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County Beard Approeval of Johnson; Reld’s adjustment e
PSU figures — June 17, 2009

Figure 1. Projected Population, City of Coburg, 200  8-2030

Average
Annual
2008  Growth Rate 2010 2015 2020

5.320%5 1.103 1,387
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Guidance:
Coburg Cressroads 2003
Coemprehensive Plan

2004 Urhbanizatien Study,
Current Zoning Code
Planning Goall 9




Amendments tor OAR' Chapter 660-009 (Economic
Development). Effective Januany: 1, 2007.
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Table 5.9 Adjusted Coburg Employment Growth (2010-2  030)

Projected Projected
Coburg 2010 Employment | Employment Emp. Change
Adjusted Total 2030 2031 (RTP) 2010-2030
Natural Resources and mining * * * *
Construction 253 340 82
Manufacturing

Wholesale trade 171 209 37

Retail trade 408 618

Transportation and warehousing utilities 39 49 10

Information

Financial Activities 56

Professional and Business Senices 35 53 55 19

Education and Health Senvices

Leisure and Hospitality 52 82 84 29

Other senices, except public administration 28 35 35 7
*Sectors with < 3 Firms 2,214 2,392 2,401

Government and government enterprises

Total employment 3,420 4,035 4,071

Source: Oregon Employment Department ten-year industry forecast (2006-2016). Adjustments to specific sector AAGR de

by Coburg TAC.
* QCEW confidentiality regulations forbid the presentation of data for sectors that consist of 3 or fewer firms.




Table 22: Summary of Surplus/Deficit of Employment Land in UGB

Additional Adjusted Total 2030
Employees Emp/ New Needed Buildable Surplus/
by 2030* Acre Acres Acres (Deficit)

Central Business District 101 - 96 25 4.4-4.18 5 0.6 - 0.82
Highway Commercial 267 - 262 17.4 16.83 - 16.5 38.2 21.37 - 21.7
Light Industrial 247 - 156 13.1 20.79 - 13.09 28.4 7.61-15.1
Campus Industrial 0-101 23.5 0.0-4.73 - 0.0 - (4.73)
TOTAL 615 42.02 - 38.5 29.58 - 33.1

* Range reflects results for two scenarios, with or without Campus Industrial Zone

Demand /

Note: No Deficit in Employment Lands Supply

Difference
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Buildable Land

Emp
Forecast

FAR/Employment
Density

Absorption

Rate for
Underdeveloped
properties

Land
Demand

51 acres buildable land
50 acres redevelopment

5,157
(2025)

Average: 15 Emp/acre

Downtown Commercial:
20 Emp/acre

Highway Commercial:
10 Emp/acre

Light Industrial:
15 Emp/acre

20% of land
classified as
Underdeveloped
will develop by
2025

57.6 acres

42.5 acres buildable land
29.1 acres redevelopment

4,035
(2030)

FAR between 0.2 and 0.4,
depending on land use

20-30% of land
classified as
Underdeveloped
will develop by
2030




Oppertunites Analysis:
Previeus Planning Efferts/Analysis
Trechnical Advisery Committee
Econemist 1 [Lane Metro Partnership
Econemist 2: Oregon Economic & Community: Develepment Departnent,
Econemist 3; Oregon Employment Department

lihere was general agreement among the TAC and the econemists that
Coburg Is well-suited 1o suppernt industial development, provided thal it
HEs stiicientavanziesielanc arneNsiaileierac e st NSHTEN =5
INECIANEENSSUES)

Cohburg should proevide a variety’ ofi sites te e flexible in responding te the
needs of different manufacturers. Sample range: of sitesirecommended 1o
respond te market factors:

One 50% acres, siie

One-ie-iwoe 205 ache Siies

Smaller sites with intermix off commercial and Industiial uses




Vacant

. Underdeveloped

Approx.

25 Acres
Largest Vacant:

12.8 acres
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Largest Underdeveloped:
25.3 acres




QUESTION

Should City pursue the need for a larger traci(s) of buildable
Industrial land (20+ acres) In order te address the City’'s
ECONOMIC  GPROIUNILIESZ:

Counecll Eeednacks

o AS preliminary: concept, interested in pursuing Inclusion ofi a larger tract of
pulldablemdustriallland (Speciiically ene. te twe; Sites Withi 20+ acres).

o Reiterated concerns abeut a distribution center.

o Recommended that strong pelicy language andirestictions he included

addressing|this and similar Uses.
» Einal decision onithis issue will-ve made ence the finall UGE analysisiand
public cemments received: at the werkshop are evaluated.




