
1000 FRIENDS OF OREGON 

400 DEKUM BUILDING, 519 SW. THIRD AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 (503) 223-4396 

January 7, 1983 

Dan Heffernan, Lead Reviewer 
Department of Land Conservation 

and Development 
1175 Court Street Northeast 
Salem, OR 97310 

RE: City of Aurora Acknowledgement Request: Withdrawal of 
Objections 

Dear Mr. Heffernan: 

1000 Friends of Oregon hereby withdraws its previous ob
jections to acknowledgement of the Aurora Comprehensive Plan 
and implementating measures. Those objections were set forth 
in a letter dated July 8, 1982. Since then, the City of Aurora 
has amended the plan and implementing ordinances so as to com
ply with the Statewide Planning Goals. 

We congratulate the City of Aurora on its efforts to pro
duce an acknowledgeable Comprehensive Plan. 

cc: City of Aurora 
Mar ion County 

LdKR:yc 

Yours sit)cerely, 

v/Wtvt1l1AA ra/i-£t1W/A.__j 
Lidwien deKroon-Rahman 
Land Use Planner 
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Senator Building , 220 Higlz St. N.E. Salem. Oregon 9i30! 

December 28, 1982 

Dan Heffernan 
Dept. of Land Conservation and Development 
1175 Court Street NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

Dear Dan: 

· ,. IJ;; ;;_' i , . 

. ·; · .. j ( .. ' '[J ,· ~r:\·,.'. ; ;'pr_.tr-1, ,·; 

Cc r_; 2 91982 
'-, ! 1 ; •· •• 

I have reviewed the "City of Aurora Revised Comprehensive Plan, October 1982" 
and would like to express the County's support for acknowledgement of the 
revised Plan. The City has devoted a great deal of time and effort in address
ing the concerns expressed by LCDC on March 20, 1981. 

The City and the County have worked together this year to formulate a revised 
urban growth boundary agreement which is consistent with the new Plan. Also, 
at the City's request, the County adopted a resolution dated December 1, 1982 
which agrees to maintain the EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) zone within the Aurora 
UGB until annexed by the City and to revise the County's population projections 
to coincide with those in the Aurora Plan. 

Marion County supports the acknowledgement of the "City of Aurora Revised Com-
prehensive Plan". L 
Sincerely, 

~j ~ ,"'y ~ T 
Keith S. Liden (/ 
Associate Planner 

KSL/tjt 

s_ --:~: 
., )_) 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 
~ 

731 -01 46 

Department of Transportation 

TRANSPORTATION BUILDING, SALEM, OREGON 97310 

Ju 1 y 1 3, 1 982 
IN REPL Y REFER TO 

The Honorable Rod Yoder 
Mayor of Aurora 
P. 0. Box 108 
Aurora, OR 97002 

DE?t',RTivi i:NT OF LAND 
CO'. :S'..Tl.'~.F)N AND DE\/f l.OPM1:NT 

:.P.LEM 

The Department of Transportation has reviewed the portions of 
Au~ora's plan which have been resubmitted to LCDC. 

Our earlier concerns regarding historic preservation have been 
addressed and we are pleased to support acknowledgment of the 
City's plan. 

We appreciate your cooperation and look forward to working 
with the City on future land-use matters. 

~-
L. W. Rul ien 
Assistant Director 

for Administration 

dn 

cc: Pam Brovm (Marion County ~ 
Jim Ross/Dan Jefferman / 
Greg Winterowd 
Paul Taylor 

' ~, . 
Ir . ·y 
'-- \}. 

\ .. \---.,~ __ , .. 
I 

J 

FILE NO . . PLA 16-9 
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1000 FRIENDS OF OREGON 

400 DEKUM BUI LDING, 519 S.W. TH IRD AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 (503) 223-4396 

July 8 , 1982 

Dan Heffernan · 
Department of Land Conservation and Development 
1175 Court Street, N.E. 
Salem, OR 97310 

Re: Request for Acknowledgment, City of Aurora 

Dear Mr . Heffernan, 

1000 Friends of Oregon has reviewed the City of 
Aurora's revised Comprehensive Plan. We find the Plan 
to be a considerable improvement over previous submit
tals, and commend the City for its efforts towards meet
ing the Statewide Planning Goals. 

However, the Plan still fails to meet a number 
of important requirements of Goal 10, Housing, and Goal 
14, Urbanization. Specifically, the Plan fails to en
courage needed housing types, and the Urban Growth Boun
dary is unjustifiably large. 1000 Friends of Oregon 
therefore objects to acknowledgment of the Plan . 

We have participated in the proceedings regarding 
Aurora's Comprehensive Plan in letters dated January 26 , 
1981, January 4, 1979, and June 30, 1978. Our objections 
are set forth in detail below. 

I. Goal 10, Housing 

Goal 10 requires comprehensive plans to determine 
housing needs based on the financial capabilities of house
holds and their ability to afford different housing types 
at various price ranges and rent levels. The projected 
housing types and densities must be shown in the plan to be 
appropriate to satisfy the identified needs (see e.g . City 
of Bend Continuance Report , 5 March 1981, p . 16-24 , and 
many others). LCDC's Housing Policy provides that "housing 
types determined to meet identified needs shall be permit
ted in a zone or zones with sufficient buildable land to 
meet t he need," and must be permitted outright or under 



Dan Heffernan 
July 8, 198 2 
Page Two 

"clear and objective standards." Any standards, conditions 
and procedures "must not have the effect, either of them
selves or cumulatively, of discouraging ... the needed housing 
type." The Housing element in Aurora's Comprehensive Plan 
fails to meet these requirements in several ways. 

1. Residential needs assessment inadequate due to 
insufficient justification for housing mix. 

The Aurora Comprehensive Plan projects a housing mix 
of 70% Single-Family, 20% Mobile Homes and 10% Multi-Family. 
The only justification provided is that ''the City would like 
to maintain its current housing mix." (Plan, p. 16) 

This justification is clearly inadequate. Although 
data on household income and housing prices are presented in 
the Plan, no connection is made between these figures and 
the projected housing mix. In fact, income levels in Aurora 
are lower than those of the county and state (Plan, p. 11), 
while housing prices are driven up by the large lots which 
are required due to the absence of a sanitary sewage disposal 
system. 

This serious constraint on development is no justi
fication for maintaining the existing housing mix, but is 
all the more reason for the City to make up its deficiency 
in lower-cost housing as soon as a sewage treatment facility 
becomes available. A housing mix of 70:30:10 has not been 
shown to accomplish the objective of providing housing "com
mensurate with the financial capacities of households in the 
area." 

2. Buildable Lands Inventory inadequate. 

The Aurora Comprehensive Plan designates 117 acres 
of buildable lands outside the city limits, and 15.5 vacant 
buildable acres inside the city limits for "residential use". 
However, the Plan does not make it clear how many of these 
acres are zoned R-1 as opposed to R-2. This deficiency 
makes it impossible to determine whether Mobile Homes, 
which are permitted only in the R-2 zone, are permitted 
"in a zone or zones with sufficient buildable land to meet 
the need". The Buildable lands inventory must specify the 



Dan Heffernan 
July 8, 1982 
Page Three 

number of buildable acres designated for various housing 
types at different densities (see eg. City of La Grande 
Continuance Report, 5 March 19 81, p. 2 3.) 

3. Needed housing types not allowed outright or 
under clear and objective standards. 

Multi-Family Housing, which is not defined anywhere 
in the Plan or ordinances, is not allowed outright in any 
zone except in the form of duplexes. Apartments, which are 
also undefined, are allowed only in the Commercial Zone, and 
then only "on the second floor or abova, providing they are 
over commercial establishments on the ground floor." This 
provision makes the construction of multi-family housing sub
ject to market factors affecting commercial rather than resi
dential development, and may thus have the effect of discour
aging the provision of this housing type. As mentioned before, 
the Plan has not determined whether apartments are a needed 
housing type. Unless they are determined not to be needed, 
they must be allowed outright or under clear and objective 
standards which do not have the effect of discouraging their 
provision. 

Mobile Homes are allowed only conditionally in the 
R-2 zone. Their approval must meet standards expressed in 
Ordinance 224, which was not included in the materials avail
able at the Portland DLCD office. It is therefore impossible 
for us to determine whether mobile homes are allowed under 
clear and objective standards. As mentioned earlier, the 
Plan does not specify how many acres of residentially designa
ted land are zoned R-2, so we cannot determine whether suf
ficient acreage to meet the need for mobile homes and smaller 
duplexes is provided. 

Duplexes are allowed outright in the R-2 zone at 
a minimum lot size of 10,000 square feet. They are allowed 
in the R-1 zone only if not adjacent to an existing duplex, 
on lots of 12,000 square feet or larger. These provisions 
make it doubtful that duplexes can meet all of the needs for 
affordable multi-family housing in Aurora. 



Dan Heffernan 
July 8, 1982 
Page Four 

II. Goal 14, Urbanization 

Goal 14 requires the establishment of an Urban 
Growth Boundary "to identify and separate urbanizable 
land from rural land." The size of the UGB must be based 
on the "need for housing, employment and liveability" 
(factor 2)consistent with the "demonstrated need to acco-
mmodate long-range urban population growth. . " ( factor 1) . 
The proposed Aurora Urban Growth Boundary is larger than 
can be justified on the basis of the Goal 14 need or locational 
factors. 

