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EXHIBIT "A"
T0
CRDINANCE NO. 2345

THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR THE ROSEBURG URBAN AREA,
BEING A LARGE DOCUMENT, IS INCORPORATED HEREIN BY
REFERENCE. COPIES ARE AVAILABLE DURING WORKING
HOURS FOR REVIEW IN THE OFFICE OF THE CITY RECORDER,
CITY HALL, CITY OF ROSEBURG.

STATE OF OREGON ) Ss.
COUNTY OF DOUGLAS ) >

|. DORIS L. WADSWORTH, cOUNTY QERK
AND RECORDER OF CONVEYANCES. IN AND FOR
SAID COUNTY. DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE
WITHIN INSTRUMENT WAS RECORDED THIS DAY:
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DROIMANCE No. 7345

AN DRDIMANCE ADOPTING THE COMPREHENSIVE FLAN FOR THE
ROSEQURG URIAN ANEA AND SETTING FORTH PROCEDURES
APPLICABLE THERETD.

AHEREAS, the City of Poseburg was charged by Yaw with develoning
4 Comprehensive Flanm for the Roseburg Urban Area in 2ecordance with the
itdtewide goals promuleated by the Lama Conservation and Development
Commissiong

WHEREAS, the Citizens Advisory Committee appointea by the City
Council developed a Froposed Comorenensive Plan and held numerous public
hearings an the same;

WHEREAS, the Roseburg Planning Commission has reviewed and refined

the proposed Comprehensive Plan for the Rozeburg Urban Area and held nemerous
public hearings on the same;

WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed and revised the recommended
Comprenensive Plan after public hearings and extensive public comment;

WHEREAS, the Comprenensive Plan for the Roseburg Urban Area
including the Urban Growth Boundary is comolete; and

WHEREAS, it is recognized that the implementing Lang Use and
Development Ordinance amd the Urban Growth Boundary HManagement Agreement will
he completed forthwith and ready for adoption prior to July 1, 1982,

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF ROSEBURG DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. The Comprehensive Plan for the Roseburg Urban Area
~tizched hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by reference is nereby
ddopied, erfective July L, l9B2. AlT land wse acticns on or after said date
shall comply with the Comprehensive Flam,

SECTION [1. The following procedure is hereby established should it
be necessary to make amendments to Exhibit & between the effective date of
this Ordinance and July 1, 1%982:

A} The City Couwrcil shall receive all oroposed amendments and
hold a public hearing therecn, giving at least ten (10) days’' -ublic notice
in a newspaper of general circulation:

B)] The Planning Commission shall review the proposed amendments and
provide comments and recommendations to the City Council.

Subsequent to July 1, 1982, the foregoing procedure established in Section 11
of this Ordinance no longer applies and is cancelled.

PASSED BY THE COMMON COUNCIL THIS 22nd  paY of March , 1982.
APPROVED BY THE MAYOR THIS 22nd  pay gf March , 1982,

H ‘;f'-.
_,/f./._:?: -l




e - B3=AY =T &1 s g
ATTACIMENT A ¥ b, '

P s = om
L -
—

flUuLAECEUHT?CLEm:

BEFOFE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, ORECON

IN THE MATTER OF ACCEPTING THE ]
ROSEBURG MUNICIPAL AIRFORT MASTER ) L i ORDER
PLAN UPDATE, 1986-2005 ]

It appearing to the Board of Commissicners that the Roseburg Regional
Alrport is a significant economic resource and public facility and that
the present airport plan needs to ke updated to enhance this resource
and facility.

It also appearing to the Beard of Commissioners that State and Federal
grant monies are available for updating airpert plans.

It further appearing to the Ecard of Commissioners that the State and
Federal governments require the County to accept the Master Plan before
the airport is eligible for grant monies to update the plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREEY ORDERED that the County accept the Roseburg
Municipal Airport Master Plan Update, 1986-2005 with the conditions
following:

L. = The Airport Plan is a non-regulatory document for lands in the
Urban Growth Area (UGA) and other unincorporated areas.

2. The City and County-will ceerdinate in the submizsion of grant
applications for State and Federal grant monies for the
purpose of updating the Airport Plan.

3. The City and County will cocordinate in the update of the
Roseburg Master Airport Plan for the purpose of co-adopting a
Roseburg Regional Airport Plan.

DATED this (~ th day of May, 1992.

BOARD OQF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, OREGON

(e S feseriZB

Doris i
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"~ DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT P AND AMEND- ) :  ORDINANCE
a;.;.:mm'wﬂm%mm ™ ) ' No.
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DOUGLAS couwty
. PLAMNING DZPimmTyENT
Cue-c0«  zn
BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF DOU?LAS COUNTY, OREGON
852 JL -8 Py ke 2. &
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92-7-1
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The City of Roseburg and Douglas County entered into an intexr-

G~ 9overnmental agreement to jointly develop a storm drainage

5y g vt Ranagement. plan for . lands within the Roseburg Urban Growth
-;:_,Boumry.ngg; o, i

i

r:l ;' recommends the Plan be adopted by th
el s : .

>+ (Exhibit-A) ‘and the Design Standards .

B""-"E@.’:?‘(mo cxti;t’bti'mobnrq..hn- adopted the Drainage Master Plan

(Exhibit B) of the City
.. of Roseburg/Douglas County Drainage Management Plan and

2 @ Douglas County Board of
Commissioners. - .

- The Douqla-'o“cdﬁlity Planning Commission has reviewed the Rose~ =
burg/Douglas- County Drainage Management Plan and recommends

;"?;:-:5::5"'"'-'- the Plan to the Douglas County Board of Commissioners with
Wit || amendments - (those necessary to implement drainage require-
?""931»,;.~~_.; ments) to the Standards Supplement,

o 8
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U | #
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13:'.{ Drainage Management Plan, ‘and amendments to the
Jj:iment (Exhibit C) ARE ADOPTED and by reference
S ordinance.

which is an attachment to

7~*- the Roseburg/Douglas County Urban Growth Management Agreement
. (Exhibit-C). &

i oiE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF DOUGLAS COUNTY ORDAIN AS
S5} FOLLOWS 1 < :

dection One: The "Drainage Master Plan” (Exhibit A) and "Design
tandards*”

(Exhibit B) of the City of Roseburg/Douglas County

Standards Supple-
made part of this

- dection Two: The Drainage Management Plan and amendments to the
/7. Standards Suppl

ement are necessary and appropriate and shall become

effective on August 7, 1992,

Dated this 8th day of July, 1992.

TH:gem:LR1
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CORDIMNAMCE NO. 2319

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ROSEBURG COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND ADDING
SUPFLEMENTARY PROVISIONS.

WHEREAS, t(he Roseburg Urban Area Comprenensive Flan as zdoptea by
Ordinance Mo. 2345 and it has been amended from time to time; and

WHEREAS, Rosepurg Land Use and Development Ordinance No. 2363
2staplishes procedures for nearing comprenensive plan amendments: and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heid a public hearing after due and
timeiy notice, and

WHEREAS, the City Council hereby finds that the following plan policies are
adopted as supplements into the Roseburg Urban Area Comprenensive Plan:

(@l  The bikeway alignments and categories designated on the Roseburg
Bikeway Plan map extend along those streets, roads and paths from the
City limns, through the UGA and connect with the County's designated
bikeways at the UGB (Exhibit A). The extension of these routes and the

designation of the categories will be reevaluated and included at the next
update of the Roseburg Area Bikeway Plan.

=)} The Rifle Range Road - Alameda Street connection is a proposed route for
a minor collector. This route will be evaluated for inclusion in the
Roseburg Area Master Transportation Plan at the next update of that Plan.

() The City and County shall coordinate the development and co-adoption of

a Traffic Circulation Plan for the Roseburg UGA.

{dl  During the administration of land divisions in the Roseburg UGA, the

County shall be authorized to require future right-of-way through
dedication or a irrevocable offer to dedicate.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF ROSEBURG ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

- SECTION |. The City Council hereby adopts this ordinance as its own,
supporting the Planning Commission's recommendation that the ordinance be adopted.

, Lll. The City of Roseburg Comprehensive Plan is hereby amended by
applying the following and to include the above listed policy supplements.

PASSED-BY THE CITY-COUNCIL THIS 25 DAY OF lanpary . 1983,

APPROVED BY THE MAYOR THIS 25 DAY OF __ January , 1993,

ORDINANCE NO. 2819 /

(3A:ORDINANC]
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DOUGLAS CTUNTY CLERK
BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, OREGON

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING AMENDMENTS )
7O THE ROSEBURG CCMPREHENSIVE PLAN, ) ORDINANCE
AS A RESULT OF PERIODIC REVIEW, ) NO. 83-2-2
TOGETHER WITH SUPPLEMENTAL POLICIES )

RECITALS

Al The City of Roseburg and Douglas County entered into an Urban
Growth Management Agreement (UGMA) to jeintly manage lands
within the Roseburg Urban Growth Boundary.

B. The City of Roseburg was notified by Land Conservation and
Development Commission to amend its Comprehensive Plan through
the Periodic Review process. .

c. The City of Roseburg has adopted the Periodic Review of the
Roseburg Comprehensive Plan with supplemental policies
(Exhibit A) and recocmmends the Plan and supplements be adopted
by the Douglas County Board of Commissioners.

D. The. Douglas County Planning Commission has reviewed the
Periodic Review of the Roseburg Comprehensive Plan and
supplemental policies and recommends both to the Douglas

- County Board of Commissioners. :

THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF DOUGLAS COUNTY ORDAIN AS
FOLLQCWS:

Section One: The amended Roseburg Comprehensive Plan, as a result
of Periodic Review, and supplemental policies (Exhibit A) ARE
ADOPTED and by reference made a part of this ordinance.

Section Two: The amended Roseburg Comprehensive Plan and

supplemental policies are necessary and appropriate and shall
become effective on March 12, 1993.

Dated this 10th day of February, 1993.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF DOYGLAS COUNTY, OREGON

(;424455/ 232526h&o//

iy =

ou son, Commissioner

02> ?iz/écéézoaxz22?L'

Doris Wadsworth, Commissioner

TH:gem:LR1
RBFSTDR.ORD
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CERTIFICATION

STATE OF CREGON

}
}
COUNTY OF DOUGLAS ) 55
)
CITY OF ROSEBURG }

l, Gearce C Stubbert , the duly appointed,

qualified and acting Recorder of the Clty of Raseburg, Oregon,
¢o hereby certify that | have compared the attached with the

original of Ordinance No. 2345 and that it is a full and

true copy of said _ordinance as the zame was adopted by

the Common Council of said City on March 22, 1982

- a Ef.-é-"é __..""’; - -\J_:_\-‘-\""\
...-" ¢ -
.

orge” C Stubbert,-£1ty Recorder
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INTRODUCTION TO THE ROSEBURG
URBAN AREA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The Roseburg Urban Area Comprehensive Plan is a long-range general policy
guide in which the City of Roseburg and Douglas County jointly set forth major policies
concerning desirable future growth over the next two decades. Being comprehensive,
its scope extends to physical, social, economic, administrative and fiscal matters. Being
general, it summarizes policies and proposals rather than indicates specific locations or
detailed regulations.

The Comprehensive Plan is not intended to provide answers to all the questions
which arise from the growth and development of the urban area. Zoning ordinances,
official maps, and subdivision regulations are designed to provide specific and detailed
standards for the implementation of the Plan's general policies. Capital improvement
programs and their accompanying budgets and special purpose regulations are also
tools meant to effectuate the Comprehensive Plan. The Plan indicates broad categories
of land use throughout the urban area, whereas the detailed instruments delineate

boundaries and specify regulations, timing, procedures and costs.

Through the Comprehensive Plan, the City of Roseburg and Douglas County
jointly consider and agree upon a coherent, unified set of general and long-range
policies for the physical, social and economic development of the community. By
focusing on the formulation of general policies, it provides a framework for the
involvement of both the legislative body and the public in the planning process. Thus, an
opportunity is created for public discussion of the key issues facing the community. In
this capacity, the Plan facilitates the clarification of ideas, on the part of both the local
legislative body and the public, with regard to the type of community they are trying to
create by their many specific decisions. Policies, both explicit and implicit, are brought
out into the open to insure their determination through democratic processes.



The Planning Process

Roseburg adopted its first Land Use Plan in.1965 in response to the rapid growth
experienced during the previous decade. However, within a very short time it became
evident that a plan formulated in response to growth fell short of addressing the more
important issue of preparing for and guiding future growth. Subsequently, the City
adopted its first Comprehensive Plan in 1973. The Comprehensive Plan contained an
analysis of past trends shaping growth and identified goals and objectives for guiding
future development. As adopted in 1973, the Comprehensive Plan was intended to
serve as a general guideline for policy-makers to consider when making land use
decisions. Since its adoption, two significant factors have developed which significantly
altered the purpose and function of the Comprehensive Plan. In 1973 the Oregon
Supreme Court ruled that local comprehensive plans were not simply general guidelines
for land use decisions, but rather a legislative policy statement upon which all land use
decisions must be based. The result was that "recommended standards" contained in
the City's Comprehensive Plan were suddenly given the mandatory status of law to

which all other regulations (zoning, subdivision standards, etc.) were subservient.

