 97310

RE: City of Stayton Periodic Review Notice

Dear Jim:

WILDLIFE

HABITAT
CONSERVATION
DIVISION

The Department has reviewed the comprehensive plan for the city of Stayton to |

determine if any amendments would be necessary during periodic review to
address protection of significant fish and wildlife habitat. Our review indicates that
there are several issues we would like to work with the city to address during their

periodic review. Please include our comments in the periodic review notice for the
city. ' '

The city needs to update its inventory and protection programs for sensitive fish
and wildlife sites, riparian corridors and wetlands to address the new Goal $§
requirements. We understand that Stayton has already completed its wetland and
riparian corridor inventory. The city would need to complete the Goal § process
for these resources including adoption of an implementing ordinance.

Protection of wetlands and riparian vegetation is of particular interest to our
agency. Riparian vegetation is very important to protect fish and wildlife habitat
and to promote stability of the streambank. For fish, riparian vegetation provides
shade and cover, helps to regulate temperature, and provides food sources. A
disproportionate number of wildlife species also use riparian vegetation during at
least a portion of their life cycle.

The North Santiam is a significant fish and wildlife resource and riparian habitat
within the city of Stayton that supports native winter steethead, cutthroat trout,
and spring chinook. Mill Creek, Stayton Water Diich, and Salem Water Ditch also
run through the city and are fish-bearing. These resources have all been identified
in the recently completed wetlands and riparian inventory. Other significant
wildlife habitats in the area include Garren Island and Stayton Island. Flooding

issues and limiting development and fills within the 100-year floodplain also need
to be addressed.

{ohn A, Kitzhaber
Governor

2501 SW First Avenue
PO Box 39

Portland. OR Y7207
(503) 872-3255

FAX (503) §72-32a4
TDD (303} §72-3239
Internet W hetp:

/ Jwwwadfwstate.orus



Jim Knight
March 4, 1999
Page 2

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the periodic review notice for
the city of Stayton. Please contact me at (503) 872-5255 ext. 5593 if you have
any questions regarding our comments. ' }

 Sincerely,

S .
m ﬁc%""
Patricia Snow '

Land Use Coordinator
Habitat Conservation Division

"¢ Bill Fujii, WRD -
Dave McAllister
Will High, Salem
Dana Field, DSL
Tom Murtagh, Salem




o O Parks and Recreation Department
; regon State Historic Preservation Office
1115 Commercial St. NE

Salem, OR 97310-1001
(503) 378-5001

FAX (503) 378-6447

John A, Kitzhaber, M.D., Govemnor

DATE: February 16, 1999
TO: Mark Radabaugh

Department of Land Conservation and Development
CcC: Henry Porter

Mayor of Stayton

Sterling Anderson
Marion County Planning Director

FROM: Dave Skiiton T>.
State Historic Preservation Office

SUBJECT: City of Stayton Periodic Review

These comments reflect {ocal government responsibilities to protect locally designated
historic properties and historic properties of statewide significance under OAR 660-023-
200. The rule defines historic properties of statewide significance as those properties
listed individually on the National Register of Historic Places or within the boundaries of
National Register Historic Districts. '

The following property in Stayton is listed individually on the National Register of Historic
Places:

HISTARIENRY

The city has an ordinance to protect historic properties consistent with the suggestions in
OAR 660-023-200, (7). 1 would be giad to assist them in the preservation of any historic
properties important to the community.

| can be reached at (503) 378-4168, x260, fax (503) 378-6447.



Buildable Land
and o
Housing Analysis

- Adopted May 24, 1999
by the Stayion City Council

Project Manager: Kami Teramura, City Planner
Consultants: Brandon Nevers, Kitteison & Associates, Inc. and
John N. Morgan, AICP, Planning Consultant
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Overview

The buildable lands inventory process has been performed in accordance with the draft Planning
for Residential Growth - A Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas (January 24, 1997) prepared by
the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD). The workbook
instructs communities on how to conduct a buildable lands inventory and provides a step by step
approach to ensure compliance with statewide planning requirements such as House Bifl 2709

and Statewide Planning Goals 10 and 14. The foilowing sections provide a summaty of the tasks
-and results.

I INVENTORY SUPPLY OF BUILDABLE RESIDENTIAL LAND

+ The purpcse of this task was to calculate the number of acres of buildable residential land in each

_residential plan designation within the existing City Limits and Urban Growth Area. Data for
this analysis was obtained from information downloaded from Marion County’s assessors maps.

- A list of key terms and assumptions, as well as a summary of the step by step process follow.

~ Key Terms and Assamptwns'

Total Acreage- Re31dent1a1 property tbat either conta.ms an cmstmg residential use, is
vacant, could include infill development, or could redevelop.