According to the Plan, the size of the UGB is based 
primarily on the fact that no sanitary sewage disposal system 
is available, thus creating a need for excessively large lots 
to allow septic tank development (Plan, p. 16). While the 
Zoning Ordinance allows residential development at 5 and 7 
units per acre, the size of the Urban Growth Boundary is 
based on the assumption of 2 units per acre. It is the City's 
policy to adjust the Plan as soon as the sanitary sewage dis
posal system becomes available. 

This method of dealing with the problem of Urban 
Growth in the absence of urban level public facilities is 
not acceptable in view of the Goal 14 requirements. As 
stated clearly by the Commission, "A city cannot use the 
absence of adequate facilities and services to justify the 
inclusion of additional land to accommodate low-density devel
opment on septic tanks. Factor 3 requires that the City have 
the ability to service all areas within the UGB during the 
planning period" (City of La Grande Continuance Report i 
5 March 1981, p. 34). On lands designated for urban intensity 
development for which sewers are planned within the planning 
period, only a need for housing "of a most urgent nature" 
would justify development on septic systems. (See Lake Oswego 
v. Clackamas County, 2 LCDC 231, Metropolitan Service District 
v. Washington County , 1 Or LUBA ~ (1980)) . Since no such 
urgent needs have been demonstraf-l~ to exist, septic tank 
development can not be a justification for including excess 
land in the Urban Growth Boundary. The issue was stated very 
clarly in the City of Turner's Continuance Report , November 
20, 1980, p. 27: 
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Dan Heffernan 
July 8, 1982 
Page Five 

"The Goals do not require that the City put in a 
sewer system; that is the decision of the City 
and the Environmental Quality Commission .. . The 
Goals do require a timely, orderly and efficient 
arrangement of public facilities be provided. 
Until the City and its citizens are willing and 
able to commit themselves to a sewer system (in
cluding actual funding commitments), the City 
will have to develop the Plan in such a manner 
that assumes septic tank development ... This will 
require amending the Plan which assumes a much 
lower growth rate." 

The fact that the City's subdivision ordinance 
attempts to encourage redivision and infill upon completion 
of the sanitary sewer system does nothing to alter this; the 
redivision policy does not prevent septic tank development 
in those portions of the proposed UGB which would not be 
included if a sewage treatment facility was now available. 
Further, it is unlikely one-half acre lots would redevelop 
at more efficient densities. Indeed , it is more likely 
that owners of these lots would oppose the provision of 
sewer and other urban facilities. 

The fact that the "extra" acreage consists ,of prime 
agricultural land in farm use is all the more reason for 
excluding it from the UGB (Plan , p. 25). 

In summary, the City of Aurora must amend its Plan 
to provide for needed housing types and to exclude from the 
UGB those lands which cannot be justified . 

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the 
City of Aurora's Comprehensive Plan. 

cc: City of Aurora 
Marion County 

Yours sincerely , 

~aluu~ 
Lidwien de Kroon-Rahman 
Plan Reviewer 



MARION . COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Courthouse, Salem, Oregon 97301 -3670 

503-588-521 2 

June 2, 1982 

Jim Ross, Director 
Department of Land Conservation 

and Development 
1175 Court St. NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

Dear Jim: 

COMMIS SIO NERS 
Gar y Hee r , Chairman 
Ra ndall F ra nke 
Harry Ca r son, ,Jr. 

ADMIN ISTR ATIVE 
OFFICE R 

Ken R oudyb ush 

DEPARTMENT OF LAND 
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

JUM O 31982 
SALEM 

The Marion County Board of Commissioners hel d a public hearing 
on April 19, 1982 to consider adoption of the revised Aurora 
Comprehensive Plan, which was adopted by Ordinance No. 626 
on June 2, 1982. 

The City of Aurora has requested that we submit their plan and 
ordinances to the Department of Land Conservation and Develop
ment for review and acknowledgment. Attached please find six 
copies of the Plan and Ordinances. 

GH: PB: i h 
cc: City of Aurora 

Greg t~i nterowd 
Pam Brown 

att 6 

Sincerely, 



J,:arch 23 , 1982 

Pam Brown, Coordinator 
11arion County Courthouse 
Salem, Oregon 97]01 

Dear Pam, 

307 MAIN STREET 
PHONE 678-1283 

FOUNDED 1856 

P.O. BOX 108 
AURORA, ORE. 97002 

,r.fzational J!)istoric ~itr~ 

Tr1-2 city council recently adopted by ordinance the " City of Aurora 
Revised Comprehensive Plan 1981 11 • 

I have enclosed 3 copies of the plan and one copy of the implementing 
ordinances for the cor:imissioners 

ll .,_1 , \J . ·,-. .... J_,...--=,1 copy of t he plan a1;d ordinances for Pam Brown 
J.__r c~ o• , ._i 

6 copies of the plan and ordinances for LCDC. 

Vfe are requesting that the county review and acknowledge our plan. 

Sincerely, 

~ ~___, duA, . 
Kathryn :C. Jes:£..)' T 
City Recorder 



EQ-1 

;.--

• 
. . 

. . 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 895 Summer NE 

December 11, 1981 DEPARTMENT OF LANO 
CON SERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

~ s. Beverly Bookin 
Cogan and Associates 
71 S.W. Oak St. 
Portland, OR 97204 

Dear Ms. Bookin: 

REi SS-WQ-City of Aurora 
Marion County 

DE C 14 1981 

SALEM 

I have reviewed your .revised letter of December 8, and agree with your 
assumptions (regarding future residential -density in Aurora) if the City 
will continue to rely on septic tanks to accommodate future growth needs. 
For clarification, please attach my November 6, 1981 letter to any dis
tributions you make of this letter. 

GWM/wr 

Attachments: 

Sincerely, 

Gary Messer, R.s. 
Assistant Regional Manager 

1. Cogan and Associates letter of Dec. 8, 1981. 
2 • DEQ letter of November 6, 1981. 

cc: Marion County Building Department w/att 
cc: Marion County Planning Department w/att 
cc: Craig Greenleaf, LCDC w/att 
cc: City of Aurora w/att 



8121-AR2 

COGAn & ASSOCIAT(S 
December 8, 1981 

Gary Messer, Environmental Specialist 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1095 - 25th Street SE 
Salem, OR 97310 

Dear Gary: 

Based on our recent telephone conversations and correspondence, 
Cogan & Associates has revised its assumptions about future 
residential density in the City of Aurora. As you know we are 
under contract to assist the city complete its comprehensive 
plan. In recognition of poor soil conditions and the lack of a 
public sewer system, we now assume the following: 

A single family home regardless of size, that is, number 
of bedrooms, requires a minimum lot size of 18,000 to 
20,000 square feet to meet Oregon's septic tank permit 
requirements. Although smaller acreage requirement 
and/or use of more efficient redundant septic systems 
are permitted on lots platted before 1974, nearly all 
potentially developable residential land in Aurora is 
unplatted. Therefore, for planning purposes, we have 
adopted the larger lot sizes, or a density of two resi
dential units per net acre. 

The city also will adopt a "shadow ·subdivision 11 ordinance, 
which permits large lot development now to meet septic 
tank requirements while making provisions for repartition 
when sewer becomes availa.ble. This ordinance establishes 
a minimum lot size of 22,500 square feet which can later 
be redivided into three 7,500 square foot lots, the 
minimum permitted in the zone code for a single family 
dwelling . 

As these assumptions provide a rationale for the housing alloca
tions in the plan, we would appreciate your review to verify 
their accuracy . Your letter will be submitted to LCDC as part 
of the completed plan. 

Seventy-One Southwest Oak Street I Portland, Oregon 97204 I (503) 225-0192 
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Gary Messer 
December 8 , 1981 

We would appreciate a response to our request at your earliest 
convenience. Thank y ou. 

Since rely , 

Beverly Bookin 
Consulting Pla n ner 

BB:dls/k 

cc: Katherine Jesky 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

VICTOR ATIYEH MAILING ADDRESS PO BOX 1760 , PORT LAND, OREGON 97207 
GOVFRNOR 

9 Ms. naverly Bookin 
Cogan & Associ ates 
71 s . w. ·oak st. 
Portland, OR 97204 

Dear Ms. Bookin: 

' 

November 6, 1981 

REi SS-WQ-City o f Aurora 
Marion County 

. 0 

I have r evi ewed your October 30, J.981 letter regarding the Comprehensive 
Plan for the City of Aurora. ll.s a matter of record, DEQ generally does not 
encoux·a.ge oi ty or urb...'ln den1Si ty devalopmants that are depsandent on septic 
ta.."lks to meet their grO\>Jth needs. P'rom our oanvere&tions , you've indicated 
the Ci ty acknowl edges tl,e limitations thie impoa~s, but hav® elected thlo 
a v l!nue due to today' a economi.c factors. 

Some point.a in you.r lettor need to be 0lar ified . Tho uao of redundant 
diepooal syst.01:111, and sewage flow loadin<J& bae.ad on 2 bedroom uni.ta, arc 
only applicable to pre-exiating lots orea t od prior to 1974. Lots created 
after 1974 must k~ l argo enough in size to accommodate an initi&l drainfield 
syGte.m, plus an equally sized repai.r system. Reaident.lal lote oreo.tetd 
after 1974 a re also assigned a minimum sewage flow rating of 4SO gallons 
per day , compared to 300 gallons per day that is allowed on pro-existing 
lots if t he o,mer agreea to restrict diavclopraent to a 2 bedroom dwelling. 