During the same year, an even more significant development occurred affecting
local land use planning. The 57th Oregon Legislative Assembly created the Land
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) via the 1973 Land Use Act. The
Act, also known as Senate Bill 100, directed LCDC to formulate and adopt statewide
goals and guidelines. The resultant 14 goals and guidelines were adopted by the
Commission on December 27, 1974. The legislation which requires all cities and
counties in Oregon to adopt comprehensive plans which conform to the statewide goals
is codified in ORS Chapter 197.

Early in 1978 the City conducted an in-depth evaluation of the 1973
Comprehensive Plan in order to determine its degree of compliance with the statewide
planning goals. The evaluation concluded that a major revision of the entire plan would
be required to adequately address the requirements of the fourteen applicable statewide

planning goals.



By mid 1979 the City had developed a program for the formulation of a new
comprehensive plan designed to meet the needs of the community while also fulfilling
the requirements of the statewide goals. A nine member Citizens Advisory Committee
was appointed by the City Council to serve as the primary comprehensive plan

formulating body.

Over a period of eighteen months the Citizens Advisory Committee, with
technical staff assistance, drafted the new Roseburg Urban Area Comprehensive Plan,
which was subsequently presented to the Roseburg Planning Commission in February
of 1981 for the purpose of conducting public hearings and acquiring citizen input prior to
adoption by the City Council.

Technical Support Document

This technical support document, together with supporting maps and other
materials, represents the culmination of the Citizens Advisory Committee's
comprehensive analysis of the Roseburg urban area. The committee conducted in-
depth studies of the many subject areas required to produce a truly comprehensive
plan. The subject areas that were considered include Housing, Population, Public
Facilities and Services, Transportation, Economics, Parks and Recreation, Historic
Preservation, Natural Resources, Energy Conservation, and Land Use and
Urbanization. An in-depth analysis of each of the subjects is contained within this
document. Although each of the major subjects is addressed in separate elements, or
chapters of the technical support document, every attempt was made to insure that
each element is coordinated with all other elements of the Plan. Each element is
concluded with a summarized listing of the major findings of the committee with respect
to the element, as well as the assumptions drawn from those findings. Based upon the
findings and assumptions, a set of goals, objectives and policy statements were

developed for each of the respective Plan elements.

Once adopted, this document will be the official statement of the City of

Roseburg and Douglas County; setting forth the major goals and policies which will



guide the future physical, economic and social development of the community. More
specifically, the Plan provides the overall framework for the following functions. The

Plan:

1. Guides all governments and agencies in the urban growth area in developing
and implementing their own activities which relate to the public planning

process.

2. Establishes the policy basis for a general, coordinated long-range approach
among affected agencies for the provision of the facilities and services needed

in the urban growth area.

3. Makes planning information available to assist citizens to better understand the
basis for public and private planning decisions and encourages their
participation in the planning process.

4.  Provides the public with guidelines for individual planning decisions.

5. Assists citizens in measuring the progress of the community and its officials in
achieving the Plan's goals and objectives.

6. Provides continuity in the planning process over an extended period of time.

7. Establishes a means for consistent and coordinated planning decisions by all

public agencies and across jurisdictional lines.

8. Serves as a general planning framework to be augmented as needed by more
detailed planning programs to meet the specific needs of the community.

9. Provides a basis for public decisions for specific issues when it is determined
the Plan, without refinement, contains a sufficient level of information and policy

direction.



10. Recognizes the social and economic effects of physical planning policies and

decisions.

A document of this nature is of such importance, and its influence of the decision-

making process of such magnitude, a precise understanding of its intent is essential.

Accordingly, the following concepts are defined:

GOAL:

OBJECTIVE:

POLICY:

A broad statement of philosophy that describes the desires of the
people of the community for the future of the community.
Achievement is usually attained only by prolonged effort and may

not be measurable in a definitive way.

An obtainable target that the community attempts to reach in
striving to meet a goal. An objective may also be considered as an

intermediate point that will help fulfill the overall goal.

A principal, plan, or course of action that is directed toward the
achievement of identified goals. Policy statements are intended to
be instructive and directional in nature. Upon adoption of the Plan,
a policy commits the City and the County to the principal plan, or

course of action, set forth in the policy statement.

In addition, it is important to recognize that the written text of the Plan takes

precedence over the Land Use Map where apparent conflicts or inconsistencies exist.

The Land Use Map is a generalized map which is intended to graphically reflect the

broad goals, objectives and policies. As such, it cannot be used independent from or

take precedence over the written portion of the Plan.

Relationship to Other Plans and Policies

While the Roseburg Urban Area Comprehensive Plan is the basic guiding use

policy document, it is not the only such document. As previously stated, the

Comprehensive Plan is a framework plan and it is important that it be augmented by



more detailed refinement plans, programs, and policies. Due to budget limits and other
responsibilities, all such plans, programs and policies cannot be pursued
simultaneously. Normally, however, those of an urban area-wide scale should receive
priority status. Refinements to the Comprehensive Plan can include specific
neighborhood or community plans; special purpose of functional plans such as water,
sewer or transportation plans; or planning related policies. In all cases, the
Comprehensive Plan is the guiding document, and refinement plans and policies must
be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. Should inconsistencies occur, the

Comprehensive Plan is the prevailing policy document.

Relationship to Statewide Planning Goals

As required by state law, the Roseburg Urban Area Comprehensive Plan has
been developed in accordance with the statewide planning goals adopted by the State

Land Conservation and Development Commission and published in April, 1977.

These goals provide the standards and set the framework for the planning
programs of all governmental bodies in the urban area. The Roseburg Urban Area
Comprehensive Plan addresses each of the applicable LCDC Goals (as well as local
goals) and contains objectives arid policy statements aimed at compliance with the
LCDC Goals.

Amendments or revisions of the Plan must be found to be in compliance with the

Statewide Planning Goals.



STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS
ADOPTED BY THE
LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

Goal | - Citizen Involvement

To develop a citizen involvement program that insures the opportunity
for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process.

Refer to Citizen Involvement Element.

Goal 2 - Land Use Planning

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

Refer to Land Use and Urbanization Element.

Goal 3 - Agricultural Lands

To preserve and maintain agricultural lands
Refer to Natural Resources Element and Land Use and Urbanization Element

Goal 4 - Forest Lands

To conserve forest lands for forest use
Refer to Natural Resources Element

Goal 5 - Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources

To conserve open space and protect natural and scenic resources

Refer to Natural Resources Element, Parks and Recreation Element, Historic
Preservation Element, and Land Use and Urbanization Element

Goal 6 - Air, Water and Land Resources Quality

To maintain and improve the quality of the air, water and land resources of the
state

Refer to Natural Resources Element, Public Facilities and Services Element, and
Land Use and Urbanization Element



Goal 7 - Areas Subiject to Natural Disasters and Hazards

To protect life and property from natural disasters and hazards

Refer to Natural Resources Element and Land Use and Urbanization Element

Goal 8 - Recreational Needs

To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and visitors

Refer to Parks and Recreation Element

Goal 9 - Economy of the State

To diversify and improve the economy of the state

Refer to Economic Element

Goal 10 - Housing

To provide for the housing needs of the citizens of the state
Refer to Housing Element and Land Use and Urbanization Element

Goal 11 - Public Facilities and Services

To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public facilities
and services to serve as a framework for urban and rural development

Refer to Public Facilities and Services Element

Goal 12 - Transportation

To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation
system

Refer to Transportation Element

Goal 13 - Energy Conservation

To conserve energy

Refer to Energy Conservation Element

Goal 14 - Urbanization

To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use

Refer to Land Use and Urbanization Element



Periodic Review

Periodic review of the Plan shall be jointly conducted by the City and County on a
regular basis, not more frequently than every three years but at least every five years, in
order to ensure that the Plan is kept current and relevant and that changes of

circumstances are duly accounted for.

Should extreme changes occur which would have a major impact on the
appropriateness and applicability of the Plan, such as extreme population shifts or
sudden major natural or man-made disasters, the Plan may be reviewed on a more

frequent basis.

Procedures for periodic review shall conform to applicable policies of the Plan
and Urban Growth Management Agreement, and also any periodic review regulations

adopted by the State of Oregon.

The Committee for Citizen Involvement (Planning Commission) shall ensure
appropriate citizen involvement in the Plan review process and shall reconvene the
Citizens Advisory Committee. The Planning Commission and Citizen Advisory
Committee shall jointly conduct the plan review and the development of necessary
amendments of additions for recommendation to the City Council and Douglas County.

Periodic review of the Plan shall include at least the following:

1. Development of new basic information and statistical data.

2. Review and test validity of existing findings and basic research information
and statistical data.

3. Testing of projections and assumptions and establishing new projections
and assumptions.

4, Reevaluation and possible changes or modifications of basic concepts,
goals and policies.

5 Evaluating, the means of implementation and their effectiveness and
proposing changes of the establishing of new implementation techniques.



6. Public hearing(s) by the planning commissions and governing bodies on
all recommended additions and amendments of alterations to the Plan.

Plan Amendments

- Plan amendments shall be processed according to procedures established by the
Urban Growth Management Agreement between the City and County and any

applicable ordinance provisions.

- Major Plan amendments, those which would have a widespread and significant
impact on the community, should be considered as much as possible within the context

of a periodic review process.
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CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ELEMENT

Active, ongoing and meaningful citizen involvement is an essential ingredient to
the development and implementation of any successful planning program. Citizens in
the Roseburg urban area have participated in, and articulated their concerns on,
planning activities and decisions as individuals and through various private interest

groups, community and neighborhood organizations and citizen advisory committees.

A citizens advisory committee was established for the 1973 Comprehensive Plan
and was an integral part of that plan's development. The adopted 1973 Comprehensive
Plan-recommended that citizen advisory committees continue their active participation
in the implementation phase of the city's planning program. Unfortunately, that

recommendation was never implemented.

In recent years, planning advisory committees have also been established
through Douglas County's citizen involvement program. Three such County committee
areas lie partially within the Roseburg Urban Growth Boundary; Roseburg PAC, North
Roseburg PAC, and Dixonville PAC.

Emphasis on citizen participation in the planning process has been recognized
at the state level as well. The Land Conservation and Development Commission
adopted citizen involvement as a mandatory statewide planning goal. The City of
Roseburg, in accordance with LCDC's Citizen Involvement goal, has established a
citizen involvement program and has appointed a Citizens Advisory Committee whose
responsibilities include developing, monitoring and evaluating the Roseburg Urban Area
Comprehensive Plan.

The objective of Roseburg's Citizen Involvement Program is to insure that the
citizens of the, Roseburg urban area have an opportunity to be involved in all phases of
the planning process. The program outlines the overall framework through which citizen
input will be solicited, and specifies the responsibilities of the City Council, the Planning
Commission and the Citizens Advisory Committee in developing and implementing the

City of Roseburg.



Citizen Involvement Program

The Citizen Involvement Program is established and shall provide for the following:

1. The opportunity for citizen participation in all phases of the comprehensive
land use planning process by extending to all citizens and civic
organizations of the Roseburg urban area, all agencies of the county,
state and federal government and to special districts the opportunity to
assist in the following matters:

a. The formulation and development of plans, maps, surveys
inventories, or other documented elements of the planning process;

b. The determination of public goals and policy guidelines
incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan; and

C. The review, evaluation, or recommendation of change regarding
any land conservation and development action, including adoption,
implementation, revision, or evaluation of comprehensive plans and

ordinances.

2. The use of newspaper, mailing, and meetings and other locally available
media to communicate land use planning information between the
governing body and all citizens, civic organizations and governmental

agencies.

3. Technical information and any findings of fact and rationale employed in
planning policy decision making shall be made available in a form
understandable to citizens. Such information shall be made available
through the Roseburg Planning Department.

4, Providing, through the Roseburg Planning Department, assistance in
interpreting any of the inventory or technical information and data for
citizens.



5. Retaining and making available for public review at the Roseburg Planning
Department recommendations made by citizens, civic organizations or

governmental agencies together with appropriate responses.
6. Provide through grants, budgeting or contributions adequate resources and
financial support, as available, to carry out the tasks of the Citizen

Involvement Program.

