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1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This document constitutes Part 2 of the Coos County Comprehensive Plan, Volume I. It contains 
inventories of data and other information used to support the plan management decisions that are 
presented in Part 1 and the goal exceptions that are presented in Part 3. The Comprehensive Plan is set 
forth in three separate but related documents: 
 

Part 1 Plan Provisions 
  

 This document contains an explanation of the Comprehensive Plan Land Use 
Map and sets forth local goals and strategies that are policy commitments. 

  
Part 2 Inventories and Factual Bases 

  
Part 3 Statewide Goal Exceptions 

  

 
This document presents findings that support exceptions taken to LCDC Goals 
in order to meet needs identified in Coos County’s local Comprehensive Plan 
(Volume I only). 

 
The remainder of this document (Part 2: Inventories and Factual Base) is organized into four sections: 
 

Section 2 gives an overview of the physical and socio-economic make-up of Coos County. 
 

Section 3 is further divided into twelve subsections, each taking a detailed inventory of the known 
information about a particular natural resource or hazard, as well as a discussion of potential 
problems and opportunities for each. 

 
Section 4 is further divided into nine subsections, each of which explores the information 
available and potential problems and opportunities regarding each socio-economic resource. 

 
Section 5 contains the urbanization elements for each of the incorporated cities in the County, 
including an analysis of the needs of the Bay Area. 
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2. SETTING 

 
2.1 Physical Aspects 
 
2.2 Resources 
 
2.3 Population 
 
2.4 Economy 
 
2.5 Land Use 
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2.1 PHYSICAL ASPECTS 
 
2.1.1 Location, Extent, and Major Geographic Features 
 
Coos County is located on the southern coast of Oregon between the crest of the Coast Range and the 
Pacific Ocean. The County is approximately 1,627 square miles in extent. Major features include two 
major estuaries; a deepwater port; a coastline along which rugged headlands alternate with long stretches 
of sandy beach; two major rivers, the Coquille and the Coos; hundreds of miles of salmon spawning 
streams; a broad expanse of coastal sand dunes; and heavily timbered uplands. The County is served by 
the Southern Pacific Railroad. The major north-south highway is U.S. 101; Highway 42 provides a link 
with the interior. There are eight incorporated cities within the County and over a dozen unincorporated 
communities. The County seat is Coquille (population 4,710 in 1978). 
 
2.1.2 Climate 
 
The climate is moist and mild with average temperatures in the low 50’s (degrees Fahrenheit). While 
annual average temperatures fall within a few degrees of each other, the range in average monthly 
temperatures is greater for inland areas of the County than for the coast. Extremes in temperature are rare. 
 
Yearly precipitation averages range from about 50 inches on the coast to 120 inches for parts of the Coast 
Range. The amount of snowfall the County receives per year is insignificant and does not appreciably 
affect stream runoff characteristics. Rainfall is extremely seasonal: about 4% of the average annual 
rainfall falls during June, July and August, while about 50% falls during November, December and 
January.1

                                                      
1 South Coast Basin (State Water Resources Board, 1963), p.6. 
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Figure 1. 
 

Coos County, Oregon 
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Figure 2. 

 
Long-term Average Monthly Precipitation Patterns. 2

 
 

 
 
Summer winds are steady out of the north and northwest and average 17 miles per hour. Winter winds are 
from the south with strong gales from the southwest. While the average winter velocity is 15 miles per 
hour, maximum winter velocities far exceed summer velocities.3

2.1.3 Landforms 

 
 

 
The topography has determined growth and settlement patterns in the County. Most of the county is 
comprised of steep and rugged uplands with elevations ranging from sea level on the coast to over 4,000 
feet in the interior. These timbered hills and mountains of the Coast Range have kept the County 
relatively isolated and caused an early reliance on water transportation. 
 
The largest lowland areas in the County are the floodplains, tidelands and marshes along the estuaries of 
the Coos and Coquille Rivers and the dunes north of Coos Bay. Dunes, marshes, tidal flats, floodplains, 
beaches and deflation plains are all lowland landforms. 4

A rising coastline (caused by wasting and faulting of the Earth’s crust) and fluctuations in sea level 
predating and postdating episodes of continental glaciation have produced a series of wave-cut platforms 
or terraces along the coast. Remnants of old floodplains are now elevated above existing floodplains 
along major streams in areas where base level has dropped. The former are called marine terraces and the 

 
 

                                                      
2 South Coast Basin, p.5. 
3 John Beaulieu and Paul Hughes, Environmental Geology of Western Coos and Douglas Counties, (DOGAMI 
Bulletin 87, 1975), p.7. 
4 Beaulieu and Hughes, p.7. 
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latter fluvial (river) terraces. The earliest terraces were cut more than two million years ago and the most 
recent were cut less than 3,000 years ago. Rapid erosion and dissection of these areas has occurred so that 
only small islands of undisturbed sediment are left on ridge tops and terraces. The highest terrace 
recorded in the County is 1,594 feet on top of Blue Ridge while many of the lower terraces are less than 
500 feet. 
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2.2 RESOURCES 
 
2.2.1 Agricultural Soils 
 
Soils are classed by the USDA, Soil Conservation Service, according to how suitable they are for most 
kinds of farming. Using the Land Capability and Classification System, Class I soils have few limitations 
on their farming use, whereas Class VIII soils are generally unsuitable for cultivation or grazing. 
 
According to a 1971 survey, there are approximately 150,000 acres of Class II-IV soils in the County.5  
There are no Class I soils in Coos County. Much of the best agricultural land is concentrated in the 
Coquille Valley, which is seasonally flooded, and along narrow river and stream valleys and sloughs. 
Marine terrace soils (generally Class IV) are often limited in their usefulness because of high groundwater 
and ponding. Class IV soils are also found on ridge tops and in irregularly-shaped, small areas in hilly 
terrain, particularly between Coos Bay and the Coquille River. Most of the Class IV soils in the County 
remain in timber production. Certain Class VII soils have proven to be ideal for cranberries and are under 
cultivation, particularly in the Bandon area. In addition, about 47,000 acres of Class VI soils have been 
put to use as pasture/rangeland.6

2.2.2 Forest Lands 

 These are located primarily in the southern portion of the County. 
 

 
Commercial forest covers 847,000 acres, 82.5% of Coos County.7

2.2.3 Mineral Resources

 The total volume of sawtimber in 1975 
was established as 17,346 million board feet (Scribner rule). Softwoods (about 91% of the growing stock) 
dominate hardwoods with Douglas fir the major species (about 65% of the growing stock). Other 
important species by volume are true firs, hemlocks and red alder. 
 
A significant portion of the County’s commercial forestlands are in private, non-industry ownership 
(24.4%). Public holdings, dominated by BLM, total 35.2% of commercial forest acreage. About 343,000 
acres, or 40.5% of the County’s commercial forestlands, are in forest industry ownership. 
 

8

                                                      
5 Coos County Resource Atlas (OSU Extension Service, 1973), p.11. 
6 Coos County Resource Atlas, p.11. 
7 Statistics given here are from or are based on information in the following publication: Patricia M. Bassett, Timber 
Resources of Southwest Oregon (U.S. Forest Service Bulletin PNW-72, 1977). 
8 From John Beaulieu and Paul Hughes, Environmental Geology of Western Coos and Douglas Counties (DOGAMI 
Bulletin 87, 1975). 

 
 
The mineral and aggregate resources of the County are limited. Black sand deposits on marine terraces 
and beaches have been mined historically for gold and platinum and during World War II for chromite, 
the ore of a strategically important metal. There are several small non-producing gold mines in the 
Powers area (mostly placer operations), and four occurrences of copper. Sand is abundant and accessible; 
small quantities have been mined for glass production and construction uses. 
 
The County is generally deficient in gravel and high-quality rock for concrete aggregate. Basalt and 
blueschist are mined for jetty stone and construction purposes. Fossil fuel reserves are modest. Coal 
reserves are estimated at 119 million tons in the Coos Bay coalfield and a possible additional 50 tons in 
the Eden Ridge field. Of these, only 60 million tons are categorized as being minable. Though occurring 
throughout the county, this resource is of insufficient quantity to warrant extraction. 
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There has been renewed interest in gas exploration. Possible reserves have not been estimated. In the past, 
exploratory drilling produced a few petroleum and gas shows, but no significant production. (REV. 01-88 
ORD. 87-11-016L) 
 
2.2.4 Water Resources 
 
The County has abundant surface water resources on a annual basis. However, streamflow is highly 
seasonal: about 90% of the annual yield occurs from November through April.9

2.2.5 Fish and Wildlife 

 Streamflow is lowest in 
the summer when demand is highest because of increased domestic and agricultural irrigation needs and 
tourism. 
 
Groundwater resources vary widely within the County. Upland aquifers are poor, with low permeability 
and low yields. At the other extreme, dunes aquifers in the County are capable of producing several 
hundreds gallons per minute. 
 
Several potential impoundment site are under construction, including sites on Glenn Creek, West Fork of 
the Millicoma River and South Fork of the Coquille River near Eden Ridge. 
 

 
Fish resources of the County include ocean, freshwater, estuarine and anadromous species. The County 
has several hundreds of miles of salmon streams. Salmon have dominated commercial fishery landings in 
value and are the basis of a significant sport fishery. Shad, steelhead and striped bass are also taken in the 
rivers and estuaries. 
 
Upland game mammals include Roosevelt elk, black-tailed deer, black bear and cougar. Squirrel, rabbit 
and raccoon are also common upland species. 
 
The County provides habitat for a wide variety of bird species. On the Pacific Flyway, the County hosts 
large winter populations of migrating waterfowl. Resident upland bird species include band-tailed 
pigeons, grouse and pheasant. Several rate endangered or peripheral species can be found in the County, 
including the northern bald eagle, western snowy plover, osprey and brown pelican. 
 
Particularly important habitats for fish and wildlife are salmonid spawning streams; wetlands; snowy 
plover, bald eagle, osprey, spotted owl and great blue heron nesting sites; and band-tailed pigeon mineral 
springs. 
 
2.2.6 Scenic Resources 
 
The scenic resources of the County are varied. Along the coast rugged headlands alternate with broad, 
sandy beaches or narrow beaches backed by cliffs. Bays, lakes and farmed lowlands provide more serene 
vistas while the steep, timbered uplands are visible from many lookouts inland. The sand dunes of the 
Coos Bay Dune Sheet provide a unique set of experiences ranging from seasonal and permanent lakes to 
bare and grassy dunes to Sitka spruce forests. 
 

                                                      
9 South Coast Basin, pp. 34-37 
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2.3 POPULATION 
 
In 1980 the population of Coos County was 64,047; an earlier estimate by Portland State University for 
1978 was 63,200. By the year 2020, the estimated population for Coos County is anticipated to be 69,513 
(Office of Economic Analysis, Oregon Department of Administrative Services). Between 1995 and 2020 
the projected population is expected to increase by an average of 1.77%, due to the influx of people 
within the retirement age group. 
 
Between 1980 and 1994 the population of Coos County decreased by 1.95%. During this 14 year period, 
areas of the county, which were economically dependent on timber alone, showed a decrease in 
population. For instance, in 1980 the City of Powers had a population of 819 residents, by 1994 the 
population had dropped to 680. In contrast, the City of Lakeside’s population in 1980 was 1,453 and by 
1994 had risen to 1,615; this was an increase of 10.03%. 
 
The Cities of Coos Bay and North Bend which are the largest in Coos County did not show a decline in 
population during this 14 year period; nor did they exhibit an outstanding increase in population. The 
town having the highest percentage of population increase in Coos County was the City of Lakeside. 
 
Based on the projected population for the years 1996 thru 2020 (county figures provided by Office of 
Economic Analysis, see Table 4b in Section 4.1.2 of Volume I, Part 2 of the Coos County Comprehensive 
Plan), Coos County’s cities and unincorporated area will continue to increase in population. This 
projection shows that the percentage of growth rate for each city is not the same. For instance, the City of 
Bandon will increase (from 1996 to 2020) at a rate of 25.6%, while the City of Powers will increase at a 
rate of 10.2%. This projection shows that the unincorporated area population increases slightly over the 
forecast period, but the percentage share of total county population residing in the unincorporated areas 
(outside of UGBs) falls by about 1/2 of a percent per year. 
 
The age structure of Coos County began changing during the 1980s. While the number of residents 18 
years and younger declined by 17%, so did the 21-24 year olds by 41%. Residents between the ages of 
25-29 showed an even larger decrease, while the 65 plus age group increased. The population projection 
to the year 2020 for Coos County is demonstrated in Table 3, located in Section 4.1.2 of Volume I, Part 2 
of the County’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
* Source: P.S.U. Center for Population Research and Census 
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2.4 ECONOMY 
 
2.4.1 Basic Sectors 
 
The lumber and wood products industry, agriculture, tourism and fishing are the major components of the 
basic sector of the County’s economy. The lumber and wood products industry alone accounts for about 
one job out of every five the County’s economy is not diversified: 4.3% of the total County employment 
in 1978 was engaged in “other manufacturing” (other than forest and wood products), compared to 12.4% 
for the State and 23.3% nationally.10

2.4.1.1 Lumber and Wood Products 

 
 

 
Long-term supply shortages, increased productivity due to advances in technology, and increased 
competition from other timber-producing regions indicate that the current decline in employment in this 
sector will continue during the planning period.11

Table 2 

 
 
The previously high rate of harvest on private forest lands has left most of the remaining harvestable 
commercial sawtimber in the County on public lands. Comparing the ownership distribution of 
commercial forest land to the ownership distribution of sawtimber shows that the 64.8% of commercial 
forest land that are in private holdings contains only 33.3% of the total sawtimber volume (see Table 2 
below). 
 

 
Ownership distribution: Commercial Forest Land and Volume of Sawtimber on 
Commercial Forest Land (January 1, 1975), Coos County 
 

Ownership  
Commercial Forest 
Land (% of Total)  

Volume of Sawtimber 
(% of Total) 

     
National Forest   7.6   22.4 
Bureau of Land Management   18.4   33.2 
Other Public   9.2   11.1 
TOTAL PUBLIC   35.2 %   66.7% 
Forest Industry   40.5   23.2 
Other Private   24.3   10.1 
TOTAL PRIVATE   64.8%   33.3% 
     
Computed from data in Patricia M. Bassett’s Timber Resources of Southwest Oregon 
(U.S. Forest Service Resource Bulletin PNW-72, 1977), pp.3. 

 
Even if the supply of timber from public lands remains constant (this is the approximate timber 
management objective of the U.S. Forest Service and BLM), the total timber supply will decline because 
the harvest from forestry industry lands in Coos, Curry and Douglas Counties is expected to take a sharp 
drop beginning in the 1990’s, a trend that is to continue through the first decade of the next century.12

                                                      
10 Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS), 1979-80 Action Program (Coos-Curry Douglas 
Economic Improvement Assoc., 1979), pp. VII-3, VII-5. 
11 CEDS, p. VII-15. 
12 CEDS, p. VII-16. 
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Historically, the output per worker in the lumber and wood products industry has been increasing because 
of greater mechanization and technological improvements in production processes. This trend is expected 
to continue.13

The projected decline in forest and wood products employment will have secondary effects on the 
economy, costing perhaps 2.46 jobs in supporting sectors for each primary job lost.

 
 
Canada and the southern states are the chief competitors of the Pacific Northwest’s timber industry. The 
Jones Act assists Western Canada in competing with Oregon for eastern U.S. markets while the southern 
states, already close to those markets, also have a labor cost advantage and an increasing timber supply. 
 

14

2.4.1.2 Agriculture 

 
 

 
In 1978 gross farm sales totaled $21,429,000 for the County. While agricultural employment has been 
falling (down to 590 in 1978 from 680 in 1972), farm output measures in real dollars has been rising (up 
an average of 4% per year from 1971 to 1976).15

2.4.1.3 Fishing 

 This compares favorably to a State increase in farm sales 
of about 1% per year between 1971 and 1976. However, potential for expansion is limited because of 
distance from major markets. 
 
Dairy products, cattle and calves, and cranberries are the major agricultural products of the County. Other 
important agricultural products include sheep and hay. 
 

 
Coos County is an important coastal fishing area. In average landings between 1971 and 1975, Coos 
County ranked second among Oregon counties. The value of landings in 1977 totaled over $11,000,000. 
 
By weight, shrimp and groundfish tend to dominate yearly landing totals; by value, salmon usually heads 
the list. The future of the salmon fishery, however, is uncertain. Salmon stocks are down and the salmon 
fishing season has been shortened in recent years. At the same time, two major private salmon 
aquaculture facilities in Coos Bay have begun to operate. Though they may significantly improve the 
fishery, their long- range effects are still difficult to predict. 
 
Previously unavailable markets are opening up because of the Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
of 1976. A significant local black cod fishery has developed and the Pacific whiting resource, which is 
centered off Coos Bay represents potential landings several times greater than the total current landings of 
all species. Development of a whiting fishery, however, would require substantial investments, 
investments that are unlikely to be forthcoming until several problems and risks are resolved or 
mitigated.16

2.4.1.4 Tourism 

 
 
While much of the fish landed in the County is processed here, a great deal is shipped out for full or final 
processing. The Port of Coos Bay has been active in attempting to encourage new processors to locate on 
Coos Bay and existing processors to expand. 
 

 

                                                      
13 CEDS, p. VI-18. 
14 CEDS, p. VII-20. 
15 CEDS, pp. VII-38-40. 
16 CEDS, p. VI-33. 
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The importance of tourism to the county’s economy is undeniably significant but difficult to measure. It 
has been estimated that in 1973 the average per capita expenditure by out-of-state tourists was $10.87 per 
person per day.17 In a 1972 study, the O.S.U. Department of Economics estimated that tourist 
expenditures in Coos County by both out-of-staters and Oregonians exceeded $21,700,000 in 1969.18 
Other figures suggest that State parks alone have generated about $22,000,000 annually for Coos County 
businesses in recent years.19 Employment, which fluctuates seasonally, was estimated to average 450 
during 1973.20

2.4.1.5 Mining and Mineral Production 

 
 
Major attractions are the ocean, dunes, State parks, rivers, lakes and bay. Fishing, boating and camping 
(often combined) are major tourist activities. 
 
The future of the tourist industry is difficult to predict. While historically this sector of the economy has 
grown, a decreasing supply of gasoline could easily reverse the trend. 
 

 
Sand, gravel and crushed and broken stone are the major products of mining activity in the County. 
Production is almost entirely for local consumption and amounts vary considerably, depending on the 
level of construction activity in the County. The Department of Geology and Mineral Industries lists the 
1976 dollar value of mineral production in Coos County as $1,858,000, barely 1% of the State total for 
that year.21

2.4.2 Non-basic Sectors 

 
 
Future mineral production in the County depends on several factors, including market \ situations and 
changes in mining technology. Gas exploration leases have been sold in the County. Chromite ore, gold 
and possibly other heavy metals in black sands deposits on marine terraces on and off-shore may become 
economically minable in the future. Coal deposits are not expected to help supply national or even local 
energy needs due to the insufficient quality and quantity of the resource. Development of mining and 
mineral industries are not expected to contribute significantly to the local economy in the foreseeable 
future. (REV 01/88 ORD 87-11-016L) 
 

 
The trade and service sector accounted for almost 30% of the total County employment in 1978. Growth 
trends in this sector indicate that local dollars are being used to buy goods and services outside the 
County. Between 1960 and 1970 employment in trades and services increased more slowly in Coos 
County than it did in the State of Oregon as a whole. While the situation improved somewhat between 
1970 and 1978, indicating a slowing in the trade drain, the County still lags behind the State: 
 

Table 3 
 

Annual Average Employment in Trades & Services, 1970-1978 
        
 TRADE  SERVICE 
 1970 1978 Percent  1970 1978 Percent 

                                                      
17 Economic Survey and Analysis of the Oregon Coastal Zone (Oregon Coastal Conservation and Development 
Commission, 1974). 
18 An Economic Analysis of Resource Allocation in the Oregon State Highway Division 
19 See “Oregon State Parks” in Section 4.8, “Recreation,” this document. 
20 Economic Survey and Analysis of the Oregon Coastal Zone. 
21 CEDS, p. VII-46. 
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Increase Increase 
Coos County 2,890 4,400 52.2  2,190 2,930 33.8 
State 162,000 254,000 57.0  112,700 174,000 54.4 
        
Source: CEDS, p. VII-47. 
 
Construction activity is dependent on population trends, national money markets, the prevailing interest 
rates, local factors such as housing shortages, and State and Federal programs such as Highway 42 
reconstruction. Employment levels in this sector fluctuate accordingly. While construction was up in 1977 
and 1978, high interest rates in 1978-1980 have caused a decline in employment in this sector. 
 
Transportation, communications and utilities accounted for 7.2% of the total employment in the County 
in 1978. Employment in this sector is relatively stable. 
 
While government (which includes teachers and others in education) has expanded fairly rapidly in the 
last six years, increased budgetary constraints are expected to limit future growth.22

                                                      
22 CEDS, p. VII-50. 
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2.5 LAND USE 
 
The major land uses in the County are forestry and agriculture. Over 84% of the total land area of the 
County is forestland. Of this, 847,000 acres, or 82.5%, is classed as commercial forestland. 
 
According to the Commerce Department’s definition of farm, there were 782 farms in Coos County in 
1982 (Census of Agriculture, Preliminary Report), containing a total of 167,841 acres. Some of this total 
is woodlot and is included in the commercial forest land acreage figure above. 
 
Compared to most counties in Oregon, Coos County has a very low proportion of land suitable for 
agriculture production. In part because of climatic factors, this land is also of lesser quality than that in the 
Willamette Valley (Coos County has no SCS Class I soils). However, through (1) good management 
techniques, (2) previous diking and draining of wetlands, and (3) clearing of forested areas, local farmers 
have put such land into agricultural production. 
 
Dairy products, cattle and calves are the major agricultural products from lowland and hilly areas; 
cranberries are the major crop grown on the marine terrace in the Bandon vicinity and south. 
 
Of the remaining land of the County, approximately 2% is committed to rural residential development. 
The highest concentration of development in the unincorporated areas of the County is in the Coos Bay 
area. The eight incorporated cities of the County cover about 1% of its area. Commercial and industrial 
uses are generally concentrated in urban and urbanizing areas. However, many industries are located 
elsewhere in the county. The location of industrial uses has been influenced by the limited amount of 
suitable industrial land in the County, by reliance on water transportation and by the need to locate near a 
particular resource. Consequently, there are also industrial lands in Charleston; near Norway, Powers, 
Dellwood, Hauser and Highway 101 south of Bandon; and on North Spit and Isthmus Slough. 
 
About 66.8% of the land in the County is privately owned. Of the balance, about 24.1% is Federally 
owned, with the Bureau of Land Management controlling two-thirds of that total. 
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3. NATURAL RESOURCE AND HAZARDS INVENTORY AND ASSESSMENTS 
 
3.1 Agricultural Lands 
 
3.2 Forest Lands 
 
3.3 Mineral and Aggregate Resources 
 
3.4 Fish and Wildlife Resource I Habitats 
 
3.5 Historical, Cultural, Archaeological Resources, Natural Areas, and Wilderness 
 
3.6 Water Resources 
 
3.7 Unique Scenic Resources 
 
3.8 Dunes and Non-Estuarine Coastal Shorelands 
 
3.9 Natural Hazards 
 
3.10 Air, Land, and Water Quality 
 
3.11 Ocean Resources 
 
3.12 South Slough Estuarine Sanctuary  
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3.1 AGRICULTURAL LANDS 
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3.1  AGRICULTURAL LANDS - INVENTORY AND ASSESSMENT 
 
1. Statutory Framework 
 
1.1 Introduction – Intent of the Oregon Legislature 

 
Agriculture is the second greatest industry in Oregon, after lumber and wood products. Land suited to 
agricultural use is a valuable resource which is under pressure from development for other uses. 
 
In response to a state-wide problem of loss of prime agricultural land to non-resource producing uses, in 
1973 the Oregon Legislature acted to stem the rapid conversion of agricultural land to other uses. The 
Legislature’s agricultural land use policy was codified in ORS 215.243: 
 

“215.423 Agricultural land use policy. The Legislative Assembly finds and declares that: 
 
(1) Open land used for agricultural use is an efficient means of conserving natural 

resources that constitute an important physical, social, aesthetic and economic 
asset to all of the people of this state, whether living in rural, urban or 
metropolitan areas of the state. 

 
(2) The preservation of a maximum amount of the limited supply of agricultural land 

is necessary to the conservation of the state’s economic resources and the 
preservation of such land in large blocks is necessary in maintaining the 
agricultural economy of the state and for the assurance of adequate, healthful and 
nutritious food for the people of this state and nation. 

 
(3) Expansion of urban development into rural areas is a matter of public concern 

because of the unnecessary increases in costs of community services, conflicts 
between farm and urban activities and the loss of open space and natural beauty 
around urban centers occurring as the result of such expansion. 

 
(4) Exclusive farm use zoning as provided by law, substantially limits alternatives to 

the use of rural land and, with the importance of rural lands to the public, justifies 
incentives and privileges offered to encourage owners of rural lands to hold such 
lands in exclusive farm use zones.” 

 
This land use policy was implemented through the establishment of Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoning 
and taxation assessment. The E.F.U. zoning was later embodied in State-wide Planning Goal #3 
(Agricultural Lands). 
 
1.2 The Agricultural Land Use Statutes - (Chapters ORS 215.203 - 215.273) 
 
The authority for establishing E.F.U. zones within counties is set out in ORS 215.203(1): land within such 
zones shall be used exclusively for “farm use”. For the purpose of Exclusive Farm Use designation, ORS 
215.203(2) defines farm use as: 
 

(a) As used in this section “farm use” means the current employment of land including that portion of 
such lands under buildings supporting accepted farming practices for the primary purpose of 
obtaining a profit in money by raising, harvesting and selling crops or by feeding, breeding, 
management and sale of, or the produce of livestock, poultry, fur-bearing animals or honey bees 
or for dairying and the sale of dairy products or any other agricultural or horticultural use for 
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husbandry or any combination thereof. “Farm use” includes the preparation and storage of the 
products raised on such land for man’s use and animal use and disposal by marketing or 
otherwise. It does not include the use of land subject to the provisions of ORS Chapter 321, 
except land used exclusively for growing cultured Christmas trees, as defined in Subsection (3) of 
this section. 

 
(b) Current employment” of the land for farm uses includes (A) land subject to the soil bank 

provisions of the Federal Agricultural Act of 1956, as amended; (B) land lying fallow for one 
year as normal and regular requirements of good agricultural husbandry; (C) land planted, in 
orchards or other perennials prior to maturity; and (D) any land constituting a woodlot of less 
than 20 acres contiguous to and owned by the owner of land specially assessed at true cash value 
for farm use even if the land constituting the woodlot is not utilized in conjunction with farm use. 
(E) Wasteland, in an exclusive farm use zone, dry or covered with water, lying in or adjacent to 
and in common ownership with a farm use land and which is not currently being used for any 
economic farm use; (F) land under dwellings customarily provided in conjunction with the farm 
use in an exclusive farm use zone; and (G) land under buildings supporting accepted farm 
practices. 

 
(c) As used in this subsection, “accepted farming practice” means a mode of operation that is 

common to farms of a similar nature, necessary for the operation of such farms to obtain a profit 
in money, and customarily utilized in conjunction with farm use. 

 
ORS 215.203(3) goes on to define “cultured Christmas trees” for the purposes of “farm use.” 
 
The key to the understanding of the definition of “farm use” is the clause “for the primary purpose of 
obtaining a profit in money.” 
 
The test of ‘farm use’ is that the primary purpose of the use of that land is to make a monetary profit. 
However, the failure to obtain a profit in any particular year is not material. The Legislature added the 
word ‘primary’ in the 1979 session to strengthen the intent of this provision. 
 
In addition, certain "non-farm" uses are permitted outright within the E.F.U. zone, as listed in ORS 
215.213 (1). These uses are as follows: 
 

(a) public or private schools 
 

(b) churches 
 

(c) the propagation or harvesting of a forest product 
 

(d) utility facilities necessary for public service, except commercial facilities for the purpose of 
generating power for the public use by sale 
 

(e) the dwellings and other buildings customarily provided in conjunction with farm use 
 

(f) operations for the exploration of geo-thermal resources as defined by ORS 522.055 
 

(g) a site for the disposal of solid waste that has been ordered to be established by the Environmental 
Quality Commission under ORS 459.049, together with equipment, facilities or buildings 
necessary for its operation." 
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Commentary: It should be noted that forestry is specifically recognized as a farm use as are farm 
dwellings and farm buildings. This is of special importance in Coos County, where forest management is 
an integral part of the farm economy and practices. 
 
Section 2 of ORS 215.213 set out the "non-farm" uses which may be permitted subject to the approval of 
the County governing body or its designate (e.g., the Planning Commission) in areas under E.F.U. zoning: 
 

(a) commercial activities that are in conjunction with farm use; 
 

(b) operations conducted for the mining and processing of geothermal resources as defined by ORS 
522.005 or exploration, mining and processing of aggregate and other mineral resources or other 
sub-surface resources; 
 

(c) private parks, playgrounds, hunting and fishing preserves and campground;  
 

(d) parks, playgrounds or community centers owned and operated by a governmental agency or a 
non-profit community organization; 
 

(e) golf courses; 
 

(f) commercial utility facilities for the purpose of generating power for public use by sale; 
 

(g) personal-use airports and helicopter pads23

 
; 

(h) home occupations carried on by the resident as an accessory use within dwellings or other 
buildings referred to in subparagraph (F) or (G) of paragraph (b) of subsection (2) or ORS 
215.203; 
 

(i) a facility for the primary processing of forest products, provided that such facility is found to not 
seriously interfere with accepted farming practices and is compatible with farm uses described in 
subsection (2) of ORS 215.203. Such a facility may be approved for a one-year period which is 
renewable. These facilities are intended to be only portable or temporary in nature. The primary 
processing of a forest product, as used in this section, means the use of a portable chipper or stud 
mill or other similar methods of initial treatment of a forest product in order to enable its 
shipment to market. Forest products, as used in this section, means timber grown upon a parcel of 
land or contiguous land where the primary processing facility is located. 
 

(j) The boarding of horses for profit. 
 

(k) A site for the disposal of solid waste approved by the governing body of a city or county or both 
and for which a permit has been granted under ORS 459.245 by the Department of Environmental 
Quality together with equipment, facility or buildings necessary for its operation. 

 
Commentary: It should be noted that the Legislature recently added Subsections (h), (i), (j), and (k). Of 
special relevance in Coos County is the provision for temporary or portable stud mills or chippers for 
"primary processing of forest products." The ability to do this is vital to the normal operation of most 
farms in Coos County. 
 

                                                      
23 See ORS 215.213 2(g) for further definition. 
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Section 3 of ORS 215.213 provides that non-farm dwellings may also be established, provided that 
certain specific findings are made: 
 

"Single-family residential dwellings, not provided in conjunction with farm use, may be 
established, subject to approval of the governing body or its designate in any area zoned for 
exclusive farm use upon a finding that each such proposed dwelling: 
 
(a) is compatible with farm uses described in subsection (2) of ORS 215.203 and is 

consistent with the intent and purposes set forth in ORS 215.243; and 
 

(b) does not interfere seriously with accepted farming practices, as defined in paragraph (c) 
of subsection (2) of ORS 215.203, on adjacent lands devoted to farm use; and 
 

(c) does not materially alter the stability of the overall land use pattern of the area; and 
 

(d) is situated upon generally unsuitable land for the production of farm crops and livestock, 
considering the terrain, adverse soil or land conditions, drainage and flooding, vegetation, 
location and size of the tract; and 
 

(e) complies with such other conditions as the governing body of its designate considers 
necessary." 

 
These are the major provisions of the Statutes on Agricultural Lands. There are a number of other 
provisions the most significant of which are summarized below; 
 

215.215  Re-establishment of non-farm use 
 
This section allows the County to re-establish a non-farm use through its zoning regulations in an 
EFU zone if unintentionally or accidentally destroyed to its "previous nature and extent." Lots in 
the interior of an EFU zoning district with non-farm use established may also be placed in some 
other zone. There is no need specified for a public review in either case. 
 
215.253  Prohibition against restrictive local ordinances affecting farm use zones 
 
This section prohibits jurisdictions from adopting ordinances which restrict "accepted farming 
practices" within an EFU zone. 
 
215.263  Review of land divisions in exclusive farm zones 
 
This section enables counties to require review and approve or disapprove proposed division of 
land in an EFU zone resulting in parcels of 10 or more acres. At the same time, it requires the 
County to review any proposal to create lots of less than 10 acres. The County is required to find 
that such division is in conformation with the Legislature’s overall agricultural land policy (ORS 
215) before approving it. 
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1.3  Statewide Planning Goal #3 (Agricultural Lands) 
 
In order to implement the provisions of the EFU Statutes, the Legislature adopted the Agricultural Lands 
Goal (#3). The Goal is reproduced in full below: 
 

GOAL: To preserve and maintain agricultural lands. 
 
Agriculture lands shall be preserved and maintained for farm use, consistent with existing and 
future needs for agricultural products, forest and open space. These lands shall be inventoried and 
preserved by adopting exclusive farm use zones pursuant to ORS Chapter 215. Such minimum lot 
sizes as are utilized for any farm use zones shall be appropriate for the continuation of the 
existing commercial agricultural enterprise -within the area. Conversion of rural agricultural land 
to urbanizable land shall be based upon consideration of the following factors: (1) environmental, 
energy, social and economic consequences; (2) demonstrated need consistent with LCDC goals; 
(3) unavailability of an alternative suitable location for the requested use; (4) compatibility of the 
proposed use with related agricultural land; and (5) the retention of Class I, II, III and IV soils in 
farm use. A governing body proposing to convert rural agricultural land to urbanizable land shall 
follow the procedures and requirements set forth in the Land Use Planning Goal (Goal 2) for goal 
exceptions. 
 

Commentary: The following points should be noted: Minimum lot sizes are not mandatory. However, if 
used, they should be keyed to the requirements of "the existing commercial agricultural enterprise within 
the area." The definition of "commercial" is therefore an important one. (ii) Conversion of agricultural 
land to "urbanizable land" requires consideration of five factors, and should follow the "Exception" 
procedure laid down in Goal #2. The four findings necessary to take a Land Use Exception are essentially 
identical to the five factors in Goal #3. 
 
In defining "Agricultural Land", Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 660, Division 5-Land 
Conservation and Development Commission has provided the following interpretation: 
 

"AGRICULTURAL LAND" as defined in Goal #3 includes: 
 

(a) Lands classified by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service (SCS) as predominantly Class I-
IV Soils in Western Oregon and I-IV soils in Eastern Oregon; 
 

(b) Other lands in different soil classes which are suitable for farm use as defined in ORS 
215.203 (2)(a), taking into consideration soil fertility; suitability for grazing; climatic 
conditions; existing and future availability of water for farm irrigation purposes; existing 
land use patterns; technological and energy inputs required; and accepted farming 
practices; and  
 

(c) land which is necessary to permit farm practices to be undertaken on adjacent or nearby 
agricultural lands. 

 
In addition, counties may designate agricultural land as marginal land and allow those uses and land 
divisions on the designated marginal land as allowed by ORS 197.247. 
 
Commentary: The following points should be noted;  
 

(i) Agricultural land is that of predominantly I-IV soils; that is, small scattered units of soils in this 
class are not intended to be defined as agricultural lands. At the same time, there are often units of 



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 28 

 

lower class soils within a general area of predominantly Class I-IV soils. The intent of the Goal is 
to define the general area, together with the lower soil class "inclusions" as "agricultural lands". 
The word "predominantly" provides for some reasonable flexibility in the identification of 
agricultural lands." 

 
(ii) Additional criteria are provided by the 'other lands' clause: In Coos County there are extensive 

areas of grazing land and cranberry growing in lower soil classes which should be identified as 
agricultural lands on the basis of the following criteria: "Suitability for grazing," "existing land 
use patterns" and "accepted farming practices." 

 
(iii) As forest management and timber harvest is classified as a use, it is possible to include forest land 

under farm ownership and "agricultural land" under the "accepted farming practices" criteria 
(especially since these lands are often also used for grazing). However, equally, it is also 
permissible to place such land in a Forest Lands designation under the Goals. [See discussion 
below of the LCDC policy paper "Agriculture/Forestry Goals Interrelationship."] 

 
(iv) "Farm Use" is defined as in ORS 215.203 and includes the non-uses authorized in ORS 215.213. 
 
(v) Marginal Lands (ORS 197.247) The County opted not to apply the marginal land criteria as 

established in ORS 197.247 to agricultural or forest lands. Under ORS 197.247, a county may 
identify marginal lands on the basis of productivity or parcelization. If it opts for the productivity, 
the proposed marginal land must not have been managed – for three of the five calendar years 
preceding January 1, 1983 – as part of a farm operation producing $20,000 or more per year in 
gross income, or a forest operation capable of producing $10,000 or more per year in gross 
income averaged over the timber growth cycle. 

 
The law also establishes more specific review criteria for the approval of farm and non-farm dwellings in 
EFU zones. Under this EFU zone criteria, farm dwellings are still allowed outright on any EFU parcel, 
provided that it is at least as large as the minimum parcel size which LCDC has acknowledged for EFU 
zones in the county. The law prohibits non-farm dwellings on Soil Conservation Service Class I-III soils, 
but also deletes three of the five existing criteria for the approval of non-farm dwellings. It makes more 
precise the two remaining criteria - "noninterference" with farming practices on nearby lands and 
"unsuitability of the site" for farming. 
 
The County evaluated the potential of applying the marginal land criteria to lands within the County and 
found that the benefits obtained would be minor in comparison to the more restrictive EFU criteria that 
would be applicable to all remaining EFU properties. Specifically, there are very limited areas within the 
county that would meet the ORS 197.247 criteria for marginal lands. 
 
1.4 Agricultural land and forest land inter-relationship 
 
In Coos County, it is frequently the case that a single farm ownership will contain both agricultural 
bottomlands and forested uplands. Frequently, the uplands will also contain cleared areas (especially on 
south exposures) which are used for grazing. Grazing also occurs on extensive hill ranches, where cleared 
lands or natural prairies are interspersed among forested areas. Sheep or cattle often utilize the forested 
areas for shelter. Timber harvest is an integral part of the agricultural economy in Coos County both for 
the lowland farms with some adjacent uplands, and for the larger ranchers. Income from timber sale 
frequently is used to overcome short-term problems due to depressed prices or rising operating costs. 
Grazing and timber management and harvest are basically compatible with one and another as uses of 
these forested hill lands except where newly established seedlings must be protected from trampling by 
grazing. Furthermore, in the Statewide Planning Goals, grazing is recognized as a ‘forest use.’ Thus, such 
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could be designated as either 'Forest' or 'Agriculture' in the Comprehensive Plan. LCDC has addressed the 
problem of clearly distinguishing the two designations in its policy paper "Agriculture/Forestry Goals 
Inter-relationship." In addition to the overlapping uses of these lands, there may be an overlap in the 
definitions of agricultural and forest lands. Specifically, there are many areas in Class I-IV soils 
(technically agricultural lands) which are under forest cover and are being managed as such. These lands 
meet either definition. The policy paper states: 
 

"When specific inventoried lands satisfy the definition requirements of Goals 3 and 4, an 
exception is not required to show why one resource designation is chosen over another. The plan 
need only document the factors that were used to select an agricultural, forest or 
agricultural/forest designation." 
 

The policy paper also states that these factors must be applied "based on site specific situations and plan 
policy." 
 
1.5 Criteria used to distinguish Agriculture and Forest Lands designations in Plan Map where overlap 

occurs. 
 
The principal test for deciding which designation a particular area should be placed in, is whether the 
primary use is agriculture or forestry. The nature of the vegetative ground cover is one key indication of 
the primary use of the land. There are three basic types of situations to be examined: 
 

(i) Where non-Class II-IV soils are used for upland grazing. 
 
These lands are identified in the Plan from the County Assessor's records of land classified as 
agricultural lands for "Exclusive Farm Use" taxation purposes. These lands are separately 
identified as "grazing lands" in the Agricultural Lands inventory. Air photographs are used to 
check these areas to ensure that they are currently predominantly open rangelands with only 
scattered tree growth. On this basis the area indicated by tax records may be increased or 
decreased. These lands are then designated as agricultural lands on the Plan map on the basis of 
the following factors: suitability for grazing, existing land use patterns, and accepted farming 
practices. Site-specific consideration is given each area, to ensure that the ground cover indicates 
grazing as the primary use. The plan recognizes that the hill grazing land is of great importance to 
the economy and is accepted as the predominant farming practice in certain areas of Coos 
County. 

 
(ii) Where soils of the Blacklock Series (Class VIIw) occur 

 
These soils are naturally suited to cranberry bogs and are separately identified in the agricultural 
lands inventory. Such areas may or may not be currently used for cranberry bogs. This depends 
largely on three factors: (i) the availability of irrigation water, (ii) the growth of the market for the 
product and (iii) availability of capital. Blacklock soils tend to be intermingled with other 
agricultural soils. However, entire areas within this soil association may be under forest cover. 
Cranberry bogs tend to occur in localized clusters, due to their heavy dependence upon surface 
water supplies and the need to protect operators from intrusion or conflicting uses. 

 
These localized areas are identified from air photographs and are designated as agricultural lands 
based on the following factors: irrigation potential, existing land use patterns, technological and 
energy inputs and accepted farming practices. The Plan recognizes the importance of cranberry 
growing to the local economy and that it is the predominant farming practice in certain local areas 
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of the County. Other areas in the Blacklock soil series are placed in the forest land designation on 
the basis of their forest cover. 

 
(iii) Where Class II-IV soils are in use as forest lands. 

 
Extensive areas of land on the flat, coastal plain have Class III or IV soils where no current 
agricultural use is occurring and the land is under forest cover. In addition, in upland areas in the 
interior of the County, level ridge tops and benches generally have Class III or IV soils. However, 
they are generally under unbroken forest cover. In each of these typical cases, there is assumed to 
be little probability of future clearing and conversion to agricultural use. The cool and windy 
climate of the coastal plain, coupled with the naturally low fertility of the sandy soils make this 
area poorly adapted to agricultural crops other than cranberries. This is vital to the future 
economic health of the County. Due to these facts and the existence of forest cover, it is 
considered appropriate to designate these lands as "forest lands" in the Plan. Certain exceptions 
occur to this general rule. In some narrow inland valleys, forest cover may alternate with open 
farmland, while the entire valley floor has Class II-IV soils. In such a situation, it is considered 
that due to the intermixture of such uses, the flat topography and accessibility of these lands, 
future conversion to agriculture is a distinct possibility. Thus, an agricultural designation is 
applied to the entire valley floor. However, ownership patterns must also be considered. In certain 
cases, narrow valleys with Class II-IV soils, especially in their upper reaches, may be owned by 
major lumber companies, and no agricultural use is occurring. With such site-specific situations, a 
'forest land' designation is considered more appropriate, consistent with surrounding lands in the 
same ownership. 
 
Thus, different types of cases can be distinguished where land may be identified as either 
agricultural and forest land. The most appropriate designation is based on the primary use of the 
land taking into account the factors used in the Goal to identify "other lands suitable for farm 
use," and to define "forest lands" and considering site specific situations. A plan policy is 
presented in the "Policy" section of the Plan to ensure the appropriate level of protection for these 
"overlapping" lands and to ensure that either forest or agricultural practices can occur without 
interference. 
 

1.6 Identification of Agricultural Lands 
 
Areas of agricultural land in Coos County have been identified in a script of 7 maps at a scale of 2" = 1 
mile. Three separate categories are identified: 
 

1. S.C.S. Class I, II, III and IV soils, generally considered to be suitable for agriculture in 
western Oregon. 
 

2. S.C.S. Class VIIw soils, considered important for cranberry production in Coos County. 
 

3. Rangeland and natural prairies used for livestock grazing. 
 
The soils classification mapping is based on surveys completed by the Soil Conservation Service for the 
western part of the County. Work in progress by the same agency was referred to for the mapping of the 
remainder of the County and this was corroborated by reference to the general soils map of the South 
Coast Basin, published by the State Water Resources Board. The mapping of rangeland and natural 
prairies is based on information provided by the Coos County Assessor's Office, as noted in 1.5 (i) above. 
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1.7 Designation of Agricultural Lands 
 
The Plan proceeds from the identification of agricultural lands on inventory maps to the designation of 
agricultural lands on the Plan map. This part of the process involves the elimination of certain categories 
of land initially identified as agricultural lands. These general categories are as follows: 
 

(i) Lands more appropriately designated as Forest Lands as discussed in 1.5 above. 
 

(ii) Land already developed or "substantially committed" to rural or urban residential, commercial, 
industrial or other urbanized uses. See the Rural Residential paper, Section 4.0 for criteria for 
distinguishing 'committed' rural residential areas. 
 

(iii) Land in public parks for recreation areas 
 

(iv) Land shown to be needed for future rural residential use, and the subject of a Land Use Exception 
to the Agricultural Lands Goal (see Exception statement). 
 

(v) Land within urban growth areas (UGA's) needed for future urbanization, (see individual UGA 
reports). 

 
All other lands identified as "agricultural" are designated as such in the Plan map. Total acreages of land 
within the agricultural lands designation for each of the four land use alternatives are shown in the 'Land 
Use Alternatives' Section, and are as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.8 Application of minimum lot size and performance criteria provisions of Goal #3 
 
Goal #3 does not require jurisdictions to establish mandatory minimum lot sizes or mandatory 
performance standards for creating new parcels and/or uses in exclusive farm use zones. However, if 
existing commercial agricultural enterprises are to be protected, the land must remain in units which are 
appropriate in size to preserve and maintain the integrity of the agricultural industry. In view of the 
inherently different agricultural uses requiring protection, Coos County has opted to establish a minimum 
lot size on EFU parcels currently or potentially let to cranberry production, and performance standards on 
all other EFU zoned properties for purposes of creating new parcels and/or establishing uses. 
 
It is recognized that by not having a minimum lot size on EFU parcels, exclusive of cranberry areas, 
additional administrative time, more public hearings, and increased uncertainty among land owners as to 
how the standards would be applied, may become apparent. However, these increased inconveniences 
will be off-set by obtaining increased flexibility with the performance standards in reviewing land 
divisions and/or uses. 
 
The intent of the performance standards is to preserve the existing commercial agricultural industry and 
yet maintain the discretion to appropriately justify the creation of various sized commercial farm parcels 
(so as to increase commercial agricultural output in the County). With the majority of EFU lands situated 
as small finger valleys intertwined throughout the County, and scattered among commercial forest uses, 
this parcel by parcel review process will result in justifying farm units (or non-farm parcels) in 
accordance with actual or potential use of the land in view of the existing terrain and management 

Alternative 1 - 89,380 ac. 
Alternative 2 - 89,905 ac. 
Alternative 3 - 103,105 ac. 
Alternative 4 - 105,585 ac. 
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techniques. In contrast, an established minimum lot size would result in lumping together large acreages 
and mixed ownerships regardless of land use patterns, terrain and individual management objectives of 
the land. In addition, the performance EFU zone will allow for establishing lot sizes appropriate for those 
existing commercial agricultural uses such as flower bulbs, rhododendrons, berry crops, nurseries and 
greenhouses which under a minimum lot size whose intent was to protect livestock grazing would be 
penalized needlessly. Performance standards established for EFU parcels are in accordance with Goal #3 
which states, "minimum lot size standards can be applied in various ways, including but not limited to 
determining performance standards, which are used to decide appropriate lot sizes for farm and non-farm 
uses on a case by case basis. 
 
The minimum lot size applied to EFU-10 parcels within the County are applied only where cranberry 
production currently is or potentially can be accommodated. This minimum lot size, established for a 
specific use, is in accordance with Goal #3 which states, “any minimum lot size or sizes shall be 
appropriate for the continuation of the existing commercial agricultural enterprise within the area.” 
 
1.9 Definition of 'Commercial Agriculture' 
 
In accordance with the Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 660, Division 5 – Land Conservation and 
Development Commission, the definition of commercial agriculture is as follows: 
 

"COMMERCIAL AGRICULTURAL ENTERPRISE" consists of farm operations which will: 
 

(a) Contribute in a substantial way to the area's existing agricultural economy; and 
 

(b) help maintain agricultural processors and established farm markets; 
 

(c) when determining whether a farm is part of the commercial agricultural enterprise, not 
only what is produced, but how much and how it is marketed shall be considered. 

 
The type and value of products produced and how they are marketed are key factors in identifying the 
existing commercial agricultural enterprise. Owner characteristics, such as percent of income from 
farming and primary occupation, do not necessarily define a commercial farmer, or a commercial farm 
unit. Commercial agriculture in Oregon is supported in part, by less than full-time farmers. However, 
profitability or gross farm income is a factor in determining whether a farm operation is part of the 
commercial agricultural enterprise. Appropriate minimum lot size or performance standards as are 
utilized for any farm use zone shall be appropriate for the continuation of the existing agricultural 
enterprise within the area. 
 
The inclusion of part-time or "small-acreage" farmers is of special relevance to Coos County, where a 
significant volume of farm products are produced by these farmers. This is substantiated in the sections 
which follow discussing farm size distribution and types of agricultural practices and products. 
 
1.10 Property taxes on agricultural lands 
 
Statutes provide for an Exclusive Farm Use tax to provide an incentive to maintain lands in farm use. The 
tax provides a considerable reduction over a tax based on regular market value. The tax is automatically 
applied to land in an EFU zone where the property is used primarily to make a profit in farming (see 
Table #1 below). In addition, there is a tax applicable to lands not in the EFU zone but which qualify for 
the agricultural tax benefits based on current farm practices on the property. This tax also provides for a 
break, based on market value as farm land rather than whatever the "highest and best use" may be. 
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The 'unzoned farmland' tax break is particularly useful to landowners with small farms on the edge of 
rural residential areas, for instance, when the tax rate would otherwise be based on "homesite" use. This 
tax incentive has an income qualification, and must be specially applied for in the first year, but thereafter 
is automatic. In either case, there is a penalty if the land is converted by the owner to some other use of 
higher value. In the case of the EFU tax, back taxes are due for up to the last 10 years based on the new 
uses. 
 
One provision of the EFU tax statute has caused some criticism in Coos County. Only up to 20 acres of 
farm woodlot may be taxed at Exclusive Farm Use values, though in this area most farms contain 
considerably larger acreages of woodlot as an integral part of the farm operation. There have been 
proposals to ask the Legislature to relax this provision. Meanwhile, the County Assessor's Department 
taxes forest land in exceeding of 20 acres in an EFU zone on forest land values, where this is determined 
to be "highest and best use," or otherwise as "designated forest land provided the landowner first makes 
an application for this tax break. If no application is made, the land is simply taxed on "market value" 
basis, which may be considerably higher in some areas than just "forest land". Currently, forest land 
values are higher than agricultural land values on hill land, which means that the 20-acre limitation places 
an extra tax burden on owners of hill land, in an EFU zone where grazing is the primary use.24

                                                      
24 Ref. George Backman, Deputy Communication, April 1980. 
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 EFU “UNZONED FARMLAND” 
   
Criteria In EFU zone In any other zone, land must now be used primarily 

for making a profit from farming, must have been 
used for farming for the two previous years, and 
must meet the income requirements in three of the 
five previous years 

   
Income 
Requirements 

Used primarily to make a profit 
in farming 

Gross annual income25

 

 of at least $500, if under 5 
acres; $100/acre if 5-20 acres; $2,000 if over 20 
acres. 

  
Receipt of Tax 
Benefits 

Automatic Upon application for the first year, thenceforth 
automatic 

   
Certain Special 
District Levies26

Not subject to 
 

Subject to 

   
State Inheritance 
Tax 

Based on fair market value as 
farmland 

Based on fair market value as farmland 

   
Penalties Tax penalty for conversion at 

owner’s request. Back taxes 
payable up to a maximum of 10 
years. 

Penalty for failure to inform County Assessor if 
qualifications are not met. If farmland loses its 
special assessment, you will be charged an 
additional tax which is the difference between the 
tax you would have been paying if property had not 
received farm-use assessment and the tax paid 
during the last year of special assessment. Tax 
difference is multiplied by a number of years of 
farm assessment, not to exceed five years. Penalty 
can result in collection of taxes beyond the five 
year limit. Failure to notify assessor of lost 
qualifications will result in collection of a 12% 
interest on the taxes after the notice should have 
been given. A 20% penalty also imposed on the 
additional taxes owed after the required notice. 

   
Limitations Only 20 acres maximum 

woodlot may be assessed at 
EFU-value. 

No limitation on acreage of woodlands. 

 
  

                                                      
25 Gross Income includes value of crops or livestock used by owner and family. 
26 See ORS 308.401 – Applies to Sanitary districts and water supply districts. 
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2. Statistical Data on Farming In Coos County 
 
2.1 Agricultural Production 
 
According to the U.S. Census of Agriculture, Preliminary Report for 1982, there were 782 farms in Coos 
County. These farms together totaled 167,841 acres, or roughly 16 percent of the total land area of the 
County (See Table #2 below). Because this data is based on a mail-out rather than an enumerator-taken 
census, some small part-time farms might not have been included. 
 

AGRICULTURAL DATA SUMMARY 
COOS COUNTY, 1974, 1978, 1982 

TABLE 2    
    

ALL FARMS 1974 1978 1982 
    
    
Number of farms 650 668 782 
Land in farms (acres) 159,225 168,249 167,841 
Average size of farm (acres) 245 252 215 
Value of machinery & equipment $9,876,000 $11,672,000 $15,922,000 
Value of all agricultural products sold $9,947,000 $15,801,000 $18,430,000 
Value of crops $1,611,000 $2,206,000 $3,549,000 
Value of livestock, poultry, and their products $7,040,000 $13,595,000 $14,881,000 
    
Livestock inventory:    

Cattle and calves    
Number of farms 556 511 596 
Inventory 25,404 27,672 28,795 

Hogs and pigs    
Number of farms 62 42 43 
Inventory 773 629 437 

Chickens, 3 months or older    
Number of farms 104 95 133 
Inventory 23,290 (D)* (D)* 

    
    
Source:  1974 Census of Agriculture 
  1982 Census of Agriculture, Preliminary Report 
    
(D)* Withheld to avoid disclosing data for individual farms 

 
The primary agricultural commodities are, in order of importance, livestock, timber, and cranberries. In 
1983, the total value of all agricultural products produced in Coos County was $26,005,000, up about 9% 
from 1979. [See table #6]. 
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Table #3 

Productive Milk Cow Inventory 
     
  1974 1978 1982 
Milk Cows     
 Farms 164 140 137 
 Number 6,247 6,395 6,799 
 Average milk cows/farm 38 45 50 
     
     
Source:  1974 Census of Agriculture 
  1982 Census of Agriculture, Preliminary Report 

 
Milk cow inventory is based on census information pertaining to cows and heifers that have calved. A 
productive (milk) cow is one which gives birth each year in order to perpetuate the existence of milk. 
Those cows which do not give birth in any given year do not as a rule continue in that year to produce 
milk. Therefore, the census data is accurate to the extent that it measures milk cows that are actually 
productive. 
 
Table #3 illustrates that in 1982 the average number of productive milk cows on a dairy farm was 50. In 
1978 there was an average of 45 milk cows per dairy farm, with an additional three farms with milk cows 
being in operation. The 1974 data shows an average of 38 milk cows per dairy farm, but there were 27 
more farms with milk cows than in 1982. The trend appears to be towards less dairy farms with an 
increase in the average milk cow herd, as well as an overall increase in the number of productive cows. 
The production per cow has also increased rapidly. 
 
According to information compiled by Coos County Extension Agents, Lynn Cannon, Arthur Poole, and 
Steve Fitzgerald, 1983 Coos County Agriculture data shows the value of sales to be 412,736,000 for dairy 
commodities. This is 48.8% of the total value of all agricultural products in Coos County. 
 
The mild climate, allowing a long forage season and the fertile river valley soils has led to Coos County 
being the second most important dairy county on the Oregon Coast. 
 
The importance of beef cattle production in the agricultural economy of the County has increased 
substantially over the last 30 years. Beef cattle numbers have expanded from less than 2,000 in the early 
1950s to 11,000 head in 1983.* Beef currently (1983) accounts for 17.5% of the agricultural income. 
 

Table #4 
Sheep and Lamb Inventory 

     
  1974 1978 1982 
Sheep and Lambs    
 Farms 121 163 197 
 Number 13,029 28,675 31,467 
     

 
Table #4 above illustrates the increasing significance of sheep raising in the county. The number of farms 
has nearly doubled with the amount of livestock increasing nearly 150% from 1974 to 1982. This 
substantial increase has been directly related to effective predator control techniques, the effectiveness of 
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sheep in controlling tansy ragwort on hill lands, and the stable market prices for both sheep and their 
wool.27

Table #5 

 The slight slowdown from 1978 to 1982 in numbers can be attributed to the recession during 
those years. 
 

Cranberry Inventory 
     
  1974 1978 1982 
Cranberries    
 Acres 780 658 811 
     

 
Cranberries account for approximately 12.4% of the agricultural industry in the County (1983), although 
this figure probably underestimates the importance of this unusual crop in the County's agricultural 
makeup. Only five states in the United States produce cranberries and the Bandon area's bogs produce 90 
percent of Oregon's total yearly cranberry harvest (and 3.66 percent of the yearly nationwide cranberry 
harvest). The dollar value produced per acre is quite high in comparison with the County's other 
agricultural products. The majority of the cranberries grown in Oregon are processed for juice and sauce. 
Current production levels are based not on the amount of land suitable for berry cultivation but on 
demand levels and quotas. A potential for expansion of the industry is indicated by a broadening market 
that includes fast food franchising, increasing exports and improved product distribution to domestic 
markets. Currently, more acreage has been let to bog production, as indicated by Table #5. However, 
many of these new bog acreages have been established without contract agreements, which concludes that 
attempts at new marketing outlets will gradually appear as these new bogs reach maturity in the next few 
years. 
 
Farm Forestry contributes a significant portion of the County's agricultural economy, accounting for 11.5 
percent of the farm income in 1983. 
 

"Coos County has the highest timber producting potential in Oregon, a 
factor that helps to make forests located on farms a natural source of 
additional income for farmers."28

This timber potential is a factor of the climate, drainage and soil patterns. The County's farm woodlots 
yield a diversity of raw material for lumber, poles, veneer, chips, shingles, Christmas trees, decorative 
greens, firewood, archery stock, burls, and crude drugs. Increases in productivity can be realized through 
intensive management practices, such as improved planting techniques, animal damage control, pre-
commercial thinning and commercial thinning operations.

 
 

29

                                                      
27 Conversation with Lynn Cannon, April 1983. 
28 Coos County Agriculture, 1976; Lynn Cannon, Arthur Poole, Coos County Extension Agents, OSU Extension 
Service, Jan. 1977. 
29 'Coos County Agriculture, 1983'; Lynn Cannon, Arthur Poole, Steve Fitzgerald, Coos County Extension Agents, 
OSU Extension Service, April, 1983. 

 
 
Specialty horticultural crops, including nursery, greenhouse and ornamental crops, and fruit and truck 
crops together account for 4.1 percent of the County's total agricultural income (1983). This is up 1.1 
percent from 1979. As other industries such as fishing and wood products decline there will be an 
expected increase in production from these sectors. The major limitations are difficulties in transportation 
of products and unavailability of markets for those products within reasonable distances. 
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A common economic problem for farmers is that prices paid for their products fluctuate considerably, 
while their operating costs tend to rise constantly due to inflation. The following figures on cattle (calf) 
prices illustrate the fluctuation in commodity prices: 
 

 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 
       

$/cwt $26.30 $30.10 $32.80 $33.50 $40.20 $52.60 
       
 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 
       

$/cwt $35.50 $25.40 $38.48 $39.21 $59.00 $88.80 
       

 
Cattle prices were good in 1979, but fell off disastrously in 1974-75. Table 6 and Figure 2 compare 
estimated total agricultural receipts with an index of prices paid by farmers for the period 1974-79. 
Earnings rose only gradually between 1974 and 1978, but rose dramatically in 1979, due to good prices 
paid for dairy products and beef cattle, while productivity costs rose at a more steady rate. Thus, during 
the years 1974-78, farmers were losing ground against higher costs, while in 1979, they made up the lost 
ground. Over the whole period, as a result, while costs rose by 55.3%, the value of production rose by 
58.1%. However, between 1974 and 1978, costs rose by 36.0% and production rose by only 14.0%. 
 
In order to weather such economic fluctuations, farmers often find it necessary to raise a loan or to sell off 
some of their standing timber stock. Some farmers feel that they should be permitted to partition off small 
portions of their land not vital to the farm operation for "either small homesites or as an addition to other 
farm holdings. This would alleviate cash-flow problems of this kind. 
 
2.2 Land in Agricultural Production 
 
In 1974, the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census defines a farm as follows: 
 

"a farm is defined to include all land on which agricultural operations are 
conducted at any time in the census year under the day-to-day control of 
an individual management, and from which $1,000 or more of 
agricultural products were sold during the census year. Control may have 
been exercised through ownership or management, or through a lease, 
rental, or cropping arrangement. Places having less than the minimum 
$1,000 sales in the census year are also counted as farms if they could 
normally be expected to produce agricultural products in sufficient 
quantity to meet the requirements of the definition." 
 

Under this definition there were 782 farms for 1982 in Coos County, comprising a total of 167,841 acres. 
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Table #7     

LAND IN FARM PRODUCTION 
     
  1974 1978 1982 
Farms    
 Number 650 668 782 
 Land in farms (acres) 159,225 168,249 167,841 
 Average size (acres) 275 296 215 
     
     
Irrigated Land    
 Farms 275 296 323 
 Acres 8,797 11,655 11,704 
     
     
 Source: (same as above tables) 
     
 
In 1974, there were 650 farms totaling 159,225 acres, while in 1978, there were 668 farms totaling 
168,249 acres. There was an overall increase in the amount of farm acreage as well as the number of 
farms from 1974-1982. The Census data suggests that there is a current trend towards farms on smaller 
acreages. The County adopted zoning Regulations on farm lands in 1975. It appears that from 1975 to 
Dec. 1984, when minimum lot sizes were in effect, there was an overall increase in the amount of farm 
acreage within the County. From 1978 to 1982, however, the farm acreage decreased by 408 acres. This 
can be attributed to the increasing need of farmers to sell small portions of marginal farm land for cash 
flow in order to maintain their overall holdings during the last recession. 
 
Looking back, it can be noted that there was a rather substantial decrease in farm acreage from 1969 to 
1974. In using the U.S. Census definition for "farm" prior to 1974 (used in this case to compare 1974 data 
with 1969 data) there were 754 farms totaling 165,275 acres in 1974, while in 1979, there were 700 farms 
totaling 196,866 acres. There was therefore an increase in the number of farms during this period. 
However, the reduction in from acreage during the five year period was 31,591 acres, or 16 percent of the 
1969 total acreage. 
 
This apparent loss is not as alarming as it would appear at first sight. Of the "lost" acreage, 2,218 acres 
were cropland and at least 27,534 acres were woodland. Most of the woodland has probably passed into 
forest industry ownership. There has been a strong trend toward selling to major forest corporations in 
recent years. The remaining 4,000 acres would be the maximum attributable to loss to urbanization or 
acreage homesites, though it is doubtful that all of this acreage was actually lost to production.30

At the same time that the total area in farms was reduced in the years 1969 to 1982, the number of farms, 
and thus, the average size of farms has decreased. It is conclusive that a higher level of productivity is 

 
 
Whatever the exact amount, the loss of agricultural land should not be taken lightly. Resource producing 
land including farm land is a finite resource that cannot be replaced when it is lost. Land that transfers 
between farm land and forest land is not lost from resource production but is simply transferred to a 
different use. 
 

                                                      
30 Lynn Cannon, OSE Extension Agent, personal communication, May, 1980. 
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occurring on lesser acreage. The increased levels of productivity as illustrated by Table #6 for agricultural 
products indicate that there is more intensive management occurring on remaining farm properties within 
the County than in previous years. 
 

INFLUENCE OF IRRIGATION 
 
In recent years, an increasing amount of Coos County's agricultural land has been irrigated (Table #7). In 
1974, there were an estimated 8,797 acres of irrigated farm land, while in 1982, irrigated farm land 
increased to 11,704 acres. The 1982 figure indicates that there was a 24.84 percent increase over 1974 in 
irrigated acres. According to the Water Resources Department (1980), there were 14,570 acres of 
agricultural land for which water rights have been acquired. (It is necessary to obtain water rights to 
legally take water from streams and rivers for irrigation purposes). According to John Drolet, 
Watermaster, District 19,31 this figure has since increased but figures are unavailable for 1982. The data 
indicates that the degree of intensity in management practices are increasing by increasing the number of 
irrigated acres and thus the overall productivity of the land. The Water Resources Department estimated 
(1980) that there were an additional 77,000 acres that could be irrigated but which do not have allocated 
water rights at this time.32

As observed above, the average farm size has decreased between 1974 and 1982. The average farm size 
in 1982 was 215 acres. Table #8 below which is based on 1978 Census data (most complete data 
available) illustrates that this average figure is misleading, due to the fact that the distribution of farm 
sizes is 'bi-modal', that is there are two 'peaks' in the data. The two largest groups of farms were in the 10-
49 acre class (163 farms or 24.4 percent of the total) and the 260-499 acre class (80 farms or 11.97 
percent of the total). Census figures from 1974 show that farms in the 10-49 acre class numbered 154 
(23.7% of total farms), and farms in the 269-499 acre class numbered 85 (13.1% of total farms). Of most 
significance, though, is that in 1974, 176 farms (27.1% of the total) were smaller than 50 acres, in 1978, 
205 farms (30.68% of the total) were smaller than 50 acres, and in 1982, 299 farms (38.23% of the total) 
were smaller than 50 acres. Only 26, 30, and 25 farms, respectively, for these three census dates were 
greater than 1,000 acres.

 The estimates of potentially irrigable land were based on soil class and slope; it 
does not appear that the availability of water or water rights was a consideration. It is certain that water 
availability is a problem in some parts of the County due to low late summer stream flow. The State 
Water Resources Board identifies water impoundment sites for agriculture as a need in the County. 
 
2.3 Farms by size, value of sales, and part-time/full-time operation. 
 

3334

                                                      
31 Personal communication, John Drolet, Watermaster District 19, Coos County, April, 1983. 
32 South Coast Basin Water Resources Plan – Oregon State Department of Water Resources, 1980. 
33 U.S. Census of Agriculture 1974, 1978. 
34 U.S. Census of Agriculture, 1982 Preliminary Report. 

 The data suggests that there is a definite trend within the County towards 
smaller acreage for farm use. 
 
Most farmers are full owners of their land and live on the farm. However, 49.70 percent of census 
respondents gave their principal occupation as other than farming, and fully 260 (or about 41%) reported 
that they spent 200 or more days a year working off the farm. These figures tend to indicate that at least 
half of the farms in Coos County were operated on a part-time basis. Even where farming is given as the 
principal occupation, there is no guarantee that the farm is the sole source of support for the farm 
household. 
  



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 41 

 

Table #8 
AGRICULTURAL DATA SUMMARY Coos County, 1978 

     
Farms by Size: 
1 to 9 acres 42 
10 to 49 acres 163 
50 to 69 acres 62 
70 to 99 acres 70 
100 to 136 acres 60 
140 to 179 acres 64 
180 to 219 acres 41 
220 to 259 acres 21 
260 to 499 acres 80 
500 to 999 acres 35 
1000 to 1999 acres 15 
2000 acres of more 15 
Average farm acreage: 252 
   
Farms by Tenure of Farm Operator: 
 Full owner Number 521 
 Acres 106,744 
 Part owner Number 104 
 Acres 47,361 
 Tenant Number 43 
  Acres 14,144 
  
Farm Operators by Place of Residence: 
 On farm operated 554 
 Not on farm operated 62 
 Not reports 52 
   
Farm Operators by Principle Occupation: 
 Farming 336 
 Other 332 
     
Farm Operators Reporting Days of Work Off Farm: 
None  244 
1 to 49 days 39 
50 to 99 days 24 
100 to 149 days 28 
150 to 199 days 45 
200 days or more  260 
     
Farms by Value of Sales: 
$100,000 or more  31 
40,000 to 99,999  73 
20,000 to 39,999  57 
10,000 to 19,999  79 
5,000 to 9,999  126 
2,500 to 4,999  122 
2,000 to 2,499  35 
1,500 to 1,999  47 
1,000 to 1,499  56 
Less than  1,000  42 
     
Source: U.S. Census of Agriculture, 1978. 
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The data (Table #8) for farms by value of sales indicates that only 161 farms, or 24 percent are obtaining 
gross sales of $20,000 or more. It is doubtful whether or not farms with a minimum of $20,000 gross 
would be able to sustain themselves without outside income, but are included for purposes of a rough 
estimate to determine the number of self-sustaining farms. From these fitures, it is clear that farming is a 
totally self-supporting proposition for only the largest landowners or those producing a large volume of 
high value cash crops (e.g., cranberries). 
 
2.4 Farm Age Factor 
 
Table #9     
     
     
Operators by Age Group 1982  
     
     
 Under 25 years  9  
 25 to 34 years  63  
 35 to 44 years  156  
 45 to 54 years  190  
 55 to 64 years  192  
 65  years and over  172  
 Average Age  53.1  
     
 Source: U.S. Census of Agriculture, Preliminary Report, 1982.  
 