Gluidance:
Coeburg Cressroads 2003
Comprehensive Plan

2004 Urlbanizatien Study,
Current Zening Coede

Planning Goals 10/and 14

Geal10; Eecused onralieraanility and heusing
oplienNs

Goal 14: Focused on efficient use of land Iin
urbanized areas
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URBANIZATION
OAR 660-015-0000(14)
(Effective April 28, 2006)

“To provide for an orderly and efficient transition
from rural to urban land use, to accommodate urban
population and urban employment inside urban

growth boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land,
and to provide for livable communities.”




Block: McKenzie and Skinner

Dwellings Units per Acre: 5.11

Average Lot Size: 11,786 sq ft.

Minimum Lot Size: 7,233 sq ft.
Minimum Lot Size: 16,521 sq ft.

Age of Housing: 1910-1974




Block: Coleman and Mill

Dwellings Units per Acre: 5.2

Average Lot Size: 9,387 sq ft.

Minimum Lot Size: 6,251 sq ft.
Minimum Lot Size: 17,543 sq f.

Age of Housing: 1900-1980




Block: Delaney and Skinner

Dwellings Units per Acre: 6.19

Average Lot Size: 7,798 sq ft.

Minimum Lot Size: 4,293 sq ft.
Minimum Lot Size: 13,414 sq ft.

Age of Housing: 1900-1978




Block: Manufactured Home Park |

Dwellings Units per Acre: 8.22




Block: Vintage

Dwellings Units per Acre: 4.35

Average Lot Size: 10,021 sq ft.

Minimum Lot Size: 9,905 sq ft.
Minimum Lot Size: 10,096 sq ft.

Age of Housing: 1997-2002




Block: Rustic and Shane

Dwellings Units per Acre: 4.16

Average Lot Size: 10,508 sq ft.

Minimum Lot Size: 9,969 sq ft.
Minimum Lot Size: 11,567 sq ft.
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Age of Housing: 1997-1998
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Block: Abbey and Austin

Dwellings Units per Acre: 2.87

Average Lot Size: 15,240 sq ft.

Minimum Lot Size: 14,024 sq f.
Minimum Lot Size: 16,648 sq ft.

Age of Housing: 1998-2006




Coburg Homes on <= 6,000 Square Foot Lots (7.2 du/acre)
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Existing UGB
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Average
Units / Net Acre

Housing Mix

Coburg Crossroads 2003

8.7 units per acre

70% low density (6 units per acre)
25% medium density (14 units per acre)
5% high density (20 units per acre)

2004 Urbanization Study

7.0 units per acre

63% single family (6 units per acre)
12% manufactured homes (6 units per acre)
25% multifamily (13.3 dwelling units per acre)

Comp Plan/ Zoning

6.5 units per acre

53.3% low density (5.8 units per acre)
39.9% medium density (11 units per acre)
6.3% high density (13 units per acre)

2009 Urban. Study (proposed)

6.0 units per acre

Standard density safe harbor

60% low density (2-6 units per net buildable acre)

20% medium density (6-12 units per net buildable
acre)

20% high density (12-40 units per net buildable acre)

Incremental density safe harbor:

50.20% low density (2-6 units per net buildable acre)

35.20% medium density (6-12 units per net buildable
acre)

14.60% high density (13+ units per net buildable acre)
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riciency witnin xisting UGB
Buildable/Redevelopable Land Need to Add HDR
LDR MDR* HDR/ TOT
Ex. Acres 22.1 16.3 2.6 40.9
% of Unit
Capacity 48.56% 38.64% 12.8% 100.00%
Safe Harbor
Target 60 % 20 % 20 %
Existing Units on "Developed" Lots
LDR MDR HD
(2-6) (6-12) (13+)
Units 163 63 24
% of Unit Capacity 65.20% 25.20% 9.60%
Safe Harbor Adjustment -15 % +10% +5%
50.20% 35.20% 14.60%




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

Buildable lands for residential use shall be inventoried and
plans shall encourage the availability of adequate numbers of
needed housing units at price ranges and rent levels which
are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon
households and allow for flexibility of housing location, type
and density.”
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In deterrmining the aporoprizie inputs for these var jznles, tnere
C

J
are several key questions tnai to pe considered, su cn as:

5 \/\/m,l[wJH ne future demographic cormnposition?
‘ ensus

ns!
> Adjusted to include younger families with elementar Yy age

3
(=

> What type of dwelling units will ~ Coburg nave in the future au
at wnat price ranges?