The Citizen Advisory Committee

The Citizens Advisory Committee (C.A.C.) is appointed by the Mayor and the
City Council to perform a liaison role with the citizens of the community. Its purpose is to
provide a mechanism to solicit and incorporate views and opinions from the community

relating to planning activities and revisions of the Comprehensive Plan.

The Citizens Advisory Committee shall be active in plan preparation, review of
technical information and making plan policy recommendations on all areas of the
Comprehensive Plan. The C.A.C. shall be involved in inventorying, mapping and
recording land use classifications throughout the urban area.

The intention is to have the Citizens Advisory Committee continue to function on
an ad hoc basis to periodically review and make recommendations on the

Comprehensive Plan.

Planning Commission

The Planning Commission advises the City Council on land use related matters

and specifically:

1. Coordinates the activities of the Citizens Advisory Committee in the

formulation or amendment of the Comprehensive Plan.

2. Holds public meetings and hearings.



City Council

Assures general public input on formulation of alternatives prior to the

proposal of policies and recommendations to the City Council for adoption.

Analyzes citizen and staff input from an urban area wide point of view and

recommends the Comprehensive Plan to the City Council for adoption.

Prepares or has prepared information necessary to citizens to understand
the plan and the basis for it.

Reviews and recommends revisions and amendments to the

Comprehensive Plan.

The City Council adopts the Comprehensive Plan through public hearings and

public input received through the Citizen Involvement Program. The Comprehensive

Plan is a set of legislative policies for the City and is used as a guide to City actions.

The City Council, as the legislative body of the City, has the basic authority and

responsibility for setting City policy.

The Planning Commission (which has been designated as the Committee for

Citizen Involvement or C.C.l) and other groups advise the Council and draft

recommendations for its consideration. The Council has the final authority to decide

which recommendations actually become law or policy. The City Council shall:

o g bk w NP

Initiate the planning program;

Require adherence to the Citizen Involvement Program;

Consider public input;

Hold public hearings;

Adopt the Comprehensive Plan; and

Assure the necessary regulatory means and funds to implement the

Citizen Involvement Program and the, Comprehensive Plan.



Evaluation

This Citizen Involvement Program will be reviewed concurrently with the
Comprehensive Plan at the time of periodic review. The Planning Commission will
continue as the Committee for Citizen Involvement and will coordinate review and

evaluation of the Comprehensive Plan and Citizen Involvement Program.
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POPULATION ELEMENT

Introduction

At all stages of the planning and decision-making process, adequate population
information is a major component in determining impacts. The characteristics of the
present and future population in relation to the economic activity of the community will
determine the needs of virtually everything--housing, stores, jobs, streets, sewers,
schools, etc. Every comprehensive planning effort must, therefore, begin with an
assessment and an understanding of the community's population--its size, make-up,

and growth rate.

The objective of this population element is to present information which will
contribute to a better understanding of the character of Roseburg's population and the
trends which are, to some degree, predetermining the community's future. The
interrelationship between population and the overall planning process suggests

significant implications for Roseburg's future.

Growth Factors

The relationship between economic opportunities and population size has been a
major factor in the increasing concentration of the population in the Roseburg area.
Employment seekers gravitate to areas offering jobs. In turn, the added population
stimulates further economic activities which attract even more people. Where
employment opportunities are limited the population is not likely to increase significantly

and may even decrease over time.

Job opportunities are only one factor, however, in the propensity of people to
relocate. Recently, especially since 1970, growth rates in the County must be explained
by other factors, such as the attraction associated with the quality of living environment.
With growth from people seeking an improved living area, economic diversification has
been brought about. Losses in employment in the forest products industry have been

offset by gains in other manufacturing sectors. In addition, some of these in-migrating



people are retirees. Their influence on the economy is also felt through purchasing of

consumer goods, housing and services.

Impacts

Greater concentration of population in an area adds to the cost of providing
essential services, whether by expanding existing services or completely revamping
services to meet the needs of the larger population. Competition for housing and
location adds further costs by driving up the price of housing and building sites. The
increased demand for developable land for homes, businesses and industrial facilities
effect other local economic potentials through the conversion of prime farm land and

other resource land to non-productive uses.

Location and type of development which is in response to growth depends on
numerous other factors, some of them obstacles. Much depends on the location and
continued supply of basic resource materials, sources of power, transportation facilities,
cost of transportation, availability of adequate water supplies, the need to construct new
sewage treatment facilities, impact on the ecology of the area, climatic conditions, and a
host of factors of a more social nature, such as the preference for nearness to major

shopping or entertainment centers.

A growing population creates the need to expand police and other protective
services. As the concentration of the population increases, so do traffic problems. With
the population growth also comes a higher incidence of crime and delinquency.

Expanded population also brings the need to safeguard the water supply and
maintain acceptable sanitary conditions. Numerous cities, including Roseburg, have
discovered that their future growth is hampered by the uncertainty of the means for

providing such services.

The increasing concentration of the population in the Roseburg area,
accompanied by an expansion of urbanization and motorized transportation, have

greatly increased abuses to the area's environment. At the same time, more people



have become concerned about the effects of such activities on their present and future
health and welfare. The demand to provide for a growing urban area population coupled
with an increasing awareness and desire for high environmental quality seems to be a

certainty for the future.

The various interrelation of population growth and other elements which go
together to make up the kind of city Roseburg is today (and the kind of city it will be in
20 years) serve to illustrate the significance of prefacing this Comprehensive Plan with

the Population Element.

The basic data from which the Population Element was derived are federal
census reports which, in turn, are based on nationwide censuses taken every ten years.
Supplemental data for selected years between the ten-year federal reports were drawn

from various other sources.

The element's results are illustrated in both tabular and graphical form at a level

determined to be useful for analysis or at a detail limited by sources of data.

Various events and trends in earlier times contributed to the development of
conditions which brought about the more recent changes which have shaped Roseburg
into the community we know today. Knowledge of these past events and trends is
essential to any attempt to understand the social and economic forces which will shape

our future.



THE PAST

Artifacts and other traces of ancient peoples found in the Roseburg area suggest
the presence of inhabitants as far back as 12,000 years. Archeological evidence, while
very scanty, supports the theory that these earliest visitors to the area were nomadic
game hunters whose origin was probably as far east as the Rocky Mountains.

Further archeological finds help sketch a picture which suggests that over a
period of some ten to twelve thousand years these earliest inhabitants gradually
became less nomadic, integrated small bands of big game hunters into larger groups,
developed or adapted more specialized tools, and generally settled down to a more

sedentary life along the banks of the rivers which bear their name.

The river was a primary food source for the Umpquas, providing the natives with
large catches of Salmon during the fall and spring months of each year. Camus bulbs
and other edible roots, as well as various wild nuts and berries rounded out the diet.
During times when Salmon were not migrating up the Umpqua, small game provided a

source of protein.

It has been estimated that the four Anthopascan tribes found in the area
(Dakubetede, Nahankhotane, Taltushtuntude and Umpqua) numbered around 3200 in
1780, before the smallpox epidemic. However, the first "official" census of the local
native population did not occur until 1849 when then Territorial Governor Joseph Lane,
in his ex-officio capacity as Superintendent of Indian Affairs for Oregon reported to the
Commissioner in Washington, D.C.: "The Umpqua Indians occupy a valley of that name
and are much scattered. They live in small bands, are poor, well disposed, well armed,

and live by the chase, as also on fish, roots, etc. They number about 200.11

The Umpqua Indians of central Douglas County enjoyed a reputation for
friendliness to the white trapper, traders and explorers, as contrasted by the conflicts
between the white men and the Rogues or "Rascals" as they were called, in the Rogue
River Valley. The Umpquas occupied a section of the Territory which was little traveled

in the early part of the last century. The Hudson Bay Company maintained a post at Fort



Vancouver and dispatched traders to all points from there to trade with the Indians for
pelts of beaver and otter. These first traders were the | n d i @nly éostact with whites
at that time. The Hudson Bay Company later established a post on the Umpqua River at
Elkton.

Considering that the non-Indian population of the entire Oregon Territory in 1840
numbered approximately 200, it is not surprising that white men were a novelty to the
natives. Missionaries and other settlers of that period lived mainly in the upper

Willamette Valley.

During the 1840's several immigrant parties passed through the Umpqua Valley
on their way to the Willamette region. In 1846 a party set out from the Willamette Valley
under the leadership of Jesse Applegate to establish a road to the south. The party
spent considerable time exploring the South Umpqua. Later the same year, Applegate
led a large body of immigrants through the Umpqua region to the Willamette Valley. The
party experienced considerable difficulty traversing the Calapooya Mountains between
the Umpqua and Willamette Valleys and spent the winter of 1846-1847 in the Umpqua
Valley.

In 1847, Levi Scott led a company of men southward on behalf of the newly
created Oregon Territorial Legislature to improve the road, especially in the area about
the mountains. The territorial legislature wanted the improvements made in preparation

for an expected surge of immigration.

Settlers began moving into the Umpqua in increasing numbers from 1848 on.

Winchester, Payne and Company was formed in San Francisco in anticipation of
settlement in the Umpqua Valley. Although the company's motives are obscure, it was
probably a venture in land speculation. In 1850, members of the company shipped out
in the Samuel Roberts to explore the Umpqgua region. Among the passengers were two

future Oregon governors, Addison C. Gibbs and Stephen F. Chadwick.



One member of the Winchester party, Addison R. Flint, a surveyor for the
company, went up the Umpqua to the future site of Winchester, where he laid out a
town on the banks of the North Umpqua. A year later, Flint returned to the area with his
family and established a land claim on what is now the western part of the City of

Roseburg.

Aaron Rose, who gave his name to the present site of Roseburg, also was one of
its first settlers. In 1851, at the age of 36, Rose sold his farm in Coldwater, Michigan and
journeyed westward with his family and arrived in the Umpqua Valley in the early fall.
He and his wife immediately filed claim to a piece of land at the confluence of Deer
Creek and the South Umpqua. Containing some 640 acres, Rose's elongated claim
bordered the eastern side of the South Umpqua and stretched a considerable distance

south.

Rose established a small business near where the City's central business district
now is, and engaged in selling goods and supplies to the increasing number of settlers

in the area.

On September 28, 1852, William Perry established a post office at Deer Creek
and the place began to take on the characteristics of a town.

The rapid growth of the Deer Creek settlement brought into question the
permanent location of a county seat in 1854, the territorial legislature provided for an
election to determine the permanent location of a county seat for Douglas County. The
Deer Creek settlement was selected and shortly after the election the name was

changed to Roseburg.

Roseburg's acquisition of the county seat proved auspicious. The growing
number of people in the new community expanded retail trade and created a need for

professional services. The 1860 federal census reported 325 residents in Roseburg.

As in many western cities, population growth in the City of Roseburg has not
been steady. The growth is illustrated in Chart P-1. From 1860 to 1880, Roseburg's



population nearly tripled to 966 residents and during the following 30-year period it more
than quadrupled. However, by the time the 1930 census was reported, the city's
population decreased from 4,738 to 4,362--a net loss of 317 persons. This reversal in
the city's growth was the result of relocation of the main north-south rail route via
Klamath Falls. As a consequence, Roseburg suffered a traumatic economic setback
and it was not until the 1940s, when the lumber industry began its dramatic expansion
that the city recovered. Accompanying the expansion of the wood products industry, the
population of Roseburg increased from 4,924 in 1940 to 8,390 in 1950. The last U.S.
Census, taken in 1970, placed Roseburg's population at 14,461.

The growth of Roseburg generally has been similar to that of Douglas County
and Oregon as a whole. In all periods of major growth in the county and state, Roseburg
has had comparable expansion. Similarly, Roseburg has had little or no growth during
relatively static periods in the county and state. Tables P-1, P-2, and P-3 show the

comparative growth of Roseburg, Douglas County, and Oregon from 1900 to 1978.



Roseburg
Douglas County

Oregon

Roseburg

Douglas County

Oregon

Roseburg as a
Percent of County

Roseburg as a
Percent of State

Douglas County as a

TABLE P-1
POPULATION GROWTH
ROSEBURG, DOUGLAS COUNTY, AND OREON

1900-1979

1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950
1,690 4,738 4,381 4,362 4,924 8,390
14,565 19,674 21,332 21,965 25,728 54,549
413536 672,765 783,389 953,786 1,089,684 1,527,341

TABLE P-2

PERCENT CHANGE IN POPULATOIN
ROSEBURG, DOUGLAS COUNTY, AND OREGON

1900-19679
1900- 1910-  1920-  1930- 1940- 1950
1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960
180.4% 75%  -0.4%  12.9% 70.4%  36.6%
35.1 8.4 3.0 17.1 112.0 25.5
62.7 16.4 21.8 14.2 39.6 16.2

TABLE P-3
RELATIVE POPULATION
ROSEBURG, DOUGLAS COUNTY, AND OREGON

1900-1979
1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950
11.6%  24.1%  20.6% 19.8% 19.2% 15.4%
0.4 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.6
3.5 2.9. 2.7 2.3 2.4 3.6

1960
11,467
68,458

1,768,687

1960
1970

26.1%
4.7

18.2

1960

16.7%

0.6

3.8

1970
14,461
71,743

2,091,385

1970-
1979

21.5%
24.5

21.6

1970

20.0%

0.7

3.4

1979
17,579
89,300

2,544,000

1979

19.7%

0.7

3.5
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Aaron Rose, the first permanent resident of Roseburg, is a good example of the
migratory movement of settlers who made their home in the Umpqua Valley. Rose was
born in New York State in 1815 and migrated to Michigan with his parents in 1837.
Fourteen years later, at the age of 36, he took up his donation land claim on the South
Umpqua. A brief glance at the population census for Douglas County in 1860, 1870, and
1880 shows many similar examples. However, in most cases the only information
available is the individual's birthplace. Table P-4 serves to illustrate the origins of

Roseburg's earliest settlers.