Table #9 illustrates an important aspect of the current farming industry within Coos County. The average 
age of a farmer in 1982 was 53 while the majority of farmers were age 45-64. 1982 Census data for the 
State of Oregon shows that the majority of farmers within the state were age 35-54. It appears that Coos 
County is not maintaining an influx of young farmers to perpetuate the industry as is the rest of the state. 
This is an important factor in establishing plan policy and ordinance requirements on agricultural land. 
There is an apparent need to accommodate young farmers initiating their careers in order to provide for 
the continuation of the existing agricultural enterprises in the area, as well as developing policy which 
will ensure the preservation of the County's resource lands. 
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3. DISCUSSION OF MAJOR TYPES OF AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES IN COOS COUNTY 
 
3.1 Historical perspective 
 
Historically, much of the agricultural production of Coos County took place on relatively small-acreage 
holdings along the Coos and Coquille Rivers and Tenmile Lakes. A diversity of products sustained the 
settler and his family, and any surplus could be transported by boat to the towns beyond. 
 
The pioneer farmer's earliest market crop was the potato, which was shipped to San Francisco. As poor 
agricultural practices depleted the soil, potato patches became pastures for a growing dairy industry and 
creameries attained a dominant position in the 1890's. Though many of the small creameries were 
eventually combined into more centralized creamery associations, milk production still represented the 
efforts of many small dairy farms in Coos County. 
 
In the late 1870's, most of the Coos River bottomlands were in fine orchards and a four-story fruit dryer 
was constructed in 1876 to process apples. As with much of the creamery production, the dried apples 
were shipped to San Francisco in exchange for gold that was sent back to Coos County by express. In 
1910 Coos County ranked third statewide in apple production and also produced marketable quantities of 
pears, prunes, and five kinds of berries. 
 
A short-lived example of the traditional diversity of Coos County agriculture was the silkworm culturing 
of the 1890's. 
 
With the coming of highways and truck lines in the 1930's, produce from the Willamette Valley and 
California began to replace Coos County agricultural products in the local markets. This development 
signaled the decline of the small-scale highly diversified farm economy in Coos County due to its 
decreased competitiveness in face of larger irrigated farms closer to the main markets. 
 
Since the 1930's, the principal agricultural, products have remained the same as they are today. 
 
However, fluctuations in prices and other market conditions have caused changes in the relative 
importance of each type of farm practice. A land use inventory mapped by the Civilian Conservation 
Corps during the 1950s indicates that a great deal more hill land was then in open grazing than today.35

Coos County is one of Oregon's leading dairy counties. Dairy farming continues to take place in the 
traditional areas of the county: the fertile bottom lands of the mainstem Coquille and Coos Rivers and 

 
This was probably in part the aftermath of the 1936 forest fire which swept inland from Bandon as far as 
Coquille. Since those days, great acreages have been allowed to re-establish forest cover as timber 
production was gradually becoming a relatively more economically viable source of many upland areas 
than cattle and sheep raising. 
 
At the same time, cranberry culture has become localized north and south of Bandon and has died out in 
the Hauser area, where it began in the 1890's. Expanding markets in recent years have caused a gradual 
expansion in the acreage of cranberry bogs. 
 
 
3.2 Current Agricultural Practices 
 
3.2.1 Dairy Farming 
 

                                                      
35 Maps prepared by C.C.C. on file in historical archives in Coos County Planning Department. 
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some of the adjoining tributary valleys. There are also some dairy operations in the narrow bottoms of the 
coastal .plain south of Bandon. Since most of these areas are subject to flooding to some extent, farmers 
often maintain some pasture land on hills or benches for winter feeding. Most dairy land is former tidal 
marsh, freshwater swamp, or lowlying river which has been diked and drained. 
 
While dairying remains the County's most important source of farm income, the number of dairy farms 
has decreased, as has the number of dairy cows (currently at 7,800, 198336

                                                      
36 Coos County Agriculture, 1983, Lynn Cannon, Arthur Poole, Steve Fitzgerald, Coos County Extension Agents, 
OSU Extension Service, April, 1983. 

). Its continued importance is 
due largely to increased efficiency and productivity per cow. There is now only one cheese factory in the 
County, (the Coquille Valley Dairy Co-op in Bandon, which manufactures the Bandon cheeses), and an 
ice cream manufacturing plant in Myrtle Point, which supplies the Safeway chain. However, the diary 
operations are still relatively profitable and a stable market with stable prices still exists for their milk 
products. Currently, most of the milk produced in the County goes to one of the two plants mentioned 
above. 
 
The mild Coos County climate with its long growing season is excellent for the production of forage, 
provided irrigation is practiced in the late summer months. Irrigated bottom land is capable of supporting 
close to one cow plus a calf per acre in some places. The prevalence of-flooding creates two problems: (i) 
herds must be grazed in higher places during winter and early spring, while they are unable to use the 
more fertile bottom lands; (ii) persistent flood waters and ponding limit type of forage to course water-
tolerant grasses like reed-canary grass in some low-lying areas. Many dairy farmers now grow corn in 
addition to hay crops and make silage for winter feed. 
 
Dairying is a highly labor and capital-intensive operation, requiring full-time management by the owner-
operator. It also often requires skill and stable farm labor, which may be difficult to obtain and hold. In 
spite of its profitability, dairying is only really attractive to younger prospective farmers if they have 
already gained experience in dairying. 
 
The high initial capital costs are prohibitive, and loan institutions have tightened money availability for 
such expenditures. It is therefore difficult to engage in dairying as a full-time operation, unless the land is 
owned outright, or enough capital can be raised to back a loan large enough to purchase an operation the 
size that a sufficient return can be made to pay off the loan reliably. Interest rate trends in the past few 
years have nearly made it impossible for a young farmer to purchase an operation large enough to pay 
back the loan without an outside income. In addition to financial difficulties facing the young farmer, 
there is a problem of locating a farm for sale, with sufficient land of the right kind to support a full-time 
operation. Previous data suggests that most larger, and self- sustaining farms within the county are 
presently owned by older farmers who have no inclination to sell their property holdings. 
 
Data supplied by the OSU Extension Service, James R. Pease, based on 1978 Census Data shows that for 
1978 there were 97 dairy farms in the County comprising of 26,764 acres or roughly 2.6 percent of the 
total land area of the county, and 15.9 percent of the total farm acreage. While it is apparent that only a 
small portion of the county is involved in this industry, it is important to point out that cash sales from 
dairy products resulted in nearly half of the total cash sales for all agricultural products. According to the 
census, all dairy farms within the County had sales exceeding $2,500. 
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Table #10     
     
     
 Dairy Farm by Acres  Total  
     
     
 Less than 40  5  
 40-59  3  
 60-79  3  
 80-119  8  
 120-159  14  
 160-239  28  
 240-319  12  
 320-499  12  
 500-999  9  
 1,000 or more  3  
     
     
 Source:  OSU Extension Service, James R. Pease, Census Data 

(1978) on Commercial Agriculture, 1982. 
 

 
Table 10 above illustrates the distribution of the size of dairy farms in the County. The average dairy farm 
size is 276 acres, but this figure is misleading. The distinct majority of dairy farms are 160 to 239 acres in 
size. This is not to be interpreted to be the required amount of acreage necessary for a dairy herd. From 
Table 3 above, the data concluded that for 1978, the average productive cow herd was only 45 cows per 
dairy farm. In assessing the existing dairy farm Acreage it is important to realize that most dairy farms in 
the county raise numerous beef cattle and/or sheep to fully exercise the productive potential of their land 
on a year-round basis. The predominant commercial agricultural industry is the dairy industry. In 
determining policy and performance criteria to insure continuation of that industry, the existing average 
dairy farm size is not as relevant a factor as the actual number of productive dairy cows per farm. The 
required acreage to sustain 45 head of productive dairy cows is much less than the average acreage data 
pertaining to existing dairy farms; most of which consist of additional livestock commodities. 
 
The approximate acreage requirements to sustain 45 head of dairy cows would be 1 ¼ to 1 ½ acres per 
cow of fertile bottom land and 10 to 20 acres of hill-land for winter grazing.37

                                                      
37 Personal Communication with Lynn Cannon, OSE Extension Service, April, 1983. 

 Total acreage for this 
operation would be from 66.25 to 87.50 acres. It would be a good management practice to include a few 
more acres above this figure in order to raise replacement heifers as necessary. 
 
3.2.2 Beef and Sheep Raising 
 
For reasons that are evident from the above discussion of dairying, there is an increase in beef and sheep 
raising on the more productive bottom lands in recent years, in place of the traditional dairy operations. 
Beef cattle numbers in Coos County have expanded from less than 2,000 in the early 1950’s to 10,000 
head in 1979 [OSU Extension Service]. Sheep population has also increased in recent years, due to the 
ability to control tansy ragwort and to improved lamb and wool prices. This type of operation is 
frequently part time, with the owners ‘working out’ to help support the farm and pay off land costs. This 
part-time type of operation is frequently the only alternative for younger farmers getting started on a small 
land base with a view to gradually building up and eventually becoming self-supporting. 
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Beef and sheep raising has traditionally occurred on extensive upland ranches, in contrast to the more 
recent trend of converting bottomland farms to this type of production. Most of these extensive hill 
ranches are found in the southern half of the County. The main area of sheep ranching is in the 
southwestern corner of the County, while most of the larger cattle ranches are in the hills above the 
middle and south forks of the Coquille River, Catching, and Dement Creeks. While bottomlands might 
support as many beef cattle as dairy cattle (as much as 1 animal per acre), the hill ranches would support 
perhaps 1 steer per 5 acres and 1 sheep per acre. Under more intensive management it might be possible 
to support 1 steer per 2 acres or 2.5 sheep per acre. The intensive management of hill ranches varies from 
almost no active practices (other than fencing and clearing of timber) to burning and seeding in subclover 
or improved grass, like ryegrass and tall fescue varieties. Some operations plant trees species in selected 
locations for cover and develop natural water sources. Supplemental feeding may be necessary in winter 
months and ranches will include some narrow irrigated bottoms along creeks. 
 
Data on costs and returns for a typical sheep operation (at 1974 prices) are provided by the O.S.U. 
Extension Service (Lynn Cannon, County Extension Agent, personal communication). Based on a flock 
of 500 ewes and 20 rams on 500 acres with an 80% lamb crop, receipts per ewe were $22.93 while 
expenses were $31.71. Thus, there was a net loss of $8.78 per ewe. Costs include a figure for the 
operator's labor. More recent figures (1979) indicate that for the same sized flock with a 110% lamb crop, 
receipts per ewe were $62.85, while expenses were $48.50, for a net return of $14.35 per ewe. More than 
125,000 acres of hill land are used for grazing cattle and sheep. (OSU Extension Service). Over 50% of 
the hill land under grazing use (some 60,000 ac.) is improved to some extent. This 60,000 acres of hill 
pasture is a highly productive resource within the County's agricultural system. As pointed out in Section 
1.4 above, not all of this land is in SCS Class II-IV soils, but it is essentially agricultural land, and meets 
the goal definition for "other agricultural lands." Remaining upland areas under the same farm ownerships 
are under the forest cover and these lands frequently intermingle with open grazing areas. Cattle and 
sheep will also graze under the forest cover, but the primary use of these areas is for timber production. 
As mentioned above, receipts from timber production are an important factor in the continuation of the 
agricultural enterprise in Coos County. Many farmers also engage actively in logging, either as an outside 
job, or as part of their total land management operation. 
 
3.2.3 Cranberries and Other Specialty Crops 
 
Cranberries are a unique feature of Coos County's agricultural economy and make a significant 
contribution to total earnings. 
 
Cranberry bogs are found in localized clusters on the coastal plains and south of Bandon. The natural 
habitat of the wild cranberry on the east coast is the peat bog, and such naturally occurring bog soils 
(Blacklock soil series referred to above) were originally selected for berry culture. However, these soils 
are not necessarily the only ones suited to cranberry culture. Modern methods involve extensive 
modification of the native soil profile. A "hardpan" layer beneath is necessary in sandy soils to maintain a 
"perched water-table." Most soils in the Bandon area are derived from old sand dune deposits. Blacklock 
and Bandon sandy loams possess a natural hard-pan layer. Man-made dikes allow most bogs to be 
flooded to permit the unique type of hand operation whereby the berries are beaten from the plants by 
machine, floated into a mass and removed from the bog. A reliable water supply is very important, and 
most bogs require sumps in which surface water can be stored. The coastal climate, with its mild wiinters 
and cooler temperatures provides an ideal environment for cranberry production very climatic and soil 
features which make cranberry culture possible and also tend to discourage other types of agricultural 
uses. 
 
Forest productivity on the immediate coast is also lower due to hard- pan soils and strong coastal winds. 
There has been some legitimate concern in some cranberry bog areas, especially just east of Bandon, that 
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increased residential development on domestic wells in the immediate area may eventually lower the 
groundwater table, thus decreasing vital water supplies for cranberry growers. The coastal lakes and dune 
formations have been identified as potential sources of irrigation water for future increased cranberry 
culture. 
 
About 811 acres were harvested by 90-100 growers in 1983 and produced an average of 80 barrels (8,000 
lbs.) of cranberries per acre. In 1979, about 658 acres were harvested, producing an average of 129 barrels 
(12,900 lbs.) of cranberries per acre. The past few years a warming trend in the area has caused the drop 
in per acre production by increasing vegetative growth and inhibiting maximum bud initiation. The 
average area planted per operator was ten acres in 1983, with only about 20% of the growers being full-
time farmers. The rest work off the farm while some are retired. As of 1983, approximately 1200 acres of 
bogs have been established in both Coos and Curry Counties, with the maximum acreage in Coos County. 
This is a substantial increase in planted acres and is believed to be the result of new markets developing 
within the area. Newly planted bogs take up to five years to become fully productive. Presently, most 
locally produced cranberries are sold to Ocean Spray Cranberries, Inc., under a contract system, for 
marketing throughout the country. In the past, the buyer has controlled the factors of supply and demand 
to the extent that prices have been relatively stable, while few new operators have been able to go into 
production. Presently, the national demand for cranberries is increasing and specifically, the demand for 
cranberries grown in this area has increased due to the intensity of color obtained in products developed 
from the berries. Cranberry products from berries grown locally do not require any artificial coloration as 
do products resulting from cranberries grown in other parts of the country. Suitable land for new bogs is 
available. The main limitations on expansion are the size of the market, water supplies, residential 
pressure, and the availability of capitol. 
 
The average size of a cranberry farm is about 7-10 acres, though more land is needed for a home and out-
buildings, and perhaps for buffering against neighboring uses. Single bogs range in size from 1/4 to 4 
acres. The County Extension agent estimates that about 10 acres are probably the minimum needed for 
full-time commercial production.38

                                                      
38 Art Poole, OSU Extension Agent, personal communication, March 1980 and April, 1983. 

 
 
Other horticultural crops are also well-suited to Coos County. Other small fruits like blueberries, 
caneberries, and strawberries are grown throughout the County. Farms and nurseries produce a variety of 
high-value native and introduced plants such as salal, ferns, rhododendrons, dahlias, hollies, daffodils, 
lilies, bedding plants, house plants and vegetable garden transplants. There are several small nurseries in 
Coos County producing these specialties, many of them close to or even within urbanizing areas, like 
Blossom Gulch and Isthmus Heights, (Coos Bay), or Rink Creek (Coquille). A farm near Dora on the 
East Fork Coquille River produces bulbs and cut flowers. 
 
Census data illustrates that there has been an increase in these "types" of agricultural enterprises. In the 
past year, the Planning Department has seen a surprising increase in requests related towards intensive 
and diversified types of agriculture within the County. Two requests related to black walnut orchards, two 
requests for hydrophonic greenhouse operations, three requests for llama raising operations, two requests 
for raising Romney sheep for growing fine spinning wool in the area, one request for a commercial herb 
greenhouse, as well as several requests related to Christmas tree farms. It appears that due to the 
economic constraints on the lumber and fishing industry as well as outside interest of newcomers to settle 
in the area, a demand for land to pursue these diversified uses is growing. The requirements of acreage for 
these uses are generally ranging from ten to twenty acres in size. 
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Other forms of intensive agriculture which have small land requirements are chicken and egg production, 
hog raising and the like. Currently there is an egg farm on Catching Creek near Myrtle Point (Da-Mar 
Farms) which supplies a local grocery chain. 
 
3.2.4 Farm Forestry 
 
There are over 200,000 acres of non-industrial private woodlands (OSU Extension Service) which add 
greatly to the local agricultural economy. The local timber industry provides ready markets for timber 
products in the highly productive hill lands of Coos County, and make farm forests a natural source of 
additional farm income. Frequently, in years of depressed farm prices, wood products may form a 
farmer's largest single source of income. Farm woodlots yield a diversity of raw materials from lumber, 
poles, veneer, pulp and particleboard, shingles and shakes, Christmas trees, firewood and arrows, 
furniture and ornamental work. 
 
3.2.5 Processing and Marketing Systems 
 
Coos County agricultural production also supports a variety of processes and marketing facilities, which 
add value to the raw products. Some have already been mentioned above. There is a cheese factory in 
Bandon and an ice cream plant in Myrtle Point. There are at least four (4) small slaughter houses in the 
County (Bandon, Coquille, Arago and near Coos Bay). There is a livestock market near Bandon which 
serves the entire southwest coast. Ocean Spray Inc. has its cranberry warehouse and processing facility to 
the south of Bandon. In addition, there are retail markets which handle a small but growing volume of 
local fresh vegetable production. According to the OSU Extension Service, about 10 firms supply 
agricultural services to farmers in Coos County. They received more than $800,000 for these services and 
have payrolls of nearly $200,000. 
 
3.2.6 Overall Contribution to Local Economy 
 
Agricultural production and food processing provide approximately 1,400 jobs in Coos County (OSU 
Extension Service). Additional income over and beyond farm receipts is generated by farmers in Coos 
County through the "multiplier effect". The following excerpt from Agriculture: Its Importance to 
Oregon's Economy, Special Report 553, August 1979, OSU Extension Service, expands on the 
importance of this phenomenon towards the economic sector: 
 

"As farmers and ranchers go about their business, their purchases and 
sales generate economic activity for other businesses and individuals. 
The buying of inputs such as fertilizer, machinery, fuel, pesticides, etc.; 
the payment of household expenses and taxes; all these dollars go into 
the hands of others and are again used in subsequent purchases resulting 
in a multiplier effect. Based on a number of studies by the Department of 
Agricultural and Resource Economics at Oregon State University, it has 
been demonstrated that this income multiplier for agriculture in the state 
is about 3. Therefore, the economic impact on Oregon's economy can be 
estimated to be about $3 billion (three times the original one billion 
dollars in farm and ranch sales).” 
 

For 1983, the multiplier effect in Coos County amounted to more than $75 million which helps support 
county businesses and schools, and numerous jobs in other sectors of the local economy.39

                                                      
39 Lynn Cannon, statement to The World, December, 1983. 
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3.2.7 Possible Future Trends in Farm Practices 
 
Emerging trends in farm practices are expected to continue into the future. Dairy operations are expected 
to become more efficient and highly specialized. Beef and sheep raising will continue to become more 
common the more productive bottomlands. Trends in hill farming will probably be varied. Some of the 
marginal operations will continue to be converted to forest lands, either by natural succession due to 
abandonment of grazing or by active management. Sale to major forest companies is likely to continue. 
At the same time, productivity will increase on the better managed farm due to establishment of improved 
pasture. Increased irrigation as well as improved control of predators and tansy ragwort could further 
increase (productivity on well-managed ranches. Cranberry production is likely to increase as the local 
and national markets expand. The best prospects for increased diversification of the agricultural economy 
though, are in horticulture and specialty crops and other types of intensive agriculture. The coastal climate 
is well suited to the production of artichokes, which have similar climatic requirements as cranberries. 
The Extension Service has test grown the crop in the area, and has recently contacted a grower who is 
ready to start growing them on an experimental basis together with begonias. Other berry crops such as 
blueberries could also be more widely grown. The key to the commercial success of new ventures is the 
establishment of a local growers' association to establish local and statewide markets. Small farmers' 
produce markets exist in the area which at present mostly sell produce from the Roseburg area. Such 
outlets could also encourage the establishment of truck farming in this area. The climate is well suited to 
the production of several vegetable crops. With increasing transportation costs, local products may 
become competitive in cost and quality with those brought in from California or the Willamette Valley. 
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4. Summary of the Typical Problems Associated with Farm Practices 
 
4.1 Predators 
 
Coyotes are a serious problem for livestock raising, particularly for sheep, although they will also kill 
calves. In some areas in the past, losses have been severe, and have been a major impediment to the 
expense of sheep raising in the County. However, control measures have met more success in the last few 
years, and sheep numbers are currently increasing. Fencing has been somewhat effective, and the County 
also supports a trapping program. If sheep raising is to continue to expand, coyotes are a major problem, 
and must be controlled effectively. Domestic dogs which have run wild often cause the same problem. 
 
The proximity of residential areas may often lead to attacks on livestock by dogs, but more often it is wild 
dogs which have wandered far from their origin which cause the most persistent problems. 
 
4.2 Wildlife Competition 
 
Deer and elk will sometimes compete with sheep and cattle for the same limited forage resources in the 
hill areas. There is little that can be done on open range lands to prevent this from happening, however, in 
certain seasons large herds of elk will graze on improved pastures, often breaking down fences. Where 
fencing has proved unable to keep out elk, the Department of Fish and Wildlife has issued out-of-season 
limited kill permits to landowners. 
 
4.3 Toxic Weeds 
 
Tansy ragwort is strongly toxic to cattle and horses and has been responsible for death or severe 
debilitation. Sheep can tolerate tansy in their diet, and can be used to control the weed. However, it may 
come back again unless repeatedly grazed so as to weaken the plant. Biological controls are well known 
and gradually being developed. The cinnabar moth caterpillar feeds on the plant in the summer, and has 
been moderately successful in controlling it. It is thought that if the moth is introduced in conjunction 
with the tansy flea beetle, better control can be effected. The beetle and its larvae continue to feed on the 
plant during the fall, winter, and spring, and can weaken it to the point that it dies. The eradication of 
tansy is a high priority of livestock raising is to thrive. 
 
4.4 Winter Flooding and Summer Water Shortages 
 
Agricultural production is also constrained by seasonal water problems. Winter rains bring flooding and 
ponding [See also Natural Hazards Section] to the valley lowlands. Diking, tidegates and drainage ditches 
have been in use since the early days of agriculture to reduce flooding problems. Drainage districts have 
formed in the Coquille Valley to maintain and operate ditches, pumps and other structures. In this way, 
substantial areas which were originally tidal marsh or fresh water marsh or swamp have been converted to 
productive pasture. While in a few places, dikes and tidegates have been abandoned and former pasture 
has reverted to marsh or swamp, most diked pasture is still in agricultural use. Some low areas tend to 
remain wet later in the year than other flooded bottom lands, due to ponding. These areas experience a 
high water table for most of the year and this limits vegetation to certain water-tolerant species (canary 
grass and rushes). It may be in the interests of farmers to improve drainage in these areas and raise more 
productive forage. However, recent changes in Federal policy regarding wetlands may make this very-
difficult in future. 
 
The .U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service classified these low wet areas as 'wet meadows' and as such includes 
them in its (national) wetlands inventory. [See Comprehensive Plan wetlands map, where some are 
specifically identified as "farmed wetlands," where there has apparently been some mechanical alteration 



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 51 

 

of the soil in the past, while many other such areas are simply classified as wetlands'] Executive Order 
11990 (Protection Wetlands) requires all Federal agencies protect all such areas where federal funding or 
other actions are involved. In the past, local farmers have received funding through the cost-sharing 
program administered by the county committee of the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service 
(a branch of U.S. Department of Agriculture), to construct or maintain flood control and drainage 
measures. Recent changes in policy mean that no more Federal funding will be available for such work 
where it might drain an identified wetland area, even if it is simply a wet depression within a pasture. 
Farmers may also be unable to obtain permits if they intend to pay the entire cost. It is possible that under 
this new federal policy, as existing dikes and tidegates deteriorate, that formerly productive agricultural 
land will slowly revert to fresh or brackish marsh or swamp. This would especially affect the productive 
bottomlands of the Coquille Valley, which would eventually have an impact on the agricultural economy. 
 
Summer water shortages can be especially critical to high volume water users like cranberries. Even 
regular irrigation can be curtailed during extreme low flows, especially along some of the smaller inland 
streams. 
 
4.5 Economic Problems 
 
It has been shown in discussion of agricultural practices that the commercial agricultural enterprise in 
Coos County periodically faces serious economic problems. However, these problems are common to 
other coastal areas with similar agricultural practices, and to a lesser extent other agricultural areas of 
Oregon. The most basic structural problem is that while costs rise year by year due to inflation, farm 
prices fluctuate with forces of supply and demand. Some farmers feel the need to sell standing timber, 
often well before its higher value at maturity, in order to raise operating capital. The other alternative is to 
float a loan from a bank or production credit fund. There are often problems in securing the loan. Usually 
land owners put up their land value as collateral and in this case it’s to their advantage if the land is 
valued (for purposes of the loan) some use more intense farm use, even though they intend to continue I 
farming it. This provides, unfortunately, an incentive to apply for changes to rural residential or some 
similar use. 
 
The economic outlook during 1983 and projected outlook for 1984 for the County according to OSU 
Extension Agents Arthur Poole and Lynn Cannon are as follows: 
 

"Dairy production, the top of great concern nationally, remained 
relatively unchanged from 1982 in Coos County. The outlook for 1984, 
is not optimistic due to national legislation which is designed to reduce 
milk production. The result could be less income to dairy farms, which 
represent 49 percent of farm income here. 
 
Farm receipts for beef cattle declined from $5,634,000 in 1982 to 
$4,564,000 in 1983. Income to cattle growers has dropped more than 25 
percent since 1979. 
 
Wool and lamb prices decreased for the second year but increased 
numbers of sheep kept the total income figure for the county about the 
same as 1982.  
 
The 1983 cranberry yield was below average but a 12 percent increase in 
the acreage used to grow cranberries is credited with hiking the total 
income from the product. 
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Nursery, greenhouse and floral products sales for 1983 are an estimated 
$830,000. The recession was responsible for several failures in the 
nursery business but these losses were offset by successful new entries 
and by a slight upturn in the economy, which aided the sales of tree 
seedlings, ornamentals, and garden plants. 
 
Increased housing starts, especially in the West, were partly responsible 
for farm woodlot timber. But, prices for wood lot timber were generally 
not encouraging."40

                                                      
40 Lynn Cannon, Arthur Poole, OSE Extension Agents, The World Publication, December, 1983. 

 
 

The economic outlook tends to dictate that valued agricultural commodities (i.e., dairy, livestock) are 
decreasing in their desirability for increased investments. It appears that a boost in the agricultural cash 
sales within the county in the future can be better anticipated by cranberry production, intensive 
agricultural production such as greenhouses and nurseries and other special agricultural operations 
requiring smaller acreage than cattle production. 
 
Another common problem related to economics is that some landowners hold far more land than they are 
able to manage effectively. This may be because of taxes or because of loan payments on equipment or a 
variety of other reasons. Many of these large holdings have been old homesteads or ranches that were 
assembled many years ago when land and operating costs were very low. A large ranch which was 
feasible to operate in the 1940's may be too large now to manage effectively and at the same time realize 
a reasonable economic return on investment. The result is often that undermanaged lands have reverted to 
brush and timber. While much hill land is truly marginal for grazing, and might be better managed as 
timber land, some of this land might be far more productive for cattle and sheep if it could be effectively 
managed. However, the superficial impression is that all such land is marginal for farming. 
 
Coupling this problem is the age factor of farmers within the county. It can be anticipated that many acres 
within a farm holding are not managed to their fullest potential because the owner lacks the necessity 
factor of requiring an income off of these acres to satisfy loan payments. Many farms are debt free and are 
currently managed by older farmers who have already received a sizeable income from the farm operation 
in previous years. 
 
4.6 Inheritance and Related Problems 
 
The economic problems discussed above are closely related to inheritance problems. Federal and state 
taxes on a farm may be so great that none of the heirs are able to afford to take it over and operate it as a 
unit. This generally results in the breakup of family farms. Effective estate planning is the only answer to 
this dilemma, and there are a number of means to pass on the land as an operating unit to an heir or heirs 
while minimizing taxes. A problem may arise, however, when no single heir is willing or able to take on 
the whole farm, and it has to be divided between two or more family members. A related problem is one 
of ensuring that young people continue to enter farming to maintain the health and the vigor of the local 
economy. As noted earlier, dairying in particular it is a very demanding occupation and is difficult to 
attract young farmers into it unless they have the prerequisite experience already. With generational 
changes, there are likely to be structural changes in the local farm economy. Young people who have 
grown up on farms and have experienced times of economic hardship may be less inclined to set up their 
own farms than people who enter from other areas of experience. This new breed of farmer is likely to 
have rather different management objectives and land requirements from those of the previous generation. 
  



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 53 

 

5. Rationale for Proposed Minimum Lot Sizes and Performance Standards for Farm Use 
 
5.1 Proposed Minimum Lot Sizes 
 
The Planning Commission proposes an EFU-10 zone for areas surrounding Bandon, specifically for the 
purpose of present and future cranberry production. Other lands zoned EFU will be subject to 
performance standards for land divisions and/or uses. Parcels may be created based on performance 
criteria if an agricultural use can be established to be feasible on the proposed acreage, as well as 
appropriate for the continuation of the existing or potential commercial agricultural enterprise of the area. 
This provision will be regulated through a conditional use permit to ensure that the proposal is made in 
good faith, and complies with the intent of the statutes and goals. 
 
5.2 Purpose of the Minimum Lot Sizes/Performance Standards 
 
The 10-acre minimum lot size is intended primarily for the present and potential future production of 
cranberry culture. This zone designation has been limited to the following townships located in the 
southwestern portion of the county where soil types are endemic to the commercial production of the 
berries: 
 

T.27, R.14 
T.28, R.14 
T.29, R.14 
T.30, R.14 
T.28, R.15 
T.29, R.15 
T.30, R.15 

 
The EFU zone is to be applied to all other agricultural lands in the County. This includes the fertile 
bottom lands, upland areas, and areas of the County where the predominant use is-small mixed farms run 
on a part-time basis where lot sizes are less than 20 acres. Such "small farm" areas are often close to 
urban or residential areas and are typically located in some of the small narrow valley bottoms. 
 
5.3 Rationale for Proposed EFU Performance Standards 
 
As indicated by the U.S. Census data cited in paragraph 2.3 above, the average agricultural lot size is 
decreasing. This is an indication of the growing popularity of small farms, especially for those entering 
farming on a part-time basis, as well as the increased efficiency of management on smaller acreages. It is 
expected that the small capital outlay and debt burden associated with purchasing and operating a small 
farm may enable the farmer to invest more capital in active land management. Thus, it is possible to 
realize greater per acre productivity from a small farm, when intensively managed, than from a large 
farm. 
 
It has been shown in paragraph 4.5 above, that large ranches have often fallen into neglect because of a 
shortage of capital to invest in more active management as well as the lack of incentive to do so. In such 
circumstances, provided the land is suitable, greater productivity may be realized if such large units are 
divided into smaller parcels. Performance standards would establish a reasonable minimum size per 
parcel that would be suitable for farm management and contribute a significant amount of product to the 
local agricultural economy. 
 
Future land use planning objectives are to enhance the continuation of the existing commercial 
agricultural enterprise in the area. It is felt that the EFU zone with Performance Criteria Standards for 
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land divisions and/or uses would be effective in accommodating new entries into the County's agricultural 
industries as well as provide insurance against breaking up these lands for residential speculation. 
Specifically, this zone would be sufficient to initiate a small dairy, beef or sheep operation with an outside 
income. The trend has been established earlier in the discussion that the majority of farms are additionally 
supported by other non-farm incomes. The no minimum lot size EFU zone would make reasonable, the 
ability of a young farmer to get started with a farm. As capital increases, the farm could be gradually 
increased by reasonable increments until the operation reaches the desired acreage of the farmer. This 
"desired" acreage appears to be much less than the existing farm holdings due to definite trends towards 
increased productivity and efficient utilization of smaller acreages in order to obtain higher profit 
margins. It is evident, that the future trend must be orientated towards farming on smaller acreages. It 
simply is not feasible, now or in the future, to buy large land holdings and let lay. Several acres of "semi-
managed" farmlands as the case appears to be of the past. As farm holdings revert from loose 
management objectives of the past to the present and future management objectives where monetary 
constraints necessitate increased management intensity economics will rule their survival. It is felt that 
establishing the EFU zone with no set minimum lot size would be very effective in enhancing and 
continuing these commercial agricultural entities in view of the current and foreseeable economic 
adversities. 
 
Earlier, discussion pointed out that there has been a trend towards increased participation in various 
"other" commercial agricultural businesses. While these entities currently are a small percentage of the 
total contribution of agricultural cash sales, it is felt that in establishing the minimum lot size, there needs 
to be consideration taken towards making provisions which will accommodate these farm uses. The EFU 
zone with performance standards would be able to accommodate these uses as well as protect the integrity 
of the resource. 
 
While it is readily apparent that the existing commercial agricultural economy would not be best served 
by dividing all agricultural land into small parcels, it is the contention that much of it would remain 
undivided. Successfully managed farms will remain intact unless inheritance problems occur. Much of the 
best farmland lies in floodplain areas, and this tends to act as a natural deterrent to its division and sale for 
smaller farms due to problems of finding suitable-locations for farm dwellings. However, where a land-
owner wishes to divide a large farm into two or more small farms, whether due to inheritance problems or 
due to difficulty of effective management as a larger unit, the opportunity to do so should exist. Based on 
performance standards, this would be able to occur if justified through the review process. 
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Table 6.         
 AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION IN COOS COUNTY, 1974-1983  
         
 Estimated Cash Receipts (in Thousands Dollar Units) 
COMMODITY 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1981 1983 
LIVESTOCK         
Dairy Products 7,600 7,785 7,757 8,610 8,610 10,450 11,583 12,736 
Cattle/Calves 3,306 3,234 3,212 2,912 2,912 5,555 4,873 4,564 
Poultry & Eggs   293  263    
Other Livestock 
(hogs, furs, bees, 
rabbits, etc.) 

392 464 200 467 204 505 461 497 

All Livestock 
Products 

11,811 12,061 11,950 12,780 12,780 17,582 18,143 18,807 

         
CROPS         
Cranberries 1,185 927 1,100 1,000 1,346 1,979 3,392 3,249 
Other fruit/truck 
crops 

93 111 108 99 99 54 53 256 

Hay 122 175 154 153 153 148 99 110 
Nursery/green-
house products 

300 300 300 400 400 530 700 830 

Farm/Forest 
Products 

1,650 1,600 1,600 2,500 2,500 3,675 2,172 3,112 

All Crops 3,350 3,113 3,262 4,152 4,498 6,380 6,416 7,548 
         
TOTAL CASH 
SALES 

15,161 15,174 15,212 16,932 17,278 23,968 24,559 26,055 
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Appendix A: Agricultural Task-Force Problems and Issues Identification and Policy Recommendations  
 
The Coos County Board of Commissioners appointed an Agricultural Lands Task Force in January 1977, 
to develop policies and criteria to guide the formation of Agricultural Lands element of the 
Comprehensive Plan. These problems and issues statements, goal and policy statements are shown here in 
an appendix as they form a preliminary draft of an Agricultural Lands policy statement. The final draft is 
included in the policy section of the Plan, and covers the concerns first raised by the Agricultural Lands 
Task Force, inasfar as they are within the effective scope of the planning process. The citizens on the 
Task Force all of whom had specific knowledge or interest related to agricultural land, met from January 
through March. Their first task was to develop the following list of issues, and problems: 
 

Agricultural production requires water for irrigation. Water rights will become unobtainable in 
the near future. 
 
Some land cannot be drained enough to farm well. A parcel of Ag land should be of sufficient 
acreage to be economically feasible to farm. 
 
The encroachment of non-farm uses into agricultural land should be deferred as long as possible. 
These include residential, industrial, and urbanization uses. 
 
Transportation costs determine the economic feasibility of what crops can be raised. 
 
Available markets are non-existent for certain crops.  
 
Wildlife predators should be controlled.  
 
Family farm estate problems should be addressed.  
 
Noxious weeds should be controlled. 
 
Floodplains have many problems such as drainage and sediment, structural damage, and erosion. 
 
Trespassing by the public creates problems. 
 
Potential saltwater intrusion controls such as dikes and tide- gates should be investigated. 
 
The productive history of the land should be considered.  
 
Limiting climate conditions affect crop potential.  
 
Unique soil conditions affect crops such as cranberries. 
 
Public open space and agricultural land uses are not compatible.  
 
Soil productivity affects crop potential. 

 
GOAL (1977) 

 
Agricultural lands in Coos County will be preserved and maintained for farm use, consistent with existing 
and future needs for agricultural products, forest and open space. Such minimum lot sizes as are utilized 
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for any farm use zones shall be appropriate for the continuation of the existing commercial agricultural 
enterprise in Coos County. 
 

POLICIES (1977) 
 
The following initial set of policies, developed by the task force group, recommend directions of action 
based on existing and future situations in the practice of agriculture and State and local agricultural goals: 
 

(1) Coos County should encourage and promote a free enterprise system within the'agricultural 
community. 

 
(2) Coos County should encourage the establishment of processing plants and additional markets. 
 
(3) Coos County should cooperate with land owners in the construction and installation of 

drainage systems when County roads' and other County property are involved. 
 
(4) Coos County should encourage control of noxious weeds, and instigate programs for their 

eradication by chemical and biological control. 
 
(5) Coos County" should encourage the control of wildlife predators to prevent the loss of 

livestock and prevent property damage. 
 
(6) Agricultural lands should be protected from encroachment of non-farm uses by creating a 

buffer zone around agricultural lands to protect the homeowner, farmer, and timber land. 
 
(7) The Coos County Tax Assessor's classification should be revised to more closely represent 

the use of the land. Incentives should be developed for agricultural lands. All farm land 
contiguous and within one ownership should be classed as farm use. 

 
(8) Timber processing, propagation, and harvesting should be considered a farm use for products 

grown on said farm. 
 
(9) Coos County should encourage and develop a water program to help insure adequate supply 

of water for agriculture and domestic use. 
 
(10) Lands in the flood plain should be included in land use designations as agricultural land. 
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3.2 FOREST LANDS 
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3.2 FOREST LANDS 
 
1. Legislative Framework 
 
1.1 Introduction 
 
Forest lands are the resource base for Oregon’s leading industry, lumber and wood products. In additiona, 
they provide many other benefits of economic, ecologic, and aesthetic value: water quantity and quality, 
minerals, grazing for livestock, fish and wildlife, recreation and scenic resources. According to the State 
Department of Forestry’s “Forestry Program for Oregon,” there are currently more than 24 million acres 
of commercial forest land in the State. Of these lands, more than 15 million acres are in public ownership, 
under the U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management. Five (5) million acres are owned by the 
forest industry and more than four (4) million areas are in other private-ownerships. Conservation and 
proper management of the State’s commercial forest lands is essential. 
 
1.2 Statewide Land Use Goal #4: Forest Lands 
 
The State has adopted the following Goal: 
 
GOAL: To conserve forest lands by maintaining the forest land base and to protect the state's forest 
economy by making possible economically efficient forest practices that assure the continuous growing 
and harvesting of forest tree species as the leading use on forest land consistent with sound management 
of soil, air, water, and fish and wildlife resources and to provide for recreational opportunities and 
agriculture. 
 
Forest lands are those lands acknowledged as forest lands as of the date of adoption of this goal 
amendment. Where a plan is not acknowledged or a plan amendment involving forest lands is proposed, 
forest land shall include lands which are suitable for commercial forest uses including adjacent or nearby 
lands which are necessary to permit forest operations or practices and other forested lands that maintain 
soil, air, water and fish and wildlife resources. 
 
Uses which may be allowed subject to standards set forth in this goal and administrative rule are: (1) uses 
related to and in support of forest operations; (2) uses to conserve soil, water and air quality, and to 
provide for fish and wildlife resources, agriculture and recreational opportunities appropriate in a forest 
environment; (3) locationally dependent uses; (4) forest management dwellings that are necessary for, and 
accessory to, forest operations; and (5) other dwellings under prescribed conditions." 
 
COMMENTARY 
 
1) Mapping of site classes. The State Land Conservation and Development Commission has clarified the 
requirement of the Goal on mapping of site classes. It requires mapping according to "cubic foot site 
class," a measure of the potential forest productivity of the land. 
 
Where cubic foot site class mapping is not directly available, it can be derived by conversion of other 
readily available mapping showing other types of site classification, e.g. the State Department of Revenue 
system. The State Department of Forestry has provided a convenient conversion table which is shown in 
Table 2. 
 
2) Definition of forest lands. This definition encompasses not only existing and potential commercial 
forest lands but also non-commercial forest land supporting forest uses other than timber production, non-



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 60 

 

forest lands which require protection due to their fragility and forested lands in urban and agricultural 
areas. "Commercial forest land" is not defined in the Goal. 
 
3) Definition of forest uses. This definition includes a number of potential uses, and constitutes a mandate 
for a "multiple-use" approach to the use of forest lands. It includes all the uses in the multiple-use concept 
under which public forest lands are managed by the U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land 
Management. While public land must be managed for this full range of uses, private forest land may be 
managed to emphasize one or other (or more) of these uses. However, other uses like dispersed recreation 
and water supply may occur on private lands incidentally to the primary use. Most forest uses are 
compatible with one another, and may occur simultaneously. However, emphasis on one use may exclude 
others. For instance, developed recreational uses may not always be compatible with time harvest. The 
Comprehensive Plan identifies special areas where significant resources exist (for example, significant 
wildlife habitats, or special scenic resources) where conflicts may occur with other forest uses like timber 
harvest. It should be noted that a residence is not defined as a forest use, whether or not it is provided in 
conjunction with forest management. 
 
1.3  DELETED 
 
Per Ordinance 95-05-004PL Adopted August 30, 1995. 
 
1.4 Relationship of the Forest Lands Goal to the Forest Practices Act 
 
The Forest Practices Act (FPA) (ORS 527.620-527.990) is implemented by the State Department of 
Forestry and sets minimum standards for the following forest practices: 
 

(a) reforestation of forest land economically suitable therefore; 
 

(b) road construction and maintenance operations in forest land; 
 

(c) harvesting of forest tree species; 
 

(d) application of chemicals on forest land; and 
 

(e) disposal of slashing on forest land. 
 
Sets minimum standards for surface mining. These practices are regulated for the following 
objectives: 
 

(a) maintaining forest tree species;  
 

(b) maintaining soi, air and water resources; and 
 

(c) providing a habitat for wildlife and aquatic life. 
 
These rules apply to any operations on all forest lands throughout the State, except federal lands, and 
provide a significant level of protection for forest uses. These standards have been recognized by EPA as 
“Best Management Practices” to protect water quality for forest operations (See ORS 527.620). 
 
The relationship between the Forest Practices Act (FPA) and the goal was addressed by the 1979 Oregon 
Legislature in HB 3008, which; upon passage, became incorporated into the FPA as part of ORS Chapter 
527. 
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ORS 527.722 (1) Except as provided in subsection (2) of this section, no unit of local government shall 
adopt any rules, regulations or ordinances regulating the conduct on forest lands of forest operations 
governed by the Oregon Forest Practices Act or rules promulgated thereunder. 
 
(2) Notwithstanding subsection (1) of this section, a city may adopt rules, regulations or ordinances 
regulating the conduct on forest lands of forest operations within city boundaries if those rules, 
regulations:, or ordinances establish standards equal to or more stringent than those established by the 
Oregon Forest Practices Act or rules promulgated thereunder. 
 
ORS 527.724 Any forest operations on forest lands within this state shall be conducted in full compliance 
with the rules and standards of the Environmental Quality Commission relating to air and water pollution 
control. In addition to all other remedies provided by law, any violation of those rules or standards shall 
be subject to all remedies and sanctions available under statute or rule to the Department of 
Environmental Quality or the Environmental Quality Commission. 
 
ORS 527.726 (1) Nothing in ORS 527.722 and ORS 527.724 is intended to preclude counties from 
performing their planning duties pursuant to ORS 197.005 to 197.430 with respect to forested lands by: 
 

a) Designating in comprehensive plans forested lands to be conserved in accordance with the 
statewide planning goals; 

 
b) zoning forested lands for uses other than or complementary to commercial growing and 

harvesting of forest tree species in implementing a comprehensive plan; or 
 
c) adopting rules, regulations or ordinances regulating forest operations on those forested lands 

zoned for primary uses other than the commercial growing and harvesting of forest tree species in 
accordance with the use or purpose for which those lands have been zoned. 

 
(2) As used in this section, ''forested lands" means those lands upon which forest tree species are growing. 
 
Thus, the statutes effectively prohibit counties from establishing forest practices rules beyond those in the 
FPA. The Forest Lands Goal itself does not directly address the application of management standards 
affecting forestry, the implication being that this is handled by the FPA. As noted in ORS 527.736 above, 
however, counties adopt more stringent forest practice rules only on forested lands zoned for primary41

                                                      
41 'primary use' as used here refers to any use permitted outright in that zone. 

 
uses other than and not including commercial timber management and harvest. Thus, if forest land is 
zoned for another forest use, for instance a municipal watershed with timber management excluded or 
made a conditional use only, and if it is found that the normal practice of timber harvest would conflict 
with the water resource, then additional rules, regulations or ordinances regulating forest operations may 
be imposed to protect that resource. However, if the zone permits forest uses in general, additional 
regulations may not be imposed. An Attorney General's opinion [#7894, 4/28/80] makes it clear that this 
section of ORS 527 does not grant counties additional powers. It simply ensures that it retains the powers 
to zone and regulate uses granted in ORS Ch. 197. The opinion was given in answer to a question by 
State Senator Kulongowski, who asked whether a county might impose zoning regulations different from 
the FPA in a watershed. 
 
If there is some concern over the FPA regulations, jurisdictions are required to either: 
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(a) Work with the local forest practices officer of the State Department of Forestry to have the 
resource protected through forest operation management plans for specific areas and/or 
operations, or 

 
(b) Seek an FPA rule amendment through the Regional Forest Practices Committee. 

 
1.5 Special Provision in Coastal Shorelands Goal (#17) Relating to Forest Practices 
 
The Coastal Goals make specific provisions relating to the Forest Practices Act and its implementation. 
Most refer to estuarine shorelands. (See Estuary Elements). However, there is one requirement which also 
relates more generally to non-estuarine shorelands. The State Department of Forestry must: 
 
"recognize the unique and special values provided by coastal shorelands when developing standards and 
policies to regulate uses of forest lands within coastal shorelands. With other state and federal agencies, 
the Department of Forestry shall develop forest management practices and policies which protect and 
maintain the special shoreland values and forest uses." (Goal 17, Implementation Requirement (1).) 
 
This means that special forest practices regulation must be developed in coastal shorelands to protect 
diverse values such as recreation, scenic resources, wildlife habitats or natural areas. 
 
1.6 Taxation Aspects of Forest Lands42

1. Western Oregon Severance Tax 

 
 
The 1976 session of the State Legislature made dramatic changes in the way timber is taxed in Oregon. It 
has been apparent that the previous taxation system, especially the property taxation aspect, was having 
detrimental effects on the timber supply. It encouraged premature cutting for payment of taxes or tax 
relief. Constant changes in assessment were also taking their toll. The new tax system, a severance (yield) 
tax based on a flat percentage of the sale value, may encourage timber land owners, particularly the 
smaller owners, to let their trees mature. The next few years will indicate the effectiveness of this new 
approach. 
 
There are several forest related taxes that the woodland owner must consider. Excluding income taxes and 
social security tax, they are as follows: 
 

 
2. Western Oregon Small Tract Optional Tax (WOSTOT) 

 
3. Property Tax 

 
4. Forest Products Harvest Tax 

 
5. Estate Taxes 

 
1.6.1 Severance Tax 
 
This tax was recently introduced by the legislature to replace the previous "ad valorem'' tax. Tax is based 
on the value of timber when it is harvested, rather than on the value of standing timber, and was designed 
to remove the disincentives to long-term management inherent in the ‘ad valorem’ tax. 
                                                      
42 This section is mainly derived from ‘Forest Taxation Highlights,’ a Coos County Cooperative Extension 
publication by Stephen H. Wickham. 
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"Timber harvested from private land in Western Oregon is subject to a severance tax. The tax rate 
depends on past classification of the land. Timber previously under the ad valorem tax is subject to a 
6.5% severance tax. Timber that was under the Forest Fee & Yield Tax Act, commonly known as 
Reforestation, is subject to a 12.5% tax in 1978. That tax rate gradually decreases until it reaches 6.5% in 
2002." 
 
"Taxable value is figured by multiplying the volume of timber harvested by the stumpage values 
determined from tables published by the Department of Revenue. Timber owners must keep records of 
their harvests by species and log grades to calculate their tax. The tax is paid quarterly to the Department, 
which distributes the receipts to local taxing district." (from Oregon Dept. of Revenue Information 
Circular) 
 
1.6.2 Western Oregon Small Tract Optional Tax (WOSTOT) 
 
This program is open to woodland owners in Western Oregon with 10 to 2,000 acres as an alternative to 
the Western Oregon Severance Tax. Under this law, the land only is taxed, and the timber is exempt, 
whether harvested or not. When first classified, the land must have trees with an average age of less than 
60 years, but trees may remain under the program until they are 90 years old. 
 
"Land classified under this act is inspected by the Department of Revenue and is placed in one of five 
quality categories known as site classes. Value per acre of each of these classes is determined by the 
Department of Revenue and is used by County Assessors as true cash value for the land. The amount of 
the tax depends on site class, value and tax rate. The Department of Revenue requires owners to develop 
management plans; for the forests and periodically checks for compliance. In some cases, transfers to the 
Small Tract Optional Tax Program are possible from the Western Oregon Severance Tax, including the 
Designated Forest Land program." (from Oregon Department of Revenue Information circular). 
 
1.6.3 Property Tax 
 
Unless under the WOSTOT program, forest land is normally taxed on the basis of the "highest and best 
use" using normal principles of tax assessment, as modified by County zoning. However, if the land has a 
greater market value than forest land, then the option is available of placing it in a "designated forest" 
classification. 
 
"The Department of Revenue determines the value of forest land, which is taxed annually by the counties. 
The value of the land is determined by base year land values and adjusted annually according to changes 
in the worth of young growth Douglas fir. Owners may request that their land be classified as Designated 
Forest Land when it is being used for forest crop production but has a higher value for uses other than 
forestry. Designated Forest Land is valued and taxed at its true cash value as forest land rather than at its 
market value. When land is disqualified from this classification, it is subject to a rollback tax." (from 
Oregon Department of Revenue Information Circular). The local assessment for forest fire protection is 
included in the property tax bill. 
 
The purpose of "Designated Forest" is to help conserve forest resources in areas where more developed 
uses are encroaching and might otherwise raise the tax assessment. In this respect it resembles the 
'unzoned farmland' tax which also requires an application and can also be applied irrespective of zoning. 
 
Table 1 summarizes the differences between taxation on the basis of forest land value and the WOSTOT 
program. 
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1.6.4 Forest Products Harvest Tax 
 
"This is a tax paid on timber cut from any land in Oregon. The revenue supports the Forest Research 
Laboratory at Oregon State University, provides emergency fire fighting funds for lands protected by the 
State of Oregon and provides funds for the Oregon Department of Forestry to administer the Forest 
Practices Act on private land. 
 
The tax is paid quarterly to the Department of Revenue. The tax does not apply tp the first 25,000 board 
feet harvested each year. For research, the tax is 5 cents per 1,000 board feet harvested each year, and for 
the Forest Practices Act, the tax is 6.7 cents per 1,000 board feet. The total tax on most private land is 29 
cents per 1,000 board feet.” (from Oregon Department of Revenue information circular) 
 
1.6.5 Estate Taxes 
 
"There are state and federal taxes on the transfer of property at death usually paid by the administrator or 
executor of the estate. Large recent increases in land values often lead to the sale of timber and land just 
to pay these taxes. Such taxes increase the difficulty of proper management of a long-term crop such as 
timber. With proper planning both state and federal estate taxes can be minimized." [ibid.] 
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Table 1  
Tax Implications for Forest Lands 

  
Land Taxed at Market Value as Forestland W. Oregon Small Tract Optional Tax 
  
CRITERIA 
 

a. 2 contiguous acres minimum 
 
 
 

 
b. 100 trees per acre of commercial 

timber species 
 

c. 1000 trees per acre of Christmas trees 
or ornamentals upon initial planting or 
500 trees per acre in wild land culture 
 

d. zoned for Forest Land, or otherwise 
upon application for "Designated 
Forest" classification 

 
 

a. 10 acres to 2,000 acres of land suitable 
for growing timber and held for 
primary purposes of growing and 
harvesting forest products 
 

b. average timber age of less than 60 
years 
 

c. all of an owner’s eligible land in 
western Oregon must be classified 
 

 
d. no owner may receive this 

classification if an immediate family 
member has forest land classified 
under it 
 

e. management plan and compliance 
checks required 

  
BASIS FOR VALUATION 
 
Base market valuation for forest lands is currently 
in litigation but values throughout the county will 
vary with D.O.R. site classes and with location (i.e. 
higher values for more productive land near major 
highways) and are based on bare land. 

 
 
True cash value based on site quality, as much as 
four times greater than the current valuation for 
forest land designation. 

  
BOTH LAND AND TIMBER TAXED? 
 
Annual property tax on forest land and a yield tax 
on appraised stump age at harvest. (Western 
Oregon Severance Tax) 

 
 
Only forest land is taxed; trees are exempt whether 
harvested or not. 

 
  



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 66 

 

2. Forest Land Inventory 
 
2.1 Forest Productivity Measures. 
 
The 'site index’ concept is used to measure the forest productivity of a particular location. 'Site index’ is 
based on the height that a free-growing forest tree will reach within a certain time period (normally 100 
years). A fully-stocked stand of trees of this species will add a certain volume of wood growth per acre 
per year. An alternative measurement of productivity is based on this volume and is called "cubic foot site 
class." There is a variety of productivity classifications based on these two measures. The classification 
systems used for Douglas Fir in Western Oregon are summarized in Table 2 below. 
 

Table 2 
Classification Systems for Douglas Fir 
(below 2500 feet in western Oregon) 

Growth Measures   Scale 
                  
Site Index: Height in 
Ft. at 100 years 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150 160 170 180 190 200 210 

                  
Potential Yield: 
cubic feet/acre/year 20 20-

49 50-80 85-119 120-164 165-224 

                  
Classification 
Systems                  

                  
Cubic Foot Site 
Class 7 6 5 4 3 2 

                  
Site Class 
 (Bulletin 201)  V IV III II I 
 
Dept. of Revenue 
Forest Land Class FX FG FF FE FD FC FB FA 
 
Source: Oregon State Department of Forestry 

 
Douglas fir is used as the basis for productivity because it is the dominant species in most areas west of 
the Cascades. Along the coast, however, other species like Shore pine or Sitka spruce may be dominant. 
While the shore pine areas are usually older stabilized sand dune areas and are of low productivity, in 
Sitka spruce areas the site class may be higher for this species than for Douglas fir. 
 
The Forest Lands Goals requires that forest productivity be inventoried and mapped by 'cubic foot site 
class.’ However, as noted earlier, the Department of Revenue Forest Land Classification System is 
recognized as an acceptable equivalent, and may be converted to cubic foot site class by Table 2 above. 
 
2.2 Forest Productivity Mapping 
 
Generalized forest site classes for the forest lands of Coos County have been identified on the Forest 
Resources map at a scale of 1/2" = 1 mile and include: 
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1. Cubic Foot Site Classes 2 and 3 (combined) with a potential yield of 120-220 cubic foot 
per acre per year for Douglas fir. 

 
2. Cubic Foot Site Class 4 (85-119 cu. ft./acre/year) 
 
3. Cubic Foot Site Class 5 (50-84 cu. ft./acre/year) 
 
4. Boundary of area in which Sitka spruce and Hemlock tend to dominate as the major 

timber type. 
 
The site productivity mapping is based on the Forest Land classification of the Oregon State Department 
of Revenue. 
 
These classifications reflect observed growth, rates on sites that were forested in 1967 and are generalized 
to 40 acre map units. The boundaried area addresses the concern of the Coos County Forestry Department 
that in many areas where a relatively low site class is indicated for Douglas fir, a significantly higher site 
class exists for Sitka Spruce or Western Hemlock.43

As Table 2 shows, there is not an exact correspondence between the divisions of the Department of 
Revenue site classes and those of cubic foot site class. For instance, the lower half of Class FE and the 
upper half of FF correspond with Site Class 4. Thus, some map interpolation is done in order to 
approximate the extent of Site Class 4 and 5, as suggested by the State Department of Forestry

 
 

44

Unlike the definition of 'Agricultural Land', which has a different standard in Eastern Oregon, the 
definition of "commercial forest lands” is the same state-wide. However, in reality a rather different 
standard operates on the Oregon Coast, where the levels of forest productivity are generally very high. 

, the 
procedure followed was to separate Class FE and FF lands into upper or lower divisions based on whether 
one or more of the neighboring 40 acre units were in a higher or lower class, or the same class. For 
instance, if a unit of FF is bounded by one or more units of FE, then it is placed in Site Class 4. 
Otherwise, it is in Site Class 5. The Cape Arago to Beaver Hill area, which includes part of the Coos 
County Forest, is generally site class 3 or 4 land for Douglas fir. However, it is considerably more 
productive for Sitka spruce and Hemlock. 
 
As the Forest Resources map indicates, much of the County is highly suitable for timber production of 
major commercial species. It should be noted that the flood plains, where in agricultural use, were not 
given site classes by the D.O.R. due to the fact that they were not under forest cover in 1967, though these 
soils are highly productive. 
 
The original tree cover was mainly hardwoods, alder, maple, ash and myrtle, with some conifers. 
Technically, these lands could be classified as forest lands, because of the potential vegetation, but their 
primary value will continue to be as agricultural lands. A somewhat lower productivity is indicated on the 
coastal plain, where poorer soils and climate limit growth and in the Siskiyou National Forest in the 
southern part of the county, where elevation and rocky soils are limiting factors. However, even these 
sites have a potential productivity well above 20 cu. ft./acre/year, which is the standard definition of 
commercial forest land. 
 
Only the sand dune areas of the coastal fringes have so little growth potential that they fall outside the 
definition of "commercial forest lands.” 
 

                                                      
43 Theodore Ellingsen, County Forester, letter, September 21, 1979. 
44 Letter from Laurie Dene, State Dept. of Forestry, June 29, 1979. 
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Land of lower site classes in Coos County (site class 4 or below) is regarded as relatively poor timber 
growing land. Commercial timber production is only feasible on lower site class lands where large 
contiguous tracts are managed (for example in the Coos County Forest or the upper elevations of the 
Siskiyou National Forest.) There are a few large corporate holdings on the coastal plain in these lower site 
class areas which may still be economically feasible to manage. However, many citizens in this area have 
complained that most timber companies are not interested in purchasing land and in the area for 
commercial timber production. Thus while these low site class lands are technically "commercial" forest 
lands, in practice they are not often managed intensively, particularly where they are in smaller private 
ownerships. 
 
2.3 Forest Land Types 
 
There are several types of forest land in Coos County, ranging from that intensively managed for timber 
production, to land used for both timber and grazing/agriculture, to smaller forest ownerships in areas 
experiencing pressure from development. The categories may generally be described in terms of their use 
and ownership characteristics as well as other influencing factors, such as topography and access. 
 
Much of the commercial forest land in the County is devoted primarily to the growing and harvesting of 
timber and other forest products, though other forest benefits are also derived from the land (water, 
wildlife habitat and recreation, for instance.) Generally, the topography is quite rugged, and access 
provided through private logging roads. Lands in this category are the steep mountain slopes in the 
northern, eastern, and extreme southern portions of the County. This category includes much of' the 
publicly-owned land in the County (Elliott State Forest, Bureau of Land Management, Coos County 
Forest, Siskiyou National Forest), and much of the forest-industry owned land. Basically, this type of land 
is unsuited for other non-forest uses. The remoteness of these areas, however, makes them well suited to 
"intensive" forms of forest management such as fertilization by helicopter and slash burning. 
 
Forest and grazing land includes land that either by use or land ownership pattern, combines forested land 
with grazing land. Typically, this land is owned by farmers who combine cattle and sheep raising with 
timber production. There are distinct differences in land ownership/use patterns between different parts of 
the County. In the southern part of the County, particularly in the drainage of the South Fork of the 
Coquille River and south of Bandon, there are hill ranches, generally of very large acreage where open 
grazing land is intermingled with forested land. A few operations may cover an entire major drainage 
basin. In other parts of the County, particularly the northern and eastern parts, farm/forest ownerships 
follow narrow valleys. Typically, the bottom lands are in agricultural use, while the lower slopes and 
benches will also often be in open grazing. However, the upper slopes are generally forested. (Such farm 
ownerships generally lie along valleys, with the property extending well beyond the bottom land on either 
side and often reaching to the top of the first ridge.) Beyond that the uplands on all sides are typically in 
forest industry or public ownership. Good examples of this ownership pattern may be seen in the valleys 
of the East Bay or Tenmile Lakes. This ownership pattern historically stemmed from the fact that the 
more inaccessible lands originally in small private ownership were allowed to revert to the County due to 
non-payment of taxes mostly during the Depression years, and were bought by the major timber 
companies. 
 
Particularly on the hill ranches of the southern half of the County the land is characterized by a fluctuation 
in use between timber production and grazing. This includes both the practice of grazing livestock in 
wooded areas and conversion of timber land to grazing land after the timber is harvested. This type of use 
of forest land has been important to the County throughout its history. 
 
In certain parts of the County, there are substantial acreages of forest land in smaller private ownerships 
(mostly under 160 acres) which are not managed in conjunction with farms. This type of land is found 
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primarily in coastal areas north and south of Bandon and also in the Hauser area, on predominately low 
site class lands (as defined in 2.2 above). There are also similar smaller ownerships in higher site forest 
lands further inland, particularly close to urban areas, like the Isthmus Heights, Sumner area. Most of this 
land is still under forest cover, but is generally not being managed intensively by modern forestry 
techniques. This is in part due to a low productivity (at least in the Bandon and Hauser areas), and in part 
due to the intrusion of developed uses, particularly rural homesites on small acreages into many of these 
areas. Inevitably, the pressure is great to remove any merchantable timber from these lands and convert it 
to rural homesites of various acreages. The bulk of citizen requests for rural residential designation (as 
expressed through the citizen involvement program) have been in areas like north and south of Bandon, 
Isthmus Heights/Sumner and Hauser. The rural housing section and Exception Statement have stated that 
such areas might best accommodate the public need for future rural residential growth in the County, 
given the commitment of nearby land to residential use, and other favorable factors, as assessed in the 
Suitability Rating System. The problem which remains is, how best to plan rural residential growth so 
that small-scale forest management remains a viable option on the remaining lands. 
 
Finally, there are also certain corporate forest holdings in close proximity to established residential areas. 
Primary examples are found adjacent to the communities of Glasgow, Cooston, Barview and Millington. 
While acreages are substantial, there are still problems with the use of industrial forest management 
practices. The owners may eventually have to look at other options for these lands. 
 
2.4 Forest Land Base 
 
Preservation or enlargement of the amount of land available for timber production is essential to the 
maintenance of sufficient timber harvest levels. A decline in the amount of land available for growing 
trees will mean a decline in the potential harvest, unless the degree of intensive forest management 
practiced on the available lands is increased correspondingly. Estimates for 1973 show that there were 
873,000 acres of "commercial forest land" in Coos County,45 while there were 847,000 acres in 1975.46

Land converted to urban uses, however, cannot be reclaimed at all and may be assumed to be permanently 
lost. Considering the County's substantial economic dependence on the timber/forest products industry, 
the impact of these land losses to development may be significant. The extent of the impact depends on 
whether the land lost is of high or lower site class. A fair proportion of rural homesite development over 

 
 
"Commercial Forest Land," according to the source’s definition, is land that is (a) producing or capable of 
producing usable wood crops (b) economically feasible to harvest new or in the future; (c) not withdrawn 
from timber harvest. The 1975 figure reflects a net loss of 53,000 acres of commercial forest land over a 
12 year period (see Table 3 below). Some of this land went into the "unproductive forest land" category 
(land not capable of producing wood due to adverse site conditions) and the "productive-reserved" 
category (productive land removed from commercial use by statute or administrative order). 
 
Of particular concern to land use planning is the 33,000 acre increase in the amount of non-forest land in 
the county. While most of this acreage may be attributed to conversion of tree-covered land to agricultural 
and grazing land, it must be assumed that some of it at least, has been permanently removed from the 
realm of resource production through development as rural homesites. The exact acreage is not known at 
this time. Land converted to agricultural or grazing use may, in a sense, be assumed to be only 
temporarily removed, as it can be reclaimed for the production of timber if economic feasibility and the 
landowner's desires so dictate. 
 

                                                      
45 Source – Patricia M. Bassett, Timber Resources of Southwest Oregon, (USFS Resource Bulletin, PNW-72, 1977).  
46 Ibid. 
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the years has occurred in relatively low site class forest lands, for example north47 and south of Bandon 
and near Hauser. Forest land ownership is divided between three major types as follows 35.2% is in 
public ownership (U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, Elliott State Forest and Coos 
County Forest); 40.5% is in forest industry ownership (major owners are Weyerhaeuser, Menasha 
Corporation, Georgia Pacific and International Paper); 24.3% is owned by farmers and other private 
individuals.48

The total volume of standing sawtimber was estimated at 17,346 million board feet in 1975. [ibid] Public 
lands contained 66.7% of this volume, forest industry lands 23.2% and private non-industrial lands, 
10.1%. Thus, while private lands total almost two-thirds of the land base, they contain only one-third of 
sawtimber stocks.

 
 

49

A State Department of Forestry Study

 Examination of air photographs shows that there is little old growth timber remaining 
in the western half of the County. A very low percentage of the farm-forest lands in the County contain 
stands of fully mature timber, older than 100 years. Remaining reserves can be clearly identified by the 
darker color and rougher texture as it appears on infra-red photography. The more inaccessible areas of 
the Siskiyou National Forest contain the highest volumes of over-mature material. The Elliott State 
Forest, however, contains plentiful reserves of older second growth timber of approximately 90-100 years 
age-class, dating from extensive fires in the last century. In addition, the major timber companies have 
established extensive stands of younger reproductive growth on their free farms. Unfortunately, large 
acreages of land in the more accessible parts of the County support "bastard growth", a mixture of 
hardwoods (mostly alder, maple and myrtle) and conifers (Douglas fir, Grand fir, Hemlock, and cedars). 
Reproduction by the more economically valuable conifers has been cut back by the aggressive regrowth 
of "pioneer" species (especially alder.) While this is a stage of natural plant succession, (alder prepares a 
fertile soil for later colonization by conifers), it would take many times as long to establish a fully stocked 
coniferous stand by this process as by replanting a harvested site. Generally it takes at least 25 years 
before fir beneath it to start to grow more rapidly. Some foresters  state that the process actually takes 
much longer, and that often the suppressed trees fail to respond at all. 
 
Future timber supplies will be depleted because of a past failure to re-establish fully-stocked coniferous 
stands. 
 

50

                                                      
47 Source: Patricia M. Bassett, Timber Resources of Southwest Oregon (U.S.F.S. Resource Bulletin, PNW-72, 
1977). 
48 Ibid. 
49 These statistics are based on the “Scribner Rule” and include only Sawtimber of 11 inches and diameter and 
larger. If small material were included the proportion in private lands would be larger. 
50 Forestry Program for Oregon: Supplement #2. ‘Underproductive Forest Lands in the Oregon Coast Range’ 
O.S.D.F., December, 1977. 

 of the Oregon Coast Range estimates that in 1976, 568,400 acres 
(or 15% of the area studied) was "underproductive", that is, land that "once supported mature conifer 
forests that are no longer commercially productive." This points to the magnitude of the problem. The 
study found that over half of this land is in the "other private" (non-industrial) category, and comprises 
30.2% of the total holdings in that category. 
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Table 3 
Forest Land in Coos County, 1963 and 1975 

         
 1963 1973 1963-

1973 
1975 1973-

1975 
 Acres % Acres % Acre 

Change 
Acres % Acre 

Change 
         
Total Land Area 1,031,000 100.0 1,027,000 100.0 -4,000 1,027,000 100 - 
         
Total Forest Land 905,000 87.8 891,000 86.8 -14,000 868,000 84.5 -23,000 
         
Commercial 900,000 87.3 873,000 85.0 -27,000 847,000 82.5 -26,000 
         
Productive-Reserve 2,000 0.2 3,000 0.3 +1,000 8,000 0.8 +5,000 
         
Unproductive 3,000 0.3 15,000 1.5 +12,000 13,000 1.3 -2,000 
         
         
Non-Forest Land 126,000 12.2 136,000 13.2 +10,000 159,000 15.5 +23,000 
         
Sources:  Forest Statistics for Southwest Oregon; USFS Resources Bulletin PNW-8; & Timber Resource Statistics for Oregon; 

USFS Resource Bulletin PNW-56. 
 
 
3. Forest Production 
 
3.1 Economic Overview 
 
Logging and the production of forest products provide the backbone of the County economy and have 
done so for all of the County's history. The forested slopes are a major element of Coos County's visual 
character, thus providing a portion of the basis for one of the County's largest employers, tourism and 
recreation. It is vitally important that Coos County's forest lands resources be conserved and protected. 
 
During 1976, the manufacturing of lumber and wood products consistently provided 24-25 percent51

"Coos County has, by far, the largest employment in the forest products industry of any coastal 
county

 of 
the total number of jobs in Coos County. 
 

52 encompassing almost fifty percent of total forest products employment on the coast. In 
lumber and wood products, this dominance is even greater, with Coos County having 
approximately 54% of all lumber and wood products employment on the coast."53

                                                      
51 “Labor Force Trends,” Coos Bay Local Office, State of Oregon Department of Human Resources, Employment 
Division; May 1976 – April 1977. With staff computations. 
52 Excludes Lane and Douglas Counties 
53 Economic Survey and Analysis of the Oregon Coastal Zone’ G.A. Kuhn, et. al, for the Oregon Coastal 
Conservation and Development Commission; 1974; p. E-55. “Coast” refers to the five complete coastal counties: 
Clatsop, Tillamook, Lincoln, Coos and Curry. 

