
 

 

TIME TOPIC LEAD 

4:00 PM Call to Order CCAC Chair 

4:05 PM Introductions All 

4:10 PM Review of July 17, 2019 Meeting Summary CCAC Members 

4:15 PM Report from Countywide CAC Liaisons Robert Stricklin 

Theodore Lundy 

Cheryl Johnson 

Ron Weber 

James Coughlin 

4:45 PM Goal 2 Overview Staff  

5:00 PM Discussion: 

• What issues affect how land is used in 

Clatsop County? 

• What are some ways that climate change 

should be addressed in the comp plan?  

(This is intended as a general discussion as 

each goal will have more in-depth 

discussion regarding this issue.) 

• How can public health issues be addressed 

in a land use plan? 

• Other? 

CCAC Members 

Public 

6:00 PM Public Comment and Input Public 

6:15 PM Distribute background materials for next meeting Staff 

6:25 PM Closing comments and adjournment CCAC Members 

 
BACKGROUND MATERIALS PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED: 

• Land Use Planning Goal 2 Summary 

• Land Use Planning State History 

• Urban Growth Boundary Summary 

• Land Use and Zoning Matrix 

• Coordinated Population Forecast 2017 through 2067 

• Background Report on Goal 2 

• Statewide Planning Goal 2 

• Clatsop County Goal 2 

• Clatsop County Land Use Map 

HTTPS://WWW.OREGONLANDUSETRAINING.INFO/ 
 

 

CLATSOP COUNTY  
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 

COUNTYWIDE 
 CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

August 15, 2019 
4:00 PM 

Judge Guy Boyington Building 
857 Commercial Street 

Astoria, OR 97103 

https://www.oregonlandusetraining.info/


BACKGROUND MATERIALS FOR MEETING 4 PROVIDED: 

• Goals 3 and 4 Workshop Notice 

• Goal 3 Summary Report 

• Statewide Planning Goal 3 

• Clatsop County Goal 3 

• 2016-2017 Farm Forest Report (January 25, 2019) 

• Rural Resource Lands Research Report (May 16, 2019) 

• State Board of Agriculture Report (January 2019) 
 

All Comprehensive Plan Citizen Advisory Committee meetings are open to the public.  Community 
members are welcome to observe and provide written comment at any time to comdev.co.clatsop.or.us. 

As time allows, verbal comment is welcome during the time specified on the agenda. 
 
NOTE TO CAC MEMBERS: Please contact the Community Development Department (503-325-8611) if 
you are unable to attend this meeting. 
 

ACCESSIBILITY: This meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. A request for an 

interpreter for the hearing impaired or for other accommodations for persons with disabilities should be 

made at least 48 hours prior to the meeting by contacting the Community Development Land Use 

Planning Division, 503-325-8611. 



 

 1 

Summary of July 17, 2019 1 

Countywide Citizen Advisory Committee Meeting #2 2 

Judge Guy Boyington Building 3 

857 Commercial Street 4 

Astoria, OR 97103 5 

 6 

The meeting was called to order at 4:00 p.m. by Andy Davis, CCAC Chair. 7 

 8 

CCAC Members Present CCAC Commissioners Absent Staff Present Public Present 
Andy Davis Cheryl Johnson - excused Gail Henrikson Comm. Lianne Thompson 
Jan Mitchell Ron Weber - excused Ian Sisson Comm. Pamela Wev 
Harold Gable   Katy Pritchard 
Jim Alegria   Lisa Phipps 
Patrick Corcoran   Rick Bowers 
Robert Stricklin   Gretchen Allen 
Theodore Lundy   Brian Allen 

   Nancy Ferber 
   Maritza Romero 
   Viviana Matthews 

Welcome and Introductions 9 

The CCAC members, staff and members of the public introduced themselves.   10 

 11 

Goal 1 Background Report and Presentation: 12 

Gail Henrikson, Community Development Director, stated that rather than providing an overview on the 13 

materials they CCAC members had been provided, staff had arranged for two speakers to address the 14 

committee.   15 

 16 

Ian Sisson, Planner, introduced Maritza Romero from the Lower Columbia Hispanic Council (LCHC).  Ms. 17 

Romero discussed the history of the organization and provided an overview of the programs and services 18 

offered by LCHC.  Ms. Romero listed the following barriers that can prevent individuals of Hispanic origin 19 

from becoming involved in processes such as the Comprehensive Plan update: 20 

 21 

• Lack of affordable housing / limited resources 22 

• Immigration policies 23 

• Pre-school / daycare affordability 24 

• Fear of government and/or unfamiliar systems 25 

 26 

In order to address some of these issues, she suggested that meetings provide daycare services, preferably 27 

with a Spanish-speaking daycare provider and that a light dinner also be provided.  She stressed that the 28 

Hispanic culture is very family-oriented and that events should recognize and accommodate that.  She also 29 

recommended that meetings be held in a non-government meeting space and that meetings and materials 30 

be translated into Spanish.  31 

 32 

Mr. Sisson then introduced Viviana Matthews with Clatsop Community Action (CCA). Ms. Matthews 33 

provided the committee members with an overview of the programs offered by CCA. She stated that 470 34 

households are served by their housing program and that over 22,000 emergency food boxes had been 35 

prepared and distributed by the CCA regional food bank.  Ms. Matthews stated that 30% of applicants 36 

cannot be served due to lack of funding. 37 

 38 



 

 2 

Ms. Matthews discussed CCA’s Project Homeless Connect and the point-in-time survey. She stated that 1 

there are various levels of homelessness as well as various causes.  She stated that Clatsop County has 20% 2 

more homeless persons that Yamhill County. 3 

 4 

Discussion of Goal 1 – Citizen Involvement: 5 

Robert Stricklin read a statement to the committee regarding grants (attached). The statement related to 6 

grant funding that might be used for a study with a pre-negotiated and pre-determined outcome.  The 7 

committee discussed Mr. Stricklin’s request and various grant experiences that had lacked public 8 

transparency. 9 

 10 

Theodore Lundy stated that there should be citizen advisory committee that continue to meet in each of 11 

the planning areas even when the comprehensive plan update is completed.  Mr. Stricklin stated that he 12 

preferred a countywide approach rather than a “slice and dice” system of representation. 13 

 14 

Jim Alegria stated that he would like to have tow organization presentations each month. 15 

 16 

The committee discussed the Southwest Coastal Citizen Advisory Committee that had been discontinued by 17 

the County in 2017.  Commissioner Thompson stated that people were afraid to come forward for fear of 18 

retaliation. 19 

 20 

Rick Bowers stated that homeless persons don’t see public notices. 21 

 22 

Harold Gable stated that he was in favor of retaining the citizen advisory committees after the update was 23 

completed. 24 

 25 

Katy Pritchard talked about various forms of social media and the need to include representatives from 26 

Timber Unity, fisheries and the timber industry. Mr. Alegria discussed the need for more organizations to 27 

be notified and included in the process. 28 

 29 

Andy Davis said that the county should develop specific lists of contacts for specific territories and/or 30 

topics. 31 

 32 

Patrick Corcoran suggested that flash mobs and food carts would be a good way to reach out to 33 

stakeholders.  He also suggested pub talks at Fort George and stressed the need to go where the people 34 

are. 35 

 36 

Commission Thompson stated that the County has a cable access channel on YouTube.   37 

 38 

Mr. Davis stated that perhaps the Community Development Department needed to hire a public relations 39 

person.  Mr. Alegria stated that an emerging technology person might be a better position.  The committee 40 

members discussed whether a public relations position was required. 41 

 42 

It was suggested that the County conduct County government classes to educate residents on how Clatsop 43 

County government operates. 44 

 45 

Public Comment and Input: 46 

No additional public comment was provided. 47 

 48 

 49 



 

 3 

Distribution of Meeting #3 Materials: 1 

Ms. Henrikson reviewed the materials that had been distributed to the committee members at the start of 2 

the meeting. 3 

 4 

Closing Comments and Adjournment: 5 

Motion by Theodore Lundy, seconded by Harold Gable to adjourn the meeting.  Motion passed 6 

unanimously on a voice vote.  The meeting was adjourned at 6:30pm. 7 

 8 





















Goal 2: Land Use Planning 

 

Goal 2 requires each local government in Oregon to have and follow a comprehensive land use plan 
and implementing regulations. Cities and counties must build their comprehensive plans on a factual 
base, and follow their plan when making decisions on appropriate zoning. City and county plans 
must be consistent with one another. Special district and state agency plans and programs must be 
coordinated with comprehensive plans. 

Comprehensive plans must comply with the requirements of each applicable statewide planning 
goal. The Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) reviewed each city and county 
comprehensive plan for compliance with the goals, and when LCDC found that the plan, as a whole, 
was consistent with the goals, the commission "acknowledged," or approved, the plan. Once a plan 
is acknowledged, it replaces the statewide planning goals for the purposes of local land use 
decision-making. 

Except for federal and tribal lands, every inch of Oregon is planned and zoned. The comprehensive 
plan and zoning ordinances are the guiding documents for local government land use decisions. 
They help create predictable outcomes for the people that live and operate businesses in the 
community for development of homes, stores, and industries. Comprehensive plans also guide 
public development – streets, municipal water, sewer, and parks – and conservation of natural 
resources. 



Part II of Goal 2 provides a process a local government can follow when taking an "exception" to one 
of the land use goals. A local government can take an exception to a goal when it finds that unique 
circumstances warrant a local override of the statewide goal to create a better outcome. 

Changes to comprehensive plans must also comply with the statewide planning goals. See the post-
acknowledgement plan amendments page for more information. 

Original Adoption: 12/27/74; Effective: 1/25/75 
Amended: 12/16/83; Effective: 12/30/83 
Amended: 2/17/88; Effective: 3/31/88 

Read full text version of Goal 2 

Administrative Rules that implement Goal 2: 

OAR 660-004 – Interpretation of Goal 2 Exception Process 
OAR 660-018 – Post-Acknowledgement Plan Amendments 
OAR 660-025 – Periodic Review 
OAR 660-030 – Review and Approval of State Agency Coordination Programs 
OAR 660-031 – State Permit Compliance and Compatibility 

Related: 

Urban Growth Boundaries 
Post Acknowledgement Plan Amendments 
Periodic Review 
Land Use Board of Appeals 

 

https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/CPU/Pages/Plan-Amendments.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/CPU/Pages/Plan-Amendments.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/OP/Documents/goal2.pdf
https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/displayDivisionRules.action?selectedDivision=3054
https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/displayDivisionRules.action?selectedDivision=3068
https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/displayDivisionRules.action?selectedDivision=3075
https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/displayDivisionRules.action?selectedDivision=3080
https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/displayDivisionRules.action?selectedDivision=3081
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/UP/Pages/UGBs-and-UrbanRural-Reserves.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/CPU/Pages/Plan-Amendments.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/CPU/Pages/Periodic-Review.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/luba/Pages/index.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/OP/Documents/goal2.pdf


Program History 

Oregonians in the 1960s and '70s became concerned as they watched rapid population growth 

begin to take place around the state. Lawmakers responded with Senate Bill 100, which Governor 
Tom McCall signed into law in 1973. At that time, farming and timber harvesting were the state’s 
largest industries and many Oregonians thought eventual development of land for new homes and 
industries would displace these economic engines. SB 100 tied local planning to a set of guiding 
statewide principles. The new law created the Land Conservation and Development Commission to 
craft the rules that guide the system. 

People and the Land: An Oral History of Oregon's Statewide Land Use Planning Program 

Historical Milestones 

Early 20th Century 

Year Milestone 

1899 Oregon legislature declares 30 miles of beach as a public highway from Columbia 

River to south line of Clatsop County. 

1913 Legislature amends 1899 law, and declares all beaches as a state highway. 

1918 Portland adopts state’s first land use ordinances. 

1919 Legislature permits city to zone private land. 

1925 Oregon Supreme Court upholds zoning in Kroner v. City of Portland. 

1947 Legislature permits counties to zone private land. 

1955 Legislature adopts law to regulate land partitions and subdivisions. 

1960s and '70s 

Year Milestone 

1961 Legislature allows special property tax assessment for land used exclusively for 

farming. 

1963 Legislature creates Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zone and uses allowed in that zone (

ORS Chapter 215). 