TABLE P-4
Last Place of Residence Before Settling in Roseburg

% distribution
by census region

New England 3
Mid-Atlantic 2
South Atlantic 1
East N. Central 29
West N. Central 31
East S. Central 1
West S. Central 2
West 31
%100

No. 271

The percentage of Roseburg's population born in the New England, Mid-Atlantic, and
South Atlantic regions declined from 32 percent in 1860 to 22 percent by 1880.
Conversely, people born in the North Central region comprised only 36 percent of
Roseburg's population, but by 1880 the majority of the population had originated from
that area. Table P-4 also shows that by 1880 the number of people born in the West



had greatly increased. Undoubtedly, many of these came to Oregon from California.

Some, of course, came to Roseburg from other communities in Oregon.

By 1880 the foreign-born population of Oregon numbered 31,503 or 17 percent
of a total population of 174,768. In this same year a higher percentage of Roseburg's
population was foreign-born; about 21 percent. The greater percentage of foreign-born
in Roseburg by 1880 is largely the result of Chinese immigration between 1870 and
1880. Of the 48 foreign-born listed in the 1870 census, none are of Chinese origin, but
by 1880 there were 36 Chinese in Roseburg. Table P-5 illustrates the percentage of
foreign-born Roseburg residents by country-of-origin in 1880. These figures can be
compared to the 1970 Census of Roseburg's foreign-born population as shown in Table
P-6.

TABLE P-5
Origin of Foreign-Born Population of Roseburg in 1880

% of Foreign-Born

Country of Origin Number Population
England, Wales, and Scotland 47 27%
Ireland 18 10
Germany 35 20
Canada 12 7
France 3 2
Switzerland 4 2
Scandinavia 0 0
China 36 21
Others 19 11

Total 174 100%




TABLE P-6
ORIGIN OF FOREIGN-BORN POPULATION OF ROSEBURG IN 1970

Country of Origin Number % of Foreign-born Population
United Kingdom 262 14
Ireland 66 3
Germany 307 17
Canada 344 19
Sweden 70 3
East European 184 10
Mexico 5 1
Italy 14 1
Others _ 551 31
TOTAL 1803 100%

Current Conditions

The last U.S. Census Bureau's Decennial Census of Population was taken in
1970. For some statistics, this represents the most recent data. Later figures on
population characteristics are based on factors that have proven reliable in estimating
population at a given time: births, deaths, school enrollment, income tax returns, voter

registration, housing, known migration.

Many factors influence changes in population. Table P-7 shows some of the

factors used to analyze the composition of a population.

In 1970 the average population density of Douglas County was 14.03 persons
per square mile, while the City of Roseburg had a population density of 2,653 persons
per square mile. Chart P-3 illustrates both the historic and projected ratio of the city's
area and it's population size. Population figures from the 1980 census have not been

officially reported at the date of publication of this Plan.



TABLE P-7

1970 CENSUS DATA

POPULATION CATEGORY

Total Population
Male
Female
Non-White
Age 0-14
15-24
25-44
45-64
65 and older
Males 15 and Older
Married
Widowed
Divorced
Separated
Single
Females 15 and Older
Married
Widowed
Divorced
Separated
Single
Average Household Size
Persons/Square Mile

DOUGLAS COUNTY

71,743
35,965
35,778
298
21,523
11,226
16,899
15,569
6,526
24,988

25,232

141

(0.4%)
(29.8%)
(15.6%)
(23.4%)
(24.8%)
(8.9%)

ROSEBURG

14,461
7,133
7,321

76
3,772
2,377
3,321
3,231
1,755
5,270
3,476

170
322

72
1,356
5,414
3,415

774
315

90
965

(26%)

(16.4%)
(22.9%)
(22.3%)
(12.1%)
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The most current data available shows a December 31, 1979 certified county
population of 89,300 for an average of 17.54 persons per square mile (5,089 square
miles in Douglas County) and a city population of 17,579 for an average density of
2,287 persons per square mile (7.686) square miles in City of Roseburg). The city's
decrease in population density is primarily the result of recent annexations of large

areas of relatively low population density.

The 1970 census produced data regarding the makeup of households in the City
of Roseburg. Table P-8 serves to illustrate the character of households in Roseburg at

that time. More current data is not available.

TABLE P-8
1970 CENSUS DATA

Number of Percent

Households of Total

Household size: One person 990 20.5%
Two persons 1,541 31.9%

Three persons 799 16.5%

Four persons 702 14.5%

Five persons 458 9.4%

Six or more 332 6.9%

TOTAL 4,822 100%

Senior citizens, persons over 64 years of age, comprise less than ten percent of
the county population. Nearly 25 percent of these people, however, reside in the
Roseburg urban area. Between 1960 and 1970, the number of persons in the county
age 65 and over increased over 20 percent, compared to an increase of only 4.7

percent for the entire population.



Population Projections

Population projections can be made using a variety of models and assumptions
employing any one of several techniques. Several population projections have been
devised for the Roseburg urban area by various agencies such as the Center for
Population Research and Census at Portland State University, Umpqua Regional
Council of Governments, Coos-Curry-Douglas Economic Improvement District,
Bonneville Power Administration, and Pacific Northwest Bell. Population projections by
some of these agencies are listed in Table P-9 and are graphically illustrated in Chart P-
4.

TABLE P-9

Population Estimates for Roseburg Urban Area

Base 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000
PSU 28,427 31,367 33,608 35,267 37,415
CCD - High 27,462 28,993 31,062

URCOG - High 29,459 35,237 40,707
URCOG - Low 27,813 30,031 33,492

There are four major techniques commonly employed to make population

projections-mathematical, economic-employment, cohort analysis, and land use.

Mathematical models assume that components which describe population
change in the past will continue for some time in the future. Mathematical models which
extrapolate historical trends have the advantage of simplicity. They require very little
data, but they neither explain the reasons for past growth nor account for possible future
deviation from the established trend. For this reason, projections using linear and
exponential growth (mathematical) models become less reliable as the time frame is

expanded and are usually relied on for projections covering no more than five years.



While recognizing the inherent limitations of simple mathematical models, the
current lack of detailed data has precluded the use of the more sophisticated

methodologies.

To apply the linear extrapolation model to Roseburg's future, we must first
identify the established trend. Table P-10 shows Roseburg's estimated population

increase for each year from 1970 through 1979.

It should be noted that the annual Roseburg population increases shown on
Table P-10 do not include growth attributed to annexations. That portion of the City's
annual population growth which resulted from annexations has been counted as part of
the unincorporated area population. This will prevent double counting of the annexed
population.

The average annual real increase in population (minus annexations) from 1970
through 1979 is 245. The linear model then assumes that 245 will be the average real
increase per year in the future, and a projection can then be made by multiplying the
average annual increase (245) by the number of years desired. The product is then
added to the 1979 base population and the sum is the projected population for the
selected future year. It should be noted that the linear extrapolation model usually gives
a conservative projection which can be used to establish a low range estimate.

Using the linear extrapolation model, the projected 1985 Roseburg population would
be computed as follows:
1979 Base Population: 17,579

Average Annual Increase: 245
Number of Years Projected: X 6

1985 Population Increase: 1,470 + 17,579 = 19,049

Therefore, a 1985 population projection for Roseburg might be 19,050.



CHART P-4
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TABLE P-10
ROSEBURG ESTIMATED POPULATION INCREASE
1970 through 1979*

POPULATION POPULATION INCREASE
YEAR POPULATION ANNEXED MINUS ANNEXATIONS
1970 14,461
1971 14,530 69
1972 15,095 565
1973 15,360 265
1974 15,530 170
1975 16,735 1200 5
1976 16,950 215
1977 17,230 1 279
1978 16,900 177 *
1979 17,579 283 396
*Source: Portland State University Center for Population Research and Census. In

December 1979, PSU modified its method of estimating population.
Revisions were only made back to 1978; therefore, it is not possible to
calculate Roseburg's certified population increase between 1977 and

1978.
The second mathematical technique employed to project population is the
exponential extrapolation model. Data collected over a period of time reveals that
Roseburg's population has been increasing by an average percentage rate annually,

thereby actually accelerating arithmetic growth.

Like the linear model, the exponential model is more reliable over shorter
projection periods but maintains its integrity for longer range projections than does the
linear model. Exponential models are commonly relied upon to project a more liberal or

higher range estimate as compared to the lower range projection of the linear model.

The exponential extrapolation model is based on the average annual percentage
change in population. During the period of 1970 through 1979, the city's average annual
percent of real growth was 1.6 percent. Again, this does not include existing urban area
population which was added to the City through annexation.



To compare the exponential projection against the previously computed linear
projection, the year 1985 is again selected. The projection is made by multiplying the
average annual percent of growth (1.6%) by the 1979 base year population of 17,579
and adding the product onto the base population to get the 1980 projection. The 1980
population is then multiplied by 1.6 percent and the product again added to the 1980
population to get the 1981 projection. The process is continued for as many years as

desired.

Using the exponential extrapolation model, the projected 1985

Roseburg population is computed as follows:

1979 Base Population X 1.60 percent = New Growth + 1979 Base = 1980 population

(17,579) X (.016) = (281) + (17,579) = (17,860)
THEN,

17,860 X .016 = 286 + 17,860 = 18,146 (1981)
THEN,

18,146 X .016 = 206 + 18,146 = 18,436 (1982)
THEN,

18,436 X .016 = 295 + 18,436 = 18,731 (1983)
THEN,

18,731 X .016 = 300 + 18,731 = 19,031 (1984)
THEN,

19,031 X .016 = 304 + 19,031 = 19,335 (1985)

Thus, the exponential projection for Roseburg's 1985 population might be
19,335. It should be noted that even over the relatively short time span of six years,
there is a significant difference between the linear and exponential projections. This
difference is about 285 persons or 1.5 percent over the 1979 population base. Probably
the most reliable and realistic prediction of population growth lies somewhere between

the linear low projection and the exponential high projection.



Since population and economic activity are very closely related, a number of
population projection models have been developed which are based on expected
economic and employment growth. Economic employment models are usually
employed in situations where there are large migrations, economic information is well
documented and fairly stable, and where there is a lack of other data. They are,
however, reliable only when making short-term projections as the relationship between
employment and population can shift rapidly. Finally, it should be noted that this method
is not generally useful for, smaller cities such as Roseburg, as the people working in the
city may not necessarily live there. For these reasons, it does not appear that the
economic employment model can be used with any degree of reliability for Roseburg

and the surrounding urban area.

One methodology commonly applied to smaller cities is the land use model which
projects population on the basis of available land and population density. This type of
projection reverses the process of projecting population growth and then determining
what land will be needed. Instead, it begins with the amount of land available and then
projects how many people can be accommodated. Given the total projected population
growth for the city, that portion of the growth which will occur in the city may be
determined by the land area available and pertinent density restrictions, such as zoning

laws.

Unfortunately, the land use model is useful for cities that have adopted an urban
growth boundary and specific growth management policies. While the model can be
employed during the planning process to determine if an urban growth boundary (and
the growth policies which go along with the boundary) will provide for a previously

projected population, it cannot be used to project a population for an undefined area.

A demographic cohort-survival model is the only one that can be used in
projecting population by both age and sex. The cohort-survival model divides the
population by sex into cohorts, or groups of persons of the same age (0-5 years, 5-10
years, etc.). The model makes certain assumptions about future births, deaths, and
gross in-migration and out-migration for each model. Taking a base, or benchmark,

population, the cohorts are projected using fertility rates and net migration.



Since the cohort-survival model considers each component of population change
separately (births, deaths, and net migration, each by age and sex), it is also relatively
precise. Its one drawback is that it is particularly sensitive to fluctuations in migration,
requiring large amounts of data not readily available for an area the size of Roseburg.
The method works best for metropolitan regions or on a county-wide basis. In fact, the
cohort-survival model was the principal model employed by Douglas County for
projecting county-wide populations. Again, the cohort-survival model is not generally

well suited to the Roseburg area.