What this means 1B tliat lots that \o/era platted prior to 1974 can qualify 
for the uae of n idundo.n t s ystems and/ or reduced sewage loading ratoa if 
they roat:dct development to two bedroOl'!\ dwellings. All new or future lots 
must bo oi zcd according ly to comply with the rules that went into effect 
i n l!J7 4 . 

Thcreforo, if you aro baaing futur e ralngl o family r eei dentlal lot sizes 
on the 14,000 aquare foot figure , this may preclude obtaining aeptic tank 
npproval s duo to insuffient lot size. As auch , the 18,000 to 20,000 square 
foot f igure seems more appropriate • 



Ms. Beverly Bookin 
Pago 2 
November 6, 1981 

,;--

( .' 

One more not1:1 o f caution. . Evan if the City cstablishos a minimum lot size, 
this will be no guarantee of obtaining r;eptio tank approval. 'l'o obtain 
approval, tho H.arion County Sanitarian -will 1l0cd to do a aoil evaluation 
on <.1ach proix>sed l o t to confin:1 that ground water an.cl drainage charnctor
.i.etics are compatible ttith septic ta.nk development. 

Your letter ,1,w epecif.!c to single family roaidontial needs, and it'a eesy 
to sea what limitutions arc created. 'l'hece limitations can ba expected to 
magnify sharply when co1mnercial or industrial needs are considered. 

Please call me at 378-8240, Salem, if you have queztione. 

Sincerely, 

,1 
C'.ary Mesoer, R. s . , 
Assistant Regiona l Manager 

GWM/wr 

ccr Walt Y.luvor, Bob I:'owteq Har;lon County Building Dept.. w/att 
cc, Craig Greenleaf, I.CDC w/att "·-, .. 

l ~,•;.. i;, •~ 

cc: City of Aurora w/att 

. .r-~---------- . 



307 MAIN STREET 
PHONE 678-1283 

P.O . BOX 108 
AURORA, ORE. 97002 

FOUNDED 1856 
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:3eptember 24 , 1981 

C:raig GreenleRf, Field Representative 
Department of Lnnd Cor..servation c1nd Development 
1175 Court ~treet N.E. 
~alen, Oregon 97310 

Dear Craig, 

On the advise of our consultant we are requesting an extension of time 
to comple t e our comprehensive plan and ordinance revisions. 

The plan revision itsel f i s prac t ically completed . The extra time is 
needed for public hearings , proposed ordinance reviews, etc . 

The tentative schedule discussed with Bev Bookin of Cogan & Associates , 
proposes submittal to LCDC by January 1 , 1982 . 

If I can answer any questions in regards to our progress , please give 
me a call or contact Bev Bookin at (503) ~~5-0192. 

:.3i ncere1y, 



MARION COUNTY 

BOARD Of COMMISSIONERS 

COURTHOUSi, SALEM, OREGON 97301 

0 ;~ 
--------~ 

Lorin Jacobs, Chairman 
Land Conservation & Development Com~ission 
1175 Court Street NE 
Salelil, OR 97310 

Dear Chairman Jacobs: 

COMMISS IONE?.S 
Harr/ Carson. Jr •• Chainnan 
Gar; Heer 
Ranc!a 11 Franke 

~CMI~!SiP.AiIVE OFFICER 
Kenneth Roudybush 

TELE?HOtlE ( 503) 588- 5212 

LE~L COU:tSC:L 
Robert C. Cannon 

TELEPHO,'IE (503) 538-5220 

On May 7, 1979 the Marion County Planning Coordinator conveyed a compliance re
view of the Aurora Comprehensive Plan to the Board of Commissioners. The re
view was purposefully detailed and included a goal-by-goal analysis of the comp
rehensive plan. It was hoped that by providing a review of this nature to the 
City and to LCDC, the serious deficiencies of tile plan could be noted and cor
rected before it was submitted for acknm-11 edgment. 

The City did make one major change in the plan prior to its submission. The 
Urban Growth Boundary previously inc1uding 960 acres, was reduced to inc l ude 
only 425 acres. This compromise boundary was proposed by the County and \'las 
and is supported by the Board of Commissioners. There \I/ere no other significant 
changes made to the plan. 

The compliance review of May 7, 1979 has been amended to delete those concerns 
previously noted which related to the size of the Urban Growth Boundary. Other 
deficiencies noted in the review have not been corrected and our concerns remain 
the same. 

To summarize the attached review, it is the determination of the Board that the 
Aurora plan complies with only one of the twelve goals which are applicable to 
the.City. It is recommended that the City's request for acknowledgment be de
nied and that the City be given the d·i recti on and support needed to make the nec
essary amendments to its plan. In our role as planning coordinator, t:1e County 
intends to provide as much technical support and assistance as we can to the City 
of Aurora to help with this effort. 

SOC:PB 

cc: Fred Saxton, Mayor 
Pam Bro\'m 
Craig Greenleaf, LCDC 

Attch 

Sincerely, 

BOARD OF CO~MISSIONERS 

~ / . _ _,, -



C_ompliance Review of the Aurora Comprehensive Plan 

The following analysis was developed by the Marion County Planning 
Coordinator in May, 1979. The di~cussions of Goal Nine and Goal 
Fourteen were amended in March, 1981 to reflect the change in the 
City's Urban Growth Boundary. 

GOAL I: - Citizen !Ir.tolii'enent 

Tii.e plan cont:aiil!t the .following to address·:.thi~0,·goaJ.;-

Tii.e citizen adv1..sC!ry committee (~Cl is described on page 2. 

Discussion: Tnere is no information aoout how recommendations from 
tn.e cac were dealt wi.th cy the flann:f:ng Commission or City Council 
or il tn.e citizens- received a response from policy makers. 

The plan does not identify agencias that are affected oy the plan 
and does not indicate. that those agencies wera provided with draft: 
copies of tn.e plan and asked for their response. 

GOAL II - Land Use Planning 

2 
GOA.I..: 

LAND USE 
PLANNING 

PART I • PLANNING: To eshlblish a land ~ 
pl.anning procr.ss.and policy fram9WOf'ic as a b,ui~ fer 
ala' decisions and ilctions n'-at9d to uso of land and to 
assun an adeqv-t• factu.a.l base fer such decuions 
and actfons. 

Gty, a,unty, sta1• and fl!'deral agency and special 
di.strict pl.ins and actions related ~ land use shall be 
consistent witt, the comprei,,.m•v~ plans of c:ities and 
counties and regional plans adopted una.r ORS 
197.705 through 197.795. . 

All land us. plo1ns shall include identification of issues 
and problems, inventories and other fac:t~I in
formation for each applioble state-wide plannrng 
goal, evaluation of alternative counes of action and 
ultimat~ policy choiee-5, taking into consideration 
social, economic, energy and environmental needs. 
The re-quired inftirmation shall be contained in t~ 
plan document or in suooorttna documents. The 

pl.;ns, supportii'ICJ documents and implamerntation 
ordinartC1tS shall be filed in a public offic9 or oth9r 
plaa euily acc:assiole to the public. The pl..lns shall 
be t!M b.isis for specific implementation measur9s. 
Thes. measures shall be consistent with arn1 
adequate to e.an-y out th1t plans. Each plan and 
related implementation measure shall be coor
dinated with the plans of affected governm,mtal 
units. 

All land use plans and implttman1ation ordinances 
shall be adopted by the governing body after public 
hearing and shall be raview~ and, as nee<ied, 
reYised on a periodic cycle to take into account 
changing public: policies and circumstances; in ac
cord with a schedule set forth in the plan. Op
portuniti~ sha II be provided for review and comment 
by citizem and affected governmental units during 
preparation, review and revision of plans and im
plementation ordinances. Affected persons shall 
ret::eive understandable notice by mail of propos-ed 
changM in plans or zoning ordinances sufficiently in 
advance of any hearing to a /low th-e affected person 
reasonable time to review the proposal. 

The goal requires a policy fra:meT.-.ork.. to serye as a b.asis for all land 
use decisions. 

The only policies in the Aurora Conprehensive Plan are on page 32 and 
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pertain to energy conservation. Policies need to be developed in ali 
other areas. 

As indicated in the discussions of each goal topic, additional inven
tories and factual information relating to each of the applicable goals 
needs to be developed and included in the plan. 

·Evaluations of inventories and factual data should be included for each 
goal topic and should serve as a basis for the ultiltlate policy choices 
of the City. 

Specif.ic: · implementing ordinances consistent: with the plan and the 
statewide goals must be developed to ca-rry out the policies of each 
comprehensive plan. The plan submitted to the ,County for review was 
not accompanied by any implementing ordinances. 

GOAL III 
GOAL IV 

Agric:tiltural I.ands 
'Forest Lands · 

The plan st.ates on page l.that. these goals do not apply to Aurora. 

Discussion: The land included in the City's urban growth boundary is 
composed primarily of Class I, II, and III soils and is pr.esan.tly in 
agric:ultural. use. The City should have considered the :i:mpact of 
development on these lands. The potential. loss of this land from 
agricultural production should have been weighed against the need 
for converting it to urban uses. 