1967 Oregon legislature passes the “Beach Bill,” affirming the public’s rights to Oregon’s 

dry-sand beaches. 

1969 Oregon Supreme Court upholds constitutionality of the Beach Bill in Thornton v Hay. 

1971 Oregon Legislature adopts Senate Bill 10, which requires every city and county in 

https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/OP/Documents/sb100.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Commission/Pages/index.aspx
https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/planoregon_interviews/
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/ors215circa1963.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/ors215circa1963.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/sb10.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/OP/Documents/sb100.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/ors215circa1963.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/sb10.pdf


Year Milestone 

the state to have a comprehensive land use plan that meets state standards. The law 

was weak, however, because it failed to establish an effective enforcement mechanism 

or a program of technical assistance from the state. Most cities and counties refuse to 

develop plans. 

1973 Governor Tom McCall makes his famous speech to the legislature (audio file), 

castigating "sagebrush subdivisions, coastal condomania, and the ravenous rampages 

of suburbia." He requests legislation establishing a statewide program for land use 

planning. Senator Hector MacPherson, a Republican farmer from Linn County, and 

Senator Ted Hallock, a Democrat from Portland, are the chief sponsors of what 

became Senate Bill 100. McCall campaigns across the state, gaining public and 

media support to counter the opposition. 

1973 On May 29, SB 100 is approved after much negotiation and compromise, and is 

signed by Governor McCall. The bill creates the Land Conservation and Development 

Commission (LCDC) and the Department of Land Conservation and Development 

(DLCD). Senate Bill 101 creates statewide protections for farmland by further 

amendments to the EFU zone (ORS 215). LCDC's first major task is to adopt the 

Statewide Planning Goals to govern the development of local comprehensive land use 

plans. 

1974 Portland-area jurisdictions abandon the "Mt. Hood Freeway" idea and instead decide 

to construct a light rail line along the Banfield (I-84). This was a transformational 

event that marks the end of freeway construction and the beginning of serious efforts 

to integrate land use and transportation planning. At the time, it was a revolutionary 

change; it adopted an entirely untried solution and led to subsequent efforts to use 

transportation investments to achieve land use objectives, including subsequent 

extension of the MAX light rail system in concert with land use planning for 

development around station areas. 

1974 On December 27, LCDC adopts the first 14 Statewide Planning Goals. (

Newsprint version.) 

1975 One December 6, LCDC adopts Goal 15 (Willamette River Greenway). 

1976 On October 8, Medford and Central Point become the first cities to have LCDC 

approve, or "acknowledge," their comprehensive plans. 

1976 On November 2, by a vote of 57% to 43%, the first ballot measure to repeal SB 100 

and the Statewide Planning Program is defeated. 

1976 On December 18, LCDC adopts goals 16-19, protecting coastal resources. Those 

goals became effective in 1977. 

1977 One July 8, Gilliam County is the first county to have its comprehensive plan 

acknowledged. 

https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/mccall_speech_1973.wav
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/sb100.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Commission/Pages/index.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Commission/Pages/index.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/sb101.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/original_goals_012575.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/original_goals_newsprint_012575.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/original_goals_newsprint_012575.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Goal-15.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/sb100.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/sb101.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/original_goals_012575.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/original_goals_newsprint_012575.pdf


Year Milestone 

1978 One November 7, another initiative to eliminate state oversight of local land use plans 

is defeated (61%-39%). 

1979 Portland-area voters create "Metro," the first elective metropolitan council in the 

United States. Once again, Oregon leads the nation in progressive policies that are 

future facing and seek to control and plan land use development. 

1980s and '90s 

Year Milestone 

1982 Despite a deep recession that is blamed on land use planning, the third effort to 

repeal SB 100 is defeated (55%-45%). The following year, the legislature creates a 

process for the "periodic review" and update of local land use plans. 

1983 Oregon legislature adopts major reforms to Oregon Land Use Law (ORS chapters 

197 and 215), including revisions to the "exceptions process" and the EFU zone, and 

permitting the designation of marginal lands. 

1986 Congress enacts the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. 

1987 The Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act leads to the creations of the 

bi-state Columbia River Gorge Commission. The mission of the CRGC is to: 

"Establish, implement and enforce policies and programs that protect and enhance 

the scenic, natural, recreational and cultural resources of the Columbia River Gorge, 

and to support the economy of the area by encouraging growth to occur in existing 

urban areas and allowing economic development consistent with resource 

protection." 

1991 LCDC, with support from the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), 

adopts the Transportation Planning Rule. The rule creates a partnership program 

called Transportation and Growth Management (TGM), between DLCD and ODOT 

to enable the integration of land use and transportation planning. 

1992 LCDC adopts amendments to Goals 3 and 4, permitting the identification and 

designation of high –value and important farm lands, and small scale resource 

(secondary) lands. Becomes effective August 7, 1993. 

1993 Oregon legislature adopts a comprehensive bill to revise Oregon land use provisions 

for the protection of farm and forest lands, to permit lot-of-record dwellings on such 

lands, and directs LCDC to repeal its rules providing for the designation of small-

scale resource lands (HB 3661). 

1994 LCDC adopts rules to implement HB 3661 and to provide additional protections for 

high-value farmland. 

https://www.fs.usda.gov/main/crgnsa/about-forest
http://www.gorgecommission.org/
https://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/Pages/index.aspx
https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/displayDivisionRules.action?selectedDivision=3062
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/TGM/Pages/index.aspx


Year Milestone 

1994 Metro adopts a 2040 plan, charting a long-term regional vision and framework for 

future land use plans. The plan designates a series of regional centers, town centers 

and other land use designations. The 2040 plan provides direction to local 

governments to change local plans and redirects regional planning and investments 

emphasizing more compact, pedestrian and transit friendly development within 

existing urban area, rather than continued expansions of the Metro urban growth 

boundary. 

1997 Oregon Supreme Court upholds LCDC rules that protect high-value farmland 

adopted to implement HB 2661. (Lane County v LCDC) 

1998 The 25th Anniversary of SB 100. 

21st Century 

Year Milestone 

2000 Oregon voters pass Ballot Measure 7 (54% - 46%) to compensate property owners 

when a government land use regulation causes a devaluation of private property. 

The Oregon Supreme Court overturns the measure because it would have changes 

more than one part of the Constitution. 

2004 On November 2, Oregon voters pass Ballot Measure 37 (61% - 39%). The 

measure provided that governments must pay owners, or forego enforcement by 

repealing, changing, or not applying restrictions, when certain land use restrictions 

reduce property value. 

2005 Oregon legislature passes Senate Bill 82 ( The Big Look), creating the Oregon 

Task Force on Land Use Planning. The task force is charged with conducting a 

comprehensive review of the Statewide Planning Program and making 

recommendations to the 2009 Legislature for any needed changes to land-use policy. 

2005 On October 14, Marion County Circuit Court Judge Mary Mertens James finds 

Measure 37 to be unconstitutional on several grounds. (MacPherson et al v 

Department of Administrative Services, et al) 

2006 On February 21, the Oregon Supreme Court overturns Judge James' decision and 

reinstates Measure 37. 

2007 On November 6, Oregon voters pass Ballot Measure 49 (62%-38%). Measure 49 

modifies Measure 37, clarifying private landowners' rights to build homes; 

extending rights to surviving spouses; limiting large developments; and protecting 

farmlands, forestlands, and groundwater supplies. 

2011 Oregon's Land Conservation and Development Commission adopts 

Recommendations on Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets required by Senate Bill 

https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/25thanniv.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/M37_voterpamphlet-11-2004a.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/Big_Look_Report.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/M49_voterpamphlet-11-2007_vp.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/GHGTargets_trac_report_to_lcdc.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/GHGTargets_trac_report_to_lcdc.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/25thanniv.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/M37_voterpamphlet-11-2004a.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/Big_Look_Report.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/M49_voterpamphlet-11-2007_vp.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/GHGTargets_trac_report_to_lcdc.pdf


Year Milestone 

1059 (2010) and House Bill 2001 (2009) direct that set targets for metropolitan 

areas to plan for reductions in greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light trucks. 

2013 The Oregon Legislature passes HB 2253, a law providing for a new population 

forecasting process through Portland State University. Population forecasting 

relieves local governments from having to perform this expensive and technical task 

when planning for growth. 

2014 On January 15, DLCD releases "Preparing for a Cascadia Subduction Zone 

Tsunami: A Land Use Guide for Oregon Coastal Communities," which is unique in 

its effort and referenced by coastal communities around the world. 

2015 On December 4, LCDC adopts new rules regarding the simplification of the Urban 

Growth Boundary Amendment Process. These rules implement related legislation 

enacted by the 2013 Oregon Legislature ( HB 2254, codified as ORS 197A). The 

rules are effective January 1, 2016. 

New Legislative Land Use Actions 

Each legislative session, new legislation is passed that has enduring outcomes for our land use 
system. Most changes are small, but some are significant. Significant milestones like those above 
will be included in the department timeline as they occur. Minor legislative actions are captured in 
the DLCD Legislative Report, written after the end of a legislative session. These reports are written 
to inform stakeholders and counties of land use related bills that might require a city or county to 
update its code for compliance. Go to the Legislative Information page to see the report and other 
related information. 

 

https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/HB2253_2013_Enrolled.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/HB2254_Enrolled.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/NN/Pages/Legislative-Updates.aspx
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/HB2253_2013_Enrolled.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/OP/Documents/HB2254_Enrolled.pdf


Urban Growth Boundaries 

Each Oregon city is surrounded by an urban growth boundary (UGB); a line drawn on planning maps 
to designate where a city expects to grow over a 20-year period. This growth can occur with new 
houses, industrial facilities, businesses, or public facilities such as parks and utilities. Restrictions in 
areas outside of a UGB protect farm and forest resource land and prohibit urban development. 
Generally speaking, it’s where the city ends and the farms and forests begin. 

A UGB is expanded through a joint effort involving the city and county, and in coordination with 
special districts that provide important services in the urban area. The UGB expansion process 
typically includes some level of citizen participation. Once land is included in a UGB, it is eligible for 
annexation to a city. Adding land to an existing city limit through annexation is not regulated by the 
Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC). 

 

General Information about UGBs 
 

UGB Expansion Using the Simplified Method 

In 2015, LCDC adopted a new simplified method for cities to use to evaluate and amend their UGB. 
This method is provided as an additional option for cities to consider and not in lieu of the traditional 
UGB amendment process. (The traditional UGB amendment process details can be found in OAR 
660-024-0000.) The simplified method was created to reduce the costs, complexity, and time 
required to amend a UGB. The details of this method can be found in OAR 660-038-0000. 

DLCD created a calculator tool for local governments to assist them in using the UGB Expansion 
Simplified Method. 

UGB Simplified Calculator 

The following reports summarize analysis performed to support the rules advisory committee tasked 
with creating the simplified method: 

Analysis of Development on Rural Residential Lands: A Report to the HB 2254 Rules Advisory 
Committee 

Analysis of Land Use Efficiency in Oregon Cities 

Analysis of Mixed-Use Development and Redevelopment in Oregon Cities 

Urban and Rural Reserves 

In 2007, the legislature authorized Metro and metro-area counties to designate urban land that might 
be developed in the future, and rural land to be preserved for farming, forestry, and other rural uses. 
Special rules for urban reserves in the Portland metropolitan area are intended to assist in the long-
term planning for urban development. By designating urban reserves, the agriculture and forest 
industries, private landowners, and public and private service providers, are aware of future long-
term (for the next 50 years) expansion locations of the Metro UGB. Additionally, rural reserves are 
intended to provide long-term protection for large blocks of agricultural land, forest land, and other 
important natural landscape features that will limit urban development. Details about designating 
urban and rural reserves in the Portland metropolitan area can be found in OAR 660-027-0005. 

https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/UP/Pages/UGBs-and-UrbanRural-Reserves.aspx#405d87fc-854e-4105-974b-611981903a43
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/UP/Pages/UGBs-and-UrbanRural-Reserves.aspx#405d87fc-854e-4105-974b-611981903a43
https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/displayDivisionRules.action?selectedDivision=3074
https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/displayDivisionRules.action?selectedDivision=3074
https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/displayDivisionRules.action?selectedDivision=3088
https://db.lcd.state.or.us/simplifiedugbcalculator/
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/UP/Documents/UO_Report_Development_on_RuralResidentialLands_UGB_2015.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/UP/Documents/UO_Report_Development_on_RuralResidentialLands_UGB_2015.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/UP/Documents/UO_Report_LandUseEfficiency_UGB_2015.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/UP/Documents/UO_Report_MixedUse_Redevelopment_UGB_2015.pdf
https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/displayDivisionRules.action?selectedDivision=3077
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/UP/Documents/UO_Report_Development_on_RuralResidentialLands_UGB_2015.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/UP/Documents/UO_Report_LandUseEfficiency_UGB_2015.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/UP/Documents/UO_Report_MixedUse_Redevelopment_UGB_2015.pdf


Urban reserves, outside of the Portland Metro area, may also be established by local governments. 
Urban reserves are intended to provide a 30- to 50-year area for long-term city growth. Urban 
reserves provide guidance for a city’s long-term future and protect the urban reserve area from rural 
development which would make future city expansion more difficult. Details about designating urban 
reserves outside of the Portland Metro area can be found in OAR 660-021-0000. 