 
 

It is important to note, also, that the 'tributary area’ for Coos. County "mills lies well beyond the County 
borders, in Douglas and Curry Counties. 
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These figures, both the concentration of coastal forest products employment in Coos County and the 24-
25 percent of the local labor force in the lumber and wood products industry, include only those people 
working in the industry itself, such as logging and mill work. It does not include "spin-off" employment 
related to the industry, such as the transportation of logs to the mills or lumber and chips to the docks, or 
the employment in areas such as personal services and retail trade that result from the spending of dollars 
earned in the lumber and wood products industries. If each job in the lumber and wood products industry 
generates 1 to 1 1/2 jobs outside of the industry, then 50-60 percent of the jobs in the County are directly 
tied to the status of the lumber and wood products industry, [op. cit. above]. Any threat to the health of 
the sector would have great repercussions on the health of the total economy. 
 
 
Table 4 

 
Total Employment and Lumber and Woods Products Employment, Coos County 1930-1970 

 
Source: Economic Survey and Analysis of the Oregon Coastal Zone. G.A. Kuhn, e.t. al OCCDC (1974) 

 

 
 

 
Overall employment in the forest products industry has been decreasing over the last two decades. (See 
Table 4). One major reason for this has been automation and, generally, increased output per worker in 
the sawmills and plywood and veneer mills. On the average, the number of employees needed to produce 
a million board feet of lumber or plywood has decreased by 50 percent since 1950. However, there has 
only been a 10% net reduction in employment, due to the fact that total production has increased. Trends 
in automation are not leveling off and further declines in employment in the mill can be expected 
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regardless of the situation with respect to the supply or demand for wood products. Employment in 
logging itself is declining, but at a much slower rate than the declines in mill employment, due mainly to 
a lesser impact from automation. At the same time there is a possibility of increased employment from 
processing of raw materials, which are currently exported. Woodchips can be utilized locally to 
manufacture pulp. Hardwoods can be chipped and pressed into waferboard and other similar new 
products.54

Overall County employment in the lumber and wood products industry is not solely dependent on locally 
influenced factor such as the supply of timber. Since most of the lumber, plywood, and other wood 
products are marketed in areas outs of this region, the demand for wood products, and thus employment 
in this sector, is affected by factors not under local control. According to one study, 91 percent of the 
employment in the lumber and wood products industry is dependent on non-local demand for the 
products. This dependency the Coos Bay area (Coos and Curry Counties) on non-local demand is greater 
than the dependency of any other region in the Douglas fir areas of Oregon and Washington, except the 
Roseburg and Longview, Washington regions.

 
 

55

The supply of raw timber available for the mills is expected to decrease in the future. According to 
'Timber for Oregon's Tomorrow,’ (The Beuter Report) timber harvest in the South Coast timbershed 
(Coos and Curry Counties) can be maintained at the present level until about 1995, under current policies 
and actions. The report foresees a decline in harvests after 1995, potentially as great as 35 percent, 
primarily due to declines in harvest on forest industry lands.

 
 
3.2 Trends in Timber Supply 
 

56

                                                      
54 A finding of the Economic Diversification Task Force of the Coos Bay Estuary Inter-Agency Task Force. 
55 Importance of Timber-Based Employment to the Douglas Fir Region, 1959 to 1971; W.R. Maki and D.L. 
Schweitzer; USDA Forest Research Note PNW 196; 1973. 
56 Timber for Oregon’s Tomorrow; J.H. Beuter, K.N. Johnson, H.L. Scheurman; Oregon State University, Forest 
Research Laboratory, Research Bulletin 19, 1976; p. 11-13 and 37-39. 

 Moves to intensify timber management by 
all classes of forest land owners (National Forests, Bureau of Land Management, State and other public, 
forest industry, and non-industrial private owners), greater harvests from the non-industrial private owner 
class, and moves toward a general sustained yield harvesting policy and philosophy will be essential to 
any attempt to increase the amount of raw timber produced in Coos County after 1995. Due to the nature 
of the "crop" however, intensive management must begin now to ensure a sufficient harvest. It should be 
noted that the Beuter Report did not take genetic improvements to reforestation stock, and fertilization 
techniques into account when assessing the effect of current forest management techniques. Both are 
established practices which may be more widely used in the future.  
 
In addition, the report did not inventory standing timber under 8" diameter, some of which is now being 
utilized due to changing milling technology. Thus, the decline in harvest may not be as severe as 
predicted. 
 
4. Forest Management and Practices 
 
4.1 Intensive Forest Management Techniques 
 
Some degree of forest management, along with conservation of forest land, is necessary to ensure a 
continued harvest at levels equal to or greater than the present harvest. "Forest management" is a term 
used to denote a number of methods or tools aimed at increasing the useable timber harvest from a given 
piece of land. 
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"Forest management" refers to any or all of the following practices: (1) forest fire control; (2) 
insect or disease control; (3) vegetation control; (4) reforestation; (5) precommercial and 
commercial thinning; (6) fertilization; (7) genetic improvement of timber species; and (8) other 
measures, such as assistance to forest land-owners, forest research, etc." 

 
Intensive forest management of commercial timberland assumes a management regime of: 
 

A. Harvesting when stands are mature by financial formula commonly used in the area. In most 
cases in this area this is no greater than stand age 60, though other factors are also used to 
determine maturity. 

 
B. Investing in site preparation (if needed) and trees and planting as rapidly as possible following 

harvest, to secure an adequate stocking of the best commercial species as commonly used in the 
area for that forest growth site. 

 
C. C. Investing in pre-commercial thinning if necessary to maintain or enhance growth of 

selected crop trees for future commercial thinning and eventual clearcut. 
 
D. D. Investing in herbicide spray or hand clearing for site preparation or to secure release from 

competing overtopping vegetation if needed, keeping the conifers free to grow. 
 
E. E. Being prepared to do commercial thinning where, early harvest can be secured to 

maintain or enhance growth of remaining crop trees. More than one commercial thinning at 3 to 8 
year intervals may have financial advantages; 

 
F. F. Beginning the cycle again with clearcut harvest followed by site preparation and planting. 

 
Increases in the level of forest management practices are necessary for all classes of forest land owners: 
public agencies, forestry industry and non-industrial private owners. There may be pressure from 
neighbors and local residents not to do many of the things necessary in forest management to obtain the 
desired standard where commercial lands abut farms or rural residences. 
 
Intensive management using the above practices produces effects which may be objectionable to nearby 
residents. The use of fire in reducing slash hazard or site preparation will temporarily impact air quality. 
Management may involve aerial or ground application or herbicides for site preparation or release from 
competing vegetation. Harvesting operations will cause perceived reduction of aesthetic values for a few 
years at least. This might be objectionable to local residents for a certain period of time. Heavy truck 
hauling may cause temporary dust problems or potential extra hazard to school children and passenger car 
traffic where it passes through residential areas. 
 
Forest management may involve operations close to 'class one streams' which includes streams used for 
domestic water supply,57

                                                      
57 Any stream used for domestic water supply is by definition considered a “class one stream.” However, streams 
used for stock watering or irrigation are not. The definition also includes streams (whether perennial or intermittent) 
which are important for angling or breeding  and migration of fish populations. [Ron Fox, State Department of 
Forestry, personal communication, May, 1980.] 

 the protection of which may reduce the actual operable acreage of the tract in 
question. For reasons outlined above, there may -be pressure from adjacent property owners not to do 
many of the things necessary to forest management to desired standards, where commercial forest lands 
abut farms or rural residences. 
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Some forest industry companies and public timber agencies are experimenting with genetic improvement, 
specifically development of a larger and faster growing Douglas fir tree. 
 
4.2 Problems for Encouraging Reforestation 
 
The "farmer and other private" owner class controls 1/3 of the commercial forest land in the County. With 
some notable exceptions, this group practices a minimum of forest management. Their activities are 
controlled primarily by the regulations of the Oregon Forest Practices Act and individual economic 
concerns, especially taxes. Both the Forest Practices Act and Oregon timber tax structure are designed to 
encourage reforestation. The Forest Practices Act does this through requirements for reforestation within 
five years unless the owners states his intent to convert the land to non-forest use. The long term impact 
of these reforestation requirements on the continued or increased timber yield from the "farmer and other 
private" owner class is as yet unknown. Limited financial and staff resources are currently hindering full 
enforcement of the Forest Practices Act, especially with regard to small private landowners.58

There are three types of assistance currently available to small, private woodland owners for reforestation 
and stand improvement: (i) Federal cost-sharing programs

  
 
The problems of encouraging reforestation must still be addressed. The long term no-return commitment 
of land to timber growth is leading many to seek more immediate returns on that land, such as by 
conversion to agriculture and grazing use, after the timber has been harvested. Incentives have been made 
available to encourage the small private owners to keep that land in tree production. 
 

59 administered by the State Department of 
Forestry Service Foresters with funding through the local Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 
Service (ASCS); (ii) Tree farm programs of certain major forest companies; (iii) Assistance provided by 
forestry consultants. State Department of Forestry Service Foresters also provide other aid to small 
woodland owners. They may help them to form cooperatives so as to be able to purchase services at a 
lower rate (helicopter operation, tree planting, purchase of nursery stock and pre-commercial thinning). 
The Department will also provide equipment and labor where these are not available from the private 
sector. Service foresters also help landowners design management plans for their forests. 
 
While it is beyond the scope of the State Department of Revenue (administrator of timber land taxation), 
the State Department of Forestry (administrator of the Forest Practices Act), and local planning agencies 
to require forest land owners to grow trees, it should, be noted that conversion of land to other uses will, 
in the long run, mean a decline in timber harvest. Such land will be used for the production of trees only 
when it is to the economic advantage of the land owner. 
 
4.3 Problems for the Application of Intensive Forest Management Techniques on Small Tracts and 

Adjoining Lands 
 
60

Most forest land tracts of under 10 acres are bought with the primary objective of securing a rural 
homesite. These areas are therefore classified in the Plan as "Rural Residential." Many owners in the 10-
40 acre range also have the objective of rural living. However, few can justify the expense of a tract of 

The problems discussed below apply especially to small forest-land tracts in the range of 10-40 acres. 
However, they also apply to larger farm-forest ownerships or even much larger corporate or agency lands 
where they abut farms or (especially) rural residential areas. 
 

                                                      
58 State Dept. of Forestry, Gerry Phillips, personal communication, May, 1980. 
59 Forestry Incentives Program (FIP) and Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP), See Table 5. 
60 Source: State Dept. of Forestry discussion paper (1980) by Dewey Jurkiewicz and Julian ‘Slim’ Miller is source of 
information  in this section. 
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this size without also intending to manage the land at some level for resource production, either purely for 
forest products or a mixture of forestry and grazing. Due to the varied objectives of owners of these small 
forest tracts, there has been in the past a tendency to practice a less intensive level of forest management 
than on the corporate agency and larger farm holdings. 
 
Rural living involves establishment and protection of a domestic water supply, access of utilities, right-of-
way access, privacy and aesthetics. Most residences involve at least one acre of homesite development. 
Water supply access can occupy an additional area, and in many instances may affect portions of 
surrounding ownerships. These influences may have an inhibiting or dampening effect on the practice of 
intensive forest management on their owner and adjacent forest lands. 
 
Some of these inhibiting effects on intensive forest management can be: 
 

(a) Restrictions on logging where it might destroy or damage domestic water supplies. Water rights 
for domestic use can be established in drainages originating on other ownerships, or the drainage 
providing water may originate on another ownership, even though the catch basin is on the 
owner's land. 

 
(b) The influence of the water supply and homesite situation extends to eliminating or reducing the 

possible use of herbicides as a management tool within the drainage area or a defined distance 
from the residence. Oregon State Field Guide to Oregon Forest Practices Rules, (1/10/80) - Rule 
629-24-203 'Protection of Waterways, Areas of Open Water, and Dwellings When Spraying,' 
states; "Protect waterways and areas of open water such as swamps or impoundments from 
contamination when spraying by aircraft by leaving a buffer strip of at least one swath width 
untreated on each side of every Class I stream or area of open water. 

 
(c) Access for proper forest management, harvest or project work may be a problem. Where portions 

of the ownership are steep, the only practical way to harvest the timber may be highlead logging. 
Highlead logging requires access to proper location for setting landings which are dictated by the 
terrain. Access to these landings may require negotiation of rights-of-way across steep terrain 
through one or more adjacent owners. These adjacent owners may or may not be agreeable to 
temporary or permanent rights-of-way. Their timber may be at a different stage of growth, or 
newly planted reproduction which would not fit in with a combined harvest to make a more 
economic harvest setting boundary. 

 
These objections may hinder an owner from securing convenient access to efficiently manage his 
own lands. Access roads or roads within 10-40 acre tracts may have been built in the- past to 
much lower standards as to depth of gravel, width, and curve radius, than are public roads or 
logging roads. Use of these roads, which may not be dedicated public roads, may involve undue 
damage to thin rock surfaces and ditches. 

 
Use of tract roads for commercial hauling will involve negotiating rights-of-way for commercial 
log hauling if not already a public road. 

 
(d) For owners of small forest tracts (10-40 ac.), the objective of preserving aesthetic values may 

tend to deter the application of intensive forest management practices. (This is much more the 
case with tracts of less than 10 acres). To some owners, the growth of hardwoods may be as 
pleasing to the eye as well stocked conifer stands, or even more so in the case of certain species 
like madrone or myrtle. 
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An owner motivated toward aesthetics may be very reluctant to log by highlead clearcut due to 
the visual impacts, which persist until new growth has covered the residue from timber 
harvesting. However, logging by highlead may be the only practical method to remove 
merchantable volume from steep slopes. 

 
(e) Many of the forest lands which are sold as small: tracts have had a history of repeated selective 

logging or clearcutting with no subsequent management, which has greatly reduced the value of 
the remaining stands. These practices tend to reduce the species composition of the stand toward 
less valuable species of conifer, and promote the predominance of hardwoods, through the 
removal of overstory conifers which allows smaller understory hardwood trees to increase 
growth. Even after they are logged, hardwoods can regrow and dominate a site to the exclusion of 
conifers if continuous efforts are not made to control their regrowth. 

 
Small tracts are often purchased in a poor, unmanaged condition as to potential for forest 
productivity. With generally low prospects for income from commercial harvest from the existing 
cover, an owner may be faced with a need to invest money for a considerable period, at interest, 
before realizing any substantial net income from commercial conifer harvest. This period may be 
as much as 40 years in the case of site preparation and planting to establish reasonable conifer 
stocking. 

 
(f) Many types of forest management practice will involve economies of scale. Small tracts mean 

very infrequent operation which produces rather small income and little incentive for an owner to 
invest in his own management or harvesting equipment. Letting site preparation operations on a 
contract basis will attract only high bids because of the cost of moving heavy equipment for a 
comparatively small project. Site preparation either by tractor scarification, herbicide application, 
or burning, will have a gradually decreasing cost per acre as the size of the project increases, 
before lowering costs per acre begin to level off. 

 
In spite of the problems detailed above, it is certainly feasible for intensive forest management to be 
practiced on tracts of forestland even as small as five acres. However, a set of conditions must exist which 
is not always found on these smaller tracts. 
 
These conditions are: 
 

1. Strong owner motivation toward forest management practices to produce income often involving 
part-time manual labor and careful financial and resource planning.  

 
2. Terrain which lends itself to easier and cheaper operations. The best terrain would be gentle 

enough to allow tractor logging and/or tractor site preparation without damage to the environment 
(no slopes greater than 35%). 

 
3. A good level of stocking with conifer species, or merchantable hardwood species, so that income 

could be secured from the first operations. The income from operations should be large enough 
that site preparation and replanting could be financed and still leave some net income as an 
incentive to conduct operations. 

 
When one compares the ideal expressed above with the more usual circumstances discussed previously, it 
becomes evident that few small tracts under 10 acres will be operated under intensive forest management. 
However, tracts of 10-40 acres will benefit from the increased scale of operation to the point where 
highlead logging would become more feasible and other economies of scale would begin to be realized. 
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It is also beneficial to form local owners' cooperatives (either under State Forestry or private industry 
sponsorship), whereby a group of owners combine together to benefit from economies of scale. This has 
been successful in the past in the southern states.61

                                                      
61 Timm Slater (Weyerhaeuser Corp.), personal communication, May, 1980. 

 Federal cost share programs can also improve 
management of small tracts significantly. 
 
Finally, there are substantial areas on the coastal plain, especially in the Bandon area, which possess 
reasonably good levels of stocking with coniferous species and have terrain level enough to permit tractor 
logging. Such areas are of relatively low site class, and are not attractive to the major companies, but may 
be ideal for small individual woodlots. 
 
In short, investment costs and owner objectives do not usually combine for a favorable future for good 
forest management of small woodlot tracts. However, given the right set of conditions as discussed above, 
and appropriate motivation and management by the owner, tracts of 10-40 acres can be as productive as 
any forest land of the same site class. A combination of planning and zoning measures, tax incentives and 
corporate agency programs (Dept. of Forestry, Cooperative Extension and forest industry) could give a 
boost to good forest practices on small woodlots and supplement the incomes of numerous households in 
the County.   
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Table 5   Source: “Forestry Cost-Share Assistance” U.S.D.A. 

pamphlet 
    
Applicant 
Eligibility 

 Eligible 
Practices 

 

    
FIP 
Forestry Incentives Program 

ACP 
Agricultural Conservation 
Program 

FIP 
Forestry Incentives Program 

ACP 
Agricultural Conservation 
Program 

    
1. Any individual, group, 

association, or corporate 
landowner may be eligible 
provided they are not 
regularly engaged in the 
business of manufacturing 
forest products or 
providing services of any 
type. 
 

1. Any individual, group, 
association or corporate 
landowner may be eligible. 

Planting Trees 
This practice is intended to 
increase the production of 
timber and improve the 
environment. Site preparation 
is an authorized part of the 
practice if certified necessary 
by the forester. Minimum 
practice acreage is 10 acres. 

Planting Trees 
May be used where timber 
production is the primary 
objective, but also applicable to 
general soil and water 
conservation purposes where 
the productivity or size of the 
tract may not be conducive to 
cost-effective timber 
production. 

2. A person must own a tract 
of no more than 1000 
acres of eligible forest 
land. Exceptions to this 
maximum are possible. 
 

2. There are no ownership 
size restrictions. Improving a Stand of Forest 

Trees 
This practice is aimed at 
increasing growth of trees on 
sites suitable for production of 
saw timber and veneer logs. 
Precommercial thinning and 
releasing desirable seedlings 
and young trees are acceptable 
measures, as well as site 
preparation for natural 
vegetation. 

Improving a Stand of Forest 
Trees 
In all counties, may be used in 
lieu of FIP on productive sites 
where timber production is the 
primary objective, but also 
applicable on general soil and 
water conservation purposes 
where the productivity or size 
of the tract may not be 
conducive to cost-effective 
timber production. 

3. Land must be suitable for 
forestation (if presently 
not in trees), for 
reforestation, or for 
improved forest 
management. 
 

3. Land must be suitable for 
forestation (if presently 
not in trees), for 
reforestation, or for 
improved forest 
management. 

4. Land must be capable of 
producing marketable 
timber crops and meet 
minimum productivity 
standards for this program 
in his state. 

4. Land must be capable of 
growing trees as a 
conservation measure. 

Limitations 
The maximum cost-shares that 
a person can earn annually for 
forestry practices under FIP is 
$10,000. Up to 75% of the 
costs can be provided. 

Limitations 
The maximum cost-shares that 
a person can earn annually for 
forestry practices under ACP is 
$3,500. Up to 75% of the costs 
can be provided. 

5. Applicant must have had 
no commercial harvest on 
lands for which a FIP cost-
sharing application has 
been made within the past 
five years. Salvage cutting, 
cuttings to regenerate 
unproductive stands, and 
cuttings to convert 
unproductive species are 
not considered commercial 
harvest, so are exempted 
from this rule. 
 

5. Local Agricultural 
Stabilization and 
Conservation County 
Committee establishes the 
policies governing 
eligibility.  

6. Program is available in 
designated counties only. 
[Includes Coos County] 

6. Program is available in all 
counties. 
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5. Implementation Strategies 
 
5.1 Proposed Forest Zone 
 
The Planning Commission proposes to implement the Forest Lands Goal by establishing one forest zone. 
That zone is as follows: 
 
 F – “Forest”  
 
Within the forest zone, the extent of preservation of forest lands primarily for forest uses will be 
established through implementation of the zoning ordinance. Specifically, standards within the ordinance 
are set to delineate those areas, or parcels, which have historically been managed as "mixed use" areas, 
including both farm and forest uses. Based on the June 24, 1983 DLCD Staff Report on Coos County, it is 
understood that uses in these "mixed use" areas are appropriately expanded to include additional non-
forest uses that may not otherwise be allowed in a prime commercial forest zone. As stated in that report: 
"The Commission's decision in Allen v. Umatilla County (LUBA 83-076) supports the mixed 
use/predominant forest use concept and establishes separate requirements for authorizing certain non-
forest uses in each forest area". (June 24, 1983 DLCD Staff Report, p. 106) 
 
The zoning ordinance standards are used, ultimately, to determine the degree of productivity of the land 
for forest production vs. the productivity of the land for farm use. It is the intent of the Planning 
Commission to strictly preserve prime commercial timber areas in the county, while allowing for some 
justified non- forest uses in the areas established as "mixed-use" areas. These "mixed-use" areas are 
identified on the "Mixed Agriculture-Forest Use Areas" inventory map based on specific review criteria. 
 
Standards for determining the degree of allowance for non-forest uses are based on such things as 
productivity of the land for forestry, historical land use (i.e. farm uses), terrain and surrounding uses. The 
review process will occur at the request of the applicant on a case by case basis 
 
There are basically two different types of forest areas in Coos County. These are (i) prime forest areas, 
and (ii) mixed farm-forest areas. Certain non-farm uses not allowed in the former may be allowed as 
conditional uses in the latter. The two types of forest land are described in greater detail, as follows: 
 

(i) "Prime Forest Area". These areas or parcels are typically large contiguous blocks of undeveloped 
land which are managed exclusively for timber production with some ancillary forest uses. 
Intensive forest management is practiced within this classification. A parcel or area subject to this 
classification will be preserved primarily for forest uses. 

 
(ii) "Mixed Farm-Forest Area". These areas include land which is currently or potentially in farm- 

forest use. Typically such lands are those with soil, aspect, topographic features and present 
ground cover that are best suited to a combination of forest and grazing uses. The areas generally 
occupy land on the periphery of large corporate and agency holdings and tend to form a buffer 
between more remote uplands and populated valleys. In addition, these "mixed use" areas contain 
ownerships of smaller size than in prime forest areas. Some are generally marginal in terms of 
forest productivity, such as areas close to the ocean. 

 
In certain areas of the County, these "mixed use" areas consist of extensive uplands where the lands are 
held predominantly by ranchers who manage their properties interchangeably between grazing and 
forestry depending on the economic base of each commodity at any given time. An essential management 
approach practiced by these ranchers is to maintain enough upland grazing acreage to sustain livestock 
during the winter months due to the flooding of lowland areas. Some intensive forest management is 
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practiced on these lands, but not to the same extent as in "prime forest areas", and grazing is in many 
places a co-dominant use. There are typically a mixture of farm and forest uses in these areas. Certain 
non-forest uses will be allowed in areas that meet the criteria of this classification as established in the 
zoning ordinance. 
 
The mixed use areas are identified at a scale of 1" = 2 miles on the "Mixed Agricultural-Forest Use 
Areas" Comprehensive Plan inventory map. A change in the boundary of the "mixed use" inventory map 
will require a comprehensive plan amendment. Criteria used to designate these areas are as follows: 
 

1) Mixed use areas are those areas with soil, aspect, topographic features and present ground cover 
that are best suited to a combination of forest and agricultural uses. 

 
2) Mixed use areas are those areas generally managed to maintain enough upland acreage to sustain 

livestock during the winter months due to flooding of lowland areas. 
 

3) Mixed use areas are those areas predominantly co-managed for both farm and forest uses. 
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APPENDIX A. 
 
Problem Statements, Policies and Forest Zones as developed by the Forestry Task Force (1977) 
 
The initial work on the development of goals and policies for forest lands was done by the Forestry Task 
Force. The Task Force was made up of citizens with special knowledge of the topic, including 
representatives from forest industry, private forest land owners, ranchers, forest products, transportation, 
and public agencies involved in the use and management of forest lands. There was at least one 
representative of each Regional Planning Group on the Task Force. Their findings are presented below. 
These findings were preliminary to the development of this inventory document and comprehensive plan 
policies and differ in important details. They should be regarded as initial citizen input into the planning 
process. 
 
The group began by delineating two distinct types of forest land: "exclusive forest land", identified as 
land containing basically nothing but trees, and "forest-farm land", identified as being a mixture of timber 
production and grazing/agricultural land. Both .types of land require intense management, although the 
techniques used by each vary somewhat. It was agreed that scattered residential development in both 
areas does present management problems or restrictions. The recognition that some residential 
development exists in these forest lands and rural residential development prompted the group to develop 
a third land type category, "forest rural-residential" land. Inclusion of the category was not necessarily 
meant to condone development, but to recognize the existence of such development as a fact of life. 
 
Some of the major issues and problem areas identified by the Task Force include:  
 

− Distinction between types of forest land. 
 

− Encroachment of residential and other inharmonious uses into forest land. 
 

− Limitations, particularly by nearby residential use, on intense forest management, especially on 
aerial spraying. 
 

− Noise conflicts. 
 

− Logging transportation problems, specifically the discrepancy between bridge weight limitations 
and economical loads and grade alignment problems in the development of logging roads. 
 

− The declining supply of raw wood and need for greater wood utilization. 
 

− Problems created by nearby residential development in forest-farm land areas, especially the 
preying of domestic dogs on sheep and competition for water.  

 
− Declines in diversity of forest land leading to a decline in wildlife diversity. 

 
From this discussion of issues, problems, and areas of concern, the task force developed the following 
goal and list of policies. Their goal statement is quite similar to the Statewide Forest Lands Goal. 
 
First Draft Goal 
 
To provide for the conservation and maintenance of forest lands for forest uses. To recognize FOREST 
LAND as being composed of Exclusive Forest, Forest-Farm Land, and Forest Rural-Residential types. 
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First Draft Policies 
 

1. Minimize incompatible activity on all FOREST LAND types. 
 

2. Encourage reforestation and other sound management programs in compliance with the standards 
of the Oregon Forest Practices Act. 

 
3. Encourage new harvesting and technological processes that enhance wood utilization. 

 
4. Encourage multiple use of FOREST LAND: including but not limited to: watershed management; 

recreation; fish and wildlife management; development of mineral, aggregate, and energy 
resources; and agricultural practices; consistent with sound forest and agricultural management. 

 
5. Maintain and promote productive ground cover, including timber, forage, and agricultural crops, 

on Forest-Farm Lands, as dictated by the site and decisions of the landowner. 
 

6. Encourage the maintenance of Exclusive Forest Land and Forest-Farm Land in large contiguous 
blocks. 

 
7. Provide for low-intensity residential development, which minimizes the impact on FOREST 

LANDS by maintaining the majority of the parcel in forest, or agricultural uses. 
 

8. Minimize residential development along public and private roads in FOREST LANDS. 
 
In order to facilitate identification of the different types of FOREST LAND, the task force set up the 
following set of criteria: 
 
First Draft Criteria for Delineating Forest Lands 
 

1. Exclusive Forest Type 
 
a. Presently or potentially in forest uses; 

 
b. Contiguous forest land of approximately 500 acres 

 
c. Existing development and ownership patterns which show numerous lots under 40 acres 

in size should not be included in the Exclusive Forest Land Type unless this subdivided 
ownership is presently devoted to forest-farm uses. 
 

2. Forest-Farm 
 
a. Presently or potentially in forest uses; 

 
b. Contiguous forest land of approximately 300 acres 

 
c. Existing development and ownership patterns which show numerous lots under 40 acres 

in size should not be included in the Forest-Farm Land Type unless this subdivided 
ownership is presently devoted to forest-farm uses. 
 

3. Forest Rural Residential Type 
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a. Low intensity single family dwellings bordered or surrounded by Exclusive Forest or 

Forest-Farm Land types should be included. 
 

b. Low intensity single family dwellings located between Exclusive Forest or Forest-Farm 
Land types and moderate intensity residential development should be included. 

 
Definitions Developed by the Forestry Task Force to Accompany the Set of Policies and Criteria Drafted 
by Them 
 
FOREST LAND types: 
 

1. Exclusive Forest - Large contiguous blocks of undeveloped land, whose present or historical 
ground cover is trees. These lands will provide for the continual production of forest products and 
for other uses compatible with forest activities. (Committee recommends a minimum lot size for 
single family dwellings of 160 acres). 

 
2. Forest-Farm Land - Those lands whose soil, aspect, other topography features, and present 

ground cover are best suited to a combination of forest, forage, and agricultural uses. Generally, 
these lands have been managed for these purposes. (Committee recommends a minimum lot size 
for single family dwellings of 100 acres). 

 
3. Forest Rural Residential - Areas suitable for: mixed grazing, agriculture and timber production; 

and low-intensity residential development compatible with the rural forest environment. 
(Committee recommends a minimum-lot size for single family dwellings of 10 acres). 

 
LOW INTENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT – Minimum of 10 acres of an area containing four 
houses for 40 acres. 
 
MODERATE INTENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT – Minimum lot of 5 acres or an area 
containing eight houses for 40 acres. 
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3.3 MINERAL AND AGGREGATE RESOURCES 
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3.3 MINERAL & AGGREGATE RESOURCES 
 
Planning Considerations 
 
Special attention must be given to mineral and aggregate resources when planning for future land uses 
because these resources are generally non-renewable, because they are limited in distribution, and 
because they form part of the economic base of the County. 
 
There are several factors to be considered, including present and future need for a specific resource; 
whether recovery of the resource is or will become economic; whether and to what extent an area where a 
potential resource occurs is committed to other uses; and whether development of the resource would 
cause conflicts with other environmental resources such as unique or critical wildlife habitats or 
municipal water quality or supply. 
 
Development of mineral and aggregate resources involves not only the area from which the resource is 
being mined or recovered; it also involves processing, transportation, and storage. It is helpful if these 
needs are also met and coordinated through comprehensive planning. 
 
Planning can also help minimize the impact of resource development by providing buffer zones around 
noisy mining or processing operations and by providing for future uses for abandoned pits and reclaimed 
areas. 
 
Goal Requirements and Agency Responsibilities 
 
The Statewide Planning Goals require protection of natural resources, including mineral and aggregate 
resources. Further, where conflicting uses have been identified, "the economic, social, environmental and 
energy consequences of the conflicting uses shall be determined and programs developed to achieve the 
goal" of protection of resources. (Goal #5). 
 
Agencies with pertinent regulatory responsibilities are listed below: 
 

• Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI)— Issues permits for certain 
surface mining activities; identifies mineral resources that may be developed; maintains records 
on mining claims and oil and gas well logs; assays mineral and ore samples; gathers and 
interprets geological data. 

 
• Mined Land Reclamation Division of DOGAMI—Oversees reclamation of mining claims. 

 
• U.S. Geologic Survey—Gathers and interprets geological data. 

 
• Bureau of Land Management—Oversees mining and reclamation activities on Federal lands 

under its management. 
 

• Oregon Department of Environmental Quality-:-Regulates gravel removal from streambeds; 
administers and enforces State laws regarding water quality, air pollution control, noise pollution 
control and solid waste disposal. 
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Location 
 
The mineral, aggregate and non-renewable energy resources of Coos County have been identified on a 
map at a scale of 1/2" = 1 mile and include: 
 

1. Coal basins 
2. Oil and gas exploration leases  
3. Metal mines and prospects 
4. Crushed rock quarries 
5. Sand and gravel pits 
6. Chromite bearing sands 

 
In addition, one map at a scale of 2" = 1 mile addresses in greater detail the extent and status of deposits 
in the Coos Bay coal field. 
 
The general area of current oil and gas exploration leases was identified by the Coos County Assessor's 
office. The extent of chromite bearing sands is mapped in a report published by the U.S. Bureau of Mines. 
Other information presented on these two resource maps is based on studies by the Oregon Department of 
Geology and Mineral Industries. 
 
The metallic mineral resources are generally restricted to the older rock formations of the County (formed 
during the Jurassic age, 190 to 136 million years ago). The only known exceptions are placer deposits 
(occurrences of minerals eroded from their place of origin, concentrated by stream or wave action, and 
deposited along streams or on beaches) These Jurassic formations are found only in the southern part of 
the County. 
 
The Coos Bay area has been the site of downwarping since the Eocene times (roughly 50 million years 
ago). At times that area was occupied by swamps and significant thickness of organic material collected 
and were later transformed into coal. The coal of Eden Ridge and Squaw Valley is also Eocene in age, 
though it belongs to a somewhat older formation. 
 
Blueschist deposits suitable for jetty stone and crushed rock are limited to the same area of Jurassic rocks 
as metallic mineral deposits. Basalts suitable for both uses are found in some locations in the younger 
rocks of the rest of the County. The basalts are distributed in isolated patches in the valleys east of Coos 
Bay and in the middle Coquille drainage. 
 
Oil and gas potential is limited to the younger rocks of the County and is most promising in the same 
downwarped region as the Coos Bay coal field. 
 
Assessment 
 

Coal (REV. 01/88 ORD 87-11-016L) 
 
The location and approximate extent of the Coos Bay and Eden Ridge coal fields are outlined on the ½” = 
1 mile scale inventory maps. In addition, detailed mapping (2” = 1 mile scale) of the Coos Bay field 
identifies "minable", "prospective" and "remotely possible" coals. 
 
Coal deposits are generally characterized as sub-bituminous in nature with moderate to low hearing 
values as measured by British Thermal Units (BTU). The Coos Bay coal yields values in the 9,260 to 
10,080 BTU range while the Eden Ridge coal contains much lower values in the 6900 to 8350 BTU 
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range. Coal from both fields are low in sulphur and moderate to high in ash content. Moisture content 
varies considerably. 
 
Coos Bay coal possesses good handling characteristics (friability). However, the coal has a moderate to 
high tendency to disintegrate during storage (slacking). Moisture evaporates as the coal is exposed to air 
causing shrinkage, cracking and disintegration. The net result is an increase in coal "powder" and a 
reduction in value. Similar information is currently unavailable for the Eden Ridge field. 
 
Structurally, both coal fields indicate severe folding and faulting action. This results in steep dipping (i.e. 
inclination) and seam partings. These factors are especially true for the Eden Ridge field. Seams vary 
from 1 inch to 19 feet with most less than 5 feet thick. Though some are exposed, most seams lie beneath 
considerable overburden and generally at depths greater than 1000 feet below the surface. At times this 
overburden consists of clay, which requires extensive timbering or the retention of part of the coal seam, 
to prevent swelling and collapse. 
 
The County is estimated to contain approximately 1 billion tons of coal. However, those identified as 
either being "minable", "prospective" or "remotely possible" total only 119 million tons in the Coos Bay 
field. Eden Ridge is estimated to contain in additional 50 million tons; however, sufficient information 
exists to properly categorize this coal. 
 
Quality, quantity, location, available technology and the market place all factor into determining the 
amount of coal currently minable. Best estimates indicate that out of approximately 1 billion tons only 60 
million tons are currently minable. 
 
Extraction of these County coals requires, in almost all instances, the use of sub-surface mining 
techniques. Due to factors such as overburden removal, tunnel supports, inclination of the shaft, safety 
requirements and other factors, the technology is both inefficient and expensive. Extraction costs limit the 
coals' economic potential. 
 
The coal for which Coos County would be in direct competition is located in the Intermountain States and 
the Northern Great Plains. By contract, these coals are characterized as near-surface or surface coals lying 
in relatively flat, thick, gently dipping seams greater than 5 feet in thickness. Readily available earth 
moving equipment is all that is necessary to extract the resource. Further, the coal fields are extensive. 
One 63-county area in the Northern Great Plains contains 160 billion tons of proven reserves, one-half of 
which are surface- minable. These easy to obtain coals are coupled to highly efficient transportation 
systems which provide for the required long-term production and delivery commitments. 
 
Coal possesses alternative uses as well: gasification and chemical by-products. Gasification is an 
expensive process requiring long-term coal availability. A gasification facility producing 250 million 
cubic feet per day would require construction costs of $180-400 million and annual operation costs of $60 
million (1975 figures). Further, annual coal requirements would be 6 to 8 million tons or approximately 
100 million tons for a 30-year plant life. This requirement exceeds current minable deposits by a factor 
greater than 3. Chemical by-products possess a similar requirement for available quantity of coal. Further, 
a considerable quantity of clean water is necessary. Water resource availability, as well as coal 
availability, places a severe restriction on plant feasibility. 
 
As the cost of competing energy resources rises, coal becomes more desirable on a comparative delivered 
cost per BTU. The key here is delivered cost. Again, while increased oil prices may enhance local coal's 
viability, the vast quantities of easily extractable, competing coal coupled to efficient transportation 
systems reduce, if not eliminate, the feasibility of local coal extraction. 
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Historically, coal has been a mined resource in Coos County. However, in 1920 production ceased as the 
oil fields of Southern California came on line. Today, competing coal fields maintain this energy 
dominance over local coal. Thus, due to quality, quantity, geological, technological and economical 
factors, the current or future extraction of local coal is at best, extremely remote. Therefore, coal 
resources are to be classified as a "5 (a)" resource not requiring inclusion in the Goal #5 inventory list. 
The existence of coal resources should not conflict with permitted or conditionally permitted uses in Coos 
County. 
 
The information presented above was compiled from the following sources: 
 
Beaulieu, John D. and Paul W. Hughes. Environmental Geology of Western Coos and Douglas Counties, 
Oregon. Salem, Oregon: Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries, Bulletin #87, 1975. 
 
Brownfield, Michael D. "Oregon's Coal and Its Economic Future." Oregon Geology, Vol. 43, No. 5, May, 
1981, pp. 59-67. 
 
Mason, Ralph S. and Paul Hughes. Economic Factors Affecting the Mining, Processing, Gasification, 
"and Marketing of Coos Bay Coals. Salem, Oregon: Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral 
Industries, Open-file Report #0-75-6, 1975. 
 

Oil and Gas 
 
Exploratory drilling for gas and oil has been carried out in the County since 1919 with some gas and oil 
reported, but no significant production. Improved exploration techniques and the rising costs of imported 
petroleum products have probably contributed to current interest. There has been renewed interest in 
exploration for natural gas within the County recently. The resource mapping indicates the area within 
which most of the currently recorded onshore leases are held. Not indicated are the continental shelf lands 
offshore from Coos County that perhaps hold the best local prospects for petroleum exploration. 
 
Associated impacts of oil and gas development revolve around pipeline construction and finding suitable 
storage sites for dangerous materials and suitable sites for construction of terminal facilities. 
 

Metallic Mineral Resources 
 
The metal mines and prospects indicated on the map include lode chromite, copper, manganese, gold and 
silver. There are no known reserves of lode chromite in the County, and no significant known reserves of 
copper or manganese, although there is the possibility that significant copper reserves exist in the Mt. 
Bolivar area.62

Chromite, source of the element chromium, is a strategically important mineral, used to produce non-
corrosive, high-strength, heat-resistant characteristics in alloys (alloys used for nuclear reactor parts, for 
instance) and to electroplate metal parts. Chromite is produced in only a handful of nations: Turkey, the 
Union of South Africa, the Soviet Union, the Philippines and Rhodesia. Most of the chromite used in this 

 Production of gold and silver from lode prospects has historically been negligible; 
however, increased prospecting can be expected as gold prices continue to rise. Gold, platinum and 
chromite have historically been extracted from the black sands deposited along the southern Oregon coast 
and offshore deposits may hold potential for future exploration. The extent of chromite-bearing sands 
occurring north of Bandon has been indicated on the map. There are also several smaller known 
occurrences in the Bandon area and south of South Slough (see Figure 1). 
 

                                                      
62 Ewart Baldwin, et. al., Geology and Mineral Resources of Coos County (Department of Geology and Mineral 
Industries Bulletin 80, 1973), pp. 52-59. 
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country is imported. During World War II the U.S. government stockpiled chromite (concentrated from 
black sands) near Coquille. Should the international situation change, Coos County's black sands could 
become economically valuable. 
 

 
 
Figure 1. Black Sand Mines and Prospects. (From Geology and Mineral Resources of Coos County, 
Ewart Baldwin, et. al., DOGAMI Bulletin 80, 1973, p.46.) 
 

Crushed Rock 
 
Crushed rock quarries in the County are located for the most part in deposits of marine basalt that provide 
a good grade of material for road fill, base and surfacing. Stone of a suitable quality and size for jetty 
construction occurs in blueschist deposits such as on Baker Creek near Powers, and in a few marine basalt 
deposits in the middle reaches of Kentuck Slough. 
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While there is sufficient rock suitable for roadfill, base material and surfacing, these resources are 
important because the County is deficient in high-quality rock for concrete aggregate.63

Sand and Gravel 

 
 

 
Sand and gravel are found in Coos County in marine terrace deposits near Bandon and in the bed of the 
South Fork of the Coquille River below Powers. Production cannot meet local needs, however, and most 
of the gravel used in the county is trucked or barged from the Umpqua River in Douglas County. Sand is 
plentiful and is mined on Coos Bay's North Slough for glass manufacturing in the Willamette Valley. 
 
The current rate of consumption of sand and gravel in the County is about 7 tons per capita. At that same 
rate of consumption, the County's need by the year 2000 could total 644,000 tons. While most gravel will 
probably continue to be imported into the county, protection of economical gravel sources within the 
County is important to help answer local demand and to conserve energy resources. 
 

Other Aggregate Site Inventory 
 
Pursuant to ORS 215.298(2), property zoned "Exclusive Farm Use" is identified as inventoried "IB" 
aggregate sites, in accordance with OAR-16-000(5)(b). There is not adequate information available to 
complete the Goal 5 process for the property. (ORD. 92-08-013PL) 
 
Potential Conflicts 
 
The distribution of areas designated rural-residential in the land use plan (see "housing," Section 4.5 in 
this document) takes the presence of specific black sand mines and prospects into account, though sites 
are not excluded from consideration if the mineral is located on them. Few conflicts occurred, however, 
and all sites appear to have been excluded for a combination of reasons in suitability evaluation. 
 
Since the full extent of the black sand deposits is not known, it is possible that further housing 
development in the area west of Seven Devils Road from Agate Beach south to Cut Creek (the area 
outlined as "Area of Chromite-bearing sands" on map) can jeopardize resources that may be needed in the 
future. This area is currently receiving development pressure. Potential aggregate resource development 
areas may receive pressure for residential development in the future, although this is not certain. Existing 
rock and aggregate (sand and gravel) mining operations are generally noisy, dusty and involve 
considerable disturbance of the land. Safeguards are necessary to ensure compatibility, and this is 
accomplished through a conditional use process where findings must be developed to determine which 
conflicting use (i.e. housing or aggregate mining/processing) should be allowed.  
 
Standards are provided in the implementing ordinance. 
 
Processing of minerals can involve large amounts of water and produce undesirable by-products. 
Discharges are regulated by the Department of Environmental Quality. Water resource needs can be 
coordinated through the comprehensive land use plan, within the framework of the State's water laws and 
regulations, if and when the need arises. No such conflicts are foreseen for the planning period. (REV. 
01/88 ORD. 87-11-016L) 

                                                      
63 Beaulieu & Hughes, p.46 
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3.4 FISH & WILDLIFE HABITATS & RESOURCES 
 
Goal Requirements 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 5 requires protection of natural resources, including fish and wildlife areas and 
habitats, ecologically and scientifically significant natural areas, and water areas and wetlands. The goal 
also requires that: 
 

Where no conflicting uses for such resources have been identified, such resources shall be 
managed so as to preserve their original character. Where conflicting uses have been identified 
the economic, social, environmental and energy consequences of the conflicting uses shall be 
determined and programs developed to achieve the goal. 

 
Also relevant are the following: 
 

− Goal 16, which stipulates that estuary plans and activities "shall protect the estuarine ecosystem, 
including its natural biological productivity and habitat"; 

 
− Goal 17, which requires maintenance of fish and wildlife habitat; the reduction of adverse effects 

upon such habitats; and protection of major marshes and significant wildlife habitat within coastal 
shorelands; 

 
− Goal 18, which requires that uses in beach and dune areas be based upon "the need to protect 

areas of critical environmental concern, areas having... scientific or biological importance, and 
significant wildlife habitat". 

 
Regulatory Agencies and Processes 
 
Federal Authority 
 
The Federal government has interests in protection of migratory fish and wildlife habitats, requires 
planning in the coastal zone, and has authority over waters of the United States and associated 
developments on land that affect those waters. Some relevant legislation and permit systems of major 
importance are briefly described below. 
 

• River and Harbor Act of 1899 – Controls building in any waters of the U S.; controls excavating 
and filling in any navigable waters of the U.S. Administered through the Section 10 permit 
system by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). 

 
• Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (FWPCA) – Requires Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) approval prior to issuance of Section 10 permits; sets up Federal permit systems to 
carry out certain pollution discharge activities in navigable waters. 

 
• Section 402 of FWPCA – Requires permits from EPA for discharge of any pollutant into 

navigable waters. 
 

• Section 404 of FWPCA – Expands Section 10 to include all waters of the U.S.; controls disposal 
of dredged material or fill into national waters, including wetlands associated with those waters. 
[A 404 permit is required for any activity involving placement of fill in a wetland regardless of 
the size of the wetland, if that wetland is: (a) adjacent to or contiguous with a stream with an 
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average flow of 5 cubic feet per second or more, or (b) adjacent to or contiguous with a lake with 
surface area greater than 10 acres.] 

 
• Endangered Species Act of 1973 – Provides mechanism for maintaining list of threatened and 

endangered species; provides guidelines for management of these species on all lands which are 
federally owned, managed, or involve federal authorization or funding; provides financial 
assistance to states for management and implementation of endangered species programs. Gives 
responsibility under the Act to Department of the Interior and Department of Commerce, though 
primary management is through U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

 
• Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 – Requires states to develop management plans for 

coastal zone; sets guidelines and minimum requirements for those plans; provides administrative 
grants for plan implementation; provides for Federal purchase of wetland areas to protect 
migratory bird flyways and fish passage areas; provides grants, loans, technical guidance to states 
for wetland management activities. 

 
• Executive Order, "Protection of Wetlands" (E.O. 11990) – Requires Federal agencies to take 

action to "minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance 
the natural and beneficial values of wetlands..." 

 
Federal Agencies 
 
Many Federal agencies have either direct jurisdiction over lands including fish and wildlife habitats or 
jurisdiction over actions affecting or potentially affecting those habitats. Some of the most important 
agencies and brief description of their relevant functions are listed below: 
 

• Bureau of Land Management – Has exclusive jurisdiction for management of lands and resources 
of approximately 156,000 acres in Coos County. 

 
• Forest Service – Administers National Forest lands for outdoor recreation, range, timber, 

watershed and fish and wildlife resources. 
 

• Fish and Wildlife Service – Objective is to insure conservation of wild birds, mammals and sport 
fish in the U.S. Activities include stoking of public waters, promoting best methods of managing 
wildlife in their natural habitat, supervision and control of predatory animals, and review of 
proposals for work or activity in or affecting public waters (e.g. permit applications made under 
Section 10, Section 402 and 404). Administers Oregon Islands National Wildlife Refuge. 

 
• Army Corps of Engineers – Administers some Federal land in County. Regulates use of navigable 

waters, including dredge and fill in wetlands. 
 

• Environmental Protection Agency – Has jurisdiction over management of air, land and water 
quality, much of which is delegated to states; has permit-review authority, permit-issuing 
authority, oversight for Section 404 permit system. 

 
• Soil Conservation Service – Provides management recommendation for areas with wet soils; 

inventories set soils. 
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• National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration – Regulates off-shore fisheries through the 
National Marine Fisheries Service and oversees coastal planning through the Office of Coastal 
Zone Management. 

 
State Authority 
 
States have traditionally held authority over the taking of fish and wildlife. In addition, the State of 
Oregon is the owner of submerged and submersible lands of the navigable streams, lake and tidal lands 
within Oregon. The State also has jurisdiction over the management of natural resources, the protection of 
water quality and land use planning. Oregon's fish and wildlife policies, along with other relevant 
legislation are cited below: 
 

• ORS 506.109 (Food Fish Management Policy) – Sets goals including the maintenance of all 
species of food fish at optimum levels and the prevention of extinction of any indigenous species. 

 
• ORS 496.012 (Wildlife Policy) – Sets wildlife management goals including preventing the 

serious depletion of any indigenous species and maintaining all species at optimum levels. 
 

• ORS 541.600 (Dredge and Fill Law) – Regulates dredge and fill activities in State waters 
extending to the mean high water line; requires that Division of State Lands administer permit 
system. 

 
• ORS 468.700-775 (State Waste Discharge Permit) – Under State authority and by delegation of 

EPA's permit authority, the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) issues permits for the 
discharge of wastes into waterways and on land. 

 
• ORS 527.600 (Forest Practices Act) – Establishes forest management policies, including 

maintaining and enhancing habitat for wildlife and aquatic life. Requires State Board of Forestry 
to carry out these policies by establishing minimum standards for forest practices.  

 
• ORS 449.765 – Requires DEQ to adopt and enforce minimum standards for solid waste disposal 

(also applies to filling in the wetlands with refuse, particularly wood waste). 
 

• ORS 273.562-597 (Natural Areas Preserves Statute) – Authorizes State Land Board to establish 
natural preserves. 

 
State Agencies 
 
Primary State agencies with regulatory authority over fish and wildlife resources or habitats or actions 
affecting those resources or habitats are listed below: 
 

• Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) – Formulates and implements policies and 
programs for management of fish and wildlife. 

 
Reviews many types of permits including Section 10, Section 404, State fill and removal, waste 
discharge, pesticide use and forest operating permits. Established minimum stream flow 
requirements for anadromous fish. 

 
• Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) – Develops and enforces water quality regulations. 

Has permit review authority. 
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• Department of Forestry – Manages State forest lands for fish and wildlife value as well as other 
benefits; enforces Forest Practices Act.  

 
• Water Resources Department – Manages water resources of the State. 

 
• Parks and Recreation Department – Manages State Park lands and beach zone; protects major fish 

and wildlife habitats under its jurisdiction. 
 

• Division of State Lands (DSL) – Administers dredge and fill laws; has jurisdiction over 
submerged/submersible lands. 

 
Local Authority 
 
Local authority over fish and wildlife habitats is exercised mainly through land use planning and controls 
such as zoning. The consistency requirement of the Statewide Planning Goals ensures that State, Federal 
and Special District actions and plans will be consistent with the local comprehensive land use plan. 
Several permit processes mentioned earlier specifically require a consistency determination from the 
County before a permit application is considered complete; these include Section 404 permits and DSL 
dredge and fill permits. 
 
Wetlands 
 
Type, Identification and Location 
 
Coos County has an abundance of both estuarine and inland wetlands. Estuarine types include coastal 
tidelands, eelgrass, tidal marsh and estuary and bay (those water areas shallow enough to be diked and 
filled). Inland types include dunes marsh, inland marsh, lakes and reservoirs, riparian vegetation, wet 
meadows, bogs and swamps. Approximate acreages for some of these types are shown below. 
 
Table 1 
 Estimated Quantity of Selected Wetland Types in Coos County 
     
  Type  Acreage 
     
  Estuary and bay  6,800 
     
  Coastal tidelands  4,720 
     
  Eelgrass  1,680 
     
  Inland marsh  1,080 
     
  Lakes and reservoirs  2,620 
     
  Riparian vegetation  2,138 
     
  Wet meadows  3,840 
     
 From Coastal Wetlands of Oregon, Glenn J. Akins and Carol A. Jefferson, (Oregon Coastal 

Conservation and Development Commission, 1973). 
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Wetlands have been identified on a map at a scale of 2 inches = 1 mile from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service's National Wetlands Inventory (NWI). The NWI maps were produced from aerial photos taken in 
July 1976 and June 1977 and later field checks. Wetlands were identified on the basis of vegetation, 
visible hydrology and geography. The maps can be taken as indicating the location of most wetlands of 
concern under the Section 404 permit process (see "Regulatory Agencies and Programs" above). The 
maps do not necessarily show the full extent of seasonal flooding. For example, most of the Coquille 
River floodplain is inundated several times yearly on C.ne average and has wetland value as a significant 
resting and feeding area for migrating waterfowl; however, only those portions that are wet enough year-
around to support wetland vegetation are shown as wetlands on the NWI maps. It should also be noted 
that not all floodplain areas identified on the natural hazards map are wetland areas. Finally, NWI 
mapping has been done only for the coastal portion of the County (see Figure 1 below). 
 
Estuarine wetlands are located on the Coos Bay and Coquille River estuaries and are addressed in greater 
detail in the estuary management plans. Dunes marshes are found in the Coos Bay Dune Sheet (north of 
Coos Bay to the county line and primarily west of Hwy. 101); in the dune sheet extending several miles 
north from the mouth of Coquille; and in the older as well as younger dunes areas south of Bandon. 
Estuarine and dune wetlands are of special importance to migratory wildfowl during winter flooding. 
Riparian vegetation lines most of the banks of river streams and lakes in Coos County. The major 
exceptions are intermittent dunes lakes, which appear only in winter, dunes lakes that are being 
encroached upon by active dunes, and areas where public or industrial or other private access has been 
constructed. Wet meadows, the most abundant inland wetland type in Coos County, are found primarily 
in the Coquille Valley and along Coos Bay sloughs and Coos River. These are largely areas of former salt 
or freshwater marsh that were diked and drained. In Coos county natural bogs are often associated with 
dunes but may also be found on coastal terraces. The greatest abundance of bogs is found east and south 
of Bandon. It should be noted that cranberry bogs, which are entirely artificial, are also included in the 
National Wetlands Inventory. They are separately identified on the inventory maps, as are artificial water 
bodies (cranberry, sumps, farm ponds and mill ponds), wet meadows in agricultural use and former 
agricultural areas now reverted to wetlands which are considered suitable for eventual reclamation [see 
discussion below]. 
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FIGURE 1 

 
Limits of 1977 National Wetlands Inventory mapping in Coos County 

 

 
 
Values and Functions 
 
Wetlands convert sunlight, carbon dioxide and water to nutrients usable by a wide range of organisms. 
They supply habitat and cover as well as food to a wide variety of fish and wildlife. Wetlands provide 
hydrologic and water quality benefits in several ways. They recharge aquifers, provide natural flood 
control, moderate water temperature, absorb pollutants, prevent siltation and erosion, and improve 
summer stream flows. These impacts are important to fish as well as man and are discussed under "Fish 
Habitat" below. 
 
In addition, Coos County wetlands contribute agricultural production and provide opportunities for 
recreation, scientific investigation, education, observation of the natural world, and aesthetic enjoyment. 
 
Uses 
 
The greatest loss of wetlands in the County has resulted from the diking and draining of land for 
agricultural uses and from fills in tideland. However, much of the diked or drained agricultural land in the 
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county retains some wetland value, particularly in the Coquille Valley. Filled land has been turned to 
residential and industrial uses. Wetlands have also been involved in log transportation and storage and 
dredge spoils disposal. Construction of highways has affected wetlands both directly by filling areas and 
by blocking or changing water flow and indirectly by encouraging development requiring further fills. 
 
Uses with impact on wetlands include hunting (ducks, geese, deer, bank-tailed pigeons), clamming, 
crabbing, birdwatching nature study, photography and education. 
 
Suitability for Development 
 
Wetlands have a low suitability for commercial, residential, and industrial development activities because 
of their high flood potential, compressible soils, high water tables and aquifer recharge functions. 
Agricultural development, however, while certainly compromising some wetland functions and values, 
has shown to be compatible with others or even beneficial. For instance, the seasonally flooded Coquille 
Valley is of great habitat value for migrating waterfowl. 
 
In its original natural state before agricultural development, the entire valley bottom was covered in thick 
vegetation, and was not available for migratory wildfowl. 
 
Improved drainage of "wet meadow" areas found in low-lying areas of the valley would displace wetland 
plant species (rushes, sedges, etc.), but would not prevent seasonal flooding. These areas would remain 
available for migratory wildfowl during the winter months. However, identification of these areas as 
wetlands could possibly prevent farmers from obtaining Corps of Engineers permits to construct or 
maintain drainage systems or tideboxes. 
 
Beaver Slough and adjacent wetlands - A Goal 5 conflict 
 
Beaver Slough and two neighboring smaller drainages to the west contain significant areas of emergent 
and shrub-scrub wetlands. In the past, these areas were cleared and drained and used as pasture, like the 
surrounding bottomlands of the Coquille Valley. However, a variety of circumstances led to the 
abandonment of drainage ditches and the reversion of these areas to a pre-settlement wetland condition. 
From 1910 to 1956 Coaledo Drainage District maintained about 1000 acres in this area in active 
agricultural use. This district has recently been reconstituted and now contains 452 acres. However, 
upstream landowners would also derive considerable benefits from its operation. The district intends to 
return this wetland area to agricultural use by clearing deciduous vegetation, dredging out clogged 
drainage ditches and sloughs and establishing more desirable varieties of grasses. 
 
It has been determined that this area does not fall within the coastal shorelands boundary of the Coquille 
River Estuary. (See Coquille Estuary Management Plan), because a tidegate on Beaver Creek has 
removed the area from full tidal influence, though the former head-of-tide was in this area (Department of 
State Lands, 1979). Further, the area is not affected by direct flooding by the Coquille itself, due to the 
dike which carries North Bank Road to the south of the major wetland area. 
 
Such an action would constitute a Goal 5 conflict, as this area is a significant wetland wildlife habitat. The 
following findings detail the likely consequences of reclamation of these areas for agricultural use, and 
their location, quantity and quality as wetland wildlife habitats. 
 
Location 
 
The wetlands in question total about 335 acres in the following locations: 
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Beaver Slough 160 acres T27, R13, S19, 16, 21 
Coal Creek 105 acres T27, R13, S17 
Unnamed Creek 70 acres T27, R13, S20 
 
They are identified on the wetland inventory map. 
 
Qualities 
 
Much of this area is covered by willows, wax myrtle, alder and ash and associated shrubs, forming a 
dense closed canopy. It is typical of freshwater swamp habitats in an advanced stage of plant succession. 
The remainder supports emergent grasses and sedges. The deciduous vegetation is gradually colonizing 
the open areas. The entire area floods to depth of 5-10 feet during the winter months from run-off and 
ponding. The open areas are used by migratory wildfowl for resting and feeding, but not to the extent that 
the open agricultural areas are, because the birds prefer to graze on the cultivated grasses. During the dry 
season, the open wetlands support rodent populations, which are prey for raptors. They also support 
typical wetland bird species like marsh wren, rails, heron and egret. The sloughs and drainage ditches are 
habitat for catfish and in the case of Beaver Slough, anadromous species like sea run cutthroat trout also 
feed and pass through to spawning grounds. 
 
Consequences of the proposed action 
 
Returning the area to agricultural production would entail the following consequences. First, the local 
agricultural economy would be strengthened by the return of this area to grazing. It should be noted that it 
was partially poor economic conditions that led to the area being abandoned during the 1950's and early 
1960's. (Dan Mast, Farmer's Home Administration, personal communication, 1980) Now that prices have 
improved there is a revival of interest in returning this area to agricultural use. The social consequences 
are linked to economic factors. A strong agricultural economy provides other social benefits through the 
other businesses in the area it helps support. The environmental consequences would not be as detrimental 
to wildlife values as might be expected. The removal of the existing wetland vegetation would displace 
some of the typical wetland bird species, and the rodent population would probably be reduced. However, 
the area would continue to flood in the winter, as does the rest of the Coquille Valley. Improved drainage 
would probably only reduce the season of inundation by a month or two. During the winter months when 
migratory wildfowl pass through the area, these lands would still be flooded. Thus, agricultural use would 
be compatible with seasonal wildfowl use, as it is throughout the valley. The removal of tree cover and 
the replacement of tall sedges by cultivated grasses would actually be likely to increase use by wildfowl, 
by increasing open areas for landing, resting and feeding. As observed by local farmers, ducks seem to 
prefer to graze cultivated grasses rather than the coarse rushes and sedges found in this area. In addition, 
removal of the thick growth of aquatic vegetation in the slough and drainage ditches could ease the 
passage of anadromous fish. It has been observed that egrets and herons are as numerous in wet and 
flooded pasture lands as they are in non-agricultural wetlands. A further benefit from increased wildfowl 
use of this area would be increased opportunities for recreational use through leasing of hunting rights to 
gun clubs. 
 
The energy consequences of the proposed action relate primarily to the costs of conversion and 
maintenance in agricultural use. The initial clearing of trees and dredging of waterways would involve use 
of heavy equipment and significant fuel consumption. However, once pasture is reestablished, 
maintenance of the ditches would occur at approximately 12-15 year intervals. The energy inputs of this 
action are considered a good investment in the long term when compared with the agricultural output. It 
should be noted that the soils in this area are predominantly SCS Class IVw, Brailler Peat and Langlois 
silty clay loam. Historically, these areas supported beef and dairy cattle grazing, raised hay, and are 
considered potentially as good as any agricultural land in the valley, with elevations such that conditions 
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are dry enough during the summer to support clover mixtures in preference to the coarser reed canary 
grass found in wetter areas. 
 
Based on the findings above, it is considered that a program to return this area to agricultural use would 
not only benefit the local agricultural economy, but would actually benefit certain wildlife species with 
recreational values, while displacing others. This program would effectively balance Goal 3 (Agricultural 
Lands) against Goal 5 (Open Spaces), and meet the intent of both. 
 
Fish Resources and Habitat 
 
Marine 
 
No attempt to fully inventory the abundant offshore fish resources will be made here. However, the 
following list contains species of fish and shellfish having economic and/or recreational importance to 
Coos County: salmon, albacore, shrimp, halibut, lingcod, Pacific Ocean perch, sablefish, sole, crab, red 
snapper, black cod and hake. The average landings (in thousands of pounds) of catches landed in Coos 
County between 1971 and 1975 are shown below: 
 
  Table 2   
     
Average commercial fish lands in Coos County between 1971 and 1975. 
     
 Species Average Lands (x1000 pounds) 
     
 Salmon  2,979  
     
 Tuna  2,371  
     
 Groundfish  4,062  
     
 Crab  843  
     
 Shrimp  5,670  
     
 All others  95  
     
Source: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. From Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy, 
1979-1980, Coos-Curry-Douglas Economic Improvement Association (1979), p. VII-28. 
 
Estuarine 
 
Appendix 1 lists important species in the Coos Bay and Coquille River Estuaries. Many of these, 
including groundfish as well as anadromous species, support a significant sport fishery in the estuaries. 
Estuarine habitats are inventoried and discussed in the management plans of the respective estuaries. 
 
Freshwater 
 
The streams and rivers of Coos County are inhabited by four species of salmon and trout including seven 
races, five of which are anadromous. The natural populations of rainbow and cutthroat trout, both native 
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species, are supplemented by artificial stocking. The only self- sustaining population of brook trout on the 
west slope of the Coast Range is found in Matson Creek (E. Fork Millicoma).64

Table 3 

 
 

      
Estimated number of adult anadromous salmonids spawning in Coos County streams.65

 
 

     
 Chinook    

Stream System Spring Fall Coho Steelhead 
Sea-run 

Cutthroat 
      
Tenmile Lakes 0 0 17,900 10,500 8,000 
      
Coos River 0 500 8,300 5,000 3,500 
      
Coquille River 50 8,500 23,000 20,100 12,000 
 
Other anadromous species include striped bass and shad, found in the Coos, Millicoma and Coquille 
Rivers. 
 
The distribution of anadromous fish has been mapped at a scale of Vi inch = 1 mile on the basis of 
information supplied in a report titled South Coast Basin (State Water Resources Department, 1963). 
Warm-water game fish distribution is indicated on the table below: 
 

Table 4 
    
Warm-water game fish distribution, Coos County.66

 
 

   
Species  Location  
    
Bluegill  Tenmile Lakes  
    
Brown bullhead  Tenmile Lakes  
  Coquille River (tidal)  
    
Crappie  Beale Lake  
    
Largemouth bass  Tenmile Lakes  
  Empire Lakes  
  Beale Lake  
  Horsfall Lake  
 
Maintaining sufficient stream flow and protecting existing riparian vegetation are important if current 
habitat values for fish are to be sustained. In terms of stream flow, summer is the most critical period. The 
base flow in the summer is provided from groundwater supplies in the form of seeps and springs. 

                                                      
64 Kenneth Thompson, et.al., Fish and Wildlife Resource of the South Coast Basin and their Water Requirements 
(1972), p. 3-5 
65 Thompson, et.al., p.4, with Coquille River update provided by Reese Bender, ODFW, in correspondence to Coos-
Curry County of Governments dated November 7, 1978. 
66 Thompson, et.al., p. 5. 
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Increased withdrawal from groundwater stores for domestic and agricultural use depletes potential 
stream supplies. Low stream flow limits production of the aquatic insects that are the food source of 
young salmonids, deprives them of shelter and adversely affects water quality. Temperatures frequently 
rise above the 65° tolerance level; dissolved oxygen levels decline at a period when fish require increased 
oxygen because of high temperatures and any sediment introduced into the stream quickly settles out 
silting up food- producing and spawning areas, because stream velocity is insufficient to keep the 
particles in suspension. 
 
Removing trees and riparian vegetation that shade streams causes the temperature to increase. In addition 
to simply exceeding the physical tolerance levels of the fish, high temperatures lower oxygen 
concentration, increase the incidence of disease and often produce conditions factorable for competing 
species of fish. A 50 foot riparian structural setback is determined to be adequate based on the 
recommendation of ODFW and DLCD. 
 
Big Game Resources and Habitat 
 
Roosevelt elk, black-tailed deer, black bear and cougar are the big game species found in Coos Comity. 
Their estimated populations are given below: 
 

Table 5 
    
Estimated big game populations in Coos County, 1976.67

 
 

   
 Species Estimated Population  
    
 Roosevelt Elk 4,953  
    
 Black-tailed Deer 10,632  
    
 Black Bear 1,066  
    
 Cougar 43  
    
    
    
 
Sensitive and peripheral deer and elk habitats have been mapped at a scale of 2 inches = 1 mile by the 
county from maps at that scale provided by Bill Hines and Pete Perrin of the local office of the Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (see Appendix 3 for reference and habitat definitions). 
 
Conflicts with existing and proposed land uses (including timber harvesting) are not a problem. The 
sensitive areas are entirely on the forestlands in the County, and there is no development in these areas. 
Peripheral areas have value as deer and elk habitat, but the wildlife value of these areas is reduced 
because of the density of existing development. The habitat value of impacted areas is limited or nil for 
big game because the density of development is too great ODFW has recommended that residential 
development be kept to a general minimum of one dwelling per 80 acres in areas identified as sensitive 
big game range. ODFW intends that these recommended minimum densities be applied over a broad area; 
they are not intended to be minimum lot size recommendations. 
                                                      
67 William W. Mines and Peter E. Perrin, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, "Wildlife Protection Plan for 
Coos County", (1979), p.2. 
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Special Bird Resources and Habitat 68

 
 

Introduction 
 
Coos County provides a wide range of bird habitats, much of which is generally compatible with adjacent 
land use activities and resource management practices (farming, forestry, etc.). However, six types of 
birds and bird habitat require special consideration to ensure their coexistence with other desirable land 
uses and activities. These include: 
 

1. Bald Eagle Nesting Sites 
2. Great Blue Heron Rookeries 
3. Osprey Nesting Sites 
4. Pigeon Mineral Springs 
5. Snowy Plover Habitat 
6. Spotted Owl Nesting Sites 

 
The Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR 660-16) Goal 5 requires identification of site-specific resources 
such as important bird habitats to be: 
 

1. based on accurate data that include a description or map of the boundaries of the habitat and of 
the affected impact area, if different; and 

 
2. of sufficient detail to enable adequate analysis of the quantity and quality of the resource itself. 

 
OAR 660-16-000(3) states that "the level of detail that is provided will depend on how much information 
is available or "obtainable"”. This rule also notes that: 
 

“The determination of quality requires some consideration of the resource site's relative value, as 
compared to other examples of the same resource in at least the jurisdiction itself. A 
determination of quantity requires consideration of the relative abundance of the resource (of any 
given quality)." 
 

Human activity that may conflict with special bird habitats varies with the unique habitat needs of each 
species. Sound conservation principles call for the protection of important bird habitat areas except where, 
allowing conflicting uses is deemed a priority. Statewide Planning Goal #5 and the implementing 
administrative rule establish a conflict resolution process that must be applied to assess the relative 
importance of special bird habitats and to decide when conflicting uses should be allowed. As a practical 
matter, it is virtually impossible to establish a single set of standards capable of providing ample security 
for each nesting site or habitat area. According to Douglas County's acknowledged Comprehensive Plan: 
 

"In most cases, the best method for providing adequate consideration of special habitat needs in 
conjunction with human activities is through the development of management plans for each nest 
site." 
 

However, this is not possible without the detailed site-specific inventory called for by OAR 660-16-000. 
 