Improved Land- Land that includes an existing housing structure.
Vacant Land- Residential land that is not improved or residential land larger than 1.0

acre in area. A reduction of 30 percent is made for future public facilities
(streets, utilities, etc.) to calculate net buildable vacant land. The

& : ?__, reduction is based on current improvement standards within the City.
Iuﬁ]l Imd- : Residential land that is improved with a single family residence and is
*-*** " larger than 16,000 sf. Assuimes that properties which are twice the size of

the 8,000 sf. minimum lot size requirement will be partitioned at some
-time in the future into two or more lots. The Council found that infill land
- should not be counted toward buildable land because it is unlikely that
many of these properties will ever be partitioned.

Redevelopable Land- Residential land that is lmproved and has a hlghcr propcrty value than an -
lmprovement valuc '
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Methodology

Baséd-on land use data provxded by Marion County, property characteristics were identified for
each tax lot within the urban growth boundary including the tax lot’s zoning, size, and housing
type. Additionally, supplemental information from the City of Stayton was obtained for tax lots
that are unbuildable due to the presence of wetlands, floodplains, and/or steep slopes. After the
property characteristics were summarized for each tax lot within the urban growth boundary
(UGB), the residential tax lots were reviewed to determine the amount of vacant land, infill land,
and redevelopable land available, and the portion of unbuildable land was subtracted from the
totals. The amount of buildable residential land was determined by the following equation:

Buildable Land = Vacant Land + Infill Land + Redevelopable Land

A summary was then performed to determine the amount of buildable residential land that is
available for each zoning type for land inside and outside the clty limits.- The followmg hst
includes the zoning designations that were included in the summary:

Low Dcnsity Residential (not to exceed 6 units per acre)
Medium Density Residential (not fo exceed 12 units per acre)
High Density Residential (no less than 13 units per acre)
Commercial .

_. Industrial
Public

Results of the inventory are provided in Table 1 and Table 2 beloﬁr:

“Table 1. Supply of Buildable Residential Land Inside the City Limits (Acreage)

225 ‘
.08 22| ool = o8| .25%

0.0 ool 00] 00|  00%
0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0%

00 0.0 00] 0.0 0.0%
157.9[ 104.5 67| = 1646 20.3%
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Findings

Approximately 20 percent of the total residential zoned land within the city limits is available for

development. 23 percent of the Low Density zoned land and 15 percent of the Medium Density

zoned land is vacant. There is practically no buildable land remammg in the ngh Dens1ty
Residential zone.

II. DETERMINE ACTUAL DENSITYIMIX OF HOUSING

The purpose ofTask 2 was to determme the actual densuy and the actual mix. ofhousmg
development smoe the last penod:c :ewew.

The housmg density/mix analysw was performed using the County s assessors data that was

obtained for Task 1. Property code and property class values from the County’s data set were : .
utilized in order to determine the number of housing units with the City Limits and Urtban ~ -

Growth Area. The number of housmg units were 1dent1ﬁed for each of the follomng housmg
types: -

Single-family detached housing,

Multi-family housing (duplexes, triplexes, apartments),
Manufactured housing (on individual lots and within parks), and
Government assisted housing (below market-rate housing).

1998 Stayton Land and Housing Analysis Page 3 of 21
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Government assisted housing is not a specific housing type, but jurisdictions must make
provisions for government assisted housing in their comprehensive plans and ordinances. All of
the government assisted housing identified in Stayton is multi-family.

Methodology

For each tax lot the zoning designation, number of housing units, housing type, and density were
identified or calculated.” From this the total number of units of each housing type and the total
net acres of land used for each housing type were determined. The total number of units was
divided by the total net acres to obtain the average actual net density for each housing type.
Table 3 provides the number of housing units by housing type for-each zoning designation or
housing mix. Table 4 summarizes the total acreage of each housing type,-and Table-S shows the
average actual net dcnsﬂ:y of all housmg types %

_Tabler 3. Number of Housing Units by Housing Type Inside the City Limits

1998 Stayton Land and Housing Analysis Page 4 of 21



Table 4. Total Acreage of Housing Types Inside the City Limits

8.8

18.8 5.1 1.0 0.0 24.8
43 0.0 3.0 0.0 7.3
1.1 .00 24 0.0 3.5

419.8 50.6 4241 15.4

f Table 5. Average Net Density of All Housing Types Inside the City Limits

Findings

Density of development within the three residential zones has notably increased since the last
periodic review of the Stayton Comprehensive Plan. Projected densities for the three zones are
4.0 units per acre in the LD zone, 8.0 units per acre in the MD zone, and 16.0 units per acre in the

HD zone.

1998 Stayton Land and Housing Analysis
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Housing Valuation Summary -

A housing valuation summary was performed for all single-family homes within the Stayton UGB per the request of the Stayton City
Council. Summary data is the appraised improvement value of each home as indicated in the information obtained from Marion
- County Assessors. Table 6 shows the results of the valuation summary.

g ——
s PR I 2 T

D P ——

e P

$80-$99  $120-$13¢ $160-$179 $200-5219
Appralsa! Value ($1000)

$40-$59

Lew Density k4 Medium Density . High Density
Commercial H Industrial




II1. CONDUCT A HOUSING NEED ANALYSIS
Overview

The Housing Need Analysis is intended to determine the amount and type of new housing

necessary to meet projected population increases. The resulting housing projections have two
purposes:

. First, the housing projection equates into a buildable land need projection that will be

used in the urbanization element of the plan update.

| Sq,cond, the analysis and pro_lectlon will help set housing policy for Stayton to guide the
, Comxmsswn and Council in providing for all housing needs.