GOAL V - To Conserve Open Space and Protect Natural and Scenic Resources 

The goal states that: 

Programs~U b.proYided t~t will: (l) insunt op.Mt 
sp;aca, (2) Pf"Otect scanic amt historic areu and 
natural ra-50Ur'Cn for futunt g.,,..-ations, and (J) 
promotw h-..ttt,y· and vi.s~lly attractive en• 
vironments in harmOlly with the natural landsap. 
character. The location, qll.illity and qu.antity oi the 
foUowing resourc:M shall · i,. inventoried: 

a. Land needed or desirable for open sp;ac:a; 
b. Mineral and aggregat• resourCH; 
c. EMrgy sources; 
d. Fi.sh and wikUif1t areas and h;ibitat.s ; 
e. Ecologically and scientifically significant 

natural areas, including desert areas; 
f. Outstanding sanic views and sit-e,s; 
g. Wafar areas. wetlands, water:sht!<is and ground

water resov~: 

h. Wild&rn.u a~s; 
i. Hi.sfOric: U9s, sites, structures and objects; 
j. Cul1i.i"ral areas; 
k. Potential and. approve<i Oregon reaaation 

trails; 
I. Potential and approved federal wild and scenic: 

waterways and state scenic waterways. 
Where no conflicting uses for suc.h res<>urces have 
been identified, such resources shall be managed s~ 
as to p~rve their origin.ii charac;ter. Where 
conflicting u:ses have bHn identified ttle economic, 
social, environmental and en~y consequenct!S oi 
the con-flic:ting ~es shall ~ determined and 
programs caveloped to achieve the goal. 

s • 
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The plan -states on page 1, that Goal 5 does apply to the City of Aurora. 
The plan contains th~ following information ta comply with this goal: 

Page 2 Goal Statement 4: "To preserve and protect sites and 
structures of historical significance from demolition or 
alteration that would affect their historical significance." 

Discussion: The entire Aurora Colony Historic District is listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places. The plan does not contain this 
information, a list of his_toric sites or any discussion of the City's 
history. This information should be developed and included in the plan 
along with policies to encourage the preservation of historic and 
cultural sites and an ordinance to implement the policies. 

Page 21 Open Space/Agricultural Lands: "The plan contains 
Goals and Objectives for the preservation of open space and 
agricultural land until the_land is needed for urbanization." 

Discussion: As urbanization does occur, there are no policies to 
indicate that open space areas will be maintained. There is no 
discussion of the future location or quantity of open space areas 
desired by· the community. 

The location, qu· ,lity and quantity of the remaining responses listed 
in Goal 5 (a through 1) were not contained in the plan. ' 

In .order to comply with the goal> these resources must be identified 
and policies need to be developed that will preserve the resources. 
If any of the resources that are listed are not found in the planning 
area, the plan should mention them and state that they don't apply. 

GOAL VI - Air, Water and Land Resource Quality 

The plan contains the following information to comply.with this goal: 

Pages 6, 7 and 8 - A general discussion of the geologic 
formations and soils in the Aurora area. A description of 
the major soil associations and their limitations has also 
been included. There is, however, no soils map to indicate 
where the various soil types occur and there are no policies 
to control development in hazard areas. 

Page 21 - This page contains a general discussion of the 
prime agricultural lands surrounding the City and goals and 
objectives that would encourage their preservation until 
they are needed for urban use. There are, however, no policies 
to carry out the goals and objectives. 

Pages 7 and 26 - The quantity of water resources and the 
City•s domestic water supply are mentioned; however, there 
is no information about the quality of the water or policies 
that would protect the water quality. 
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This •is particularly important because all residences have septic 
systems and the domestic water supply is obtained from wells which 
could (as in the case of Donald) b~come contaminated. 

There is no information in the plan about air quality and no policies 
to preserve air quality or indicate the City's intent to comply with 
State air quality standards. 

GOAL VII - Areas Subject to Natural Hazards 

The plan contains the following information to address the goal: 

Page 3 Plan Objective 2: To plan future growth areas to avoid 
the high costs of development due to flood plains, steep slopes, 
wet areas and historic sites. 

Page 7 - "All of the soils, except the Willamette, have a 
perched water table in win.ter and early in spring. For these 
wet soils, drainage is needed." 

Page 7 - Goals and Objectives for the flood plain and a general 
discussion of flooding. 

Page 21 - One of the objectives listed on this page is to 
develop a flood overlay zone to protect life and property 
from flood hazards. 

Page 8 - "Areas of excessive slope are found throughout the 
Aurora area in conjunction with the Pudding River and Mill 
Creek. The side slopes in these areas are in excess of 
25%. Such an excessive slope makes these areas unusable 
for more land uses except forest, pasture or open space." 

Pages 7 and 21 - The terrace escarpment and stee~ slopes 
found in the planning area are mentioned on these pages; 
however, there is no map in the plan to identify where 
they are located and there are no policies co control 
development in slope areas. 

Pages 22 and 23 - The Aurora land use plan map identifies 
a flood plain. In comparing the plan map to the official 
flood plain map of the County, it appears that a consider
able amount of land subject to flooding is not identified. 

Discussion: Wetlands, flood plains and areas of excessive slope limit 
the development potential of land in the planning area. It is essential 
that these areas are accurately mapped and that policies are included 
in the plan that will provide direction for development in these areas. 
The policies must also be reflected in the implementing ordinances 
of the City. 

. •· 
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GOAL VIII -: Recreational Needs 

The plan contains the following to comply with the goal: 

Page 20 - Public/Semi-Public Land Use Goals and Objectives. 
The objectives are followed by an inventory of recreational 
facilities in the planning area. 

DisC'tlssion: While the plan states that additional park facilities will 
be developed as part of the requirements of suodivisions and mobile home 
parks, there is no attempt to ascess the recreational needs of the com
inunity in the future. There are also no policies to encourage the 
developtnent of facilities to meet these needs. 

GOAL I],_ - Economy 

The plan contains the following information to comply with the goal: 

Page 3 Objective 7 - "To encourage and provide for economic 
growth through the provision of basic services and facilities, 
sound land use planning and economic incentives to attract 
suitable ousinesses and industries." 

Pages 17 and 18 - Commercial land use goals and objectives, 

Page 19 - Industrial land use goals and objectives. 

Discussion: The plan does not include an inventory of the land that 
is currently developed commercially. This figure is needed to determine 
how1IIUch of the 30 acres which is designated commercial is available 
for developt!!.ent and if an adequate supply of land is available to 
accommodate the commercial development that is anticipated. 

While the City has goals and objectives for commercial land use, there 
are no policies to iJllplement them. 

The future industrial land which has been identified along the railroad 
tracks appears to be appropriately designated. The property has access 
to the railroad and is less suitable for other urban uses because of 
the railroad. There is no information about the acreage contained in 
this designation; however, it appears to be more than adequate to 
accommodate any industrial development that may occur in the ne.~t 20 
years. 



GOAL X - Housing 

Page 3 Objective 5 - "To maintain existing housing and intiate 
rehabilitiation of substandard housing to provide for the housing 
needs o.f · the community." • 

Objective 10 - "To develop a housing program that encourages a 
variety of housing styles, densities and costs that will meet 
the housing needs of the area." 

Discussion: In planning for the housing needs of a community, it is 
first essential to develop accurate population projections. 

On page 11, the plan states "The average annual rate of growth in 
Aurora since 1970 is 7.89." However, an annexation of land to the city 
in 1973 resulted in an excessive increase in population for one year 
and falsely increased the average. A more accurate estimate of the 
average annual increase in population would be 5% If the City continues 
to grow at the average rate, the population would. increase to 1651 by 
the year 2000. 

The projections that estimate Aurora's share of . the growth in the census 
tract are not valid. A sewer treatment plant will soon be constructed in 
Donald ·and when the plant is constructed, Donald will be able to accommodate 
a greater percentage of the region's growth. 

Another assumption in the plan is that the City will have a sewer treat
ment system. in .operation by 1985. John Gjersten of the Department of 
Environmental Quality stated that the City has no identified problems with 
the present septic systems. He also indicated that funds from the Federal 
Government to construct sewer systems have been severely ·cut back. Only 
cities with serious health hazards are going to be considered for federal 
funding and he does not foresee Aurora getting into that situation. He 
went on to say that any problems that might arise in Aurora could be 
easily corrected. 

The only way that a sewer treatment system could be constructed in Aurora 
is if the City passed a bond levy and paid for it themselves. Since two 
such levies have been defeated, this seems unlikely. 

The plan uses a population projection of 3000 for ·the year 2000. Since this 
projection is based on the assumption that a sewer system will be constructed 
in 1985, it cannot be considered accurate at this time. 

The original 208 projection was done in 1976 and assumed that the city would 
continue to develop on septic tanks. This projection was made three years 

... 
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ago along with projections for all of the other cities in the Mid-Willamette 
Valley. The regional projections have recently been reevaluated and a number 
of cities have found that their projections were toolow. It may therefore 
be appropriate to consider some increase in Aurora's original projection. 
For a basis of comparison~ we will consider the straight line projection 
(of 5% a year) and estimate a population of 1600.- for the year 2000. This 
indicates that the population will increase by 1065 in the next 20 years. 
If the assumption in the plan is correct that the average household size 
will increase from 2.75 to 3.5 persons, there will be a need to construct 
304 housing units in the next 20 years. 

Tom Fisher, a sanitarian for the Department of Environmental Quality, 
indicated that soils in the Aurora area (primarily Classes I, and II 
Willamette, Woodburn, Claguato and Newberg Associations) are excesslent to 
accommodate septic drain fields. He estimated that the average lot size 
needed to accommodate a house, drain field and replacement area would be 
18,000 square feet. This would average out to about 2.5 homes per acre 
and the City would need to plan forl22 acres of buildable land. It is 
generally recognized that a market factor of approximately 25% (30 acres) 
should be allowed for to assure the availability of enough land to accomodate 
the projected growth. A few additional acres may be needed to allow for 
development limitations in hazard areas. This would bring the total number 
of acres which are needed for residential development to approximately 160 
or 170. 