  
                                                      
68 Editor’s Note: Portions of the following narrative are taken verbatim from the acknowledged Douglas County 
Comprehensive Plan. Coos County gratefully expresses appreciation to Douglas County for use of this material. 
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Habitat Considerations 
 

1. Bald Eagles 
 
The Bald Eagle is a prominent bird that receives considerable popular attention. Various publications 
have established recommendations for eagle nest protection. Although these habitat needs are based on 
available ecological information, it is not always possible to predict the effects of a given amount of 
disturbance o n a particular pair of eagles. Appropriate land use decisions should consider variations in 
topography and behavior of individual eagles in tailoring recommended management guidelines to local, 
site-specific conditions. 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has published guidelines for protecting eagle habitat. These suggest 
that nesting territories be considered in two areas: a primary zone, which is the most critical area around 
the nest, and a secondary buffer zone to minimize potential disturbance and protect the primary zone. The 
recommended primary zone should include an area 330 feet from the nest. The size and shape should be 
adjusted to include frequently used perch trees, alternate nests, flight paths and protection from the wind. 
The recommended size and shape of the secondary zone is also dependent on topography and visibility 
from the nest. A minimum boundary of 660 feet from the nest is suggested. The publication further 
suggests that there should be no timber harvest in the primary zone unless designed to enhance stand 
characteristics for the benefit of nesting eagles, and that there should be no cutting in the primary zone 
without a site management plan. The Oregon Forest Practices Act (FPA) adequately protects eagle 
habitat. 
 
69

2. Great Blue Herons 

State and federal agencies have listed the Bald Eagle as a threatened species, therefore providing 
protection. 
 
Nesting Bald Eagles are susceptible to disturbance near their nest and in forage areas from January 
through August. Removing large trees and estuaries also have a negative impact on Bald Eagles. 
 
Eagles are most vulnerable to disturbance during the first twelve weeks of the critical period. It is 
desirable to avoid or minimize human activities such as blasting, use of firearms, road construction, 
camping, timber harvest, etc., in close proximity to nest sites during this critical period. 
 
As indicated previously, the best management approach is one that includes a special management plan 
for the sensitive habitat area. The plan should consider the role of physical features and human use 
patterns that are unique to the site (e.g., topography, past land use in the vicinity, remaining habitat, 
vulnerability to disturbance, the behavior of particular eagles, flight paths, perching trees, vegetation 
screens, snags, and visibility of feeding areas). Preparation of such a plan, however, requires detailed, 
site-specific information about the sensitive habitat. 
 

 
Great Blue Herons stand 4 feet tall with a wing span of 70 inches. The species can be distinguished as a 
heron by its long, unfeathered legs and long, dagger-like bill. They are found throughout the United States 
and parts of southern Canada. 
 
Great Blue Herons are a colonial nesting species. They are among the earliest birds to breed in the Pacific 
Northwest, with nest occupancy occurring about the middle of February. Great Blue herons are wariest of 
intruders at the nest site during pair formation and early stages of incubation. Repeated disturbances may 
                                                      
69 Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife contact (Randy White/Pete Perrin), 1999. 
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result in nest abandonment. The average departure from the nest from the young is 81 days. The entire 
nesting cycle roughly ends during the first part of July. 
 
Great Blue Heron rookeries are found in a variety of vegetative types ranging from hard-stem bullrush to 
Douglas Fir. The shared characteristic of all rookeries is their isolation from human disturbance. The need 
for isolation of nesting areas and, to a lesser extent, foraging areas sheltered from human disturbance, 
makes recreational opportunities, timber management and other human activities conflicting uses during 
nesting period. Timber harvest and associated activities within 660 feet of the outer nests of a heron 
rookery during breeding season would probably result in its abandonment, according to various studies. 
 
Historically, Great Blue Herons have been thought to take significant numbers of game fish and have 
been considered economically important because of this predation. However, recent studies indicate their 
impact on game fish to be exaggerated (Palmer, 1962). Other than their impact on commercial or 
recreational exploitable fish populations, Great Blue herons have little if any economic importance. 
 
Based on Douglas County's acknowledged comprehensive Plan, recommendations for protecting heron 
rookeries include: 
 

1. Establishment of a buffer area that is 300 feet to 660 feet wide encircling the colony, and 
prohibiting all conflicting use within this area; 

 
2. requiring timber harvest plans to take into consideration windfall of nesting trees and wind 

damage to young heron and nests; 
 

3. restricting timber harvest within a ½ mile of rookeries during the breeding season from February 
to mid-July. 

 
As with Bald Eagles, the Oregon FPA provides adequate protection for heron rookeries against adverse 
impacts from timber management practices. 
 

3. Osprey  
 
Ospreys are large fish-eating hawks that are a dark brown color above and mostly pure white below. 
Osprey nests are the most visible of all important nesting habitat areas. Nest sites are usually found in the 
tops of snags 100-150 feet high, and located in open areas. Providing Osprey nest sites with some level of 
protection is partly an effort to maintain suitable nesting trees from a limited supply. The Osprey 
population seems to be at a healthy level at the date of this revisions (ODFW, 11/99). 
 
Osprey can be conditioned to tolerate minor disturbances if such already exist when nesting begins. 
According to Pete Perrin, District Wildlife biologist for the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife: 
 

"Ospreys are generally fairly tolerant of human activities (where found to exist) at Tenmile 
(Lake), but to minimize any problems, we have the following suggestions: 
 
1. Avoid excessive disturbances (tree falling, blasting, use of heavy equipment) during the 

months of March, April, and May. During these months, the birds would be most susceptible 
to such disturbances, which may affect their reproductive success. 
 

2. Avoid cutting the osprey nest tree and other trees along the shoreline. These shoreline trees 
have value as perching sites or nesting trees in the years to come for osprey as well as other 
fisheries and wildlife values (Pete Perrin, Personal Communication, 12/2/83)." 
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Again, the Oregon FPA provides adequate protection for Osprey nesting sites against adverse impacts 
from timber management practices. 
 

4. Band-tailed Pigeon Mineral Springs 
 
Band-tailed Pigeon mineral springs provide nutrients (mineral salts) needed to help sustain the life cycle 
of pigeons. The sites used by the pigeons are few because they are accustom to using the same sites. 
ODFW states that trees surrounding the nesting sites are important. Earlier it was thought that the mineral 
obtained at the sites was important to their reproduction; it is now thought that the mineral may be 
important to the birds before they migrate. Pigeon numbers are at relatively low levels and there is a 
concern that the population may never recover due to a general decline in their quality of their habitat 
(ODFW, 11/99). Large numbers of pigeons congregate at such springs and can become easy prey if 
hunting occurs in these areas. Thus, pigeon springs are especially popular in the fall when hunting is 
permitted. Although pigeons are tolerable of human activity, springs would be rendered unusable if all 
vegetation were to be removed since birds require perch trees and vegetation for protection. 
 
The Oregon FPA provides adequate protection for pigeon mineral springs against adverse impacts from 
timber management practices. 
 

5. Spotted Owl 
 
The Northern Spotted Owl is a "threatened" species, which prefers old growth forest for nesting. The 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife "has not conducted a population survey on the Spotted Owl in 
Coos County on private lands, and ....(the agency) know(s) of no confirmed Spotted Owl nests on private 
land (ODFW, personal communication, 3/26/84). Spotted Owls do exist in Coos Comity on federal land, 
and accordingly are protected by the Bureau of Land Management. 
 

6. Snowy Plover 
 
The Snowy Plover is a small shorebird, which is listed as "threatened" in Oregon. Its federal status is 
currently undetermined. The North Spit of Coos Bay appears to support the largest Snowy Plover 
population on the Oregon Coast. These birds are adequately protected by the Coos Bay Estuary 
Management Plan. Snowy Plovers have also been found along other ocean beaches in the County, but 
details are not available. 
 
The Snowy Plover is considered sensitive to human disturbance. However, the only plover habitat areas 
in the county subject to intense development are on the Coos Bay North Spit, and mitigation will provide 
habitat for that lost to development. 
 
Identification of Sites and Important Habitat Areas 
 
Extremely general locations of nesting sites and habitat areas were first mapped at the scale of inch equals 
one mile on the map entitled: "Fish and Wildlife Habitats - Map I" in the July 1980 draft Coos County 
Comprehensive Plan. This extremely general information was provided by the Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife before the Goal 5 Administrative Rule was adopted by LCDC in September of 1981. 
One of the chief objectives of the administrative rule was to provide local government, agencies, timber 
companies and citizens with guidance about the specificity of detail needed to comply with Goal 5, and in 
particular, to put an end to unnecessary and unreasonable regulations and land use restrictions based on 
overly-general designations of sensitive areas and alleged sites. 
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Coos County's Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 1983, since the adoption, ODFW has added several 
habitat sites to the Bald Eagle, Great Blue Heron, Osprey and a couple to the Band-tailed Pigeon Mineral 
springs table and the map. The table (Table #6) has been revised to show the "area" where the "nesting 
areas" are located, but not the acres involved. 
 
Table 6 shows the location information provided by ODFW for this revision to comply with Statewide 
Planning Goal #5. 
 

Table 6 
        

Bird Nesting Sites in Coos County 
(Source: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife) 

        
 
  Location   
  Township Range Section Area   
        
Bald Eagle Nests 23S 13W 23 (Tenmile) 
  23S 11W 05 (Big Creek) 
  23S 12W 21 (Willow Point) 
  24S 12W 04 (Palouse) 
  24S 13W 36 (Mettman) 
  25S 11W 29 (Bessy Cr.) 
  25S 11W 33 (Dellwood) 
  25S 11W 22 (Rachel Cr.) 
  25S 11W 32 (Morgan Ridge) 
  26S 14W 14 (So. Slough) 
  27S 13W 09  
  28S 10W 09 (Brewster Gorge) 
  31S 12W 16 (Baker Creek) 
  29S 14W 31 (Twomile Creek) 
  28S 14W 11 (Randolph) 
      
Great Blue Heron 

Colonies 
24S 13W 27 SW ¼  
25S 14W 24 SE ¼ 

  23S 13W 26 (Saunders Lake) 
  24S 13W 23 (North Bay) 
  25S 11W 15 (Weyerhaeuser) 
  25S 12W 31 NW ¼ (Catching Slough) 
  25S 14W 24 (North Spit) 
  26S 14W 11 (So. Slough) 
  25S 13W 24  
  26S 14W 14 NE ¼, SE ¼   
  27S 14W 35 SE ½, NW ¼, (Sevenmile)   
  26S 14W 14 NW ¼  
  30S 15W 15 (Muddy Lake) 
  23S 12W 28 (Templeton Arm) 
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  Location   
  Township Range Section Area   
      
Osprey Nests 23S 12W 05 NW ¼  
  23S 12W 06 SW ¼  
  23S 12W 04 SE ¼  
  23S 12W 04 SE ¼ 
  23S 12W 04 SE ¼ 
  23S 12W 10 NW ¼  
  23S 12W 09 NW, NE ¼  
  23S 12W 09 NW ¼  
  23S 12W 09 NW, SW ¼  
  23S 12W 09 NW, SE ¼  
  23S 12W 08 SE ¼  
  23S 12W 09 SW ¼  
  23S 12W 05 NE, SE ¼  
  23S 12W 05 SE ¼  
  23S 12W 17 SW ¼  
  23S 12W 04 SW ¼  
  23S 12W 09 NW, NE ¼  
  23S 12W 09 SW ¼  
  23S 12W 22 SW ¼  
  23S 12W 08 SW ¼  
  23S 12W 16 NW ¼  
  23S 12W 19 NE ¼  
  23S 12W 19 SW ¼  
  23S 12W 20 NW ¼  
  23S 12W 20 NW, SW ¼  
  23S 12W 20 SE ¼  
  23S 12W 20 NE, SE ¼  
  23S 12W 29 NW, SW ¼  
  23S 12W 16 SW ¼  
  23S 12W 21 NE, SE ¼  
  23S 12W 21 NE ¼  
  23S 12W 22 SW, NW ¼  
  23S 12W 27 NW ¼  
  23S 12W 28 NW, NE ¼  
  23S 12W 29 NW ¼  
  24S 13W 22 NW ¼  
  30S 15W 11 (Muddy Lake) 
  29S 15W 36 (Laurel Lake) 
  29S 15W 13 (Bradley Lake) 
  29S 14W 08 (Johnson Creek) 
  28S 13W 23 (Johnson Pond) 
  28S 14W 17 (Bandon Bridge) 
  28S 14W 05 (Fahy Lake) 
  27S 14W 20 (Whiskey Run) 
  28S 14W 09 (Prosper) 
  27S 13W 29 (Foster) 
  26S 14W 01 (Tarheel) 
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  Location   
  Township Range Section Area   
  25S 13W 29 (Spaw Blvd.) 
  25S 12W 30 (Cooston) 
  25S 13W 14 (North Bend) 
  25S 12W 30 (Sause Brothers) 
  25S 13W 15 (Coast Guard) 
  25S 12W 29 (Starkey) 
  23S 13W 14 (Spinreel) 
  23S 12W 06 (Eel Lake) 
  32S 11W 08 (So. Fork Coquille) 
  33S 11W 09 (Squaw Lake) 
      
Band-Tailed Pigeon 

Mineral Springs 
24S 13W 24&25 (Haynes) 
25S 13W 24 (Cooston) 

  26S 13W 01  
  28S 14W 10 (Prosper) 
  29S 11W 26  
  29S 11W 35 (Blueside) 
  29S 11W 36 (Rock Quarry) 
      
Snowy Plover Habitat None Identified  
      
Spotted Owl Nests None Identified on private land  
      
 
Determination of Inventory Adequacy 
 
OAR 660-16-000 sets forth inventory requirements, which call for detailed, site-specific information. 
Pursuant to OAR 660-16-000(5), local government is required to make one of three choices regarding the 
(i) adequacy of the inventory information collected and analyzed, and (ii) the relative significance of the 
Goal 5 resource under consideration. The three choices are: 
 

1. Do not include the resource site on the official inventory because, "based on information that is 
available on location, quality and quantity, the ... resource site is not important enough to warrant 
inclusion on the plan inventory [OAR 660-16- 000(5)(a)];" or 

 
2. Delay the Goal 5 process because "when some information is available, indicating the possible 

existence of a resource site, but that information is not adequate to identify with particularity the 
location, quality and quantity of the resource site, the local government should only include the 
site on the comprehensive plan inventory as a special category" without proceeding through Goal 
5 process until "adequate information is available [OAR 660-16-000(5)(b)];" or 

 
3. Include the resource site on the official inventory because adequate "information is available on 

location, quality and quantity, and the local government has determined a site to be significant or 
important as a result of the data collection and analysis process [OAR 660-16-000(5)(c)]." 

 
Acknowledgement of Coos County's Comprehensive Plan occurred in 1983 with the information of bird 
habitat sites (Table 6) from ODFW. The County requested updated information from ODFW regarding 
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bird habitat sites for the County's periodic review. ODFW supplied the County with new information and 
additional bird habitat sites as shown in Table 6. 
 
Information obtained from ODFW shows additional sites with the location (Township, Range, Section) 
and the area (i.e., Rachel Creek, Twomile Creek). Additional bird sites for the Bald Eagle was increased 
by 12 sites; Great Blue Heron Rookeries increased by 7 sites; Osprey increased by 21 sites; and the Band-
Tailed Pigeon mineral springs increased by 2 sites. 
 
According to the ODFW information, the Great Blue Heron-Rookery and the Osprey sites are at a healthy 
level; whereas the Bald Eagle is considered to be a threatened species and the Band- Tailed Pigeon 
population is at relatively low levels, due to a general decline in the quality of their habitat. 
 
ODFW provided the County with information and narrative to show the location, quality and quantity of 
the bird habitats without providing the exact locations, which could be a detriment to the habitats survival. 
 
Assessment of Quantity/Quality of "5c" Bird Sites 
 
Bald Eagle Nest Sites 
 

1. T.23S, R. 13W, Sec. 23, NE ¼ of SE ¼ and SE ¼ of SE ¼ (TL 800, 900, and 1300) 
 

2. T.24S, R.13W, Sec. 36, TL 100 (portion on SW ¼ only) (Mettman) 
 

3. T.27S, R. 13W, Sec. 9, TL 500 
 

4. T.23S, R. 11W, Sec. 05 (Big Creek) 
 

5. T.23S, R.12W, Sec.21 (Willow Point) 
 

6. T.24S, R.12W, Sec.04 (Palouse) 
 

7. T.25S, R.11W, Sec.29 (Bessy Cr.) 
 

8. T.25S, R.11W, Sec.33 (Dellwood) 
 

9. T.25S, R.11W, Sec.22 (Rachel Cr.) 
 

10. T.25S, R.11W, Sec.32 (Morgan Ridge) 
 

11. T.26S, R.14W, Sec. 14 (So. Slough) 
 

12. T.27S, R.13W, Sec.09  
 

13. T.28S, R.10W, Sec.09 (Brewster Gorge) 
 

14. T.31S, R.12W, Sec. 16 (Baker Creek) 
 

15. T.29S, R.14W, Sec.31 (Twomile Creek) 
 

16. T.28S, R.14W, Sec. 11 (Randolph) 
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Blue Heron Sites (Rookeries) 
 

1. T.27S, R.14W, Sec. 35, TL1700 (Sevenmile) 
 

2. T.23S, R.13W, Sec.26 (Saunders Lake) 
 

3. T.24S, R.13W, Sec.23 (North Bay) 
 

4. T.25S, R.11W, Sec. 15 (Weyerhauser) 
 

5. T.25S, R.12W, Sec.31 NW ¼ (Catching Slough) 
 

6. T.25S, R.14W, Sec.24 (North Spit) 
 

7. T.26S, R.14W, Sec. 11 (So. Slough) 
 

8. T.25S, R.13W, Sec.24 
 

9. T.26S, R.14W, Sec. 14 NE ¼, SE ¼ 
 

10. T.26S, R.14W, Sec. 14 NW ¼   
 

11. T.30S, R.15W, Sec. 15 (Muddy Lake) 
 

12. T.23S, R.12W, Sec.28 (Templeton Arm) 
 
Band-Tailed Pigeon Mineral Springs 
 

1. T.28S, R.14W, Sec. 10, TL 100, 700 and 800 (Prosper)  
 

2. T.24S, R. 13W, Sec.24&25 (Haynes)  
 

3. T.25S, R.13W, Sec.24 (Cooston)  
 

4. T.26S, R.13W, Sec.01 
 

5. T.29S, R.11W, Sec.26 
 

6. T.29S, R.11W, Sec.35 (Blueslide) 
 

7. T.29S, R. 11W, Sec.36 (Rock Quarry) 
 
Quality: The quality of these sites are current nesting sites indicating the acceptable quality of the 

habitat area. 
 
Quantity: Each inventoried area contains one or more nesting sites. The actual impacted areas vary 

with the type of bird and characteristics of the site. The exact determination of the 
impacted area is identified above for each type of bird habitat. 
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Potential Conflicting Uses for “5c” Bird Sites 
 
Pursuant to OAR 660-16-005, potential conflicting uses are identified for the "5c" bird sites. 
 
The "5c" sites are present in the following zoning districts: 
 
 RR-5 (Rural Residential-5) 
 IND (Industrial) 
 C-1 (Commercial-1) 
 REC (Recreation) 
 BDR (Bandon Dunes Resort) 
 F (Forest) 
 EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) 
 CREMP-AG (Coquille River Estuary Plan) 
 CBEMP (Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan) 
 
Some resource uses, as well as non-resource uses, were identified as having potential conflicts with these 
habitat areas. In many cases, mitigation could be provided to allow the use and still preserve the habitat. 
The three major areas of conflict entered on timber management (especially harvesting and road 
construction), recreation, industry, commercial uses and residential development. To comply with Goal 
#5, the County finds uses and activities in the listed zoning districts (except grazing) to potentially cause 
conflicting impacts to the "5c" bird habitats identified. An assessment of these potential impacts follows. 
 
Assessment of the Economic, Social Environmental and Energy Consequences of Conserving "5c" Bird 

Habitats 
 
OAR 660-16-005(2) requires an assessment of the economic, social, environmental and energy (ESEE) 
consequences of the conflicting uses. This section assesses possible consequences. 
 

1. Economic consequences: The major economic impact is associated with timber harvesting or 
management. If no timber harvest were permitted within the identified habitat areas, a significant 
amount of merchantable timber would be removed from the timber supply base. The wood 
products industry in the 1980's took a nose-dive with the decline of demand in the national 
economy. Based on the lack of demand for wood products, has caused a decline in timber 
harvesting and the building of roads. Because of this decrease in timber harvesting, disturbance of 
bird sites has diminished. The reduction in timber harvesting and wood products did increase the 
unemployment rate and force closure of several mills. Even though there has been a decline in 
timber harvesting and demands of wood products, there still remains a need for wood products, 
thus requiring timber harvest. 

 
By not allowing timber harvesting, wood products would not be available and road construction 
would not be necessary. If road construction were not permitted, it would affect the levels of 
timber harvest and require alternate logging systems, which would increase logging cost, and 
perhaps making harvesting of the trees uneconomical. 

 
Good quality rock and other minerals are often difficult to locate. Road construction costs would 
be greatly increased if rock were to be transported from other areas. A major factor in rock cost is 
transportation; this could cause a decline in employment within this particular sector. 

 
Recreational facilities are abundant throughout the county. There may be a small loss in facilities 
but generally there would be no loss to the tourist industry due to lack of facilities. There would 
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be economic loss to the particular owner of a parcel if his intentions were for commercial 
recreational use. 

 
By permitting these uses, minimal economic impact would result by not preserving the nesting 
site. 

 
There is a negative economic consequence of applying regulation to single-family residences, 
industry, commercial, or similar development, which are generally borne by individuals. In some 
instances, this can become an extreme financial hardship to an individual. 

 
2. Social consequences: The negative social consequences of limiting residential development in 

habitat areas means the desire to live in rural areas for owners of affected parcels may remain 
unsatisfied. If the areas could not be harvested, the decline in production would contribute to 
shortages of building materials. The increased unemployment may add to the unstable community 
structure requiring workers to seek employment out of county, disrupting social structures as 
well. 

 
Recreational opportunities as far as camping, hunting, off-road vehicles, etc., would e channeled 
to other areas. Actions to limit uses or to allow uses will act as a catalyst for conflict over 
management practices of causing community polarization. 

 
3. Environmental consequences: The environmental consequences of limiting development in 

nesting habitat areas are positive. Opportunities for birds to nest in a habitat without repeated 
interference or disturbances from man should be a positive consequence. Permitted timber 
harvesting would remove cover and change the major vegetation. This could destroy nesting sites 
and roosting trees, and generally cause disturbance, which would cause birds to leave an area. 
These impacts can be mitigated by regulating when harvesting occurs (during non-nesting times) 
and establishing cut zones and individual management plans. Other techniques, such as selective 
logging and leaving snags or building platforms can often mitigate some negative impacts of 
logging. There would be h- necessity to build roads into the area. Road construction sometimes 
causes major disturbance to birds and creates access to nesting sites which can increase conflicts 
associated with humans such as vandalism, fires, loud noises and gunfire. 

 
The limitation on non-resource development such as single-family dwellings would limit 
disturbances and not introduce a use, which may have a negative effect on a nesting site. The 
limiting of recreation would not encourage human intrusion, again minimizing those types of 
conflicts. Vehicular noise would be limited by no road building but would hamper fire-fighting 
access. 

 
4. Energy consequences: The energy consequences of not allowing conflicting uses are minimal. 

There would be a savings in fuel consumption by not logging, building roads or maintaining 
roads. 

 
Based on the results of the ESEE analysis (above), Coos County determines that it would be detrimental 
to prohibit the identified conflicting uses, particularly when considering the economic impacts that would 
result. It is appropriate to allow conflicting use within a reasonable proximity (to be determined on a case-
by-case basis at the time a use is specifically proposed) of a nest site, but at the same time protecting the 
nest site through appropriate methods and working with ODFW. 
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“Program to Achieve the Goal” for “5c” Bird Sites 
 
Pursuant to OAR 660-16-010, Coos County's "program to achieve the goal" consists of pertinent policies 
in this comprehensive plan, together with specific implementation provisions in the Coos County Zoning 
and Land Development Ordinance. 
 
Miscellaneous Wildlife 
 
Beaver, muskrat, otter, raccoon, mink, squirrel, skunk, civet cat, opossum, bobcat, coyote, gray fox and 
brush rabbit are among the inland mammals found in Coos County. Some estimated populations are listed 
below: 
 

Table 6 
 Estimated populations of selected mammals in Coos County in 1976. 
      
 Species  Population   
      
 Muskrat 1,650   
 Beaver 1,800   
 River Otter 500   
 Mink 1,250   
 Raccoon 10,900   
 Coyote 2,750   
 Gray Fox 1,100   
 Brush rabbits 32,500   
 Silver gray squirrel 4,655   
 
Endangered Species and Sensitive Habitats Summary 
 
Endangered and rare species and species of special concern are listed in Appendix 5. These include the 
bald eagle, osprey, snowy plover and white footed vole. As identified by ODFW (see Appendix 3), 
sensitive habitats in the non-estuarine portions of the County include the following: 
 

Sensitive big game range  
Waterfowl habitat (wetlands)  
Riparian vegetation  
Band-Tailed Pigeon mineral springs  
Snowy plover nesting areas  
Spotted owl habitat  
Salmonid spawning and rearing areas  
Bald Eagle 

 
Sensitive habitats in estuarine areas are dealt with in the estuary management plans. 
 
Fish and Wildlife Values 
 
Sport Fisheries 
 
The sport fisheries play an important part in the recreation industry of the County. Gross expenditures by 
anglers amounted to about three million dollars in 1970. Table R-38, Section 4.8 in this document, breaks 
down gross expenditures by species and area harvested. 
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Commercial Fisheries 
 
Commercial fishing is one of the few basic industries of the County. The average annual value (at the 
dock) of fish landed in Coos County is shown in Table 8 below. The impact of these dollars on the 
economy is considerably greater than these values indicate because of the secondary industries and 
services they support. 
 

Table 8 
     
 Average value of commercial fish landings in Coos County, 1971-1975.70

 
 

    
 Species Average Value (x $1,000) 
     
 Salmon  2,026  
 Tuna  880  
 Groundfish  472  
 Crab  449  
 Shrimp  349  
 All Others  1  
 
Game 
 
Wildlife resources contribute substantially to the recreational opportunities and economy of the County. 
The table below indicates the estimated annual expenditures by hunters in 1976 in the County. 
 

Table 9 
     
 Average expenditures on game resources in Coos County, 1976.71

 
 

    
 Species Total Expenditure ($) 
     
 Roosevelt Elk  993,262  
 Black-tailed Deer  1,888,603  
 Black Bear  294,823  
 Pheasant  3,255  
 Quail  39,807  
 Grouse  42,197  
 Doves  1,115  
 Band-tailed Pigeon  78,693  
 Silver Gray Squirrel  18,242  
 Geese  18,247  
 Ducks  180,208  
 Snipe  30,156  
 Coots  34,401  
   $3,623,009  
 
                                                      
70 Coos-Curry-Douglas Economic Improvement Association, Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy, 
1979-80 (1979), p. VII-27. 
71 Hines and Perrin, p. 2, 4 & 5. 
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The furbearing animals of the County are also a basic resource. Table 10 shows the number of pelts taken 
in 1976-1977, the average price per pelt, and their total value. 
 

Table 10 
    

Value of Raw Furs taken in Coos County in 1976-1977.72

 
 

   

Species 
Number of pelts taken 

in Coos County 
Average price per pelt 

1976-77 ($) Total Value ($) 
    
Beaver 511 18.04 9,218.44 
Otter 27 56.90 1,536.30 
Mink 30 10.20 306.00 
Muskrat 455 4.38 1,992.90 
Raccoon 257 20.69 5,317.33 
Skunk 3 3.26 9.78 
Civit Cat 30 4.8 144.00 
Opossum 2 2.14 4.28 
Bobcat 85 103.21 8,772.85 
Coyote 45 41.22 1854.90 
    
Total   $29,156.78 
 
Other Values 
 
The fish and wildlife resources of the County and their habitats provide for a diversity of recreational 
opportunities and aesthetic experiences for residents and non-residents alike. They are part of the 
attraction of the South Coast, part of the basis for the tourist industry. Recreational uses are both 
consumptive and non-consumptive. Clamming and crabbing, for instance, are part of the coastal 
experience enjoyed by vacationers. Nature photography is a popular, and rapidly growing, non-
consumptive use of wildlife. Nature study and bird watching are two other examples of wildlife-
dependent recreational activities. 
 
Much of the recreational appeal of the south coast is based on its beauty. Protection of habitats on which 
fish and wildlife depend means preservation of a source of pleasure and satisfaction for County residents 
as well. 
 
The fish, shellfish and wildlife resources of the County also serve as food resources for County residents, 
enabling some families to be more economically independent than their gross incomes would see to 
allow. 
 
Potential Conflicts 
 
Potential conflicts exist between the need (mandate) to protect significant wildlife habitat and certain 
agricultural practices, industrial land needs and residential development in the County. 
 
Farming is not only compatible with many wildlife values, but it also enhances the habitat value for some 
species. The major portion of farmland in the County, however was created by diking and draining 
wetlands. Further draining of wetlands would reduce the availability of a habitat already severely 
                                                      
72 Hines and Perrin, p. 6. 
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impacted by the activities of man. It also could increase the productivity of basting farmland or expand 
the amount of land in agricultural production, improving by some increment the economic base of the 
County. At the same time, however, the persistence of flooding during the winter months means that the 
open agricultural areas would be available for migratory wildfowl use, which offsets the loss of year-
round wetlands. 
 
Because of the topography of the County, many of the existing industries have been located on filled 
wetlands. While wetlands are not generally suitable for such development and while any further 
development on wetlands would occur at the expense of an already severely impacted habitat type, such 
development may be considered desirable in the future, because of the lack of suitable land elsewhere in 
the County or because of the need for waterfront location. 
 
Industrial development can also have impacts beyond the immediate site, for example by degrading water 
quality or damaging the suitability of nearby nesting sites because of noise. Water quality is regulated by 
the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). No needs for industrial sites adjacent to sensitive 
habitats such as nesting sites (as identified on the Habitats map) are project for the planning period for 
non-estuarine portions of the County. 
 
While there appear to be no conflicts with the Rural Housing Exception, ODFW may perceive conflicts 
with housing development on resource lands in some 'peripheral' areas, depending on the minimum lot 
size that is established and on whether the demand for homes corresponds to what the minimum lot size 
allows. 
 
It could be argued that sensitive big game range is already protected by the Forest Lands goal statewide 
Goal 4) and by existing ownership patterns in the County (35.2% of the county's productive forest land) is 
in public ownership (see Table 11 below), while an additional 33.4% (40.5% of the productive forest 
lands)is in forest industry ownership. In other words, about 62.4 of the county is mainly in large holdings 
and is devoted to commercial forest production which is compatible with big game management. Most of 
this land will not be available for rural residential or resource related housing development during the 
planning period. 
 

Table 11 
     

Area of commercial forest land by ownership class.73

 
 

    

Ownership Acres 
% of Commercial 

Forest Lands % of County 
    
National Forest 64,000 7.6 6.2 
Bureau of Land Management 156,000 18.4 15.2 
Other Public 78,000 9.2 7.6 
Total Public 298,000 35.2 29.0 
    
TOTAL COMMERCIAL FOREST LAND 847,000   
 
  

                                                      
73 Patricia M. Bassett, Timber Resources of Southwest Oregon (U.S.D.A. Forest Service Bulletin, PNW-72, 1977), 
p. 3. 



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 120 

 

Potential areas of conflict between proposed rural residential siting in non-estuarine areas and significant 
wildlife habitats are as follows: 
 
 AREA NATURE OF POTENTIAL CONFLICT 
   
 Laurel Lake Committed area adjacent to wetland 
   
 Round Lake Proposed rural residential area includes wetlands 
   
 Bradley Lake Proposed rural residential area adjacent to and including 

wetlands 
   
 Chrome Lake Proposed rural residential includes wetlands 
   
 Croft Lake Committed rural residential area includes wetlands 
   
 Tenmile Lakes Committed rural residential areas in vicinity of osprey 

nesting sites 
   
 Butterfield Lake Committed rural residential area includes wetlands 
   
 
Fish & Wildlife Habitats 
 

Goal 
 
Coos County shall value its identified significant fish and wildlife habitat and shall strive to protect them 
where practical. 
 

Plan Implementation Strategy 
 

1. Coos County shall manage its identified significant fish and wildlife habitat areas so as to 
preserve their existing resource value, except where conflicting uses have been identified and 
justified based on consideration of the economic, social, environmental and energy consequences 
of the conflicting uses or where existing uses have been grandfathered. 

 
Where no conflicts have been identified, agriculture, forest, natural resource, or any similar open 
space zones shall be used to implement the objectives of this strategy. In addition, residential 
density and other activities shall be restricted as necessary to protect significant habitat value. 
This strategy considers significant non-estuarine fish and wildlife habitat to include: 

 
• "Sensitive" big game range 
• Band-Tailed pigeon mineral springs 
• Snowy Plover nesting areas 
• Bald Eagle, Osprey and Blue Heron nesting areas 
• Spotted owl habitat areas 
• Salmonid spawning and rearing areas 
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This strategy recognizes that habitat preservation is necessary to protect the economic, 
recreational, aesthetic, and natural values associated with identified significant fish and wildlife 
habitat areas. 

 
2. Coos County shall manage its riparian vegetation and identified non-agricultural wetland areas so 

as to preserve their significant habitat value, as well as to protect their hydrologic and water 
quality benefits. Where such wetlands are identified as suitable for conversion to agricultural use, 
the economic, social, environmental and energy consequences shall be determined, and programs 
developed to retain wildlife values, as compatible with agricultural use. This strategy is 
subordinate to Strategy #4, below. This strategy does not apply to forest management actions, 
which are regulated by the forest Practices Act This strategy recognizes that protection of riparian 
vegetation and other wetland areas is essential to preserving the following qualities deriving from 
these areas: 

 
 Natural flood control Environmental diversity  
 Flow stabilization of streams and 

rivers 
Habitat for fish and wildlife including 
fish and wildlife of economic concern 

 

 Reduction of sedimentation Recreational opportunities  
 Improved water quality Recharge of aquifers  

 
3. Coos County shall support the efforts of the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife to maintain 

a productive fishery in county streams and lakes. 
 

This strategy recognizes the economic and recreational importance that results from maintaining 
adequate fish stocks. 

 
4. Coos County shall protect for agricultural purposes those land areas currently in agricultural use 

but defined as "wet meadow" wetland areas by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and also 
cranberry bogs, associated sumps and other artificial water bodies. Implementation shall occur 
through the placement of the plan designation "Agriculture" on such areas. Further, such areas 
shall be exempt from the provisions of Plan Implementation. This strategy recognizes: 

 
i. that agriculture is an important sector of the local economy; 
ii. that some of the more productive lands in Coos County's limited supply of suitable 

agricultural lands are such seasonally flooded areas; 
iii. that designation of these areas for agricultural use is necessary to ensure the 

continuation of the existing commercial agricultural enterprise; and 
iv. that the present system of agricultural use in these areas represents a long-standing 

successful resolution of assumed conflicts between agricultural use and habitat 
preservation use, because the land is used agriculturally during months when the land 
is dry and therefore not suitable as wetland habitat, and provides habitat area for 
migratory wildfowl during the months when the land is flooded and therefore not 
suitable for most agricultural uses. 

 
5. Coos County shall require a location map for any development activity within its regulatory scope 

that is determined to be within an area identified on the "Special Considerations Map" as 
containing "5c" bird habitat. This policy applies to those bird habitats listed in Strategy #1 above. 
The location map shall be submitted to the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife requesting an 
opinion within 10 days as to whether the development is likely to conflict with that wildlife 
resource, and what safeguards they would recommend to protect it. The County Planning Director 
shall decide whether a conflict exists; if a conflict exists, the County Planning Director shall 
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direct the applicant to submit an application addressing ESEE. Once the application has been 
submitted to the Planning Department, the County Planning Director shall determine the 
economic, social, environmental and energy consequences from allowing the project and state 
what actions should be taken to protect that resource in the light of the ODFW recommendation. 

 
This policy recognizes that there are certain important bird nesting sites and habitats which need 
special protection from conflicting uses, and that such conflicts can be avoided by a review of a 
location map and response from ODF&W. 



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 123 

 

3.5 HISTORICAL, CULTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES, NATURAL AREAS, AND 
WILDERNESS 
 
Goal Requirements and Definitions  
 
Inventories 
 
Significant Botanical Areas  
 
Significant Archaeological Sites  
 
Historic Sites and Buildings  
 
Geologic Sites  
 
Wilderness Areas  
 
Potential Conflicts 
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3.5 HISTORICAL & ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES, NATURAL AREAS AND 
WILDERNESS 
 
Goal Requirements 
 
Statewide Planning Goal #5 requires protection of natural resources, and conserve scenic and historic 
areas and open spaces; these include riparian corridors (including water and riparian areas and fish 
habitats), wetlands, wildlife habitat, federal wild and scenic rivers, state scenic waterways, groundwater 
resources, approved Oregon Recreational trails, natural areas, wilderness areas, mineral and aggregate 
resources, energy resources, and cultural areas. The goal also requires that: 
 

Where no conflicting uses for such resources have been identified, such resources shall be 
managed to preserve their original character. Where conflicting uses have been identified, the 
economic, social, environmental and energy consequences of the conflicting uses shall be 
determined and programs developed to achieve the goal. 

 
Relevant also are the following: 
 

Goal 16, which requires that the Comprehensive Plan "maintain where appropriate develop, and 
where appropriate restore the long-term environmental, economic, and social values, diversity 
and benefits of Oregon's estuaries;" Goal #17, which requires the protection and maintenance of 
water quality, fish and wildlife habitat, water-dependent uses, economic resources and recreation 
and aesthetics. 

 
Natural areas are defined as including "land and water that has substantially retained its natural character, 
which is an important habitat for plant, animal, or marine life. Such areas are not necessarily completely 
natural or undisturbed, but can be significant for the study of natural, historical, scientific, or 
paleontological features, or for the appreciation of natural features." 
 
Historic resources "are those districts, sites, buildings, structures, and artifacts which have a relationship 
to events or conditions of the human past (see definition for Archaeological Resources)." 
 
Inventories 
 
The archaeological, historical, botanical, and geologic resources of Coos County have been identified on 
a map at a scale of ½" = 1 mile and include: 
 

1. Areas of botanical interest 
2. Areas of archaeological sensitivity 
3. Historic sites and buildings 
4. Geologic sites 
5. Wild Rogue Wilderness area 

 
Natural areas of zoological interest are included on the fish and wildlife habitats map. There are no 
federal wild and scenic waterways and no State scenic waterways in the County. Estuarine areas, coastal 
islands, and sites within city boundaries are not inventoried in this section. 
 
Significant Botanical Areas 
 
The location of areas of significant botanical interest (see Table 1) is marked on the Botanical Resources 
map. The mapping symbol shows the general location of the resource. Most of the sites are inventoried by 
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the Oregon Natural Heritage Program, although three small state parks which were set up to preserve old-
growth stands of Myrtle, are also included. All the sites except the Darlingtonia Bog on Yoakum Point are 
in public ownership, and are therefore adequately protected. The Darlingtonia Bog is within an area 
proposed for rural residential development. With the exception of this boggy depression, the remainder of 
the land is considered well-suited to residential use. It is considered that, provided care is taken not to 
disturb the bog in any way, that rural residential use can be compatible with the continued protection of 
this resource. However, access for research purposes would be ensured if the site were to be acquired by 
the Natural Heritage Program or other body. Continued protection could be ensured by requiring a site 
plan review for any development in the area. 
 

Table 1 
    

Significant Botanical Areas 
    
Map Symbol & Location Site Name Description Land Ownership 
    
A – T. 26, R. 14, S. 2/11 Oregon Institute Marine 

Biology 
Spruce & Alder woods 
and saltmarsh 

University of Oregon 
(OIMB) 

    
B – T. 26, R. 14, S. 4 Yoakum Point 

Darlingtonia Bog 
Darlingtonia (threatened 
species) coastal bog, 
[Listed as a research 
natural areaneed in 
Dyrness, Franklin et. al., 
‘Research Natural Area 
Needs in the Pacific 
Northwest’ (USFS, 
1975)] 

Private 

    
C – T. 27, R. 10, S. 3 Maria C. Jackson State 

Park 
Myrtle Grove, (Old 
growth) 

Oregon State Dept. of 
Transportation 

    
D – T. 24, R. 11, S. 34 Millicoma Myrtle Grove 

State Park 
Myrtle Grove, (Old 
growth) 

Coos County Parks 

    
E – T. 30, R. 12, S. 22 Coquille Myrtle Grove 

State Park 
Myrtle Grove, (Old 
growth) 

Oregon State Dept. of 
Transportation 

    
F – T. 27, R. 14, S. 31/32 Bullards Beach Beach, dune & 

shorepine forest; rare 
plant (phacelia 
argentea); snowy plover 
nesting site (rare 
species) 

Oregon State Dept. of 
Transportation 

    
G – T. 27, R. 10, S. 17/20 Cherry Creek Research 

Natural Area 
Virgin old-growth 
douglas fir and 
hemlock, Northern 
spotted owl (threatened 
species) 

Bureau of Land 
Management 

    



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 126 

 

H – T. 32, R. 12, S. 
24/34-36 

Port Orford Cedar 
Research Natural 

Virgin old-growth Port 
Orford Cedar and 
Douglas Fir on a 
geologically diverse site 

U.S. Forest Service 

    
I – T. 33, R. 11, S. 16-
18/20/21 

Coquille River Falls 
Research Natural 

Virgin, Old-growth Port 
Orford Cedar Douglas 
Fir, red tree vole 

U.S. Forest Service 

    
Source: (A, B, F-I) Oregon Natural Heritage Program 
 
Significant Archaeological Sites 
 
The mapped archaeological sites were provided by the Coquille Indian Tribe and the Confederated Tribes 
of Coos, Lower Umpqua and Siuslaw Indians. 
 
The previous information was gathered from the Oregon Archaeological Survey and the Oregon Coastal 
Conservation and Development Commission. 
 
Information which has been gathered by the two (2) tribes adds additional sites throughout the county 
(this includes the two estuaries). 
 
There are numerous sites, which contain evidence of the original Native inhabitants of the area. These 
sites include villages, burials, fish weirs, middens, camp sites, and other places of pre-historic human 
activity. Because native peoples were heavily dependent on the abundant resources provided by the 
estuary environment, these places of human use and habitation were frequently and naturally located 
along the shores of Coos Bay, its tributaries, and adjacent upland areas. These sites exist in a variety of 
conditions, from substantially undisturbed to completely obliterated. 
 
Information about the specific location and characteristics of these archaeological sites are derived from 
the records of the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and from the records and archives of the 
two federally recognized Indian tribes in Coos County; the Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua, 
and Siuslaw Indians; and the Coquille Indian Tribe. For reasons of site protection and consistency with 
Oregon Statutes, the exact location and characteristics of these sites are not made available in text or on 
the Special Consideration map. 
 
Recorded sites have an assigned number by SHPO, who maintains a permanent record (site form) that 
details the type, characteristics, and location of each site. "Unrecorded sites" are sites that have not yet 
been assigned a SHPO number, but that have been otherwise authenticated by reliable persons and/or 
more than one source; and for which a temporary site form has been completed. 
 
There has been no comprehensive study conducted to ascertain the exact number and location of all 
archaeological sites within the County and its estuaries. However, several investigations have been 
conducted by universities, professional consulting archaeologists, and the Tribes themselves to indicate 
that pre-historic human occupation and use of the estuary environment was extensive; occurring virtually 
everywhere along the shores of the bay. At the time of this revision (October, 2000) 177 archaeological 
sites have been located. 
 
Archaeological sites are to be protected according to Goal #5, "Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic 
Areas and Open Spaces". Archaeological sites are also protected under several other federal and state 
statutes, include ORS 97.740 (Protection of Indian Graves); and ORS 358.905-.955 (Archaeological 
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Objects and Sites). ORS 358.920 (Prohibited Conduct) states: "A person may not excavate, injure, 
destroy, or alter an archaeological site or object or remove an archaeological object located on public or 
private lands in Oregon unless that activity is authorized by a permit issued under ORS 390 235 (Removal 
of Historical and Other Valuable Materials). See "Policies" for additional guidance on protecting 
archaeological sites. Archaeological sites can be generally characterized into the following types: 
 

• Village Site: a place of permanent and extended human habitation, either seasonally or year-
round. 

 
• Burial site: a place or cemetery where pre-historic or historic human remains are buried. 

 
• Fish Weir: a place where weir stakes remnant basket and traps, stone tools, and worked stone are 

found; usually in the inter-tidal zone. 
 

• Midden: a place having an accumulation of broken shell, fish bones, faunal remains, worked 
stone, burned rock, and flaked stone or stone fragments; usually associated to a layer of organic 
soil. 

 
• Camp site: a place where some evidence of pre-historic human use or occupation is present but 

not in sufficient amount to determine the exact nature or extent of use of the site. 
 
Archaeological Inventory 
 
The following table lists archaeological sites in the county according to the township, range and section 
number of the map. As this information is being updated and included in the Plan, the Coquille Indian 
Tribe as well as the Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua and Siuslaw Indians continue to gather 
and discover new areas of tribal sites, which will be included in the plans as new information is available. 
 
Historic Sites and Buildings 
 
The historic sites and buildings of Coos County have been identified in the Oregon Coastal Conservation 
and Development Commission's Historical and Archaeological Site Inventory and the Statewide 
Inventory of Historic Sites and Buildings by Dr. Stephen Dow Beckham for the Department of 
Transportation. These include cabins, homes, mine sites, mill sites, battle sites, churches, schoolhouses, 
lighthouses, a covered bridge, and a coastal island that once provided refuge to women of the Coos Indian 
nation. Buildings listed in the National Register of Historic Places include the lighthouses at Bandon and 
Cape Arago. A more detailed explanation of these historical sites and buildings is provided in the State's 
inventory. The table below lists the identified historical sites by the number assigned to them on the map. 
As with archaeological sites, a site plan review might be required in the event that development is 
proposed in any of these areas. 
 
Geologic Sites 
 
Geologic sites inventoried by the Oregon Natural Heritage Program include the Umpqua Dunes, Fossil 
Point, Golden and Silver Falls State Park and Shore Acres State Park. The mapping symbol used should 
not be confused with the similar but smaller symbol used on the background map to indicate fire 
lookouts. 
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The Umpqua Dunes Scenic Area north of Tenmile Creek is an area of open, active dunes within the 
Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area which the U.S. Forest Service has designated as a Special 
Interest Area. 
 
The rocks at Fossil Point were deposited as sediment during the Pliocene times (roughly two to nine 
million years ago) and contain a high concentration of fossils, including clams, snails and bones of sea 
lions, seals and whales. 
 
Gold and Silver Falls is a scenic falls of geologic interest on a tributary of the East Fork Millicoma 
(Glenn Creek). 
 
There is a fine exposure of Coaledo sandstone at Shore Acre Park, which shows the tilted beds, worn by 
the waves, and a marine terrace. 
 

Table 2 
 

Historical Sites 
 
Map Historical Site Description 
   
1 McFarlin Cranberry Bog Site of the first commercial planting and harvesting of 

cranberries in the State. 
   
2 Camp Castaway, U.S. Life-Service 

(Saving) Station 
Site of an encampment of ship-wrecked men from the 
U.S.S. Captain Lincoln, beached on January 2, 1852. 

   
3 Libby Coal Mines Opened in 1855, the mines were in continuous 

production until World War I. Chinese, black, Irish and 
Italian laborers lived and worked at Libby. San 
Francisco was the destination of most of the coal. 

   
4 U.S. Life Savings Station Boathouse Built in 1916. 
   
5 Cape Arago Lighthouse Remains of the original lighthouse, an octagonal 

wrought-iron tower later bricked in, still remain on the 
island. It began operation in 1866. The present 
lighthouse was built in 1934. 

   
6 Squaw Island When soldiers came in the late 1850's to drive the Coos 

Indians north, women and children hid on Squaw 
Island until soldiers and agents left the area. 

   
7 Malcolm Forbes Balloon Trek Wooden plaque commemorating the first 

transcontinental crossing of the U.S. by a hot-air 
balloon. Flight began at Sunset Bay Park on October 4, 
1973. 

   
8 Shore Acres Sold by its pioneer settler owner to Coos Bay 

lumberman and entrepreneur Louis J. Simpson in 1905. 
Shore Acres became the site of the largest mansion in 
Southern Oregon. The estate included tennis courts, a 
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Map Historical Site Description 
formal garden and a dairy ranch. 

   
9 Cape Arago Prominent headland sighted in 1700s by Captain James 

Cook. Coos Indians midden site. 
   
10 Southport Coal Mine A major coal extraction portal. Opened in 1875, the 

mine was the last commercial coal producer in the 
Coos Bay Estuary. 

   
11 Old Stage Station, Sumner  
   
12 Overland Landmark Commemorates old trail between Isthmus Slough and 

Beaver Slough; location of Isthmus Transit Railroad in 
the 1870's. 

   
13 Beaver Hill Town Site Once the home of 300 residents and site of a school, 

hospital and a major industry with rail connections, the 
town has totally disappeared since closure of Beaver 
Hill Coal Mine in 1923. 

   
14 Whiskey Run/Old Randolph Site of one of the richest beach sand mines of the 

1850's. Miners built the boom town of Randolph about 
mile south of Whiskey Run Creek. 

   
15 Russell House Two-story, wood-frame building erected in 1913 by 

Herman Hongell for Horace Russell and his wife. 
   
16 Riverton Coal Mine These mines produced coal from the 1890's to the 

1940's. 
   
17 Parker Landmark Commemorates first harbor work on Pacific Coast 

(1875 diversion of the entrance of the Coquille River) 
and first steam sawmill and steam tug on the Coquille, 
works of Captain Judah Parker. 

   
18 Pederson House, Prosper School Prosper once supported a sawmill, shipyards, and a 

salmon fishing-canning industry. Pederson House was 
built in 1887 and the school in about 1905. 

   
19 Edward Fahy Home and Sawmill Site Site of the first mill in Coos County which began 

cutting lumber in 1853 for the mining town of Old 
Randolph and the mines at Whiskey Run. 

   
20 Hamblock Cemetery Dates from 1874. 
   
21 Bandon Lighthouse Increasing commerce on the Coquille River in the 

1880's led to construction of the lighthouse in 1896. 
Abandoned in the 1950's, the building is in poor repair. 

   
22 Webb Mast House, Lloyd C. Mast Built by a son and grandson of a North Carolinian 
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Map Historical Site Description 
Barn Confederate Army lieutenant who settled in Lee Valley 

in 1868. 
   
23 Abernathy House Edward Abernathy constructed this 40-50 room 

structure which was to have been a hotel between 1913 
and 1915 in anticipation that the Coos Bay Wagon 
Road would become the major route of travel between 
Roseburg and Coos Bay. Construction of Highway 42 
dashed his hopes and the building was never 
completed. 

   
24 Young House Built in the 1880's by Frank Young about 150 yards 

downstream from the Minard sawmill and grist mill. 
   
25 Gearhart House A 1 ½ story wood-frame house constructed about 1900 

by Peter Folsom. 
   
26 Pleasant Hill School A small, one-room, one-teacher school that served 

grades one through eight. 
   
27 Anderson House Built in 1926 on the site of the Leason L. Harman 

Century Farm, settled in 1873 by a teacher and farmer 
from North Carolina. 

   
28 Bald Hill School A one-room, wood-frame building with an open belfry; 

once owned and operated by School District. 
   
29 Hoffman Ferry Site, Coquille Forks 

Battle Site 
On November 22, 1851, the U.S. Army engaged the 
Micikqwtmetunne Indians in a fierce battle as 
punishment for the September massacre of the T-vault 
party. Fifteen Indians and two privates were killed. In 
1855 Abraham Hoffman settled at the site and operated 
a ferry. 

   
30 Fort Kitchen Site  
   
31 Henry Hermann House One of the oldest homes constructed by whites in the 

Coquille Valley, the building was erected 1861-62 by 
the leader of a group of German immigrants whose 
settlement became known as the "Baltimore Colony". 

   
32 W.P. Hermann House Built about 1878 of Port Orford Cedar by the son of 

Henry Hermann. 
   
33 Belieu House  
   
34 Sandy Creek Covered Bridge – Fetter 

House 
Sixty feet long, the bridge was once the main bridge for 
Highway 42 over Sandy Creek. 

   
35 Fort Rowland Site  
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Map Historical Site Description 
   
36 Johnson Creek Mining Disaster  
   
37 Cedar Swamp Hide – Hunters Camp 

Site 
 

   
 
Wilderness Areas 
 
A very small portion of the county on the Rogue River side of Panther Ridge is included in the Wild 
Rogue Wilderness Area in which all development is precluded. 
 
Potential Conflicts 
 
Rural residential development is proposed in the general vicinity of archaeological sites and historical 
sites in a number of places. (See the Rural Residential Exception maps for location of areas committed to 
rural residential development and additional areas designated as Rural residential in the comprehensive 
plan.) Archaeological sites within urban growth areas and near industrial sites have also been identified. 
 
Many of these apparent conflicts may not be conflicts at all, since the actual location of the site or sites 
may be outside of committed or planned rural residential areas, the urban growth area or the industrial 
site. As indicated above, the locations of archaeological sites are given only in a very general way in order 
to discourage destruction of these sites by souvenir-hunters. A more specific identification of conflicting 
areas would be counter-productive and would undermine the intent of Goal 5. 
 
The economic, social, environmental and energy impacts of the planned rural residential development are 
addressed in general in Section 4.5 (housing). Weighing these impacts on a particular archaeological or 
historical site might be done on a case-by-case basis, through a site plan review, or by requiring 
documented evidence of no impact. 
 

Table 3 
   
Potential Conflicts with Historical and Archaeological Sites 

 
  Potentially Conflicting Use* 
Map Designation Site No. Location UGA CA PRR Ind 
      
1 Hauser   X  
35-CS-25 N. of McCoullough Bridge  X   
35-CS-25 Jordan Cove    X 
35-CS-31, 32 East Bay/Cooston  X X  
35-CS-68 Coos River (near confluence of Millicoma 

and S. Fork Coos)  X   

Arch. (no #) N. of Allegany  X X  
35-CS-12 Near Fossil Point X   X 
35-CS-34, 11 Lighthouse Beach  X   
35-CS-65 Agate Beach  X   
35-CS-62, 20, 19 Fivemile Point   X  
35-CS-33 Entrance of Coos River into Coos Bay  X  X 
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  Potentially Conflicting Use* 
Map Designation Site No. Location UGA CA PRR Ind 
Arch. (no #) Dellwood    X 
3 Libby X    
10 Southport  X?  X? 
35-CS-51, 52 NE of Fairview  X X  
35-CS-47, 49 Fairview  X X  
35-CS-41, 48, 50, 79 S. of Fairview   X  
35-CS-17, 61 Randolph   X  
35-CS-1 Prosper & W.  X  X 
16 Riverton  X  X 
35-CS-45, 60, 9, 8 Bandon to S. of mouth of Crooked Creek X  X  
Arch. (no #) Myrtle Point X  X X 
Arch. (no #) Hoffman Wayside   X  
Arch. (no #) Bridge  X X  
Arch. (no #) E. of Bridge  X   
35-CS-82 Powers X  X  
35-CS-81 Powers   X X 
      
UGA = Urban Growth Area 
CA = Area committed to rural residential development (see Section 4) 
PRR = Planned rural residential (see Section 4.5) 
Ind = Existing or potential industrial site (see Section 4.4)  
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3.6 WATER RESOURCES 
 
Goal Requirements and Agency Responsibilities 
 
Watershed Management 
 
Municipal Water Resources 
 
Potential Impoundment Sites 
 
Conflicting Uses 
 
Resolving Conflicts 
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3.6 WATER RESOURCES 
 
Goal Requirements and Agency Responsibilities 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 5 requires protection of natural resources, including watersheds and 
groundwater resources. The goal also requires that "where conflicting uses have been identified the 
economic, social, environmental and energy consequences of the conflicting uses shall be determined and 
programs developed to achieve the goal" of resource protection. 
 
Because management of watersheds and groundwater resources affects streamflow, lake levels and 
overall water quality, the Goal 5 requirement to protect fish "areas and habitats" and the Goal 17 (Coastal 
Shorelands) stipulations to minimize sedimentation and to reduce "the adverse effects upon water quality 
and fish … habitat" are also relevant. 
 
The Oregon Water Resources Department has primary responsibility for managing the water resources of 
the state. The State Water Resources Board develops and administers state water resource policies. In 
addition to maintaining streamflow records, well logs and water rights records, the department inventories 
water resources and periodically reviews sets and updates policies to meet the State's water needs. 
 
The Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife, in carrying out its statutory responsibility to manage fish 
resources, has developed minimum streamflow recommendations for several streams within the County. 
These recommendations are presented to the Water Policy Review Board during development of basin 
programs. 
 
The State Forestry Department administers the Forest Practices Act. 
 
Watershed Management 
 
All of the area which drains into a particular stream or lake is termed watershed. The nature of 
streamflow, the quality of the water and the amount of water stored underground are all affected by how 
the watershed is managed. 
 
The characteristics of watersheds are determined mainly by soils, topography, vegetation cover and the 
amount of development. In Coos County, upland soils are thin and relatively impermeable; that is, they 
absorb water slowly and have a low capacity for storing water. Upland topography is generally steep. As 
a result, runoff is naturally high, which causes erosion and limits the amount of water reaching the water 
table. Vegetation and the organic debris that accumulates beneath it increase the ability of the soil to 
absorb water and increase the rate of formation of soils. In addition, they physically slow the velocity of 
runoff water: the longer the water contacts the soil, the greater the chance of absorption. Vegetation 
further protects soil from erosion by breaking the impact of the rain. Peak stream flows following storms 
are lower and summer flows, which depend heavily on groundwater, are greater in vegetated watersheds. 
Development in watersheds increases runoff and decreases groundwater supplies and summer stream 
flows because it removes areas of the ground from exposure to rainfall and because vegetation is often 
cleared. 
 
In addition, increased development in some rural watersheds can lower the amount of water available for 
existing homes by putting greater demands on decreasing groundwater supplies. It is difficult, without the 
benefit of technical studies, to know when the critical level has been reached in development of a 
particular watershed until wells and springs start going dry. 
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Permitting development in municipal watersheds can lead to a reduction in municipal water supply and in 
water quality. Development usually causes increased sedimentation, which can make water treatment 
more expensive. Sedimentation also lowers the storage capacity and lifetime of lakes and reservoirs. 
 
Proper watershed maintenance also lessens flooding in streams following storms, helps to minimize soil 
and streambank erosion, maintains water quality for downstream users, decreases the probability of 
landslides and slumping, maximizes summer streamflow, and maintains the good water quality necessary 
for fish populations. Current management controls are limited to the Forest Practices Act and County and 
municipal zoning except in the cases of a few municipal watersheds: much of the Pony Creek watershed, 
for instance, is owned and managed by the Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board, and the City of Bandon 
has acquired about 350 acres of the Ferry and Geiger Creek watersheds. 
 
Groundwater Resources 
 
Groundwater availability in the County has not been comprehensively mapped but is generally lowest in 
the uplands where a thin mantle of soil overlays bedrock. A higher yield, up to 50 gallons per minute, can 
be expected in the marine and river terraces. The dunes aquifers are the areas of highest estimated yield, 
up to several hundred gallons per minute, and the approximate extent of these has been indicated in the 
mapping. Also identified are the existing wells in the Coos-Umpqua Dune Sheet north of Coos Bay. 
Quality of groundwater in the County is generally good, though high in iron and manganese, and of 
moderate hardness. 
 
Municipal Water Resources 
 
The water resources of Coos County have been identified on a map at a scale of ½” = 1 mile and include: 
 

1. Existing municipal watersheds 
 

2. Existing water district withdrawal points 
 

3. Dan and reservoir sites considered suitable by the state. 
 

4. Possible future reservoir sites suggested by the Coos Bay/ North Bend Water Board (CBNBWB) 
 

5. Watersheds for potential reservoir sites proposed by CBNBWB 
 

6. Existing wells in the dunes aquifer 
 

7. Approximate extent of the dunes aquifer 
 
The existing municipal watersheds include Ferry Creek, Rink Creek, Pony Creek and Eel Lake, serving 
Bandon, Coquille, the Bay Area and Lakeside respectively. Municipal watersheds are generally 
considered unsuitable for development because of the potential for increased sedimentation and biological 
contamination of water supplies. Some residential and agriculture development does exist, however, 
within Bandon's watershed. 
 
Existing water district withdrawal points on the Coquille River serve Coquille, Myrtle Point and Powers. 
Powers also withdraws water in the winter from Bingham Creek. The Garden Valley Water District is 
supplied by China Creek and the Bridge area by a spring near Salmon Creek. 
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Potential water supply problems exist for the Coos Bay/North Bend urban area, Bandon and Bridge. 
During a recent year of record low rain fall, the Coos Bay/North Bend Water Board acquired water rights 
on Tarheel Reservoir temporarily and used it and water from Joe Ney Creek to supplement supplies for 
the Coos Bay area. The district is also raising the level of the Pony Creek dam to increase storage capacity 
and is exploring ways to develop its aquifer in the Coos Bay Dune Sheet more fully. Looking ahead, the 
CBNBWB has proposed several additional water storage sites as noted below. 
 
The potential for water supply problems temporary receded in Bandon when the State-operated hatchery 
on Ferry Creek was leased to private interests which are currently raising a species of fish with a water-
requirement regime that does not conflict with municipal needs. Since the water rights are transferable, 
the potential for future conflicts still exists. Low summer flow combined with low storage capacity are 
chiefly responsible for the problems within its watershed. 
 
A water system improvement plan for the city recommends increasing storage capacity on Ferry and 
Geiger Creeks to compensate for low summer flows by impounding water runoff.74

Potential Impoundment Sites 

 The State Water 
Resources Department has identified the dunes from Bullards Beach State Park north to Cut Creek as a 
potential water source for the city of Bandon and has reserved Bradley Lake for municipal use by 
prohibiting certain other uses of its water. The Coquille Formation (old riverbed deposits in an ancient 
channel of the Coquille) may also contain water in sufficient quantities for municipal development. These 
deposits are found north of the city on the other side of the Coquille River and can be seen in the cliffs 
along the ocean south of Whiskey Run. Finally, it is possible that aquifers in the marine terraces north and 
south of the city could be developed to yield sufficient amounts of water to supplement municipal 
supplies. 
 
The waterflow from Salmon Creek is often insufficient during summer months to supply the needs of the 
Bridge community. The water district could develop an intake on the Middle Fork of the Coquille to 
augment supplies during summer months. 
 

 
The resource map identifies 10 potential dam and reservoir sites considered suitable by the State Water 
Resources Department following preliminary review and cursory geographic studies. Only one of these 
sites, on the South Fork Coquille River near Eden Ridge, is being studied for hydroelectric generation 
potential. Two of these sites (on Glenn Creek and the West Fork Millicoma River) are also being 
considered by the Coos Bay/North Bend Water Board. 
 
In addition, the CBNBWB has suggested 8 possible water storage sites to meet future needs. One of 
these, on Bottom Creek, was considered unsuitable in the Water Resources Department review and at 
least one other site, on the North Fork Coquille River below Fairview, might be expected to have a 
significant impact on existing residential and agricultural use. 
 
Watersheds for 4 of the potential reservoir sites suggested by CBNBWB are indicated on the resources 
map. The potential for conflict with the goals of State and Federal agencies exists on Winchester Creek, 
where the major fresh water inflow to the South Slough Estuarine Sanctuary might be affected, and on the 
West Fork Millicoma River. In the latter proposal, forest management practices for much of the Elliot 
State Forest are likely to be affected and productive timberland inundated; also, there is a perceived threat 
to the public safety of the several hundred people living downstream from the proposed earthfill dam. 
 
                                                      
74 HGE, Inc., A Comprehensive Development Program for Water System Improvements, City of Bandon (April, 
1974), pp. 20-21. 
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Conflicting Uses 
 
The potential for conflicts abounds when all existing and potential users are taken into account: 
municipalities, farmers, domestic users, fish, recreational users, industrial users, power companies, 
mining concerns. 
 
Existing or potential conflicts for municipal water users come from several sources: 
 

1. Growth pressure. As noted under "Municipal Water Resources," existing resources for several 
districts are already inadequate or approach that point during dry years. Growth in urban and 
urbanizing areas further stretches these resources. At projected rates of growth, new water 
resources and/or increased storage capacity will be required in several water districts by the end 
of the planning period. 

 
2. Pressure for residential, commercial and industrial development within a municipal watershed. 

These impacts are discussed under "Watershed Management." In terms of current development 
pressures, the major areas of concern are the Ferry Creek-Geiger Creek watersheds and the dunes 
aquifer north of Bandon. 

 
3. Agriculture. Agricultural users compete with municipal users particularly during periods of low 

flow. This is possibly a contributing cause to water quality problems for the City of Coquille 
during summer months and affects water supply for the City of Myrtle Point. Also, current 
agricultural uses in Big Creek Valley would be threatened by development of that watershed, as 
proposed by the CBNBWB. Finally, agricultural use of chemicals such as fertilizers, pesticides 
and herbicides on farms in a watershed coult affect the quality of municipal supplies. This may be 
a planning concern in the Ferry Creek – Geiger Creek watershed, which contains many cranberry 
bogs. 

 
4. Needs for protection of certain natural or recreational resources. The proposed dam on Millicoma 

River, for instance, could cut off several tens of miles of river and streams from anadramous fish 
runs. Development of storage capacity on Winchester Creek would probably affect the ecology of 
South Slough, a natural research area. Also, the possibility of lowering-lake levels and damaging 
vegetation has caused the CBNBWB to seek a different pumping scheme in order to develop the 
water resource potential of the Coos Bay Dune Sheet. 

 
5. Forest management practices. Timber harvesting and forest management practices affect the 

quantity and quality of water in streams and rivers and the amount of water which gets stored 
underground. While logging is not incompatible with good watershed management, if it is not 
properly managed the water resource value of the watershed can be damaged. This is of particular 
concern in the smaller municipal watersheds. 

 
6. Existing users. Development of the groundwater resources of the terraces in the Bandon vicinity, 

which has been suggested as a possible way to augment water supplies for the City of Bandon, 
could affect well levels, stream flow, and water availability for cranberry growers in the area. 
Studies would have to be done to determine whether such development would yield enough water 
to be worthwhile for the city and what the impacts would be. 

 
Developing the full potential of irrigable agricultural land in the County probably necessitates increasing 
the County's water storage capacity, since the greatest need for irrigation occurs during summer months 
when rivers and streams are lowest. Impoundments frequently conflict with other existing uses by cutting 
off fish access to spawning streams or in some instances inundating farm land. Residential development 
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conflicts with agricultural needs where agriculture is dependent on groundwater (cranberry bogs in the 
Bandon vicinity, for example) or on streams with a very low summer flow. 
 
Resolving Conflicts 
 
 Several vehicles are in place for dealing with water use conflicts: 
 

• Water rights – Administered by the State Water Resources Department, water rights are granted 
on a first-come-first served basis except for those lakes and streams which are excluded by law 
from additional water appropriations. They are the legal basis for mediating between conflicting 
uses when demand exceeds supply. 

 
• South Coast Basin Water Policy – Developed and periodically updated by the State Water 

Resources Board with participation of a local committee including representatives from 
municipal water districts, agriculture and industry, this document fills the gap between water 
rights law and the legislative mandates of the State Water Resources Board. It has the weight of 
law. 

 
• Forest Practices Act – Makes timber harvesting more compatible with good watershed 

maintenance; when enforced, helps to maintain water quantity and quality. 
 
The State Water Resources Board estimates that annual stream flows in the South Coast Basin (which is 
primarily made up of the Coquille and Coos River drainages) will still exceed the total demand for water 
in the year 2070.75

                                                      
75 Summary Report of Oregon’s Long-Range Requirements for Water (1969), fig. 2. 

 There is sufficient water on an annual basis for all uses. Conflicts arise largely because 
of the extreme seasonal nature of stream flow: demand is highest in summer months when stream flow is 
lowest. There are several general planning alternatives that are available, including managing watersheds 
solely to maximize their groundwater storage potential and summer stream flows, which conflicts with 
the economic needs of the County; limiting growth, which may not be legal and does not address existing 
problems; promoting conservation; and promoting construction of dams and reservoirs to increase storage 
capacity. The last alternative, creating impoundments to store winter runoff, would provide water to 
augment summer flows. 
 
Full development of the water resources of Coos County will require further study in some cases. Most of 
the dam and reservoir sites identified have only been subject to preliminary investigation and review. 
 
Continuing high quality water resources directly depend upon proper logging, agricultural, industrial and 
land development practices. 
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3.7 UNIQUE SCENIC RESOURCES 
 
Goal Requirements  
 
Inventory 
 
Potential Conflicts 
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3.7 UNIQUE SCENIC RESOURCES 
 
Goal Requirements 
 
State-wide Planning Goal S requires protection of scenic resources. It further requires that the quantity, 
quality and location of outstanding scenic resources be inventoried and that: 
 

Where no conflicting uses for such resources have been identified, such resources shall be 
managed so as to preserve their original character. Where conflicting uses have been identified 
the economic, social, environmental and energy consequences of the conflicting uses shall be 
determined and programs developed to achieve the goal. 

 
"Scenic areas" are defined in the goal as "lands that are valued for their aesthetic appearance." 
 
Goal 17 (Coastal Shorelands) requires recognition of the aesthetic value of shorelands. It also requires 
that areas "of exceptional aesthetic or scenic quality, where the quality is primarily derived from or 
related to the association with coastal areas" be included within the shorelands boundary. Finally, Goal 17 
requires protection of "exceptional aesthetic resources" and states that "uses in these areas shall be 
consistent with protection of natural values." 
 
Goal 18 (Beaches and Dunes) requires that aesthetic values be taken into account when assigning uses in 
beach and dune areas. Specifically, it requires that among other considerations, uses "shall be-based on... 
the need to protect areas ... having scenic ... importance." 
 