UGB Amendments in Review 

Some UGB amendments adopted by local governments are submitted to DLCD for review. The 
DLCD director must either 1) approve the local decision, 2) deny the decision and return it to the 
local government for revision, or 3) refer it to the Land Conservation and Development Commission. 
The director must make a decision within 120 days from the date the information was received by 
DLCD. For more detailed information about UGB amendment review criteria and those currently in 
review by DLCD, click here. 

 

https://secure.sos.state.or.us/oard/displayDivisionRules.action?selectedDivision=3071
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/NN/Pages/PR-UGBs-Under-Review.aspx


 

LAND USE AND ZONING MATRIX 
LAND USE DESIGNATION APPROPRIATE ZONING DESIGNATIONS 

Conservation Forest Lands AF Agriculture Forest 

F80 Forest 80 

 

Conservation Other Resources AC1 Aquatic Conservation One 

AC2 Aquatic Conservation Two 

NAC2 Necanicum Estuary Aquatic Conservation 

OPR Open Space, Parks and Recreation 

RM Recreation Management 

RCP Rural Community Parks 

CS Coastal Shorelands 

EAC Ecola Aquatic Conservation 

LW Lake and Wetland 

QM Quarry and Mining 

 

Natural AN Aquatic Natural 
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How to Read this Report 

This report should be read with reference to the documents listed below—downloadable on the 

Forecast Program website (http://www.pdx.edu/prc/opfp).  

 

Specifically, the reader should refer to the following documents: 

 Methods and Data for Developing Coordinated Population Forecasts—Provides a detailed 

description and discussion of the forecast methods employed. This document also describes the 

assumptions that feed into these methods and determine the forecast output. 

 Forecast Tables—Provides complete tables of population forecast numbers by county and all sub-

areas within each county for each five-year interval of the forecast period (2017-2067).

http://www.pdx.edu/prc/opfp
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Executive Summary 

Historical 

Different parts of the county experience differing growth patterns. Local trends within the UGBs and the 

area outside them collectively influence population growth rates for the county as a whole. 

Clatsop County’s total population has grown slowly since 2000, with an average annual growth rate of 

less than one half of one percent between 2000 and 2010 (Figure 1). However, some of its sub-areas 

experienced more rapid population growth. Warrenton, the third most populous UGB, and Gearhart, 

posted average annual growth rates of 2.0 percent and 1.4 percent, respectively.  

Clatsop County’s positive population growth in the 2000s was largely the result of net in-migration 

coupled with a small natural increase. An aging population not only led to an increase in deaths, but also 

in a smaller proportion of women in their childbearing years. While women in Clatsop County are 

choosing to have children at marginally older ages, they are also choosing to have slightly more children 

than in the near past, leading to a small increase in births. The larger number of births relative to deaths 

caused natural increase (more births than deaths) in most, but not all, years from 2000 to 2015. While 

net in-migration outweighed declining natural increase during the early and middle years of the last 

decade, the gap between these two numbers shrank during the later years—greatly reducing population 

growth in the late 2000s and early 2010s. In more recent years (2013 to 2015) net in-migration has 

increased, bringing with it population growth (Figure 12). 

Forecast 

Total population in Clatsop County and within its sub-areas will likely grow at a slightly faster pace in the 

near-term (2017 to 2035) compared to the long-term (Figure 1). The tapering of growth rates is largely 

driven by an aging population—a demographic trend expected to contribute to natural decrease (more 

deaths than births). As natural decrease occurs, population growth will become increasingly reliant on 

net in-migration. 

Even so, Clatsop County’s total population is forecast to increase by roughly 2,350 over the next 18 years 

(2017-2035) and by more than 4,480 over the entire 50-year forecast period (2017-2067). UGB sub-

areas that showed positive population growth in the 2000s are expected to continue growing during the 

forecast period, with the exception of Astoria whose population is expected to decline in the longer 

term.
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Figure 1. Clatsop County and Sub-Areas—Historical and Forecast Populations, and Average Annual Growth Rates (AAGR) 

 

 

 

2000 2010

AAGR

(2000-2010) 2017 2035 2067

AAGR

(2017-2035)

AAGR

(2035-2067)

Clatsop County 35,630    37,039    0.4% 38,123    40,474    42,611    0.3% 0.2%

Astoria UGB 10,345     9,782       -0.6% 10,064     10,665     10,431     0.3% -0.1%

Cannon Beach UGB 1,603       1,693       0.5% 1,730       1,886       2,112       0.5% 0.4%

Gearhart UGB 1,318       1,508       1.4% 1,550       1,752       1,818       0.7% 0.1%

Seaside UGB 6,095       6,657       0.9% 6,872       7,884       8,571       0.8% 0.3%

Warrenton UGB 4,105       5,022       2.0% 5,373       7,410       9,616       1.8% 0.8%

Outside UGBs 12,164     12,377     0.2% 12,534     10,878     10,063     -0.8% -0.2%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Censuses; Forecast by Population Research Center (PRC).

Historical Forecast
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Historical Trends 
Different growth patterns occur in different parts of the County. Each of Clatsop County’s sub-areas 

were examined for any significant demographic characteristics or changes in population or housing 

growth that might influence their individual forecasts. Factors analyzed include age composition of the 

population, race and ethnicity, births, deaths, migration, the number of housing units, housing 

occupancy rate, and persons per household (PPH). It should be noted that population trends of 

individual sub-areas often differ from those of the county as a whole. In general, however, population 

growth rates for the county are collectively influenced by local trends within its sub-areas. 

Population 

Clatsop County’s total population grew from roughly 30,000 in 1975 to nearly 38,000 in 2015 (Figure 2). 

During this 40-year period, the county experienced the highest growth rates during the late 1970s, 

which coincided with a period of relative economic prosperity (Figure 2).  During the early 1980s, 

challenging economic conditions, both nationally and within the county, led to population decline. 

During the early 1990s population growth increased, but once again challenging economic conditions in 

the late 1990s yielded declines in population growth. Even so, Clatsop County experienced modest 

positive population growth over the last decade (2000 to 2010)—averaging a little less than a third of 

one percent per year. In recent years growth rates have slightly increased, leading to faster paced 

population growth between 2010 and 2015. 

Figure 2. Clatsop County—Total Population by Five-year Intervals (1975-2015) 

 

 

Clatsop County’s population change is the sum of its parts; the countywide population change is the 

combined population growth or decline within each sub-area. During the 2000s, Clatsop County’s 
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average annual population growth rate stood at a less than one half percent (Figure 3). At the same time, 

the county’s largest UGB, Astoria, experienced a population decline with an average annual growth rate 

of -0.6 percent. Warrenton and Gearhart saw the fastest growth over the decade at 2.0 and 1.4 percent, 

respectively. Seaside and Cannon Beach both experienced faster growth than the county at 0.9 and 0.5 

percent annually. The area outside UGBs grew as well, registering an average annual growth rate of 0.9 

percent. Warrenton, Seaside, Gearhart, and Cannon Beach saw small increases in their share of Clatsop 

County’s population between 2000 and 2010, while both Astoria and the area outside UGBs saw their 

share reduced over the same time period.  

Figure 3. Clatsop County and Sub-areas—Total Population and Average Annual Growth Rate (AAGR) (2000 and 
2010)1 

 

Age Structure of the Population 

Clatsop County’s population is aging but at a much slower pace compared to most areas across Oregon. 

An aging population significantly influences the number of deaths but also yields a smaller proportion of 

women in their childbearing years, which may result in a decline in births. For Clatsop County births 

have stabilized, while the populations of people aged 15 to 64 as well as 65 and over have increased 

(Figure 4).  Underscoring Clatsop County’s trend in aging, the median age increased from 40 in 2000 to 

just over 43 in 2010 and 43.9 in 2015, a larger increase than what is observed statewide but more 

comparable to neighboring counties.2 

                                                             
1 When considering growth rates and population growth overall, it should be noted that a slowing of growth 
rates does not necessarily correspond to a slowing of population growth in absolute numbers.  For example, if 
a UGB with a population of 100 grows by another 100 people, it has doubled in population.  If it then grows by 
another 100 people during the next year, its relative growth is half of what it was before even though 
absolute growth stays the same. 
2 Median age is sourced from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2000 and 2010 Censuses and 2011-2015 ACS 5-year 
Estimates. 

2000 2010

AAGR

(2000-2010)

Share of 

County 2000

Share of 

County 2010

Clatsop County 35,630 37,039 0.4% 100.0% 100.0%

Astoria UGB 10,345 9,782 -0.6% 29.0% 26.4%

Cannon Beach UGB 1,603 1,693 0.5% 4.5% 4.6%

Gearhart UGB 1,318 1,508 1.4% 3.7% 4.1%

Seaside UGB 6,095 6,657 0.9% 17.1% 18.0%

Warrenton UGB 4,105 5,022 2.0% 11.5% 13.6%

Outside UGBs 12,164 12,377 0.9% 34.1% 33.4%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Censuses.
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Figure 4. Clatsop County—Age Structure of the Population (2000 and 2010) 

 

Race and Ethnicity 

While the statewide population is aging, another demographic shift is occurring across Oregon—

minority populations are growing as a share of total population.  A growing minority population affects 

both the number of births and average household size. The Hispanic population within Clatsop County 

increased substantially from 2000 to 2010, recording the largest growth in absolute numbers of any 

group (Figure 5). The white, non-Hispanic population experienced modest decline over the same time 

period, while still composing over 87 percent of the population in Clatsop County. This increase in the 

Hispanic population and other minority populations brings with it several implications for future 

population change. First, both nationally and at the state level, fertility rates among Hispanic and 

minority women have tended to be higher than among white, non-Hispanic women. However, it is 

important to note recent trends show these rates are quickly decreasing. Second, Hispanic and minority 

households tend to be larger relative to white, non-Hispanic households. 
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Figure 5. Clatsop County—Hispanic or Latino and Race (2000 and 2010) 

 

Births 

Historical fertility rates for Clatsop County do not mirror trends in the state of Oregon as a whole. Total 

fertility rates increased in Clatsop County from 2000 to 2010, while they decreased for the state over 

the same time period (Figure 6). As Figure 7 demonstrates, fertility rates for youngest age groups in 

Clatsop County are lower in 2010 compared to earlier decades largely because women are having 

children at older ages. These changes are mirrored in statewide trends (Figure 8). However, Clatsop 

County fertility changes are distinct from those of the state in three ways. First, fertility rates for 20-24 

year old women are higher in 2010 than in 2000. Second, total fertility in Clatsop County increased 

slightly during the 2000s, which differed from the decrease observed statewide. Lastly, total fertility in 

the county remains just below replacement fertility, while for Oregon as a whole total fertility continues 

to fall below that.  

Figure 6. Clatsop County and Oregon—Total Fertility Rates (2000 and 2010) 

 

Hispanic or Latino and Race

Absolute 

Change

Relative 

Change

  Total population 35,630 100.0% 37,039 100.0% 1,409 4.0%

    Hispanic or Latino 1,597 4.5% 2,838 7.7% 1,241 77.7%

    Not Hispanic or Latino 34,033 95.5% 34,201 92.3% 168 0.5%

      White alone 32,364 90.8% 32,295 87.2% -69 -0.2%

      Black or African American alone 156 0.4% 163 0.4% 7 4.5%

      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 342 1.0% 308 0.8% -34 -9.9%

      Asian alone 423 1.2% 445 1.2% 22 5.2%

      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 50 0.1% 84 0.2% 34 68.0%

      Some Other Race alone 14 0.0% 48 0.1% 34 242.9%

      Two or More Races 684 1.9% 858 2.3% 174 25.4%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Censuses.