There is no buildable lands inventory in the plan. This is a specific 
requirement of the goals and needs to be developed. 

If there are no vacant parcels of land in the City which are suitable for 
septic fields, it appears that the City is justif~ed in including 160 to 170 
acres of land in the urban growth boundary for residential development. 
This assumes that residential development will continue at low densities due 
to the lack of a sewer system. 

The plan and proposed boundary presently include an additional 290 acres 
for residential development. 

The City needs to plan for a variety of types and costs of housing. Low 
income and elderly housing needs are usually met through the provision of 
multi-family units. It is difficult, however, to construct this type of 
housing when there is no sewer system. The City should therefore consider 
special provisions for modular and mobile homes to meet the needs of these 
people. Housing assistance programs should also be encouraged. 

GOAL XI - Public Facilities 

The plan contains inventory material on the following subjects: 
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Page 25 - schools, solid waste and fire service 
Page 26 - police services, water service and sewage treatment 
Pages 27~29 - Transportation 

Discussion: Policies for the provision of key facilities to meet current 
and long range needs are not included in the plan and must be developed 
to meet. the goal. 

The plan refers to the 1978 Regional Housing Element as stating that 
"Aurora's present water system will be adequate until 1990." It should 
be noted, however, that the Regional Housing was estimating a population 
of 1000 for the City of Aurora in 2000. 

If the City continues to grow at its present rate, an expansion of the 
water system should be considered now so. that it could be completed in 

.. ... 

1985. The situation should be evaluated, policies and a capitol improvements 
plan should be developed. 

The criteria to be considered in evaluating new developments is excellent. 
It allows the City to continue developing with septic tanks, but if a 
sewer system were ever to be developed, redevelopment would not be 
precluded. 

There is no discussion or plan for a storm drainage system. Since high 
water tables are a problem, this needs to be addressed. 

GOAL XII - Transportation 

The plan contains the following information to meet the goal: 

Pages 27-30 - Inventory of transportation facilities 
Pages 29, 30 - Consideration of alternate modes of transportation 
Pages 27-30 - Future transportation needs of the City and the 

region 
Pages 29, 30 - Conservation of energy used for transportation 

The transportation section of the plan contains no goals, objectives or policies. 
The text indicates that the City has carefully evaluated the existing trans
portation facilities and is planning for the City's transportation needs in 
the future. The direction given in the text of the plan should, however> be 
restated in the form of policies. 

GOAL XIII - Energy Conservation 

The plan contains the following information to comply with the goal: 

Page 30 - Energy consumption in the City of Aurora 
Page 31 - The conservation of energy through efficient land use 

planning 
Page 31 - Consideration of alternate sources of energy 
Page 32 - Policies for energy conservation 

Tne City of Aurora has done an outstanding job of addressing the Energy 
Conservation goal. 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5T H AVE. PORTLAND, OREG ON 

VI CTOR ATI YEH 
GOVERNOR 

MAI LI NG ADDR ESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR EGON 97207 

January 28, 1981 

DEP!,RTMENi CF LAND 
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

o W. J. Kvarsten, Director 
Department of Land Conservation 

and Devel opnent 
1175 Court Street, N.E. 
Salem, OR 97310 

JAN 2 9 1981 

SALEM 

Re: Objection - Aurora Acknowledgement 

Dear Mr. Kvarsten: 

The Department reluctantly objects to LCDC Acknowledgement of the Aurora 
Comprehe ns i ve Plan beca use of deficiencies related to Goals 6 and 11. 
The attached memo sets out in de tail t he bas i s for our objection, along 
wi t h our perception of what is needed to remedy the objection. 

We look forward to working with the City in the future to address these 
concerns. 

MC:f 
MF53 
Attachment 
cc: Ci ty of Aurora 

Pam Brown, Local Coordinator 

Sincerely, 

William H. Young 
Director 

Craig Greenleaf, DLCD Fiel'tl Repr esentcrtr~e 
Jim C aypool, DLCD 
Field Division Secretary, DLCD 
DEQ AQ 
DEQ WQ 
DEQ SW 
DEQ NC 
DEQ WV, Jon Gj ertsen 



UEPARTMENT OF LAND 
c0r1sf.: 'iVr.1,oN MIO DEVE LOPMENT 

~itut, Sod ~ 1uat« ~~ 7)t4Ptta 

1659 25TH SE. • SALEM , OR 97302 • PHO NE 399-5746 

'ID: ICOC 
1175 Court Street N.E. 
Salem, OR. 97310 

FROM: Dennis Koenig 
Marion SWCD, Chairman 

JM~ 2 9 1on ·1 
• I I .JO I 

SALEM 

January 26, 1981 

The Marion Soil & Water Conservation District has reviewed the City 
of Aurora proposed Corrprehensive land Use Plan. We find no major defin
ciencies in the plan and we are pleased with the staterrent in the intro
duction that the policy in Aurora is to protect agricultural and forestry 
lands from premature urban developrrent, even within the Urban Growth Boun
dary. 

We also applaud the fact that the UGB is limited in extent because 
there are irrportant farm lands, as well as Hood plains, surrounding 
the city. 

We feel the Aurora Corrprehensive Land Use Plan is adequate in regard 
to agricultural and forest lands and natural resources. 

Dennis Koenig 
Marion SWCD, Chairman 

CONSER VA T ION OE \• f L liPMFN T SEt. r GOVER NM EN T 
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Department of Energy 
LABOR & INDUSTRIES BUILDING, ROOM 102, SALEM, OREGON 97310 PHONE 378-4040 

Eldon Hout 

DEP;;f1TMENT c;: LAND 
January 29, 1981 CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMFNT 

JAN 2 9 1981 

SALEM 
Field Division Manager 
Department of Land Conservation 

and Development 
1175 Court Street SE 
Sal em, OR 97310 

Subject: Acknowledgement of Compliance Request, The City of Aurora 

Dear Mr. Hout: 

We have completed a preliminary review of the City of Aurora 
Comprehensive Plan and implementation measures and do not object to 
acknowledgement. The plan does establish the foundation for continuing 
efforts to promote energy conservation and utilize renewable energy 
resources. 

Our preliminary review indicates that additional work is necessary. We 
are preparing a detailed review of the plan and implementation measures 
which will include specific action recommendations as well as references 
to the best available data, case studies, technical studies and model 
ordinances. We will also provide to the City of Aurora technical 
assistance and information on services, incentives and funding resources. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to working 
closely with you and the City of Aurora during the post-acknowledgement 
period. If you have any questions, please call Henry Markus at 378-2856. 

LF/HM:cs 
1706B 
Y 7-5-3-102 
cc: The City of Aurora 

C)Jf' o -tD '. M R \ 

(0 1:111G 
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United States 
7!:>epartment of 
Agriculture 

Soil 
Con11t1Mttion 
~rvtce 

1220 S.W. Third Avenue 
16th Floor 
Portland, OR 97204 

January 28, 1981 

i .'.F/·.'< :1.:-f.! T '. F Li.-. 'l 
(:(•t.l<:'. ';.V' i •1 · . , , :£ _JP:,'.a;T 

W. _J. Kvarsten, Director 
Dept. of Land Conservation & Developnent 
1175 Court Street, N.E. 
Salen, Oregon 97310 

Dear Mr. Kvarsten; 

i- :, L', (i '/ ',- i 1 
·.! u ! >i (~) I 

c~ _r 1 ,- · ~ 11 
...... -'..l. 1· v· ~V1 

fo~t..rid 

SOil Conservation Service personnel have revi~ the Corrprehensive 
Plan for the City of Dep::>e Bay, City of Aurora, Lincoln Count y, and the 
City of Med.ford. • 

We have no objections to the plans and feel the goals have adequately 
addressed. the agricultural comruni ties' concerns. There will te no 
adverse ilrpacts on any SCS plans or projects. 

The corrprehensive plans are in compliance with our major interests and 
concerns, that of protection of soil and water resources and retention 
of imp::)rtant agricultural and forested lands. 

Sincerely, 

State Conservationist 

t/~ I &I 
ctf-

·nc _s.,, 1 VL Bl./ µ(( C.C5f 1c._) '/U t t- 1 ) 
The So, Conservation Service 
is an agency ol the 
Department of Agriculture cG: Cf, DO, D8 1 

. • • . I _..... 

SCS-AS-1 
10-79 



1000 FRIENDS OF OREGON 

400 DEKUM BUILDING, 519 S.W. THIRD AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 (503) 223-4396 

lit.Fldnf·!. EN T OF 1. h;;iJ 
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Mr. W.J. Kvarsten, Director 
Department of Land Conservation 

and Development 
1175 Court Street NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

January 26, 1981 

SALEM 

Subject: City of Aurora Request for Acknowledgment of Compliance 

Dear Mr. Kvarsten: 

1000 Friends of Oregon objects to LCDC acknowledgment of the 
city of Aurora's comprehensive plan and implementing measures as 
in compliance with the statewide planning goals. Our review of 
Aurora's plan shows that it fails to satisfy any applicable state
wide planning goal, with the possible exception of Goal 1. Our 
specific objections will relate only to Goals 2 (Land Use Plan
ning), 10 (Housing), 11 (Public Facilities and Services) and 14 
(Urbanization), due to limited staff time. 

1000 Friends of Oregon made its objections known to the city 
of Aurora in letters dated December 1, 1977; May 8, 1978; June 7, 
1978; June 30, 1978; January 4, 1979; and May 31, 1979; and at 
public hearings before the city on this matter. 