Inventory 
 
Consultants for the Oregon Coastal Conservation and Development Commission inventoried landscape 
types on the coast and evaluated them on the basis of strength of coastal association. The result was 
identification of areas with the "potential for exceptional coastal experience." These areas include unique 
coastal landscapes, combinations of representative coastal landscapes with a high degree of diversity in a 
small area, and areas with either unique features or a high density of features such as coves, arch rocks, 
lighthouses and offshore rocks. These areas are identified on the Coastal Shorelands inventory maps. 
 
The "outstanding scenic resources" shown in Figure 1 were identified on the basis of uniqueness and/or 
popularity. Particularly fine examples of fairly common landscape types were also chosen (Umpqua 
Dunes Scenic Area for example). These resources are listed and described in Table 1. 
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Figure 1 
 

Outstanding Scenic Resources 
(General Locations) 

Oct. 1980 
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Table 1 
 

Outstanding Scenic Resources 
  
  
  
SITE FEATURES 
  
  
  
Cape Arago Headland; North and South Coves; offshore reef; sea 

lions; whale-watching in season; major geologic 
fault; rocky shore; tide pools 

  
Coos Head View of complete North Spit, lower bay and Coos 

Bay bar; Coast Guard lookout 
  
Coquille Falls Series of three “step” falls in South Fork of Coquille 

River 
  
Coquille Point and Offshore Islands Headland, cliffs, offshore rocks of a different type 

than northern headlands; sandy beach; Table Rock; 
view of Bandon Bluffs 

  
Golden and Silver Falls Two waterfalls of over 300 feet within ½ trail miles 

of each other 
  
Gregory Point Arago Lighthouse, visible from many areas along the 

coast of Coos County 
  
Mt. Bolivar At 4,319 feet, the highest point in the County; view 

of timbered interior of the Coast Range 
  
Shore Acres Spectacular rocky coast; winter waves smashing 

coast sometimes send spray hundreds of feet into the 
air; formal gardens (remnants of the Simpson estate) 
small cove with shell-sand beach 

  
Sunset Bay Large semi-circular cove with crescent- shaped 

beach; tree-covered offshore island; tilted beds of 
rock exposed in cliffs and reefs contrasting with 
broad grassy expanse and meandering stream; tide 
pools 

  
Yoakum Point Rocky finger of land projecting into the Pacific; 

views of coves and headlands to south, beaches and 
bay to north, reefs and rocks offshore; dense, wir.d-
pruned shrubs alternate with open grassy areas and 
forest. 
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Potential Conflicts 
 
All of the "outstanding scenic resources" are considered well protected due to the fact that they are in 
public ownership. The "areas with potential for exceptional coastal experience" are broader in extent and 
include some private land, although again substantial areas are within State Parks or the Oregon Dunes 
National Recreation Area. Conflicts are considered most likely to occur: 
 

On the coastline in the Whiskey Run area and South of the City of Bandon. A 'Recreation' 
designation is proposed in the Whiskey Run area, and a "Controlled Development" designation 
within the urban growth area south of Bandon. 

 
The land around Whiskey Run is part of a very extensive ownership which may ultimately be developed 
as a recreational planned unit development. The immediate coastal bluff could be required to be retained 
for its open space and scenic values during Planning Commission review of any proposal in this area. The 
Bandon U.G.A. coastal section is protected by the controlled development designation, which specifically 
provides for a site plan review to protect scenic resources. The Coastal Shorelands goal in any case 
restricts most types of development in rural areas, and this alone should adequately protect coastal scenic 
resources. 
 
Where development is otherwise permitted in a scenic area, a site plan review can be required to ensure 
that the resource is adequately protected. It should be mentioned that logging and other forest 
management activities are regulated by the Forest Practices Act. The County has no powers to regulate 
the impact of forest management on scenic resources, whether inland or in coastal areas, (see Attorney 
General's opinions (#7894 and #7910), if forest management is a "primary use" in the applicable zone. 
 
The Oregon Department of Forestry is required by Goal #17, Implementation Requirement 1 to develop 
forest management practices and policies which protect special shoreland values, but this has not yet been 
done. 
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Table 2 

    
Ownership and Land Use Conflicts for “Outstanding Resource Areas” 

    
    

SITE OWNERSHIP 
DEGREE OF 

PROTECTION 
EXISTING OR POTENTIAL LAND 

USE CONFLICTS 
    
Cape Arago State (Parks Dept. 

ODOT) 
Good No known conflicts; Coast Guard 

maintains lookout on site 
    
Coos Head Federal Good  
    
Coquille River Federal (U.S. Forest 

Service) 
Good None; part of Coquille River Falls 

Natural Research Area 
    
Coquille Point & 
offshore island 

County (Point) & 
Federal (islands) 

Good No known conflicts; islands are 
protected under USFWS Oregon 
Islands National Wildlife program and 
Point is a County-owned park 

    
Golden & Silver Falls State (Parks Dept.) Good No known conflicts 
    
Gregory Point Federal Good No known conflicts 
    
Mt. Bolivar Federal Good No known conflicts 
    
Shore Acres State (Parks Dept.) Good None 
    
Sunset Bay State (Parks Dept.) Good None 
    
Yoakum Point State (Parks Dept.) Good None 
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3.8 DUNES AND NON-ESTUARINE COASTAL SHORELANDS 
 
Extent and Ownership 
 
Goal and Statutory Requirements 
 
Resource Information 

Dunes Classification  
Water Resources 
Fish and Wildlife Resources And Habitats  
Economic Resources 

 
Resource Considerations  

Water Quality  
ORV Use 

 
Hazards to Development 
 
Shorelands Identification 
 
Current Uses 
 
Development Pressures 
 
Potential Uses  

Shorelands  
Dunes 
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3.8 DUNES AND OCEAN, COASTAL LAKE AND NON-ESTUARINE SHORELANDS 
 
Extent and Ownership 
 
Coos County has extensive reaches of shorelands and dunes. There are about 53 miles of ocean coastline, 
approximately 70% of which is low, sandy beach associated with inland dunes. Headlands and bluffs, 
sometimes aproned by narrow beaches or pocketed by small coves, make up the balance. Coastal lakes 
are numerous and freshwater shoreline is abundant. Estuarine shorelands, addressed in the Coos Bay and 
Coquille River Estuary Plans, are also extensive; the local estuaries are drowned valleys and head of tide 
on the Coquille River alone is about 39 river miles above the mouth of the river. The County also 
contains more dune land then any other coastal county. Much of it (about 24,170 acres) is active or only 
wind-stable, with about 40,465 acres of stabilized dunes from an older episode of dune advance.76

Goal and Statutory Requirements 

 The 
largest expanse of active and wind-stable dunes extends from the Douglas County line south to the mouth 
of the Coos River and is referred to as the Coos Bay Dune Sheet. 
 
While most of the beaches are publicly owned, all are publicly managed. About 35% of the Coos County 
coastline is privately owned. Federally owned coast includes the Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area, 
(administered by the U.S. Forest Service), North Spit of Coos Bay (administered by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers), the Coos Head Naval Station, and an area west of Croft and New Lakes (administered by 
the Bureau of Land Management). In addition, there are several major State parks administered by the 
Oregon State Parks Division, as are the beaches. Bastendorff Beach and Coquille Point are County-
owned. The major stretch of private ocean shorelands in the County is from Cape Arago south to Cut 
Creek. Lakefront ownership varies. 
 
Many of the County's lakes are included totally or partially in the Oregon Dunes NRA boundaries. Some 
private landholdings are included within the NRA. These areas comprise the "Inland Sector" of the NRA. 
(See Coastal Shorelands Inventory Maps). The shorelands of Tenmile Lakes and smaller coastal lakes 
such as Chrome, Round, Fahys, Bradley, Laurel, Croft and New Lakes are almost totally in private hands. 
Major dunes areas in private ownership are found north of the Curry County line to Bandon State Park, 
north of Bullards Beach Park to Whiskey Run, and in a few cases immediately east of the Siuslaw 
National Forest. 
 

 
The Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines require that: 
 

(1) The resources and benefits of coastal beach and dune areas and shorelands be conserved, 
protected, developed where appropriate, and restored where appropriate; 
 

(2) Hazard to human life and property from natural or man-induced causes be reduced; 
 

(3) Comprehensive plans and implementing actions (a) "provide for diverse and appropriate use of 
beach and dune areas consistent with their ecological, recreational, aesthetic, water resource, and 
economic values, and consistent with the natural limitations of beaches, dunes and dune 
vegetation for development" and (b) consider "the critical relationships between coastal 
shorelands and resources of coastal waters." 

 
Additionally, recognition of the value of coastal shorelands "for protection and maintenance of water 
quality, fish and wildlife habitat, water-dependent uses, economic resources and recreation and aesthetics" 
                                                      
76 Soil Conservation Service, Beaches and Dunes of the Oregon Coast (OCCDC, 1974), p. 25. 



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 147 

 

is required, by Goal 17, as is reducing the adverse effects upon water quality and fish and wildlife habitat 
or man's use of coastal shorelands. Within the limits of its authority, the County is also required to reduce 
sedimentation in estuaries, nearshore waters and coastal lakes. Residences and commercial and industrial 
buildings are specifically prohibited on foredunes and interdune areas which are subject to ocean flooding 
(Goal 18). The goals also require that shorelands be identified in the Comprehensive Plan and that 
specific general priorities be set for uses within shorelands. Other statutes, regulations, or administrative 
rules which apply are listed below: 
 

• Oregon Dunes NRA Act (P.L. 92-260) – Regulates land use within Dunes NRA borders. 
 

• Oregon Beach Law (ORS 390.605-390.770) – Provides policies and guidelines for the protection 
of public rights and interests in Oregon's ocean shore; grants review authority to the State 
Highway Division for beach improvement permits; regulates removal of products from ocean 
shore. 
 

• Beach Improvement Standards – Instrument formulated by the State Highway Division to 
implement its authority in accordance with Oregon Beach Law and Statewide Goal directives. 
 

• ORS 517.570-517.990 – Requires reclamation and development plan for certain surface mining 
activities. 
 

• ORS 541.605-665 – Regulates fill and removal activities. 
 
The following agencies have administrative authority and/or permit-granting authority in shoreland or 
dune areas in Coos County: 
 

• U.S. Forest Service – Administers Dune NRS, Siuslaw National Forest. 
 

• State Water Resources Department – Develops and administers State Water Resource Policies. 
 

• Division of State Lands – Manages State-owned waterways; administers state water resource 
policies. 

 
• Division of State Lands – Manages State-owned waterways; administers removal and fill permit 

law; reviews beach improvement permits. 
 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Has permit-granting authority for all work involving navigable 
waterways (including riprap). 
 

• State Highway Department – Acquires and operates State parks; has jurisdiction over Pacific 
Ocean shore; has permit review authority for improvements in the beach zone; regulates vehicle 
use in the beach zone. 
 

• State Department of Geology and Mineral Industries – Issues permits for certain surface mining 
activities and sets standards for reclamation. 
 

• State Department of Environmental Quality – Administers and enforces State laws relating to 
water quality and solid waste disposal. 
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• State Department of Fish and Wildlife – Has responsibility for managing and protecting fish and 
wildlife resources; manages game fish and wildlife-oriented recreation. 
 

• State Parks Division acquires and operates state parks. 
 

Resource Information 
 
Dune Classification 
 
The dune resource classifications are mapped on pp. 15-11 through 15-13 in the Background Document, 
and were developed and mapped by the U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service for OCCDC (Beaches and 
Dunes of the Oregon Coast, 1975). The dunes areas delineated on the maps titled "Development Potential 
Within Ocean Shorelands and Dunes" are based on these classifications. 
  
The units on the sand dunes maps that appear in the Background Document and the relationship of those 
units to the identification categories specified in Goal 18 of the Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines 
are described in Table 1. Uses permitted, and findings required to permit development, are set out in Goal 
18; the dune units to which various goal requirements apply are laid out in Table 6, together with 
probable constraints on development. 
 

Table 1 
      

Sand Dunes Units 
      

Goal 
Categories 

Sand Dunes Map Units 
Abbreviated Description Name Symbol 

Active Dunes 

Open Sand Dune OS Wind drifted sand in the form of dunes and ridges, 
that are essentially bare of vegetation. 

Active Dune 
Hummocks H Partly vegetated circular and elevated mounds of 

sand. 

Active Fore-Dunes FDA 
A growing barrier ridge of sand paralleling the 
beach which lies immediately above the high tide 
line. 

Recently 
Stabilized 

Dunes 

Foredunes FD An active foredune that has become conditionally 
stable with regard to wind erosion. 

Open Dune Sand 
Conditionally Stable OSC A sand dune presently in wind-stable condition but 

vegetated by fragile plantings. 

Dune Complex DC Various patterns of small dunes with partially 
stabilized intervening areas. 

Younger Stabilized 
Dunes DS A youthful wind-stable dune landform. 

Older 
Stabilized 

Dunes 

Older Stabilized 
Dunes ODS 

A wind-stable dune landform that has soils with 
weakly cemented nodules and to strongly cemented 
nodules or strongly cemented 'Bir' horizons. 

Interdune 
Forms 

Wet Deflation Plains WDP 
Broad areas just inland from the foredunes which 
are wind-scoured to the height of the summer water 
table. 

Wet Interdunes W 
Includes a range of landforms varying from wet 
open dune sand forms to wet areas in recent and 
older stabilized dunes. 
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Figure 1 

 
Typical Dunes Units 
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Water Resources 
 
Features such as lakes are the surface expression of the water table. "Wet deflation plains" are created 
when wind currents scour the area directly behind active foredunes down to the water table level. Surface 
water is utilized by migratory waterfowl and as resting and feeding habitat. Surface water is most often 
found in wet deflation plain areas. Lakes and wet deflation plains are subject to considerable seasonal 
variations in water table level. From the onset of the winter rainy season until spring the water table is 
generally at, or above, the surface. 
 
Overpumping of groundwater beyond its capacity to recharge from precipitation can cause lowering of 
dune lake levels and drying of wet interdune areas, with possible loss of vegetation and loss of wildlife 
habitat, lowering of the water table below the depth of some existing wells and salt water intrusion. 
 
Salt water encroachment into dune groundwater supplies is normally limited, because of the pressure of 
freshwater flowing through the sand into the sea. However, excessive pumping from wells close to the 
ocean can cause a change in the hydraulic pressure. If this pressure is lowered too far, a wedge of 
seawater intrudes and contaminates the groundwater supply. Such intrusion is irreversible. The risk of 
saltwater intrusion is greatest on narrow spits which, like the North Spit, are surrounded by the sea and by 
brackish water. Maintenance of good water quality in the dune and upland water-courses is important to 
the health of users of groundwater from the dunes and for protection of anadromous fish and other 
wildlife. The dunes are particularly susceptible to direct chemical contamination from industrial, 
agricultural, domestic and other sources. 
 
The following report (Oregon Economic Development Dept., Nov. 1983) summarizes results of several 
studies concerning water availability and how it may be affected by proposed industrial users. 
 

WATER SUPPLY AND WATER DEMAND INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITIES ON THE NORTH SPIT: 
COOS BAY, OREGON 

 
WATER SUPPLY 

 
The Coos Bay North Bend Water Board (CBNBWB) is responsible for constructing, operating and 
managing a water system for the cities of Coos Bay and North Bend and other cities in the area, including 
the Port's North Spit Industrial Site. The CBNBWB holds Oregon Water Permit No. G-1389, which gives 
it the right to install up to 64 wells in the dunes aquifer north of the North Spit, and to pump up to 30 
MGD from those wells. Capacity of the 20 wells already in service is approximately 7.5 MGD. The Board 
also has plans to utilize water impounded in Pony Creek and Joe Ney Creek to provide future water 
supply for its service area. (1) CBNBWB plans rely on the following established water sources to meet 
future needs: 
 
 Dunes 22.0 MGD (may be increased by well field modification 
 Pony Creek 5.3 MGD 
 Joe Ney Creek 5.0 MGD 
  32.3 MGD 
 
A 1973 USDOI model study described the dunes aquifer which is the major source of water for the 
CBNBWB. Precipitation (approx. 62" a year) is the major source of groundwater in the dunes aquifer. 
Recharge of the aquifer was found to be equivalent to 37 MGD. The study concluded that 30 MGD could 
safely be withdrawn from the dunes aquifer without danger of salt water intrusion. (2) 
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The water table in the dunes aquifer includes a number of upland lakes north of the North Spit (Horsfall, 
Spirit, Bluebell, etc.). These lakes are interrelated visible indicators of the height of the water table. They 
overflow from one to the other southerly, during the rainy season. During the dry season, lack of rain as 
well as drawdown from nearby wells adjacent wells did affect lake levels, and that if lake lowering was 
considered a problem for aesthetic or recreation purposes, the Board could consider relocating the 
westerly wells to minimize drawdown in the vicinity of the lakes. (3) 

 
Concern for the recreational, aesthetic and wildlife uses of the upland lakes caused the CBNBWB to 
adopt a policy that they would rely on the dunes aquifer for only 22 MGD until such time as studies 
reveal ways to harvest the full 30 MGD allowed under their permit, without major threat to the lakes. 
Studies are ongoing, sponsored by CBNBWB, USGS and others, to assure that an adequate quality and 
quantity of water will be available to meet demands of municipal, residential and industrial users, without 
threat to the environment. For example, in consideration of a new well field design, a 1978 study of 
excessive dissolved from concentrations in the upper part of the tunes aquifer, minimizing drawdown of 
the interior lakes. (4) 

 
This and other considerations are the subject of current studies, which will assure that the Water Board 
can optimize water withdrawals, thereby minimizing both costs of water service and the effects on the 
environments. 
 
Plans are also underway, under an EDA grant, to construct a pipeline to serve the North Spit industrial 
area from Highway 101 south to the Port's North Spit site, then across the Bay to the municipal system. 
As the new road through the industrial area is constructed, the waterline will be installed along the right-
of-way. As demand increases, the line can be extended through an underwater line from Ore-Aqua to 
Empire, integrating the whole system. (5) 

 
WATER DEMAND 

 
In May 1983, the Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board project 32.5 million gallons a day future water 
demand for the Board's service area as follows: 
 
 Municipal 9.5 MGD 
 Present pump mill 3.0 MGD 
 Possible new pulp mill 10.0 MGD 
 Coal export 2.0 MGD 
 Fish processing 2.0 MGD 
 Mineral processing, oil refinery, unanticipated developments and changes in other 

estimates 
6.0 MGD 

  32.5 MGD 
 
Although changes in the economy, population growth, export opportunities and processing technology 
will modify any such estimates over time, this summary reflects the needs which the Water Board has 
now committed to meet by the year 2001. Should demand change, CBNBWB will modify its program to 
meet those needs. (1) 
 
In September of 1983 the Oregon Economic Development Department (EDD) prepared for the Coos 
County Commissioners an analysis of the industrial activity for which the Port's North Spit property was 
an ideal location. (6) This analysis, coupled with the analysis prepared by the CCD Business 
Development Corporation in 1982 (7) concluded that the following new industrial activities could be 
expected to seek a North Spit location. The County was urged to plan for these activities, through 
comprehensive plan and zoning and by plans for public facilities and services. The activities are: 
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− Transshipment of coal, perhaps providing a market for local coal  
− Land base for exploration, equipment construction and maintenance, transshipment and/or 

processing of manganese nodules and/or polymetallic sulfides  
− Cargo handling 
− Marine construction and support  
− Marine fuels bunker facility  
− Seafood processing and trawler basin  
− Oil rig or OCS mining platform fabrication  
− Manufacture of glass 

 
The following report, a supplement to the EDD report of September '83, (6) presents more specific 
information on the possible water demand of 31.57 MGD by the land uses described. These are estimates 
of a variety of industrial and process demands. Until it is clear which of the industries actually submits a 
development proposal, specific demands cannot be known. These estimates are for long range planning 
purposes only. 
 
Industrial Activity Potential Demand 

on CBNBWB 
Water Supply 

  
  
Coal Transshipment and processing. .25 MGD est. 
A 10 MTY coal transshipment facility can be estimated to use 250,000 GD of water 
for dust control and washing cars. Surface runoff will be recycled. (8) 

 

  
Mineral ore transshipment. .25 MGD est. 
If we assume that minerals from the continental shelf such as manganese nodules or 
polymetallic sulfides will be transshipped from North Spit, we could assume another 
250,000 GD. 

 

  
Should local coal be processed as part of a transshipment operation, as envisioned at 
the time of the CBNBWB estimates, additional processing water could be needed. 
(9) Site and environmental standards will call for recovery and reuse of water. 

1.50 MGD est. 

  
Water demand of the Port's planned Marine Terminal and Industrial Park were 
estimated at 1,750 gallons a day. (10) 

.00175 MGD est. 

  
Should glass be manufactured at the North Spit, that process might demand 70,000 
GD. (11) 

.07 MGD est. 

  
Oil Rig Fabrication requires minimal water for employee use and some dust control, 
similar to the industrial park operations described in the CORPS estimate above. (12, 
13) Assume another 3,500 GD. 

.0035 MGD est. 

  
Dewatering of a graving dock is a separate matter. This process does not pump water 
for consumption, but to divert the ground water flow by pump and pipeline near the 
dock and therefore close to where that water would otherwise escape from the water 
table into the bay. Since the site under consideration is considerably south and across 
a substantial year round lagoon from the CBNBWB well field, it can be concluded 

.00 MGD est. 
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that it would have no measurable effect on the water supply under discussion. (13, 
14) 
  
Extraction of minerals from Manganese Nodules (MN). 5.0 MGD est. 
Considerable study has been done to determine the most efficient and 
environmentally sensitive process to extract salable minerals from manganese 
nodules. (15, 16, 17) Both hydrometallurgical and/or smelting processes have been 
considered, which can recover up to 95% of the contained metals. Each of the 
processes considered varies in its water needs. However, all are said to recover and 
reuse water from their own or other processes. Potable water is not required for 
100% of the demand. (17, 18) 

 

  
Possible processing methods and processing water needs for a 3-metal plant 
processing 3 MTY or a 4-metal plant processing 1 MTY include: 

 

  
Reduction/Ammoniacal Leach 4.75 MGD 
High Temperature Sulfuric Acid Leach 4.75 MGD 
Reduction/Hydrochloric Acid Leach 3.3 MGD 
Smelting 1.5 MGD 
Cuprion/Ammonia Leach 6.3 MGD 
AVERAGE 4.1 MGD 
  
At this time it is not clear whether one of these plants will choose a Coos Bay site, or 
indeed which process would prove cost effective and meet local environmental 
standards. If one did locate on the North Spit, it could be expected to employ 300-
500 people, and operate 3 shifts a day. (15) 
 
Water demand estimates quoted here are high because studies reviewed made clear 
that water would be recovered and reused throughout the process, and that not all 
water would need to be potable. But percent of reuse and bay or sea water were not 
specified. 
 
Therefore it is difficult to choose a number for this estimate. The average of the 
demands of the above uses would be 4.1 MGD. Eighty percent (potable and 
consumed) of the largest water using process would be 5 MGD. Those interested in 
a more precise estimate for a specific process can investigate the details in the 
sources noted. For planning purposes we have chosen a high side of 5 MGD. 

 

  
Extraction of minerals from Polymetallic Sulfides (PMS)  
Little study has been done of new processes whereby a high percent of minerals 
could be extracted from polymetallic sulfides. It is known that the sulfides are 
available close to the Oregon shore, within the 200 mile Economic Zone, and may 
be able to be processed by existing technology. Marketable grades of the ore may 
ultimately be shipped considerable distance for processing. In that case water 
demand would be less than the .25 MGD above (smaller quantities). But since Coos 
Bay is the closest port available to America's best PMS site, the North Spit could 
become a PMS processing site, with or instead of the MN activity described above. 
 
Since the Coos County Comprehensive Plan has made available land to meet either 
MN or PMS transshipment or processing needs, and specific processes have not yet 
been determined, water needs could be assumed within the 4 MGD estimated above. 
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From a specific industrial perspective, therefore, possible water needs of the 
industrial lands on the North Spit, together with other uses already projected by the 
CBNBWB, could be estimated as follows: 
 Estimate 
Coal transshipment .25 MGD 
Manganese Nodule/PM sulfide transshipment .25 MGD 
Processing Local Coal 1.50 MGD 
Marine Industrial Park .00175 MGD 
Glass Manufacture .07 MGD 
Oil Rig Fabrication .0035 MGD 
Manganese Nodules/PM Sulfide 5.0 MGD 
  
Municipal 9.5 
Present Pulp Mill 3.0 
Possible New Pulp Mill 10.0 
Fish Processing 2.0 
Total estimated use 31.57 MGD 
  
This demand is within the supply which will be available when such development 
occurs. As actual development occurs, these estimates as well as water supply 
system changes can be monitored and revised, to assure an adequate quantity and 
quality of water to the North Spit industrial properties. 
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Fish and Wildlife Resources and Habitats 
 
Shoreland and dune habitats and fish and wildlife resources are discussed in more detail in the Shorelands 
and Beaches and Dunes chapters of the Background Document. The Nature Conservancy has identified 
the following critical habitats in Coos County as shown in Table 2, Critical Habitats in the Beaches & 
Dunes of Coos County.77

                                                      
77 Bill Burley, Critical Species and Habitats of Oregon’s Coastal Beaches and Dunes, pp. 62-67. In Beaches and 
Dunes Handbook for the Oregon Coastal Zone (Oregon Coastal Zone Management Association, 1973). 
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Table 2 

  
Critical Habitats in the Beaches & Dunes of Coos County 

  
Area Features 
  
Mouth of Tenmile Creek Snowy plover habitat, both sides of the mouth; bald 

eagles have been observed here. 
  
North Spit, Coos Bay Snowy plover habitat; full representation of plant 

communities and flora characteristic of Oregon's 
beaches and dunes 

  
New River sandspit Snowy plover habitat 
  
Bullards Beach to North Jetty of Coquille River Rare plant (silvery phacelia) in dunes; snowy 

plover habitat on ocean side of spit. 
  
 
Anadromous fish run in many coastal streams and in Tenmile Lakes (see "Fish & Wildlife Habitats" 
map). Wetland habitats in the dunes are mapped as part of the Coastal Shorelands inventory. Some of 
these areas are important nesting and feeding sites for migrating waterfowl. 
 
Economic Resources 
 
The economic values of the shorelands and dunes (apart from estuarine shorelands) are derived chiefly 
from their value as recreational resources. Tourism is an important source of income to the County, 
perhaps of greater importance then agriculture. The scenic and fish and wildlife resources of the coast and 
dunes are major components of the recreational value. Fishing (ocean, bay and lake) is a major attraction, 
though duck hunting in the dunes wetlands, important resting and feeding areas for wildfowl, may attract 
a few users. The open sand attracts many off-road vehicle (ORV) enthusiasts from the Willamette Valley 
and out-of-state. Boating on Tenmile Lakes is also popular. The sand itself is an economic resource and 
has been mined for glass production for several years from just outside the Dunes NRA boundary. 
 
There are also several industrial sites within the dunes area near Hauser. These are located adjacent to the 
railway and represent a few of the only potential industrial sites not adjacent to estuaries. (See the 
Industrial Lands Element for more details). 
 
Resource Considerations 
 
Water Quality 
 
Maintenance of good water quality in the dunes and upland water-courses is important to the health of 
users of groundwater from the dunes and for protection of anadromous fish and other wildlife. The dunes 
are particularly susceptible to direct chemical contamination from industrial, agricultural, domestic and 
other sources. While the streams may gain in volume as they flow through the dunes in the winter, some 
of the streamflow contributes to the groundwater supplies in the summer when the water table is lower. If 
the stream contains chemical pollutants, these will reach the groundwater supplies and be pumped out by 
municipal and domestic users and possible contaminate dunes lakes and wetlands. 
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Lakeside development can pose unforeseen problems. Large-scale removal of vegetation and disturbance 
of soil on the banks of uplands can increase bank erosion and sedimentation, which can block channels, 
lower the lifetime of the lake and cause gill damage to fish. Maintaining vegetation along the shores 
protects banks from erosion and, if the vegetated strip is sufficiently wide, can protect the lake to some 
degree from sedimentation from storm runoff. Another common problem is increased levels of nitrates, 
nitrites and phosphates, the result of the breakdown of human and animal waste and of the use of 
detergents which leak into lake waters from subsurface disposal systems (or are in some cases dumped 
directly into the lake). These substances fertilize the growth of algae and other plants. Besides being a 
nuisance in their own right, these plants die and decompose, which robs the water of oxygen needed by 
fish and other aquatic life. The resulting accumulation of organic debris on the bottom also lowers the 
lifetime of the lake. There are several ways to avoid the problem, including restricting lakeside 
development to areas that are already committed to such uses, limiting density, requiring that drainfields 
be set back and adequate distance from the lake's edge so that waste products are less likely to reach the 
water and developing sewage treatment systems that remove these products. 
 
Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) Use 
 
ORV use can conflict with other recreational values, with stabilization needs, and with wildlife and 
consequently requires management. Salt marshes, sand flats, and estuarine areas are particularly 
sensitive.78

Hazards to Development 

 Foredune vegetation, though easily damaged by ORV use, is also vigorous and recovers fairly 
quickly. However, compatibility with existing and projected uses behind the foredune must be considered 
since erosion damage to the foredune raises the risk of wave overtopping, breaching of the foredune and 
ocean flooding of areas behind the foredune. This is not currently a problem in Coos County since there is 
no development on or behind the foredune. 
 
Vegetated dunes, on the other hand, recover very slowly and are easily disturbed. Once the vegetation is 
removed and a track is created, other ORV users feel that the bare area is a "legitimate" trail and the 
damage progresses. The wind erosion and sand deposition that results can threaten nearby property, 
recreational facilities, and homes. This is a potential problem in the Round, Chrome, and Whiskey Run 
areas and possibly also in the dunes south of Fourmile Creek toward Croft Lake. The magnitude of the 
problem will depend upon future ORV use rates and the amount of development that is permitted to occur 
in these areas. 
 
As for identifiable wildlife conflicts, damage to vegetation in the deflation plain can have a significant 
impact on a habitat used by migrating waterfowl. There are conflicts with needs to maintain critical 
habitats in a few areas. Having brief closures (April-June) in those limited areas identified as snowy 
plover nesting site would be one way to help make ORV use compatible with protection of endangered 
species. Management of ORV use can probably be most effectively accomplished through a management 
plan developed cooperatively with ORV clubs, State and County park and recreational agencies, private 
landholders and other appropriate parties. 
 

 
Hazards are briefly addressed by landform below. Beaches and foredunes are discussed together since 
foredunes are unstable features and are subject to similar hazards to development as beaches. The 
pertinent map units are given in parentheses. Additional information is available in the "Beaches and 
Dunes", "Shorelands", and "Natural Hazards" chapters in the Background Document. 
                                                      
78 This and following information is from Off-Road Vehicle Planning and Management on the Oregon Coast, by 
Timms Fowler (OCZMA, Inc., 1978). 
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The erosion patterns of beaches and foredunes (FD, FDA) are subject to rapid change. A foredune area 
that has been growing seaward for a decade may be undercut during a single storm. Rip-tides cause small 
embayments in beaches which can extend across the entire width of the beach and begin to erode into the 
foredunes on sea cliffs; these change in location from year to year. Seasonal changes in beach profiles are 
dramatic: high-energy winter waves move vast quantities of sand offshore, exposing foredunes and cliffs 
(usually protected during summer by wide berms of sand) to the power of the waves. Fore-dunes are 
occasionally overtopped by large storm waves and even breached, allowing ocean flooding of the 
deflation plain. 
 
Because the sand stored temporarily on beaches and foredunes absorbs the energy of the waves and 
protects inland areas from wave damage and ocean flooding, maintaining the volume of sand in these 
areas is important. Beaches are in a state of dynamic equilibrium. Sand is constantly being removed from 
a beach by wave erosion, wind and currents, while it is supplied largely from river sediments and sea cliff 
erosion and carried into an area by currents and waves. Loss of supply causes increased erosion of 
beaches and headlands; interruption of sand transport causes deposition in one area and increased erosion 
in another. While beach from protective structures and measures taken to reduce headland erosion can 
control erosion at one location, they generally increase erosion elsewhere. Oregon law allows the issuing 
of permits for beach front protective structures only where development existed on January 1, 1977, and 
one of the criteria for issuing such permits is compliance with local comprehensive land use plans. The 
mining of sand from beach areas disrupts the sand supply and should be carefully controlled. The mining 
of sand at Gleneden Beach, for instance, was an aggravating factor in the erosion of Siletz Spit, site of the 
Salishan development.79

The major hazard to development in interdune areas (WDP, W) is the high water table. Winds scour these 
areas down to the level of the water table in the summer while in the winter the water table is often 
several inches to several feet above ground level. Septic tanks generally fail and the potential for 
groundwater pollution is high. Additional hazards are ocean flooding, salt water intrusion, wind erosion 
and deposition around structures and drawdown. Drawdown is the general lowering of the water table 
caused by the pumping of groundwater. It can cause increased wind erosion and loss of vegetation as the 
water table is lowered below root depth. Other impacts are reduction of lake levels, lowering of the water 

 The damming of rivers and streams also removes sources of sand. 
 
Siting development in beach and foredune areas can cause water quality and waste disposal problems. 
While bacteria are filtered out of septic wastes as they percolate through sand, nitric, nitrous and other 
chemical components are not. These contaminate groundwater supplies. Septic system problems are 
compounded on beaches because of seasonally high water tables. In addition, pumping from wells close 
to the ocean causes a change in the hydraulic pressure. Salt water encroachment into beach and dune 
groundwater supplies is normally limited because of the pressure of fresh water flowing through the sand 
into the sea. If this pressure is lowered too far, a wedge of seawater intrudes and contaminates the 
groundwater supply. Such intrusion is irreversible. The risk of saltwater intrusion is greatest on narrow 
spits, which are surrounded by the sea and by brackish water. 
 
Wind erosion and deposition, also a hazard in beach and foredune areas, is covered in greater detail below 
in the discussion of other dune types. Development of foredunes poses a particular wind erosion problem. 
Excavation for development, the accompanying loss of vegetation, and disruption of the wind flow by 
structures can promote severe wind erosion of theforedune which threatens not only the structures sited 
on the foredune itself, but also the area behind the eroded foredune which then suffers a greater risk of 
flooding and wave damage because of potential foredune breaching. 
 

                                                      
79 Paul Komar, Physical Processes and Geologic Hazards on the Oregon Coast (OCZMA, Inc., 1979), p. 8. 
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table below the depth of some existing wells and salt water intrusion. Lowering of the water table 
indicates that groundwater is being used faster than it is being replaced. 
 
In addition to potential drawdown, groundwater pollution and sewage disposal problems, dunes areas 
(OS, H, OSC, DC, DS, ODS, FD and FDA) are vulnerable to wind erosion and deposition. Deposition 
occurs when natural or man-made obstructions slow the wind, causing it to drop its load of airborne sand. 
Burial or partial burial of roads, structures, lawns, and parking lots results, dunes advance by the 
accumulation of sand on their downwind sides. In Coos County, some dunes have been observed to 
advance 2-6 feet per year.80

The most common result of disturbance of vegetation on otherwise vegetated dunes is a blowout, an 
elongated, dish-shaped area bare of vegetation. After the initial disturbance, the wind takes over and a 
feature that may have been only a few feet across and several feet long in its early stages can develop into 
a landform hundreds of feet across and more than a mile long.

 While the degree of hazard varies somewhat depending on vegetative cover, 
soils are generally thin (where present) and wind- stable dunes are easily reactivated. Even when there are 
well developed soil profiles, as on older stabilized dunes, there may still be risk of reactivation because 
the underlying sand is often not demented or is only poorly demented. 
 

81

                                                      
80 Beaulieu and Hughes, p. 109. 
81 Chris Crook, A System of Classifying and Identifying Oregon’s Coastal Beaches & Dunes (OCZMA, Inc., 1979), 
pp. 86-87. 

 
 
Protecting existing vegetation and requiring revegetation as soon as possible when the plant cover must 
be disturbed are ways of reducing wind hazard. 
 
Headland erosion is a more direct threat to existing homes in the County then is erosion of beaches and 
foredunes. Many factors contribute to headland erosion rates, including the type of underlying rock, the 
degree and direction of slope of the underlying rock, groundwater, the steepness of slopes where uplands 
meet the sea, and the presence of accumulations of driftwood and/or rock debris at the base of the cliffs. 
 
If the underlying rock is generally hard, as at Bandon, regional erosion rates are extremely slow, ranging 
from almost zero to one inch per year. The erosion rate can be considerably greater locally where the rock 
is sheared or where there are joints, faults or zones of softer rock, as at Bandon Viewpoint. Sandstone 
headlands and bluffs of the County (Cape Arago, Coos head, the bluffs above Lighthouse Beach) appear 
to be eroding at regional rates of a few inches per year or less. However, here headland erosion is 
sporadic because erosion proceeds much more quickly along siltstone layers interspersed with the 
sandstone and along joints and faults. The softer siltstone layers can undermine the sandstone cliffs and 
lead to the breaking off of large clocks of rock. Headlands underlain mainly be siltstone erode uniformly 
because of the finer jointing of the rock (Twomile Creek, for example). Rates are more rapid – probably 
close to several inches per year. It must be emphasized that the erosion rates indicated on the 
"Development Potential" maps are regional in nature and that on-site inspection is necessary to determine 
suitability for a particular development proposal. 
 
Slumping of terrace deposits is an associated erosion hazard in areas where sea cliffs have been cut into 
coastal terraces. These deposits of sand, clay and gravel cap the wave-cut plat forms of rock which now 
stand up to several hundred feet above sea level and are visible many places along the coast from Coos 
head to China Creek. When saturated, these deposits often collapse leaving crescent-shaped depressions 
at the top edges of cliffs. Usually the slumps do not reach farther back from the cliff edge than twice the 
depth of the terrace deposit. Moderate setbacks are generally considered adequate protection. While such 
slumping usually occurs during the rainy season, it is becoming increasingly common in developed areas 
regardless of season. One probable cause is groundwater introduced by septic systems. 
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Figure 2 

    
Cross-section of cliff showing slumping of terrace deposits 

    
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
Driftwood and rock debris at the base of cliffs absorbs wave energy. Their removal can increase erosion 
rate significantly and endanger existing development. 
 
Shorelands Identification 
 
Statewide Planning Goal #17 (Coastal Shorelands) requires identification of shoreland areas in 
accordance with seven criteria. Coastal Shorelands are defined as "those areas immediately adjacent to the 
ocean, all estuaries and associated wetlands, and all coastal lakes". Estuarine Shorelands for the Coos Bay 
and Coquille River estuaries are identified in their respective management plans. Other shorelands (for 
the ocean, coastal lakes and minor estuaries) are identified in this document. The Statewide Planning 
goals define coastal lakes (in part) as "lakes in the coastal zone that are created by a dune formation". The 
coastal zone extends to the crest of the coast range. The seven criteria are to be applied within the 
"planning area", an area for inventory and study, to determine where the coastal shorelands boundary 
should be. In Coos County, the planning area includes all land west of Highway 101 except that in the 
central section of the county, the planning area is only the land west of Cape Arago Highway and Seven 
Devils Road. In addition, land within 500 feet of the shoreline of coastal lakes that are outside the 
abovementioned area, are also included in the planning area. 
 
In Coos County, the relationship between the dunes and lakes like Horsefall and Spirit is obvious; less 
obvious is the fact that Eel Lake and Tenmile Lakes owe their existence to the advance of the Coos Bay 
Dune Sheet (see p. J-1). For this reason, they are identified as coastal lakes, even though they lie to the 
east of Highway 101. Many of the other coastal lakes in the county were also formed when advancing 
dune sheets blocked streams. 
 
The seven criteria and the way in which they were applied and interpreted are detailed as follows. The 
areas which fit the criteria are mapped at a scale of 1" = 800 feet, which provides sufficient detail to 
determine the precise relationship of the shorelands boundary to property lines. The general location of 
the shorelands boundary itself is also mapped at a scale of 2" = 1 mile on the map titled "Development 
Potential within Ocean Shorelands and Dunes". 
 

1. "Lands which limit control or are directly affected by the hydraulic action of the coastal water 
body, including floodways". (LCDC Statewide Planning Goal #17, Coastal Shorelands) 

 
These areas are defined as: 
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a. Land subject to potential ocean flooding, e.g. deflation plains behind active foredunes, as 
indicated by the HUD Flood Hazard Boundary Maps, Zone A (100-year floodplain). 

 
b. Land subject to flooding by the estuarine portion of minor coastal streams, (New river, 

Tenmile Creek, Fourmile Creek, Twomile Creek), and around coastal lakes. (Source 
HUD, as above). Note that floodplains of tributary streams to certain coastal lakes, 
especially the Tenmile Lakes extend for several miles. They are considered to be 
associated with the streams rather than the lakes, and are not included in the shoreland 
boundary, except within 500 feet of the lake shoreline. Note that detailed floodplain 
information distinguishing the "floodway" from the "flood fringe" is not yet available. 
Consequently, flood fringe areas are also included in the shoreland boundary where 
applicable 

 
c. Foredunes (source "Beaches and Dunes of the Oregon Coast", SCS for OCCDC, 1974). 

 
2. "Adjacent areas of geologic instability" 

 
These areas are identified as: 

 
a. Areas subject to beach erosion (Source "Environmental Geology of Western Coos and 

Douglas Counties", DGMI, 1975). 
 

b. Areas subject to headland erosion (Source as above). 
 

c. Slide areas (Source as above). 
 

d. Steep ocean bluffs, defined as areas with regional slope of greater than 50%, having high 
potential for mass movement and erosion (Source as above). 

 
3. Natural or man-made riparian resources, especially vegetation necessary to stabilize the shoreland 

and to maintain water quality and temperatures necessary for the maintenance of fish habitat and 
spawning areas. 

 
These areas are identified as: 

 
a. Vegetated shorelines of coastal lakes and minor estuaries, mapped schematically as a 

riparian strip or fringe which stabilizes banks and maintains water temperatures. In 
certain areas, adjacent wetlands are an extension of riparian vegetation (see Criterion #4, 
below). It is not possible without extensive field checks to determine the precise 
boundaries between riparian and nonriparian species. Typical riparian species are red 
alder, willows, ash, spruce and myrtle. However, alder, spruce and myrtle are found in 
adjacent uplands also, making a precise division between riparian and nonriparian 
vegetation difficult. No other natural or man-made riparian resources have been 
identified. 

 
4. Areas of significant shoreland and wetland biological habitat. 

 
These areas are identified as: 
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a. Significant wetland habitats (source USFWS Wetlands Inventory). All wetlands shown 
within the "Planning area" are inventoried. However, certain wetland areas are considered 
not to be 'significant' either because: 

 
i. they are disjunct wetland areas which are not adjacent to or associated with the 

ocean, estuaries or coastal lakes, or; 
 

ii. because they are "wet meadows" under active agricultural use and therefore not 
"significant". This occurs in the New Lake/Bethel Creek area, as determined 
from Assessor's Department airphotos showing agricultural areas. See Fish and 
Wildlife Habitats Strategy. #4, for rationale. 

 
b. Shoreland bird nesting sites (snowy plover, osprey, bald eagle). These sites are identified 

generally, at the scale of 1/2" = 1 mile on Fish and Wildlife Habitats Map I rather then in 
the Shoreland Inventory in the interests of keeping the exact location of the nesting sits 
confidential. In any case, all such nesting sites are within the Coastal Shorelands 
Boundary as based on the other criteria. (Source, local office, ODFW). 

 
5. Areas necessary for water-dependent, water-related uses, including areas of recreational 

importance which utilize coastal water or riparian resources, areas appropriate for navigation and 
port facilities, and areas having characteristics suitable for aquaculture. 

 
These areas are identified as: 

 
a. All ocean beaches and shores of New river. (Not identified on shoreland inventory maps 

in the interest of graphic legibility). 
 

b. All coastal parks having frontage on beaches or coastal lakes (State, County parks, 
Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area). The "Inland Sector" is not, however, included 
in the Shorelands Boundary unless other criteria apply (see maps). 

 
c. Private recreational facilities (see maps). 

 
d. Coastal lakes suited to water-dependent recreation. Certain lakes (like Tenmile Lakes and 

Croft Lake) are used for boating. Other lakes are used for hunting waterfowl (lakes in 
ODNRA). Several lakes also support fish populations. (See Recreation Element for 
details, especially, p.T-34). 

 
No areas suited to navigation or port facilities have been identified in the ocean shorelands, 
coastal lakes or minor estuaries. No definitive studies have been done on suitability for 
aquaculture. However, minor estuaries with anadromous fish runs connecting with coastal lakes 
might possess suitable characteristics. The New river/New Lake/Croft Lake and Tenmile 
Creek/Tenmile Lakes/Eel Lake systems might repay investigation. 

 
6. Areas of exceptional aesthetic or scenic quality where the quality is primarily derived from or 

related to the association with coastal water areas. 
 

These areas are identified as: 
 

Areas identified as having "potential for exceptional coastal experience" in "Visual Resource 
Analysis of the Oregon Coastal Zone". (Walker, Havens and Erickson, OCCDC, 1974). However, 
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since the source maps these areas very generally, USGS 1:2400- quad sheets were used to check 
the boundaries and topography of the exceptionally scenic coastal area, which were modified to 
exclude land which has little or no relief. Thus, certain bench areas above the ocean bluffs were 
excluded from the inventory. There is considered to be no reason to protect such land from 
development, since it has little or no scenic value. 

 
7. Coastal Headlands 

 
These areas are identified as: 

 
Coastal promontories with steep bluffs - Coquille Point, Five Mile Point, Cape Arago, Gregory 
Point, Yoakam Point, and Coos Head. These are named on the inventory maps. 

 
The Coastal Shorelands Boundary itself generally follows the outline the feature which extends 
the furthest inland. The boundary excludes, as far as practicable, any land which fits none of the 
seven criteria. Separate shoreland boundaries are described for coastal lakes which lie outside of 
the main coastal shoreland area. 

 
Coastal Shoreland Segment 

 
The following narrative gives a brief description of the coastal shorelands area, divided into geographic 
segments with distinct characteristics, from north to south. Boundaries around coastal lakes outside of the 
main shorelands area are dealt with separately. 
 
Segment 1 – Douglas County line to Siuslaw N.F. boundary 
 
This segment comprises the Oregon Dunes National Recreation area and the Tugman State Park. The 
shoreland boundary follows the boundary of the ODNRA or the State Park for the most of the segment. 
However, land on the "Inland Sector" (private land within ODNRA boundary) is only included in the 
shoreland boundary where other features exist. Thus, a segment of private land south of Butterfield Lake, 
which has no shoreland characteristics, is not within the boundary, but extensive areas of dune lakes and 
associated wetlands and wet deflation plains. The area of wetlands around Horsefall, Spirit, Teal, Snag 
and Sandpoint Lakes is considered a major marsh, due to its size, importance for migratory wildfowl and 
association with year-round water bodies. 
 
Segment 2 – Siuslaw NF boundary to tip of North Spit of Coos Bay 
 
The bayside shoreland area is within the scope of the Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan. The ocean 
shoreland area is basically a stabilized foredune with associated deflation plain, except for the lower 
portions of North Spit. The beach area is important habitat for the snowy plover, an endangered species. 
Remaining habitat areas are encompassed within the shorelands of the Coos Bay Estuary Management 
Plan. 
 
Segment 3 – Coos Head to Cape Arago 
 
This area contains several popular parks, a naval facility, and several scenic headlands. The shorelands 
boundary generally follows the boundary of public ownership. 
 
Segment 4 – Cape Arago to Agate Beach 
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This is an area of rugged cliffs and steep bluffs dominated by the Seven Devils Ridge. Land is in private 
ownership. The shorelands boundary is determined by either the edge of the exceptional scenic area, or by 
the area of geologic hazard due to the steepness of the cliff and ocean bluff. 
 
Segment 5 – Agate Beach to Cut Creek 
 
This segment has mostly low cliffs and extensive beaches (Merchants Beach, Whiskey Run Beach) with 
flat bench land above (mostly dune lands in various stages of stabilization). The only prominent feature is 
the small headland of Fivemile Point. The shorelands boundary generally follows the edge of the ocean 
bluff. 
 
Segment 6 – Cut Creek to North Jetty of Coquille 
 
This segment comprises the extensive sandspit of the Builards Beach State Park and adjacent areas in 
other ownership. This area contains critical wildlife habitat (nesting area for snowy plover) and several 
archaeological sites. The shorelands boundary follows the outline of the state park until it intersects the 
Coquille River Estuary shoreline. 
 
Segment 7 – Coquille Point to Crooked Creek 
 
This segment includes an enclave on Coquille Point which is outside Bandon's city limits. This area is 
composed of ocean bluff, and is entirely within the coastal shorelands boundary. The section of coastline 
to the northern boundary of the Bandon State Park (near Crooked Creek) is partly within Bandon's Urban 
Growth Area. The shorelands boundary follows the edge of the bluff and exceptional scenic area. 
 
Segment 8 – Crooked Creek to Four Mile Creek 
 
This segment comprises an extensive area of sand dunes and deflation plains which are subject to 
flooding. It is crossed by two minor estuaries, Twomile Creek and Four Mile Creek. Much of the area is 
within the Bandon State Park, which forms the boundary of the shoreland area. At the southern end, 
outside of State ownership, the boundary is formed by the inland extent of the HUD 100-year flood. 
 
Segment 9 – Four Mile Creek to Curry County line 
 
This segment comprises the New River estuary and its associated sandspit, New Lake, and the adjacent 
floodplain and extensive fresh-water wetlands which are considered a major marsh for the purpose of 
Goal #17. Snowy plover habitat is found along the sandspit. Wet meadows in agricultural use along 
Bethel Creek, in the vicinity of New Lake are not included in the shorelands boundary, as they are not 
affected by flooding due to the coastal water body, but only by stream flooding. The shorelands boundary 
in this segment generally follows the inland extent of flooding, due to tidal waters or significant wetland 
habitats. It also encompasses the shoreline of Croft Lake and its associated riparian vegetation, floodplain 
and significant wetlands. 
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Figure 3 
 

Bandon Coastal Dunelands Final Decision 
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Coastal Lakes 

 
Several coastal lakes are wholly or partially contained within the coastal shorelands boundary. Others are 
outside the boundary, and form separate coastal shoreland segments. In some cases, the entire boundary 
around the lake is based on the band of riparian vegetation which is to be protected. In other areas, an 
associated floodplain or significant wetland area directly associated with the coastal lake has been 
included in the coastal shorelands boundary. Where only riparian vegetation is used as the boundary, this 
is shown schematically on the inventory maps, as it is not possible at the scale employed to delineate 
precisely the width of this band. In any case, the riparian band varies from place to place, and it would 
require extensive field survey to determine its precise width. For this reason, a uniform shoreland 
boundary extending horizontally 100 feet from the ordinance high water mark (unless floodplains or 
wetlands extend further) is proposed for the coastal lakes outside the main coastal shorelands area. It is 
considered that 100 feet is sufficient in all situations to protect riparian vegetation except that, as shown 
on Figure 3, at two locations on the shore of Round Lake and one location on the shore of Fahys Lake, 
within the Bandon Coastal Dunelands Destination Resort Exception Area, for purposes of implementation 
of the destination resort as set out in the Bandon Coastal Dunelands Destination Resort Master Plan 
adopted as an element of this comprehensive plan, 50 feet has been determined to be sufficient. This takes 
into account that while riparian species do not generally extend 100 feet from a coastal lake unless a 
wetland exists, sometimes adjacent steep slopes, if developed, might become unstable and cause erosion 
or otherwise adversely affect riparian vegetation. The 100 foot boundary is intended as a site review area, 
within which development proposals would be examined to determine their effect on riparian resources 
and minimize such effects. It is not implied that any development within this area would have an adverse 
effect. (see Dunes and Ocean and Coastal Lake Shorelands Strategy #11). 
 
Coastal Lakes are listed in Table 3, together with factores determining their respective shorelands 
boundaries, existing and potential uses, and other considerations. For more detail, see “Angler Access 
Point”, p. T-34 and following, of the Recreation Element. 
 

Table 3 
 

Coastal Lakes Inventory 
 

Lake 

Location Shoreland 
Boundary 

Determined by: 
Existing/Potential 

Uses Other Considerations T R S 
       
Eel Lake 23 12 5,6 State Park 

Ownership 
Fishing, boating, 
water supply 

City of Lakeside, municipal 
water supply, partially in 
Douglas County. Steep shores 

       
N. Tenmile 
Lake / S. 
Tenmile Lake 

23 12  Riparian 
vegetation, 
floodplain, 
wetlands 

Fishing, boating Extensive residential 
development, steep shore-
lands, risk of sedimentation. 
Noxious weeds, eutrophication 
problems. Landslide on 
Templeton Arm; adjacent 
agricultural uses. 

       
Schuttpelz 
Lake / Hall 

23 13 1 Within ODNRA Waterfowl 
hunting 
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Lake 

Location Shoreland 
Boundary 

Determined by: 
Existing/Potential 

Uses Other Considerations T R S 
Lake 
       
Clear Lake 23 13 26 Riparian 

vegetation, 
ODNRA 

Fishing Some residential use to E., 
advancing sand dune to W. 

       
Saunders 
Lake / Maud 
Lake 

23 13 34,35 Riparian 
vegetation, 
ODNRA 

Fishing, boating Extensive residential use, 
noxious algal growth, well 
water quantity problems 
during dry years. 

       
Butterfield 
Lake 

24 13 2,3 Riparian 
vegetation, 
wetlands 

Fishing Within area proposed for 
residential use 

       
Beale Lake 24 13 3,10 Within ODNRA Fishing Shallow dune lake 
       
Unnamed 
Lake 

24 13 11 Riparian 
Vegetation 

Fishing Within area proposed for 
recreational use 

       
Snag Lake 24 13 16 Within ODNRA Waterfowl 

hunting 
Shallow dune lake 

       
Teal Lake 24 13 21 Within ODNRA Waterfowl 

hunting 
Associated with "major 
marshes" 

       
Sandpoint 
Lake 

24 13 21,22 Within ODNRA Waterfowl 
hunting 

Associated with “major 
marshes” 

       
Spirit Lake 24 13 21,28 Within ODNRA Waterfowl 

hunting 
Associated with “major 
marshes” 

       
Horsfall Lake 24 13 28 Within ODNRA Waterfowl 

hunting 
Associated with “major 
marshes” 

       
Chrome Lake 27 14 32 Riparian 

vegetation, 
wetlands 

Fishing Within area with recreational 
potential.  Water supply for 
cranberry bogs. 

       
Round Lake 27 14 32 Riparian 

vegetation, 
wetlands 

Fishing Some residential development.  
Within area with recreational 
potential 

       
Fahy’s Lake 28 14 5,8 Riparian 

vegetation,  
Fishing Some residential development.  

Within area with recreational 
potential 

       
Unnamed 29 15 12 Riparian vegetation   



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 168 

 

Lake 

Location Shoreland 
Boundary 

Determined by: 
Existing/Potential 

Uses Other Considerations T R S 
Lake 
       
Bradley Lake 29 15 13 Riparian 

vegetation, 
wetlands 

Fishing Some residential development 
proposed.  Steep bank in 
places. 

       
Lost Lake 29 15 25,36 Riparian 

vegetation, 
wetlands 

Fishing Open dune encroaching 

       
Laurel Lake 29 15 35,36 Riparian 

vegetation, 
floodplain 

Fishing Existing and proposed 
residential use. 

       
Croft Lake / 
Unnamed 
Lake 

30 15 10,11, 
14,15 

Riparian 
vegetation, 
wetlands 

Fishing, boating Existing residential use 

       
New Lake 30 15 22 Within general 

shoreland boundary 
Fishing Encroachment by wetland 

vegetation.  Association with 
“major marsh” 

 
Minor Estuaries 

 
As noted above in the shoreland identification criteria, there are several minor estuaries in Coos County; 
Tenmile Creek, (in the Oregon Dunes NRA) which drains the Tenmile Lakes, Twomile Creek, (south of 
Bandon), and Four Mile Creek/New River (which drains New Lake and Croft Lake).  Each of these 
estuaries is classified as “Natural” in the LCDC Estuary Classification Rule, and heads of tide have been 
established by the Department of State Lands.82

  

  Each of these minor streams possesses anadromous fish 
runs and both the stream and the surrounding area is basically in an unaltered state, except for some 
grazing land around Fourmile Creek.  According to Oregon Department of Wildlife officials, bald eagle 
have been observed at the mouth of Tenmile Creek.  New River and Tenmile Creek are both popular for 
fishing during salmon and steelhead runs.  The estuarine shorelands around Tenmile Creek and portions 
of Twomile Creek and New River are in public ownership (U.S. Forest Service, Oregon State Parks 
Division, and Bureau of Land Management respectively).  As mentioned above (shoreland identification), 
certain minor estuaries may possess suitable conditions for aquaculture. 
 
None of them can be considered navigable, except by small recreational craft.  New Rive and Twomile 
Creek both drain a considerable watershed.  New river, in particular, drains the extensive Floras Creek 
drainage in Curry County.  They play a small but significant part in anadromous fish production in the 
South Coast drainage basin.  Certain other minor creeks, like Cut Creek (north of Bullards Beach) also 
have small anadromous fish runs (sea-run cutthroat) but have no truly estuarine characteristics.  Fish only 
reach them when tides are high enough to permit passage across the beach into the mouth of the creeks.  
Normally, there is no zone of mixing of fresh and salt water. 
 

                                                      
82 Department of State Lands (1979) “Heads of tide for coastal streams” 
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Current Uses 
 
Existing uses are inventoried on the Coos County Land Use map which is based on a 1978 land use 
survey of the County.  Apart from estuarine shorelands, which are covered in the Coos Bay and Coquille 
Estuary Management Plans, development in the shorelands and dunes of Coos County is almost solely 
low-density residential. 
 
North of Coos bay there is some scattered residential development in the dunes NRA.  The bulk of 
dune/ocean shoreland development, however, is located around Saunders Lake; just southwest of the 
Highway 101 bridge over Tenmile Creek; and just west of Highway 101 at Hauser, where there is some 
industrial development adjacent to the railroad tracks as well as limited residential development.  Sand is 
mined from one location along the railroad and transported t Portland for glass manufacture.  South and 
North Tenmile Lakes support roughly two hundred (200) lakefront homes and recreational dwellings in 
addition to one marina sand a privately-owned campground. 
 
On the headlands from Coos Bay south, development occurs in isolated pockets.  Housing density is 
greatest on the Lighthouse Beach bluffs where there are 26 dwellings.  There are eight homes on the point 
between Sacchi and Agate Beaches and an additional pair just south of those.  There are no industrial or 
commercial developments in this area.  The beaches and dunes areas north of the Coquille River are 
largely undeveloped except for the older stabilized dunes, particularly in the Whiskey run area where 
there is a mobile home subdivision. 
 
South of the Coquille river, development is limited within the shorelands boundary but is often quite 
dense (for rural areas) in the older stabilized dunes areas.  The sole exception is a housing development in 
open sand and younger stabilized dunes between Beach Loop Road and the sea south of the southern 
Bandon Urban Growth Boundary.  While there is some housing on Bradley Lake, the bulk of lakeside 
homes are found around Laurel Lake and Croft Lake.  The remainder of the lakes in this part of the 
County are largely undeveloped. 
 
Recreational uses and resources, including County, State and Federal parks, are shown on the Shorelands 
Inventory Maps and inventoried in more detail in the “Recreation”, “Shorelands”, and “Beaches and 
dunes” chapters of the Background Document.  The major dune areas of current off-road vehicle (ORV) 
use include the Dunes NRA south of Tenmile Creek, North Spit, areas both north and south of Whiskey 
Run, the area west of Round and Fahys Lakes, and the North spit of the Coquille River. 
 
Apart from a small amount of grazing at the mouth of Fourmile creek, agricultural uses in dunes areas are 
generally limited t the older stabilized dunes and some wet interdune areas that are devoted to cranberry 
growing.  Some farming also takes place on land on the upper arms of Tenmile Lakes. 
 
Apart from various State, Federal and County parks and recreational facilities, and a few other beaches 
with public access, there are no existing water-dependent or water-related uses in the County’s ocean 
shorelands.  The only water-dependent, water-related uses on Tenmile Lakes are the County Park and 
boat ramps, Camp Easter Seal and one private marina.  Several public accesses exist on other coastal 
lakes and are inventoried on p. T-34 of the Recreation Element. 
 
Development Pressures 
 
The bulk of development pressures on dunes and coastal shorelands in Coos County is focused on 
estuaries and is addressed in the Coos Bay and Coquille River Estuary Plans.  Future development 
pressures on dune and ocean and lake shorelands, as indicated by current use patterns, recent land use 
requests and rezone applications, will probably remain largely rural residential I nature with continued 
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demand for vacation homes, particularly on lakes.  Areas likely to receive continued pressure for 
residential growth use are the Tenmile Lakes shorelands, the Saunders Lake area, Hauser, Seven Devils 
Road, and Laurel Lake.  Additional areas likely to receive pressure are Round, Chrome and Fahys Lakes, 
the area north of Cur Creek and Four Mile Creek.  Some of these areas are designated for rural residential 
use, while others are proposed for recreational use.  However, no residential use is proposed within the 
Shoreland boundary, other than in committed areas, mostly around Tenmile Lake.  The need for shoreland 
for commercial uses is difficult to predict, since it would depend on recreation trends.  Higher petroleum 
prices and/or decreased supply could curtail growth in the recreation industry locally.  On the other hand, 
different forms of commercial recreational development could emerge. 
 
Potential industrial land use needs in nonestuarine dune areas and on ocean and lake shorelands are 
extremely limited.  Potential industrial sites near Hauser are noted above and sand mining may increase, 
but it is unlikely that other types of industrial land use needs will develop for these areas. 
 
Potential Uses 
 
Shorelands 
 
The Statewide Planning Goals require protection of major marshes, significant wildlife habitat, 
exceptional aesthetic resources, and historic and archaeological sites.  This does not prohibit use of these 
areas but does require that permitted uses be compatible with maintenance of natural  values.  Uses such 
as propagation and selective harvesting of forest products consistent with the Oregon Forest Practices 
Act, grazing, and low-intensity water-dependent recreation are appropriate in such areas. 
 
Uses considered appropriate in other rural shorelands follows in Table 5. 
 
Because some land uses can only occur and others should occur adjacent to bodies of water, a certain 
priority must be granted them in the planning process.  Water-dependent uses are defined as those uses or 
activities which can be carried out only on, in or adjacent to water area because the use requires access to 
the water body for water-borne transportation, recreation, energy production, or source of water.  Water-
related uses are defined as uses which are not directly dependent upon access to a water body, but which 
provide goods or services that are directly associated with water-dependent land or waterway use and 
which, if not located adjacent to water, would result in a public loss of quality in the goods or services 
offered.83

                                                      
83 Land Conservation & Development Commission, “Adopted Policy Paper on Water Dependent and Water Related 
Uses” (July, 1979), pp. 3 & 4. 

    
 
Within urbanizable areas (areas within urban growth boundaries), Statewide Planning Goals specify that 
areas especially suited for water-dependent uses be protected for water-dependent recreational, 
commercial and industrial uses.  Apart from estuarine urbanizable areas, there are only two areas which 
must be considered, both of them within the urban growth area of the City of Bandon.  (Lakeside’s UGB 
is coincident with the city boundaries and all other cities or urbanizing areas to which the Shorelands 
Goal pertains are no estuaries.) 
 
Neither area is suitable for water-dependent use.  At Coquille Point the topography prohibits development 
of any water access beyond a footpath; the site has exceptional scenic value; and cursory inspection of the 
site indicates that the bedrock is pervasively sheared, suggesting the possibility of erosion hazard and 
engineering difficulties. 
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The second area is south of Bandon’s southernmost boundary to just north of Crooked Creek; (see 
Shorelands Inventory Map) access to the beach is steep and the area is already committed to residential 
development; that is, there are eighteen homes in an existing subdivision there. 
 
Outside of urbanizable areas, water-dependent commercial and industrial uses and water-related uses are 
permitted only upon finding that such uses satisfy a need that cannot be accommodated within urban and 
urbanizable areas.  Private and public water-dependent recreational uses are permitted. 
 
Because of the general unsuitability of the ocean shore for water-dependent uses other than certain kinds 
of recreation, no system to determine whether a use is water-dependent or water-related is presented here 
beyond that implied in the above definitions of water-dependent and water-related uses. 
 
Resolving conflicts which may arise when designating shoreland uses is easier when priorities are clear.  
The following general priorities for shoreland uses in the County are established in the Statewide 
Planning goals: 
 

1. Promote uses which maintain the integrity of estuaries and coastal waters; 
 

2. Provide for water-dependent uses; 
 

3. Provide for water-related uses; 
 

4. Provide for nondependent, nonrelated uses which retain flexibility of future uses and do not 
prematurely  or unalterably commit shorelands to more intensive uses; 
 

5. Permit nondependent, nonrelated uses which cause a permanent or long-term change in the 
features of coastal shorelands only upon demonstration of public need. 

 
Table 584

 
 

 
Rural Shorelands Uses 

  
USE CONDITIONS 

  
Farm Use As provided in ORS Chapter 215 
  
Propagation & harvesting of forest products Consistent with the Oregon Forest Practices Acts 
  
Private & Public water-dependent recreation 
developments 

As appropriate 
 

  
Aquaculture As appropriate 
  
Water-dependent commercial and industrial uses Only upon a finding that such uses cannot be 

accommodated on shorelands in urban and urbanizable 
areas. 

  
Subdivisions, major and minor partitions and other 
uses 

Only upon a finding that such uses 1. Satisfy a need 
which cannot be accommodated at other upland 

                                                      
84 From Statewide Planning Goal 17, “Coastal Shorelands.” 
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locations or in urban or urbanizable areas85

 

 and 2. Are 
compatible with protection of riparian vegetation and 
wildlife habitat. 
 

Single family residences on existing lots. When compatible with the objectives and implementing 
standards of Statewide Planning Goal 17. 

 
Dunes 
 
The development potential of dunes areas is constrained more by natural hazards and water resource 
considerations than by Goal requirements.  Goal 18 does require that local government prohibit 
residential developments and commercial and industrial buildings on foredunes and on deflation plains 
that are subject to ocean flooding.  The following Table 6 lists general development constraints by type of 
dunes area. 
 
The three levels of suitability are indicated on the maps showing “Development Potential within Ocean 
Shorelands and Dunes”.  Policy statements are made to guide development actions within these three 
types of area (See pp. FF-28 and 29, Strategies 1-3).  Standards for implementation of these Strategies are 
contained in the zoning and land development ordinance.   
 
The importance of dunes and ocean and lake shorelands for recreation and the importance of recreation to 
the local economy ought to be taken into consideration when assigning land use needs and evaluating 
specific land use requests.86

Table 6 

 While active management of natural resources in these areas does occur to 
some extent (harvesting of timber, agriculture), their chief value lies in maintenance of the natural values 
that continue to attract recreationalists from all over the nation and that contribute to the overall quality of 
living for Coos County Residences. (Table 6.  Beaches & Dunes). 
 

  
Beaches & Dunes 

  
Equivalent Sand Dunes Map Units Constraints on Development 

   
NAME SYM  
Active Foredune FDA UNSUITABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT 

Highly unstable features; hazards include wave overtopping, 
undercutting and breaching of foredunes, ocean flooding of 
deflation plain.  Not suitable for residential, commercial, or 
industrial structures. 

Foredunes** F 
Wet Deflation Plains** WDP 
Beaches  

 
Open Dune Sand OS LIMITED DEVELOPMENT SUITABILITY  

Development can have adverse effects on adjacent areas as well as the 
site itself.  Hazards include wind erosion (loss of topsoil and vegetation 
as well as excavation around objects that interrupt wind flow); burial 
or partial burial of roads & structures by sand; groundwater pollution 
drawdown; septic system failure.  Hazards and adverse effects to 
neighboring properties should be addressed in a site investigation 
report. 

Active Dune Hummocks H 
Open Dune Sand CSC 
Conditionally Stable Dune Complex DC 
Younger Stabilized Dunes DS 
Wet Interdunes W 
Other Wet Deflation Plains WDP 

                                                      
85 See “Housing” (Section 4.5, this document). These concerns are addressed in the Rural Housing Exception. 
86 See “Recreation” (Section 4.8, this document). 
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Older Stabilized Dunes ODS Few or no constraints.  Wind erosion hazard ranges from none 

for well-cemented dunes to high where soils are thin and 
underlying sand is not cemented.  Blowouts can be easily 
initiated in the latter case, affecting adjacent areas as well as the 
subject property. Minimizing disruption of vegetation and 
revegetation can reduce the hazard.  Suitable for most uses. 

 
** only those areas subject to undercutting, overtopping or ocean flooding. 
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3.9 NATURAL HAZARDS 
 
Introduction 
 
Areas subject to natural hazards in Coos County have been identified in a series of seven maps at a scale 
of 1” = 2 miles, and include areas of: 
 

1. Flood hazard 
 

2. Flash flooding 
 

3. Critical stream bank erosion 
 

4. Wind erosion/deposition 
 

5. Earthflow and slump topography 
 

6. Rockfall and debris flow terrain 
 
These all considered to be geologic hazards. Other natural hazards that have not been mapped but should 
be considered in land-use decisions include: 
 

1. Earthquakes 
 

2. Fire 
 

3. Winds 
 

4. High groundwater and ponding 
 

5. Shoreline erosion and deposition 
 
Flood hazard area mapping is based on a preliminary determination by the U.S. Department of Housing & 
Urban Development in conjunction with the National Flood Insurance Program. The mapping of other 
geologic hazards is based on Environmental Geology of Western Coos and Douglas Counties by the State 
Department of Geology and Mineral Industries. 
 
It is apparent that most of the naturally occurring hazards of Coos County can be attributed to excess 
water, landform or soil structure, or a combination of these characteristics. Man aggravates these 
conditions in many ways by utilizing poor construction practices and altering the vegetative cover that 
restrains the occurrences of adverse impacts. 
 