2000 2010

2000 2010

Clatsop County 1.90 1.99

Oregon 1.98 1.80

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Censuses . 

Oregon Health Authority, Center for Health Statistics. 

Calculated by Population Research Center (PRC).
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Figure 7. Clatsop County—Age Specific Fertility Rate (2000 and 2010) 

 

 

Figure 8. Oregon—Age Specific Fertility Rate (2000 and 2010) 

 

 The smaller sub-areas and the area outside UGBs all contributed to the increase in births across the 

county.  
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Figure 9 shows the number of births by the area in which the mother resides. Note that the number of 

births fluctuates from year to year. For example, a sub-area with an increase in births between two 

years may show a decrease during a different time period. For the 10- year period from 2000 to 2010, 

Astoria experienced a decline in births, while the county as a whole saw a small increase. The smaller 

sub-areas and the area outside UGBs all contributed to the increase in births across the county.  

Figure 9. Clatsop County and Sub-Areas—Total Births (2000 and 2010) 

 

Deaths 

Though Clatsop County’s population is aging, life expectancy increased in the 2000s.3 For Clatsop County 

in 2000, life expectancy for males was 75 years and for females was 78 years. By 2010, life expectancy 

had remained relatively the same for males, but had increased for females to 81 years. For both Clatsop 

County and Oregon, the survival rates changed little between 2000 and 2010—underscoring the fact 

that mortality is the most stable component, relative to birth and migration rates, of population change. 

Even so, the total number of countywide deaths increased slightly (Figure 10). 

Figure 10. Clatsop County and Sub-Areas—Total Deaths (2000 and 2010) 

 

                                                             
3 Researchers have found evidence for a widening rural-urban gap in life expectancy. This gap is particularly 
apparent between race and income groups and may be one explanation for the decline in life expectancy in the 
2000s. See the following research article for more information. Singh, Gopal K., and Mohammad Siahpush. 
“Widening rural-urban disparities in life expectancy, US, 1969-2009.” American Journal of Preventative Medicine 
46, no. 2 (2014): e19-e29. 

2000 2010

Absolute 

Change

Relative 

Change

Share of 

County 2000

Share of 

County 2010

Clatsop County 379 415 36 9.5% 100.0% 100.0%

Astoria 126 109 -17 -13.5% 33.2% 26.3%

Outside UGBs 102 112 10 9.8% 26.9% 27.0%

Smaller UGBs 151 194 43 28.5% 39.8% 46.7%

Note 1: For simplicity each UGB is referred to by its primary city's name.

Sources: Oregon Health Authority, Center for Health Statistics. Aggregated by Population Research Center (PRC).

Note: Smaller UGBs are those with populations less than 7,000 in forecast launch year.

2000 2010

Absolute 

Change

Relative 

Change

Share of 

County 2000

Share of 

County 2010

Clatsop County 345 395 50 14.5% 100.0% 100.0%

Astoria 103 85 -18 -17.5% 29.9% 21.5%

Outside UGBs 239 113 -126 -52.7% 69.3% 28.6%

Smaller UGBs 3 197 194 6466.7% 0.9% 49.9%

Note 1: For simplicity each UGB is referred to by its primary city's name.

Sources: Oregon Health Authority, Center for Health Statistics. Aggregated by Population Research Center (PRC).

Note 2: All other areas includes all smaller UGBs (those with populations less than 7,000) and the area outside UGBs. Detailed, point level death 

data were unavailable for 2000, thus PRC was unable to assign deaths to some UGBs.
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Migration 

The propensity to migrate is strongly linked to age and stage of life. As such, age-specific migration rates 

are critically important for assessing these patterns across five-year age cohorts. Figure 11 shows the 

historical age-specific migration rates by five-year age group, both for Clatsop County and Oregon. The 

migration rate is shown as the number of net in/out migrants per person by age group. 

From 2000 to 2010, younger individuals (ages with the highest mobility levels) moved out of Clatsop 

County in search of employment and educational opportunities. This outmigration of young adults is a 

trend typical of most Oregon counties. At the same time however, the county attracted a modest 

number of adults and retirees. Many in-migrants were accompanied by their children, as shown in the 

in-migration of persons under the age of 14. The age group with the highest in-migration rate are 

persons of retirement age (60-69 year olds), likely drawn to coastal communities in Clatsop County.  

Figure 11. Clatsop County and Oregon—Age Specific Migration Rates (2000-2010) 

 

Historical Trends in Components of Population Change 

In summary, Clatsop County’s modest population growth in the 2000s was primarily the result of 

fluctuating net in-migration to the county in concert with a small, though inconsistent natural increase 

(Figure 12). The early years of the decade witnessed minimal natural increase, with some years showing 

a decrease with a larger number of deaths relative to births. The middle and later years saw natural 

increase rebound to some degree, while more recent years (2011-2015) have seen a return of volatility 

to natural increase. While net in-migration was modest in the early 2000s, the county experienced a 

sharp increase of in-migrants in the middle of the decade, only to see net in-migration slow in the post-

recession period, including some years showing net out-migration.  More recently, increases in net in-

migration have driven the county’s population growth.  
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Figure 12. Clatsop County—Components of Population Change (2000-2015) 

 

Housing and Households 

The total number of housing units in Clatsop County increased rapidly during the middle years of this 

last decade (2000 to 2010), but this growth slowed with the onset of the Great Recession in 2008. Over 

the entire 2000 to 2010 decade, the total number of housing units increased by over nine percent 

countywide; this was nearly 1,900 new housing units (Figure 13). Seaside and Warrenton garnered the 

largest share of the growth in total housing units, with all sub-areas as well as the area outside UGBs 

recording modest gains in total housing units. Seaside, Warrenton, and Gearhart all grew their share of 

the county totals of housing units, while Cannon Beach remained flat and Astoria and the area outside 

UGBs saw small declines. In terms of relative housing growth, Warrenton grew the most during the 

2000s, as its total housing stock increased more than 22 percent (406 housing units) by 2010. 

The rates of increase in the number of total housing units in the county, UGBs, and area outside UGBs 

are similar to the growth rates of their corresponding populations. Housing growth rates may differ 

slightly from population growth rates because (1) the numbers of total housing units are smaller than 

the numbers of people; (2) the UGB has experienced changes in the average number of persons per 

household; or (3) occupancy rates have changed (typically most pronounced in coastal locations with 

vacation-oriented housing). However, the patterns of population and housing change in Clatsop County 

are relatively similar. 
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Figure 13. Clatsop County and Sub-Areas—Total Housing Units (2000 and 2010) 

 
Occupancy rates tend to fluctuate more than PPH. This is particularly true in smaller UGB areas where 

fewer housing units allow for larger changes—in relative terms—in occupancy rates. From 2000 to 2010 

the occupancy rate in Clatsop County decreased; this was most likely due to slack in demand for housing 

as individuals experienced the effects of the Great Recession, plus increase in seasonal home share. All 

sub-areas in the county witnessed drops in occupancy rates, with Gearhart experiencing the largest 

change at -2.4 percent.  

Average household size, or PPH, in Clatsop County was 2.3 in 2010, nearly identical to 2000 (Figure 14). 

Clatsop County’s PPH in 2010 was slightly lower than for Oregon as a whole, which had a PPH of 2.5. 

PPH varied slightly across the sub areas, with all of them falling between 2.1 and 2.5 persons per 

household. In 2010 the highest PPH was 2.5 in both in Warrenton and the area, while the lowest was 2.1 

in Cannon Beach. 

Figure 14. Clatsop County and Sub-Areas—Persons per Household (PPH) and Occupancy Rate 

 

 

2000 2010

AAGR

(2000-2010)

Share of 

County 2000

Share of 

County 2010

Clatsop County 19,685 21,546 0.9% 100.0% 100.0%

Astoria 4,862 4,982 0.2% 24.7% 23.1%

Cannon Beach 1,651 1,814 0.9% 8.4% 8.4%

Gearhart 1,346 1,574 1.6% 6.8% 7.3%

Seaside 4,171 4,732 1.3% 21.2% 22.0%

Warrenton 1,802 2,208 2.1% 9.2% 10.2%

Outside UGBs 5,853 6,236 0.6% 29.7% 28.9%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Censuses.

Note: For simplicity each UGB is referred to by its primary city's name.

2000 2010

Change 

2000-2010 2000 2010

Change 

2000-2010

Clatsop County 2.3 2.3 -0.1 74.7% 73.1% -1.6%

Astoria 2.3 2.2 -0.1 87.2% 86.1% -1.1%

Cannon Beach 2.1 2.1 0.0 43.4% 42.0% -1.5%

Gearhart 2.2 2.3 0.1 44.9% 42.5% -2.4%

Seaside 2.2 2.2 0.0 65.6% 64.4% -1.2%

Warrenton 2.5 2.5 0.0 90.1% 88.8% -1.4%

Outside UGBs 2.5 2.5 -0.1 81.7% 80.4% -1.3%

Note 1: For simplicity each UGB is referred to by its primary city's name.

Persons Per Household (PPH) Occupancy Rate

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Censuses.
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Assumptions for Future Population Change 
Evaluating past demographic trends provides clues about what the future will look like, and helps 

determine the most likely scenarios for population change. Past trends also explain the dynamics of 

population growth specific to local areas. Relating recent and historical population change to events that 

influence population change serves as a gauge for what might realistically occur in a given area over the 

long-term. The forecast period is 2017-2067. 

Assumptions about fertility, mortality, and migration were developed for Clatsop County’s population 

forecast as well as for the forecasts of larger sub-areas.4 The assumptions are derived from observations 

based on life events, as well as trends unique to Clatsop County and its larger sub-areas. Astoria is the 

only sub-area that falls into this category. 

Population change for smaller sub-areas is determined by the change in the number of total housing 

units, occupancy rates, and PPH. Assumptions around housing unit growth as well as occupancy rates 

are derived from observations of historical building patterns and current plans for future housing 

development. In addition assumptions for PPH are based on observed historical patterns of household 

demographics—for example the average age of householder. Clatsop County sub-areas falling into this 

category include: Cannon Beach, Gearhart, Seaside, and Warrenton.  

Assumptions for the County and Larger Sub-Areas 

During the forecast period, the population in Clatsop County is expected to age more quickly during the 

first half of the forecast period and then remain relatively stable over the forecast horizon. Fertility rates 

are expected to slightly decline throughout the forecast period. Total fertility in Clatsop County is 

forecast to decrease from 2.03 children per woman in the 2010-15 period to 1.91 children per woman 

by 2065.  

Changes in mortality and life expectancy are more stable compared to fertility and migration. Clatsop 

County and its larger sub-areas are projected to follow the statewide trend of increasing life expectancy 

throughout the forecast period—progressing from a life expectancy of 78 years in 2010 to 86 in 2060. 

However, in spite of increasing life expectancy and the corresponding increase in survival rates, Clatsop 

County’s aging population will increase the overall number of deaths throughout the forecast period. 

Larger sub-areas within the county will experience a similar increase in deaths as their population ages. 

Migration is the most volatile and challenging demographic component to forecast due to the many 

factors influencing migration patterns. Economic, social, and environmental factors—such as 

employment, educational opportunities, housing availability, family ties, cultural affinity, climate 

change, and natural amenities—occurring both inside and outside the study area can affect both the 

direction and the volume of migration. 

                                                             
4 County sub-areas with populations greater than 7,000 in the forecast launch year were forecast using the cohort-
component method. County sub-areas with populations less than 7,000 in forecast launch year were forecast using 
the housing-unit method. See Glossary of Key Terms at the end of this report for a brief description of these 
methods or refer to the Methods document for a more detailed description of these forecasting techniques. 
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We assume net migration rates will change in line with historical trends unique to Clatsop County. Net 

out-migration of younger persons and net in-migration of middle-aged individuals will persist 

throughout the forecast period. Countywide average annual net migration is expected to increase from 

96 net in-migrants in 2015 to 210 net in-migrants in 2035. Over the last 30 years of the forecast period 

average annual net migration is expected to be more steady, remaining at 212 net in-migrants through 

2065. Net in-migration is expected to account for nearly all of Clatsop County’s population growth 

throughout the entire forecast period.   