All of the projection techniques described above provide at least rough estimates
of future population; however, only the mathematical models are useful for projecting
population for Roseburg, considering the size of the area involved, the size of the base
population, and the limited amount of, data available. The land use model will be
employed later in the planning process and, will be used to gauge proposed land use

designations against the projected population.

Although the cohort-survival model is deemed the most comprehensive and
accurate method of projecting population, a more comprehensive data base than is now
available for the Roseburg area is prerequisite. It is anticipated that a cohort-survival
model can be used during future periodic reviews of the Comprehensive Plan.
Beginning in 1980, the national census will be taken every five years (the census is how
taken once every ten years). This significant reduction in the time period between
census counts will provide the data base necessary to employ the cohort-survival model

and more reliable projections will be possible.

Projections must also account for growth in the unincorporated area outside the
city limits as well as inside the city. Several factors represent barriers in an attempt to
apply a common methodology to both the incorporated and unincorporated areas. First,
it is difficult to detect trends in the unincorporated areas because official census counts
do not correspond directly to the boundaries of the study area. Also, while annual
building permit statistics are kept for the city, county building permit data for the

unincorporated urban area is not segregated from data for the county as a whole,



making it necessary to rely on certain assumptions about building activity within the

study area.

The urban area housing survey conducted by the City in January of 1980
provides the best source of data to estimate the current unincorporated area population.

(See Housing Element.)

Although the 1980 housing survey was limited primarily to areas with urban-type

services, it did account for about 95 percent of the urban area's housing stock.

Other population projections which attempt to define the "urban area" by artificial
boundaries have proved unrealistic because they include vast areas of rural resource
lands which will almost certainly be excluded from the urban growth area. Rural growth

trends in these areas cannot be regarded as realistic indicators of future urban growth.

While the projection methodology employed here is limited to a geographic area
encompassing about 95 percent of the urban areas current unincorporated population, it

should not be viewed as an attempt to define the limits of the urban area.

To arrive at an unincorporated area population, accepted dwelling occupancy
factors are multiplied by the known number of dwellings in the area. In December of
1979, the Center for Population Research and Census at Portland State University
established average dwelling occupancy or household size factors for Roseburg. These
average household size factors are as follows:

Single-Family Dwelling = 2.77 persons/household
Mobile Home = 2.57 persons/household
Multi-Family Dwelling = 1.98 persons/household



The 1980 unincorporated urban area population is then computed as follows:

No. of Average
Type of Dwelling Dwellings Household Size Population
Single-Family: 1305 X 2.77 = 3,615
Mobile Home: 1020 X 2.57 = 2,621
Multi-Family: 689 X 1.97 = 1,357
TOTAL 7,593

Thus, the estimated 1980 unincorporated urban area population is 7,593.

Prior to projecting future growth, an indication of past trends must be established. To
establish the past trend, county building permit data for 1975 through 1978 was used.
As previously mentioned, there are inherent limitations to the use of this data, however,
it is presently the only available means of estimating past growth in the unincorporated

area.

Building permit data for the greater Roseburg area was segregated into two
County Planning Advisory Sub-Areas: North Roseburg (unincorporated) and Roseburg
(unincorporated). Much of the North Roseburg planning area extends into rural lands
where relatively lower building activity is occurring. For this reason, only 80 percent of
the building permits of the North Roseburg sub-area were employed to establish an
urban area growth trend. This was done on the assumption that about 20 percent of the
sub-area's growth was occurring in rural areas, well beyond the scope of the Roseburg

planning area. All building permit data for the Roseburg sub-area was used.

By breaking down building permit data into the same categories used in the 1980
survey (single-family, multifamily and mobile home) and multiplying by the accepted
household size factor, the population increase for each year can be estimated. Since
some permits are issued for dwellings which are never actually placed or constructed, it
IS necessary to subtract some units from these data. A rule-of-thumb is that roughly five
percent of permits do not result in construction. In the unincorporated area a significant
amount of the new dwellings were mobile homes which were replacing existing mobile

homes. A four-percent replacement factor is therefore subtracted from new placement



figures. The replacement of existing conventional dwellings is also occurring. This is
usually given a value of no more than one percent of the total existing stock; therefore,
one percent of all new dwellings are not counted in the total. Finally, a vacancy rate
adjustment must be figured into the model. Current data (see Housing Element)
suggests a vacancy rate of two percent. The total of these adjustment factors requires
a 12 percent downward adjustment to the data used in the projection model. For the
four year period studied, the adjusted building permit data suggests an average annual
population increase of about 475 in the unincorporated urban area. This is nearly twice

the annual average increase experienced by the City.

As was done with the average annual city population increase, this figure can be
projected in a straight line (linear extrapolation) and future low range Population
projections can be derived. Also, computing the annual percent of change in the
unincorporated population, an average annual percent of increase equaling 6.2 percent
is derived. This percentage figure can then be used to make an exponential projection
of population growth.

Table P-11 shows projected populations for both the City of Roseburg and the
unincorporated urban area from the linear extrapolation (low range) method. Table P-12
illustrates that significantly higher projections are derived by applying the exponential
method. Again, projections which fall somewhere between the high and low range are
probably more reliable when planning for the future growth of the Roseburg urban area.

The 1980 unincorporated urban area population is then computed as follows:

No. of Average
Type of Dwelling  Dwellings Household Size Population
Single-Family: 1305 X 2.77 = 3,615
Mobile Home: 1020 X 2.57 = 2,621
Multi-Family: 689 X 1.97 = 1,357
TOTAL 7,593

Thus, the estimated 1980 unincorporated urban area population is 7,593.

Prior to projecting future growth, an indication of past trends must be established.
To establish the past trend, county building permit data for 1975 through 1978 was

used. As previously mentioned, there are inherent limitations to the use of this data,



however, it is presently the only available means of estimating past growth in the

unincorporated area.

Building permit data for the greater Roseburg area was segregated into two
County Planning Advisory Sub-Areas: North Roseburg (unincorporated) and Roseburg
(unincorporated). Much of the North Roseburg planning area extends into rural lands
where relatively lower building activity is occurring. For this reason, only 80 percent of
the building permits of the North Roseburg sub-area were employed to establish an
urban area growth trend. This was done on the assumption that about 20 percent of the
sub-area's growth was occurring in rural areas, well beyond the scope of the Roseburg

planning area. Al] building permit data for the Roseburg sub-area was used.

By breaking down building permit data into the same categories used in the 1980
survey (single-family, multifamily and mobile home) and multiplying by the accepted
household size factor, the population increase for each year can be estimated. Since
some permits are issued for dwellings which are never actually placed or constructed, it
is necessary to subtract some units from these data. A rule-of-thumb is that roughly five
percent of permits do not result in construction. In the unincorporated area a significant
amount of the new dwellings were mobile homes which were replacing existing mobile
homes. A four-percent replacement factor is therefore subtracted from new placement
figures. The replacement of existing conventional dwellings is also occurring. This is
usually given a value of no more than one percent of the total existing stock; therefore,
one percent of all new dwellings are not counted in the total. Finally, a vacancy rate
adjustment must be figured into the model. Current data (see Housing Element)
suggests a vacancy rate of two percent. The total of these adjustment factors requires a
12 percent downward adjustment to the data used in the projection model. For the four
year period studied, the adjusted building permit data suggests an average annual
population increase of about 475 in the unincorporated urban area. This is nearly twice

the annual average increase experienced by the City.

As was done with the average annual city population increase, this figure can be
projected in a straight line (linear extrapolation) and future low range population

projections can be derived. Also, computing the annual percent of change in the



unincorporated population, an average annual percent of increase equaling 6.2 percent
is derived. This percentage figure can then be used to make an exponential projection

of population growth.

Table P-11 shows projected populations for both the City of Roseburg and the
unincorporated urban area from the linear extrapolation (low range) method. Table P-12
illustrates that significantly higher projections are derived by applying the exponential
method. Again, projections which fall somewhere between the high and low range are
probably more reliable when planning for the future growth of the Roseburg urban area.
The middle range projections are listed in Table P-13. These projections are graphically

illustrated in a comparative fashion in Chart P-5.

TABLE P-11
Low Range
POPULATION PROJECTIONS
LINEAR EXTRAPOLATION METHOD

1980-2000
Unincorporated Total
Year Roseburg* Urban Area Projected
1980 17,824 7,593 25,417
1985 19,049 9,968 29,017
1990 20,274 12,343 32,617
1995 21,499 14,718 36,217

2000 22,724 17,093 39,817



TABLE P-12
High Range
POPULATION PROJECTIONS
EXPONENTIAL EXTRAPOLATION METHOD

1980-2000
Unincorporated Total
Year Roseburg* Urban Area Projected
1980 17,860 7,593 25,453
1985 19,335 10,258 29,593
1990 20,931 13,857 34,788
1995 22,664 17,992 40,656
2000 24,535 24,305 48,840

*Does not include growth attributed to annexations which will actually occur.

TABLE P-13
Middle Range
POPULATION PROJECTIONS
1980-2000
Unincorporated Total

Year Roseburg* Urban Area Projected
1980 17,842 7,593 25,435
1985 19,192 10,113 29,305
1990 20,602 13,100 33,702
1995 22,081 16,355 38,436
2000 23,630 20,699 44,329

*Does not include growth attributed to annexations which will actually occur.
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SUMMARY

The population projections contained in this element represent the best estimate
of Roseburg's future growth, considering the data available and the methodology
applied. Although projection accuracy is sought, the inherent limitations of such
accuracy must be recognized. Projections are not an empirical fact, but a calculation
based on trends, data, and assumptions. Accuracy of the projection is, therefore,
dependent on the accuracy of the assumptions and data used to make the calculation.
Any unforeseen change in the trend would, of course, result in discrepancies between
actual population and projected population. As projection time increases, accuracy
decreases because of the unforeseen variables and changes. Therefore, it is
imperative that the projections be periodically monitored to evaluate the assumptions

and note any new or unforeseen population changes.

The population projections form the basis on which most major planning
decisions are made, particularly in the areas of housing, economy, urbanization, and

public facilities and services.

Since the-population projection plays such an essential role in planning for
Roseburg's future growth and development, it is critical that it be used in conjunction
with alternative growth patterns which reflect existing desirable conditions to derive the
greatest benefit.



FINDINGS

The population trend of Roseburg has been similar to Douglas County and
Oregon as a whole. In all periods of major growth in the county and state,
Roseburg has experienced comparable expansion. Similarly, Roseburg has had

little or no growth during relatively static periods in the county and state.

Historically, Roseburg's population growth rate has been very closely tied to
economic conditions. In more recent times, however, there seems to be less
dependence on local economic stability. An increasing percentage of the area's
new population is comprised of persons locating in Roseburg who wish to take

advantage of the perceived quality of life rather than job opportunities.

Development resulting from an increasing population depends on numerous
other factors, including availability of developable land; an adequate level of
urban services, a continued source and supply of basic resource materials;
adequate transportation facilities; adequate source of water; and a host of

socially-oriented factors.

The average density of population within the incorporated city limits has
remained relatively constant. While the population density in the unincorporated
urban area is presently lower than in the city, it is increasing at a much faster
rate.

The Roseburg urban area 1978 population constitutes about one-third of the total
Douglas County population. While Douglas County as a whole has been growing
at an average of 2.3 percent per year since 1970, the Roseburg urban area has

been increasing at a faster rate; 3.9percent* per year.

Current growth trends suggest that by 1990, the Roseburg urban area will
account for about one-third of the total county population. By the year 2000, this
trend would push the urban area's share of the county population to over 36

percent.



7. Population projections indicate a moderate annual increase which could average

about 3.9 percent* per year for the Roseburg urban area.

*Combined weighted average for incorporate and unincorporated areas.



ASSUMPTIONS

The Roseburg urban area will continue to grow at a faster rate than Douglas

County as a whole.

The City of Roseburg will experience much greater population increases in the
future due to policies which encourage annexation prior to development of

currently unincorporated areas.

Escalating land values will make it increasingly difficult for people to purchase
acreage homesites in rural areas. The result will be an increased demand for

housing in urban areas, including Roseburg.

With the continued availability of urban services development outside the
incorporated city limits will continue to be a significant factor in the future growth

of the Roseburg urban area.

If contemporary growth trends continue into the future, the Roseburg urban area
will contain a population of 44,329 persons by the year 2000.



GOAL AND POLICY STATEMENTS FOR GROWTH

To accommodate Roseburg's anticipated population growth through the orderly

provision of essential facilities and services while promoting wise and efficient land use.