> The Analysi_s?has three parts:

= Inventory of existing housing stock and trends.
-m . Determination of future housing needs by type.
' Analysis of housing affordability.

_Backgrquﬁd and Inventory

 Stayton’s housing inventory is marked by a solid percentage of housing in the mid-sized and
mid-valued levels. The Community has many neighborhoods of predominately working-class
housing built in the middle part of the 20® century. This housing stock is in generally good
shape. It continues to serve the workmg—class/mddle-mcome population that is employed in the
City’s industrial and service sectors, in resource based industries throughout the Santlam
Canyon, and in mdustnal and service employment in Salem,

y Stayton s .housmg market is dlrectly tied to the reglonal housing market in the de-Willamette o
. Valley,~hichiis anchored by the Salem/Keizer market.- Stayton is close enough to Salem to help - -
. serve-the Salem/Keizer market as is evidenced by high levels of commuting,. - At the same time,

Stayton is a magnet for commuters from Salem and other surroundmg commumtl.es who work at -

* -~ the City’s various industrial plants.

With the widening of Highway 22 to a full four lane divided limited access highway in mid- ,
1998, the connection between Stayton and Salem/Keizer becomes even quicker makmg Stayton :
more attractive as a housing choice within the reglonal housmg market.

Stayton’s population projection anticipates a 39% growth in the city over the next 20 years. The
table below shows the growth over the last decade, and the projection to 2020. This projection is
coordinated and jointly adopted with Marion County. It is derived from the officially adopted

1998 Stayton Land and Housing Analysis - - Page 7 of 21



County population projection developed by the Oregon State Economist and represents the
City’s “allocation” of the projected future county population. This allocatmn is based on
forecasts of Stayton s capacity and potential for growth.‘

.Stayton Population Growth (1990-2020) _... .

1997 1998 2020
6035 6200 6655 9250
894 130 255 365 2595
18% 2% 4% . 6% 30%

1990 1995 1996 -
5011 6905

An important element of the local housing inventory is the split between housing types This
split shows the relationship between single family, multi-family, and manufactured housing. It
demoristrates how the market has responded to demand over time.?

Stayto'ri.-Housing split (1998)

The comparison of Stayton’s single family versus multi-family split to Salem and Keizer shows
that Stayton has less single family units as a percentage of all housing units.> In:this analysis,
manufactured housing is added into the smgle famﬂy and mulu-famﬂy totals based on whether -
the housing is in parks oronlots. .

It is surprising that Stayton has a !ngher pcrcentage of mxﬂtl-famﬂy housmg glven Stayton s size -
and “small-town” character compared with the Salem/Keizer urban area which is approximately

! parion County Coordinated Population Projections, 1988 and Portland State University Center for Population Research
and Census.

2 Marion County Assessors Records, 1998,

3 Source: Marion County, City of Salem, City of Keizer, and City of Stayton Planning Department Records.
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20 times larger. A significant amount of multi-family housing has been constructed over the last
three'years. The increase of this housing type has brought the City closer to achieving the
60/25/15 split among low/medlum/and lugh densxty zones that was assumed in 1979 and 1991.

Stayton Housm Mix (1998) :

67% 33%
70% | 30%
_eo% - 40%

Based on the cutrent housing mix, and reflecting the current persons per household level of 2 7“
“the following 20 year housmg need pro_]ectmn can be made:

Stayton Housing Need Projections

assuming straight {iné projection

1998 2020 New Uniis

However;-this projection must be modified to reflect changing household sizes. It is commonin - - -
communities throughout Oregon to see household sizes go down as the number of single parent

families increases, as well as the number of childless families. Consistent with other

jurisdictions in the area, it is projected that at 2020, the average housing size shall go down from -

2.7 to 2.4 persons per dwelling unit. Using this revised figure, the following housmg need
projections are made:

% 199071996 Demographic Report, Stayton, Oregon, CACI, Inc., 1998
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Stayton Housing Need Projections

assuming reduced family size from 2.7 to 2.4/du

Forecasting Housing Affordability

Stayton has a changing housing market. It has seen a significant increase in housing starts over
the decade, while at the same time has seen a significant increase in the cost of new housing.
The first table below tracks building permit data since 1988. The second shows the average cost
of new single family homes as reported with building permit applications. 1t is contrasted with
the Portland/Salem Consumer Price Index (CPI-U) for the same period. - -

Housing Projects Bullt By Type (1988-1998)

# of Units

1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1908
’ Year '

. Manufactured Homes
B Muti-Family Units

Duplex Units
Single Family Units
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New Housing Average Prices and Consumer Price Index
$180,000 = 180.00
- $150,000 . 150.00
@ 5
€ $90,000 90.00 &
o x
$60,000 60.00
$30,000 —30.00
$0 . 0.00
1988 1989 1990 1991 19092 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Year
—e— single Family Value (Y1) = —»— CPI-U (Y2)

~ Data on the average price of all sales of housmg is only available for three ycars Butis shows
high sale prices as well.* -

Average Sales Price of Housmg (1996-1 998)
$140,000

$135,000

$130,000

$125,000
2 $120,000 -
[+

Year .