Assumptions for Smaller Sub-Areas 

Rates of population growth for the smaller UGBs are determined via corresponding growth in the 

number of housing units, as well as by changes in housing occupancy rates and PPH. The change in 

housing unit growth is much more variable than change in housing occupancy rates or PPH. 

Occupancy rates and PPH are assumed to stay relatively stable over the forecast period. Smaller 

household size is associated with an aging population in Clatsop County and its sub-areas. 

In addition, for sub-areas experiencing population growth we assume a higher growth rate in the near-

term, with growth stabilizing over the remainder of the forecast period. If planned housing units were 

reported in the surveys, then we account for them being constructed over the next 5-15 years (or as 

specified by local officials). Finally, for county sub-areas where population growth has been flat or 

declining, and there is no planned housing construction, we hold population growth mostly stable with 

little to no change. 
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Forecast Trends 
Under the most-likely population growth scenario for Clatsop County, countywide and sub-area 

populations are expected to increase modestly over the forecast period. The countywide population 

growth rate is forecast to peak in 2020, and then steeply decline through 2040 before leveling out for 

the rest of the forecast period. A reduction in population growth rates is driven by both (1) an aging 

population, as well as (2) the expectation of relatively stable in-migration over the second half of the 

forecast period. The combination of these factors will likely result in population growth rates slowing as 

time progresses through the forecast period. 

Clatsop County’s total population is forecast to grow by more than 4,480 persons (roughly 12 percent) 

from 2017 to 2067, which translates into a countywide population of 42,611 in 2067 (Figure 15). The 

population is forecast to grow at the highest rate—at around half a percent per year—in the near-term 

(2017-2025). This anticipated population growth in the near-term is based on two core assumptions: (1) 

Clatsop County’s economy will continue to strengthen over the next 10 years; (2) middle-aged persons 

will continue migrating into the county — bringing their families or having more children. The largest 

component of growth in this initial period is net in-migration (Figure 21). Over 280 more deaths than 

births are forecast for the 2017 to 2025 period. At the same time over 1,800 in-migrants are also 

forecast, outweighing the expected natural decrease and producing modest population growth.  

Figure 15. Clatsop County—Total Forecast Population by Five-year Intervals (2017-2067) 

 

Astoria, Clatsop County’s largest UGB, is forecast to experience population growth of roughly 600 

persons from 2017 to 2035, moving from 10,064 to 10,665 persons over the period (Figure 16). However, 

Astoria is projected to experience a population loss of over 230 persons between 2035 and 2067, 
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shrinking from 10,665 to 10,431. Astoria’s share of the county population is projected to decrease 

slightly over the period, from 26.4 percent in 2017 to 24.5 percent in 2067. 

Population outside UGBs is expected to decrease by more than 1,650 people from 2017 to 2035, but is 

expected to decline at a slower rate during the second half of the forecast period, losing nearly 820 

people from 2035 to 2067. The population of the area outside UGBs is also forecast to decline as a share 

of total countywide population over the forecast period, composing almost 33 percent of the 

countywide population in 2017 and nearly 24 percent in 2067. 

Figure 16. Clatsop County and Larger Sub-Areas—Forecast Population and AAGR 

 

If we only include sub-areas that are expected to experience population growth, Astoria is expected to 

capture 15 percent of the countywide population growth between 2017 and 2035 (Figure 17); however, 

Astoria is forecast to decline in population over the period 2035-2067, capturing none of the growth 

during that time frame.  

Figure 17. Clatsop County and Larger Sub-Areas—Share of Countywide Population Growth 

 

The smaller UGBs are expected to grow by over 3,400 persons combined from 2017 to 2035, with a 

combined average annual growth rate of 1.1 percent (Figure 16). This growth rate is due to modest 

growth expected in all smaller UGBs, with the exception of Warrenton expecting a strong growth rate in 

the near-term (Figure 18). All of the county’s smaller UGBs are expected to grow at rates greater than 

that of the county between 2017 and 2035. Unlike Astoria and the area outside UGBs, the smaller UGBs 

in Clatsop County, while forecasted to experience slower growth in the period 2035-2067 compared to 

the previous period, are expected to experience positive population growth. The smaller UGBs are 

expected to collectively add over 3,180 people from 2035 to 2067. 

2017 2035 2067

AAGR

(2017-2035)

AAGR

(2035-2067)

Share of 

County 2017

Share of 

County 2035

Share of 

County 2067

Clatsop County 38,123    40,474    42,611    0.3% 0.2% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Astoria UGB 10,064    10,665    10,431    0.3% -0.1% 26.4% 26.3% 24.5%

Outside UGBs 12,534    10,878    10,063    -0.8% -0.2% 32.9% 26.9% 23.6%

Smaller UGBs 15,525    18,931    22,117    1.1% 0.5% 40.7% 46.8% 51.9%

Source: Forecast by Population Research Center (PRC)

Note: Smaller UGBs are those with populations less than 7,000 in forecast launch year.

2017-2035 2035-2067

Clatsop County 100.0% 100.0%

Astoria UGB 15.0% 0.0%

Outside UGBs 0.0% 0.0%

Smaller UGBs 85.0% 100.0%

Source: Forecast by Population Research Center (PRC)

Note: Smaller UGBs are those with populations less than 7,000 in forecast launch year.
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Figure 18. Clatsop County and Smaller Sub-Areas—Forecast Population and AAGR 

 

Including only sub-areas that are expected to experience population growth, Clatsop County’s smaller 

sub-areas are expected to compose roughly 85 percent of countywide population growth in the first 18 

years of the forecast period and all of the growth in the final 32 years (Figure 17). Cannon Beach and 

Warrenton are both expected to increase their share of countywide growth between the two periods, 

while the shares of Seaside and Gerhart are projected to decline (Figure 19).   

Figure 19. Clatsop County and Smaller Sub-Areas—Share of Countywide Population Growth 

 

Forecast Trends in Components of Population Change 

As previously discussed, a key factor in increasing deaths is an aging population. From 2017 to 2035 the 

proportion of county population 65 or older is forecast to grow from roughly 25 percent to about 30 

percent; between 2035 and 2067, we expect the elderly proportion to stabilize at 29.5 percent (Figure 

20). For a more detailed look at the age structure of Clatsop County’s population see the final forecast 

table published to the forecast program website (http://www.pdx.edu/prc/opfp). 

2017 2035 2067

AAGR

(2017-2035)

AAGR

(2035-2067)

Share of 

County 2017

Share of 

County 2035

Share of 

County 2067

Clatsop County 38,123   40,474   42,611   0.3% 0.2% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Cannon Beach UGB 1,730      1,886      2,112      0.5% 0.4% 4.5% 4.7% 5.0%

Gearhart UGB 1,550      1,752      1,818      0.7% 0.1% 4.1% 4.3% 4.3%

Seaside UGB 6,872      7,884      8,571      0.8% 0.3% 18.0% 19.5% 20.1%

Warrenton UGB 5,373      7,410      9,616      1.8% 0.8% 14.1% 18.3% 22.6%

Outside UGBs 12,534    10,878    10,063    -0.8% -0.2% 32.9% 26.9% 23.6%

Larger UGBs 10,064    10,665    10,431    0.3% -0.1% 26.4% 26.3% 24.5%

Source: Forecast by Population Research Center (PRC)

Note: Larger UGBs are those with populations equal to or greater than 7,000 in forecast launch year.

2017-2035 2035-2067

Clatsop County 100.0% 100.0%

Cannon Beach UGB 3.9% 7.1%

Gearhart UGB 5.0% 2.1%

Seaside UGB 25.3% 21.6%

Warrenton UGB 50.8% 69.3%

Outside UGBs 0.0% 0.0%

Larger UGBs 15.0% 0.0%

Source: Forecast by Population Research Center (PRC)

Note: Larger UGBs are those with populations equal to or greater than 7,000 in forecast launch year.

http://www.pdx.edu/prc/opfp
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Figure 20. Clatsop County—Age Structure of the Population (2017, 2035, and 2067) 

 

As the countywide population ages in the near-term, contributing to a slow-growing population of 

women in their years of peak fertility, and more women choose to have fewer children and have them 

at older ages, the increase in average annual births is expected to slow. This, combined with the rise in 

the number of deaths, is expected to result in a natural decrease beginning in 2020 and continuing 

through the end of the period (Figure 21).  

Net in-migration is forecast to increase rapidly in the near-term and then remain relatively stable over 

the remainder of the forecast period. The majority of these net in-migrants are expected to be adults 

(30-69 years old) and their children under the age of 14. 

In summary, a growing natural decrease and steady net in-migration are expected to lead to modest 

population growth reaching its peak in 2020, declining through 2040, and then stabilizing through the 

remainder of the forecast period (Figure 21). An aging population is expected to not only lead to an 

increase in deaths, but a smaller proportion of women in their childbearing years. Births will likely 

stabilize. Net migration is expected to remain relatively steady throughout the forecast period, 

offsetting a growing magnitude in natural decrease.  
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Figure 21. Clatsop County—Components of Population Change, 2015-2065 
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Glossary of Key Terms 
 

Cohort-Component Method: A method used to forecast future populations based on changes in births, 

deaths, and migration over time.  

Coordinated population forecast: A population forecast prepared for the county along with population 

forecasts for its urban growth boundaries (UGB) areas and non-UGB area. 

Housing unit: A house, apartment, mobile home or trailer, group of rooms, or single room that is 

occupied or intended for occupancy. 

Housing-Unit Method: A method used to forecast future populations based on changes in housing unit 

counts, occupancy rates, the average numbers of persons per household (PPH), and group quarter 

population counts. 

Occupancy rate: The proportion of total housing units that are occupied by an individual or group of 

persons.  

Persons per household (PPH): The average household size (i.e. the average number of persons per 

occupied housing unit). 

Replacement Level Fertility: The average number of children each woman needs to bear in order to 

replace the population (to replace each male and female) under current mortality conditions in the U.S. 

This is commonly estimated to be 2.1 children per woman. 
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Appendix A: Surveys and Supporting Information 
Supporting information is based on planning documents and reports, and from submissions to PRC from city officials and staff, and other 

stakeholders. The information pertains to characteristics of each city area, and to changes thought to occur in the future. The cities of Gearhart 

and Seaside did not submit survey responses. 

Astoria — Clatsop County—10/31/2016 

Observations 

about Population 

Composition (e.g. 

about children, the 

elderly, racial 

ethnic groups)  

Observations 

about 

Housing 

(including 

vacancy 

rates) 

Planned Housing 

Development/Es

t. Year 

Completion  

Future Group 

quarters 

Facilities 

Future 

Employers Infrastructure 

Promotions (Promos) and 

Hindrances (Hinders) to 

Population and Housing Growth; 

Other notes 

Geographic 

constraints 

generally limit 

population growth.  

Astoria School 

District enrollment 

down about 200 

students in last 10 

years. 

Increased 

demand for 

home-stay 

lodging 

(AirBnB) 

Planned 40-45 

unit multi-family 

development just 

finished the per-

application stage. 

Short-term: 

KLEAN 

treatment 

facility 

possibly. Coast 

Guard housing 

just completed. 

Columbia 

Memorial 

Hospital's new 

Cancer Clinic 

in 

construction 

will add appx 

35 new 

employees. 

Proposed 

Mo's 

restaurant to 

add appx 25 

employees, 3 

new pot shops 

appx 10 

Major infrastructure 

developments limited 

by water treatment 

capacity. Bridge end 

repairs along the 

waterfront are in 

process, as well as CSO 

project recently 

complete. 

Promos: Recent kick-off of 5 year 

economic development plan, 

proposed development code 

changes to allow flexibility for 

siting Accessory Dwelling Units 

 

Hinders: 
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Astoria — Clatsop County—10/31/2016 

employees, 

new local 

brewery 1-5 

employees, 

and new 

daycare 

centers 1-10 

employees. 