Goal Requirements 
 
The Statewide Planning Goals require that the comprehensive plan provide protection of life and property 
from natural disasters and hazards. Specifically, Goal 7 requires that: 
 

Developments subject to damage or that could result in loss of life shall not be planned nor 
located in known areas of natural disasters and hazards without appropriate safeguards. 
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Goal 17 (Coastal Shorelands) requires that programs be developed to “reduce the hazard to human life 
and property…resulting from the use and enjoyment of Oregon’s coastal shorelands.” The goal also 
requires that land use plans, implementing actions, and permit reviews “include consideration of…the 
geologic and hydrologic hazards associated with coastal shorelands.” 
 
Goal 18 (Beaches and Dunes) requires the reduction of “the hazard to human life and property from 
natural or man-induced actions” associated with beach and dune areas. 
 
Stream Flooding 
 
Stream flooding is the temporary inundation of low-lying areas by water overflowing the banks of a 
stream or river during periods of high flow volume. Locally, this condition results from heavy rainfall on 
hilly terrain that does not absorb water quickly. It is often aggravated by concurrent ocean flooding. 
Urbanization can further compound stream flooding because it decreases runoff; poorly designed storm 
drainage systems are incapable of offsetting this loss of natural infiltration. 
 
Flooding can damage structures through the effects of current action, stranding water erosion, and 
siltation. It inflicts losses on agricultural lands by scouring topsoil, eroding stream banks, silting 
croplands, and killing livestock. It can threaten citizens by isolating dwellings, damaging property, 
disrupting transportation, and polluting or diverting water supplies. 
 
The areas subject to inundation by large floods are termed floodplains. Floodways are the channels that 
convey fast-moving water during flood periods. That area which is outside the floodway but is subject to 
periodic flooding is called the floodway fringe. On the lower reaches of rivers such as the Coos and 
Coquille, where the gradient is low and there are natural levees, the floodway fringe and the floodplain 
are almost the same. 87

In 1968, the federal government established the National Flood Insurance Program. Administered by the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the program is designed to reduce annual flood 
losses through more careful planning and to provide property owners with affordable insurance 
protection. In 1973, the Congress passed the Flood Disaster Protection Act which makes flood insurance 
mandatory as a condition of receiving any mortgage loan, grant, or other funding that is in any way 
federally connected to buy, build, or improve property located in a HUD-identified flood-prone area. This 

 
 
In Coos County, almost all lowlands adjacent to rivers, streams, sloughs, and bays are subject to flood 
hazard. Many areas are inundated several times yearly. One year in three, for instance, the water 
discharge of one of the three forks of the Coquille River alone exceeds the bankfull capacity at Bear and 
Lampa Creeks. This capacity is exceeded every year by the combined flow of any two of the three forks. 
As a result, the river banks in the lower reaches of the Coquille are overtopped about three times a year on 
the average, according to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Downstream from the City of Coquille, 
siltation in the channel has raised most of the river bottom above the level of the surrounding lowlands, 
which creates drainage problems after floods. 
 
Land use in the floodplains of Coos County is generally agricultural with some rural residential use. Log 
storage occurs along Isthmus Slough. There are millponds and log decks here and in some areas of the 
Coquille floodplain. The seasonally flooded areas of the Coquille Valley are also important feeding and 
resting areas for migrating wildfowl. While most of the incorporated areas are on river or marine terraces 
and uplands, portions are susceptible to flooding. 
 

                                                      
87 John Beaulieu and Paul Hughes, Environmental Geology of Western Coos and Douglas Counties (DOGAMI, 
1975), p. 59. 
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included direct financing from a federal agency (FHA, VA, FmHa, EDA, EPA, etc.), conventional 
mortgages from banks and savings and loan institutions that are regulated or insured by the Federal 
government. 
 
Before an individual can purchase flood insurance, the jurisdiction in which he or she lives must become 
eligible for the program. Currently the county and six of eight of the incorporated areas in the county have 
achieved eligibility. On-going eligibility requirements include notifying the Federal Insurance 
Administration when boundaries are changed through annexation, maintaining records of flood-proofing 
and information on elevation of lower floors of new and substantially improved structures in the flood 
hazard areas, and submitting an annual report. Eligibility is suspended if a community fails to adequately 
enforce or repeal its floodplain management regulations, which must meet certain standards. 
 
The general requirements for floodplain management regulations are that they must be legally enforceable 
and applied uniformly. The community must also provide that the regulations meeting the minimum 
criteria listed below take precedence over any less restrictive conflicting local laws, ordinances, or codes. 
The community must also ensure that its comprehensive plan is consistent with the objectives listed 
below. 
 
At a minimum the floodplain management regulations must: 
 

1. Require building permits for all proposed construction or other development in the community; 
 

2. Require review of all permits to assure that sites are reasonably free from flooding. 
 
For development in flood-prone areas, the regulations must also require: 
 

1. Proper anchoring of structures; 
 

2. The use of construction materials and methods that will minimize flood damage; 
 

3. Adequate drainage for new subdivisions; 
 

4. The location and design of new or replacement utility systems to prevent flood loss or pollution; 
 

5. Including base flood elevation data in all subdivision proposals and other proposals for new 
development greater than 50 lots or 5 acres; 

 
Completion of a more detailed survey of special flood hazard areas and floodway was completed in 1983. 
This survey is titled “Flood Insurance Study – Coos County, Oregon” and is accompanied with Flood 
Insurance Rate maps and Flood Boundary-Floodway maps. 
 
This Flood Insurance Study investigates the existence and severity of flood hazards in Coos County, 
Oregon, and aids in the administration of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1973. This study will be 
used to convert Coos County to the regular program of flood insurance by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA). 
 
Ocean Flooding 
 
Ocean flooding is the saltwater inundation of low-lying areas by tidal action, storm surge, or tsunamis. 
The highest predicted tide is approximately 6 feet above mean sea level and is a factor in coastal stream 
flooding to the head of tidal influence. Storm surge describes the rise of sea level by as much as 4-7 feet 
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above prevailing tidal elevations because of low barometric pressure and wind. The impact of high tide 
and storm surge in combination can be particularly destructive to development in coastal lowlands as well 
as contributing to inland stream flooding. Identification of these areas can be a basis for making land use 
decisions. Tsunamis are waves generated at sea by seismic or submarine volcanic activity. The highest 
probable local tsunami would reach approximately 14 feet above mean sea level, though this height could 
conceivable by doubled through concurrence with particularly high tides and storm surge. Efficient local 
warning procedures can reduce the threat of injury and loss of life to recreational users of coastal beaches 
and coves. 
 
Flash Flooding 
 
Flash flooding can occur in the smaller upland stream channels in areas characterized by steep slopes 
exceeding 50% and having a vertical relief of 1000 feet or more. Hazard to people and property can be 
minimized by restriction of development in these areas and by protection of vegetation in steep 
watersheds. Proper engineering of roads is also recommended. 
 
Critical Streambank Erosion 
 
Streambank erosion (other than by flash flooding) occurs constantly on all rivers and streams in the Coos 
and Coquille drainage basins. Critical erosion causes a loss of land to streambank cave-ins and can initiate 
landslides on the adjacent uplands. Critical streambank erosion occurs most commonly along floodplains 
and at the base of river terraces or landslide deposits in the uplands. Valuable farmland is being lost from 
the floodplains in the Broadbent area, for example, and along Highway 42 several landslides are kept 
active by streambank erosion at their bases. The problem is naturally occurring and can be most 
effectively and most economically controlled by protection of bank vegetation and by careful planning, 
which can prevent the location of structures in areas threatened by this hazard. Careful engineering of 
roads is also necessary to prevent frequent need for expensive repairs. Riprap and other structural 
solutions are less preferred but may be useful or desirable for protection of existing roads or structures 
and land. 
 
Wind Erosion and Deposits 
 
Wind erosion and deposits are essentially coastal processes locally and, together with wave action, 
contribute to our changing coastline. Areas subject to the effects of wind erosion and deposition are 
indicated in the mapping and include the sand dune areas inland from the Coos-Umpqua beach in the 
Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area, the Bandon spit on the Coquille River, and the New River area. 
 
Blowing sand can be a nuisance to recreational users and a long-term hazard to structures located in the 
path of migrating dunes, which can move as much as 6 feet per year. This is a hazardous factor in local 
planning because of an abundant sand supply, persistent winds, and an absence of stabilizing vegetation. 
Identification and mapping of areas subject to wind erosion and deposition can aid in planning the 
optional location on development. Concern should also be shown for the impact of development on 
currently stabilized areas. 88

                                                      
88 See “Dunes and Ocean and Lake Shorelands” (Section 3.8, this document) for a discussion of the hazards of 
development in dune areas. “Stabilized areas” refers both to recently stabilized dunes and older established dunes 
(DS, DC, and OSC; and ODS respectively on the sand dunes maps in the Background Document, pp. 15-11 through 
15-13). Older stabilized dunes generally have well-developed soil profiles. Both types are vegetated, whereas active 
dune forms are not. 
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Such development could open new deposits of loose sand causing problems on adjacent properties. 
Protecting existing vegetation and requiring revegetation as soon as possible when the plant cover must 
be disturbed are ways of reducing this hazard. Additional hazards of development in dune areas are 
covered in the section on dunes (Section 3.8). 
 
Mass Movement 
 
Mass movement is the downslope movement of rock and soil. There are several types of mass movement 
(often called “landslides”), depending upon the rate of movement and on the kind of material involved. 
These are described on the accompanying table. 
 
Mapping for this hazard exists only on the western portion of the County and a strip along the Powers 
highway; the eastern and southernmost portions of the County have not been mapped. Earthflow and 
slump topography are generally recognized by reduced slope relative to the rest of the slope, irregular 
draining, irregular topography (hummocky in the case of slump topography), bowed and tilted trees, or, 
usually, a combination of the above features. Rockfall and debris flow terrain is usually characterized by 
bedrock exposures in cliffs, by accumulations of rocky debris that are not covered by plants, and by 
gullied, elongated  slurry-like deposits of rock and soil in steep channels or on steep slopes. 
 
Mass movement can be precipitated by the improper cutting or filling of terrain for road and other 
construction, removal of vegetation and root systems, increased moisture content in soils, the vibration of 
blasting or earthquakes, and streambank erosion. It is most commonly seen in the uplands and along sea 
cliffs. The rolling, grassy hills along the South Fork of the Coquille River are identified in the mapping as 
earthflow and slump topography, and this is most evident in the frequent slides along the highway to 
Powers. Development in identified mass movement hazard areas should be avoided or carefully 
controlled, because of the potential impacts on roads, structures, and pipelines. 
 
Earthquakes 
 
Earthquakes have not been addressed in the mapping as most of those experienced in the county originate 
on the Mendocino Fault off the northern Californian coast. Earthquakes originating there in 1922, 1923, 
and 1954 caused no damage here, though buildings swayed and sleepers were awakened in 1922 and 
shaking was observed in 1954. The potential for damage from earthquakes is greater in the Coos Bay area 
and southern part of the county, and damage is more likely to be a result of liquification and landslides 
than of faulting. Structural design incorporating seismic considerations is a good response to earthquake 
potential in all parts of the county. This is especially critical in the Coos Bay/North Bend area because of 
the greater instability of the older stabilized dunes, former marshes, and fill material that much of the 
development occurs on. High occupancy and critical use facilities such as schools and hospitals should be 
located in areas of solid ground conditions. 
 
Fire 
 
Fire poses a major hazard to development in forested areas of the county and especially to the residential 
development in brushy coastal areas such as the Bandon area where there are extensive stands of highly 
inflammable gorse and broom. The problem is often compounded by inadequate roads serving residential 
developments in forested areas.  
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Winds 
 
Persistent winds are a feature of much of Coos County and are of particular importance as a potential 
hazard to the siting of mobile homes. Accordingly, the State Department of Commerce enforces siting 
and tie-down regulations that govern the placement of mobile homes. 
 
High Groundwater and Ponding 
 
High groundwater and ponding are most common in the coastal lowlands, marine terraces, inland 
floodplains, and some areas of Coos County’s sand dunes. Uneven settling, flooding of basements, 
floatation of septic tanks, and septic system failure are common consequences of development in these 
areas. Potential for pollution of domestic water sources is also high. Since public health is at issue, 
encouraging development of public water and/or sewer systems where dense development already exists 
in such areas is desirable. 
 
Shoreline Erosion and Deposition 
 
Beach and headland erosion occur along the entire Coos County coastline. These hazards are addressed in 
greater detail in Section 3.8, “Dunes and Ocean and Lake Shorelands.” Areas of beach erosion and 
deposition and coastal headland erosion rates are shown on the map accompanying that section. 
 
Wave erosion poses a major hazard to coastal development. Wave energy is highest during winter 
months, and erosion is consequently greater then. Broad summer beaches become narrow and steep as 
vast amounts of sand are moved offshore. Development that appears to be a safe distance from the sea 
becomes threatened when a particularly powerful series of storms pound the coast, as in the winter of 
1976-1977. 
 
The pattern of erosion of upland areas by waves depends on the geology. Sheared or crumbly rock leads 
to earthflow and slumping with rapid rates of erosion. Development in such areas can be dangerous. 
Wave erosion of hard bedrock forms cliffs and erosion rates are slow (except along faults or joints); when 
significant erosion does occur, it is be the breaking off of large chunks of rock. Hazard, however, is slight 
and moderate setbacks are generally considered adequate protection. Removal of driftwood and rock 
debris from the bases of cliffs and areas where mass movement is occurring probably increases erosion 
rates significantly.  
 
Sand is constantly being moved by wave and current action. Interruption of this movement can cause 
formation of new beaches, as at Bastendorff following jetty construction. This generally occurs at the 
expense of other areas – existing beaches may get smaller or disappear altogether and headland erosion 
may increase. Placement of large rocks (riprap) and construction of protective structures like seawalls 
(which are parallel to the coast) and groins (rigid structures which project outward from the shore), then, 
should be discouraged since they have a negative impact on the properties of others by typing up sand that 
would have been deposited elsewhere and in some instances by removing a source of beach sand. They 
may also increase future costs to the public; on the East Coast and in California increased threat to coastal 
developments have lead to a hue and cry for publicly-funded coastal protection projects, many of which 
seem to be fraught with unforeseen impacts. One means of dealing with beach erosion holds much 
promise: beach nourishment (supplying sand, generally from dredging projects or from well offshore) is 
being tried by the Army Corps of Engineers in the Miama, Florida, area and elsewhere. The mining and 
removal of sand from beaches also increases erosion and should be carefully controlled. 
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3.10 AIR, LAND & WATER QUALITY 
 
Goal Requirements 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 6 requires that: 
 

All waste and process discharges from future development, when combined with such discharges 
from existing development, shall not threaten to violate, or violate applicable state or federal 
environmental quality statures, rules and standards. 
 

Inventory 
 
Current air, land and water quality conditions and existing waste discharge permit-holders in the County 
are inventoried in the “Air, Land and Water Quality” section of the Background Document.  Assessments 
from the Statewide Water Quality Management Plan (DEQ, 1976) and additional information on Federal 
and State Standards are also provided. 
 
Air Quality 
 
DEQ Programs 
 
Relevant programs and actions of the Air Quality Division of the Department of Environmental Quality 
(DEQ) are listed and described below: 
 
Notice of Construction (NC) – Certain types of air contaminant sources are required to file a notice of 
intent to construct application.  A local statement of compatibility with the comprehensive plan is 
required.  Not all sources requiring NC’s need an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. 
 
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) – Certain types of air contaminant sources are required to 
have an ACDP before operation of that source can occur.  Economic as well as environmental factors are 
considered in the drafting of the ACDP.  A local statement of compatibility is required for completion of 
the permit. 
 
Indirect Source Construction Permit (ISCP) – Indirect air contaminant sources are those which in and by 
themselves do not cause air pollution but which cause concentrations of pollution by attracting motor 
vehicle activity (e.g. highways, airports, parking facilities).  Again, a local statement of compatibility is 
required. 
 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) – PSD regulations are designed to prevent significant 
deterioration of air quality in “clean air” areas of the state while allowing reasonable growth to occur in 
areas classified as Class II or Class III.  Under Federal regulations all areas of the state are classified as 
Class II except for certain natural resource areas, such as the Kalmiopsis Wilderness Area, which are 
mandatory Class I areas. 
 
PSD Standards 
 
Under the classification scheme developed in 1974, by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 
modified in 1977 by amendments to the Clean Air Act, all of Coos County is in a Class II PSD 
(Prevention of Significant Deterioration) area.  Moderate deterioration of air quality is permitted in such 
areas.  The maximum amount of allowable increase in pollutants in Class II areas is listed below: 
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Table 1. 
  

Maximum allowable increase in pollutants in Class II PSD areas89

 
 

 
Pollutant Maximum Allowable (Micrograms per cubic meter) 
  
Particulate Matter (TSP) 
     Annual geometric mean 
     24-hour maximum 

 
19 
37 

  
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 
     Annual arithmetic mean 
     24-hour maximum 
     3-hour maximum 

 
20 
91 
512 

 
In Coos County the total maximum allowable increases listed above are considered “available”; that is, 
under current laws and regulations, future commercial and industrial development may be permitted to 
degrade air quality to the full extent listed above.90

Noise Control 

 Since no large scale industrial developments (100 
tons/year or more TSP/SO2 emission sources) are proposed in the plan, it does not appear at this time that 
the above standards will be violated within the planning period. 
 
That is, it has been determined by using the guidelines in the Department of Environmental Quality 
(DEQ) Publication, Handbook for Environmental Quality Elements of Oregon Local Comprehensive 
Land Use Plans (Air Quality Section) that the Coos County Comprehensive Land Use Plan does not 
appear to conflict with Class II PSD air quality standards. 
 

 
Authority 
 
In 1971 the Oregon Legislature adopted the Noise Control Act (ORS Chapter 467) which authorized the 
DEQ, through the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC), to adopt and enforce statewide standards 
of noise control (OAR 340-35). 
 
Standards 
 
Standards adopted by the EQC are found in OAR 340-35-005 through 25-100/  The following summaries 
are from the DEQ Handbook cited above, pp. D-15 through D-16. 
 

1. All new motor vehicles sold within Oregon must meet maximum allowable decibel limits.  
Vehicle categories include automobiles and light trucks, motorcycles, buses, snowmobiles and 
medium and heavy trucks.  Racing vehicles are exempt from this rule (OAR 340-35-025). 

 
2. In-use motor vehicle emission standards are established and referenced to moving and stationary 

monitoring procedures.  Road vehicles and off-road recreational vehicles are included in this rule.  
Ambient standards for off-road recreational vehicles impacting adjacent noise sensitive property 
is also included in this rule (OAR 340-35-030). 

                                                      
89 Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), Handbook for Environmental Quality Elements of Oregon Local 
Comprehensive Plans (1978), p. C-51. 
90 DEQ (1978), p. C-24. 



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 184 

 

 
3. Noise sources defined as industry and commerce must meet ambient noise standards measured at 

the nearest noise sensitive property.  Noise sensitive property is defined as residences, schools, 
churches, libraries and other places where people sleep.  The definition for industry is very broad.  
However, some activities are exempted for reasons of lack of control technology, lack of an 
adequate standard or preemption by federal regulations (OAR 3400-35-035). 

 
The following lists industrial and commercial sources presently exempted from DEQ noise 
control standards.  Some of these sources are under consideration for future noise control rules: 

 
a. Emergency equipment 

 
b. Warning devices 

 
c. Vehicle complying with OAR 340-35-030 

 
d. Some railroad activities 

 
e. Bells, chimes, and carillons 

 
f. Sports and entertainment events, including motor vehicle racing events. 

 
g. Construction activities 

 
h. Maintenance 

 
i. Lawn care and snow removal 

 
j. Some aircraft operations 

 
k. Motor vehicle auxiliary equipment complying with OAR 340-35-030 

 
l. Agricultural activities. 

 
Industrial and commercial noise standards are based upon protection of speech communication 
during the daytime (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and protection of sleep at night (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.).  The 
standards are written in statistical terms over a hone hour sampling period.  This allows some 
variations in the noise level over time, but limits the statistical distribution of the measured noise 
throughout the one hour sampling period. 
 

Solid Waste 
 
Authority 
 
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-580) provides for the protection of 
health and the environment, promotes conservation of material and energy resources, and prohibits open 
dumps.  The Oregon Solid Waste Plan, mandated by ORS 459, is a compilation of regional plans and 
State policy and is required to be in conformance with Federal laws and regulations.  All areas of the State 
were to have submitted locally adopted solid waste disposal plans to DEQ by 1978. 
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EPA is the lead Federal agency regulating management of solid waste.  The DEQ develops and adopts 
standards and plans in accordance with Federal regulations.  In Coos County, the County has assumed 
responsibility for solid waste disposal.  Coos County has been designated as one planning area and the 
County has been designated as the planning and implementing agency.  On December 5, 1978, the Board 
of Commissioners adopted the Coos County Solid Waste Management Plan, 1978-1994. 

 
The Coos County Solid Waste Management Plan specifies that the County will evaluate the feasibility of 
resource and energy recovery for the County in 1984; that the County will consider proposals from the 
private sector to manage solid waste disposal that will achieve the same objectives as the County’s 
management plan (as long as DEQ requirements are also met); and that the provisions of the Coos-Curry 
Solid Waste Management Plan 1975-1995 (1975) which are not in conflict with the Coos County Solid 
Waste Management Plan are adopted as part of the latter plan. 
 
Existing Disposal Sites 

 
The existing conditions described in the Coos County Solid Waste Disposal Plan have since changed, as 
shown below. 
 

Table 2. 
  

Existing Solid Waste Disposal Sites 
  
SITE DESCRIPTION 
  
Beaver Hill All municipal solid waste in the County is now handled at this regional 

landfill.  Two 50-ton capacity Consumat incinerators with a backup system of 
two 12.5 ton incinerators are located on the site. 

  
Bandon This former municipal site is now used for disposal of incinerator ash from the 

Beaver Hill site and for other non combustibles such as sheetrock and 
construction waste. 

  
Joe Ney This former municipal site is now leased by a private firm, and is a modified 

industrial landfill used primarily for disposal of construction debris. 
  
Powers This open-burning dump was granted a variance to the requirements of Public 

Law 94-580 to allow it to remain open until June 30, 1984 
 
The Beaver Hill site was chosen after consideration of several alternatives, including the former Myrtle 
Point site, the Bandon site, and the North spit of Coos bay. The advantages of the Beaver Hill site are its 
central location, the lack of nearby development that would otherwise conflict with the operation, and the 
site’s capacity, soils and other suitability factors.  The capacity of the Beaver Hill site is expected to be 
sufficient to meet the County’s needs through and beyond the comprehensive planning period. 
 
Water Quality 
 
Standards and Plans 
 
The EQC and DEQ implements such rules and standards as are deemed necessary to insure that beneficial 
uses of public waters are not impaired by inadequate water quality and to control on-site sewage disposal 
so as to prevent water pollution, health hazards and nuisance conditions (ORS 468 and ORS 454). 
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Standards are contained in the Statewide Water Quality Management Plan (OAR 340, Division 41) and in 
the Subsurface Sewage Disposal Rules (OAR 340, Division 71, 74, and 75).  All other DEQ rules, 
procedures, etc, are contained in OAR chapter 340. 
 
On-Site Sewage Disposal 
 
Construction of systems which dispose of sewage on the site where it is generated is controlled by DEQ 
through a permit system.  The mandatory state permit requirements are set forth in OAR 340.  In Coos 
County, permits may be obtained through the local DEQ office in Coos Bay.  In order to comply with 
existing regulations, the County must require suitable evidence of acceptable sewage disposal (either 
sewer system hookup or on site permit suitability) prior to building permit issuance.  Land use clearance 
by the County is presently required by DEQ prior to on-site sewage disposal permit issuance. 
 
Waste Discharge Permits 
 
DEQ issues permits for the construction and operation of new or modified sewage and industrial waste 
treatment facilities and related disposal of effluent.  These permits must meet applicable Federal standards 
and guidelines (section 402 of PL 92-500 and related Federal regulations) as well as the applicable 
portions of the State Water Quality Management Plan. 
 
Plan Approval for Sewage & Industrial Waste Treatment Facilities 
 
In addition to the above requirements, DEQ approval of engineering reports, facility plans and 
construction plans is required prior to construction of new or expansion of existing waste control, 
treatment, transport, and disposal facilities. 
 
Certification of Water Quality Standards Compliance 

 
DEQ reviews all applications for Federally issued permits by non-Federal applicants for actions in or 
adjacent to a waterway in the State which may result in a discharge of pollutants to the waterway.  In 
order for the Federal permit to be issued, DEQ must certify that water quality standards will not be 
violated.  Such certification is granted after public notice (Section 401, PL 92-500). 
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3.11 OCEAN RESOURCES 
 
Goal Requirements 
 
The intent of Statewide Planning Goal 19 is to “conserve the long-term values, benefits and natural 
resources of the nearshore ocean and the continental shelf”: 
 

All local…plans policies, projects and activities which affect the territorial sea shall be 
developed, managed and conducted to maintain, and where appropriate, enhance and restore, the 
long-term benefits derived from the nearshore oceanic resources of Oregon…(S)uch plans and 
activities shall give clear priority to the proper management and protection of renewable 
resources. 

 
The goal requires that inventory information be gathered in response to specific actions or projects: 
 

As local governments…implement plans or carry out actions, projects or activities related to or 
affecting ocean resources, they shall develop inventory information necessary to understand the 
impacts and relationship of the proposed activity to continental shelf and nearshore resources… 
The inventory shall be sufficient to describe the long-term impacts of the proposed action on 
resources and uses of the continental shelf and nearshore ocean. 
 

Regulatory Agencies 
 
The following agencies have regulatory. Planning or review authority with respect to ocean resources: 
 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services – reviews proposals for work and activities in or affecting 
navigable waters, including Section 10 and Section 404 permits. 

 
• National Marine Fisheries Service – Regulates fisheries. 

 
• Bureau of Land Management – Manages offshore leasing for oil and gas development. 

 
• National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Association – Administers CZM Act through the 

Office of Coastal Zone Management;  can designate marine sanctuaries on the continental shelf. 
 

• Environmental Protection Agency – Controls discharge of pollutants into navigable waters. 
 

• Army Corps of Engineers – Issues permits for development proposals in navigable waters. 
 

• Federal Power Commission – Regulates energy facility siting, pipelines. 
 

• U.S. Coast Guard (Department of Transportation) – Regulates navigation and safety on the high 
seas, including regulating and monitoring structures on the continental shelf for safety and oil 
spills. 

 
• Office of Pipeline Safety (Department of Transportation) – Reviews and approves proposals for 

construction of offshore pipelines. 
 

• Division of State Lands – Administers State’s fill and removal permit law, manages state-owned 
waterways; oil spill regulation. 
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• Oregon Department of Economic Development – Port planning; administers revolving loan fund 

for port development. 
 

• Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries – Issues permits for oil and  gas 
exploration. 

 
• Oregon Department of Environmental Quality – Regulates water quality 

 
• Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife – Regulates fisheries.  Programs include propagation of 

fish, protection and enhancement of the environment, control of fish harvest, and management of 
various fish and shellfish stocks.  Reviews such permits as the following:  DSL fill-removal, 
marine event, ocean shore activity, waste discharge, and Section 10 and Section 404 permits. 

 
• State Marine Board – Regulates boating; plans and recommends development of boating 

facilities. 
 

• State Highway Department – Has jurisdiction over Pacific Ocean shore;  has permit review 
authority for improvements in the beach zone. 

 
• State Department of Energy – Regulates siting, construction and operation of energy facilities, 

including thermal power and nuclear installations. 
 
Current Uses 
 
Current uses affecting ocean resources include commercial fishing, transportation, navigation, dredge 
spoils, waste discharge, sport fishing and other recreational activities, such as boating, scuba diving and 
clamming. 
 
The average commercial lands for the Coos County fishing industry from 1973-1975 are listed below: 
 

Table 1. 
  

Five-year average landings (in thousands of pounds) 
  

Species Average Landings 
  

Salmon 2,979 
Tuna 2,371 

Groundfish 4,062 
Crab 843 

Shrimp 5,670 
All others 95 

  
Total 16,020 

  
Source: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. From CEDS 1979-80, Coos-
Curry-Douglas Economic Improvement Association (1979), p. VII29. 
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Spoils from the maintenance dredging of the Coos Bay channel entrance are currently dumped at an 
offshore location indicated in Figure 1 below.  The 116-acre EPA approved site is located approximately 
1.5 miles west-southwest of the bay entrance at a depth of 45-60 feet.  The site consists of a shifting sand 
bottom and is considered inexhaustible.91

Some recreational activities have little, if any, impact on ocean resources (sailing, scuba diving and 
surfing, for example).  Others rely directly on those resources.  Sport fishing in Oregon in 1975 accounted 
for about ¼ of the total number of salmon caught on the open ocean.

   
 
The Menasha pulp mill on North Spit holds a DEQ permit for ocean dumping of its wastes through a 
pipeline from a holding pond to a discharge area 4,000 feet offshore. 
 
Discharges into rivers and bays may also have an impact on ocean resources.  Local fish processors have 
been required to screen solid wastes from their discharges in order to meet Federal standards.  
Requirements for further treatment are anticipated and could result in reduced nutrient levels in waters 
entering the ocean from the estuaries.  For further discussion of discharges into rivers and estuaries, see 
“Water Quality” (section 3.6) and the Coos Bay and Coquille estuary plans. 
 

92

                                                      
91 Army Corps of Engineers, Final EIS, Channel Maintenance Dredging, Coos Bay (1976), p. 1-8. 
92 Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife, 1975-76 Biennial Report (1976), p. 17. 

   Recreational fishing for 
groundfish and smelt also occurs and razor clamming on ocean beaches is popular. 
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Figure 1. 

 
Location of Offshore spoils Disposal Site 

 

 
 

From Draft Supplment, Coos Bay Deep Draft Navigation Project EIS, Army Corps of Engineers, 1975, p. 
1-4. 
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Projected Uses 
 
Current uses are expected to continue through the planning period.  Additional uses which could affect 
ocean resources and which could occur during the planning period are discussed below. 
 
Development of the Hake (Pacific Whiting) Fishery 
 
According to a recent study, the estimated stock abundance of Pacific whiting is greater than for any other 
fishery resource on the Pacific coast outside of Alaska.93

• Its abundance and high catch rate per unit of trawling effort; 

 This resource represents a considerable 
opportunity for the domestic fishing industry since the passage of the Fishery Conservation and 
Management act of 1976 which authorizes the State Department to allocate fishery resources to foreign 
countries only after allocation to U.S. fishermen.  Interest in development of the resource has quickened 
since passage of the Act for several reasons: 
 

 
• The act has forced reductions in foreign fleet allocations and catches, thereby removing the U.S. 

fleet’s reluctance to challenge the foreign fishing effort on the Pacific Coast; 
 

• In the recent years of a foreign fishery on Pacific Whiting, these fish have been imported to the 
U.S. as Whiting via Mexico and Canada, establishing a market and a general pattern of use; 

 
• Resource protection zones (200 mile law) have been adopted around the world to protect and 

conserve overexploited fish resources.  The demand for fish has not lessened, creating an 
opportunity for U.S. demand for fish has not lessened, creating an opportunity for U.S. utilization 
of Pacific Whiting, making it possible to market a product that meets consumers’ demand for fish 
that are of lower cost than many others now available.94

 
According to two fish surveys, the area of greatest abundance of Pacific Whiting is between Cape Blanco 
and Cape Foulweather (see background document, pp. 16-17 through 16-18), coos Bay lies midway 
between these two points.  The current optimum sustainable yield is 175,500 metric tons.  The fishery is 
managed by the National Marine Fisheries Service. 
 

  

Salmon Ranching 
 
Salmon Ranching began in the area in   1977 on Coos Bay.  The impacts on ocean resources have not yet 
been determined.  While an increase in salmon stocks is generally expected (to the benefit of the sport and 
commercial fisheries), opponents argue that ranch salmon, which are genetically more homogeneous, may 
compete with wild stocks for a limited amount of resources on the open ocean, to the detriment of the 
wild stocks.  Ranching is in its infancy on this coast and it will probably be several years until the impacts 
can be determined.  Salmon ranching is regulated by the Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife. 
 
Black Sand Mining 
 
Deposits of heavy mineral sands offshore may become economically minable during the planning period.  
The technology already exists for mining these placer deposits, the offshore equivalents of the black sands 
                                                      
93 Coos-Curry-Douglas Economic Improvement Association (CCDEIA), Comprehensive Economic Development 
Strategy, 1979-80 Action Program (1979), p. VII-32. 
94 CCDEIA, p. VII-31. 
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that were mined for gold at the turn of the  century.  Platinum, zircon and chromium are also present in 
these sands.  The location of potentially commercial sites is given on p. 16-23 of the Background 
Document. 
 
Potential impacts on ocean resources include resuspension of sediments with a possible temporary 
increase in nutrient levels, and temporary or permanent disruption of bottom-dwelling communities. 
 
Offshore mining is regulated by the Bureau of Land Management. 
 
Oil and Gas Exploration 
 
The potential impacts of oil mining on ocean resources are comparatively well documented and include 
smothering of life in the benthic and littoral zones.  The industry continues to advance in safety 
technology as depletion of onshore resources places greater pressure on mining offshore deposits.  The 
leasing of offshore lands is managed by the Bureau of Land Management. 
 
Port Expansion 
 
Expansion of moorage facilities can potentially increase the impact on navigation and on sport fisheries 
and certain commercial fisheries.  These impacts are assessed and regulated by a variety of State and 
Federal agencies.  Navigation is regulated by the U.S. Coast Guard and by the State Marine Board.  The 
fisheries are regulated through the National Marine Fisheries Service and the Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife. 
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3.12 SOUTH SLOUGH ESTUARINE SANCTUARY 
 
The South Slough Estuarine Sanctuary is a national estuarine sanctuary created under Section 315 of the 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (PL 92-583), as amended.  Interested persons should refer to the 
Management Plan for the Sanctuary and for a complete discussion of the Sanctuary, its objectives and 
program. 
 
Coos County supports the Sanctuary and protects its natural resources through the South Slough Zoning 
District.  



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 196 

 

4. SOCIO-ECONOMIC INVENTORY AND ASSESSMENTS 
 
4.1 Demographics 
 
4.2 Labor Force and Employment 
 
4.3 Existing Land Use and Interim Zoning 
 
4.4 Industrial and Commercial Lands 
 
4.5 Housing 
 
4.6 Public Facilities and Services 
 
4.7 Transportation 
 
4.8 Recreation 
 
4.9 Energy  



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 197 

 

4.1 DEMOGRAPHICS 
 
  



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 198 

 

4.1 DEMOGRAPHICS 
 
4.1.1 Introduction 
 
The Coos County Comprehensive Plan contains demographic and population information which is a 
planning tool for interpreting the developing population trends relating to Coos County and its 
incorporated cities. 
 
The data compiled for this Plan Element came from publications by the United States Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Oregon Employment Department (1996 Regional Economic Profile), 
State of Oregon’s Office of Economic Analysis (Long-Term Population and Employment Forecasts for 
Oregon), and Portland State University’s Center for Population Research and Census. These data sources 
have been publishing population reports since 1850 and are considered to be a valid and consistent source 
of population information. The Bureau of Census designated Portland State University (PSU) as an 
official source of population estimates. Since 1941 PSU has provided an annual July 1st, certified 
population estimate for Oregon counties and cities. 
 
4.1.2 History 
 
The State of Oregon had a population of approximately 52,000 in 1860, which accounted for a small 
percentage of the total population in the United States. After the Civil War, the 50 year westward 
migration caused the population of Oregon grow to over 500,000. The population in 1940 for Oregon had 
exceeded one million. The next 30 years saw the population again double to reach two million and 
counted for 1% of the total United States population. By 1990 the population of Oregon had reached 
2,842,321 which is still 1% of the total United States population. 
 
Coos County’s growth is compared with other counties in Oregon from 1950 to 1990 in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
      

Population for the Counties and State 
      

County 
Population 

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 
      
Baker 16175 17295 14919 16143 15317 
Benton 31570 39165 53776 68211 70811 
Clackamas 86716 113038 166088 241919 278850 
Clatsop 30776 27380 28473 32489 33301 
Columbia 22967 22379 28790 35646 37557 
Coos 42265 54955 56515 64067 60273 
Crook 8991 9430 9985 13091 14111 
Curry 6048 13983 13006 16992 16992 
Deschutes 21812 23100 30442 62142 74958 
Douglas 54549 68458 71743 93748 94649 
Gilliam 2817 3069 2342 2057 1717 
Grant 8329 7726 6996 8210 7853 
Harney 6113 6744 7215 8314 7060 
Hood River 12740 13395 13187 15835 16903 
Jackson 58510 73962 94533 132456 14689 
Jefferson 5536 7130 8548 11599 13676 
Josephine 26542 29917 35746 58855 62649 
Klamath 42150 47475 50021 59117 57702 
Lake 6649 7158 6343 7532 7186 
Lane 125776 162890 215401 275226 282912 
Lincoln 21308 24635 25755 35264 38889 
Linn 54317 58867 71914 89495 91227 
Malheur 23223 22764 23169 26896 26038 
Marion 101401 120888 151309 204692 228483 
Morrow 4783 4871 4465 7519 7625 
Multnomah 471537 522813 554668 562640 583887 
Polk 26317 26523 35349 45203 49541 
Sherman 2271 2446 2139 2172 1918 
Tillamook 18606 18955 180334 21164 21570 
Umatilla 41703 44352 44923 58861 59249 
Union 17962 18180 19377 23921 23598 
Wallowa 7264 7102 6247 7273 6911 
Wasco 15552 20205 20133 21732 21683 
Washington 61269 92237 157920 245808 311554 
Wheeler 3313 2722 1849 1513 1396 
Yamhill 33484 32478 40213 55332 65551 
      
Total Oregon 1521341 1768687 2091533 2633105 2842321 
      
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
 
Coos County’s population increased 42.6% during this 40 year period. Compared to other coastal 
counties, Coos County’s increase was 21.8% less than the increase of 64.4% which Curry County had and 
was 28.9% higher than the County of Tillamook which saw a 13.7% increase. 
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Graph #1 shows the population changes for Coos County starting in 1980. The decline began in 1981 and 
continued to drop until 1988 which shows a slow and steady increase in population. The population in 
1995 is not at the county Coos County began within 1980. The projected numbers for the year 2000 
(63,612) is less than what the figures were in 1980 (64,047). 
 
Table #2 depicts each county’s percentage which comprises the State’s total population and illustrates 
Coos County’s fluctuating population based on the economic decline of its forest production and fishing 
industries. Table 3 shows the population break-down by gender and age. 
 

Table 2 
  

Percent Population Change for the Counties and State 
 

County 
Population 

1950-60 1960-70 1970-80 1980-90 
     
Baker 6.9 -13.7 8.1 -5.1 
Benton 24.1 37.3 26.8 3.8 
Clackamas 30.4 46.9 45.7 15.3 
Clatsop -11 4 14.1 2.5 
Columbia -2.6 28.6 23.8 5.4 
Coos 30 2.8 13.3 -5.9 
Crook 4.9 5.9 31.1 7.8 
Curry 131.2 -7 30.6 13.7 
Deschutes 5.9 31.8 104.1 20.6 
Douglas 25.5 4.8 30.7 1 
Gilliam 8.9 -23.7 -12.2 -16.5 
Grant 7.2 -9.4 17.4 -4.3 
Harney 10.3 7 15.2 -15.1 
Hood River 5.1 -1.6 20.1 6.7 
Jackson 26.4 27.8 40.1 10.5 
Jefferson 28.8 19.9 35.7 17.9 
Josephine 12.7 19.5 64.6 6.4 
Klamath 12.6 5.4 18.2 -2.4 
Lake 7.7 -11.4 18.7 -4.6 
Lane 29.5 32.2 27.8 2.8 
Lincoln 15.6 4.5 36.9 10.3 
Linn 8.4 22.2 24.4 1.9 
Malheur -2 1.8 16.1 -3.2 
Marion 19.2 25.2 35.3 11.6 
Morrow 1.8 -8.3 68.4 1.4 
Multnomah 10.9 6.1 1.4 3.8 
Polk 0.8 33.3 27.9 9.6 
Sherman 7.7 -12.6 1.5 -11.7 
Tillamook 1.9 -4.9 17.4 1.9 
Umatilla 6.4 1.3 31 0.7 
Union 1.2 6.6 23.5 -1.4 
Wallowa -2.2 -12 16.4 -5 
Wasco 29.9 -0.4 7.9 -0.2 
Washington 50.5 71.2 55.7 26.7 
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County 
Population 

1950-60 1960-70 1970-80 1980-90 
Wheeler -17.8 -32.1 -18.2 -7.7 
Yamhill -3 23.8 37.6 18.5 
     
Total Oregon 1768687 2091533 2633105 2842321 
     
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
 
 
 

Graph 1 
 
 
 

Source: Regional Economic Profile, Oregon Employment Division, 1996. 
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Table 3 
    

Population Estimates for Coos County by Age and Gender: July 1, 1996 
    
 Age Numbers  
    
 0-4 3489  
 5-9 3902  
 10-14 4371  
 15-17 2756  
 18-19 1790  
 20-24 4024  
 25-29 3035  
 30-34 3563  
 35-39 4424  
 40-44 4676  
 45-49 4540  
 50-54 3433  
 55-59 3174  
 60-64 2842  
 65-69 3332  
 70-74 3133  
 75-79 2369  
 80+ 2847  
    
 Total 61700  
    
Source: Portland State University (Population Estimates for Oregon: July, 1996). 
 
Migration trends along the Oregon Coast in earlier decades largely followed the demand for timber and 
increasing seafood processing. Major reasons for this relatively high growth during the 1940s and 1950s 
were highway improvements and increased timber production which was generated by World War II and 
the post-war housing boom. The paper products industry added plants during this decade. The 1970s saw 
an increase in population as natural resource based industries prospered and as retirement began to supply 
an increasingly important component of population growth. The 1980s again saw a decline in population 
due to the restriction in timber production, automation or closure of timber mills and declines in some of 
the commercial fishing industry. 
 
Coos County has seven incorporated cities which are Bandon, Coos Bay, Coquille, Lakeside, Myrtle 
Point, North Bend, and Powers. Tables #4 and 4a show the census from 1950 to 1996 which reflects 46 
years of fluctuating population in this County. The City of Lakeside showed an increase in residents 
starting in 1988; while the population of Powers began decreasing between 1980 and 1986 and continued 
to do so until 1996. The unincorporated areas of the County also showed a decrease starting with 1994 
and continuing to 1996; this decrease could be attributed to annexation by cities. These tables reflect areas 
whose economic base are dependent on timber and farming, as well as the fishing industry.  
 
The state economist projection for Coos County and the cities within start in 1996 and go to 2020 (table 
4b). This projection shows the County as a whole growing by 7,114 residents within the next 24 years. 
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Table 4 

             
1950-1995 Population County/Cities 

             
County/Cities 1950 1960 1970 1980 1986 1988 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
             
COOS 42265 54955 56515 64047 57500 58800 60273 62100 62100 62500 62800 62100 
             
Bandon 1681 2185 2247 2311 2380 2490 2224 2335 2390 2425 2430 2610 
             
Coos Bay 10440 13575 13960 16025 14330 14220 15076 15065 15150 15170 15450 15430 
             
Coquille 2887 3754 3861 4481 4045 4175 4121 4095 4115 4185 4195 4230 
             
Lakeside 1036 1347 1385 1453 1395 1425 1437 1445 1470 1530 1615 1630 
             
Myrtle Point 1867 2428 2497 2859 2580 2595 2712 2680 2715 2740 2740 2740 
             
North Bend 6610 8594 8838 9779 8770 8850 9614 9730 9760 9800 9840 9855 
             
Powers 492 640 658 819 740 760 682 680 680 685 680 680 
             
Unincorporated 17252 22432 23069 26320 23260 24285 24407 25170 25820 25965 25850 24925 
             
Source: State Economist, January 1997. 
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Table 4a 
            

Percentages of the County’s Population 
            
City 1950-1970 1980 1986 1988 1900 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 % Avg. 
            
Bandon 3.98 3.6 4.1 4.2 3.7 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.8 4.2 3.9 
            
Coos Bay 24.7 25.0 24.9 24.2 25.0 24.6 24.4 24.3 24.6 24.9 24.7 
            
Coquille 6.83 7.0 7.0 7.1 6.8 6.7 6.6 6.7 6.7 6.8 6.8 
            
Lakeside 2.45 2.3 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.6 2.6 2.4 
            
Myrtle Point 4.42 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.4 
            
North Bend 15.65 15.3 15.3 15.1 16.0 15.9 15.7 15.7 15.6 15.9 15.6 
            
Powers 1.16 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 
            
Total in Cities 59.18 59.0 59.5 58.7 59.5 58.9 58.4 58.5 58.8 59.9 59.0 
            
Unincorporated 
Area 

40.82 41.0 40.5 41.3 40.5 41.1 41.6 41.5 41.2 40.1 41.0 

            
Total County 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
            
Percentage figures are based upon the population data in Table 4 and are rounded to the nearest one-tenth of one percent. 
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Table 4b 1996 - 2020 PROJECTED POPULATION 95

COUNTY/ 
Cities 

 
 

1996 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 

 
COOS 62399 63612 64950 66338 67870 69513 
 
Bandon 2791 2826 6041 3265 3503 3754 
Coos Bay 15696 16001 16337 16687 17072 17485 
Coquille 4273 4356 4448 4543 4647 4760 
Lakeside 1648 1822 2016 2218 2435 2657 
Myrtle Point 2761 2815 2874 2935 3003 3076 
North Bend 9997 10191 10406 10628 10873 11137 
Powers 703 717 732 747 764 783 
Unincorp. 24530 24884 25096 25315 26673 25861 
 
 
 
4.1.3 Composition of Coos County’s Population 
 
An examination of the population data regarding characteristics of age, race, income and educational level 
can provide an understanding of the composition of Coos County's population. 
 
Coos County's population growth during the 1980’s occurred among persons of retirement age, 65 years 
and above.  While the total population of Coos County fell by about 6% in that decade, the number of 
persons 65 and older rose by 35%.  The proportion of Coos County's population in the 65+ age group 
increased from 12% to 17% over the ten-year period.  On the other hand, the number of persons under the 
age of 18 in Coos County dropped by 17%, while the number of persons between the ages of 21 and 24 
declined by 41%. 
 
Since 1990, this area has continued to see population growth among the older age groups while the largest 
decrease occurred among the 25-29 year old residents. 
 
Coos County's age groups and the years which show decline and rise in certain groups of the population 
are shown on Table #5. 
  

                                                      
95  OEA 1996 report provided the County projected population growth numbers. 
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Table 5 Population by Age96

July 1994 

 
 

    
Years Number % Change Number 90-94 Percent 
     
0 – 4 3957 6.3 397 11.2 
5 – 9 4258 6.8 -56 -1.3 
10 – 14 4671 7.4 381 8.9 
15 – 19 4402 7.0 36 .08 
20 – 24 3729 5.9 -182 -4.7 
25 – 29 3132 5.0 -1133 -26.6 
30 – 34 4137  6.6 -139 -3.3 
35 – 39 4736 7.5 59 1.3 
40 – 44 4711 7.5 541 13.0 
45 – 49 4132 6.6 522 14.5 
50 – 54 3502 5.6 4441 14.4 
55 – 59 3093 4.9 202 7.0 
60 – 64 3047 4.9 125 4.3 
65 – 69 3321 5.3 248 8.1 
70 – 74 3090 4.9 396 14.7 
75+ 4882 7.8 662 15.7 
     
Total 62800 100.0 2500 4.1 
 
 
 
Since 1960 the older population of the United States (65 years and older) has been expanding at a rate 
almost twice that of the total American population and the number who migrate has risen even faster.  
Areas where the more affluent, better educated and recent retirees have located, shows a migratory pattern 
of the older migrants whose destination is based on living conditions rather than economic conditions. 
 
Largest concentration of population are located in the communities of Coos Bay and North Bend.  Two 
population trends currently affecting Coos County are the dramatic loss of younger residents and the 
significant increase of residents 65 and over.  As shown in Table #6, each area's median age is 
represented and shows the County's median age. 
Table  6 MEDIAN AGE BY CITY,  199097

Census Area 

  
  

Median Age 
 

Bandon 46.5 
Barview 39.6 

Bunker Hill 34.7 
Coos Bay 36.5 
Coquille 35.4 

                                                      
96  Oregon Employment Department 1996 Regional Economic Profile (Portland State University) 
 
97 Coos Curry Douglas Business Development Corporation (Development Report and Plan, 1994-1995;  
U.S. Bureau of Census) 
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Lakeside 42.1 
Myrtle Point 34.7 
North Bend 35.3 

Powers 42.6 
 

Coos County 37.6 
Oregon 34.6 

United States 32.9 
 
 
 
Migration is the most difficult component of population change to forecast.  The migration flows in the 
1970’s was fueled by the economic growth, and in the 1980’s the economy took a downward spin causing 
an out-migration. 
 
In the 1970’s net-migration was highest among persons age 20-34.  The 1980’s saw the 65 and older age 
group accounting for the largest share of the net-migrants. 
 
The largest impact on population decline/growth is the economy.  With no post-secondary educational 
institutions or major nonresource industries, as much as 30% to 40% of the 18 to 21 year old residents 
may leave the County.  They or others may return to the county at age 25 to 35 as employment is 
generally stable in government, teaching, and service sectors.  Portland State University's Center for 
Population Research and Census calls this type of migration "life-cycle migration". 
 
Coos County's minority population in 1990 is reflected in Table #7.   
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TABLE 7 MINORITY POPULATION,  199098

Race/Ethnicity 

 
 

Coos % Total Oregon % total 
      
White     
 Nonhispanic 

Hispanic 
56,879 94.4 2,579,732 90.8 

908 1.5 57,055 2.0 
Black 144 0.2 46,170 1.6 
Native American 1,370 2.3 38,496 1.4 
Asian/Pacific Islands 577 1.0 69,269 2.4 
Other 364 0.6 51,591 1.8 
     
TOTAL 60,242 100.0 2,842,321 100.0 
 
    
The minority population hasn't experienced significant changes that shift age groups.  The largest 
minority in Coos County is the Native Americans who make up 2.3% of the total population. 
 
The County's aging population is one of the factors which have caused a change in the makeup of 
personal income over the last 30 years.  Decreases in net earnings (wage, salary and proprietorship 
income) have been balanced by significant increases in transfer payments [retirement and disability 
payments, medical payments, income maintenance payments (supplemental security income, aid to 
families with dependent children and food stamps)], unemployment insurance payments, veteran benefit 
payment, and other miscellaneous payments] and in a small way, income increased from interest, 
dividends and rents. 
 
Graph #2 illustrates the Per Capita Income (PCI, total personal income divided by population) levels 
between United States, Oregon, and Coos County.  In 1992 Coos County's PCI was at 85.6% of the state's 
PCI.  Since the State's PCI is 92.5% of the national PCI, overall, the County's PCI is 78.8% of the 
national average.  While Oregon's percentage-of-nation increased in 1992, Coos County's percentage-of-
state and consequently it's PCI decreased which widened the gap between the County and State incomes.  
Coos County's 1992 PCI level ranked 23rd out of 36 counties in the state. 
 
The unemployment rate is another indicator that compares unfavorably with State and national averages.  
For many of the last 10 years the County's unemployment rate has consistently stood higher than the 
State's rate.  Additionally, the State's unemployment rate has been higher than the national unemployment 
rate, although not as consistently. 
 
 

                                                      
98  Source:  Coos Curry Douglas Business Development Corporation (Development Report and Plan 
1994-1995;  U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of the Census) 
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Graph 2   Per Capita Income99

                                                      
99 CCD Business Development Corporation, Development Report & Plan 1994-1995 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Graph #3 shows the comparison of unemployment between the United States, Oregon, and Coos County 
between 1983 and 1993. During these 10 years Coos County experienced a higher than average rate of 
unemployment. Unemployment is usually highest in January or February and lower in August or 
September because of seasonal labor in logging, transportation, forestry, construction, agriculture, 
tourism, and recreation. The average number unemployed in Coos County dropped by 8.0%. 
 
The manufacturing industries lost marginal employment while nonmanufacturing gained between 1992 
and 1993. During this time period Coos County lost employment in food processing (7.8%) but gained in 
all other manufacturing and nonmanufacturing sectors; significantly in construction/mining (13.8%), and 
finance/insurance/real estate (18.5%) industries. 
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GRAPH 3  UNEMPLOYMENT RATE COMPARISON100

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
100 1996 Oregon Employment Department Regional Economic Profile 
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Table #8 shows Coos County's annual average and percentage change in resident labor force, 
nonagricultural wage and salary employment, and labor disputants. 
 
Table 8  Annual Average and Percent Change Resident Labor Force, 
  Nonagricultural Wage and Salary Employment, Labor Disputants, Coos County101

Resident Labor 
Force 

 
 

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993p 

 
Civilian Labor force 27810 28680 27360 27640 27750 27230 27420 27290 27180 27660 27630 
# Unemployed 4030 4120 3600 2920 2280 2630 2690 2440 2470 3130 2880 
% Unemployed 14.5 14.4 13.2 10.6 8.2 9.3 9.8 8.9 9.1 11.3 10.4 
Total Employed 23780 24560 23760 24720 25470 25600 24730 24850 24710 24530 24750 

 
Nonag. W & S            
Total Wage & 
Salary 

18370 18520 18390 18830 19400 19710 19340 19560 19380 19650 19940 

 
Manufacturing 4670 4640 4410 4540 4690 4420 3780 3680 3250 3180 3220 
   Lumber & Wood 3390 3360 3140 3310 3390 3090 2540 2370 1880 1810 1850 
   Food Products 560 530 480 560 570 540 450 570 500 510 470 
   Other 720 750 790 670 740 790 790 850 870 850 900 

 
Nonmanufacturing 13700 13880 13980 14290 14710 15290 15560 15880 16140 16480 16720 
  
Construction/mining 

420 480 490 470 480 530 600 690 720 720 650 

   Trans/Comm/Util 1460 1400 1360 1380 1420 1400 1410 1430 1450 1400 1420 
   Trade 3910 4030 4060 4270 4570 4760 4810 4890 5000 5100 5330 
   Finance/Ins/R 
Estate 

760 780 790 800 780 770 770 910 930 960 930 

   Services/Misc 2920 2900 2990 3110 3120 3390 3480 3390 3370 3540 3510 
   Government 4330 4290 4300 4260 4260 4440 4490 4680 4750 4870 4890 
        
 
Labor Disputants            
Labor/Management 0 0 0 60 30 0 130 0 0 10 0 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
101 Oregon Employment Department, Research and Statistics.  Resident Labor Force includes employed and 
unemployed individuals 16 years and older by place of residence.  Data are adjusted for multiple job-holding and 
commuting.  Includes nonagricultural wage and salary employment based on the 1987 S/C manual.  The data are by 
place of work and persons working multiple jobs are counted more than once.  Workers involved in labor-
management disputes are excluded from the wage and salary employment totals.  Due to revised estimating 
procedures between December 1990 and January, 1991, data for 1991 and that of previous years are not strictly 
comparable. 
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Table 8 (Cont’d)  Annual Average and Percent Change Resident Labor Force, 
   Nonagricultural Wage and Salary Employment, Labor Disputants, Coos County102

 

 
 

           
Resident Labor 
Force 

82-83 83-84 84-85 85-86 86-87 87-88 88-89 89-90 90-91 91-92 92-93 

            
Civilian Labor 
Force 

0.0% 3.1% -1.6% 1.0% .04% 1.7% -2.9% -0.5% -0.4% 1.8% -0.1% 

   # Unemployed 1.5% 2.2% -12.6% -18.9% -21.9% 15.4% 2.3% -9.3% 1.2% 26.7% -0.1% 
   % Unemployed -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
Total Unemployed -0.2% 3.3% -3.3% 4.0% 3.0% 0.5% -3.4% 0.5% -.06% -0.7% 0.9% 

 
Nonag W & S            
Total Wage & 
Salary 

0.25 0.8% -0.7% 2.4% 3.05 1.6% -1.9% 1.1% -0.9% 1.4% 1.5% 

Manufacturing 5.7% -0.6% -5.0% 2.9% 3.3% -5.8% -14.5% -2.6% -12.0% -1.9% 1.3% 
  Lumber & Wood 8.3% -0.9% -6.5% 5.4% 2.4% -8.8% -17.8% -6.7% -20.7% -3.7% 2.2% 
   Food Products -3.4% -5.4% -9.4% 16.7% 1.8% -5.3% -16.7% 2.2% 8.7% 2.0% -7.8% 
   Other 1.4% 4.2% 5.3% -15.2% 10.4% 6.8% 0.0% 7.6% 2.4% -2.3% 5.9% 
            
Nonmanufact. -1.5% 1.3% 0.7% 2.2% 2.9% 3.9% 1.8% 2.1% 1.6% 2.1% 1.5% 
   Construction/ 
   mining 

5.0% 14.3% 2.1% -4.1% 2.1% 10.4% 13.2% 15.0
% 

4.3% 0.0% -9.7% 

 Trans/Comm/Util -1.4% -4.1% -2.9% 1.5% 2.9% -1.4% 0.7% 1.4% 1.4% -3.4% 1.4% 
   Trade 0.8% 3.1% 0.7% 5.25 7.0% 4.2% 1.1% 1.7% 2.2% 2.0% 4.5% 
   Finance/Ins/ 
   R Estate 

-2.6% 2.6% 1.3% 1.3% -2.5% -1.3% 0.0% 5.2% 2.5% 3.6% 8.1% 

   Services/Misc -0.3% -0.7% 3.1% 4.0% 0.3% 8.7% 2.7% -2.6% -0.6% 5.0% -0.8% 
   Government -4.7% 1.4% 0.2% -0.9% 0.0% 4.2% 1.1% 4.2% 1.5% 2.5% 0.4% 

 
 
The level of education for the population of Coos County in 1990 showed that 76% of the residents who 
were 25 years of age and above had achieved the education level of high school graduate, this was up 
from 67% in 1980. About 12% of Coos County's population 25 years or older had a bachelor's degree or 
higher in 1990; in 1980 that figure was 11%. In comparison, 82% of Oregon's 25 years of age and above 
residents had high school diplomas in 1990; up from 76% in 1980. In 1990, 21% of Oregon's 25 years and 
older population had a college degree, which is an increase compared with the 18% the previous ten 
years. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
102 Ibid. 
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4.1.4 Labor, Employment and Income 
 

a) Labor - Oregon's total labor force participation rose from 57% in 1970 to 64% in 1990 
which is primarily due to the growth of women in the work force. 

 
Coos County's labor force participation rose to 58% in 1980 and then fell to 55% in 1990. The 
decline in these 10 years occurred because of a sharp increase in the number of men retiring from 
the work force. Even though the increasing number of women entering the work force rose 
sharply, it did not reverse the downward trend. The retired residents largely account for the 
overall low rate of labor force participants in the County. 

 
b) Employment - In September 1992 Coos County had 2,770 unemployed residents. By 

October, the number of unemployed had decreased to 2,580. A substantial part of Coos 
County's economy including logging, transportation, forestry, construction, agriculture, 
and recreation are highly seasonal. Unemployment is usually highest in January and at its 
lowest in September. The numbers of unemployed in Coos County have fluctuated 
considerably since 1985. 

 
Table #9 shows the fluctuation in the labor force of those employed and unemployed.  These 
fluctuations reflect the recession as well as job reductions in the wood products industry that have 
occurred in the past decade. 

 
TABLE 9 
LABOR FORCE, EMPLOYMENT, AND UNEMPLOYMENT 1985-1995103

Year 

 
 

Civilian 
Labor Force 

Employment Number Unemployment 
Rate 

1985 27,360 23,760 3,600 13.2 
1986 27,640 24,720 2,920 10.6 
1987 27,750 25,470 2,280  8.2 
1988 28,140 25,540 2,600  9.2 
1989 27,420 24,720 2,700  9.8 
1990 26,740 24,510 2,230  8.3 
1991 26,850 24,500 2,350  8.8 
1992 27,120 24,170 2,950 10.9 
1993 27,910 25,000 2,910 10.4 
1994 27,850 25,540 2,310  8.3 
1995 27,800 25,800 2,000  7.2 

 
 

Unemployment was highest in 1985 when the county was recovering from job losses and a 
recession in the years 1980-82.  Coos County's unemployment in 1982 averaged 4,600 residents. 
In 1985 Coos County's jobless rate was at 13% which was an improvement from the 16%, which 
the area experienced three years earlier. 

 
Coos County's jobless rate has fallen from 8.3% in 1994 to 7.2% in 1995. This is the lowest rate 
Coos County has seen since 1978 which saw a 7.0% jobless rate. 

                                                      
103   Source:  1996 Oregon Employment Department Regional Economic Profile 
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c) Income - Availability of current income data for Coos County and the State of Oregon is through 

1993.  In 1993 Coos County's personal income totaled $1,035 million which was 4.5% higher 
than the 1992 estimate of $990 million.  Annual growth rates fluctuated from 3.0% in 1988 to 
8.0% in 1989.  Oregon's personal income of $59 billion in 1993 went up by 6.2% from the 1992 
amount.  There are 3 main personal income sources: 

   
 1) Net earnings of labor and business proprietors.  In 1993 Coos County's total  

personal income from wages and salaries was at 56%. 
 
   "Industrial earnings" is comprised of retail trade, services, government,  

manufacturing and construction.  In 1993 Coos County's labor and proprietor  
earnings totaled $616 million which was up by 21% from 1988's estimate. 

 
 In 1993 Coos County's earnings of workers who were covered by state and federal unemployment  

insurance laws accounted for 68% of the labor and proprietors earnings;  between 1984 and 1994  
covered pay rose by 45%. Coos County's covered payrolls in 1994 totaled $434 million which is  
up by nearly 4% from the 1993 estimate.  In 1994 earnings grew by $26 million largely because  
of gains in trade ($3.8 million) and services ($5.8 million). Manufacturing earnings fell by about  
$1 million, in spite of a small increase in lumber and wood products earnings. The lumber and  
wood products earnings accounted for over 60% of Coos County's earnings in manufacturing. 

 
 The largest increase occurred in retail trade which was up $20 million; services expanded by $27  

million;  government was higher by $44 million which saw greater increases in state and local  
governments; manufacturing earnings fell by $11 million which occurred because of the heavy  
loss in durable goods (lumber and wood products industry). Durable goods dropped by $14  
million, while nondurable goods saw a gain of a little over $43 million; and construction earnings  
rose by nearly $11 million in Coos County. 

 
  2) Dividends, interest and rents. Coos County's personal income from dividends,  

interest, and rents was at 18% in 1993 and 1994. 
 
  3) Transfer payments. Social Security, Medicare, other retirement income, veterans  

benefits, income maintenance payments, unemployment insurance and food 
stamps make up the transfer payments category. Coos County's 1993 and 1994 
personal income in this group was at 26%. Oregon's personal income in this 
group was at 17%. 

 
 Weekly earnings in 1994 for those individuals covered by unemployment insurance in Coos  

County averaged $411.  This was 86% of Oregon's weekly earnings figure of $477. Coos County  
ranked 15th in the state, tying with the Counties of Klamath and Deschutes. The highest earnings  
occurred in transportation and public services ($585), lumber and wood products ($557), while  
the lowest earnings were in services ($333) and trade ($286). 

 
Coos County's wood products earnings were essentially equal to those for all of Oregon. The only  
segment where Coos County exceeded that of the state, was in agriculture, forestry, and fishing  
which had average earnings of $438 per week; while the State's average earnings per week in this  
category was $282. In all other industrial groupings, the weekly earnings for the entire State  
exceeded those for Coos County. 
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Table #10 displays Coos County's personal income from 1983 through 1994. 
 
TABLE 10 
COOS COUNTY TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 104

Year 

 
 
   

$ Mill Percent Change 
1983 612 xxx 
1984 650 6.3 
1985 683 5.2 
1986 726 6.2 
1987 759 4.6 
1988 782 3.0 
1989 844 8.0 
1990 895 6.0 
1991 931 4.0 
1992 990 6.4 
1993 1,035 4.5 
1994 1,080 4.4 

 
 
Per Capita Personal Income is defined as "total personal income divided by population". Per Capita 
Personal Income is a fairly good measure of relative well being because it relates the total income to the 
population of an area. Coos County's Per Capita Personal Income in 1993 (Graph #4) averaged $16,524; 
this was 85% of the estimate for Oregon ($19,437). In 1994 Coos County's Per Capita Personal Income 
was $$17,225 which is 84.1% of the estimate for Oregon. In 1993 out of Oregon's 36 counties, Coos 
ranked 27th; 1994 saw the County of Coos rise to take its place as 23. The decline in higher paid 
industrial earnings in wood products and the growth of earnings in trade and services has kept Coos 
County in the lower third of all counties during the past decade. 
  

                                                      
104   Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic  Analysis; May 1995 (1996 Oregon 
Employment Department Regional Economic Profile) 
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GRAPH 4 Income Per Person105

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
For the U.S, Oregon, Coos, Curry, & top and bottom 3 counties 
 
Table #11 compares Coos County's Per Capita Personal Income from 1984 through 1993 with Oregon. 
 
TABLE 11 
PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME:  1984 - 1993  106

Year 

 
 

Oregon % of Coos Oregon Rank 
 

                                                      
105 1996 Oregon Employment Department 
106  Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, May 1995 (1996 Oregon 
Employment Department Regional Economic Profile) 
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1984 12,277 10,690 87.1 26 
1985 12,905 11,460 88.8 20 
1986 13,546 12,445 91.9 13 
1987 14,165 12,882 90.9 17 
1988 15,074 13,197 87.5 24 
1989 16,287 14,157 86.9 23 
1990 17,199 14,816 86.1 22 
1991 17,768 15,284 86.0 18 
1992 18,667 16,005 85.7 24 
1993 19,437 16,524 85.0 27 

 
In comparison, Graph #5 shows the County of Sherman having the highest Per Capita Personal Income 
and Tillamook County having the lowest Per Capita Personal Income in the State. 
 
Graph 5  Per Capita Income107

 
 

 
1993 Per Capita Income for the U.S., Oregon, Coos, Curry, and top & bottom 3 counties 
Table #12 compares Coos County with the State's 1989 household income. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
107 1996 Employment Department 
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TABLE 12 
HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN 1989 108

Households 

  
 

Oregon % of 
Total 

Coos % of 
Total 

 
Total Households 1,105,362 100.0 24,193 100.0 
 
Less than $5,000 60,824 5.5 1,676 6.9 
$5,000/9,999 108,006 9.8 3,233 3.4 
 10,000/14,999 112,425 10.2 3,374 13.9 
 15,000/24,999 222,693 20.1 5,096 21.1 
 25,000/34,999 194,886 17.6 4,256 17.6 
 35,000/49,999 199,702 18.1 3,816 15.8 
 50,000/74,999 138,482 12.5 1,931 8.0 
 75,000/99,999 37,088 3.4 429 1.8 
 100,000/149,000 19,614 1.8 264 1.1 
 150,000 or more 11,632 1.1 118 0.5 
     
Median Household 
Income 

$27,250  $22,146  

 
Percent of Oregon     81.3 
 
 
Median household income for Coos County in 1989 was $22,146.  During this period of time 34% of all 
households in Coos County had incomes below $15,000; this figure compares with 25% of Oregon 
households in this income range. Oregon's household income level of $35,000 or more showed 37%, 
while Coos County showed 25% of its households at this income level. 
 
4.1.5 Projection 
 
Population projections from 1995 to 2020 for Coos and other counties within the state(obtained from the 
Office of Economic Analysis, 1997 Report) are provided in Table #13. The population projection for this 
period shows Coos County gaining 7413 residents; this 25 year increase shows how slowly (yearly 
average growth rate of 0.09% over a 25 year period) the population in Coos County will increase. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
108   Source:  1990 U.S. Census (1996 Oregon Employment Department Regional Economic Profile) 
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Table 13 Population Projections109

County 

 
 

1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 
       
Baker 16500 17349 18001 18635 19267 19893 
Benton 75500 79291 82116 85080 88167 91345 
Clackamas 308600 338247 369683 403915 441193 480392 
Clatsop 34300 35622 36919 38376 40018 41788 
Columbia 39700 41780 43722 45777 17954 50250 
Coos 62100 63612 64950 66338 67870 69512 
Crook 15700 17168 18662 20215 21892 23678 
Curry 22200 24699 16643 28576 30541 32465 
Deschutes 94100 112846 132829 151230 167231 181448 
Douglas 97700 102344 106652 111068 115713 120671 
Gilliam 1750 1992 2032 2071 2116 2161 
Grant 7950 8292 8517 8742 8989 9245 
Harney 7050 7531 7606 7651 7694 7744 
Hood River 18700 20152 21477 22804 24174 25559 
Jackson 164400 177982 188746 199415 210273 221665 
Jefferson 16100 18763 21468 24376 27530 30824 
Josephine 71100 76608 81040 85596 89596 93669 
Klamath 61600 64996 68099 71376 74868 78369 
Lake 7550 7779 7982 8171 8654 8630 
Lane 301900 331464 352944 374499 397350 419842 
Lincoln 41800 44689 47190 49794 52539 55424 
Linn 98100 104894 110573 116053 121503 127158 
Malheur 28200 31762 32799 33793 34819 35810 
Marion 258000 285975 308364 331025 354561 378208 
Morrow 8700 9828 10723 11594 12463 13322 
Multnomah 626500 659087 676975 694597 713532 732500 
Polk 55400 60719 65040 69402 73940 78502 
Sherman 1900 1925 1974 2020 2068 2116 
Tillamook 23300 24761 26143 27538 29030 30604 
Umatilla 65200 69854 72870 75869 78936 81964 
Union 24400 24927 25422 25927 26439 26971 
Wallowa 7250 7458 4632 7815 8025 8248 
Wasco 22600 23198 23713 24528 24867 25498 
Washington 370000 422886 467233 510564 554945 598800 
Wheeler 1550 1597 1833 1966 2100 2230 
Yamhill 74600 83826 92429 101253 119589 128990 
       
Total 
Oregon 

3132000 3406000 3631000 3857000 4091000 4326000 

 
The 1996-2020 projected population (Table 4b) for Coos County is taken from the 1996 OEA report. The 
largest growth rate projected is for the City of Lakeside, which is an increase of 1009 residents (growth 
rate of 37.9%); second largest growth rate is the City of Bandon, which is an increase of 963 residents 

                                                      
109 Office of Economic Analysis, Department of Administrative Services, State of Oregon (January, 1997) 
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(growth rate of 25.6%); the Cities of Coos Bay (increase of 1,789 residents), North Bend (increase of 
1,140 residents), Coquille (increase of 487 residents), Myrtle Point (increase of 315 residents) and Powers 
(increase of 80 residents) all show a growth rate of 10.2 %.  The unincorporate area shows a growth rate 
of 5.1%, which is an increase of 1,331 residents. 
 