W 1007 W 1008

. The bulk of the existing liousing stock in Stayton is less than 2000 square feet in area, with a
total of 83% of all housing in these sizes, as is shown in the table and chart below:* '

3 Willamette Valley Muttiple Listing Service, “Valley Real Estate Prices”, 1999
6 Marion County Assessor's Office, 1999
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Existing Housing Stock in Stayton (1998)

“‘Square Footage - #Homes = Average Value
01199 46 985503
' 1200-1999 829 $120,211
20002099 197  $160,656
3000-up 64 $216,174

Percentage of Single Family Dwelling Units |

by Average Size

(2]

55%
ER J
Square Footage
B o119 B 1200-1999

20002899 [ 3000-up

Using approximate averages, this data shows an average value per square foot of $60 to $80 per
square foot for houses ranging from 1,200 to 2,999 square feet. This contrasts, however, with
information derived from newspaper classified advertisements and from interviews with

Realtors. These sources indicate that housmg on the market is priced at $75 to $90 per square
foot regardless of age. .

Stayton’s housing needs are defined by the needs of its citizens in relation to their income. The
table below contrasts Stayton’s demographic profile with the balance of Marion County’:

7 199011996 Demographic Report, Stayton, Oregon , CACH, Inc., 1998
1890/1996 Demographic Report, Marion County, Oregon, CACI, Inc., 1998
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3 Demographic Profile Comparison of Stayton and -
- Marion County
haracteristic
1990 228,483 6,331
1997 ' 259,003 7,038
Percent Change 13.8% 11.2%
1990 . $26,876.00 $34,422.00
1996 : © $27,336.00 $35,008.00
Percent Change . o 1LT% 2.0%
ManageriProfessionai ‘ (o
Tech/Sales/Administrative - - 208% 28.0% { ‘f
Total White Collar 55.0% 47.2% )
Service " 15.0% _ 16.8%
Farming/Forestry 59% . 71%
Craftand Repair 104% 11.1%
Operator/laspector : , 59% .. 16%
| TranspotaonMoving © C  40% - © 8%
Laborer - . . . 39% . 44%. .
Total Blue Collar 45.1% 52.9%
Married Head 56.2% 63.5%
Single Head 13.7% 12.3%
Nonfamily 30.0% 24.2%
o
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. Owner QOccupied ; - 60.4% 67.0%
Renter Occupied 35.7% 28.7%

Vacant - 3.9% 4.3%

This information reveals the following about Stayton compared to the balance of Marion County:
. Stayton has not growr.i as fast.
. Stayton has a significantly higher median a\}erage income.
«  Staytonhasa Eigher percentage of “blue collar” jobs.
»  Stayton has a higher percentage of traditional famﬂy households.
. Stayton has a higher rate of home owﬁcrship.
Two significant factors may change the 1990 data in the 2000 census:
. Housing opportunities are becommg more constrained and housing costs are
significantly increasing in the Salem/Keizer market, making surrounding
communities more desirable for establishing households.
. Highway 22 has been improved making Stayton a more desirable location for
purchasing housing and establishing households for those working in the
Salem/Keizer market that can afford the commuting costs.
Research to determine the affordability of Stétyton’s 'housing in relation to the Community’s
demographics included interviews with brokers from local real estate firms, field visits

throughout the City, a review of building permit records, review of sale and price trends, and

discussions with property managers.®. These economic factors become evident from the
interviews, data, and statistics: - S : :

§ Sources: Interviews with Ken Howe, Prudential Real Estate Professionals; Bron Herrod, Century 21 Cascade
Properties; George Gershpacher; Glen Bradiey, Commonwealth Management; Bobby Taylor, Coldwell Banker Mountain
West; Debbie Epley, Marion County Housing Authority; Leslie Hogeval, Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments;
Bemadette, Norpac; “Stayton Mail"; *Statesman-Jourmnal®; Willamette Valley Muttiplelisting Service; US Department of
Labor, Bureau of Labor Stafistics; Marion County Assessor's Office.

1998 Stayton Land and Housing Analysis ) , Page 14 of 21



Conclusions

Based on a median income of $35,098, the median annual cost of housing, based
on HUD standards, should be $11,758 or $980 per month: Assuming two thirds

of the cost of housing is rent or mortgage payments, those payments should
average $653.

According to the property management compames and a review of real estate ads

in the local newspapers, rental rates for both apartments and houses average $500
to $700 per month.

A $653 monthly payment will support a mortgage principal of $93,500, assuming

a conventional mortgage at 7.5% interest for 30 years. If a 20% down payment is
made, this equates to a purchase price of $116,875.