GOAL 2 

1. Goal 2 requires cities to "establish a land use planning 
process and policy framework as a basis for all decisions and ac
tions related to use of land ... " Aurora's comprehensive plan con
tains plan policies for only one goal - Energy Conservation - and 
those policies are so weak as to be virtually meaningless. Thus, 
Aurora's submittal can hardly be called a "comprehensive plan." 

2. Goal 2 requires that city comprehensive plans "assure an 
adequate factual base" for land use decisions and actions. It 
further requires that implementing measures be consistent with 
and adequate to carry out the plan. 

Aurora's factual base is inadequate. As explained in our 
Goal 14 objections, the city's population projection is unjusti
fiably high. The city's land use needs analysis (p. 15, Tables 
6, 7) includes far more land than can be justified. And the city's 
projected needs involve twice as much land as is contained in its 
urban growth boundary. There is no consistency between the land 
use needs data and the UGB, and no justification in this plan for 
either. 
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3. The comprehensive plan map shows two residential desig
nations: low density residential and medium density residential. 
The low density residential designation allows construction at up 
to six units per acre. The medium density designation allows con
struction at up to 24 units per acre. 

For the low density residential designation there are two 
residential zones. One of these zones requires a minimum lot 
size of 50,000 square feet. The plan contains no adequate justi
fication for such a lot size, which violates Goals 10 and 14. As 
the Commission has recognized in its reviews of the plans of the 
cities of Stanfield and Oakridge, one-acre lots do not constitute 
an urban use o f land and can discourage needed housing types. 

GOAL 10 

1. Goal 10 requires cities to inventory buildable lands 
for residential use. Buildable lands are lands which are suit
able, available and necessary for residential use. The plan con
tains no buildable lands inventory nor does it state how much 
land is zoned for various land uses. 

2. LCDC's housing policy requires cities to permit needed 
housing types outright or under clear and objective standards in 
a zone or zones with sufficient buildable land to meet the iden
tified need. The city of Aurora currently projects a need for 69 
additional mobile home uni ts to the year 2000. Ho,-1ever, the 
city's zoning ordinance does not permit mobile homes outright in 
any of its residential zones. Mobile homes are allowed only as 
conditional uses in the R-2 zone. 

This approach would not violate Goal 10 if the conditions 
were clear and objective and could not be used to discourage or 
p revent the availability of this needed housing type. However, 
the conditions which may be imposed under Aurora's ordinance are 
not of a nature to assure the availability of this needed housing 
type consistent with Goal 10. The conditions which Aurora may 
impose on mobile home development are unlimited in scope and 
c o ul d e asily serve as a device to unreasonably increase mobile 
home costs or to deny the use altogether. The ordinance provides: 

"In permitting a conditional use or the modifi
cation of a conditional use, the com.mission may 
impose in addition to the standards and require
ments expressly specified by this ordinance, any 
additional conditions which the commission con
siders necessary to protect the best interests 
of the surrounding p roperty or the city as a 
whole." Zoning Ordinance, p. 31. 
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To comply with Goal 10, Aurora must allow mobile homes out
right or under clear and objective standards that are limited in 
scope. To the extent vague language cannot be avoided, qualify
ing language is necessary to assure adequate opportunity for the 
provision of this housing type. City of Tualatin Continuance 
Order. 

3. As noted below under Goal 14, the city's population pro
jection is much too high. Thus, the number of "needed" housing 
units must be scaled down. Revised housing needs projections 
must also be consistent with what people in Aurora and the region 
can afford. 

GOAL 11 

Goal 11 requires cities to "plan a timely, orderly and effi
cient arrangement of public facilities and services to serve as 
a framework for urban and rural development." Development in 
this manner avoids the unnecessary and premature consumption of · 
valuable agricultural lands for urban uses and halts costly, 
wasteful sprawl. 

There is no indication that Aurora can provide the public 
facilities necessary to support urban development. The city does 
not have a sewer system. There is no indication that Aurora will 
get such a system in the foreseeable future. Plan, p. 26-27. 
Unless Aurora can provide urban services, sprawl-type development 
will s pread onto the Class II agricultural soils that surround 
the city. 

Until the city is committed to and capable of providing ur
ban level facilities and services, its UGB should not extend 
beyond city limits. Expansion of the UGB under current condi
t i ons would violate Goals 3, 11 ana 14. 

COAL 14 

1. The City of Aurora projects a population increase from 
its present 535 to 3,000 by the year 2000. This represents a 7.8 
percent annual growth rate. However, Aurora has not just ified 
this six-fold increase in population. In fact, Aurora's popula
tion is considerably in excess of the 208 Water Quality Pro jec
tion (1,005) and the projection of the Mid-Willamette Va l ley 
Council of Governments (1,271). The plan contains no reasonable 
factual justification for its inflated population projection. 
1000 Friends assumes it was used in an effort to justify inclu
s i on of the airport within the city's UGB. 
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2. Goal 14 requires cities to establish urban growth bound
aries based upon a "demonstrated need to accommodate long-range 
urban population growth requirements consistent with LCDC goals." 

The city has not adequately demonstrated a need for a UGB 
of 425 acres. The city has not demonstrated that it could serv
ice any UGB beyond its city limits. The city's UGB does not pro
vide for the maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the 
fringe of the existing urban area. In short, the UGB is not in 
compliance with any of the seven factors in Goal 14. 

To comply with Goal 14, the city must prepare a needs projec
tion consistent with LCDC goals. In doing so, the city must base 
residential land need projections on justifiable population pro
jections and on urban level densities consistent with Goal 10. 
Until the city adopts a realistic population projection, it is 
impossible to tell how much excess land is contained in Aurora's 
present UGB. 

CONCLUSION 

Aurora's plan requires a complete overhauling to put it in 
compliance with the statewide goals. 1000 Friends is concerned 
that the four months provided under a continuance order would not 
be adequate time for Aurora to complete the job properly. 

Aurora's plan violates virtually every applicable goal. The 
plan lacks plan policies which commit the city to particular goals 
and objectives consistent with the statewide planning goals. The 
plan lacks an adequate factual base. Thus, it may be necessary 
for LCDC to deny, rather than continue, acknowledgment for the 
city of Aurora. 

Very truly yours, 

~~L a_,,J,,1J 
Ma~i J. Gr~J;fie~-
Staff Attorney 

Carol Ann Goon 
Plan Reviewer 

MJG/CAG/eec 

cc: Fred Saxton, Mayor; Pam Brown, Marion County Coordinator; 
Kathryn L. Jeskey, City Recorder 



STATE OF_ OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

TO: Mitch Rohse, DLCD DATE: January 28, 1981 

FROM: Maggie Conley, DEQ 

SUBJECT: Objection to Acknowledgement Request - Aurora 

The Depar tment has completed its revi ew of the Aurora Comprehensive Plan. 
We believe that the plan i s insufficient for acknowledgement with respect 
to Goals 6 and 11, and object to the plan's acknowledgement at this time. 
DEQ submitted comments on the Aurora Draft Plan in 1979. Though the City 
did address DEQ's comments on solid waste, they did not address our 
concerns about air quality. Af ter our review of the adopted plan, we have 
found some additional problems not previously noted during the draft review 
of the plan which must be addressed to bring the plan into compliance with 
the goals. 

Goal 6 

Noise is adequately inventoried in the Aurora State Airport Master Plan 
which has been adopted by the City as a plan element. Other than the 
airport, there are no major noise sources i n the planning area. 
The plan, however, does not contain a policy related to noise sou rces 
which commits the City to comply with state noise statutes. 

The plan also contains no inventory information or policies related t o 
air and water quality. 

In order to comply with Goal 6, we find t ha t the City must: 

1. Amend the plan to include an inventory of ai r and water quality. 

2. Amend the plan to include plan policies committing the City to 
protect air, wa ter and land quality and comply with State and 
federal regulations related to air and water quality and noise. 

Goal 11 

The plan contains a good inventory of solid waste disposal. There is, 
however, no policy to coordinate future solid waste planning with 
Marion County. 

The Department has determined that in order to comply with Goal 11, the 
City must: 
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Amend the plan to include a policy to coordinate future solid waste 
disposal planning with Marion County. 

Comment 

The City should mention in the plan that no future industrial uses will 
be able to develop in Aurora without a sewage treatment facility. 
There are no health hazards in the planning area at present due to 
residential and commercial development on subsurface sewage disposal 
systems. However, since industrial development on subsurface disposal 
systems would probably cause a health hazard, it is very unlikely that 
any subsurface permits will be issued for industrial uses. Until the City 
is able to construct a sewage treatment facility, industrial growth will 
be limited. 

MC:g 
RG121 (1) 
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VICTOR ATIYEH 

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSIONER OF OREGON 
LABOR & INDUSTRIES BUILDING, SALEM OREGON 97310 PHONE (503) 378-6351 

January 23, 1981 
' DEP/1Rlf'liUH OF LAND 

CONSEHVf,llON M~D DEVELOPMENT 

Mr W J Kvarsten, Director 
Department of Land Conservation 

and Development 
1175 Court St NE 
Salem OR 97310 

Mayor 
City Hall 
Aurora OR 97002 

JAN 2 6 1981 

SALEM 

The Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD), by letter dated December 15, 1980, requested 
that the Public Utility Commissioner review the City of 
Aurora's Comprehensive Plan prior to its certification oy 
the Land Conservation and Development Commission as being 
in compliance with ORS Chapter 197 and the Statewide 
Planning Goals. 