POLICIES
1. The City of Roseburg will support federal, state, and local alternative to life
in the urban area.
2. Concepts of urban development for cost effectiveness and energy

efficiency will be supported.

3. All elements of the Roseburg Urban Area Comprehensive Pla shall be
coordinated with the mid-range year 2000 population projection of 44,329
persons. Yearly population changes or trends will be monitored and
assessed for their impacts. Prior to any amendment of the Comprehensive

Plan, these changes or trends shall be considered.

4. Resources necessary to provide adequate public services utilities and

facilities should be budgeted to meet the projected population.
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NATURAL RESOURCES ELEMENT

Introduction

The Natural Resources Element deals with a variety of interrelated natural
assets, which as a whole represents the basic character of Roseburg and its environs.
These assets include physical geology, aggregate and mineral resources, soils, water
and air quality, wildlife and wildlife habitat, and climate. Of course, many other factors
account
for the nature of the urban area, such as natural hazards, open space, and various
types of land use, but these subjects will be dealt with in detail in other elements of the
Plan.

The natural environment and its resources add to the livability of the Roseburg
urban area. Local awareness and appreciation for nature, as well as the inherent limits
of its resources, is essential to the need to provide a physically and psychologically
healthy urban environment. Urban areas provide a diversity of economic, social and
cultural opportunities. It is equally important to provide diversity, and ensure quality, in

the natural environment of the city.

Air and water resources are especially vital in the urban area. Internal and
external factors contribute to problems associated with air quality and water quality, but
proper planning and sound land use practices can help reduce these problems and

make the environment more livable.

The Natural Resources Element provides broad direction for maintaining and
improving our natural urban environment. The inventories and analysis conducted as
the basis for this element and the goals, objectives and policies contained herein
address numerous statewide planning goals and interpret those goals in the context of

the needs and circumstances of the Roseburg urban area.



Climate

Situated about 50 miles inland from the Pacific coast at an elevation of 500 feet,
Roseburg experiences a slightly modified marine climate with marked seasonal
characteristics. Late fall, winter, and early spring months are damp, cloudy, and cool
under influence of marine air. Late spring, summer and early fall are warm, dry, and
sunny due to the dry continental nature of the prevailing winds aloft which cross this

area.

The rain shadow afforded by the Coast Range results in a relatively light annual
rainfall, of which about 80 percent falls between October and March with snowfall
contributing only 3 percent of this- Individual snowfall accumulations seldom last more
than 24 hours and present little hindrance to transportation in and around the urban

area.

Annual precipitation in Roseburg averages 33 inches, falling in measurable
amounts an average of 131 days of the year. Scanty summertime rainfall is brought by
thunderstorm activity, which affects the mountains to the south and east for the most
part, but occasionally spreads over the Roseburg area.

Fog often fills the lower elevations during the fall and winter months, when rapid
clearing of the sky after a storm allows nocturnal cooling of the entrapped, moist air to
the saturation point. Duration of fog is seldom more than three days; usually only one or

two days.

Few extremes of temperature occur in the Roseburg area. In winter, the average
daily minimum temperature dips slightly below freezing during December and January,
with an average winter temperature of 54.60 F. So temperate is the climate in general,
that winter days below 200 F are rare. High temperatures in the summer months
average slightly below 900 F, with extremes occasionally climbing to or slightly above
the 1000 mark. But there have been wider extremes in temperatures. On January 16,
1888,

a temperature of 60 below zero was recorded in Roseburg. A high temperature of 1090

was recorded on July 20, 1946.



Prevailing northerly winds exist from February through October with southerly
winds persisting during November through January. Hourly wind speeds average 4-6
mph, with winds of less than 3 mph occurring from 30 percent of the time in July to 80

percent of the time in November.

A summary of Roseburg's climatic conditions is illustrated on Chart NR-1. Table

NR-1 lists the climatological normals, means, and extremes for Roseburg.



TABLE NR-1
TABLE C-1

CLIMATOLOGICAL NORMALS, MEANS, AND EXTREMES

FOR ROSEBURG

Temperature
Normals | Extremes |
Month Daily Daily Monthly Record Year Record lowest Year Normal degree

maxinum minimum highest days

(a) (b) (b) (b) 11 11 (b)
J 47.2 33.4 40.3 65 1959+ -1 1962 766
F 51.9 34.6 43.3 72 1963 13 1956 608
M 56.7 36.4 46.6 81 1960 19 1956 570
A 63.5 39.4 51.5 90 1957+ 27 1955 405
M 69.4 43.5 56.5 95 1956 36 1954 267
J 75.1 47.9 61.5 102 1961 34 1954 123

J 84.0 51.8 67.9 106 1961 39 1962 22

A 83.8 51.4 67.6 103 1960 41 1956+ 16
S 78.0 475 62.8 102 1955 32 1954 105
) 65.9 42.9 54.4 91 1958 26 1954 329
N 53.8 38.4 46.1 73 1955+ 15 1955 567
D 48.3 35.6 42.0 69 1958 18 1962 713
YR 65.8 41.9 534 106 July 1961 -1 Jan 1962 4491




TABLE NR-1 (CONTINUED)

Precipitation

Snow, Sleet
Month Normal | Maximum | Year Minimum Yea Maximum | Year Mean | Maximum Year Maximum | Year
Total monthly monthly in 24 hrs Total monthly in 24 hrs.

() (b) 12 12 12 12 12 12
J 5.51 10.98 1964 1.36 1962 3.17 1964 3.2 13.3 1954 9.1 1954
F 4.21 9.46 1958 1.04 1964 4.25 1961 3 2.6 1959 2.6 1959
M 3.42 6.46 1961+ | 3.23 1954 1.33 1960 0.7 7.0 1956 6.7 1956
A 1.93 5.28 1963 0.59 1959 0.99 1963 0.2 2.4 1953 2.4 1953
M 1.85 3.80 1960 0.30 1954 1.51 1963 T T 1964 T 1964
J 1.50 4.97 1958 T 1960 1.17 1958 0.0 0.0 0.0 1964
J 0.21 0.48 1958 T 1962+ | 0.78 1958 0.0 0.0 0.0
A 0.31 1.29 1953 T 1963+ | 0.61 1953 0.0 0.0 0.0
S 1.00 1.98 1957 0.44 1964 1.13 1963 0.0 0.0 0.0
@) 3.02 7.00 1956 0.92 1964 2.16 1956 0.0 0.0 0.0
N 4.46 10.11 1961 0.80 1959 4.80 1961 1.4 10.8 1961 9.4 1961
D 5.69 15.74 1955 2.00 1963 4.03 1955 0.7 5.5 1964 4.0 1964
YR 33.1 15.74 Dec T Aug 4.80 Nov 6.5 13.3 Jan 9.4 Nov

1955 1963+ 1961 1954 1961




TABLE NR-1 (CONTINUED)

Wind |
Relative Humidity | Fastest Mile |
Month 10:00 | 4:00 P.M. Mean Houry | # Speed # Year Pct. Of Mean Sky Cover
AM. PST Speed Prevailing Directi possible sunrise to sunset
PST Direction on sunshine
(a) 11 11 12 12 12 12 12 12
J 86 73 3.9 S 34 SW 1958 26 8.7
F 83 66 4.1 N 38 SW 1961 30 8.4
M 73 56 4.8 N 40 S 1963 39 8.0
A 63 50 4.9 N 29 SW 1960 49 7.2
M 61 50 4.9 N 22 N 1964+ 52 6.8
J 59 46 5.3 N 22 NW 1963+ 61 5.7
J 54 34 5.9 N 25 NW 1959+ 79 3.0
A 56 36 5.4 N 25 N 1953 74 3.8
S 63 41 4.6 N 25 N 1959 68 4.8
(@) 80 58 3.5 N 50 S 1962 42 7.1
N 86 73 3.6 S 31 SW 1959 25 8.5
D 89 80 3.6 S 31 S 1958+ 20 8.9
YR 71 55 4.5 N 50 S Oct 1962 50 6.7




TABLE NR-1 (CONTINUED)

Mean number of days

| Sunrise to Sunset | Temperatures
Maximum | Minimum
Month Clear Partly Cloudy Precipitation| Snow, Thunderstormg Heavy 90 and 320 a/320 a|0rand
Cloudy .0linchor | Sleet1.0 Fog above below below below
more inch or
more

(a) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 11 11 11 11

J 1 5 25 18 1 * 8 0 1 14 *

F 1 6 21 16 * 0 8 0 0 9 0

M 2 7 22 17 * * 4 0 0 9 0

A 4 8 18 13 * 1 2 * 0 4 0

M 6 8 17 12 0 1 1 1 0 * 0

J 8 10 12 7 0 1 * 2 0 0 0

J 19 7 5 2 0 * * 7 0 0 0

A 16 8 7 3 0 1 * 7 0 0 0

S 12 9 9 6 0 1 2 4 0 * 0

O 4 11 16 11 0 * 12 * 0 2 0

N 1 6 23 15 * 0 11 0 * 8 0

D 1 4 26 16 * * 11 0 0 10 0

YR 75 89 201 135 2 5 59 21 1 56 *

Means and extremes in the above table are from the existing location. Annual extremes have been exceeded at otlerflutationglighest temperature
109 in July 1946; lowest temperatufein January 1888; mimum monthly precipitation 0.00 in June 1951 and earlier dates; maximum monthly snowfall 28.0
in January 1950.

(a) Length of record, years.
(b) Climatological standard normals
*  Less than one half.
+ Also on earlier dates, months or years
T Trace, an amount tagmall to measure
Below-zero temperatures are preceded by a minus sign
# To 8 compass points only.



TABLE NR-1 (CONTINUED)
Unless otherwise indicated dimensional units used in this bulletin are: temperature in degrees F; precipitation, mmhfdihgnsinches, wind movement
in miles per hours; and relative humidity in percent. Monthly heating degree day totals are the sums of the negatres dépaexage daily temperatures
from 62 F. Sleet was included in snowfall totals beginning with 19¥8. Heavy fog reduces visibility to ¥ mile or less.

Sky cover is expressed in a range of 0 for no clouds or obscuring phenomena to 10 for complete sky cover. The numbayofshssed on average
cloudiness ; partly cloudy days-Z; and clady days 810 tenths.

Temperature extremes and relative humidity means in the Normals, Means, and Extremes table are for comparable logatid8s3nrou
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GEOLOGY

The City of Roseburg is situated atop an Eocene sediment formation which bears
its name. The Roseburg Formation is an inter-bedded sedimentary formation which was
created as the result of the many advances and withdrawals of the sea. While it is
difficult to estimate the length of time which the area was covered by the ocean, it must
have been many millions of years, for the sedimentary layer formed is over 8,000 feet
thick.

To the south and east, about 100,000,000 years ago, islands appeared-
forerunners of the Klamath Mountains.

Eventually the ocean receded and much of Oregon was level, subtropical land.
Trees such as cinnamon, avocado, and fig, as well as sycamore and redwood,

flourished in the warm climate.

Near the end of the early Eocene period, pressure from plate movement caused
a dramatic change in the once relatively flat sedimentary formation. The effects of
these tremendous forces can be seen today in the many ridges which surround
Roseburg. Almost without exception, these ridges, which are really folds and upthrusts

of the sedimentary base, tend to lie in a north to northeasterly direction.

During the ensuing millenia, many changes occurred. Central Douglas County
was subjected to many large lava flows (60-30 million years ago). Erosion and
subsequent volcanic activity of late Oligocene and early Miocene times (30-20 million
years ago) covered much of the earlier formation with new debris. Pillow lavas of that
era cropped out extensively in the Roseburg area and quarries have been developed at
several of these

locations.

In the late Miocene and early Pliocene period (15-2 million years ago), the
uplifting of the deeply covered lava surface formed the present Cascades. A string of
volcanoes emerged on the eastern slopes; among them were the mountains

McLoughlin, Mazama, Theilson and Diamond Peak. Volcanic eruption of these



mountains deposited vast amounts of pumice across the face of the Cascades. The
layers of pumice, which vary in thickness from 20 to 600 feet, formed a very permeable
aquafer, or groundwater storage

area and is primarily responsible for the clear, even flowing waters of the North Umpqua
River. The South Umpqua River, by contrast, emerges from an area of the Klamath
Mountains which were not covered by the thick pumice deposits. The South Umpqua
then, does not have the extensive subsurface reservoir to draw from, but instead, is fed
primarily from surface runoff and is, therefore, much more subject to fluctuation in the

amount and quality of the runoff.

Today, in geologic terms, the central Douglas County area is stable; though there
is evidence that the Coast Range west of Roseburg is under-going epirogenic uplift at
present. There are no known geological faults in the immediate Roseburg urban area;
the nearest being about 5 miles to the south. The only recorded earthquake in Douglas
County was the Roseburg earthquake of 1913. A small earthquake occurred off the
coast of Douglas County in 1938. This relative lack of seismic activity in the Roseburg

vicinity suggests little risk of such a hazard in the future.