> What zones will Copurg nave (hign density, rmediurn density,
low density, otnher) ancd wnat unit types will be per rnitiec wi thin

these zones?

q0
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Table: Summary of New Needed Units by Affordability in Coburg (by 2030)

Cost

Lowest Low  Low-mid Mid-High  High  Highest  TOTAL

Rental 51 27 24 49 46 35
Owned 43 107 82 59 146 179
94 134 106 108 192 214 849

250

200

150

100

50

Lowest Low Low-mid Mid-High High Highest
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Table 4: Housing Affordability at various % of Cobu

rg Median Income

50% 60% 70% 80% 100%

Median Median Median Median Median
Single Person
Income $20,000 $24,000 $28,000 $32,050 $40,000
Affordable Rent $500 $600 $700 $801 $1,000
Affordable Sales Price $60,000 $73,500 $89,000 $105,000 $136,500
Family of 4
Income 28,600 $34,320 $40,040 $45,750 $57,200
Affordable Rent $715 $858 $1,001 $1,143 $1,430
Affordable Sales Price $91,500 $114,000 $136,500 $159,000 $205,000
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Table 5: Affordability for typical occupations in L ane County in 2009
Affordable % income % income
Monthly required for required for
Payment $200,000 home $350,000 home
Position Salary 1 2 1 2 1 2
earner  earners | earner earners | earner earners
Teacher (starting) 33,700 843 1686 50% 25% 84% 42%
Teacher (median) 50,044 1250 2500 34% 17% 56% 28%
Police Officer 40,000 1000 2000 42% 21% 71% 35%
(starting)
Registered Nurse 56,000 1400 2800 30% 15% 50% 25%
Manufacturing Worker 35,000 875 1750 48% 24% 81% 40%
Administrative 36,000 900 1800 47% 23% 78% 39%
Assistant
Food Service Worker 21,500 538 1076 78% 39% 131% 66%




sMost closely incorporaties existing policy and regulation

prO\/ISJ ns
sPronipition on nousing witn rmore than 4 units
vExisting lack of rnediurmn density zone
Of

»Depicts larger percentage of new units in a nigh
lensi |

ort:
JJ catfion of future nou smg r/OeJ

JA
-Single Farnily 54.6%
‘Menufactured Dwelling Park 7.4%
-Duplesx Units 13.4%
STriples-Fourplex 14.2%
25 Multi-Farnily 0.5%

»Does not include a Mediurn Density zone



ngher % in LDR % in MDR % in HDR
Single Family

Lower Priced 50% 0% 50%
Mid Priced 100% 0% 0%
Higher Priced 100% 0% 0%
Manufactured Dwelling Park Units

Lower Priced 0% 0% 100%
Mid Priced 0% 0% 100%
Higher Priced 0% 0%

Duplex Units

Lower Priced 35% 0% 65%
Mid Priced 50% 0% 50%
Higher Priced 30% 0% 70%
Triplex/Fourplex

Lower Priced 0% 0% 94%
Mid Priced 0% 0% 100%
Higher Priced 0% 0%

5+ Multifamily

Lower Priced 0% 0% 0%
Mid Priced 0% 0% 0%
Higher Priced 0% 0% 0%




Expansion Ouiside UGE

DRAFT HIGHER DENSITY

Meets Goal 14 Safe Harbor Figures
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»Atternpis to rmaintain a low-density cnaracter in

sPronipition on nousing witn rmore than 4 units
Exsting lack of rediurn density zone

»Assurnes no structures witn greater than 4 units

[
sAssumes 'tha't more si ngle fal m]ly resmlemges will be
C

'l

future mo'uru r/oa

-Single Farnily 79.6%
sManufactured Dwelling Park 4.4%
sDuplex Units 10.9%
JTT]OJ@)@FOl Irplex 4.5%
-+ Multl-Faurnily 0.5%