‘According to local Realtors, the average price for sale of an existing home is

$120,000 to $130,000. The average price for new homes is-$155,000. In 1998,
the average price for the sale of all homes was $138 722.°

Housmg prices on the current market are 31gn1.ﬁcant1y higherona square foot
basis than the average square foot value of all housing.-

Over the course of the last decade, the _average price of new housing has gone up
more than twice as fast as the cost of living.

. Stayton’s housing needs w111 reqlure a 42% increase in housmg umts over the next

20 years.

'The current housmg mix s appropnate to be malntamed over the next two
‘ '*'decades £ | |

Most new smgle-famﬂy housmg is being pnced at the hlgher ends of the local

housing market, with very little housing being built at price points appropriate for
the median or lower ends of the housing market. Therefore, individuals who fit
into these segments of the housing market are either being priced out of the new
housing market or are pm'chasmg smgle—famlly homes that strain their ﬁnancxal

‘means.

¢ Willamette Valley Multiple Listing Service, “Valley Real Estate Prices™, 1999
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¢ The market is currently in an inflationary mode, with the per square foot value of
houses on the market being significantly higher than all housmg on the average.
This is indicative of a constrained supply.

«  The rental market in both apartments and houses is being served with housing
averaging at appropriate levels and in appropriate amounts to meet local needs.

Reconunendations
Summary

1. Assure the provision of land to accommodate the needed housing types.
2. Reduce the minimum residential lot sizes to 6,000 square feet.

Discussion

This housing need analysis shows the City should “stay the course” in the provision of housing,
with the exception of addressing the reasons why housing is not being provided for sale at prices
affordable at the lower ends of the market. The lack of housing in this price range greatly limits
the person or family entering the housing market for the first time. It has long been the position
of the City Council to encourage home ownership as a means to help assure stable, healthy, and

- “family-friendly” neighborhoods. Yet, for many families the cost of entermg into home
ownership is too great in Stayton.

As the City cannot dictate the price of housing to be built in the Cbmmun'ity, it must look at the

factors that influence the cost of housing, and identify those over whch the C1ty may have some
influence.

Many elements' of the cost of housing are outside of the City’s influence. These include the costs
of materials and labor, the cost to borrow money, and the profitability of the homebuilder and
developer. Others, however, the City can influence. These include the cost of infrastructure

improvements, building code reqmrements penmttmg fees, system development charges, and
the pnce of land.

This report does not recommend the City adjust any of the first four elements. The standards for
the development of infrastructure that the public will own and maintain, and the standards for the
sound construction of housing, are areas that help assure the quality and safety of the
Community, and that provide the best long-term value to the City and the home buyer.

This report does not recommend the City reduce its fees and charges. Even though the City’s
SDC’s were recently increased 43% from $6,430 to $9,185 per dwelling unit, these fees and
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charges represent the direct cost of providing the service. To lower them would mean that the
cost of providing these services would partially transfer from the benefactor of the service to the
general taxpayer. The Council in adopting these fees and charges made the deliberate decision to

have the developer, builders, and ultnnately, home buyer carry these costs. This report will not
challenge that position. :

This leaves the cost of land as ﬂ1e variable over which the City can have influence in addressing
housing affordability. There are two factors in the cost of land:

i. The availability of buildable land, and

2. The fixed costs of land development.

The builiﬁble land analysis will determine the amount of land needed to provide for the housing

' needs of the City glven certain land consumption assumptions plus a 20% market surplus based
on “needed acreage”. If the amount of available buildable land is unduly constrained, then the
pnce of raw ground goes up due to the laws of supply and demand. Using a 20% market surplus

“factor helps to assure there will always be a supply of vacant buildable land that will help to not

artlﬁc1ally inflate the price of land.

~ The second factor is the fixed costs that apply to land The cost of extendmg infrastructure and

streets to and throughout a development, the cost of planning and processing a project, and the = .

costs of raw ground get spread among the homes that are created. Obviously, the fewer the

homes to absorb the fixed costs, the higher the cost per dwelling: umt ~This helps to drive up the
- price of the housing,

This study recommends the reduction of the City’s minimum lot sizes, which currently are a
10,000 square foot minimum for lots east of Tenth Avenue and 8,000 square feet west of Tenth.

These large minimums yield developments of approximately 3.5 and 4.5 dwelling units per acre - .

- respectively. In order to help provide affordable housing, this report recommends a density
' standard that will produce new housing developments in the 5.5 to 6.5 dwelling units per acre

range. Assummg a fixed cost for land and i improvements to $60 000 per acte, thls can yleld a .

6'j000 to $9,000 per new dwellmg unit, -

' "Thm per let savmgs ¢an make a sngmﬁcant dlfference in the number of people who can enter .

--home ownership. It will help to keep all housing affordable by increasing housing opportunities N

"_"'by effectively making more land available and by lowering the cost per lot to develop. .
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IV. IS NEEDED DENSITY THE SAME AS OR LESS THAN ACTUAL DENSITY?
IS NEEDED MIX THE SAME AS ACTUAL MIX?