MINERAL AND AGGREGATE RESOURCES

Douglas County has enjoyed a very active and colorful mining history. During
the 1850's, prospectors explored essentially all of the streams of the County for gold
and other precious minerals. They found fair to good prospects on only a few of the
streams. Noteworthy among these are Starvout, Hogum, Quines, Bull Run, Coffee and
North Myrtle Creeks. There is no record of significant mining activity in the Roseburg
vicinity. In fact, most mineral exploration has been confined to the southern half of the
county. While prospecting, mining and mineral production once played a major role in
the economic development of the county, today these activities have all but completely
disappeared; with the exception of one important operation.

The operation that keeps Douglas County leading all other counties in the state
in value of mineral production is the nickel mine and smelter near Riddle. During the
1960's and 1970's the Nickel Mountain mine operated by the Hanna Mining Company

has yielded more than one million tons of ore annually with an average nickel content of



1.41 to 1.50 percent, and the smelter has produced in excess of 20,000,000 pounds of
nickel metal in the form of ferronickel alloy. Employing some 600 persons, the Hanna
Nickel operation represents one of the single most important economic resources in the

region.

Sand and gravel production ranks second in monetary value of mineral resources in
Douglas County. The two principal producers in the Roseburg area are Roseburg Sand
and Gravel and Beaver State Sand and Gravel.

Sand and gravel, and crushed rock are the basic materials for the construction
industry. An adequate supply of low-cost, good-quality aggregate is essential for the
concrete used in the highways, bridges, streets, sidewalks, foundations, and buildings

of an expanding urban area.

In central Douglas County the best quality sand and gravel occurs in the flat
ground near, or within the banks of, the major streams and tributaries. While these
locations have the advantage of being easily accessible, their removal often poses the
threat of adverse environmental consequences. Often, some of the best sand and
gravel deposits are over laden with some of the richest agricultural soils. To take
advantage of the needed aggregate resource, valuable farm land must be destroyed. In
other locations, easily accessible, high quality sand and gravel is situated in a stream
bed. Improper removal techniques can have serious impacts on the water quality and
can interfere with aquatic life by disrupting fish runs and even destroying spawning
grounds.

Rock pits and quarries also pose special problems. The operation of removing,
crushing and hauling the aggregate often creates significant air and noise pollution. As
urban expansion encroaches on land bearing aggregate resources, the industry's
problems of land use and environmental impacts accelerate.

The demand for aggregate resources has steadily increased over the years and
is expected to increase in the future. While specific figures for the Roseburg area are
not available, the U.S. Bureau of Mines production statistics show that the Douglas
County sand and gravel industry produced about 812,000 tons of sand and gravel
aggregate in 1960. The 1970 totals show that production had increased to about



883,000 tons. Estimates from other studies in Oregon indicate that the annual per capita
use of sand and gravel is about 6.5 tons; this figure appears to be realistic for Douglas
County also. Projecting the same per capita usage rate for the Roseburg Urban area it
can be estimated that about 193,000 tons per year are currently required. By 1990, the

demand could climb to around 250,000 tons annually.

The Oregon State Department of Geology and Mineral Industries has estimated that
sand and gravel reserves underlie about 135 acres in the central Douglas County area.
Al] of the deposits are within economic transportation distance of the Roseburg urban
area. The sand and gravel occurs in the channel and in bars and floodplain terraces at
slightly
different levels mainly on the inside bank of large meanders of the streams. Thickness
of the gravel ranges from a few feet in the shallow bars to as much as 20 feet in the

higher floodplain terraces.

Assuming an average minable thickness of ten feet, we can estimate 35,000 tons
of sand and gravel per acre, or nearly 5 million tons of saleable gravel in the 135-acre
area. At the present rate of gravel consumption for the central Douglas County area,

this reserve should last at least 15 years.

The above calculations can only be considered an approximate estimate of
reserves, a completely realistic summary will require extensive field surveys to
determine the lard area actually available for mining, the thickness of deposits, and
quality of materials. Competing land use activities will have a significant limiting effect

on the availability of new resource finds.

Crushed quarry rock will continue to increase in importance to the construction
industry as the more desirable good-quality sand and gravel deposits become depleted.
To be used as a substitute for sand and gravel, the rock, after crushing and sizing, must
meet the required specifications for the specific use. These include resistance to

abrasion, chemical stability, specific gravity, and its resistance to weathering.

The U.S. Bureau of Mines reported a production of 285,000 tons of crushed rock

for Douglas County in 1960 and by 1970 the statistics showed an increase in 446,000



tons per year. Current production data is not available, but is estimated that over 50
percent of the aggregate used today is crushed rock, as compared to about 25 percent
in 1960. As with sand and gravel, crushed rock cannot be hauled very far economically,
so quarries must be conveniently located to the urban area and to the projects where
large quantities will be used, the accompanying Geology Map shows the location of

guarries and known gravel deposits in the Roseburg area.

In the Roseburg urban area two sites have been identified as significant sources
of aggregate material. Both sites provide basic materials utilized by the construction
industry. Currently zoning allows for utilization of the resources at these sites while
providing for the
mitigation of potential adverse impacts through the Conditional Use Permit process. The

nature of the location of both sites minimizes the potential for conflicting uses.

One site is located within the banks of the South Umpqua River, below the
Washington Street bridge, in T.27S., R.6W., Section 24AA. The site is comprised of a
gravel bar which runs south from EIlk Island, and the adjacent east stream bed of the
river. This active site provides 10,000 cubic yards of high quality sand and gravel
annually from a very large reserve. Removal of aggregate from this site is under permit

by the Division of State Lands.

The second site is a hill of approximately 600,000 cubic yards located at the
north end of the Roseburg Municipal Airport in T.27S., R.6W., Section 1. Part of this
City-owned site is planned to be excavated in 1984 in conjunction with airport
improvements as outlined in the Airport Master Plan. This site would primarily yield
random fill materials obtained by blasting. Economic constraints related to the demand
for this moderate quality material will most likely limit excavation to that area necessary
to reduce the site's encroachment into the airport approach surface. Material excavated
from this site
is planned to be used for further airport improvements. Structural development at this
site is not permitted in accordance with airport clear zone and other imaginary surfaces

established in the Airport Master Plan.



Available information was not sufficient to determine the full extent, quality, and
guantity of two of the four mineral sites identified. These sites located in T.27S., R5W.,
Section 18B and T.27S., R.5W., Section 17, are included on the inventory map and will
be studied in the future.

Sources used to identify resource sites include:
Division of State Lands removal permits
Telephone interview, Stephen Loosley, March 3, 1984

Douglas County Mineral Resources Inventory

Aggregates are a basic construction material and are a vital commodity upon
which the region's economic development depends. Therefore, it is important that the
area's aggregate resource be fully developed and protected from encroachments by

other land use activities.

The nature of aggregate production, whether sand and gravel or crushed rock
often conflicts with other values and is considered by many to be undesirable. Air and
water pollution, noise, land disturbance and general unsightliness is inherent in the
industry. Location near urbanizing areas is required, however, owing to high hauling
costs and natural distribution. For economic reasons it is imperative that urban growth

be prevented from sprawling indiscriminately over future sources of supply.

The aggregate industry and society are best served by the implementation of
multiple use and sequential land use policies. Visual and acoustic screening can
minimize the adverse aesthetic impacts of gravel and quarry operations. Abandoned
sites can be used for a variety of subsequent activities, depending upon the overall

physical and cultural setting.

SOILS

An understanding of soil characteristics within the Roseburg Urban area is an
indispensable too] in land use suitability analysis and ultimate formulation of the

comprehensive plan.



This knowledge of soils is paramount to the planning process not only as they
are found in the natural landscape, but also the manner in which they respond to the
development activities of man. Individual soils with similar narrow ranges in many
properties that combine to give them distinguishing character are grouped together as
classes and each class is given a specific name, usually in relation to some geographic

feature.

Soils develop as an interaction of the parent material, climate, relief and
biological activity acting over a period of time. A "soil"* as defined in soil science and soil
classification is an individual body on the surface of the earth. It has depth and shape.
Its boundaries are also the boundaries of other soils (or of non-soil bodies on the
surface of the earth). These boundaries come at places where one or more of the basic
soil forming factors change or have been different at some time during the genesis of
the soil. These factors are: (1) climate and (2) living matter that act on, (3) parent
material for soil, as conditioned by (4) relief over periods of, (5) time.

It should be noted that soil areas shown on maps and given specific names can
seldom be 100 percent pure taxonomic units, Each specific mapping unit is likely to

have small incursions of other kinds of soil.

Soils data is usually employed at two levels of detail in the land use planning
process; generalized soil maps and detailed soil maps are useful for analysis of various
land use alternatives projected on an area-wide basis.

Detailed soil data is useful in analyzing site-specific locations for suitability of
dwellings, streets, parks and other facilities. The detailed data breaks down soil series
into sub-associations which differentiate various characteristics within a single soil
series. Factors such as slope, aspect, stoniness or depth are identified. For example,
the Philomath series is very common in the Roseburg vicinity.  Within the series,
however, we find several sub-associations, each with its own special character and
suitability for development. Philomath cobbly silty clay loam on 3-12 percent slopes is
suited for certain kinds of use, while Philomath silty clay on 3-12 percent slopes may be

more suited or less



suited for the same kind of development.

Detailed descriptions of the many soil series found in the Roseburg planning
area, as well as their capabilities and limitations for specific uses, are found on the
Oregon Soil Interpretation Sheets (OR-1). These OR-1 sheets also provide information
about a patrticular soil's relation to woodland groups, woodland productivity, recreation
suitability, wildlife habitat suitability, roodfill source, topsoil source and aggregate source
OR-1 sheets for some of the more common soil series encountered in the Roseburg
planning area are contained in the Natural Resources Element. To provide a better
understanding of the information contained on the OR-1 sheet, the following explanation

is presented.



Explanation of Soils Chart

Soil Number

This reference number is found in the upper right hand corner of the OR-1 5heets

and on Detailed Soils Maps.

Soil Series

The Soil Series is a group of soils having soil horizons similar in character and
arrangement within the soil profile. The soils within a series are essentially
homogeneous in all soil profile characteristics except texture, principally on the surface
horizon, and in such features as slope, stoniness, degree of erosion, topographic

position, and depth to bedrock.

Position

Presented in broad geographical terms.

Slope

Soil slope refers to the incline of the surface of the soil area. It is an integral part
of any soil as a natural body, not something apart from it. A simple, or single, slope is
defined by its gradient, shape and length, Depending upon the detail of mapping and
the character of the soil areas, slopes may be defined as single or complex, or as
patterns of

slope classes.

Permeability

The quality of a soil that enables it to transmit water or air is its permeability.
Accepted as a measure of this quality is the rate at which soil transmits water while

saturated. Permeability is estimated on the basis of those soil characteristics observed



in the field, particularly structure and texture. The estimates do not take into account
lateral

seepage or such transient soil features as plowpans and surface crusts.

The following classes and rates are used:

Numerical Range

Permeability Class (In. per Hour)
Very Slow Less than 0.06
Slow 0.06 - 0.2
Moderately Slow 02 -06
Moderate 06 -20
Moderately Rapid 20 - 6.0
Rapid 6.0 -20.0
Very Rapid More than 20

Shrink-Swell

The shrink-swell factor is the relative change in volume to be expected of sail
material with changes in moisture content, that is, the extent to which the soil shrinks as
it dries out or swells when it gets wet. Extent of shrinking and swelling is influenced by
the amount and kind of clay in the soil. Shrinking and swelling of soils causes much
damage to building foundations, roads and other structures. A high shrink-swell
potential indicates a hazard to maintenance of structures built in, on, or with

material having this rating.

Erosion Hazard

Potential erosion hazard estimates the susceptibility of soil particles to
detachment and transport by rainfall and runoff. Soil properties affecting soil erodibility
are: soil texture (especially the percent of silt plus very fine sand). percent of sand
greater than 0.10 mm, organic matter content, soil structure (type, grade), soil



permeability, clay mineralogy and clay fragments. Erosion hazard classes are slight,

moderate, high and very high.

Septic Suitability

A septic tank absorption field is a soil absorption system for sewage disposal. It
is a subsurface tile or perforated pipe system lain in such a way that effluent from the
septic tank is distributed with reasonable uniformity into the natural soil. Criteria used for
rating soils are based on the limitations of the soil to absorb effluent. Important features
affecting this use are permeability, depth to seasonal water table, flooding, slope, depth
to bedrock or hardpan, stoniness, and rockiness. The septic limitations ratings for

Douglas County are:

Probable A proposed system would be very likely to meet state installment and

performance standards and the should not pose a health hazard.