Highlights or 

summary from 

planning 

documents of 

influences on or 

anticipation of 

population and 

housing growth 

(including any 

plans for UGB 

expansion and the 

stage in the 

expansion process) 

No UGB expansion is proposed in the near future. 
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Astoria — Clatsop County—10/31/2016 

Other information 

(e.g. planning 

documents, email 

correspondence, 

housing 

development 

survey)  

School enrollments have decreased from 2024 children in 2005 to 1830 children in 2015. 

According to PRC background research: 

- A key finding from 2011 BLI is a surplus of employment land but a deficit of land zoned for commercial and retail uses. It 

also revealed an overall deficit in residential land. 

- Increasing amount of second homes/short term rentals. Housing stock needed to accommodate this trend could 

change the amount of residentially zoned land needed to accommodate growth through 2027. 
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Cannon Beach — Clatsop County—1/23/2017 

Observations about 

Population 

Composition (e.g. 

about children, the 

elderly, racial ethnic 

groups)  

Observations 

about 

Housing 

(including 

vacancy rates) 

Planned 

Housing 

Development/

Est. Year 

Completion  

Future Group 

quarters 

Facilities Future Employers Infrastructure 

Promotions (Promos) and 

Hindrances (Hinders) to 

Population and Housing Growth; 

Other notes 

 More than 

10% of 

Cannon 

Beach’s 

housing stock 

is managed 

for short-term 

vacation 

rental. 

 

 None Unknown Condition: good.  

Water capacity: 

limited. 

Promos:  

 

Hinders: 

Highlights or summary 

from planning 

documents of 

influences on or 

anticipation of 

population and 

housing growth 

(including any plans 

for UGB expansion and 

No planned UGB expansion at this time. 
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Cannon Beach — Clatsop County—1/23/2017 

the stage in the 

expansion process) 

Other information 

(e.g. planning 

documents, email 

correspondence, 

housing development 

survey)  

N/A 
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Gearhart — Clatsop County—NO SURVEY RESPONSE 

Observations about 

Population 

Composition (e.g. 

about children, the 

elderly, racial ethnic 

groups)  

Observations 

about 

Housing 

(including 

vacancy rates) 

Planned 

Housing 

Development/

Est. Year 

Completion  

Future Group 

quarters 

Facilities Future Employers Infrastructure 

Promotions (Promos) and 

Hindrances (Hinders) to 

Population and Housing Growth; 

Other notes 

      Promos:  

 

Hinders: 

Highlights or summary 

from planning 

documents of 

influences on or 

anticipation of 

population and 

housing growth 

(including any plans 

for UGB expansion and 

N/A 
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Gearhart — Clatsop County—NO SURVEY RESPONSE 

the stage in the 

expansion process) 

Other information 

(e.g. planning 

documents, email 

correspondence, 

housing development 

survey)  

N/A 
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Seaside — Clatsop County—NO SURVEY RESPONSE 

Observations about 

Population 

Composition (e.g. 

about children, the 

elderly, racial ethnic 

groups)  

Observations 

about 

Housing 

(including 

vacancy rates) 

Planned 

Housing 

Development/

Est. Year 

Completion  

Future Group 

quarters 

Facilities Future Employers Infrastructure 

Promotions (Promos) and 

Hindrances (Hinders) to 

Population and Housing Growth; 

Other notes 

      Promos:  

 

Hinders: 

Highlights or summary 

from planning 

documents of 

influences on or 

anticipation of 

population and 

housing growth 

(including any plans 

for UGB expansion and 

N/A 
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Seaside — Clatsop County—NO SURVEY RESPONSE 

the stage in the 

expansion process) 

Other information 

(e.g. planning 

documents, email 

correspondence, 

housing development 

survey)  

N/A 
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Warrenton — Clatsop County—3/21/2017 

Observations about 

Population 

Composition (e.g. 

about children, the 

elderly, racial ethnic 

groups)  

Observations 

about 

Housing 

(including 

vacancy rates) 

Planned 

Housing 

Development/

Est. Year 

Completion  

Future Group 

quarters 

Facilities Future Employers Infrastructure 

Promotions (Promos) and 

Hindrances (Hinders) to 

Population and Housing Growth; 

Other notes 

  Forte Pointe is 

a large 

development 

in the pre-

application 

phase with 10 

duplexes/town

homes, 216 

SFR and 125 

apts for 

seniors.  

95 additional 

SFR units are in 

the pipeline. 11 

are expected to 

start 

construction 

Spring/Summer 

2017.  

   Promos:  

 

Hinders: 
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Warrenton — Clatsop County—3/21/2017 

126 apts are in 

the pre-

application 

phase and 28 

duplexes, 14 of 

which, called 

the Waterfront 

Trail Landing. 

are expected to 

begin 

construction 

Spring/Summer 

2017. 

Highlights or summary 

from planning 

documents of 

influences on or 

anticipation of 

population and 

housing growth 

(including any plans 

for UGB expansion and 

the stage in the 

expansion process) 

N/A 
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Warrenton — Clatsop County—3/21/2017 

Other information 

(e.g. planning 

documents, email 

correspondence, 

housing development 

survey)  

N/A 
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Appendix B: Specific Assumptions 
 

Astoria 

Total fertility rates are assumed to remain relatively stable over the forecast period. Survival rates are 

assumed to be the same as those forecast for the county as a whole; these rates are expected to 

gradually increase over the 50-year period. Age specific net migration rates are assumed to follow 

historical county patterns. 

Cannon Beach 

The 5-year average annual housing unit growth rate is assumed to slightly decline throughout the 

forecast period. The occupancy rate is assumed to also slightly decrease from 41.9 percent throughout 

the 50 year horizon. PPH is assumed to also decline from 2.07 to 1.95 over the forecast period. Group 

quarters population is assumed to remain at 121. 

Gearhart 

The 5-year average annual housing unit growth rate is assumed to slightly decline throughout the 

forecast period. The occupancy rate is assumed to decrease by 0.1 percent every 5 years from 42.4 

percent throughout the 50 year horizon. PPH is assumed to increase to 2.3 from 2016 to 2035 and then 

decrease for the rest of the forecast period. The group quarter population is assumed to remain at zero 

through the 50 year horizon. 

Seaside 

The 5-year average annual housing unit growth rate is assumed to decline throughout the forecast 

period. The occupancy rate is assumed to decrease by 0.1 percent every 5 years from 64.3 percent 

throughout the 50 year horizon. PPH is assumed to be stable at 2.17 over the forecast period. Group 

quarters population is assumed to remain at 47. 

Warrenton 

The 5-year average annual housing unit growth rate is assumed to decline throughout the forecast 

period. The occupancy rate is assumed to be steady at 88.8 percent throughout the 50 year horizon. PPH 

is assumed to be stable at 2.45 over the forecast period. Group quarters population is assumed to 

remain at 216. 

Outside UGBs 

The 5-year average annual housing unit growth rate is assumed to slightly decline throughout the 

forecast period. The occupancy rate is assumed to be steady at 81.1 percent throughout the 50 year 

horizon. PPH is assumed to be stable at 2.49 over the forecast period. Group quarters population is 

assumed to remain at 15. 
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Appendix C: Detailed Population Forecast Results 
 

Figure 22. Clatsop County—Population by Five-Year Age Group 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 23. Clatsop County's Sub-Areas—Total Population 

 

 

Population 

Forecasts by Age 

Group / Year 2017 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 2055 2060 2065 2067

00-04 2,104         2,032         2,021         2,021         2,083         2,140         2,177         2,175         2,186         2,201         2,246         2,262         

05-09 2,030         2,130         2,021         2,013         2,015         2,078         2,132         2,168         2,169         2,180         2,197         2,214         

10-14 2,111         2,085         2,275         2,161         2,155         2,157         2,221         2,278         2,319         2,321         2,334         2,342         

15-19 2,267         2,252         2,213         2,413         2,295         2,288         2,288         2,356         2,418         2,463         2,467         2,472         

20-24 2,097         2,048         2,037         2,007         2,192         2,085         2,077         2,076         2,140         2,199         2,241         2,242         

25-29 1,976         1,902         1,839         1,835         1,812         1,984         1,885         1,877         1,879         1,938         1,992         2,008         

30-34 2,213         2,206         2,076         2,009         2,005         1,979         2,162         2,054         2,047         2,051         2,117         2,141         

35-39 2,293         2,344         2,344         2,212         2,145         2,143         2,116         2,313         2,201         2,195         2,201         2,229         

40-44 2,243         2,377         2,479         2,484         2,347         2,276         2,273         2,244         2,457         2,339         2,336         2,338         

45-49 2,332         2,259         2,500         2,612         2,620         2,477         2,401         2,398         2,370         2,597         2,475         2,474         

50-54 2,475         2,429         2,315         2,566         2,683         2,691         2,541         2,461         2,460         2,431         2,664         2,613         

55-59 2,850         2,617         2,550         2,433         2,699         2,823         2,829         2,673         2,592         2,593         2,566         2,662         

60-64 3,057         3,134         2,733         2,668         2,549         2,831         2,959         2,966         2,806         2,724         2,728         2,716         

65-69 2,858         3,002         3,147         2,752         2,692         2,574         2,858         2,990         3,002         2,847         2,770         2,773         

70-74 2,114         2,501         2,729         2,868         2,512         2,459         2,351         2,612         2,737         2,753         2,613         2,584         

75-79 1,373         1,557         2,076         2,276         2,400         2,107         2,065         1,978         2,204         2,317         2,336         2,290         

80-84 907             975             1,213         1,632         1,805         1,913         1,686         1,661         1,600         1,792         1,894         1,904         

85+ 823             838             927             1,117         1,465         1,779         2,045         2,106         2,147         2,154         2,285         2,345         

Total 38,123      38,687      39,496      40,079      40,474      40,782      41,067      41,387      41,734      42,096      42,462      42,611      

Population Forecasts prepared by: Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017.

Area / Year 2017 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 2055 2060 2065 2067

Clatsop County 38,123       38,687       39,496       40,079       40,474       40,782       41,067       41,387       41,734       42,096       42,462       42,611       

Astoria UGB 10,064       10,208       10,435       10,581       10,665       10,687       10,669       10,631       10,578       10,527       10,463       10,431       

Cannon Beach UGB 1,730          1,755          1,802          1,845          1,886          1,925          1,962          1,998          2,032          2,066          2,099          2,112          

Gearhart UGB 1,550          1,591          1,654          1,708          1,752          1,770          1,782          1,792          1,801          1,809          1,815          1,818          

Seaside UGB 6,872          7,055          7,379          7,654          7,884          8,069          8,206          8,298          8,382          8,464          8,541          8,571          

Warrenton UGB 5,373          5,677          6,219          6,794          7,410          7,878          8,284          8,662          8,959          9,262          9,522          9,616          

Outside UGB Area 12,534       12,401       12,007       11,498       10,878       10,453       10,165       10,006       9,981          9,968          10,021       10,063       

Population Forecasts prepared by: Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017.



zoning. City and county plans 

must be consistent with one 

another. Special district and 

state agency plans and pro-

grams must be coordinated 

with comprehensive plans.  

 

Comprehensive plans must 

comply with the require-

ments of each applicable 

statewide planning goal. The 

Land Conservation and De-

velopment Commission 

(LCDC) reviewed each city 

and county comprehensive 

plan for compliance with the 

goals, and when LCDC found 

that the plan, as a whole, was 

consistent with the goals, the 

commission "acknowledged," 

or approved, the plan. Once a 

plan is acknowledged, it re-

places the statewide planning 

goals for the purposes of lo-

cal land use decision-making. 

HISTORY 

Oregonians in the 1960s an 

‘70s became concerned as 

they watched rapid popula-

tion growth begin to take 

place around the state. Law-

makers responded with Sen-

ate Bill 100, which Governor 

Tom McCall signed into law 

in 1973. At that time, farming 

and timber harvesting were 

the state’s largest industries 

and many Oregonians 

thought eventual develop-

ment of land for new homes 

and industries would displace 

these economic engines. Sen-

ate Bill 100 tied local planning 

to a set of guiding statewide 

principles. The new law cre-

ated the Land Conservation 

and Development Commis-

sion to craft the rules that 

guide the system. 

GOAL 2 

Goal 2 requires each local 

government in Oregon to 

have and follow a compre-

hensive land use plan and 

implementing regulations. 