The actual density and mix of housing that has been realized in Stayton since the last periodic

review is compared against the Community’s needed density and mix of housing. Estimates for

the needed number of units and net density forecast for each plan designation within the City are
shown below in Tables8and 9.~ - '

Housing Mix

Table 7 compares thé actual housing mix with the future needed housing mix.

Table 7.. Actual Housing Mix vs. Needed Housing Mix in Stayton

60% 0%
5% | 1%
35% 1%
100% - 100% T N/A

There is only a slight variance between actual housing mix and the needed housing mix in
Stayton. - ‘

-Table78.' Estimate of Needed Housing Units by Strudture Type

i L 1082 649 180
* Adjusted the 1% difference identified in Table 7 in order to obtain the needed housing mix.
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Net Density

Table 9 compares the actual net density for specific housing types with the needed net densuy
ranges and den51ty goals identified in the Stayton Comprehensive Plan.

Table 9. Estimate and Comparison of Land Needs by Housing Type

162.25t0 |
8113
54 6t012 | 9.00t0 | &1 1059 | 12 450
cas50 | | R
253 16t024 | 15.81to 167 15.15 16 1581
10.54 .
126 9t015 | 14.00to 9.6 13.13 12 | 1008
1 840 | S
1082 | 521010 | 201.06t0 | 47 22400 | 78 | 13856
' 104.57 o

Summary

The average actual net densities for single-family detached homes, single-family attached homes,
and manufactured homes in parks fall short of the density goals for each zoning designation
1dent1ﬁed in the Stayton Comprehensive Plan. This is partly due to the minimum lot size -*. -
reqmmments and setback requirements of the LD and MD zones which make it difficult to
devel e land in a more efficient manner. The solution proposed under discussion inSection

s fo:reduce, the minimum lot size reqmrement in the low density residential zone to 6,000
square;feet and to reduce the minimum lot size requirements in the higher density zoneseven -
“ further. . Another solution might be to allow for higher densities of development within Planned
_Unit Developments than is typically allowed in the subject zone designation. For example, ,
Planned Unit Development would be permitted to achieve 2 maximum density of 9 units per acre
‘ rather than the 6 units per acre currently allowed in the LD zone. Either solution requires = -
. amendments to policies w1thm the Stayton Comprehenswe Plan and Land Use Ordmance
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V. DO THE CITY LIMITS CONTAIN ENOUGH BUILDABLE LAND AT ACTUAL
_ DENSITIES?

The purpose of this task was to discern whether the city limits contain enough buildable land to
accommodate a twenty-year housing need at target densities.

The inventory demonstrates a supply of approximately 270 net buildable residential acres within
the city limits. Approximately 96 percent of this total buildable land (158 acres) is identified as
vacant land. Table 10 is a comparison of land needed and buildable acres for each zone. -

Table 10. Comparlson of Amount of Land Needed and
. Buildable Acres per Residential Zone

Summary

Table 10 demonstrates that enough Low Dénsity and Medium Density zoned land presently exist
within the city limits to accommodate the 20 year growth projection for Stayton. However, there
is a need to annex approximately 15 acres of High Density zoned land into the city limits over
the next 20 years. If the City should choose to exercise its influence on housing affordability by
allowing for a 20 percent market surplus within the city limits, it would mean the potential
annexation of an additional 3 acres (total needed acreage multiplied by 20 percent). To facilitate
the current housing mix the surplus acreage should be zoned accordingly: approximately 2.6
- acres/Low Density Residential, and approximaxely 0.4 acres/High Density Residential.

Several large resxdenual development proposals have been approved by the C1ty over the last _' _
three years but have not yet been platted or built, They are:

= Scenic Heights Planned Unit Development smgle—fannly units on 26 7 acres of LD
zoned land _ :
L] Sp S {’éoned Unit Development: 99 single-family units and 74 multi-family

un1ts on 41.08 acres of LD and MD zoned land.
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u _’@m Ridge Subdivision: 41.03 Acres rezoned from MD to: 12.24 HD, 3.44 CR, 8.15 ID.
' - 100 manufactured housing units on 17.20 acres of MD zoned land. 170 multi-
family units on 12.24 acres of HD zoned land.

®  Ridgefield Planned Unit Development: 19 multi-family units on 4.25 acres of MD zoned -

and.