That portion of the Comprehensive Plan relating to 
public railroad-highway crossings has been reviewed. 
As written, no comment by this agency is necessary. 

The Commissioner's statutory responsibilities with regard 
to grade crossings are found in ORS Chapter 763 and have 
been summarized in attachments to our agency coordination 
program which was furnished to the City of Aurora by our 
letter of June 9, 1978. 

The Commissioner will reserve the right to question and 
disapprove future grade crossing applications or the 
retention of existing grade crossings included in the 
Comprehensive Plan if they can be shown to be unnecessary. 

It is requested that this agency be informed of your 
Commission's action on the City of Aurora's Compre
hensive Pl.an. 

i' f 

~~/\ I I 

Uavid J. Astle 
Assistant Commissioner 
Rail-Air Program 

fnm/0204F-l 

cc: SIR 854, SUB 1 
C-Line General File 



Suite 203 
3850 Portland Rd. N.E. 
Salem, Oregon 97303 

Phone: 364-2470 

January 15, 1981 

Mr. W. J. Kvarsten, Director 
Dept of Land Conservation & Development 
1175 Court St NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

Attn: Mr. Mitch Rohse, Lead Reviewer 

SALEM 

Re: Objection to Acknowledgment of the Aurora Comprehensive Plan 

Dear Mr. Kvarsten: 

Oregon Manufactured Housing Dealers Association (OMHDA) has completed its 
review of the Comprehensive Plan and Implementing Ordinances submitted by 
the City for Acknowledgment of Compliance. 

In general, we found the documents to be well considered. However, we 
believe that in certain respects the Plan and Ordinance do not comply with 
the statewide goals. Therefore, we must reluctantly object to LCDC ack
nowledging the Plan at this time. 

We were unable to participate directly in the development of the Plan. How
ever, if LCDC continues the Plan for further work, we will assist the City 
in correcting the deficiencies noted herein. 

I 

Goal 2 requires that "The plans shall be the basis for specific implemen
tation measures. These measures shall be consistent with and adequate to 
carry out the plans." 

In comparing the Plan Maps and Zone Maps we noted some conflicts. Areas 
that have been planned industrial have been zoned for residential uses. 

II 

Goal 2 and 10 require that vacant buildable lands be inventoried by zone 
designation. We were unable to find this information in the documents sub
mitted for review. Because manufactured housing is restricted to the R-2 
zone, we are particularly interested in knowing whether there is sufficient 
vacant buildable lands within this zone to accommodate the need for manu
factured housing. This information becomes even more important when one 
considers that this is the only z0ne in which multi-family dwellings (dup
lexes) are a permitted use. 



January 15, 1981 
Objection to Acknowledgment of the Aurora Comprehensive Plan 
page two 

III 

Goal 2 requires that there be an adequate factual basis for decisions and pol
icy. Goal 10 requires that the need for various types of housing be de
termined and quantified. 

The Plan, at page 15, notes that in 1978 manufactured housing comprised 23% 
of the Cities total housing stock . Also, at page 15, the Plan projects that 
by the year 2000 manufactured housing will comprise only 11% of the total hous
ing stock, but that conventional single family dwellings will make up 65% of 
t he total housing stock. 

We were unable to find a basis in the Plan to support the assumption that man
ufactured hous ing will shrink as a proportion of the housing mix. In fact, 
this assumption seems to contradict a wealth of other information to the con
trary. The Plan itself, at page 16, notes that "The median-income family ... 
cannot afford todays median priced new home." The State Housing Division has 
information which indicates between 1970 ang 1979 manufactured housing has 
accounted for 20% of all new housing units added to the States housing supply. 

The Portland HUD Office has completed a study which shows that only 19% of 
Portland households can afford the average priced new home, while 48% of 
Port land residents can afford the average manufactured home and land. 

Therefore, we request that the City amend their needs projection or justify 
the present projection. 

IV 

Goal 10, as interpreted by the LCDC Housing Policy, requires that needed hous
ing not be subjected to vague and discretionary conditional use approval cri
teria. The Comprehensive Plan, at page 15, notes that manufactured housing is 
needed within Aurora. 

Manufactured housing is not a permitted use within any zone and is a conditional 
use only in the R-2 zone. As a conditional use, the siting of manufactured 
housing i s subject tog 6.010 of Article VI of the Zoning Ordinance. This sec
tion states that "In permitting a conditional use the Comnission may impose, 
in addition to the standards and requirements specified by this Ordinance, 
any additional conditions which the Commission considers necessary to protect 
the best interests of the surrounding property or the City as a whole. Clearly 
S 6.010 violates Goal 10. 

In summary, we request that the acknowledgment of this Plan be continued until 
the City, 1) resolves plan/zone conflicts, 2) inventory vacant buildable land 
by zone designation, 3) develop new pro jections on future housing mix and quan
tify housing need by types of housing and 4) amend g 6.010 of the Zoning Ordi
nance and permit manufactured housing within a zone(s) with sufficient vacant 
buildable land. 
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During the continuance we request that you urge the City to consider allowing manu
factured housing in subdivisions and upon individual lots (subject to standards). 

We appreciate this opportunity to express our concerns. If we can be of further 
assistance, please feel free to call . 

r~ 
Donald ~iner 
Staff Attorney 

DM:st 
cc: Salem/Albany Chapter Dealers 

Portland Chapter Dealers 
Kathy Keene, Oregon Business Planning Council 
Mary Holly, Dept of Commerce, Housing Div 
Bill Latham, WM-II 
Craig Greenleaf, LCDC Central Office 
Pam Brown, Coord. Marion County 
K~thryn Jeskey , Autora City Hall 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 

Room 1590, Federal Building, 1220 SW 3rd Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

January ~6, -1981 _ -- ,

(,( i ' ..,_ 
I ... ' 

:J 

w. J. Kvarsten, Director 
Department of Land Conservation & Development 
1175 Court Street NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

RE: Review of Comprehensive Plan and Ordinances 
City of Aurora 

Dear Mr. Kvarsten: 

SALEM 

Farmers Home Admin.istration has reviewed the comprehensive plan and 
ord inances for the City of Aurora and has no objection to the Oregon 
Land Conservation and Development Commission's acknowledgement of t he 
compr ehensive plan and ordinances. We find no conflict with Farmers 
Home Administration policies, or with our plans and projects f or t he 
a r ea . 

We appreciate the opportunity of making this review, and request tha t we 
be pro vided with a co py of the Depa rtment of Land Conservat i on and 
Developm ent's St aff Report. 

Sincere ly, 

c c : Sa lem, FmHA 
Distri ct Director 2, FmHA 

LEV: v t 

('C \·) I (' ~-
' _J f-

h 1n11 ers l·lo 111f• Acl111i11istr,1tio 11 is a11 h/l•al O11po rt1wity Lc11der, 
Co 111pl.ii11 rs ,,f disc ri111i11 ,1rio11 b,uecl 0 11 r.i ce, Sl'X, relig io 11 , cl,l/<', 11 ,1tio 11,1/ origi11 , 111 arital sta/11 s or /1 a11 dicap s/10 11/d be se11t to: 

Secreta ry of Agricu lt11re, I\Jasl1i11g lo11, /J, C, 20250 



STATE OF OR.EX::ON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

TO: Claire Puchy, DLCD DATE: January 12, 1981 

FROM: Maggie Conley, DEQ 

SUBJECT: Preliminary Review of Current Comprehensive Plans 

The following list includes tentative comments on those jurisdictions 
scheduled for review by LCDC at the March 19 and 20, 1981, meeting. 
Unfortunately, I have not yet had an opportunity to discuss these plans 
with the appropriate regional offices. I would appreciate hearing from 
lead reviewers after they have had a chance to do a preliminary review 
of the plans. 

Aurora (Mitch Rohse) 

The plan fails to contain inventories of air and water quality or noise 
sources. There are also no policies related to air and water quality, 
noise, or solid waste. I have not yet had an opportunity to check the 
airport master plan to determine if the area within the noise contours 
has been properly planned and zoned. I will, however, do this before 
making final comments on the plan. We will probably be objecting to the 
plan for lack of inventory information on air and water quality and noise 
sources and for lack of policies related to air and water quality, noise, 
and solid was te. 

Depoe Bay (Ken Lerner ) 

The pl an contains very little inventor y information on air quality. The 
plan mentions the importance of surface water quality to the City, however, 
there is no actual discussion of the qual ity of the water. The plan also 
contains no inventor y information on noise sources. The plan policies 
related to air and water quality, noise sources, and solid waste are 
probably adequate. We will probably be objecting to the lack of inventory 
information related to surface water quality and noise sources. 

Lincoln City {Gary Gustafson) 

The air and water quality inventories appear adequate. The plan contains 
no inventory information on noise sources, however, the findings state 
that surveys have identified noi se as a problem (Findings, p . 23). The 
plan, also, contains no policies related to air and water quality. We will 
be objecting for lack of inventories on ai r and water quality, noise 
sources, and l ack of policies related to air and water quality . 



Lincoln County (Claire Puchy; Don Oswald) 

No preliminary comments will be made on Lincoln County at this time. I 
will, however, be in contact with lead reviewers as I conduct my review 
of the plan. 