Jlncludes a Mediurn Density zone



LOWGr % in LDR % in MDR % in HDR
Single Family

Lower Priced 75% 25% 0%
Mid Priced 90% 10% 0%
Higher Priced 100% 0% 0%
Manufactured Dwelling Park Units

Lower Priced 0% 100% 0%
Mid Priced 0% 100% 0%
Higher Priced 0% 0%

Duplex Units

Lower Priced 5% 80% 15%
Mid Priced 10% 85% 5%
Higher Priced 15% 85% 0%
Triplex/Fourplex

Lower Priced 0% 20% 74%
Mid Priced 0% 35% 65%
Higher Priced 0% 0%

5+ Multifamily

Lower Priced 0% 0% 0%
Mid Priced 0% 0% 0%
Higher Priced 0% 0% 0%




Expansion Ouiside UGE

DRAFT LOWER DENSITY

Does Not Meet Goal 14 Safe Harbor Figures
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> Blending of Low/Hign ens]t/
> Assurmes lower priced units will occur within Hign-
Density Zones
»Dermograpnics cna
atiract younger cc
»Allocation of future

-Single Farnily 69.7%
Manufactured Dwelling Park 5.0%
sDuplex Units 15.0%
JTr]oJ@x Fourplex 13.7%

-+ Multl-Faurnily 0.5%

Jlncludes a Mediurn Density zone
SAllowing attacned nousing and nigner density detacned

housing



M Id % in LDR % in MDR % in HDR
Single Family

Lower Priced 70% 30% 0%
Mid Priced 90% 10% 0%
Higher Priced 100% 0% 0%
Manufactured Dwelling Park Units

Lower Priced 0% 0% 100%
Mid Priced 0% 100% 0%
Higher Priced 0% 0%

Duplex Units

Lower Priced 10% 75% 20%
Mid Priced 25% 70% 5%
Higher Priced 30% 70% 0%
Triplex/Fourplex

Lower Priced 0% 20% 74%
Mid Priced 0% 35% 65%
Higher Priced 0% 0%

5+ Multifamily

Lower Priced 0% 0% 0%
Mid Priced 0% 0% 0%
Higher Priced 0% 0% 0%




Expansion Ouiside UGE

DRAFT MID-DENSITY

Likely Meets Goal 14 Safe Harbor Figures







Example of Infill Strategy



Example of Infill Strategy



Example of Infill Strategy



Example of Infill Strategy






CUS staff sougnt guidance frorm ine City Council agout whnet her to Use
e standard density safe harvor or incrermental density safe haroor, or,
[ i ely, gl rJOOL £ rIJEdrszIEJ\/e clerur/ OFO\/JJJOH that aic
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The City Councll indicated that it nad conc em; with iricreasing density
WIERIIT) 'the current UGB poundaries. CUS staff plans to review this issue
again, in lignt of additionzal Goal 10 analysis that needs to ne completed
(see lssue 2 below).
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CUS staff are seeking guidance from the Planning Comrnission on key variaoles he
snould pe used as inputs to ine rmodel, sp 2c HL;IH/ witn regard to future dermograpr
cornposition, type of dwelling units, and future zoning.

ey Questions:

\_4 \_4

should adjustrents be macde to reflect the stated desire to attract younger families

witn elementary age cnildren?)

> What will be future dermograpnic composition? (Will it be same as 2000 Census or

r

> What type of dwelling units will Coburg nave in tne future and at wnat price ranges?

> What zones will Coburg have (nigh density, mecdium density, low density, other)
-lr

anc wnat unit types will be perrnitted within these zones?

Q0
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TASK DESCRIPTION TIMEFRAME
TASK 6 HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS Summer, 2009
TASK 7 ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES ANALYSIS Summer, 2009

COMPARE LAND INVENTORY DATA WITH LAND

TASK 8 DEMAND Summer, 2009
TASK 9 UGB EXPANSION ANALYSIS Summer/Fall, 2009
TASK 10 PUBLIC WORKSHOP Early Fall, 2009
TASK 11 POLICY EVALUATION Fall, 2009
TASK 12 FINAL PRODUCTS Fall/Winter, 2009
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