The State Economist's projection of population for Coos County is somewhat slower than the 1993 
projection compiled by Portland State University. 
 
At the request of the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD), the County is using 
the State Economist figures for its population projections, however, the County feels that its population 
will slowly increase between 1996 and 2020. 
 
4.1.6 Summary 
 
The compiled data which is provided by Portland State University, Oregon Office of Economic Analysis 
(Department of Administrative Services) and the U.S. Bureau of the Census has projected the population 
for Coos County to the year 2020 to increase to 69,513 residents. This projection is a 11.1% increase in 
population between 1995 and 2020.  Of course, while there does show a small population increase for the 
county this trend basically reflects that a significant increase will be in the retirement age group, this 
could change if an influx of businesses and industries were to locate in Coos County. 
 
4.1.7 Future Updates 
 
Coos County shall update population data and appropriate elements of the Coos County Comprehensive 
Plan (every ten years or during periodic review) as new information becomes available from the U.S. 
Census Bureau, the Office of Economic Analysis and Portland State University. 
 
4.1.8 Definition of Terms 
 
 a) Labor Force - that part of the population, aged 16 and over, which is employed or 
unemployed, including those involved in active military duty. 
 
 b) Labor Force Participation Rate (LFPR) - the percent of people 16 years of age and older 
in a specific population who are considered part of the labor force (ie., either employed or unemployed). 
 
 c) Median - a measure of average value.  If all values were listed in ascending or descending 
order, the median would be the value in the middle. 
 
 d) Net-Migration - the number of people who moved into an area minus the number of 
people who moved out during a specified period of time. 
 
 e) Per Capita Personal Income - an estimate of total personal income (including wages, 
rents, dividends, interest, and proprietary income) divided by the total population.  This estimate can be 
used to compare economic areas as a whole, but it does not reflect how the income is distributed among 
residents of the area being examined. 
 
 f) Unemployment Rate - the percent of the noninstitutional civilian labor force which is 
currently unable to find employment, but which is actively seeking employment.  It is calculated by 
dividing the number of unemployed by the number in the labor force at a given point in time.
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4.2 LABOR FORCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT 
 
 

LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION 
EDUCATION 
WORK EXPERIENCE/JOB SKILLS 
WAGES AND SALARIES 
EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT 
LOCAL MANPOWER TRAINING PROGRAMS  
COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL STRUCTURE 
SECTOR EMPLOYMENT TRENDS 
LUMBER AND WOOD PRODUCTS 
LOCAL MANUFACTURING 
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4.2  Labor & Employment 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Human Resources 
 
LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION 
 
The local “labor force” constitutes that portion of Coos County’s population over 16 years 
of age who are either currently employed or unemployed but known to be actively seeking 
employment.  Manpower planers use several statistical indicators to measure and evaluate 
the economic vitality of an area’s human resources.  The labor force participation rate 
(LFPR) is one such indicator.  Very simply,, the LFPR is the percentage of the working age 
population that is wither working, or unemployed and looking for a job.  A 60% LFPR, as 
an example, would indicate that six out of every ten working age people are in the labor 
force.  Table 5.3-8 compares the LFPR for Coos County and Oregon by sex, for the years 
1970 and 1977.  The table reveals two key considerations:  (1) local labor force participation 
rates are lower than Oregon in general, and (2) female labor force participation rates have 
registered marked increases both locally and statewide since 1970.  According to DDC-EIA: 
 

The increase in the female participation rate may be partially accounted for by 
two factors.  First, state and federal legislation prohibits sex discrimination in 
employment and actually encourages female employment through affirmative 
action programs, and second, urban organization of the CCD-EIA District is 
increasing.  Urban areas typically have higher percentages of services available 
to residents, and service industries historically employ a large percentage of 
women.  One of the effects of a higher female participation rate is a higher 
average family income, because of an additional wage earner in the family.  
(CCD-EIA, 1978: III-9) 

 
 
TABLE 5.3-8 Comparison of Male and Female Labor Force Participation Rates for 

Coos County and Oregon, 1970 and 19771 
 

 Coos County Oregon 
 1970 1977 1970 1977 
Male 77.6% 78.5% 79.2% 79.1% 
Female 35.3% 39.9% 42.8% 48.2% 

Source: CCD-EIA, “1978 C.E.D.S.,” 
 
 
Table 5.3-9 profiles the ethnic employment and unemployment characteristics of the local 
labor force, and also identifies female  labor force participation.  White workers dominate 
the local labor force, constituting nearly 99% of those working or unemployed and seeking a 
job. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TABLE 5.3-9 
Comparison of Coos County Labor Force: Employment and 

Unemployment by Sex and Minority Status, 19771 
 
Sex & Minority 
Status 

Labor Force Employment Unemployment 
Number % of  

total 
Number % by  

Race 
Number  % by  

Race 
      
BOTH SEXES       
TOTAL 24,640 100.0 21,670 87.9 2,970 12.1 
       
White 24,292 98.6 21,367 88.0 2,925 12.0 
Minority groups2 570 2.3 499 87.5 71 12.5 
Black 15 0.1 5 33.3 10 66.7 
Other Races 333 1.4 298 89.5 35 10.5 
Spanish 
American 

222 0.9 196 88.3 26 11.7 

       
FEMALE       
TOTAL 8,590 100.0 7,411 86.3 1,179 13.7 
       
White 8,460 98.5 7,299 86.3 1,161 13.7 
Minority groups2 210 2.4 179 85.2 31. 14.8 
Black 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Races 130 1.5 112 86.2 18 13.5 
Spanish 
American 

80 0.9 67 83.8 13 16.3 

Source: CCD-EIA, 1978 
 
 

1Statistics contained in this table are for April, 1977 and these are not comparable to other 1977 annual 
figures contained in this report. 
2Some of Spanish American and all races except white.  Some duplication possible since Spanish American 
may include non-white races in addition to white. 
 
 
Education 
 Educational attainment is a key indicator of the potential skill levels of an area’s labor force.  
Table 5.3-10 presents comparative statistics on educational attainment for Coos Bay, Coos County, Oregon, 
and the U.S.  
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TABLE 5.3-10 

Comparison of Educational Attainment for 
Coos Bay, Coos County, Oregon, 

and the U.S., 19701 
     
Level of Education Coos Bay Coos County Oregon U.S. 
     
% of population over age 25 with 
less than five (5) years of schooling 
completed 

1.8% 2.2% 2.3% 3.8% 

     
% of population over age 25 with 5-
11 years of schooling completed 

42.3% 47.0% 37.6% 42.1% 

     
% of population over age 25 with 12-
15 years of schooling completed 

44.8% 42.7% 48.2% 41.6% 

     
% of population over age 25 with 4 
years or more of college 

10.2% 7.2% 11.7% 10.6% 

     
Median school years completed 12.2 11.9 12.3 12.1 
 

Source: CCD-EIA “Coos County and the Coos Bay-North Bend Area 
Development Factbook,” 1976. 

 
Persons with a high school education are generally capable of semi-skilled positions relate to 
manufacturing and assembly.  About 44% of Coos Bay’s population, and about 49% of Coos 
County’s population may be categorized in this skill group.  Table 5.3-10 also indicated that 
a high percentage  (55%) of Coos Bay’s population older than 25 has 12 or more years of 
education.  CCD-EIA notes that persons who have attained this level of education are 
capable of handling high technology skills and  management functions.  Note that Coos 
Bay’s population over age 25 years which has at least a high  school level education is 
higher than Coos County and the U.S., but falls short of comparable statewide educational 
attainment.  The educational characteristics of Coos Bay’s population should be attractive to  
 business and industry demanding a labor force with high technology skill requirements.  
The educational characteristics of Coos County’s population, however, should be more 
attractive to business and industry with needs for a semi-skilled labor force. (CCD-EIA, 
1976) 
 
Work Experience/Job Skills 
 
Tables 5.3-11 and 5.3-12 provide an overview of the 1970 occupational and job skill 
characteristics of the local labor force by sex, state data are presented for comparison.  It is 
believed that the relationships evident from interpretation of these 1970 data are still 
generally applicable in 1979. 

TABLE 5.3-11 Occupational Characteristics of the Female Labor Force of Coos County and 
Oregon (Females, 16 years of age or older), 19701 

 
 Coos County Oregon 

Occupation Number % Number % 
Total Employed 6,273 100.0 388,716 100.0 
     
Professional, technical, and kindred workers 933 15.8 46,743 16.2 
Nurses 221 3.5 8,122 2.6 
Health workers, except nurses 35 0.6 2,981 1.0 
Teachers, elementary & secondary schools 536 9.0 18,423 6.4 
Technicians, except health 4 0.1 1,041 0.4 
Other professional workers 170 2.7 16,178 5.6 
Manager & Administrators, except farm 347 5.5 13,364 4.6 
Sales Workers 565 9.0 23,190 8.0 
   Retail trade 
   Other than retail trade 

505 
60 

8.1 
1.0 

18,982 
4,208 

6.6 
1.4 

Clerical and kindred workers 1,696 27.0 100,724 34.9 
   Bookkeepers 
   Secretaries & Stenographers, typists 
   Other clerical workers 

418 
522 
756 

6.7 
8.3 

12.1 

1,588 
33,299 
52,137 

4.2 
11.5 
18.1 

Craftsmen, foremen and kindred workers 98 1.7 4,855 1.7 
Operatives, except transport 772 12.3 22,745 1.0 
Durable goods manufacture 218 3.5 7,491 2.6 
Nonmanufacturing industries 403 6.4 7,637 2.6 
Transport equipment operatives 50 .8 2,108 .7 
Laborers, except farm 128 2.0 3,495 1.2 
Farmers and farm managers 46 .7 1,561 2.6 
Farm laborers and farm foremen 109 1.7 3,112 1.1 
Service workers, except private household 1,298 20.7 58,552 20.3 
Cleaning service workers 148 2.4 7,105 2.5 
Food service workers 664 10.6 26,521 9.8 
Health service workers 275 4.4 12,616 4.4 
Personal service workers 122 1.9 7,545 2.6 
Protective service workers 12 .2 435 .2 
Private household workers 171 2.7 8,267 2.9 

 
 Source: CCD-EIA, “Coos County and the Coos Bay-North Bend Area Development Fact 
book,” 1976 



Volume I, Part 2 
Page 224 

 

 TABLE 5.3-12 Occupational Characteristics of the Male Labor Force of Coos County  
and Oregon (males, 16 years of age or older), 19701 
 COOS COUNTY OREGON 
OCCUPATION Number % Number % 
Total Employed 19,899 100.0 490,029 100.0 

Professional, technical, and kindred workers 2,168 10.9 66,209 13.5 
Engineers 107 0.5 --- --- 
Physicians, Dentists, & Related practitioners 99 0.5 --- --- 
Health workers, except practitioners 226 1.3 --- --- 
Teachers, elementary & secondary schools 851 4.3 9,793 2.0 
Technicians, except health 111 1.6 6,547 1.3 
Other professional workers 734 3.7 --- --- 
Managers & Administrators, except farm 1,645 8.3 61,895 12.6 
Salaried:  Manufacturing 
          Retail trade 
          Other Industries 

172 
342 
647 

0.9 
1.7 
3.3 

--- 
--- 
--- 

--- 
--- 
--- 

Self employed:   Retail Trades 
                             Other Industries 

208 
276 

1.0 
1.4 

--- 
--- 

--- 
--- 

Sales Workers 
       Retail Trade 
       Other than Retail Trade 

1,177 
777 
400 

5.9 
3.9 
2.0 

35,447 
13,029 
9,066 

7.2 
2.7 
1.9 

Clerical and kindred workers 1,997 10.0 28,385 5.8 
Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers 3,066 15.4 97,791 20.0 
Automobile mechanics, including body 
repairmen 

279 1.4 -- -- 

Mechanics and repairmen, except automobile 319 1.6 -- -- 
Metal craftsmen, except mechanics 213 1.1 -- -- 
Construction craftsmen 685 3.4 -- -- 
Other craftsmen 1,570 7.9 -- -- 
Operatives, except transport 3,339 16.8 59,850 12.2 
Durable goods manufacturing 2,113 10.6 34,098 7.0 
Non-Durable goods manufacturing 414 2.1 7,777 1.6 
Nonmanufacturing industries 816 4.1 17,975 3.7 
Transport equipment operatives 1,338 6.7 31,947 6.5 
Laborers, except farm 2,341 11.8 44,214 9.0 
Construction laborers 100 .5 -- -- 
Freight, stock, and material handlers 1,000 5.0 -- -- 
Other laborers, except farm  1,241 6.2 -- -- 
Farmers and farm managers 326 1.6 13,932 2.8 
Farm laborers and farm foremen 245 1.2 12,411 2.5 
Service workers, except private household 2,076 10.4 37,687 7.7 
Cleaning service workers 437 2.2 14,007 2.9 
Food service workers 789 4.0 9,029 1.8 
Health services workers 290 1.5 1,288 .3 
Personal service workers 213 1.1 3,519 .7 
Protective service workers 252 1.3 7,401 1.5 
Private Household workers  171 0.9 261 0.0 
    
Source:  CCD-EIA , “Coos County and the Coos Bay – North Bend Area Development Factbook,” 
1976. 

Regarding female employment, CCD-EIA notes that limited female employment opportunities 
in the lumber and wood products industry contributes heavily to the low female LFPR of 39.9% for Coos 
County in 1977.  It is reasonable to believe that a sizable percentage of the County's female work force 
would actively seek employment if suitable opportunities existed.  The female LFPR for Oregon in 1977 
was 8.3% higher than in Coos County.  Table 5 .3.11 indicates that Coos County has a lower relative 
percentage of participation in clerical, secretarial and related positions than does the state in general.  
Such occupations have traditionally been filled by women. 
 
Table 5.3.12 profiles the occupational and job skill characteristics of the male segment of the local and 
statewide populations.  It is noteworthy that Coos County's percentage of male "clerical and kindred 
workers# registers nearly twice that of the statewide average.  There is no apparent explanation for this 
phenomenon.  Coos County has a higher relative percentage of manufacturing and mill-related employees 
than does Oregon in general, which may be attributed to forest and wood products employment. 
 
It is an extremely difficult task to determine which of the area's occupations are in short supply and which 
are over supplied.  Fortunately, the Career Information System of the University of Oregon  recently  
developed an exhaustive inventory of job opportunities in Coos and Curry Counties.  The report includes 
an "outlook" for some 240 occupational categories based on local supply, demand, turnover, and other 
employment considerations.  The following list has been prepared as an indicative overview of select 
occupational opportunities in 1978.  Moreover, these data have been generally substantiated by a more 
recent survey of employment trends in the hi-county area  (state of Oregon Employment Division, 1979) 
 
 1. Shortage Occupations (Shortage of experienced/qualified workers): 
  
  Full-charge Bookkeepers  Auto Mechanics 
  Experienced Secretaries   Registered Nurses 
  Lumber Graders and Inspectors  Fry Cooks 
 
 2. High Turnover Occupations (Frequent Openings): 
 
  Motel Maids    Waiters and Waitresses 
  General Office Clerks   Nurses Aids & Orderlies 
  Janitors. 
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3. Surplus Occupations (Oversupply of workers): 
 
  Green-chain Pullers   Chokersetters 
  Forestry Technicians   Retail Sales Clerks  
  Cashiers    Truck Drivers 
  Construction Laborers   Heavy Equipment 
Operators 
  Food Processing Workers 
 
It can be generally concluded that current employment reflects a surplus primarily of semi-
skilled workers, although shortages in some occupations certainly exist.  This surplus coupled 
with local educational characteristics, should be appealing to an industry seeking to locate in an 
area with an available semi-skilled labor force. 
 
Wages and Salaries 
 
Current wage and salary figures for the Coos County labor force are not readily available.  
However, the CCD-EIA has compiled statistics on a wide cross section of occupations for the 
southern Oregon labor market as of August, 1976.  These data are presented in Table 5.3-13. 
 
Coos County's average wage levels are influenced by rates paid to lumber and wood products 
workers.  CCD-EIA states that these rates "are well above those for other types of 
manufacturing and average $5.00 pr hour for an entry level position" (CCD-EIA, 1978:III-7).  
While these wages provide social and economic benefits to those who receive them, CCD-EIA 
further notes that "since labor costs are a principal consideration in plant site location, the wage 
rates as presented appear to be a slight disadvantage for the area." (1978:III-7)  Table 5.3-14 
details prevailing journeyman wage rates for basic building and specialty trades in Coos 
County. 
 
The Oregon Employment Services Division has suggested that "employment of a (local) work 
force with sufficient motivation and potential for advancement as career employees would 
require a starting wage of $3.00 (per hour) and an average wage of $4.00 (per hour)."  
(1978:III-7) 

Employment and Unemployment 
 
The percentage of a labor force that is unemployed (i.e., the "unemployment rate") is the man 
statistical indicator of the degree to which the human resources of an area are utilized.  Fig. 5.3-
3 presents a historical comparison of local unemployment versus state and national 
unemployment for the period from 1960 to 1977.  It is readily apparent that local 
unemployment problems have consistently exceeded those of the state and nation during recent 
years.  CCD-EIA fixes blame for this unfortunate situation on the seasonality of the local 
economic structure - forest and wood products industries, agricultural activities, fishing and 
tourism- which are characterized by low winter employment levels. (1978:IV-6-7)  Fig. 5.3-4 
summarizes and illustrates the seasonal characteristics of Coos  
 

 Hourly Earnings (all workers)♦(a) 
Occupation Mean Median Middle Range 
Secretaries (b) 
 
     Secretaries, Class A 
     Secretaries, Class B 
     Secretaries, Class C 
     Secretaries, Class D 

$4.35 
 
4.78 
4.93 
4.76 
4.08 

$4.12 
 
4.45 
4.98 
4.46 
3.65 

$3.65-4.80 
 
4.45-5.08 
4.78-5.18 
4.21-5.13 
3.46-4.44 

Stenographers, General 5.31 5.97 3.89-6.39 
Stenographers, Senior 3.99 4.03 3.80-4.28 
Typists, Class B 3.20 3.23 2.74-3.55 
File Clerks, Class B 2.80 2.92 2.50-3.07 
Switchboard Operators 3.63 3.09 2.79-3.91 
Keypunch Operators, Class A 3.78 3.63 3.50-4.03 
Keypunch Operators, Class B 3.12 3.00 2.88-3.20 
Electronics Technicians 6.60 7.06 6.02-7.13 
Maintenance Carpenters 6.82 7.05 6.43-7.14 
Maintenance Electricians 7.27 2.28 7.04-7.63 
Maintenance Painters 7.60 7.88 ---  --- 
Maintenance Machinists 7.28 7.31 7.15-7.38 
Maintenance Mechanics (Machinery) 7.05 7.15 6.84-7.22 
Maintenance Mechanics (Motor vehicles) 7.09 7.15 6.95-7.23 
Maintenance Pipefitters 7.14 7.04 6.93-7.38 
Stationary Engineers 6.72 6.78 6.51-6.90 
Boiler Tenders 5.94 5.92 5.87-6.24 
Truckdrivers (b) 
     
 Light Truck 
     Medium Truck 
     Heavy Truck (Trailer) 
     Heavy Truck (other than trailer) 

6.63 
 
5.80 
6.06 
6.67 
6.97 

6.47 
 
5.66 
6.03 
6.45 
6.85 

6.15-6.94 
 
--    -- 
5.78-7.75 
6.16-6.94 
6.50-7.75 

Material Handling Laborers 6.23 5.88 5.58-6.87 
Forklift Operators 5.89 6.05 5.96-6.24 
Guards & Watchmen 5.21 5.35 5.20-5.93 
Janitors, Porters, and Cleaners 4.87 5.64 4.12-5.70 
Source:  CCD-EIA , “Coos County and the Coos Bay – North Bend Area Development Factbook,” 
1976. 
 
(a) Excludes premium pay for overtime and for work on weekends, holidays, late shifts.  Incentive 
payments, production bounses and commission systems are included in the wages reported.  Cost-of-
living allowances are considered as part of the workers regular pay. 
 
(b) Includes workers other than those presented separately.   
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Figure  5.3-3  Comparison of Average Annual Unemployment Rates (%) 
for Coos, Oregon and the U.S., 1960-19771 

 
Year Coos County Oregon United States 

    
1960 7.0 4.9 5.5 
1961 9.2 6.4 6.7 
1962 6.7 5.5 5.5 
1963 6.7 5.1 5.7 
1964 6.9 5.0 5.2 
1965 7.6 4.6 4.5 
1966 6.4 4.2 3.8 
1967 8.0 4.8 3.8 
1968 6.9 4.4 3.6 
1969 7.4 4.4 3.5 
1970 8.2 5.9 4.9 
1971 9.1 6.3 5.9 
1972 8.0 5.9 5.6 
1973 7.2 6.2 4.9 
1974 9.1 7.5 5.6 
1975 14.4 10.6 8.5 
1976 11.3 9.5 7.7 
1977 8.9 7.4 7.0 

 
CCD-EIA, "1977-78 O.E.D.P.," 1977.  Oregon Employment Division, Department of 
Human Resources, "Employment Statistics" CCD-EIA, "1978-79 C.E.D.S., " 1978 

 

Figure 5.3-3  
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 Table 5.3-14 Prevailing Journeyman Wage Rates in Coos County, 19771 
 
Occupation Average Straight 

Time Hourly Wage 
Average Hourly 
Cost of Benefits 

Carpenter $10.65 $1.93 
Millwright 10.90 1.93 
Piledrivers 10.75 1.93 
Cement Masons 10.37 2.20 
Hoisting and Port Engineers 
     Group 1 
     Group 19 

 
9.79 

11.69 

 
2.70 
2.70 

Iron Workers 11.00 1.78 
Laborers 
     Group 1 
     Group 4 

 
8.39 
9.29 

 
2.70 
2.70 

Boilermaker 11.575 2.295 
Brick mason 11.67 1.72 
Drywall 10.65 1.93 
Electrician 12.30 1.69 
Painters 10.03 1.39 
Plumbers and Steamfitters 13.23 2.38 
Roofers 10.45 .75 
Sheet metal Workers 11.635 .96 
 
Source: CCD-EIA, “ coos County Area Development Factbook,” 1978 
 
County's unemployment rate from 1970-1977.  Unemployment rates are clearly 
highest during winter months and lowest during summer months.  CCD-EIA notes 
that seasonal unemployment locally has been "consistently higher than comparable 
state and national figures." (1978: III-6) 
 
Figure 5.3-5 documents the statistical relationship that has existed between labor 
force participation, employment, and unemployment in Coos County since 1960.  
Although average annual employment increased by more than 4000 workers in 
Coos County since 1960, the labor force gained 5000 participants during the 
period.  The net effect of the relationship between the greater labor force size and 
current unemployment rates is simple.  Seven percent unemployment in 1960 
meant that about 1,500 Coos County workers were unemployed, while nine percent 
unemployment in 1977 meant that about 2,300 workers were without jobs.  Thus, it 
becomes clear that severe unemployment impacts have resulted in Coos County 
since 1960 because the number of local job opportunities has not kept pace with 
labor force increases 
 

 
 

Table 5.3-15 Comparison of Civilian Labor Force, Employment and 
Unemployment, Coos County and Oregon, 19781 

 
 Month Civilian 

Labor Force 
Total 
Employment 

Unemployment 
Number % 

C 
O 
O 
S 
 

C 
O 
U 
N 
T 
Y 

January 25,580 23,490 2,090 8.2 
February 25,710 23,750 1,960 7.6 
March 26,280 24,480 1800 6.8 
April 26,310 24,600 1,530 5.9 
May 26,520 25,110 1.410 5.3 
June 27,600 26,050 1,550 5.6 
July 27,020 25,520 1,500 5.6 
August 27,020 25,430 1,590 5.9 
September 27,180 25,400 1,780 6.5 
October 27,690 25,770 1,920 6.9 
November 27,440 25,190 2,250 8.2 
December     
Annual Average     

 
 
 
 

O 
R 
E 
G 
O 
N 

January 1,128,400 1,050,400 78,000 6.9 
February 1,132,400 1,063,200 69,200 6.1 
March 1,150,500 1,086,500 64,000 5.6 
April 1,159,700 1,100,200 59,500 5.1 
May 1,165,000 1,106,200 58,800 5.0 
June 1,191,900 1,131,900 60,000 5. 
July 1,193,300 1,128,100 65,200 5.5 
August 1,190,200 1,127,900 62,300 5.2 
September 1,195,700 1,131,000 64,700 5.4 
October 1,202,500 1,136,200 66,300 5.5 
November 1,207,900 1,131,500 76,400 6.3 
December     
Annual Average     

 
Source: Oregon Employment Division, “Resident Oreogn Labor Force and Unemployment by 
Area,” Monthly reports, 1978. 
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Figure 5.3-4  Seasonal Characteristics of Coos County's 
Unemployment Rate (%) by year: 1970-1977 

Month 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 Average 
1970-1977 

January 9.2 11.9 11.6 9.3 10.6 18.3 17.5 11.1 12.4 
February 9.8 12.2 12.8 8.5 9.7 17.9 15.2 10.3 12.0 
March 9.0 11.8 10.3 8.1 9.9 15.9 14.5 9.9 11.2 
April 8.1 8.9 9.3 6.6 8.8 14.7 12.5 10.6 9.9 
May 8.1 8.2 7.3 5.4 7.3 13.4 11.0 9.6 8.8 
June 8.8 8.5 7.6 6.1 8.0 13.3 10.5 7.7 8.8 
July 8.5 8.1 7.3 6.1 7.7 11.9 9.9 7.0 8.3 
August 6.3 8.5 6.3 5.4 7.0 11.4 9.2 7.7 7.7 
September 7.0 8.8 7.1 5.9 8.1 11.9 8.9 7.3 8.1 
October 6.6 8.4 7.5 7.2 10.0 13.7 9.9 7.9 8.9 
November 9.9 9.9 8.4 9.0 10.8 15.2 11.0 9.1 10.4 
December 10.2 11.1 10.0 9.2 12.3 16.8 10.3 8.4 11.0 
 
Source: Oregon Employment Division, Department of Human Resources, “Employment Statistics” 
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Figure  5.3-5 Annual Average Civilian Labor Force, Employment, Unemployment and 
Unemployment Rate for Coos County, 1960-1977 

Year Civilian  
Labor Force 

Employment Unemployment 
Number % 

1960 20,780 19,320 1,460 7.0 
1961 20,190 18,320 1,870 9.2 
1962 19,460 18,120 1,310 6.7 
1963 19,930 18,410 0,330 6.7 
1964 21,030 19,570 1,460 6.9 
1965 21,740 20,050 1,650 7.6 
1966 21,990 20,570 1,410 6.4 
1967 22,253 20,460 1,780 8.0 
1968 22,560 21,010 1,550 6.9 
1969 22,420 20,770 1,650 7.4 
1970 22,050 20,190 1,860 8.4 
1971 22,810 20,600 2,210 9.7 
1972 22,630 21,560 2,070 8.8 
1973 24,200 22,460 1,740 7.2 
1974 24,070 21,870 2,200 9.1 
1975 24,060 20,570 3,490 14.5 
1976 24,740 21,480 2,900 11.7 
1977 25,830 23,540 2,290 8.9 
Source: Oregon Employment Division, Department of Human Resources, “Employment 
Statistics.” 
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Table 5.3-9, previously referenced, indicates that ethnic minority unemployment in 

Coos County is generally higher than unemployment for the general population, which is 
typical throughout Oregon and the United States.  It also indicates that female unemployment 
in Coos County in    1977 was only 1.6% higher than overall unemployment, and that more 
minority females were unemployed than their male counterparts.  While two-thirds of the 
County's workers were unemployed in 1977, total black workers in the local labor force 
numbered only 15 that year. 
 
Coos County's employment and unemployment statistics for the 1978 year are presented in 
Table 5.3-15 together with comparative data for Oregon.  Annual averages for  1978 are not 
available at the time this report is prepared, however, Table 5.3-15 does reveal preliminary 
trends: 
 

1. Coos County's labor force and employment continued to experience 
gains during 1978, each registering abut 7.2% increase over the  first 11 
months of the year.  Similar gains were experienced statewide. 

 
2. November, 1978 employment of   27, 440 jobs is an all-tie high for Coos 

County. 
 
3. Local unemployment levels during 1978 have been consistently higher 

than statewide unemployment in this period.  Unemployment remains a 
serious problem in the area. 

 
Local Manpower Training Programs 
 
Two major manpower training opportunities exist for the local labor force.  These are: 
 
 1. the education programs of the Southwestern Oregon Community 
College District and 
 

2. the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) programs 
administered locally by the Coos-Curry Manpower Consortium. 

 
Southwestern Oregon Community College is a two-year public community college located in 
Coos Bay.  The objectives and educational policies of the college are designed to provide 
career training based on locally determined occupation and education needs.  A lower division 
college curriculum is provided for those students wishing to transfer to four year colleges and 
universities.  Applied technical training also exists for those wishing earlier entry into the labor 
market; such curriculums include coursework in nursing, law enforcement, aviation, fire 
sciences, electronics, forestry, industrial mechanics and business.  CCD-EIA notes that "the 
college has served the needs of the retailing, telephone, banking, lumber construction, and 
fishing industries" in the area.  (1978: X-3). 
 
 CETA programs administered chiefly by the Coos-Cury Manpower Consortium 
offer a second range of manpower training opportunities for the local labor force and would-be 
participants.  The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973, as amended, 
provides federally funded “on –the-job” training, work experience and limited  classroom 
training for underutilized manpower in the County.  

Table 5.3-15 Comparison of Civilian Labor Force, Employment and 
Unemployment, Coos County and Oregon, 19781 

 
 Month Civilian 

Labor Force 
Total 
Employment 

Unemployment 
Number % 

C 
O 
O 
S 
 

C 
O 
U 
N 
T 
Y 

January 25,580 23,490 2,090 8.2 
February 25,710 23,750 1,960 7.6 
March 26,280 24,480 1800 6.8 
April 26,310 24,600 1,530 5.9 
May 26,520 25,110 1.410 5.3 
June 27,600 26,050 1,550 5.6 
July 27,020 25,520 1,500 5.6 
August 27,020 25,430 1,590 5.9 
September 27,180 25,400 1,780 6.5 
October 27,690 25,770 1,920 6.9 
November 27,440 25,190 2,250 8.2 
December     
Annual Average     

 
 
 
 

O 
R 
E 
G 
O 
N 

January 1,128,400 1,050,400 78,000 6.9 
February 1,132,400 1,063,200 69,200 6.1 
March 1,150,500 1,086,500 64,000 5.6 
April 1,159,700 1,100,200 59,500 5.1 
May 1,165,000 1,106,200 58,800 5.0 
June 1,191,900 1,131,900 60,000 5. 
July 1,193,300 1,128,100 65,200 5.5 
August 1,190,200 1,127,900 62,300 5.2 
September 1,195,700 1,131,000 64,700 5.4 
October 1,202,500 1,136,200 66,300 5.5 
November 1,207,900 1,131,500 76,400 6.3 
December     
Annual Average     

 
Source: Oregon Employment Division, “Resident Oreogn Labor Force and Unemployment by 
Area,” Monthly reports, 1978. 
 
Commercial/Industrial Structure 
The "economic structure" of an area relates to the distribution of the area's employed work force 
into their respective types of employment, which are generally termed employment "sectors".  
Examples of sectors include manufacturing, construction, retail trade and services.  Areas 
containing a balance of employment in various sectors are said to be "diversified".  Areas that are 
dependent on only one or two sectors for their economic "reason for being" are generally 
considered to have a more fragile economic structure than diversified economies, as changes in the 
employment levels of the key sectors can bring about profound changes in other sectors.  The 
relationship between the sectors is addressed later in this section. 
 
. 
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Table HR-11 compares the economic structures of Coos Bay, the Bay Area, Coos County, 
Oregon and the U.S. as the structures existed in 1970--which is the last year for which 
comparable city data are available.  Manufacturing, trade and services form the foundation 
blocks of the local economy. 

 
 
 
 

Table HR-11  Comparison of Employment by Industrial Sectors for  
Coos Bay, the Bay Area (1) 

 
(Percent Distributions) 

Industrial Sectors Coos Bay Bay Area Coos 
County 

Oregon U.S. 

 
Total Employment 100 100 100 100 100 
      
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Mining 1.3 2.6 1.4 5.5 4.3 
Construction 3.6 3.7 4.7 5.4 5.5 
Manufacturing∗(2)  29.2 29.7 34.5 20.4 24.4 
Transportation, Communication & Utilities 6.7 8.3 8.3 6.7 6.3 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 25.9 24.5 19.9 20.9 18.9 
Finance, Insurance, Business & Repair 5.9 5.7 5.1 7.7 7.6 
Professional & related services#(3)  24.1 22.1 19.2 23.8 21.6 
Government 3.2 3.5 3.2 4.7 5.2 
Industry not reported 0 0 0 5.0 6.2 

Source: 1970 U.S. Census Date 
 
(1) Coos Bay and North Bend  
(2) Includes furniture, lumber and wood products, metal industries, machinery, 
transportation equipment and other durable goods; also includes: food and kindred products, 
printing, publishing chemicals, textiles, and other non-durable products. 
(3) Includes schools, private household and personal services, entertainment & recreational 
services, hospitals & health services, legal, engineering and non-profit services, religious 
services, and welfare employment. 
 

Table HR-12 Historical Overview of Changes in General Employment Sectors, Coos County, 1940-1977(1) 
 1940 1950 1960 1970 1977 % of change 

Employment Sector No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 1940- 
1977 

1970-1977 

Total Employment  
11,329 

 
100 

 
16,519 

 
100 

 
19,320 

 
100 

 
28,190 

 
100 

 
23540 

 
100 

 
108 

 
17 

Agriculture 1,535 14 1,219 7 980 5 730 4 520+ (2) 3 -60 -15 
Manufacturing 4,415 39 6,852 92 6,910 36 6,588 33 6,830 26 37 -8 
Non- 
Manufacturing 

3,626 32 6,100 37 8,490 44 10,810 53 14190 60 291 31 

Misc.♦(3) 1,753 15 2,348 14 2,530 15 2,070 10 2700 11 54 30 

 
Source: Coos-Curry C.O.G., "Coos County Population and Economic Characteristics, 1930-1970" and Oregon 
Employment Division, Department of Human Resources, "Employment Statistics" 
 
(1) Figures presented above are not strictly comparable to other employment figures cited in this study due to 
changes in reporting methodologies. 
(2) Preliminary  
(3) Includes unpaid farm workers domestic workers, self-employed and those involved in labor-management 
disputes.  
 
Sector Employment Trends 
 
Table HR-12 presents a historical overview of the changes that have occurred in Coos County's employment 
structure since World War II.  Four trends are evident: 
 

 Total County employment has doubled since World War II. 
 

 Manufacturing employment (chiefly lumber and wood products employment) has been declining 
since 1950. 

 
 Non-manufacturing employment (i.e., construction, trade, services, etc.) has quadrupled since 

1940 and is responsible for total county employment gains during the period. 
 Agricultural employment has registered steady declines since World War II.  Fourteen out of 

every hundred jobs in Coos County in 1940 were agricultural employment.  Today only three out 
of every hundred County jobs are in this sector. 
 

Table HR-12 Historical Overview of Changes in General Employment Sectors, Coos County, 1940-19771 * 
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Table HR-13 compares local and state economic structure for the period 1`972-1977.  Structural 
economic shifts are illustrated in Figure HR-1, which compares Coos County and Oregon 
employment by sector for the six-year period.  Statewide sector employment shifts exceeded local 
employment changes during the period in all but three sectors--contract construction, wholesale 
trade, and government.  Coos County construction employment gained 210 jobs between 1972 and 
1977, which was more than triple the state's rate of increase during that time.  Local wholesale 
trade employment grew slightly faster than statewide gains in this subsector, but government 
employment in Coos County grew twice as fast as government employment in Oregon during the 
six years.  Total non-manufacturing employment in Coos County gained 2,560 jobs between 1972 
and 1977, which was a 22% gain over the six years.  Coos County's manufacturing employment, 
which has been generally declining since 1960, lost another 230 jobs between 1972 and 1977.  
Local employment in wholesale and retail trade increased 22% during the six years by gaining 710 
new local jobs.  Although local trade employment gains were slightly lower than the state's rate of 
increase from1972 to 1977, the 710 new jobs in the County reflect gradual diversification 
achievements as other sectors absorb losses in local lumber and wood products employment. 
 

 
Figure HR-2 compares the 1977 sector employment characteristics of Coos County and Oregon.  
Two local sectors- manufacturing and transportation, communications and utilities - had employment 
levels that were proportionately higher than total statewide employment in these sectors.  In 
particular, it is significant that 6.6% of Oregon's total lumber and wood products employment in 1977 
was comprised of Coos County employment in that subsector.  In spite of recent gains in local trade 
employment, Coos County's proportion of jobs in this sector was slightly lower than statewide trade 
employment.  Seventy percent of local jobs were in non-manufacturing employment in 1977, 
compared to 78% in these sectors statewide.  Increased employment opportunities in local non-
manufacturing sectors, as past trends suggest (Table HR-12), provide a key to diversifying Coos 
County's fragile, resource-dependant economy. 
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Table HR-13 Comparison of Coos County and Oregon Economic Structure Shifts, 1972-1977 
(Annual Averages)119  

 

 

Figure HR-1 
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Figure HR-2 
 

 

Lumber & Wood Products  
Preserving the economic vitality of Coos County's lumber and wood products (LWP) 
industry is extremely important, as this sector directly provided one out of every five jobs in 
the area in 1977. Indirect beneficial "spin-offs" attributable to the lumber and wood products 
industry are addressed under "Basic and Non-basic Characteristics of Local Economic 
Structure" which follows in this report.  
 
Table HR-13A summarizes trends in LWP employment since 1960. The graph 
accompanying the table makes it abundantly clear that local lumber and wood products 
employment is declining and contributing less and less to the local economy. There were 
about 6,220 LWP jobs in Coos County in 1960, which constituted that year. However, given 
the steady declines that have precipitated since that time, local LWP employment was 
reduced to 5,010 jobs in 1977, or 21.5% of the local work force. It is encouraging to note that 
the county's losses in this subsector were limited to 370 jobs between 1970 and 1977, 
although 1975 and 1976 were very bad years. Figure HR-3 also illustrates trends in local 
lumber and wood products employment since 1960.  
 
Table HR-13A Comparison of Lumber and Wood Products versus Total Employment, Coos 
County, 1960-197714 
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CCD notes that "fluctuations in absolute LWP employment levels can be explained in part by...the number of housing starts on the national level", 
because "a strong correlation between new housing unit starts and CCD District LWP employment appears to exist for the 1960-1977 period."15  
15 CCD-EIA, "Comprehensive Economic Development strategy, 1978-1979 Action Program", June, 1978.  

16 Timber for Oregon's Tomorrow: An Analysis of Reasonably Possible Occurrences; John H. Beuter, K. Norman Johnson, and H. Lynn Schuerman, January, 
1976, School of Forestry, Oregon State University.  
17 CCD-EIA, "Projection of Future Job Losses in the Timber Industry in Coos County Due to Timber Supply Decline & Productivity Increases", April 24, 1978.  
18 CCD-EIA, "Projection of Future Job Losses in the Timber Industry in Coos County...", 1978  
19 Department of Economic Development, "Directory of Oregon Manufacturers, 1978-1979", January, 1978  
Continued job losses in Coos County's LWP are inevitable. John Beutler reports in his study entitled Timber for Oregon's Tomorrow 16that forest 
harvest volumes will decline sometime before 1995, but that precise determinations of when this will occur cannot be done because of free-market 
decision processes. a 1978 by CCD also addresses this phenomena. CCD states that:  
"The mutually reinforcing causes (of future LWP employment losses) are (1) depletion of the resource, (2) federal government policy actions in 
managing the remaining resource and protecting the environment, and (3) productivity increases (automation) that displace labor."17  
Although limited in use, CCD has prepared estimates of projected job losses in Coos County's timber industry employment. Those interested in a 
detailed explanation of the estimates and their limitations should reference the CCD report cited. For brevity, a summary of the projected estimates 
by CCD is presented in Table HR-14.  
Table HR-14 Projected 
Total Coos County Job 
Losses Due to all 
Identified Timber 
Availability and 
Productivity Influences18 
1980's  

1990's  2000's  
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CCD notes that "fluctuations in absolute LWP employment levels can be explained in part by...the number of housing starts on the national level", because "a strong correlation between new housing 
unit starts and CCD District LWP employment appears to exist for the 1960-1977 period."110

Continued job losses in Coos County's LWP are inevitable.  John Beutler reports in his study entitled Timber for Oregon's Tomorrow 

 
 

111

"The mutually reinforcing causes (of future LWP employment losses) are (1) depletion of the resource, (2) federal government policy actions in managing the remaining resource and 
protecting the environment, and (3) productivity increases (automation) that displace labor."

that forest harvest volumes will decline sometime before 1995, 
but that precise determinations of when this will occur cannot be done because of free-market decision processes.  a 1978 by CCD also addresses this phenomena.  CCD states that: 
 

112

Table HR-14 Projected Total Coos County Job Losses Due to all Identified Timber Availability and Productivity Influences

 
 
Although limited in use, CCD has prepared estimates of projected job losses in Coos County's timber industry employment. Those interested in a detailed explanation of the 
estimates and their limitations should reference the CCD report cited.  For brevity, a summary of the projected estimates by CCD is presented in Table HR-14. 
 

113

 
 

1980's 1990's 2000's 
Upper Limits -7 796 1,578 
Middle Limits 168 948 1,712 
Lower Limits 355 1,111 1,856 
 
CCD notes in its 1978 "Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy" that one way to mitigate and off-set LWP job losses would be to better utilize the area's lumber 
resources before exporting them from the region.  For example, finished lumber and plywood manufactured locally could be processed to make kitchen cabinets, furniture, 
prefabricated homes, etc., which in turn could be exported from the County to Pacific Northwest and California markets. 
 
Local Manufacturing 
 
The following list represents a sampling of the Major Manufacturers located in Coos Bay-North Bend's urban area.  Employment estimates are those published in the 1978-1979 
"Directory of Oregon Manufacturers", printed annually by the Department of Economic Development.114

Firm 

 
 

Estimated Employment Activity/Product 
   
Weyerhaeuser Co, Inc. 1,640 Softwood veneer & plywood 
Georgia Pacific Corp. 700 Softwood veneer & plywood 
Coos Head Timber Co. 400 general sawmill & planing mill 
Westlog, Inc. 200 general logging contractor 
Menasha Corp. 175 paperboard mill 
Moore Oregon Lumber Co. 150 general  sawmill & planing mill 
Cape Arago Lumber Co. 150 general sawmill & planing mill 
Al Pierce Co. 115 general sawmill & planing mill 
 
                                                      
110 CCD-EIA, "Comprehensive Economic Development strategy, 1978-1979 Action Program", June, 1978. 
111 Timber for Oregon's Tomorrow: An Analysis of Reasonably Possible Occurrences; John H. Beuter, K. Norman Johnson, and H. Lynn Schuerman, January, 1976, School of Forestry, Oregon State 
University. 
112 CCD-EIA, "Projection of Future Job Losses in the Timber Industry in Coos County Due to Timber Supply Decline & Productivity Increases", April 24, 1978. 
113 CCD-EIA, "Projection of Future Job Losses in the Timber Industry in Coos County...", 1978 
114 Department of Economic Development, "Directory of Oregon Manufacturers, 1978-1979", January, 1978 
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4.3  EXISTING LAND USE 
 
Inventory 
 
Existing land uses in the County were inventoried by the County Planning Department in 1978 and 
mapped at a scale of 1 inch = 800 feet.  This information, based on field surveys, has been transferred to a 
map base of another scale (2 inches = 1 mile) and accompanies the Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 
 

City 

Urban Areas 
 
There are eight incorporated cities in Coos County, ranging in population from 950 to 14, 350.  In area, 
they include about 0.84% of the County. 
 
Table 1. Urban Areas 
 
                       
               

Population119 
  

Lakeside 1,150 
North Bend 9,770 
Coos Bay 14,350 
Eastside 1,655 
Coquille 4,655 
Bandon 2,225 

Myrtle Point 2,900 
Powers 950 

 
 
Because of the steepness of the uplands and seasonal or occasional flooding of the lowlands, urban areas 
in the County are generally located on marine terraces (e.g. Bandon and much of North Bend) or river 
terraces (e.g. Coquille and Myrtle Point).  Much of Coos Bay, however, and part of North Bend are 
constructed on fill in lowland areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Unincorporated Land 
 
 

The major unincorporated areas identified as committed to residential development (see Housing, section 
4.5) are shown on Figure 1.  Some of these areas, such as Barview, Millington and Bunker Hill, are 

Residential Land 
 

                                                           
119 1977 population estimates from Oregon Population Shifts in the 1970's, Bureau of Governmental Research & 
Service (University of Oregon, 1978). 
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considered urbanizing areas.  Others, such as East Bay, are more rural in character though they may be 
near urban centers. 
 
 
 
 

 
The highest concentration of residential land in the unincorporated portions of the County is in the Coos 
Bay area.  There are also residential concentrations near the cities of Bandon and Coquille and north of 
Coos Bay in the Hauser area.  Other committed areas are found along major highways and narrow river 
valleys such as Highway 101 north of Coos Bay and south of Bandon; Highway 42 from the Highway 
101 junction south to Myrtle Point; and along the Millicoma River and the North Fork of the Coquille.  
Other areas of note are portions of Tenmile Lakes, the bluffs behind Lighthouse Beach, the Daniels Creek 
area, the Coquille-Fairview Road, the area inland from the mouth of Whiskey Run, the marine terrace 
northeast of Bandon, and the area around Bridge. 
 
Unincorporated lands committed to residential development represent about 20,340 acres or about 2.0% 
of the County. 
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Agricultural Land 
 
By the Commerce Department's current definition of farm, there are 650 farms in Coos County containing 
a total of 159,225 acres, or 15.4% of the total land area of the County (see Agricultural Lands, Section 
3.1) 
 
There are three main types of agricultural land in the County: lowlands along rivers, streams, and sloughs; 
elevated, flay-lying land on marine terraces; and hill land.  Much, if not most, of the farmland in the first 
category can be found in the broad floor of the lower portion of the Coquille River and is seasonally 
flooded.  The balance is largely dispersed in narrow stream valleys throughout the steep uplands.  Valley 
land is used primarily for dairy land and hay production, though some is used for grazing beef cattle and 
sheep. 
 
Farmland in hilly upland areas is used for grazing sheep and cattle and for woodlots.  The major upland 
grazing areas are in the south part of the County.  However, woodlot ownership and farm-forest 
production is important to farms throughout the County. 
 
 

Table 2.  Area of Forest Land by land class, January 1, 1975

Forest Land 
 
Over 84% of the total land area of the County is forest land.  Forest lands of the County may be broken 
out as follows: 
 

120

Forest Land Class 

 
 

Acres 
  

Commercial 847,000 
Productive-reserved 8,000 

Unproductive 13,000 
  

Total 868,000 
 
"Commercial forest land" is defined as land that is capable of producing 20 cubic feet per acre per year of 
industrial wood and is not withdrawn from timber utilization. 
 
"Productive-reserved forest land" is public land withdrawn from timber production through statute, 
ordinance, or administrative order but with otherwise qualifies as commercial forest land. 
 
"Unproductive forest land" is land incapable of yielding crops of industrial wood products because of 
adverse site conditions such as steepness, rockiness, sterile soils, and poor drainage.121 
 
Of commercial forest land, about 109,000 acres are farmer-owned, 343,000 acres are owned by the forest 
industry, and 97,000 acres are in other private ownership.  The balance, about 298,000 acres, is in public 
ownership (chiefly Federal). 
 
 

                                                           
120 Bassett, Patricia M., Timber Resources of Southwest Oregon, (U.S.F.S. Resource Bulletin PNW-72, 1977), p.3. 
121 Bassett, p. 25 

Commercial Land 
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Commercial uses are largely concentrated in urban and urbanizing areas.  Throughout the rural part of the 
County, commercial enterprises are found in small communities such as Greenacres and Bridge and along 
major arteries such as Highway 42 between Coquille and Myrtle Point.  There is a comparatively heavy 
concentration of commercial land along Highway 101 south of Bandon. 
 
A business census conducted in 1967 by the U.S. Census Bureau indicated a total of 555 retail trade 
businesses, 87 wholesale trade businesses, and 334 selected services in the County. 
 
 Industrial Land 
 
The steep topography of the County has generally limited the location of industry to the narrow valleys 
along rivers and sloughs and to the marine and river terraces.  Other factors have influenced the location 
of industry in the County as well.  The early and continued dependence on water transportation is 
responsible for the river or estuary locations of lumber mills and log storage decks.  Proximity to the 
resource is an important factor to primary processors and has lead to the location of lumbermills 
throughout the County, the location of fish processors on harbors, and the location of packing and 
processing facilities near the cranberry bogs of Bandon. 
 
Industrial land uses in unincorporated areas of the County are concentrated around Coos Bay, particularly 
in Charleston and on North Spit and Isthmus Slough.  There are several sites both upriver and downriver 
from the City of Coquille. There are also industrial land uses near Norway and Powers, Dellwood, 
Hauser, Allegany, and Highway 101 south of Bandon. 
 
 Recreational Land 
 
Taken together, State parks, County parks, and the Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area account for 
about 1.6% of the total area of the County.  State parks are located primarily along the coast and inland 
along rivers (see inventory Section 4.8, Recreation). Uses include overnight camping, picnicking, and day 
use.  County parks are designed primarily for fishing, boating, or day use and are located on rivers and 
lakes (see Section 4.8 for their distribution).  The Oregon Dunes NRA is located north of North Spit and 
west of Highway 101. 
 
 Open Space 
 
In addition to lands used for agricultural and forestry, the County's open space lands include city parks 
and open areas, the five golf courses in the County, State and County parks, and all areas zoned INR 
under the interim zoning ordinance (South Slough Estuarine Sanctuary, Eel Lake and Pony Creek 
watersheds, coastal shorelands from Whiskey Run south to the Coquille River, and from Crooked Creek 
south almost to Laurel Lake, and so on). 
 
 

Table 3. Land Ownership, Coos County

Ownership 
 
About 66.8% of the land in Coos County is privately owned.  Of the balance, approximately 24.1% is 
Federally owned with the Bureau of Land Management controlling over two-thirds of that total.  The 
remainder is State-held land, County and city parks, road right-of-way, County forest, and other County 
and municipal lands. 
 

122

                                                           
122 Oregon State University Extension Service, Coos County Resource Atlas(1973), p.12. 
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 Coos County 
Item Acres Percent 

Total land in acres 1,031,040 100.0 
Private land ownership 688,681 66.8 
Public land ownership 
     Federal 
     State 
     Local 

342,359 
248,446 

63,904 
30,009 

33.2 
24.1 
6.2 
2.9 

   
 
A breakdown of Federal and State ownership is shown in Tables 4 and 5. 
 
Table 4. Federal land Ownership, Coos County123

 

 
 

Coos County 
Agency Acres Percent 

 
Bureau of Land Management 191,691 49.90 
U.S. Forest Service 59,953 47.00 
Fish & Wildlife Service 54,071 1.40 
Bureau of Reclamation --- .50 
National Park Service --- .50 
Navy --- .03 
Corps of Engineers 2,407 .20 
Bonneville Power Administration  75 .01 
Coast  Guard 59 * 
Post Office Department 1 * 
   
All Federal agencies 248,446  
Percent federal ownership  24.10 

 *Less than .01 percent total ownership 
 

                                                           
123 Oregon State University Extension Service, p.13. 
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INTERIM ZONING 
 
In 1975, the County adopted the following zoning designations: 
 
IA-10   Interim Agricultural (10-acre minimum lot size) 
 
IA-20   Interim Exclusive Agricultural (20-acre minimum lot size) 
 
IFG-40   Interim Exclusive Forest & Grazing (40-acre minimum lot size) 
 
IFG-10   Interim Forest and Grazing (10-acre minimum lot size) 
 
IRR-5   Interim Rural Residential (5-acre minimum lot size) 
 
IR-1 - Interim Residential (minimum lot size ranges from 6,000 sq. ft. if public sewer and water are  

available to one acre if they are not; excludes mobile homes) 
 
IR-2 Interim Residential (duplexes permitted; minimum lot size range same as for IR-1) 
 
IR-3 Interim Residential (multi-family residences permitted; minimum lot size ranges from 6,000 sq. 

ft. to two acres) 
 
IC-1 Interim General Commercial (provides for areas such as community shopping centers and 

business districts) 
 
IC-2 Interim Commercial (designates areas of heavy commercial development) 
 
IC-3 Interim Tourist Commercial 
 
IC-4 Interim Rural Service Center (designates areas for location of commercial and service facilities 

unique to agricultural and residential areas) 
 
ILI Interim Light Industrial 
 
IHI Interim Heavy Industrial 
 
IMC Interim Marine Commercial (designates estuarine shoreland areas where water-oriented 

businesses may be located) 
 
IMI Interim Marine Industrial (designates estuarine shoreland areas where water-related industrial 

activities may be located) 
 
IPW Interim Planned Waterfront (permits hotels, marinas, condominiums and multiple family 

dwellings as conditional use while protecting certain values such as water quality, visual 
resources, historical areas, open space) 

 
INR Interim Natural Resource (designates and protects areas such as marshlands, wetlands, historical 

sites, etc.; provides open space) 
 
While application of interim zoning throughout the County is shown in greater detain on larger  
accompanying maps labeled "Alternative 1" (scale: 2 inches = 1 mile), the general areas where specific 
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zones are applied are indicated in Figures 2-4 on the following pages. 
 
With several notable exceptions, application of the agricultural zones is generally restricted to lowlands  
along rivers, sloughs and streams, and to coastal terraces, particularly south of Bandon.  Those exceptions  
are uplands in the Gaylord-Powers area and uplands east of the coastal terrace just north of the Coos-
Curry county line where grazing is the chief agricultural activity.  The areas zoned IA-10 represent 
perhaps 8% of the total area zoned for agriculture. 
 
While the bulk of rural residential zoning occurs in the Bay area and south of Bandon, there is a 
significant amount in inland areas such as the West and East Forks of the Millicoma River; the upper 
reaches of Larson Slough; along Highway 42 from the Bay area south to the Coquille Valley; in the 
Coquille vicinity and sought on 42 to Myrtle Point, along the Coquille-Fairview Road to and including 
the Fairview area, and elsewhere.  Most of the Tenmile Lake shoreline is zoned IR-2.  There is also 
considerable acreage zoned IRR-5 west of Seven Devils Road to the Pacific Coast, including about a mile 
and a half of coastline at Merchants and Agate Beaches.  The most extensive uses of IR-2 and IR-3 are 
along Tenmile Lakes as noted; in the Bunker Hill and Isthmus Heights areas; in Barview; adjacent to the 
City of Coquille; and in several areas south of Bandon, including over 300 acres east of Highway 101 just 
north of the County line. 
 
About 75-80% of commercial zoning outside of incorporated areas occurs on the coast terrace south of 
Bandon.  Except for about 50 acres on Beach Loop Road, all of the commercially zoned property in this 
area is in a seven-mile strip adjacent to Highway 101.  With very few exceptions, the remaining areas 
zoned commercial are in or near unincorporated population centers such as Hauser, Bunker Hill, 
Charleston, Sumner, Greenacres, and Fairview. 
 
Industrially zoned areas are concentrated in the Bay area, including major portions of North Spit, at 
Christensen Ranch (north of where Coos River flows into Coos Bay), Pierce Point, and at several sites 
along Isthmus Slough.  All of these areas area zoned Heavy Industrial.  There are a few sites in the Hauser 
area; several in the Coos-Millicoma drainage, including one site of about 40 acres north of the highway at 
the confluence of the Millicoma and the South Fork of the Coos Rivers, another below the confluence of 
the West and East Forks of the Millicoma River, and two sites several miles up the South Fork of the 
Coos; two sites on Beaver Slough; and several along the Coquille River both downstream and for several 
miles upstream from the City of Coquille.  Norway and Powers areas area also sites of industrially zoned 
property.  The area around the Bandon Airport is zoned Light Industrial. 
 
Marine Commercial and Marine Industrial zones are found only at Riverton and on Coos Bay, most 
notably at the Sitka Dock site and at the Charleston Boat Basin.  The only areas of significant size 
designated IPW are on North Spit, Coos Bay, south of the IH-zoned Port properties, and along the west 
side of Cape Arago Highway north of Sitka Dock. 
 
The INR zone has been used in municipal watersheds such as Eel Lake and Pony Creek; in several places 
in the Oregon Dunes NRA, including the Sandpoint and Snag Lakes area; in the South Slough Estuarine 
Sanctuary, at scenic headlands such as Coos Head and Lighthouse Point south to Cape Arago; on other 
coastal shorelands such as from Whiskey Run south to the Coquille River and from Crooked Creek south 
almost to Laurel Lake.  Other areas receiving protection under this designation include portions of the 
North Tenmile Lake Shorelands, the area around Tarheel Reservoir (which has been used to supplement 
municipal water supplies during stress years), and portions of North Spit. 
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4.4 INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL USES 
 
4.4.1 Industrial Land Needs 
 

I. Purpose 
 

The original purpose of this report - and still a major portion it - was to provide a 
projection of how much land industrial uses in Coos County would need to the 
year 2000.  Such a task is typical to any rational comprehensive planning 
process; planning requires some reasonable idea of what the future is expected to 
bring in order t be prepared for future changes.  In large part, however, 
determining how much land will be needed requires knowledge of a number of 
factors.  Most importantly, decision-makers must be provided with an idea of the 
community's goals, what the community is likely to expect in the absence of any 
preparations for responding to expected future conditions, what problems impede 
achievement of local goals, and what strategies may be developed to overcome 
identified impediments. 
 
This report directs its attention to three major objectives designed to respond to 
these concerns: 
 
i. It responds to the requirement for projecting industrial land needs to the 

year 2000; 
 
ii. It strives toward making available the quantity of industrial land that will 

be sufficient to allow the economic diversification necessary to meet the 
needs of the people of Coos County; 

 
iii. It provides background information and site analysis to help justify a 

goal exception to allow needed industrial uses on certain resource lands 
outside urban growth boundaries. 

 
 II. Setting 
 
  Physical Characteristics 
 

Bound by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the Coast Range of mountains to the 
east, Coos County is roughly 215 miles (5 hours driving time) from Portland. the 
nearest major metropolis, and 525 miles  (12 hours driving time) from San 
Francisco. 
 
The Port of Coos Bay links Coos County to world markets and potentially to 
world resources, yet the comparatively poor quality of local land transport 
systems (roads and railroads) heightens rather than overcomes the County's 
historic geographic isolation from even regional markets and resources. 
 
The limited number of roads and rail lines, their relative inefficiency in 
comparison to the transportation systems available in the Willamette Valley, are 
a product of at least three interwoven factors: 
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a. Coos County's accessibility by means other than water 
transportation occurred fairly recently in economic terms (U.S. 
Highway 101 was effectively completed in 1936). 

 
b. Inaccessibility limited the size of the County's population; a 

small population could not justify massive expenditures for high 
speed/high volume transportation corridors. 

 
c. Rugged topography of steep forested hills interrupted by rivers 

and narrow estuarine valleys added a great amount of cost and 
difficulty to road and rail development as well as restricting the 
quantity of buildable land. 

 
Associated Effects of the Physical Characteristics 
 
The relatively poor quality of local economic support systems, such as portions 
of the transportation system, reinforces the County's geographic isolation.  In 
turn, the isolation tends to limit the size of the potential market area for local 
goods and services, which hurts diversification efforts.  Further, the shortage of 
flat land adjacent to good transportation systems seriously restricts the supply of 
suitable industrial land;  this, too,  makes diversification more difficult to 
achieve. 
 

 

Economic Characteristics 
 
The following tables are taken directly from the State Employment Division's 
publication, "Labor Trends". 
 
Labor Force Summary for Coos County (By Place of Residence) 
 

December 
1981 

November 
1981 

Change Percent 
Change 

December 
1980 131 

Civilian Labor Force1 27,660  27,640 +20 +0.1 27,870 
Unemployment 4,550 4,720 -170 -3.6 4,670 
Seasonally adjusted % N/A N.A XXX XXX N/A 
Total Employment2 23,110  22,920 190 .08 23,200 

 
 

                                                           
131 Due to revised estimating procedures between December, 1980 and January, 1981, data for 1981 and 
that of previous years are not strictly comparable. 
1 Includes employed and unemployed individuals 16 years and older.  Data are adjusted for multiple job 
holding and commuting.  
2 Includes non-agricultural wage and salary, self-employed, unpaid family workers, domestics, agriculture, 
and labor disputants 
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Coos County Nonagricultural Wage and Salary Employment (by place of work) 
 

 December
1981 

November, 
1981 

December, 
1980 

Change  from 
November 1981 December 1980 

Total 18,130 18,170 19,770 -40 -1,640 
Wage & Salary Empl. 
Index 

101.9 102.7 110.1 xxx xxx 

Manufacturing 
   Durable Goods 
    Lumber & Wood 
    Other Durable Goods 

4,510 
3,630 
3,440 

190 

4,310 
3,680 
3,470 

210 

4,770 
3,920 
3,700 

220 

200 
-50 
-30 
-20 

-260 
-290 
-260 
-30 

  Nondurable goods 
     Food Products 
    Other nondurable   
    goods 

880 
530 
350 

630 
280 
350 

 

850 
470 
380 

250 
250 

0 

30 
60 

-30 

Nonmanufacturing 
   Construction 
   Transp, Commun,  
      Utilities 
   Trade 
   Finances, Ins. Real 
       Estate 
   Services & Misc. 
   Government 
 

13,620 
430 

1,450 
 

3,620 
840 

 
2,700 
4,580 

13,860 
450 

1,460 
 

3,580 
840 

 
2,740 
4,790 

15,000 
650 

1,680 
 

4,080 
840 

 
2,820 
4,930 

-240 
-20 
-10 

 
40 
0 
 

-40 
-210 

-1,380 
-220 
-230 

 
-460 

0 
 

-120 
-350 

Labor-Management 
Disputes 

0 0 0 0 0 

 
According to "Labor Trends": 

"For the entire year, 1981, the preliminary average unemployment rate for Coos 
County was 15.8%, up slightly from the 14.1% rate recorded in 1980." 

 
"Labor Trends" further notes that this rate was the highest unemployment rate recorded in 
Coos County since 1958. 

 
Substantial decreases since 1978 in employment in "Lumber and Wood Products" and 
"Construction" categories have occurred as a result of record-high interest rates and the 
corresponding housing market slump.  The "Trade" category has also fallen, likely as a 
spin-off of the currently poor local economy. 

 
Coos County's historic dependence on the lumber and wood products industry (LWP) for 
much of its employment is well-documented in all economic reports on the County.  The 
dangers inherent in such a one-sided economy are no longer confined to reports:  they are 
evident in Coos County's depression-level unemployment rates, and in the increasing 
number of foreclosure notices and businesses failures.  It is thus not surprising that 
"Diversification" has been the economic watchword in the County for many years. 

 
While diversified economy does not prevent economic problems, it does help the local 
community - especially the local trade and service businesses - to be in a more flexible 
position to absorb the impacts of problems in a particular industry. 
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The major role of local government, especially through the comprehensive land use 
planning process, is, first, to gauge roughly how much land suitable for industrial uses 
should be provided to enable the diversification process to begin, and second, to ensure 
that the needed quantity of land is made legally available through the planning process.  
The next sections focus on these requirements. 

 
III. Projections 

 
  A. Introduction 
 

Projection of how much industrial land will be needed during the 
planning period implies a numerical result, an actual quantified acreage 
of land.  Although there are dangers in relying too strongly on these 
"hard numbers" (as will be pointed out later), an attempt should be made 
to produce an estimate that can serve as a healthy cross-check to the 
planning process.  The simplified projection process in this chapter gives 
a reasonable and usable estimate that is more defensible that detailed 
projections based on speculative assumptions. 

 
  B. Methodology 
 

In support of work on the Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan, the 
Coos-Curry-Douglas Business Development Corporation (CCD-BDC) 
identified a 20-year need for additional industrial land of 1,467 acres 
(after adjusting for identified non-industrial needs, but not for those 
occurring outside Coastal Shorelands Boundaries). 

 
The 1980 draft Comprehensive Plan for the unincorporated County 
outside the Coos Bay Estuary and Coquille River Estuary had originally 
proposed growth needs for the entire County that are actually less than 
the amount of land identified by CCD-BDC to be needed just for the 
Coos Bay Estuary.  There are at least three primary reasons for the 
discrepancy between the 1980 draft plan projections and those in the 
CCD-BDC report: 

 
1. The CCD-BDC report is a much more detailed study that 

analyzes specific subsectors of the economy; 
 
2. The CCD-BDC report projects major growth in new industries 

(such as "mining") not foreseen in the 1980 draft plan; 
 
3. Several of the industries identified by CD-BDC require more 

acres per employee than the range assumed by the 1980 draft 

The County-wide figures must now obviously be revised to account for the CCD-
BDC projections, yet severe time constraints will not allow the revisions to be 
proposed to as high a degree of professional sophistication as in the CCD-BDC's 

plan. 
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analysis.  The following two alternatives are for approximating remaining 
industrial land needs. 

 
 
 
Alternative A - Population proportions 
 
Assumption:  the ratio of approximate Coos Bay estuary area population to total County 
population can be equated with the proportion of industrial lands needed by the two 
areas. 
 
According to 1980 census date, Coos Bay estuary area population is roughly 60%

 Coos Bay Estuary Needs  =   1,467 acres  =  60% 

 of total 
County population.  (The approximation simply adds the total population of the 5 County 
census divisions encompassing the Bay area or 37,376 persons out of a total 1980 Coos 
County population of 64,046.) 
 
Therefore, if Bay Area industrial land needs of 1,467 acres can be equated with 60% of 
the total County-wide need, then: 
 

 Remainder of County Needs =     978 acres =  40% 
 Total County-wide  = 2,445 acres  = 100% 

 

 

Alternative B  
 
Assumption:  the County either will, or should, maintain the current ratio of industrial 
employment to total employment to the year 2000. 
 
The following table shows historic data through 1981 (1981 data is not seasonally 
adjusted) and projected data from the Boodt/Farness report.  Of particular interest is the 
projected decline in "Industrial" employees by 2000 A.D. ["Industrial" employment is 
assumed for the purposed of this report to include the economic sectors of 
"Manufacturing" and "Transportation and Utilities" because the uses within these 
categories are those that are typically defined in zoning ordinances as being industrial 
uses.]  As of December, 1981, the unadjusted figures show that Coos County's industrial 
employment as a percentage of total employment has already dropped below the desired 
level for 2000A.D. 
 
Industrial Employees 
 

1970 1978 December 1981 1985 2000 
% of Total Employees 39.3% 33.8% 25.8% 31.3% 27.2% 
# of Employees 8,140 7,990 5,960 8,310 9,550 

 
Coos County could determine as a matter of policy that maintaining a constant ratio of 
"Industrial" employees to total employment is a responsible local economic goal.  
Normally the percentage of Industrial employees in a growing area will decline as the 
growth helps achieve increased local trade and services.  The historically unstable 
economy resulting from heavy dependence on one industry for employment opportunities 
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requires diversification of the economy.  Maintaining a relatively constant share of 
industrial employees would be a hoped-for result of diversification. 
 
The next step, then, is selection of a base year for maintaining a constant percentage of 
Industrial employment.  The severity of Coos County's current recession suggests that 
recent industrial employment data is not appropriate for selection because it reflects an 
unusually low level of industrial employment.  The most recent data year that is a rough 
midpoint between economic recessions is 1978.  To select a low-percentage year would 
be contrary to public interest because it would yield a pessimistic projection. 
 
As shown in the previous table, 1978 "Industrial Employment" as a percentage of total 
employment was 33.8%.  Assuming that total employment in 2000 A.D. will be 35,100 
as projected by Farness and Boodt, then the local policy choice for Industrial employment 
in 2000 A.D. will be 33.8% of 35,100 or 11,864 employees. 
 
Subtracting the 1981 total of 5, 960 Industrial employees from the goal by 2000 A.D. of 
11,864 industrial employees leaves 5,904 additional "Industrial" employees needed by 
2000 A.D. (County-wide). 
 
Assuming

 

 that the Bay Area will account in 2000 A.D. for a 60% share of these 
employees, based on 1980 census data, and that the balance of County will account for a 
40% share, then: 
 

40% x 5940 = 2362 additional "Industrial" employees are needed by 2000 A.D. 
for the balance of the County. 