Table 11. Comparison of Number of Units Needed Over Next 20 Years to
Number of Units Approved to Be Built

Conclusions

At this time there is a need to bring approximately 15 acres of HD zoned land into the City
Limits to accommodate a 20-year growth projection.- An additional 3 acres of land will need to -
be annexed into the City Limits if the City chooses to provide a 20 percent market surplusof
land. It is anticipated that the City will need to provide at least 1082 housing units by the year

2020 to accommodate a projected populatlon mcrease of 39 percent. 443 umts have already -
rece:ved land use approval

Should Stayton experience populatlon growth d1ﬁ‘erent from that depxcted in the 20-year
population forecast, or if the housing needs of the residents of Stayton change over the next 20
years (depending upon such. things as smaller household sizes, an aging population, and the state -
of the economy) then there may be a need to'annex additional land into the City of Stayton -
sooner than anticlpated by this analysm

A computer model has been developed to accompany t]:ns analysxs for the recalculatlon of
numbers if any data or assumptions within the analysis are adjusted (see Attachment ‘A’ of the
original copy of this document ﬁled at C1ty Hall, Land Use Flle # 02-02/99)
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ENERGY CONSERVATION

STAYTON, OREGON

1. Enéourage the economical use of energy supplies.

YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO HIGH LO HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 / 1 2 3 4 5
w1y 30 i |\ 20
76 " [ ¥
2. Encourage compact urban design through comprehensive planning and zoning measures.
YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO HIGH LO HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
[ i j i ) 3 3 / i i/ /! | /S5
A 172~ 5 : / q & q

PLEASE make any comments vou wish. Your comments are important!{
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6. The physical size of the urban service area will be relative only to time and the changing
needs of the community. If the criteria used to deiineate the urban service area change the
city will have need to re-evaluate its urban growth program.

YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO HIGH ' LO ‘ -HIGH

1 2 3 4 5 / 1 2 3 4 5
M (] »Y 1 [ T (g

o 2z r '

7. The concept gf acré—age regdential zoning as defined in the Marion County Zoning
Ordinance should be applied to areas north and east of the city. This type of zoning
permits acreage residential homesites at a specific density (e.g., 2, 3, 5§ acres, etc.) based
on the needs and physical limitations of the area. In some cases, farm use zening may
also be appropriate, especially for the area west of the city.

YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?

LO HIGH L HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 - 1 2 3 4 5
tl 1Y ] [@® 2 a ! | [y 2/
!4 3 16 / - ¥

PLEASE make any comments you wish. Your comments are important!!
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URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT STAYTON, OREGON
Seven Goals to Manage the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 3

1. The existing boundaries of the city should remain relatively unchanged until a major
portion of the city’s usable land has been developed for urban purposes.

YOUR GOAL RANKING ~ HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
Lo HIGH Lo HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 : 1 2 3 4 5
IR 1'7/1// ] Mo/ 27

é ¢, y Z- Zd S
5. Extension of the city's /urbanjgrowth services should be preceded by careful evaluation of
the facts with major emphasis given to the overall community costs and benefits.
Extension of the city’s water services outside the urban growth boundary of Stayton shall
be prohibited, and extension of sewer services outside the Stayton and Sublimity urban
“growth'boundaries shall be prohibited (Ord. 715, § 1, April 1993). :
YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?

Lo HIGH - Lo ~ HIGH

1 2 3 4 5 / 1 2 3 4 5

! il la (H 27 | il oty v 23

! ¢ [+ /o 6 (2 5

6. Deve!opments which can be served by a gravity flow sewer systems, should be given
riorit ,
gOURyGOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE? 5
LO © HIGH _ LO HIGH - -
1 2 3 4 5 B / 1. 2 3 4 5
[ I FS _ AR/ /] >/
/%

7. The city is the logical providef of services in the defined urban service area; therefore,
development outside the city boundaries should be ceoordinated closely with the city.

YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO - HIGH Lo - HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 / 1 2 3 4 5
T [l 37 wl b il 27
2 95

_ - 3
5. All govemment units whose responsibilities affect the growth and d?evelop?l;ent of the
Stayton area should review the urban growth program for the city.

YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE ClTY DONE?
Lo HIGH | LO ' HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 / 1 2 . 3 4 5
[ 1 1| 2§ TR # 27
= e 5 ‘ tf 17 5/ (S Ple7 )
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PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES STAYTON, OREGON

1. Provide adequate and attractive park, recreation, and open space facilities.
YOUR GOAL RANKING , HOW HAS THE CITY DCNE?
Lo HIGH LO ‘HIGH

1 2 3 4 5 / 1 2 3 4 5
35

[ [l o 22
- 20 ¥ 9 4 5

2. Encourage urban development in areas with existing services and in those areas where

future extensions of those services can be provided in the most feasible, efficient, and

economical manner.

YOUR GOAL RANKING - HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
Lo ~ HIGH . LO _ HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 / 1 2 3 4 5
/ () Imt 32 { i 2 f
24 z - 6
3. Encourage the protection and preservation of histeric sites and structures.
YOUR GOAL RANKING o HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO HIGH LO HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 _/ 1 2 3 4 5
(h (1] [w] [w Y s [ 22
{ 2 9 [R ' 1 :
4. Update public facilities systems {water and sewer) and capital improvements. '
- YOUR GOAL RANKING . HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO HIGH - Lo HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 / : 1 2 3 a 5
ol e 37 i) (W 1] 27

. ? iy 3o . T
PLEASE make any comments you wish. Your comments are important!!