Cities and counties must 

build their comprehensive 

plans on a factual base, and 

follow their plan when mak-

ing decisions on appropriate 

HISTORY 

Clatsop County’s Compre-

hensive Plan was originally 

acknowledged in 1980. Over 

the years, the acknowledged 

plan has been revised, albeit 

in an often piecemeal fashion. 

From 1981 through 2007, 

Oregon law required all cities 

and counties to conduct a 

periodic review of their com-

prehensive plans. In 2007 the 

legislature revised the re-

quirements of periodic re-

view to include only those 

cities with a population of 

10,000 or greater. The Coun-

ty’s last periodic review was 

in 2003.  However, the 2003 

review did not revisit all 18 

goals, choosing instead to 

focus on amendments to 

those goals that would allow 

creation of the rural commu-

nities of Knappa, Svensen, 

Miles Crossing, Jeffers Gar-

dens, Westport and Arch 

Cape. While the Comprehen-

sive Plan has been amended 

several times over the past 

40 years, this will be the first 

complete review and update 

since its adoption in 1980.   

 

 

Oregon’s Land Use Planning 

System was established by 

Senate Bill 100 in 1973. 

Land Use Planning in Oregon 

Land Use Planning in Clatsop County 

Background Report: 

Land Use Planning 
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G O A L  2 :  

L A N D  U S E   

P L A N N I N G  

PART I -- PLAN-

NING 

To establish a land 

use 

planning process 

and policy frame-

work as a basis for 

all decision 

and actions related 

to use of land and 

to assure an ade-

quate factual base 

for such decisions 

and actions. 
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Updates to the County’s 

Comprehensive Plan in 

2003 focused on 

amendments  that created 

Rural Communities such 

as Knappa 

Clatsop’s Rural Communities 

Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB) 
ends and the farms and 

forests begin.  

A UGB is expanded 
through a joint effort in-
volving the city and county, 
and in coordination with 
special districts that pro-
vide important services in 
the urban area. The UGB 
expansion process typically 
includes some level of citi-
zen participation. Once 
land is included in a UGB, it 
is eligible for annexation to 
a city. Adding land to an 
existing city limit through 
annexation is not regulated 
by the Land Conservation 
and Development Commis-

sion (LCDC).  

Each of the five incorpo-
rated areas within Clatsop 
County has areas that are 
designated as UGB. (see 
maps on next page).  The 
County also has  UGB Man-
agement Agreements with 
each of the incorporated 
cities.  These management 

agreements detail which 

jurisdiction is: 

• responsible for land use 
decisions within the UGB 

areas, 

• to provides code en-

forcement services 

• responsible for issuing 
septic compatibility state-
ments, electrical compati-
bility statements and wa-

ter rights statements 

In Clatsop County, city 
zoning is applied within the 
UGB and is administered by 
the cities.  Each individual 
city is also required to han-
dle code enforcement com-
plaints within the UGB are-

as. 

 

Additionally, the document 
sets out a very precise pro-
cess for how applications 
within Urban Growth 
Boundary areas shall be 

processed. 

unincorporated community 

which consists primarily of 

permanent residential 

dwellings but also has at 

least two other land uses 

that provide commercial, 

industrial, or public uses 

(including but not limited to 

schools, churches, grange 

halls, post offices) to the 

community, the surround-

ing rural area, or to per-

sons traveling through the 

area. The purpose of the 

Unincorporated Communi-

ties Rule is to establish a 

statewide policy for the 

planning and zoning of unin-

corporated communities 

that recognizes the im-

portance of those commu-

nities in rural Oregon.  It is 

intended to expedite the 

planning process for coun-

ties by reducing their need 

to take exceptions to 

statewide planning goals 

when planning and zoning 

unincorporated communi-

ties.   

On October 

10, 2003, the 

Clatsop Coun-

ty Board of 

Commission-

ers adopted 

Ordinance 03-10, which 

established regulations for 

the rural communities of 

Arch Cape, Svensen, Knap-

pa and Miles Crossing/

Jeffers Gardens. OAR 660-

22-010 (Unincorporated 

Communities) defines 

“Rural Community” as  an 

B A C K G R O U N D  R E P O R T :  L A N D  U S E  P L A N N I N G  

Seaside extended its Urban 

Growth Boundary (UGB) in 

2017 to include property 

for a new school outside of 

the tsunami inundation 

zone 

UGBs in Clatsop  

County 

Each Oregon city is sur-
rounded by an urban 
growth boundary (UGB); a 
line drawn on planning 
maps to designate where a 
city expects to grow over a 
20-year period. This 
growth can occur with new 
houses, industrial facilities, 
businesses, or public facili-
ties such as parks and utili-
ties. Restrictions in areas 
outside of a UGB protect 
farm and forest resource 
land and prohibit urban 
development. Generally 
speaking, it’s where the city 
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B A C K G R O U N D  R E P O R T :  

 

Ordinances 
That Matter 

Although the State’s current land 

use system did not come into effect 

until 1973, Clatsop County has a 

history of land use planning dating 

back more than 50 years.  A few 

ordinances of note include: 

Ordinance #: 66-2 
Date Adopted: 11-23-1966 
Description: Clatsop County 

Zoning Ordinance 

 

Ordinance #: 69-8 

Date Adopted: 12-22-1969 

Description: Subdivision Ordi-

nance 

 

Ordinance #: 78-10 and 78-11 

Date Adopted: 6-21-1978 

Description: Original Flood 

Plain Ordinances 

 

Ordinance #: 80-7 

Date Adopted: 6-23-1980 

Description: Lewis & Clark 
Olney Wallooskee, Elsie-Jewell, 
and Seaside Rural Community 
Plans and Goals 1, 2, 3,5, 6, 7, 8, 

9, 10, 11 and 13 

 

Ordinance #: 80-13 

Date Adopted: 9-30-1980 

Description: Goals 2, 14, 16 

and 17 

 

Ordinance #: 80-14 

Date Adopted: 9-30-1980 

Description: Land and Water 
Development and Use Ordi-

nance (current zoning document) 

 

Ordinance #: 97-3 

Date Adopted: 2-27-1997 

Description: Established 80-
acre minimum parcel size in re-

source zones (EFU, AF-F-80) 

 

Ordinance #: 03-10 

Date Adopted: 10-10-2003 

Description: Established rural 

communities 

ASTORIA 

WARRENTON 

SEASIDE 

CANNON 

BEACH 

GEARHART 

UGB 

https://www.co.clatsop.or.us/landuse/page/comprehensive-plan-update  

@ClatsopCD  
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B A C K G R O U N D  R E P O R T :  L A N D  U S E  

Goal Exceptions 
not require a new excep-
tion cannot reasonably ac-

commodate the use;  

 (3) The long-term 
environmental, economic, 
social and energy conse-
quences resulting from the 
use of the proposed site 
with measures designed to 
reduce adverse impacts are 
not significantly more ad-
verse than would typically 
result from the same pro-
posal being located in areas 
requiring a goal exception 
other than the proposed 

site; and  

 (4) The proposed 
uses are compatible with 
other adjacent uses or will 
be so rendered through 
measures designed to re-

duce adverse impacts.  

Exception means a com-
prehensive plan provision, 
including an amendment to 
an acknowledged compre-

hensive plan, that;  

(a) Is applicable to specific 
properties or situa-
tions and does not 
establish a planning or 
zoning policy of general 

applicability;  

(b) Does not comply with 
some or all goal re-
quirements applicable 
to the subject proper-

ties or situations; and  

(c) Complies with stand-

ards for an exception.  

Beginning with the adoption 
of the original Comprehen-
sive Plan in 1980, Clatsop 
County has taken excep-
tions to some of the specif-
ic requirements of Goals 3 
(Agricultural Lands), 4 
(Forest Lands), 5 (Open 
Spaces, Scenic and Historic 
Areas, and Natural Re-
sources), 14 (Urbanization) 
and 18 (Beaches and 
Dunes).  For example, in 
order for Ordinance 03-10 
to be successfully adopted, 
the County had to first 
approve exceptions to Goal 
14 (Urbanization). Once 
the goal exception was 
adopted, the County was 
able to establish the Rural 
Communities and adopt 
associated zoning regula-
tions and development 

standards. 

Statewide Planning Goal 2 
requires local governments 
to establish a land use plan-
ning process and policy 
framework as a basis for all 
decision and actions related 
to use of land and to assure 
an adequate factual base for 
such decisions. However, 
there may be times where 
a local government may not 
be able to comply with a 
statewide planning goal due 
to existing conditions or 
because of a particular need 
in the community that 
needs to be addressed.  In 
those cases, a local govern-
ment may adopt an excep-
tion to a goal when one of 
the following can be 

demonstrated:  

(a) The land subject to the 
exception is physically 
developed to the ex-
tent that it is no longer 
available for uses al-
lowed by the applicable 

goal;  

(b) The land subject to the 
exception is irrevoca-
bly committed to uses 
not allowed by the 
applicable goal because 
existing 
adjacent 
uses and 
other rele-
vant factors 
make uses 
allowed by 
the applica-
ble goal 
impractica-

ble; or  

(c) The follow-
ing stand-
ards are 

met:  

 (1) 
Reasons justify 
why the state 
policy embodied 
in the applicable 
goals should not 

apply;  

 (2) Areas which do 

The Miles Crossing/Jeffers Garden Rural Community was 

created through an exception to Goal 14—Urbanization. 
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B A C K G R O U N D  R E P O R T :  L A N D  U S E  P L A N N I N G  

LUBA and 
Clatsop  
County 

Since adoption of its  
Comprehensive Plan in 1980, 

Clatsop County has had several 
cases appealed to LUBA.  Nota-

ble appeals include: 
 

LUBA #2016-108 

APRIL 21, 2017 

The Oregon Land Use Board of 
Appeals remanded Ordinance 
16-03 back to Clatsop County 
to address procedural errors.  
The ordinance related to the 

discontinuation of the  
Southwest Coastal Citizen  

Advisory Committee. The ordi-
nance was re-advertised and re-

noticed and subsequently 

adopted as Ordinance 17-02. 
 

LUBA #2013-106 

APRIL 29, 2015 

The Oregon Land Use Board of 
Appeals upheld Clatsop Coun-

ty’s 2013 ruling rejecting an 
application for construction of 
41 miles of pipeline to serve a 
proposed liquefied natural gas 

terminal in Warrenton.  
 

LUBA #96-033 

February 12, 1997 

The Oregon Land Use Board of 
Appeals remanded a County 

approval of a 51-lot subdivision 
(Pinehurst Estates). One of the 
contested issues related to the 

location of the construction 

setback line. 

 

LUBA #82-006 

May 11, 1982 

The Oregon Land Use Board of 
Appeals dismissed an appeal 

seeking to overturn the  
County’s determination that a 

nonconforming use (Sports 
Acres) had a vested right to 

continue. 

Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) 
Examples of land use deci-

sions in this group are:  

• comprehensive plan 
change 

• zone change 
• conditional use permit 
• variance 
• rural land division 

A final decision of a state 

agency is also a "land use 

decision" if the state agency 

is required to apply the 

statewide planning goals.  

The other test for a "land 

use decision" comes from 

appellate court rulings. Un-

der this test, a decision is a 

"land use decision" if it will 

have a significant impact on 

present or future land uses 

in the area.  

For example, construction 

of a major street through a 

quiet residential area was 

held to be a ´land use deci-

sion´ in the Oregon Su-

preme Court case of City of 

Pendleton v. Kerns, 294 Or 

126, 653 P2d 992 

(1982); see also Billington v. 

Polk County, 299 Or 471, 

703 P2d 232 (1985). You 

can find these cases in a 

public library or a law li-

brary.  

The term "limited land use 

decision" is defined in 

ORS 197.015(12). Limited 

land use decisions include 

certain listed types of deci-

sions concerning sites with-

in urban growth bounda-

ries. Examples of limited 

land use decisions include:  

• urban partition 

• urban subdivision 
• urban site review deci-

sion 
• urban design review 

decision 

The tests for determining 

what is a land use decision 

or limited land use decision 

are not always easy to ap-

ply. A petitioner in a LUBA 

appeal must explain why 

the appealed decision is a 

land use decision. If the 

explanation is not stated in 

the petition for review (see 

question 13) the appeal 

may be dismissed.  