Possible  Chances for a location for installment would be less, and the health

hazard of the system would be slightly increased.

Unlikely  Indicates a high health hazard concern, and a strong possibility that

the site could not handle septic disposal wastes.

Severe Indicates that on the basis of soil descriptions, the area will not
usually meet current regulations for septic system approval.

Limitations

Ratings for foundation and road construction suitability are based on degrees of

soil limitations. The rating terms are slight, moderate and severe.

Slight soil limitation is the rating given soils that have properties favorable for the
rated use. This degree of limitation is minor and can be overcome easily. Good

performance and low maintenance can be expected.



Moderate solil limitation is the rating given soils that have properties moderately
favorable to the rated use. This degree of limitation can be overcome or modified by
special planning, design or maintenance. During some part of the year, the
performance of the structure or other planned use is somewhat less desirable than for
soils rated slight. Some soils rated moderate require treatment such as artificial
drainage, runoff control to reduce erosion, extended sewage absorption fields, extra
excavation, or some other modification or manipulation of the soil. Modification may

include special foundations, extra reinforcements, sump pumps, etc.

Severe soil limitation is the rating given soils that have one or more properties
unfavorable for the proposed use, such as steep slopes, bedrock near the surface,
flooding hazard, high shrink-swell potential, seasonal high water table, or low bearing
strength. This degree of limitation generally requires major soil alteration, special design
or special maintenance. Some of these soils, however, can be improved by reducing or
removing the soil feature that limits use, but in many situations it is difficult and costly to
alter the soil or to design a structure to compensate for a severe degree of soil

limitation.

Foundation Limitations

The interpretation for foundation limitations is based on the OR-1 category of
"Dwellings Without Basements." The ratings are for structures no more than three
stories high that are supported by foundation footings placed in undisturbed soil. The
features that affect the rating of a soil for dwellings are those that relate to capacity to
support load and resist settlement. Soil properties that affect capacity to support load
are wetness, susceptibility to flooding, density, plasticity, texture, and shrink-swell

potential.

Roads Limitations

Interpretations for road limitations are based on the OR-1 category of "Local
Roads and Streets,” which have an all weather surface expected to carry automobile
traffic year around. They have a sub-grade or underlying material; a base consisting of



gravel, crushed rock or soil material stabilized with lime or cement; and a flexible or rigid
surface,

commonly asphalt or concrete. These roads are graded to shed water, and have
ordinary provisions for drainage. They are built mainly from soil at hand, and most cuts

and fills are less than six feet deep.

Soil properties that affect the design and construction of streets and roads
include: load supporting capacity and stability of the sub-grade, and the workability and
guantity of cut and fill material available. Wetness and flooding affect stability of the
material while factors such as slope, depth to hard rock or cemented layers, content of
stones and rocks, and wetness affect ease of excavation and amount of cut and fill

needed to reach an even grade.

Agricultural Capability Class

Each of the soil series and soil phases identified by the Soil Conservation
Service is assigned one of eight crop capability classes. The classes serve to introduce
the reader and soil manager to more detailed information. The capability classes

express the potential for producing crops.

Class | through IV soils are suited to cultivation and other agricultural uses. Class

V through VIII are generally not suited to cultivation and are limited to other agricultural

uses.

Class I- Soils in Class | have few limitations restricting their use. This is the best
soil for agricultural purposes and with ordinary management practices
good productivity is stainable.

Class II- Soils in Class 11 have some limitations that reduce the choice of plants or

require moderate conservation practices. The limitations are few,
although careful soil management is required. Limitations may include
gentle slopes, chance of wind or water erosion, slight to moderate salinity
or sodium, wetness, or slight climatic limitations. These imply that the

farmer will have less latitude than with Class | soils.



Class IlI-

Class IV-

Class V-

Class VI-

Class VII -

Class VIII -

Soils in Class Ill have severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants or
require special conservation practices, or both. Limitations of soils in Class
[l restrict the amount of clean cultivation; timing of planting, tillage, and

harvesting; choice of crops; or some combination of these limitations.

Soils in Class IV have very severe limitations that restrict the choice of
plants, require very careful management, or both. They may be well
suited to only two or three of the common crops or the harvest potential
may be low in relation to inputs over a long period of time. The agricultural
use of this soil is marginal. Land management practices must be

employed more frequently or more intensively than on soils in Class lll.

There are none in Douglas County.

Soils in Class VI have severe limitations that make them generally
unsuited to cultivation and that limits their use largely to pasture or range,
woodland, or wildlife food and Cover. Soils in Class VI have continuing

limitations that cannot be corrected.

Soils in Class VIl have very severe limitations that make them unsuited to
cultivation and restrict their use largely to grazing, woodland, or wildlife
habitat.

Soils and landforms in Class VIII have limitations that preclude their use
for commercial plant production and restrict their use to recreation, wildlife,
water supply or aesthetic purposes. These soils have limitations which

cannot be corrected.

Further information is used in conjunction with the capability classes. This

information is called the soil capability subclass, and it describes the limitations of the

soil for agricultural production. For example, a soil marked Ill (w) is a soil in Class Il that

has a water problem of some sort. The four subclasses are as follows:



1. Subclass (e) - erosion is made up of soils where the susceptibility to erosion

is the dominant problem or hazard in their use.

2. Subclass (w) - excess water is made up of soils where excess water is the

dominant hazard or limitation in their use.

3.  Subclass (s) - soil limitation within the rooting zones includes, as the name

implies, soils that have limitations, such as shallowness of rooting zones.

4. Subclass (c) - climatic limitation is made up of soils where the climate

(temperature or lack of moisture) is the major hazard or limitation of use.

The geology of the Roseburg area is generally divided into two provinces. The
bottom lands, which contain alluvial soils, and the up-thrusted Roseburg Formation

which forms the many hills of the region.

The alluvial soils are transported soils formed by deposits of the rivers. These

soils are fertile, well drained and relatively level.

The majority of soils within the area are derived from basalt parent material. The
Roseburg Formation is comprised of submarine pillow basalts intermixed with
sandstone and siltstone. These basalt formations form heavy clay soils usually black in

color and are identified primarily as Philomath, Climax, Dixonville, and Curtin soils.

These soils, although usually clay, are fairly stable and foundations can be
engineered and built satisfactorily on them. The largest problem is incurred in the
shrink-swell potential of the soil, and in winter, water ponding. These problems are
greatest on soils such as Natroy, Bashwa, Curtin and Climax. If urbanization is to occur
on these soills,
special precautions must be made to ensure proper drainage and stable foundations.
Although the limitations are severe, the problems can be overcome with proper

engineering.



In areas where these basaltic soils contact sedimentary soils such as Oakland,
Sutherlin, and Nonpareil soils, there may occur severe instability. This is an evident
problem in the San Souci area where slippage and mass movement has represented a

hazard to residential development.

The area surrounding Mt. Nebo ridge is basaltic in nature and relatively stable

with the exception of the very steep slope areas.

Rifle Range Road is fairly stable and is comprised mostly of basaltic soils.

Slumping does begin to occur on slopes from 25-35% in this area.

The Ramp Road area has several contact points of basalt and sedimentary soils

which indicates instability especially on steeper slopes.

Table NR-2 lists the soils commonly encountered in the Roseburg area and
identifies their suitability or limitation for various types of development activity. The
accompanying detailed soils maps in the map pocket at the back of this document
illustrates where the soils occur. Agricultural soils (Class | through 1V) are identified on

the accompanying Agricultural Soils Map.



TABLE NR-2
SOIL SERVEY IDENTIFICATION AND LIMITATION LEGEND FOR THE ROSEBURG AREA

Map Mapping Dwelling Streets Wildlife Farm

Symbol Unit Name Slope Septic  Foundations & Roads Recreation Habitat Class

25A Evans Loam 07 3% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Good Il

35A Newberg fine sandy | 07 3% | Severe Severe Severe Moderate | Good Il
loam

40A River-ash 01 3% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Poor VIII

45A Newberg fine sand 07 3% | Severe Severe Severe Moderate | Good Il
loam w/overflow

51A Natory Clay 07 3% | Severe Severe Severe Moderate | Poor \%

51B Natory Clay 07 3% | Severe Severe Severe Moderate | Poor \%

60A Bashaw Clay 07 3% | Severe Severe Severe Moderate | Fair \%

61A Roseburg Loam 07 3% | Moderate | Moderate | Severe Slight Good I

70A Coburg Silty Clay 07 3% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Good Il
loam

71A Roseburg Variant 07 3% | Moderate | Moderate | Severe Slight Good [
fine sandy loam

85A Malabon silty clay 0-3% | Moderate | Moderate | Severe Moderate | Good I
loam

85C Malabon silty clay 31 7% | Moderate | Moderate | Severe Moderate | Good Il
loam

91A Fordice 07 3% | Moderate | Moderate | Moderate | Moderate | Fair \%

91C Fordice very cobbly | 12-20% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair v
loam

100C | Curtin Clay 31 7% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair Il

100D | Curtin Clay 7120% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair Il

101D | Edenbower clay 12-20% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Poor %

101E | Edenbower Clay 20-35% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Poor \i

101F | Edenbower 35-60% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Poor VI

105D | Climax clay 12-20% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair v

105E | Climax clay 20-35% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair \%

110D | Dixonville silty clay 12-20% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair i
loam

110E | Dixonville silty clay 20-35% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair v
loam

115C | Glengary silt loam 2-12% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair Il

115D | Glengary silt loam 12-20% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair v

115E | Glengary silt loam 20-35% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair VI

115E | Darby silt clay loam | 12-30% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair v

120D | Nonpareil loam 12-30% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair VI

125E | Nonpareil-Oakland 30-35% | Severe Severe Severe Slight Fair VII
complex

125F | Nonpareil-Oakland 35-60% | Severe Severe Severe Slight Fair Vi
complex

127E | Dickerson loam 30-60% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Poor Wil

131C | Oakland silt loam 3-12% | Severe Moderate | Severe Slight Good Il

131D | Oakland silt loam 12-20% | Severe Severe Severe Moderate | Good I\

131F | Oakland silt loam 30-50% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Good VI

135D | Oakland-Nonpareil- | 12-20% | Severe Moderate | Severe Slight Good v
Sutherlin complex




140D | Oakland-Sutherlin 12-20% | Severe Severe Severe Moderate | Good Vi
complex

141C | Oakland-Dupee 3-12% | Severe Moderate | Moderate | Moderate | Good i
complex

150E | Philomath silty clay 20-35% | Severe Severe Severe Moderate | Fair \i

155D | Philomath-Dixonville | 12-20% | Severe Severe Severe Moderate | Fair v
complex

155E | Philomath-Dixonville | 20-35% | Severe Severe Severe Moderate | Fair \
complex

155F | Philomath-Dixonville | 35-60% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair VI
complex

165F | Philomath- 35-60% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair Vi
Edenbower complex

170F | Lithic Eerurthents- 35-60% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Poor Vi
Rock outcrop
complex

175C | Sutherlin silty clay 3-12% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Good i
loam

175D | Sutherlin silty clay 12-20% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Good \%
loam

180D | Speaker loam 12-20% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Good \i

180E | Speaker Loam 20-35% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair VI

180F | Speaker loam 35-70% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair Vi

220E | Witzel Variant 20-35% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair Vi
gravelly silty clay
loam

225F | Bateran silt loam 30-60% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair \i

265E | Rosehaven loam 20-35% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair \i

270E | Rosehaven loam 20-35% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair \i

1110 | Dixonville silty clay 30-45% | Severe Severe Severe Severe Fair Vi

E loam

Forest Site Class

Forest land soils in the Roseburg area have been inventoried and identified

according to criteria established by the United States Department of Agriculture, Soil
Conservation Service, Solil Interpretations for Oregon. Forest site class is determined by
the potential growth rate of a dominate or co-dominate species of commercial tree, such
as Douglas-fir. Site Class | will produce trees of 186 feet or more at the age of 100
years; those on Site Class 2 soils will reach heights of 156 to 185 feet; those on Site
Class 3 soils, heights of 126 to 155 feet; and those on Site Class 4 soils, heights of 96

to 125 feet.

The accompanying Forest Site Class Map, found in the map pocket at the back

of this document, reveals that there are relatively few areas in the Roseburg vicinity with



soils suitable for forest use. There are no Site Class 1 soils, and only a small area of
Site Class 2 soils which are located about five miles to the northwest of Roseburg.
Within the Urban Growth Boundary some small and widely scattered pockets of Site
Class 3 and 4 soils have been identified, but most of these are on land already in urban

use or committed to urban use.

Based on the forest site class inventory, it is concluded that there are no forest
lands suitable for commercial forest use within the Roseburg urban growth boundary.