Medford UGB (Dale Blanton) 

The UGB Management Agreement contains a policy to coordinate long-range 
transport ation and air quality planning with "all affected transportation 
agencies." There should also be a policy to coordinate air quality 
planning with DEQ. There may also be a problem with the large amount of 
land zoned for industrial use in the UGB unless there is a provision in 
the zoning ordinance to provide review of all developments for impact on 
the regional air quality or to limit developnents which impact air 
quality. Another problem may result from the high-density residential 
plan designation located southeast of the airport, if it is within the 
airport contours. I will check to see where this area is located in 
realtionship to the projected year 2000 noise contours associated with 
the airport. We will probably be objecting for lack of policies and 
possibly for lack of implementing measures related to air quality, which 
is a major problem in the Medford region. 

Myrtle Creek (Bob Rindy) 

DEQ has already entered an objection to the Myrtle Creek plan. We do not 
plan on amending that objection at this time . 

North Plains (George Samaan) 

The plan contains adequate inventories for air quality, noise sources, 
solid waste, septic tanks and sewage disposal. There is, however, no 
actual discussion of surface water and groundwater quality. Plan policies 
appear adequate for all relevant issues. We will probably be objecting 
to the lack of water quality inventory. 

North Bend (Gary Gustafson) 

The plan has inventories of air and water quality, noise sources, and 
sewage disposal facilities. More details should be provided on sources 
of water pollution. The air and water quality policies, though very 
general, are probably adequate. There are no policies related to noise 
or solid waste planning with the County. We will probably be objecting 
to this lack of policies. 

Waldport (Brook Robin) 

The plan appears to contain adequate policies related to air and water 
quality, noise, and solid waste management. There is, however, no 
inventory information related to air, water, noise, or solid waste included 
in the plan. Unless I am able to find additional inventory information 
in the lead reviewer fil e , I will be objecting to the plan. 

MC:w 
MF172 (2) 
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Qtit}l nf Aurnra 
307 MAIN STREET 
PHONE 678-1283 

P.O. BOX 108 
AURORA, ORE. 97002 

FOUNDED 1856 

,,.Jzational T!)istoric $ttc~ 

September 18, 1980 

DEPARTMENT OF LAND 
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPEMENT 
1175 Court Street, NE 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

Attention: Mr. Craig Greenleaf 
Field Representative 

Dear Craig, 

DEPAR fi/,ENT OF LAim 
CONSEi V~TIO:J 1~ .:D DEVELOPMENT 

SEP 19 1980 

SALEM 

As you are aware, the Aurora City Council adopted by Ordinance, 
a work program for UGB and Plan Revision to be completed no 
later than January 31, 1981. This completion date was based 
on being able to begin right away, 

It is our understanding based on conversation you had with 
Sumner Sharpe, that the Land Conservation and Developement 
Commission will not be able to make a determination on Aurora's 
plan for a couple of months. Therefore, the City of Aurora 
requests that our completion date be changed from January 31, 
1981, to a date five to six months following the determination 
of the commission. This would give us time to consider the 
recommendations of the commission. 

Sincerely, 

City Recorder 

KLJ/sf 

cc: Pam Brown 
Sumner Sharpe 



DEPARTMENT OF LAND 
CONSERVrnON AND DEVELOPMENT 

JUN '.3 0 1980 

SALEM 

Pam Brown 
County Coordinator 
Dept. of Community Development 
Senator Building 
220 High Street, NE 
Salem, OR 97301 

Dear Ms. Brown: 

City o f Aurora 
P. 0. Box 108 

Aurora, OR 97002 
June 25, 1 980 

Enclosed are six copies of the Aurora Comprehensive Plan, six 
copies of our subdivision and zoning ordinances, one copy of 
the urban growth boundary and policy agreement between the City 
of Aurora and Marion County. These are being submitted to you as 
per your request. In so submitting these documents we are 
requesting acknowledgement of our plan from Marion County and 
LCDC. It is our understanding that these documents will be 
submitted to LCDC in time to comply with the July 1 submission 
date requirement which will qualify the City to use available 
maintenance funds for UGB and plan revision as per our adopted 
work program. 

Sincerely, · 

Fred Saxton, Mayor 

City of Aurora~~ 

FS:SS:kjm ~L, ~ 
Enclosures 



Qtit}l nf Aurora 
307 MAIN STREET 
PHONE 678-1283 

FOUNDED 1856 

P.O. BOX 108 
AURORA, ORE. 97002 
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eJ,,i ?It,,. k/,IL 1166 

October 10, 1979 

Department of Land Conservation & Development 
1175 Court Street N.E. 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

Dear Mr. Kvarsten, 

r i\,r 

.. "r'i ... 

l J:·,,.: ·~ 
, ..... '" .. 

We held a joint meeting of the City Council and City Planning Commission to discuss 
the problems with our urban growth boundary and comprehensive land use plan. We 
are also concerned with our lack of progress, however, we do not feel that we are 
ready for mediation at this time. 

The amount of time and money ( even though the greater portion was grant money) spent 
on trying to obtain an acceptable urban growth boundary and comprehensive plan has 
been very frustrating for uso It appears that the more effort we put in, the less 
we accomplish. Everytitha·:we think we are making some progress, either the rules 
change or the people interpreting the rules change. 

We had a meeting early this year in the office of Craig Greenleaf which was attended 
by myself, the city recorder, Ric Wilson, Pam Brown and Craig. It was our understanding 
that the purpose of that meeting was to iron out any major problems before the final 
draft of our plan was officially sent to the county. In all honest~"i I walked away 
from that meeting feeling that we had no major problems with our plan. The indepth 
review dated May 7, 1979 from Pam Brown to the Marion County Board of Commissioners 
was quite a shock to me. This comprehensive review would have been extremely help-
ful to the City had we received it before the public hearing was scheduled. 

We have revised our urban growth boundary several times and cut it down considerably 
because of county insistance that it was too large. I agree with the county that 
we are at a stalemate, however, we do not agree that the cities proposed urban gro;rath 
boundary can not be justified. It is the position of the City at this point that 
we cannot :further reduce our proposed boundary. We are presently working on economic 
data, land inventories and other data which we feel will aid in justifying our pro
posed boundary. 

Sincerely, 

o~lfJC::L~ 
Frank A. Ames 
Mayor 

cc: Harry Carson 
Pam Brown 
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MARION COUNTY 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

COURTHOUSE, SALEM, OREGON, 97301 

W. J. Kvarsten, Director 
Department of Land Conservation 

and Development 
1175 Court Street NE 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

Dear Wes: 

August l, 1979 

I ' ", 
f_ c ! I 

, ,\,., c __ l 

COMMISSIONERS 
Horry Carson, Jr., Chairman 
Randoll Franke 
Pot McCarthy 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
Harold F. Brauner 

LEGAL COUNSEL 
Fronk C. McKinney 

TELEPHONE 588-5212 
AREA CODE 503 

The City of Aurora and Marion County have agreed to seek mediation from 
the Land Conservation and Development Commission on the issue of the loca
tion of the Aurora Urban Growth Boundary. Both Marion County and the City 
of Aurora have agreed to resolve the conflict consistent with the Commis
sion's determination. 

Both jurisdictions have developed and adopted boundaries which they feel 
are appropriate and can be justified. Generally, the city has defined a 
boundary and developed its comprehensive plan for a target population of 
3,000 people. The city also desires to include the land adjacent to the 
Aurora Airport within the boundary. The county, on the other hand, 
estimated the population increase which could be expected in the next 20 
years and, based on the factors in Goal 14, determined how much land would 
be needed in the boundary. The boundary which was adopted by Marion County 
is 535 acres smaller than the boundary adopted by the City of Aurora. 

The two jurisdictions have attempted to resolve their differences for 
several years and at this time have come to a stalemate. It is therefore 
our desire to have LCDC review these issues with regard to the Goals and 
Guidelines. 

The attached report represents Marion County's position in regard to this 
request. The Commission's attention to this matter would be appreciated 
as soon as possible. \fork on the Aurora Comprehensive Plan has come to a 
halt and cannot progress until this matter is resolved. Any further com
munication on this matter should be directed to both jurisdictions. 

cc: Pam Brown 
City of Aurora 

Sincerely, 

BOARD OF Cl01MI ,SIGNERS 

1:£, U4PU . 1/. I 
Harrytf;~ on, Jr. 
Chair;n• ~ 



August 15, 1979 

Harry Carson, Jr. 
Chainnan, Mart6onCounty 
Board of Commissioners 

Courthouse 
Salem, OR 97301 

Dear Harry: 

.. 

In your letter of August 1, you indicated that the City of Aurora and 
Marion County bad agreed to a .mediation action by the Land Conservation 
and Development Commission. We have not received such a request from 
the City of Aurora and have been told by Pam Brown, Mftri on County 
Coordinator, that the City Council has decided not to submit the 
boundary for mediation by th~ ·commission. 

I am very concerned that progress on the plan has come to a halt as a 
result of this issue. It is our desire to see this quickly reellved 
in a manner consistent with the Statewide Goals. 

I have asked Craig Greenleaf, our ~ield Representative for this area, 
to contact the city and to offer his assisiance in the resolution of 
this dispute. I am looking forward to a quick resolution of this 
probiim in order to remove this .obstacle to the completion of the plan. 

·Cordially, 

W. J. Kvarsten 
Di rector 

WJK:CG:ka 

.. 

. . . 

cc: Frank Ames, Mayor& City of Aurora 
Pam Brown, Marion County Coordinator 
Eldon Hout, DLCD 


	DLCD 2nd Floor_20190705_084447
	DLCD 2nd Floor_20190705_084703
	DLCD 2nd Floor_20190705_084847
	DLCD 2nd Floor_20190705_085029
	DLCD 2nd Floor_20190705_085259
	DLCD 2nd Floor_20190705_085457