Note that both a land use 

decision and a limited land 

use decision must be "final" 

before either can be ap-

pealed to LUBA. Generally, 

a decision is considered 

final when it is reduced to 

writing. Local government 

regulations may also re-

quire the signatures of cer-

tain decision makers or 

officials to be placed on the 

document. You should 

check the local regulations 

to determine when a local 

decision becomes final.  

If local ordinances or regu-

lations provide for an ap-

peal from one decision 

maker (e.g., planning com-

mission, hearings officer) to 

a higher body within the 

same unit of government 

(e.g., city council, county 

board of commissioners), 

that appeal must be com-

pleted before LUBA is 

asked to review the deci-

sion. State law requires 

completion of all available 

local appeals before a No-

tice of Intent to Appeal is 

filed at LUBA.  

-DLCD Website 

What is LUBA? 

The Land Use Board of 

Appeals (LUBA) was estab-

lished by the Oregon Legis-

lature in 1979. LUBA hears 

and rules on appeals of land 

use decisions made by local 

governments and special 

districts. LUBA is the only 

forum that can hear appeals 

of local land use decisions. 

The circuit courts no long-

er can hear such appeals. 

LUBA consists of three 

Board members who are 

appointed by the Governor. 

They are attorneys who are 

experts in land use planning 

law.  

What Cases Does  

LUBA Hear? 

LUBA can review only final 

"land use decisions" and 

"limited land use decisions." 

There are two tests for 

determining whether a de-

cision is a "land use deci-

sion." One is based on a 

state statute. The other 

test is based on appellate 

court rulings, and is called 

the "significant impact" test.  

The statutory test (ORS 

197.015(10)) defines ´land 

use decision´ as a final deci-

sion by a local government 

or special district that con-

cerns the adoption, amend-

ment or application of the 

statewide planning goals, a 

comprehensive plan provi-

sion, or a land use regula-

tion (e.g., zoning or subdivi-

sion ordinance).   
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Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals & Guidelines

GOAL 2: LAND USE PLANNING

OAR 660-015-0000(2)

PART I -- PLANNING
To establish a land use

planning process and policy
framework as a basis for all decision
and actions related to use of land and
to assure an adequate factual base
for such decisions and actions.

City, county, state and federal
agency and special district plans and
actions related to land use shall be
consistent with the comprehensive plans
of cities and counties and regional plans
adopted under ORS Chapter 268.

All land use plans shall include
identification of issues and problems,
inventories and other factual information
for each applicable statewide planning
goal, evaluation of alternative courses of
action and ultimate policy choices,
taking into consideration social,
economic, energy and environmental
needs. The required information shall be
contained in the plan document or in
supporting documents. The plans,
supporting documents and
implementation ordinances shall be filed
in a public office or other place easily
accessible to the public. The plans shall
be the basis for specific implementation
measures. These measures shall be
consistent with and adequate to carry
out the plans. Each plan and related
implementation measure shall be
coordinated with the plans of affected
governmental units.

All land-use plans and
implementation ordinances shall be
adopted by the governing body after

public hearing and shall be reviewed
and, as needed, revised on a periodic
cycle to take into account changing
public policies and circumstances, in
accord with a schedule set forth in the
plan. Opportunities shall be provided for
review and comment by citizens and
affected governmental units during
preparation, review and revision of plans
and implementation ordinances.

Affected Governmental Units --
are those local governments, state and
federal agencies and special districts
which have programs, land ownerships,
or responsibilities within the area
included in the plan.

Comprehensive Plan -- as
defined in ORS 197.015(5).

Coordinated -- as defined in
ORS 197.015(5). Note:  It is included in
the definition of comprehensive plan.

Implementation Measures -- are
the means used to carry out the plan.
These are of two general types:
(1) management implementation
measures such as ordinances,
regulations or project plans, and (2) site
or area specific implementation
measures such as permits and grants
for construction, construction of public
facilities or provision of services.

Plans -- as used here
encompass all plans which guide
land-use decisions, including both
comprehensive and single-purpose
plans of cities, counties, state and
federal agencies and special districts.
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PART II -- EXCEPTIONS
A local government may adopt an
exception to a goal when:

(a) The land subject to the
exception is physically developed to the
extent that it is no longer available for
uses allowed by the applicable goal;

(b) The land subject to the
exception is irrevocably committed to
uses not allowed by the applicable goal
because existing adjacent uses and
other relevant factors make uses
allowed by the applicable goal
impracticable; or

(c) The following standards are
met:

(1) Reasons justify why the state
policy embodied in the applicable goals
should not apply;

(2) Areas which do not require a
new exception cannot reasonably
accommodate the use;

(3) The long-term environmental,
economic, social and energy
consequences resulting from the use of
the proposed site with measures
designed to reduce adverse impacts are
not significantly more adverse than
would typically result from the same
proposal being located in areas
requiring a goal exception other than the
proposed site; and

(4) The proposed uses are
compatible with other adjacent uses or
will be so rendered through measures
designed to reduce adverse impacts.

Compatible, as used in subparagraph
(4) is not intended as an absolute term
meaning no interference or adverse
impacts of any type with adjacent uses.

A local government approving or
denying a proposed exception shall set
forth findings of fact and a statement of
reasons which demonstrate that the

standards for an exception have or have
not been met.

Each notice of a public hearing
on a proposed exception shall
specifically note that a goal exception is
proposed and shall summarize the
issues in an understandable manner.

Upon review of a decision
approving or denying an exception:

(a) The commission shall be
bound by any finding of fact for which
there is substantial evidence in the
record of the local government
proceedings resulting in approval or
denial of the exception;

(b) The commission shall
determine whether the local
government's findings and reasons
demonstrate that the standards for an
exception have or have not been met;
and

(c) The commission shall adopt a
clear statement of reasons which sets
forth the basis for the determination that
the standards for an exception have or
have not been met.

Exception means a comprehensive
plan provision, including an amendment
to an acknowledged comprehensive
plan, that;

(a) Is applicable to specific
properties or situations and does not
establish a planning or zoning policy of
general applicability;

(b) Does not comply with some or
all goal requirements applicable to the
subject properties or situations; and

(c) Complies with standards for
an exception.

PART III -- USE OF GUIDELINES
Governmental units shall review

the guidelines set forth for the goals and
either utilize the guidelines or develop
alternative means that will achieve the
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goals. All land-use plans shall state how
the guidelines or alternative means
utilized achieve the goals.

Guidelines -- are suggested
directions that would aid local
governments in activating the mandated
goals. They are intended to be
instructive, directional and positive, not
limiting local government to a single
course of action when some other
course would achieve the same result.
Above all, guidelines are not intended to
be a grant of power to the state to carry
out zoning from the state level under the
guise of guidelines. (Guidelines or the
alternative means selected by
governmental bodies will be part of the
Land Conservation and Development
Commission's process of evaluating
plans for compliance with goals.)

GUIDELINES

A. PREPARATION OF PLANS AND
IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

Preparation of plans and
implementation measures should be
based on a series of broad phases,
proceeding from the very general
identification of problems and issues to
the specific provisions for dealing with
these issues and for interrelating the
various elements of the plan. During
each phase opportunities should be
provided for review and comment by
citizens and affected governmental
units.

The various implementation
measures which will be used to carry
out the plan should be considered
during each of the planning phases.

The number of phases needed
will vary with the complexity and size of
the area, number of people involved,
other governmental units to be

consulted, and availability of the
necessary information.

Sufficient time should be allotted
for:

(1) collection of the necessary
factual information

(2) gradual refinement of the
problems and issues and the alternative
solutions and strategies for development

(3) incorporation of citizen needs
and desires and development of broad
citizen support

(4) identification and resolution of
possible conflicts with plans of affected
governmental units.

B. REGIONAL, STATE AND FEDERAL
PLAN CONFORMANCE

It is expected that regional, state
and federal agency plans will conform to
the comprehensive plans of cities and
counties. Cities and counties are
expected to take into account the
regional, state and national needs.
Regional, state and federal agencies are
expected to make their needs known
during the preparation and revision of
city and county comprehensive plans.
During the preparation of their plans,
federal, state and regional agencies are
expected to create opportunities for
review and comment by cities and
counties.  In the event existing plans are
in conflict or an agreement cannot be
reached during the plan preparation
process, then the Land Conservation
and Development Commission expects
the affected government units to take
steps to resolve the issues. If an
agreement cannot be reached, the
appeals procedures in ORS Chapter
197 may be used.

C. PLAN CONTENT
1. Factual Basis for the Plan
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Inventories and other forms of
data are needed as the basis for the
policies and other decisions set forth in
the plan. This factual base should
include data on the following as they
relate to the goals and other provisions
of the plan:

(a) Natural resources, their
capabilities and limitations

(b) Man-made structures and
utilities, their location and condition

(c) Population and economic
characteristics of the area

(d) Roles and responsibilities of
governmental units.

2. Elements of the Plan
The following elements should be

included in the plan:
(a) Applicable statewide planning

goals
(b) Any critical geographic area

designated by the Legislature
(c) Elements that address any

special needs or desires of the people in
the area

(d) Time periods of the plan,
reflecting the anticipated situation at
appropriate future intervals.

All of the elements should fit
together and relate to one another to
form a consistent whole at all times.

D. FILING OF PLANS
City and county plans should be

filed, but not recorded, in the Office of
the County Recorder. Copies of all plans
should be available to the public and to
affected governmental units.

E. MAJOR REVISIONS AND MINOR
CHANGES IN THE PLAN AND
IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

The citizens in the area and any
affected governmental unit should be
given an opportunity to review and

comment prior to any changes in the
plan and implementation ordinances.
There should be at least 30 days notice
of the public hearing on the proposed
change.

1. Major Revisions
Major revisions include land use

changes that have widespread and
significant impact beyond the immediate
area, such as quantitative changes
producing large volumes of traffic; a
qualitative change in the character of
the land use itself, such as conversion
of residential to industrial use; or a
spatial change that affects large areas
or many different ownerships.

The plan and implementation
measures should be revised when
public needs and desires change and
when development occurs at a different
rate than contemplated by the plan.
Areas experiencing rapid growth and
development should provide for a
frequent review so needed revisions can
be made to keep the plan up to date;
however, major revisions should not be
made more frequently than every two
years, if at all possible.

2. Minor Changes
Minor changes, i.e., those which

do not have significant effect beyond the
immediate area of the change, should
be based on special studies or other
information which will serve as the
factual basis to support the change. The
public need and justification for the
particular change should be established.
Minor changes should not be made
more frequently than once a year, if at
all possible.
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F. IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES
The following types of measure

should be considered for carrying out
plans:

1. Management Implementation
Measures

(a) Ordinances controlling the
use and construction on the land, such
as building codes, sign ordinances,
subdivision and zoning ordinances.
ORS Chapter 197 requires that the
provisions of the zoning and subdivision
ordinances conform to the
comprehensive plan.

(b) Plans for public facilities that
are more specific than those included in
the comprehensive plan. They show the
size, location, and capacity serving each
property but are not as detailed as
construction drawings.

(c) Capital improvement budgets
which set out the projects to be
constructed during the budget period.

(d) State and federal regulations
affecting land use.

(e) Annexations, consolidations,
mergers and other reorganization
measures.

2. Site and Area Specific
implementation Measures

(a) Building permits, septic tank
permits, driveway permits, etc; the
review of subdivisions and land
partitioning applications; the changing of
zones and granting of conditional uses,
etc.

(b) The construction of public
facilities (schools, roads, water lines,
etc.).

(c) The provision of land-related
public services such as fire and police.

(d) The awarding of state and
federal grants to local governments to
provide these facilities and services.

(e) Leasing of public lands.

G. USE OF GUIDELINES FOR THE
STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS

Guidelines for most statewide
planning goals are found in two
sections-planning and implementation.
Planning guidelines relate primarily to
the process of developing plans that
incorporate the provisions of the goals.
Implementation guidelines should relate
primarily to the process of carrying out
the goals once they have been
incorporated into the plans. Techniques
to carry out the goals and plans should
be considered during the preparation of
the plan.
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Disclaimer:  This data was produced using Clatsop County GIS
data.  The data is maintained by Clatsop County to support its
governmental activities. Clatsop County is not responsible for any
map errors, possible misuse, or misinterpretation.
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