TRANSPORTATION | | - STAYTON, OREGON

1. Develop an efficient and sound transportation system that encourages proper land

development. ~

YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?

LO HIGH Lo HIGH
1 2. 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1| L W (] 90 / h Y Y 'S
7 3 J¢ e 7 I 4

2, ._ Encourage a balanced transportation system, which minimizes community disruptions and
promotes efficient movement of fraffic around and through the community.

YOUR GOAL RANKING . HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO HIGH LO HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 / 1 2 3 4 5
[ m [ 33 ARUiRyimY L7
Z le 15 !

3. Encourage the develcpment of bicycle and pedestnan—onented modes of transportation.
YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO _ HIGH : LO : HIGH

1 = 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
& tf |1 3¢ / iR (o 1 ¢6
7 6 | 3 » 3 %

PLEASE make any comments you wish. Your comments are | mgortant!!
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HOUSING : STAYTON, OREGON

1. Provide necessary public facilities and services to maintain safe and healthful living
conditions in residential areas.

YOUR GOAL RANKING | HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
to HIGH / Lo HiGH
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5
[ hﬂq () | 1] M]3/
12 ' 3 25 '

2. Foster the maintenance and development of an adequate quantity and variety of housing
types to satisfy the desired l:festyles and fi nanclaI capabilities of the- commumty s

population. -
YOUR GOAL RANKING - - HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
Lo HIGH L0 HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 / 1 2 3 4 5
[ 1] 3 y | (| W 7] 25

r

Y ¥ 3 6
3. improve housgg facilities that do not provide adequate or healthful living condltlons and
that threaten the continued desirability of adjoining residential areas. ‘

YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO HIGH : Lo HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 / " 1 2 3 4 5 :
b T [yl 2/ |t 1l il 2/
2 3 [§ e . ( 1 g

PLEASE make any comments ybu wish. Your comments are important!!
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INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT STAYTON, OREGON

1. Pr&mote the continued development and expansion cf quality industrial facilities.

YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DCNE?
Lo HIGH Lo HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 yd 1 2 3 4 5 _
roL e 3o AN 15
6 y %0 > & 3

2. Isrovide for the needs of the community for future development opportunities by
encouraging a balanced and diversified economic base in proportion to residential needs.

YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
Lo HIGH Lo HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 / | 1 2 3 4 5
1 1 m 30 oy (1| 54
4 y 30 ’ é 3 §

PLEASE make any comments you wish. Your comments are important!!
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COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT STAYTON, OREGON

1. Discourage strip-type commercial development along major streets.
YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO HIGH Lo HIGH

1 2 3 4 5 / 1 2 3 4 5

(U ) v 3 / vl | n 1/ 2

{ 2- 16 ‘5 3 2 16 &

2. Promote the continued functioning and preservation of the central business district as the .
primary retail area of the community. '

YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO HIGH LO HIGH -
1 2 3 4 5 / 1 2 3 4 5
(f [t 25 / Ngt el 3/
7 2 1% /o s /6
3. Provide adequate off-street parking facilities for commercial development.
YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
L.O HIGH ' LO HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
| oLl [ o) 30 / | Vi 27
2 6 - 10 o 7 20
4. Encourage a pedestrian-oriented atmosphere in the central business district.
YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO .- HIGH . o _ - HIGH
1 = 2 3 4 5 / % 2 3 4 5 -
[ [ [ 3 D10 My []32
9 's 159 - 3 2§ ' :

PLEASE make any comments you wish. Your comments are important!!
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PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT K 5) STAYTON, OREGON

1. Encourage an aesthetically pleasing, safe, and efficient community environment.

YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO HIGH LO HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 / 1 2 3 4 5
0 [ 37 ul 7] [/ 26
4 6 171
2. Encourage the proper use and management of the Mill Creek and Santiam flood plains.
YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO HIGH LO HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 / 1 2 3 4 5

| | ] &3 1|7 iy 25
» r 11 L) { z & 1é
3. Encourage the orderly and efficient growth of the community based on social, physical,
and economic factors.

YOUR GOAL RANKING HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO HIGH .o ' HIGH
1 2 3 4 5 / 1 2 3 4 5
(] T [ 35 - AL R 25~
3 1 8 2 5 ¥
4. Promote a desirable balance and location of uses based on identified needs of the
community.
YOUR GOAL RANKING - HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO HIGH LO HIGH
1. 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Hl Uy (It »# e [l 11 W v 23
3 16 o I 2 i+ 7
S. Develop an urbanization pattern consistent with local and statewide goals.
YOUR GOAL RANKING ‘ HOW HAS THE CITY DONE?
LO HIGH Lo HIGH
1 2 3 4" 5 1 2 3 4 5 '
TIRRF AR/ 2% | by [0y (o 26

y 3 16 {7 6 16
PLEASE make any comments you wish. Your comments are important!!
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City of Stayton
Vacant Lands

Vacant land
/N Stayton-City Limits
/\’ Stayton-UGB
[ ] Taxlot boundaries

1000 0 1000 Feet
e —
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