 
Assuming a range of 5 - 10 employees/acre,3 then: 

 
236-472

                                                           
3 Initial research attempted to compare two types of data: employees by firm versus acreage by firm.  The 
data were developed from two different unrelated sources ("Covered Employment" from the State 
Employment Division and "Class 300 and 301 Industrially Assessed Acreage" from the County Assessor's 
records).  Combined, the data were intended to give accurate figures on employees/acre by firm specifically 
for Coos County. 

 acres of vacant industrial land are needed by 2000 A.D. for the balance 
of the County. 

 
The process failed to produce the intended results because the data were not strictly 
comparable.  With few exceptions, it was not possible to match the separate date sources 
for each firm.  Suspected but unproved causes of the problem could be that: 
 

1. A surprisingly large number of firms may rent or lease their property 
instead of owning it; 

 
2. Many firms may operate under a different name than listed in the 

Assessor's records; 
 
3. The Assessor classes "industry" in a manner different from that used by 

the State Department of Economic Development and the County 
Planning Department; 
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4. Some firms have one employment total but several different locations 

(resolution would require individual contacts with each firm). 
 

Since an accurate figure cannot be determined, a reasonable estimate of employees/acre 
must suffice.  CCD-BDC has suggested use of a range of 5 to 10 employees/acre as a 
reasonable figure.  Other studies, including Kim A. Wright's (WETA Project) Land Use 
Standards and the Urban Land Institutes volume, Industrial Development Handbook, 
support the validity of this range. 
 
Therefore, the figure assumed is a range of 5 to 10 industrial employees/acre. 

 
Discussion and Conclusions 

 
Both alternatives present relative simple estimations of a future economy that is 20 years 
hence.  Their relative simplicity makes it difficult to judge them on the validity of their 
statistical merit.  A better way to compare them is from a local economic policy 
standpoint and on how adequately each alternative may help improve Coos County's 
economy. 

 
The two proposed alternatives have the same goal: to improve the health of the local 
economy by aiding in diversifying the economy.  However, the two alternatives each 
have a different means of reaching the same goal: Alternative A focuses directly on 
ensuring that inland areas have a 40% share of approved vacant industrial land, while 
Alternative B is based on maintaining a 40% share of employment for inland areas, 
which is then translated to an acreage figure by means of an assumed range of 5 to 10 
employees/acre. 

 
The disadvantage of Alternative b is that inland areas would be allocated on 14% to 245 
of the identified need County-wide for industrial lands because of the use of the assumed 
employee/acre figure.  The approach of Alternative A is more direct: maintain a constant 
proportion of Bay Area industrial land to inland industrial land.  Alternative A thus 
provides a better means for diversifying the economy by more directly ensuring greater 
choices of inland sites

Coos Bay Estuary 

.  Maintaining an adequate supply of non-estuarine sites is 
important not only because many industries do not require an estuarine or shoreland 
location but also because many industries are "frightened" away from such sites because 
of the perceived difficulty of obtaining permits. 

 
For these reasons, Alternative A is therefore selected as the more appropriate method for 
projecting industrial land needs to 2000 A. D. for the remainder of the County outside the 
Coos Bay Estuary area. 

 
Coos County Industrial Land Needs: 2000A.D. 
 

1467 acres 
Remainder of County (unadjusted) 978 acres 
  
Total (County-wide) [unadjusted] 2445 acres 
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The Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan also protects an additional 465 acres as 
Industrial for sites that are justifiable as part of the very-long-term land-banking needs of 
Lumber and Wood Products firms.  For the remainder of the County, it is appropriate to 
apply similar protection to the relatively few small sites proposed for LPW expansion 
(mainly in the urban growth areas of Coquille, Powers, and Bandon). 

 
Finally, it must be noted that the remainder-of-County figure (978 acres) includes not 
only unincorporated areas but also areas within incorporated cities outside the Coastal 
Shorelands Boundary of the Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan. 

 
 
IV. Site Analysis and Selection 
 
 A. Introduction  
 

Earlier sections stressed the importance of industrial diversification to improve 
the health of the local economy and the local government's role in projecting the 
amount of industrial land required.  This section discusses how the quantity 
required (978 acres outside the Coos Bay Estuary) can be provided. 

 
 B. Inventory 
  

The availability of suitable industrial land determines whether the quantity 
demanded can be supplied.  The crucial issue is the extent of uncertainty 
regarding what is available.  This uncertainty takes three separate forms that must 
be addressed in the planning process: 
 
1. Whether there exists a sufficient quantity of land physically suited for 

industrial use; 
 
2. Whether there exists a sufficient quantity of land that is legally suited for 

industrial uses (the legal process must not inadvertently impede the 
efficiency of the market process but must insure the provision of 
appropriately designated land sufficient to support the marker process); 

 
3. Whether the quantity required is actually available

Accordingly, the following inventory of candidate sites was developed to provide 
a base from which to select the best sites to meet the identified need.  Physical 
characteristics were the primary concern of a preliminary review; where a 
potential site was steep or contained less than one acre, the site was eliminated 
from the list of candidate sites.  The review also included an occupancy/vacancy 

 and being offered on 
the market. 

 
A properly functioning market requires the constant provision of a diversity of 
sites sufficient to create competition and reduce monopolistic tendencies.  The 
comprehensive planning process can directly address only the first two aspects 
above and must deal with market factors indirectly by providing what is 
hopefully a sufficient quantity of physically suitable and legally suitable sites. 
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survey to eliminate sites that are fully occupied but to include the available 
acreage of partially occupied sites. 
 
Since the land use planning program in Oregon tends to discourage most 
development outside urban growth areas (UGA's), especially where soils are 
considered suitable for agricultural or forest production, the location of sites has 
been listed together with the extent of agricultural/forest soils that occur on sites 
in unincorporated areas outside a UGA.  This latter criterion reveals those sites 
which, if selected for an "Industrial" designation, must be justified through the 
taking of an exception to the Statewide goals. 
 
Finally, the last column also notes whether the site is included within the Coos 
Bay Estuary Management Plan (CBEMP) or within the Coquille River Estuary 
Management Plan (CREMP).  Separate goal exceptions are being taken, where 
needed, for these estuarine sites. 
 
The location maps preceding the charts show the general location of each site 
(CBEMP sites are not shown).  All sites are also mapped at 1" = 800' to show 
actual parcel dimensions.   
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INDUSTRIAL SITE ANALYSIS 
 

    Location 
Site # 

oc
cu

pi
ed

 

pa
rti

al
ly

 
oc

cu
pi

ed
 

V
ac

an
t a

cr
es

 
av

ai
la

bl
e 

(p
ot

en
tia

lly
) 

C
ity

 

U
ni

nc
or

po
ra

te
d 

U
G

A
 

Outside UGA, and... Notes: CBEMP=Coos 
Bay Estuary 
E.R. = Exception 
Required 
CREMP = Coquille 
River Estuary 

 Ag. 
soils 

Forest 
soils 

1-1  X 23 X      

2-1A   203   X Yes Yes E.R. 
2-1B   90   X Yes Yes E.R. 
2-2A   10   X Yes Yes E.R 
2-2B   7   X Yes Yes E.R. 
2-2C   18   X Yes Yes E.R 
2-3  X 4   X Yes Yes E.R. 
2-4A   21   X No Yes E.R. 
2-4B   19   X No Yes E.R 
2-4C   3   X No Yes E.R 
2-5  X 15   X Yes Yes E.R. 
2-6 X  0   X N/A N/A --- 
2-7 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 
2-8   8   X Yes Yes E.R. 
2-9  X 50   X No No --? 
2-10 
Through  
2-18 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 

2-19 X  --   X N/A N/A -- 
2-20 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 
3-1 
Through 
3-11 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 

4-1 
Through 
4-5 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 

4-6  X 55 X -- -- -- -- -- 
4-7 
Through 
4-20 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 

4-21 X  0 X -- -- -- -- -- 
4-22   1 X  -- -- -- -- -- 
4-23 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 
4-24   2 X -- -- -- -- -- 
4-25   1 X -- -- -- -- -- 
4-26  X 3 X -- -- -- -- -- 
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    Location 
Site # 
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Outside UGA, and... Notes: CBEMP=Coos 
Bay Estuary 
E.R. = Exception 
Required 
CREMP = Coquille 
River Estuary 

 Ag. 
soils 

Forest 
soils 

4-27 
Through 
4-30 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 

4-31 X  0 X -- -- -- -- -- 
4-32 
Through 
4-34 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 

4-35   116 X -- -- -- -- -- 
4-36   204 -- X* -- -- -- *(Would be placed in 

UGB) 
5-1 
Through 
5-3 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 

5-4 &5-5  X 3 X -- -- -- -- -- 
5-6 
Through 
5-14 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 

5-15   25  X -- Yes Yes (Would go to UGA) 
5-16 x -- -- -- -- -- -- -- (Reservoir) 
5-17 
Through 
5-23 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 

6-1  
Through 6-
6 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 

6-7   7 X -- -- -- -- -- 
6-8 
Through 
6-16A 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 

6-16B 
Through 
6-17C 

-- -- 0 -- -- -- -- -- (Forested Hillsides) 

6-17A -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 
6-18 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 
6-19A & 
-19B 

  7  X  N/A N/A -- 

6-19C X  0  X -- -- -- -- 
6-20 
Through 
6-22 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 
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6-23  X 25   X Yes Yes E. R. (North ½ is 
Rural Residential) 

Site # 
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Outside UGA, and... Notes: CBEMP=Coos 
Bay Estuary 
E.R. = Exception 
Required 
CREMP = Coquille 
River Estuary 

 Ag. 
soils 

Forest 
soils 

6-24 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- CBEMP 
6-25  X 5   X Yes Yes E.R. 
6-26 X  0    N/A N/A -- 
6-27  X 4   X Yes Yes E.R. 
6-28 X  0    N/A N/A -- 
6-29 X  0    N/A N/A -- 
6-30   22   X Yes Yes E.R 
6-31 X  0    N/A N/A -- 
6-32  X 6   X Yes Yes E.R. 
6-33 X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
6-34   5   X Yes Yes E.R. 
6-35   31   X Yes* Yes* E.R (Filled Land) 
6-36 X  0   -- N/A N/A -- 
7-1 & 7-2 X  0  X -- -- -- -- 
7-3 X  0   X N/A/ N/A -- 
7-4   6 X -- -- -- -- CREMP 
7-5 X  0  X -- -- -- CREMP 
7-6   3  X -- -- -- -- 
7-7 X  0  X -- -- -- -- 
7-8 X  0   X N/A N/A CREMP 
7-8A X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
7-9 X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
7-10   4   X Yes Yes CREMP 
7-11 X  0   X N/A N/A CREMP 
7-12 X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
7-13 X  0   X N/A N/A CREMP 
7-14 X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
7-15   7   X Yes Yes E.R. 
7-16 X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
7-16A X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
7-16B X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
7-17   28   X Yes Yes E.R. (CREMP) 
7-18 X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
7-19   21  X -- -- -- -- 
7-20   29  X -- -- -- -- 
7-21 X  0  X -- -- -- -- 
7-22   14   X Yes Yes E.R. 
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7-23 X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
7-24 X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
7-25   24  X -- -- -- -- 
Site # 
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Outside UGA, and... Notes: CBEMP=Coos 
Bay Estuary 
E.R. = Exception 
Required 
CREMP = Coquille 
River Estuary 

 Ag. 
soils 

Forest 
soils 

7-26  X 20  X -- -- -- -- 
7-27   29   X -- -- -- 
7-28  X 20  X -- -- -- Powers (Airport) 
7-29  X 20   X   (Coquille Valley 

Airport-separate goal 
exception) 

7-30   100   X   County Industrial 
Park   E.R. 

7-31 X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
8-1 X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
8-2 X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
8-3 X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
8-4A X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
8-4B   6   X Yes Yes CREMP 
8-4C X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
8-5 X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
8-6   5   X Yes  No CREMP 
8-7   10 X  -- -- -- CREMP 
8-8 X  0 X  -- -- -- -- 
8-9   11* X  -- -- -- CREMP (When 

filled*) 
8-10 X  0 X  -- -- -- -- 
8-11  X 35 

40 
 X -- 

X 
-- 
Yes 

-- 
Yes 

(Some Residential) 
E.R. 

8-12 X  0 X  -- -- -- -- 
8-13 X  0 X -- -- -- -- -- 
8-14  X 18   X Yes Yes E.R. 
8-15 X  0 X  -- -- -- -- 
8-16A X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
8-16B X  0   X N/A N/A -- 
8-17   78   X Yes Yes E.R. 
8-18 X  0   X N/A N/A Airport 
8-19   290   X Yes Yes E.R. 
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Summary Chart of Candidate Industrial Sites 
 
1811

 

 total vacant acres of industrial sites (outside the CBEMP), composed of: 
 
 

238 acres
 

126 acres  Coos Bay 
  55 acres North Bend 
  23 acres Lakeside 
    7 acres Eastside 
    6 acres Coquille 
  21 acres Bandon 

 

 in incorporated cities 

 417 acres
 

236 acres Coos Bay 
    3 acres Coquille 
  50 acres Myrtle Point 
  93 acres Powers 
  35 acres Bandon 

 

 in unincorporated Urban Growth Areas (UGA's) 

 1156 acres
 
 

C. 

 in the remaining unincorporated County. 

Site Selection 
 

As shown in the preceding chart, 1811 acres of land have been identified as physically 
suitable for industrial uses.  The identified need for industrial land is only 978 acres for 
the area outside the Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan, to which must be added 100 
acres

Site # 

 of land identified in the CBEMP as being needed outside the Coastal Shorelands 
Boundary for the "Other Manufacturing" category.  This 100-acre need has not yet been 
applied to actual sites.  Some limited sites can also be justified separately as part of the 
very-long-term land-banking needs of Lumber and Wood Products firms.  These sites, 
totaling 105 acres, include: 
 

Acreage Firm 
1-1 23 Bohemia, Inc. 
7-4 6 G.P. 
7-6 3 G.P. 
7-22 14 G.P. 
7-25 24 A.H. Powers 
7-26 20 G.P. 
8-6 5 G.P. 
8-7 10 Moore Mill 

Total = 105 acres 
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Except for #7-22 and #8-6, these sites have already been included within urban growth area 
proposals by various cities in anticipation of localized future harvest of maturing timber stands.  
Therefore: 
 

1811 acres • candidate industrial sites outside CBEMP area 
-978 acres • identified need outside CBEMP area 
-100 acres • unallocated need from CBEMP findings 
-105 acres • long-term LWP needs outside CBEMP area 
 
 628 acres • in "excess sites" that must be eliminated 
 
1183 acres = adjusted need, from above. 

 
There are many alternative methods for selecting sites, yet non can guarantee that those 
selected as "best" (and therefore deserving of an "Industrial" designation) will ultimately 
become available.  Instead, it may be more appropriate to find sites that should not be 
designated "industrial".  To balance the need, the following candidate sites are 
appropriate for elimination of Industrial designation: 
 
1. #2-4A, B, and C.  These prime industrial sites are entirely within the DNRA 

"inland sector" and thus also subject to the threat of condemnation. 
  [Area removed = 43 acres] 
 
2. #8-17 (portion).  The northernmost 40 acres of this site west of the Bandon 

airport are removed from consideration because of the neighboring residential 
uses to the north and west. 

  [Area removed = 40 acres] 
 
3. #8-19.  This large site east of the Bandon airport should be considered for an 

Industrial designation in a future plan review and update.  Its removal from 
consideration in this plan will help reduce the disproportionately large amount of 
industrial land proposed for the Bandon area. 

  [Area removed = 290 acres] 
 
4. #4-36 (portion).  The preceding site areas are located within the unincorporated 

County.  This site, however, is adjacent to the Coos Bay city limits just to the 
west of the Pony Creek reservoir system watershed.  A small reduction in the size 
of this site, the largest in the entire County, will help promote the development of 
other sites away from the Coos Bay Estuary that also tend to have good access 
(rail and road) and minimal potential compatibility conflicts with neighboring 
use.  Since this site is the only one within the City of Coos Bay that will be given 
a "Heavy Industrial" designation rather than the "Commercial/Industrial" 
designation applied on all other Coos Bay sites, the 40-foot width perimeter area 
required to be reserved as a buffer strip must be subtracted from the available 
acreage of the site (about 16 acres).  The remaining necessary  reduction can 
occur on the southernmost 28 acres. 

  [Area removed = 44 acres] 
 
Total sites now removed equals 417 acres. 
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Sites now proposed t fulfill the identified need (1,183 acres, as adjusted) include: 
 
 238 acres within incorporated cities 
 
 126 acres Coos Bay 
  55 acres North Bend 
              23 acres Lakeside 
    7 acres Eastside 
    6 acres Coquille 
  21 acres Bandon 
 
 373 acres within Urban Growth Areas (UGA's) 
 
 192 acres Coos Bay 
     3 acres Coquille 
   50 acres Myrtle Point 
    93 acres Powers 
   35 acres Bandon 
 

572 acres in the remaining unincorporated County, plus 293 acres justified 
through the Riley/McKeown exception (Coos County Comprehensive Plan, 
Volume I, Part 3, Section 8.0). 

 
 Of these sites: 

1. No goal exception is required for 50-acre sites #2-9 (contains no 
agricultural or forest soils); 

 
2. Separate goal exceptions are being taken for three sites totaling 15 acres 

within the area of the Coquille River Estuary Management Plan. 
 

Therefore, the total acreage of industrial sites within the unincorporated County for 
which goal exceptions must betaken for use of agricultural and forest land equals 507 
acres, plus the Riley/McKeown properties. 
 
Industrial uses involving the primary processing of agricultural or forest products 
harvested on-site are permitted within the Agriculture and Forest designations and 
therefore do not require the special protection afforded by the Industrial designation.  
Accordingly, such uses do not require a goal exception. 
 

D. 

One of the sites selected for the "Industrial" designation is a 100-acre portion of 
the Coos County Forest adjacent to the County's Beaver Hill solid waste disposal 
site.  The parcel has certain obvious advantages, primarily its location adjacent to 
U.S. Highway 101 at a mid-point between Coos Bay and Bandon and the 
presence of unused heat (steam) from the solid waste disposal process that could 
have industrial energy uses.  Perhaps the best advantage of the site is that it is 
publicly-owned; the County can thus directly attack problems in availability of 

County-Owned Industrial Park 
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suitable industrial land by making portions of the site available for industrial 
users. 
 
Development of the site by the County could range from simple lease of "raw" 
land to complete site preparation with roads, services and even speculative 
buildings with lease/rent options.  The appropriate level of development will 
depend largely on market conditions and the financial capability of Coos County. 

 



COMMERCIAL LAND NEEDS 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this report is to outline ·the most appropriate process 

for designating specific sites for commercial use and development for 

the duration of the planning period. 

The overall process has several important components which are ad-

dressed as follows: 

• 

• 

Part II is designed to project the amount·of additional land in 

acres needed for commercial use to the year 2000. Inventories 

of population, employment and existing commercial land are used 

to calculate the acreage needed. 

Part III considered alternative methods designating general areas 

and then specific sites within the county to meet the need projected 

in Part II. 

adibble
Typewritten Text

adibble
Typewritten Text
Volume 1 Part 2

adibble
Typewritten Text

adibble
Typewritten Text
265

adibble
Typewritten Text

adibble
Typewritten Text

adibble
Typewritten Text



II. PROJECTION OF NEED 

A. General Discussion 

1. Purpose 

This section is designed to estimate the amount of additional . 

commercial land needed to the year 2000; the derived figure will 

provide a justifiable basis for the eventual site specific desig~ 

nations proposed in Part III. Two alternatives are considered 

for projecting the amount of land needed. 

2. Inventories 

Three distinct types of inventoried data are available (Tabl~C-l, 

C- 2, and C- 3) . 

Table C-l displays the results of the commercial portion of a 

county land use inventory accomplished in 1978 for all portions 

of the county except the City of Coos Bay. (Coos Bay acreage figure 

\~ supplied courtesy of Coos Bay Departmen't of Community Development.) 
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TABLE C-l 

Geographic Area 1978 Commercial Acreage 

A. Incorporated Cities 

1- Lakeside 12 

2. North Bend 90 

3. Coos Bay 200 

4 . Eastside 1 

5. coquille 65 

6. Myrtle Point 16 

7 . Powers 4 

8. Bandon 34 

TOTAL = 422 

B. Unincorporated Urban Growth Areas 

1- Charleston/Barview (Coos Bay) 
Bunker Hill/Bay park/ 
Hillington/Libby (Coos Bay) 36 

2. Coquille 2 

3. Myrtle Point 0 

4. Powers 0 

5. Bandon 17 

TOTAL = 55 

C. All other Rural Areas (TOTAL) 79 

GRAND TOTAL CA, B & C) 556 
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The separate portions of Table C-l reveal that: 

i. The cities of Coos Bay and North Bend together account for 

over 50% of the existing commercial acreage in the county; 

ii. incorporated cities account for over 75% of the total commer-

cial acreage; 

iii. cities and UGAs account for more than 85% of the total 

commercial acreage. 

Table C-2 shows 1978 co@nercial employment [Source: State Employment 

Division) and projected commercial employment in the year 2000 

[Source: US Army Corps of Engineers, "Coos County, Oregon Economic 

Survey and Analysis" (Unpublished»). 

TABLE C-2 

Commercial Employment 1978 2000 

Contract Construction 850 1020 

Trade 4400 8100 

Finance, Insurance & Real Estate 850 1100 

Services 2925 6000 

TOTAL CO~ll~ERCIAL EMPLOYMENT 9025 16220 

Table C-3 displays the Portland State University population estimates 

for 1978 and 2000 (as derived for UGA's by Coos County Planning 

Department). The year 2000 figure is the "High" estimate provided 

by PSU (See Population & Housing Sections for further discussion). 

t.: 
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TABLE C-3 

AREA ESTIMATED POPULATION 

Cities 1978 2000 

Lakeside 1580 2300 

North Bend 10,300 15,000 

Coos Bay 15,300 23,000 

Eastside 1680 2330 

Coquille 4700 6020 

Myrtle Point 3000 4370 

Powers 975 1340 

Bandon 2450 4390 

'rOTALS (Ci ties) 39,985 58,750 

Unincorporated Areas 

Urban Growth Areas 

Charleston/Barview 2645 3530 

Bunker Hill/Bay Park/Millington 2635 3110 

Coquille 676 1010 

Myrtle Point 100 l45 

Powers o o 

Bandon 248 359 

SUBTOTALS (UGA's) 6304 8154 

All Other Rural Areas 25,606 

Estimated Population 

1978 2000 

'l'OTALS (Unincorporated) 33,760 

GRAND TOTALS - COUNTY-WIDE 63,200 92,510 
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B. Calculations 

1. Alternative Methods for Projecting Need 

Two alternatives are worth considering for determining need, 

although each is based on the assumption that an existing 

(1978) ratio will remain the same to the year 2000. 

a. Commercial Employees per Commercial Acre 

h. 

'rhis al terna ti ve assumes that the existing ratio of the 

number of commercial acres required to support the current 

number of commercial employees will remain the same to 

the year 2000. This assumption allows a calculation of 

needed additional acreage to be based on employment 

projections for commercial employees. 

The advantage of this alternative is that it can be used 

to account for the larger relative increase in commercial 

employment that has been projected by the Army Corps and 

other studies. The major disadvantage is that this 

method cannot be easily disaggregated for unincorporated 

urban growth areas because employment data is unavailable 

for those areas. 

Population: Commercial Acreage Ratio 

This alternative assumes that this existing ratio will 
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continue to the year 2000, so that needed acreage can be 

calculated based on population projections. 

This method overcomes the previous method's disadvantage, 

because population data has been prepared for highlY 

specific areas of the county. The l t gitima'cy . of UGA 

commercial designations can therefore be more accurately 

checked. 

However, this alternative cannot account for the dis-

proportionately large increase projected in commercial 

uses . [See further discussion in Section II C. "General 

Problems:' 1 

The calculations for each are made in the next section. 

2. EMPLOYEES/ACRE ALTERNATIVE 

Step a. Calculate additional commercial employment 1978-2000 

Subtracting the 1978 total from 

the 2000 total in Table C-2 

yields: 

additional 

7195 employees 

Step b. Calculate existing commercial employees/acre 

Dividing the 1978 total Commercial 

employment (Table C-2) by the grand 

total 1978 commercial acres (Table 

C-l) yields: 16 employees/ac. 
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Step c. Calculate total needed additional commercial acres to 

year 2000 

7195 Dividing Step a. by 

Step b. yields: 16 Empl./ac.= 450 Additional acres 

3. POPULATION: ACREAGE RATIO· ALTERNATIVE 

a. County~wide Method 

Step i. Calculate additional population for 1978~2000 

Subtracting the 1978 total 

from the year 2000 total in 

Table C~3 yields: 29,310 additional persons 

Step ii. Calculate existing population per commercial acre 

Dividing the 1978 total County 

population (Table C~3) by the 

grand total 1978 commercial 

acres (Table C~l) yields: 114 persons/com. acre 

Step iii. Calculate total needed additional commercial land 

(in acres) to the year 2000 

Dividing Step i. by 

Step ii. yields: 

b. Specific Area Method 

257 additional acres 

The same proc·edure used in the county~wide method is 

used here. That is, the existing population 1 commercial 

acreage ratio is calculated for specific areas and then 

is compared to projected growth for each area. The 

results are as follows: 
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AREA RATIO 

(1) Cities 

Lakeside 132:1 

North Bend 115:1 

Coos Bay 77 :1 

Eastside 1680:1 

Coquille 72:1 

Myrtle Point 188:1 

Powers 244:1 

Bandon 72: 1 

(2) Unincorporated Areas 

(a) UGA's 

Char1eston/Barview/ 

Bunker Hill/Bay Park/ 

Millington 147:1 

Coquille 338:1 

Myrtle Point NA 

Powers NA 

Bandon 15:1 

(b) All Other Rural Areas 214:1 

TOTAL 

ADDITIONAL COMMERCIAL 
ACRES NEEDED 

6 

41 

100 

1 

18 

7 

2 

27 

= 202 

9 

1 

NA 

NA 

7 ---

TOTAL = 17 

41 

GRAND TOTAL = 260 
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4. SUMMARY OF PROJECTIONS 

The two alternatives combined project a need for additional 

commercial land to the year 2000 in the range of 250 to 450 

acres. 

Since it would not be appropriate to select one method and 

rely upon it to project commercial needs accurately, (in 

view of the special advantages and disadvantages inherent 

in each method), both methods will be used to give a range 

of rough estimations of need. 

The employers/acre method is expected to give a closer in-

dication of need because it accounts for high commercial 

employmen"t gains. Therefore, the high figure of the 

range (450 acres) is more appropria"te to use for determining 

need. The population to commercial acreage ratio can then 

serve as an indicator of the absolute minimum need for a 

particular geographic area. That is, if the eventual al-

location of commercial designations to a particular area 

falls short of the low range projection, the allocations 

are likely to be insufficient to meet the projected need. 
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C. General Problems With Projecting Commercial Land Use 

Commercial uses are retail and wholesale trade and services that 

constitute the supply side of the local economic market. Their 

growth, and therefore their need for additional land, is dependent 

on at least ~he following major factors: 

i. The health of local industries, especially those that 

export to markets outside Coos County, will affect the 

amount of employ~ent (and unemployment) in the area. 

Sudden unemployment in the forest products industry, for 

example, produces a chain reaction in all sectors; workers 

laid off from their jobs usually tend to reduce or d'efer 

retail expenditures they would otherwise have made, and 

sometimes must move out of the area to find Jcb$. 

ii. The health of the national economy affects not only export 

industries, as noted above, but local commercial enter-

prises as well. For example, in a period of relatively 

high interest rates on borrowing, retail enterprises often 

defer expansion (that would create construction jobs). 

Potenti al home buyers either defer purchase or ca~nnot 

qualify for loans. The resulting is new unemployment in 

the housing construction trade and associated businesses 

(such as plumbing, electrical work, and lumber sales). 

iii. The size of the local population markedly affects the type 

of commercial uses found in that area. As Coos County's 

population increases, the greater market size attracts 

new businesses to the area that formerly were located only 

in larger trade areas (such as Eugene and Portland). The 

result is that more local income is spent locally, generating 
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new employment not only in the new businesses and in con-

struction trades, but also creating "Spinoff" employment 

to a lesser extent throughout the entire local economy. 

This di.scussion suggests that simple stright-line trend analysis 

is very risky and highly subject to change that cannot be predicted 

accurately. It is possible to project a future reduction of Coos 

County's "Trade Drain" to the Eugene/Portland market area because 

.the County's projected population increase is likely to create a 

local market size large enough to attract new retail businesses 

that formerly were located outside the county.' 

However, these general estimations cannot legitimately be used to 

project in any detail what the reduction in the trade drain will 

mean in terms of eventual land needs. 

The simple methods used to give a good rule-of-thumb estimation of 

need, but they cannot be used to confer a high degree of accuracy 

on eventual commercial land designations for specific areas. 

adibble
Typewritten Text
Volume I Part 2	276



III. SITE DESIGNATION PROCESS 

A. General Discussion 

Determining which sites in the county are most appropriate for 

cooonercial designation requires a consideration of three separate 

processes. 

• 

• 

• 

First, it is important to determine the general types of 

areas within the county that are most appropriate for con-

sideration. Part B explores the distinctions between urban 

and rural levels or cownercial development, and considers 
, 

the special circumstances of existing rural commercial uses 

outside rural centers. 

Second, the plan should specify the types of uses expected 

to occur in each area, since uses that are appropriate for one 

area may not be appropriate for another area. Part C out-

lines a general schedule of uses to fulfill this requirement. 

Third, there must be a process for designating specific 

sites (in unincorporated areas) for commercial use, based on 

criteria that allow consideration of each site's suitability 

and compatibility with surrounding uses. Part D outlines 

those criteria and a method for designating specific sites. 

B. General Area Selection 

Commercial uses can be categorized in part according to their 

location and the type of market they serve. At the most basic 

level, commercial uses can be distinguished as being either 

urban or rural. This simple distinction serves well to describe 
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those uses that occur in citie~ and unincorporated urban growth 

areas (UGA's). With few exceptions, uses located in urban areas 

serve urban markets (as well as rural markets) and can therefore 

be considered urban level uses. 

The distinction is not as simple or clear for rural areas. 

:i." Rural centers (see Rural Housing, 4.3.6, "restricted defin-
i tion") 

have historically developed to serve as social and commercial 

focal points. fer their environs. Usually the comlnercial 

uses within them are oriented ·toward serving rural neighbor-

hoods although there are occasionally other uses (such as 

restaurants, craft shops and the like) that serve much wider 

areas or also serve tourists and travelers. 

ii. Some commercial develojJment has occurred outside UGA's 

(prior to the imposition of zoning requirements) that 

serves urban markets even though located. in a rural area. 

Commercial designations would not be appropriate or justifiable 

in all parts of the county because they may occasionally be in-

compatible with adjacent uses or exceed the carrying capacity 

of the local transportation system. Nevertheless, it is appro-

priate to identify the following general areas for some extent 

of commercial designation in the plan: 

i. Cities and Urban Growth Areas. 

Host intensive commercial uses will desire to loc",te near 

municipalities because of the proximity and size of the urban 

market. 

IS"' 
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ii. J\ural Centers 

'['hese areas provide important limited commercial shopping 

areas for their residents and their surrounding rural 

areas; they are designated "Ru.ral Center", which allows 

for a variety of commercial, community and residential 

uses. 

iii. Existing dispersed rural sites. 

By definition, these are legally established commercial 

uses outside cities, UGA's, and Rural Centers. Their 

designation as "commercial" rather than as "non-conforming" 

will help the County ensure that the integrity of vested 

property rights are given maximum protection. 

iv. Rural residential sites for ne'ighborhood stores 

Although rural centers will provide commercial shopping 
opportunities in certain rural areas, many rural areas 
still remain a considerable distance from necessary 
convenience shopping places. This problem could be 
overcome by allowing neighborhood convenience stores 
as a con,di tional use wi thin areas designated rurai 
residential. The most impo~tant criteria for approving 
the conditional use would likely be whether the neigh-
borhood convenience store would be (o'r could be made) 
compatible .lith the surrounding residential area. 

-16-
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C. General Schedule of Uses 

1. Cities and Urban Growth Areas 

For these areas, all wholesale and retail trade and services 

would be appropriate to serve the urban market areas. (The 

zoning ordinance may discriminate among those uses that are 

appropriate in some zones but not in others.) 

2.. Rural Centers 

The following uses would enable these areas to fulfill their 

role: 

a. Neighborhood stores. and services, where such uses are 

intended, for the most part, to serve the Rural Center 

and its environs; 

b. Tourist/traveler stores and services; 

c. Existing (develo~ed) commercial uses. 

3. Existing dispersed commercial development 

By definition, these are identified sites outside cities, 

UGA's and Rural Centers where commercial development has 

previously been legally established. 

4. Home Occupation 

This is a type of use that would not be designated commercial 

but nevertheless deserves recognition because of its legitimacy 

as a "quasi-commercial" use. To ensure that each property 

so used remains residential in appearance while allowing the 

maximum use of the property for "in-home" businesses, the 

\' I 
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following criteria would be appropriate: 

i. In rural areas, any building on the premises could be 

used for a horne occupation. 

ii. In cities and urban growth areas, only dwellings could 

be utilized for horne occupations. 

iii No retail sales would be permitted to take place on 

premises. 

iv. The horne accupation would not be permitted to generate 

traffic beyond the carrying capacity of the street or 

road providing access to the property. 

v. No sign would be permitted larger than 4 square feet. 

Such a sign would only be used to identify the existence 

of the horne occupation. 

·vi. Other than an identification sign less then 4 square feet, 

no outward appearance as a commercial use would be permitted. 

D. Specific site Selection 

1. Criteria 

The suitability, compatibility, and locational requirements 

can be considered in two categories; those that commercial 

users would typically desire and those typically imposed by 

a plan and its implementing ordinances. 

i. Desirable suitability and loeational requirements. 

Usually, sites must be relatively flat with few structural 

or drainage problems. The location must be within reason-

able proximity to the market area and must have good 

transportation acces~. Frontage (and therefore visibility) 

along a major collector, minor arterial, or "frontage" 
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road must normally be possible unless the u"e is 

located within a larger shopping center. 

Rural centers generally meet these suitability and 

locational requirements: if no sites are available 

for a proposed commercial use, an area contiguous 

to the rural center boundary, which otherwise meets 

these requirements, could be re-designated and re-

zoned "Rural Center" if need for an appropriate use 

can be shown. 

ii. Typically imposed compatibility requirements. 

Because of their intensity, commercial uses often create 

compatibility problems with adjacent uses. Although 

aesthetic appearance is an occasional problem,the most 

common problem is associated with the automobile traffic 

generated by a commercial use. 

Traffic problems create noise and air pollution for neighboring 

residences, reduce the efficiency of arterials in providing 

mobility for "through-traffic" and can create parking shortages 

for uses adjacent to the commercial use. A zoning ordinance 

could respond to these possible problems by, for example, re-

quiring a specific number of off-street parking spaces per square 

foot of commercial building or per employee . 

. The ~ite selection process can also alleviate some of the expected 

problems by limiting the designation of commercial along certain 

arterials and by prohibiting or restricting "spot" designations 

of single commercial sites in areas generally proposed for residen-

.tial. use. 

-19-
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2. Process 

The actual process for selecting specific sites relies on the 

criteria discussed previously as applied to citizen pref-

erences expressed in the 1979 "Winter Workshop" citizen in-

volvement process. The sites proposed for commercial desig-

nation can then be compared to the rough estimating methods 

proposed in Section II to check whether the amount of proposed 

commercial acreage falls within the suggested ranges. 

Rural Centers on the other hand have been defined by tightly 

drawn boundaries which may not provide sufficient vacant land 

for further commercial growth. As noted above, if need can 

be shown, contiguous parcels might be rezoned to allow for 

growth. In the case of Rural Centers, it is difficult to 

arrive at meaningful estimates of future needs. Therefore, 

it is considered more reasonable to draw tight boundaries 

and make findings of need on a case-by-case basis. 

-20-
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1. 
 

Gross County-wide Housing Needs 

1.1 
 

Introduction 

In the comprehensive planning process, findings on demographic trends are generally 
followed by the determination of housing needs.  Housing is the aspect of the plan most 
strongly affected by factors of demographic change such as age/sex structure and 
migration.  Housing needs must be satisfied through appropriate zoning. 

 
1.2 
 

Methodology 

 
 

Process for estimating additional housing needs to year 2000 

Following population projections, the next logical stage in the planning process can be 
represented diagrammatically as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Step 1: 
 
 
 
 
Step 2: 
 
 
 
 
Step 3: 
 
 
 
 
Step 4:  
 
 
 
 
This process is based on that followed by the State Department of Commerce (Housing 
Division) in the report, "housing Market Analysis Situation Report, Coos County, 
Oregon," (7-1-79).   The report's findings are county-wide and it makes no attempt to 
separate cities from unincorporated areas.  However, its basic assumptions and methods 
can be applied in this analysis with appropriate adjustments where data is not available. 

 
 
 
 
 

Population 
Estimates 

Subtract 1% for 
group living 

Apply household 
size factor 

Project household 
size 

Calculate vacant 
units (by tenure) 

Project vacancy rates 
(by tenure) 

Calculate total 
housing needs 
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1.3 Projection of Estimated Housing Needs to Year 2000 
 
 1.3.1 

Year 

Step 1: Estimation of (Decreasing) Share of Unincorporated Population 
 

The demographics section of the Plan projects 5-yar increment population figures 
for the unincorporated County, as shown below, based on the concept that the 
unincorporated share of population will continue its historic decline based on a 
linear regression analysis of 1940-1980 trends. 

 
 
Selected Population Projection and Unincorporated Share 
 

Total County Population Unincorporated Areas 
Population Share % 

    
1985 70,400 27,808 39.5 
1990 76,700 29,530 38.5 
1995 84,200 31,575 37.5 
2000 92,000 33,672 36.6 

 
 
1.3.2 Step 2: Deduction for Persons in "Group Living" Quarters 
 

A standard 1% is deducted from the total population at each date for persons living in 
group quarters (school or college dormitories, temporary workers' quarters, armed service 
personnel, etc.).  This factor is customarily used to estimate this proportion of the 
population where no more reliable data is readily available. 

 
1.3.3 

   Rural

Step 3: Projection of Household Size 
 

The average (county-wide) household size is used as the factor to convert total population 
to the number of dwellings required to house that population. 
 
U.S. Census data comparing historical household size county-wide and within the 
unincorporated areas follows: 
 

1960 - County-wide  - 3.28 Persons/Household 
   Unincorporated  - 3.42 " " 
 

1970 - County-wide  - 3.08 " " 
1

   Rural

   - 3.13 " " 
 

1980 - County-wide  - 2.65 " " 
135

                                                           
1 Census definition of urban/rural does not coincide with city/unincorporated.  unincorporated communities 
with over 2500 population are included in "urban". 
 

   - 2.71 " " 
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These figures illustrate two important features of household size: 
 
 1. Household size is declining 
 
 2. Household size is slightly greater historically in the unincorporated areas. 
 
It may be assumed that household size is declining in unincorporated areas at the same 
rate as it is county-wide for the same reasons: 
 
 1. There is a trend toward smaller families 
 

2. Greater proportions of households are now single-person households 
(Housing Division, op. cit. above). 

 
The county-wide decline from 1970 to 1980 was 14%.  If that rate of decline were to 
continue every decade, the result in the year 2000 would be an average household size of 
less than 2 persons per household.  Further analysis, however, suggests that the rate of 
decline will begin to ease and then level off by the year 2000. 
 
The reason for this lies in the age structure of the population.  The last several decades 
have comprised a rapid rate of new household formation by the "baby boom" generation 
born after World War II.  (See discussion in Inventory Section 4.1, "Demographics", on 
changes in the age structure of the population.)  Any period of more rapid household 
formation will tend to result in a gradually declining average household size, provided 
there is not an increase in the birth rate at the same time.  Birth rates have been generally 
declining slowly or remaining static all over the nation since the 1950's.  Another factor 
leading to generally smaller households is the increasing number of single-person 
households in the population.  As the "baby Boom" generation has more children, 
however, the decreasing trend in household size will slacken.  Over time, the influence of 
this generation's having families will tend to counter the previous trend. 
 
The State Housing Division indicated in a 1979 study that county-wide household size 
was expected to continue to decline until it reached a minimum level of about 2.55 
persons/household, at which point it was expected to level off and remain roughly 
constant.  The most recent (Ed Schaefer, personal conversation 3/27/84) PSU-CPRC 
estimate puts county-wide household size in the year 2000 at 2.38 persons per household.  
PSU used Bonneville Power Administration's (BPA) latest projected "headship" rates and 
applied them to the age/sex structure of the PSU forecasted population for Coos County.  
The result is slightly lower than the BPA estimate because PSU is county-specific on 
calculating age/sex net migration, while BPA uses simply a state-wide figure. 
 
Since household size has historically been slightly larger in the unincorporated areas, it is 
necessary to adjust the county-wide figures.  For the sake of consistency, it is assumed 
that the difference will be the average of 1970 & 1980, or .06 persons per household.  
Household size in unincorporated areas can therefore be expected to decline to 2.44 
persons per household by the year 2000, based on the latest PSU projection of the year 
2000 (county-wide persons/household [2.38] plus .06 persons/household). 
 
Results of steps 1, 2, and 3 are shown in Table 1 below. 
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Table 1: 
 

Gross Housing Needs, Unincorporated Coos County, Year 2000 

Year Population 
projection 

Minus 1% for 
Group Living 

Projected Average 
Household Size 

Projected Number of 
households 

     
2000 33,672 33,335 2.44 13,662 
 
 
1.3.4 
 

Step 4: Adjustment to allow for appropriate vacancy rates 

In any determination of housing needs, a certain additional number will be required to 
compensate for low vacancy rates.  The vacancy rates for housing for sale was    ¼% in 
1980.  This is an acceptable level to maintain freedom of choice in the housing market.  
The vacancy rate for rentals in 1980 was 8/7%.  Historical vacancy rates are shown in 
Table 2 below. 

 
Table 2. 
 

Historical Vacancy Rates, Coos County, 1960-80 

Year 1960 1970 1980 
Owner Occupied 1.45% 1.13% 1.4% 
Rented 10.0% 7.64% 9.5% 
 Source:  U.S. Census 
 

Based on these figures, projected vacancy rates can be presumed to be an average of the 
historical rate of 1960-1980 or 

 
  Owner/occupied = 1.3% 
  Rental   = 9.0% 
 

Vacancy rates in unincorporated areas are presumed to be the same as the county-wide 
rates. 

 
According to the State Housing Division, an acceptable vacancy rate for rentals is about 
5%.  A higher rental vacancy rate is required because migrants from other areas most 
frequently have to rent when moving into the area.  If rental vacancies are scarce, 
hardship results.  At any one time, renters are a more mobile group than owner-occupiers, 
since renters tend to move on to better accommodations or to look for other employment 
more frequently than owners. 

 
At any time, there is also a miscellaneous category of vacant dwellings which are 
unavailable for some reason.  These might be awaiting demolition, abandoned, or 
undergoing repair or remodeling.  The State Housing Division estimated that 250 
dwellings county-wide were vacant and unavailable in 1978 (the figure used in the 
previous effort toward Plan acknowledgement).  That figure represented a considerable 
reduction over previous years and reflected the tight housing market at that time.  The 
1980 Census data show a sharp increase back to more traditional levels (1560 county-
wide).  It is assumed that this miscellaneous category stays at a constant percentage of the 
total number of households as at 1980 through the planning period, or 2.7%.  It is also 
assumed that a small number of these homes passes out of the housing stock through 
demolition or dereliction each year.  Insufficient data precludes quantifying this portion 
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with any certainty.  By maintaining an adequate housing supply, however, these losses 
are automatically compensated. 

 
The percentage of homes which are owner-occupied in the unincorporated areas is 
derived from the 1980 Census and is assumed to remain the same (78.1%).  This factor is 
used to apportion the total number of households by tenure in order to arrive at the 
estimated number of vacancies. 

 
Results of Step 4 are shown in Table 3 below: 

 
Table 3. 

 

Additional Housing Required in Unincorporated Areas to Maintain Standard 
Vacancy Rates 

Assumption
 

:  78.1% of unincorporated housing is owner-ocupied 

Year Total number 
of households 
(Table 1) 

Projected vacancy 
rates 

Number of vacant units 

  Owner-
occupied 

Rental Owner-
occupied 

Rental Nonavailable Total 

2000 13,662 1.3% 9.0% 139 269 369 777 
 
 
1.3.5   
 

Step 5: Projection of Total Unincorporated Housing Needs to Year 2000 

 The total gross housing needs for unincorporated Coos County are estimated below in 
Table 4.  The estimates are a combination of needs generated by increasing population, 
decreasing household size and appropriate vacancy rates, as shown in Steps 3 and 4. 

 
Table 4. 
 

Projected Housing Needs, Unincorporated Coos County, Year 2000 

Year Occupied Housing Units Vacant Housing Units Total Inventory 
1980* 9,445 583 10,028 
2000 13,662 777 14,439 
*U.S. Census data 
 
1.3.6 
 

Adjusting Housing Needs 

 The gross housing needs projection indicates that a total of 4,411 additional dwellings 
will be needed between 1980 and 2000

 

 to accommodate future population growth and 
changes in household size and to provide for sufficient vacancies.  (14,439 - 10,028 from 
Table 4) 

1.3.7 
 

Discussion of Patterns of Tenure 

 The total number of households is broken down into owner-occupied and renters on the 
basis of 1980 proportion (78.1% owner-occupied).  This assumes that the 1980 figure 
will remain constant.  It is altogether possible that this may change, however.  It can be 
assumed that very few homes in the unincorporated areas are built specially as rentals.  
The conspicuous exception to this statement occurs in certain urbanized areas (for 
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example, outside Coos Bay in the Bunker Hill area where some apartment complexes can 
be found).  Elsewhere, homes tend to pass from owner-occupation to rentals over time, 
often as the original owners build a new home and retain the other home as a rental.  
Thus, the plan does not imply by its breakdown by tenure that there is any practical 
means of ensuring that a certain number of rentals will be provided throughout the 
county.  However, the Plan can be provided (by appropriate zoning, facility provision) for 
satisfying the need for purpose-built rentals.  For the rest of the County, it can be 
assumed that individual choices and economic forces will dictate the future patterns of 
tenure. 

 
1.3.8 
 

Exogenous Forces 

 Demand for housing in Coos County is directly affected by national housing trends.  This 
is so because the local economy is still largely dependent on the lumber and wood 
products industry for employment.  High mortgage interest rates and the uncertainty 
about their direction in the longer term have severely restricted national housing demand 
over the past several years.  This in turn has meant a slackening of demand for lumber, 
plywood, and other wood products used by the housing industry, and has resulted in a 
corresponding prolonged local recession.  These same high interest rates have also 
strengthened the position of the U.S. dollar because of the attractiveness of the rates to 
foreign investors, who have been pouring money into the U.S. financial markets.  The 
resulting strong U.S. dollar means industries (such as the Coos County timber industry) 
would wish to export to the international markets are being priced right out of those 
markets. 

 
 Economists  normally would label these factors as "exogenous", or being outside or 

external to the local economy, with the implication that nothing at the local level can 
affect such factors.  In face, while the local area can do little to change national interest 
rates (other than, say, campaigning for meaningful reductions in the federal budget 
deficit), the community can enhance its relationship with the national economy through a 
conscious effort to restructure the local economy.  This plan embodies one of the means 
selected, which is a careful, optimistic effort toward diversifying and expanding local 
economic activities away from dependence on one or two industries.  The population 
projections and housing need forecasts in this plan have been coordinated with policy 
choices at the local level about employment structure at the end of the planning period. 
The projections, which result, are thus not

 

 what a disinterested observer might guess 
would happen if "things just sort of keep going the way they are."  Instead, the 
projections represent the hopes and plans of the local citizenry for a healthy and vigorous 
economic future. 
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2. Housing Needs - Overview 
 
2.1 
  

Introduction 

 The Statewide Housing Goal (#10) requires cities and counties throughout Oregon to 
"provide for the housing needs of the State."  It further requires: 

 
1. An inventory of "buildable lands"; that is "lands in urban and urbanizable

 

 areas 
that are suitable, available, and necessary for residential use" (emphasis added). 

2. Provision of housing at price and rent levels that makes it affordable by local 
citizens. 

 
3. Flexibility and variety in housing location, housing types and residential 

densities. 
 
The definition of "buildable lands" explicitly places the burden of providing land for 
housing primarily on the cities, either within their city limits or within appropriate urban 
growth areas.  Coos County's statutory responsibility is twofold: 
 
1. To coordinate urban growth area designations to provide for necessary land for 

housing outside city limits. 
 
2. To ensure, through the coordination process, that cities meet their primary 

responsibility for housing needs. 
 
The County recognizes a need for rural homesites, and had earlier adopted a "Rural 
Housing Exception" based on many factors, including citizen preferences as modified by 
a many faceted suitability analysis.  Under threat of enforcement action by LCDC - 
including a widespread moratorium on building permits and a loss to the County of over 
$600,000 in revenue - Coos County has now regretfully chosen to fulfill the need for 
dwelling units only in areas acceptable to LCDC.  These areas, as described and 
documented in subsequent sections, are now limited t identified "committed" lands (as 
infill development) and to resource lands where dwellings are allowed under very limited 
circumstances.  This approach ensures that Coos County takes on part

 

 of the 
responsibility for housing needs, which involve finding suitable land, providing for 
affordable housing, and ensuring availability in housing, "location, type and density."  
This overview documents how the coordinated plans of Coos County and its cities 
combine to provide for these needs. 

Three distinct kinds of areas are recognized, and each fulfills housing needs in different 
ways: 
 
1. 
 

Cities 

2. 
 

Urban Growth Areas 

3. 
 

Unincorporated Rural Coos County 

The following narrative discusses how each of these areas fulfills housing needs for the 
entire County. 
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2.2 
 

Population Growth and County-wide Gross Housing Needs 

Section 1.3 relates population growth to overall housing needs.  Average household size 
is found to be declining (Section 1.3.3) and overall vacancy rates exist at normal levels.  
These factors are introduced into the analysis to arrive at total housing needs.  It has been 
determined that a total of 4,411 dwelling units will be needed to meet housing needs 
throughout the unincorporated portion of the County (Table 4).  Of this amount, 974 d.u. 
are allocated to the unincorporated areas of Charleston/Barview and Bunker 
Hill/Millington/Libby and the urban growth areas of Bandon, Coquille, and Myrtle Point 
(See Section 2.4.3). 

 
2.3 
 

City Plans 

The cities in Coos County have each conducted a buildable lands survey and have 
adopted policies appropriate to comply with Goal #10 requirements.  These projections 
have been fully coordinated with total County population projections (see Urbanization 
elements and respective city plans), and have been acknowledged by LCDC. 

 
2.4 
 

Urban Growth Areas 

2.4.1 
 

Housing Goal Requirements in U.G.A.'s 

Coordination is required between city plans and the county plan to ensure that 
housing needs which cannot be met within city limits can be met in Urban 
Growth Areas.  The County implements a joint plan for the urban growth areas 
until any part of these becomes annexed. 
 
The primary implementing mechanism used by the County is two "Urban 
Residential" zones (R-1 and R-2); these zones allow a minimum lot size of 1 acre 
where no urban level sewer and water services are available.  Standard urban lots 
of 8,000 square feet or 5,000 square feet are permitted upon provision of urban-
level sewer and/or water services.  One difference between the two zones is that 
mobile homes are permitted outright in one (R-2), while in the other, special 
design standards would have to be met.  In addition, mobile home parks would be 
allowed under a conditional use permit in the R-2 zone.  The other important 
feature of the R-2 zone is that it allows Planned Unit Developments. 
 
Specific planning coordination agreements between cities and the County are 
stated in the respective Urban Growth Management Agreements.  Agreements on 
public facility extension ensure that urban density housing may be provided in a 
timely manner to meet the needs of cities' growth. 

 
4.2.2 

 

Charleston/Barview & Bunker Hill/Libby/Millington Urban Growth Areas: 
Special County Responsibility 

 These areas are urban and urbanizing unincorporated communities which lie 
immediately to the southwest and southeast, respectively, of the City of Coos 
Bay City Limits.  Since the City of Coos Bay has determined that it has no need 
for an urban growth area outside its city limits, these communities are treated as 
separate urbanizing areas which generate their own population and housing 
growth and which may require separate urban growth areas (see Urbanization 
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element for thee communities).  The previous Plan effort argued that the County 
has responsibility for Goal #10 requirements that must be met in these 
communities in the same way as the individual cities address their own needs.  
Since that time, LCDC has concluded that the County has no such 
responsibilities. 

 
2.4.3 
 

Determination of Housing Needs for "Urbanized" and "Urbanizing" Areas 

 Two census districts (Charleston and Bunker Hill) include the two major areas of 
urbanizing development in the unincorporated county.  Other smaller areas 
include the unincorporated portions of Bandon, Coquille, and Myrtle Point.  The 
previous plan effort allocated a total of 974 dwelling units to the UGA's, as 
explained more fully in the urbanization elements for the cities and for 
Charleston/Barview and Bunker Hill/Libby/Millington (Bay Area Urbanization 
Report).  The table below shows the coordinated dwelling unit projections that 
have been allocated to each area for the year 2000. 

 
Table 5. 
 

Allocation of Future Housing Growth to Urban/Urbanizing Areas 

Urban Growth Areas Dwelling Units 
  
Charleston/Barview 445 
Bunker Hill/Libby/Millington 278 
Coquille 150 
Bandon 80 
Myrtle Point  21 
  
Total 974 
 
3. RESERVED 
 
4. 
 

Rural Housing 

4.1 
 

Introduction 

 4.1.1  Definitions  
 

Rural Housing

 

 - All dwellings within unincorporated areas and outside and 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). 

Rural Residential

 

 - Those dwellings and types of residential land use that are 
located: 

a. within the unincorporated area of Coos County, and 
 
b. outside an existing UGB. 
 
Rural Center - A named developed area providing some essential services to the 
surrounding rural area, containing (at least) a store or other commercial use plus 
a school, church or grange hall. 
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4.1.2 

 

Statutory Requirements:  Relationship of Rural Housing to Resource 
Management 

 The process of planning for future rural housing growth is intimately related to 
the process of planning for resource management.  This relationship stems from 
both practical and legal considerations. 

 
 Most land development and conservation actions arise as a response to pressure 

for change.  The most common types of resource land, agricultural and forest 
land, have been viewed historically as the raw land base for residential, industrial 
and commercial development, and therefore, are the types of land most likely to 
experience the most severe pressures for change.   From the practical standpoint, 
conserving and protecting this raw land base does two things:  1) it ensures the 
continuance of the agriculture and forestry economic sectors, and 2) it enables 
the selection of more efficient rural development patterns. 

 
Legal parameters are provided by the Statewide Agricultural Lands and Forest 
Lands Goals (#3 and #4, respectively) and by LCDC's Administrative Rules.  
The goals 1) require lands with soils in SCS classes I-IV (and other farmlands) to 
be preserved and placed in an "exclusive farm use" (EFU) zone, and 2) require 
the conservation of forest lands for forest uses.  Whenever such lands are not 
conserved and protected, a governing body is required to prove through a goal 
exception procedure that such lands are either: 
 

1. No longer available for resource production because they are 
either physically developed

 

 or built upon or irrevocably 
committed to urban or rural uses and cannot be reclaimed for 
forest or farm uses; or 

2. Needed for non-resource uses. 
 

Coos County has now withdrawn its previously adopted goal exception for 
category 2 above as applied to rural residential lands, based on a clear indication 
that LCDC will simply not accept any arguments for a goal exception based on 
need.  Instead, Coos County has adopted a goal exception for "Committed 
Lands" as defined 1) in general in LCDC Administrative Rule #660-04-028 and 
2) in more detail within this inventory document. 

 
4.2 RESERVED 
 
4.3 
 

Analysis of "Committedness" of Rural Housing 

 4.3.1 
 

Introduction 

Although both LCDC Goal #2, "Exceptions", and the LCDC administrative rules 
for goal exceptions were revised to recognize the special circumstances involving 
areas that are "physically developed" or "irrevocably committed" to a non-
resource use, neither the goal nor the rules define the two terms except to say that 
their meaning "will depend on the situation..." at the site and at adjacent areas.  In 
a broad sense, the terms can be defined to mean that one or more of the following 
conditions exists: 
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1. There is actual physical coverage of the land with structures to the point 
that little open land remains ("physically developed"); 

 
2. The concentration of dwelling units present is substantial enough to 

interfere with standard commercial farming and forestry practices 
("irrevocably committed"); 

 
3. The land has already been divided into such small parcel size that the 

consolidation or assemblage of parcels in sized large enough to permit 
efficient resource production is no longer possible ("irrevocably 
committed"). 

 
The first step in the process of identifying areas that are "physically developed" and 
"irrevocably committed" to residential development (hereafter simply referred to as 
"committed areas") is to select precise practical criteria which define committed areas in 
terms of the three conditions listed above. 

 
4.3.2 
 

Procedure for Identifying "Committed Areas" 

In the County's first effort toward Plan acknowledgement (rejected selectively by 
LCDC), "Committed Areas" were identified by mapping the existing (1978) pattern of 
individual tax lots and superimposing the location of existing dwellings as determined by 
the Coos County Land Use Inventory (1978).  This work was done at the scale of 1" = 
800 feet, which enabled all tax lots and the location of dwellings to be identified 
precisely.  An initial assumption was made that a 10-acre parcel was the realistic 
minimum

 

 lot size upon which resource production (farming or forestry) could occur.  
(Although farm and forest uses can and do occur on smaller parcels, the resource use 
tends to be sporadic and indistinguishable from the use of the property as residential.)  
Thus, parcels that were generally less than  10 acres in size were equated with being lost 
to resource production and were therefore considered available for rural housing (see 
"Agricultural Lands" and "Forest Lands" chapter for rationale).  Based on this guiding 
assumption, the following criteria were used to delineate the boundaries of potential 
"committed areas". 

1. Generally, potentially "committed areas" consist of parcels less than 10 acres. 
 
2. However, developed parcels of  10-20 acres were included if they bordered on at 

least two sides smaller developed parcels. 
 
3. Undeveloped parcels of 10-20 acres were included only if they bordered on at 

least three sides smaller developed parcels. 
 
4. In general, the amount of vacant land within a potential "committed area" 

averages about 25% of the total area.  Vacant land substantially exceeds 255 only 
where there is a developed, legally established subdivision in which many lots 
remain unimproved.  According to State law (ORS 92.205-245), the sale of a 
single lot is a sufficient criterium to consider the subdivision developed.  
Therefore, it is de facto a "committed area". 
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The rationale for including larger lots in committed areas, even when undeveloped, was 
that such are highly impractical to use for resource production due to close proximity to 
residential areas 

 
As an additional check on the validity of each potential "committed area," data was 
developed for the following factors: 
 
1. Gross residential density, 
 
2. Percentage of coverage by residential uses. 
 
The data was obtained as follows: 
 
1. Gross Residential Density.

 

  This was calculated for each potential "committed 
area" by dividing the area's total acreage by the number of dwelling units 
(A/DU). 

2. Percentage of Residential Coverage.

 

  This is the inverse of the gross density and 
was figured by dividing the number of dwelling units in the study area by the 
area's total acreage, and then multiplying the result by 100%.  The resulting 
figure gives an indication of the actual physical coverage of land, assuming that 
each dwelling unit and accessory uses occupy one acre. 

If the gross residential density was greater than one dwelling t every 10 acres, or if the 
percentage of residential coverage was greater than 10%, an area qualified as a 
"committed use"  See "Spatial Characteristic Matrix" below 
 

Table 10. Spatial Characteristics Matrix 
 

Gross Residential 
Density (Acres/DU) 

% of Residential Coverage 
(du/ac x 100%) 

Level of Commitment 
to Residential Use 

Exception Required 

    
<1.9 50-100% "Physically Developed Committed 
2.0-9.9 10-49% Irrevocably Committed Committed 
>10.0 0-9% Available for resource 

production 
 
Full Findings 

 
 
 
 

Other Criteria 

In order to identify these "committed areas", certain additional characteristics and 
patterns were also considered.  They are as follows: 
 
1. Types and availability of public services.

 

  If public water or sewer are available, 
the area is likely losing (or has lost) its resource related character and is a prime 
candidate for inclusion as a "committed area". 

2. Clustering patterns.  If the study area includes small existing subdivisions as well 
as a number of parcels each larger than 10 acres so that the average parcel size is 
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less than 10 acres, the clustered areas are separated out where practicable to 
avoid artificially large delineation of non-resource use commitment. 

 
3. Existing farm/forest practices.  If an area of parcels generally less than a 10-acre 

average size is nevertheless engaged in grazing or specialty crop production 
(such as cranberries or Christmas tree farming), the land is in fact available for 
resource production.  The use of air photography and the Land Use Inventory 
enables the identification of certain exceptional areas where resource 
management is occurring on a small scale. 

 
It was then possible to identify "committed areas" based on the tests outlined above. 

 
4.3.3 Additional Committed Areas (1984) 
 
Following LCDC's rejection of portions of the County's original rural housing goal exception, the 
Planning Commission relaxed its definition and criteria for defining committed areas so as to 
follow more closely the guidance given by LCDC staff.  At the same time, however, the Planning 
Commission also made new detailed findings for all

Acres 

 committed areas (using revised study-area 
boundaries) based on the factors required by OAR 660-04-028(2).  Findings and conclusions 
based on these factors are included as Appendix D of this inventory. 
 
The results are summarized below: 
 

1984 Changes 
16,911 Original committed area total from adopted plan 
+3,339 Full exception acreage (from original exception) changed at DLCD suggestion 

to committed status 
+726 Resource land reviewed at DLCD suggestion and subsequently changed to 

committed status2 
+574 Subdivisions added to committed status 
+618 Full exception acreage (from original exception) to committed status in 

response to citizen requests 
-89 Cranberry bogs deleted from committed area status 
  
22,082 Total committed areas as revised 
 
 
4.3.4 

                                                           
2 The Planning Commission rejected the 1292 additional acres suggested by DLCD as possibly available 
for commitment because the areas remain suitable for resource production. 

1985 Committed Area Revisions 
 
Following LCDC's selective rejection of Coos County's second attempt at acknowledgement, the 
County again reevaluated certain areas to determine their "committedness".  Areas reviewed 
included not only parcels that had previously been determined to be committed, but also parcels 
that had earlier been justified through adoption of a goal exception based on need. (As explained 
in Section 2.1, the County has withdrawn that goal exception at LCDC's insistence.)  
Additionally, in accordance with Goal #1, "Citizen Involvement", the County reviewed written 
requests for designation of specific parcels as committed. 
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To provide the basis for an acceptable goal exception for land physically or irrevocably 
committed to other uses, the County developed an analysis matrix incorporating relevant factors 
and criteria from LCDC Administrative Rule #660-04-028.  The completed matrices, which 
include conclusions of committedness for qualifying parcels, are attached as Appendix C.  In 
accordance with an understanding with DLCD staff, the matrices display only those earlier 
rejected parcels that have been determined to qualify as committed areas.

 

  Other areas formerly 
designated as "Rural Residential" are now designated in accordance with the most appropriate 
resource designation, generally "Agriculture" or "Forest". 

NOTE:  The County's 1984 committed area findings [Appendix B], which were part of the 
County's second attempt at plan acknowledgement, were applied to large groupings of individual 
parcels.  LCDC's rejection and Coos County's latest (1985) response are parcel-specific.  
Therefore, 

 

the "1984" committed area findings apply only to those parcels that "survived" the 
1984 rejection, and where there are questions or conflicts, the "1985" committed area findings 
take precedence over the "1984" findings. 

4.3.5 Discussion:
 

 Characteristics of "Committed Areas" 

This category encompasses a variety of differing residential land uses in rural areas, including 
scattered subdivisions, linear development along roads, small areas of clustered residences and 
expansive suburban neighborhoods.  Some "committed areas" have official place names and 
possess commercial uses and other community facilities like schools, churches, or water systems.  
These communities function as a focus of activity in the surrounding area and are identified 
below as "Rural Centers".  Other places retain their historic place names, but no longer possess 
the commercial uses and community facilities.  Many of these places (like Randolph or Prosper in 
the Coquille Valley) were historically important communities, but have declined.  In many cases, 
sufficiently dense residential area remains, so these places are considered as "committed areas", 
though they can no longer be identified as "rural centers". 
 
In certain parts of the County, notably along the coast, north and south of Bandon and around the 
Tenmile Lakes, a number of predominantly retirement or recreational developments have 
occurred.  Many such areas are formally recorded and approved subdivisions (e.g., Pacific 
Riviera, north of Bandon).  Other area function essentially as suburban bedroom communities to 
the cities.  Examples are Isthmus Heights near Eastside and the Rink Creek and Shelley Road 
areas near Coquille.  Most other "committed areas" which do not fit the above characterizations 
are simply the result of gradual partition locations all over the County.  In a few cases (e.g.,  
Daniels Creek and Beaver Creek), some agricultural bottom-lands have been divided into small 
parcels.  However, in most other cases forest lands have been divided. 
 
4.3.6 
 

Rural Center Identification Procedure 

Rural Centers are theoretically goal conforming because they are at least "substantially 
committed" to non-resource uses.  A definition of rural centers and criteria for their identification 
are set out below: 
 

A rural community is characterized as an area where a concentration of small homesites 
has occurred around a recognizable central place which provides certain essential 
services.  A rural community is defined as containing at a minimum a school, church or 
grange hall, plus at least one of the following facilities or services:  grocery store, 
automobile service station, community water system, community sewer system.  Rural 
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communities are intended to provide for the continuance of a rural-residential life-style in 
the County. 
 
Existing unincorporated rural communities are intended for the continuation of growth 
with appropriate density residential dwellings and related subordinate commercial 
establishments that provide daily convenience goods and services to the surrounding rural 
area. 

 
This definition provides for a two-part test before rural communities can be designated.  Not only 
should certain facilities and services be present to serve the surrounding community, but there 
should be a recognizable concentration of development or "node".  The intention is to encourage 
development where a named center has historically existed and where services exist and can be 
provided more economically and efficiently in the future. 
 
Named historic population centers are cited in Table 23 which assesses their suitability for 
designation as rural centers based on the current provision of facilities and services. 
 
Based on the criteria listed above, 
 

the following communities are identified as Rural Centers: 

Allegany, Arago, Bridge, Broadbent, Cooston, Dora, Fairview, Glasgow, Greenacres, 
Hauser, and Sumner. 

 
In addition, the following communities are proposed for inclusion as Rural Centers even though 
they technically do not qualify: 
  
 1. Laurel Grove/Fourmile

would enable technical qualification, and because of its extensive linear tourist- 
:  Because a church and a grange hall are nearby that  

commercial development along a major corridor (U.S. 101); 
 
2. Riverton

scale industrial development and is located beside the rural highway connecting  
: Because it has a community water system, it has experienced small  

Bandon and Coquille (State Hwy. 42S). 
 
The communities that meet the requirements for rural centers have a wide range of physical 
characteristics.  Some are densely clustered on a small scale (such as Arago or Riverton) or on a 
larger scale (such as Greenacres or Glasgow); some are essentially linear where the central area is 
simply a crossroads with little development concentration (such as Allegany or Fairview).  Other 
areas exhibit some clustered development at a recognizable center that serves as a social and 
commercial focus for much larger population that is extensively linear with occasional clustering 
(such as Bridge). 
 
The physical boundaries of Rural Centers can be delineated in two  ways: 
 

1. The area encompassed by the commercial service core and all contiguous land 
which is physically developed or substantially committed to rural residential 
uses, or 

 
2. Only the commercial/service core area, plus contiguous high-density residential 

areas (lots predominantly 2 acres or smaller). 
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The more "restricted" definition of Rural Centers is intended to confine future service or 
commercial development to a locality which is already substantially committed to those uses.  
The "broader" definition would provide for service and commercial uses throughout the adjacent 
rural residential area. 
 
Table 12. Potential Rural Communities; Facilities and Services Checklist3

Community 
 

Service 
 School Church Store Station Grange Water Sewer RFPD 

Allegany * * *      
Arago * * * w/ 

store 
   * 

Bridge * * * * * *  * 
Broadbent * * * * *    
Coaledo         
Cooston  * *     * 

Dellwood *        
Dora * * * w/ 

store 
* *  * 

Fairview * * * * *   * 
Gaylord         

Shorewood/Glasgow *  *   *  * 
Gravelford         
Greenacres  * * * * *   * 

Hauser * * * *    * 
McKinley  *   *    
Norway         
Prosper         

Randolph        * 
Remote   *     * 
Riverton  *    *  * 

Saunders Lake   * w/store    * 
Sitkum         
Sumner * * * w/store * *  * 

Laurel Grove Fourmile   * *    * 
 
  

                                                           
3 Coos County Land Use Inventory (1978) 
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North Bayside County Census Division 
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(Acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel Size 

 (ac) ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

          
Shorewood 24.13.27,28,

34,35 
80 55 1.4 1.2 68.7 13 ------------  

Larson Slough 24.13.25 35 .4 8.7 6.8 11.4 8 11  
Sunny Hill 24.13.13,14,

23,24 
672 209 3.2 2.5 31.1 155 ------------  

Templeton 
Ridge 

24.13.13 193 .30 6.4 5.4 15.5 30 12  

North Slough 24.13.14,15 46 .33 1.4 1.2 71.7 7 -----------  
North Slough 
Road 

24.13.12 35 .11 3.2 3.2 31.4 ------------ -----------  

Hauser/Saunders 
Lake 

23.13.35 
24.13.1,2,11 

573 .443 1.3 1.0 129.3 137 ----------- Rural 
Center 

Wildwood Drive 23.13.26,35 103 .32 3.2 2.7 31.1 16 ------------  
Dunesview 
Acres 

23.13.24 45 .28 1.6 1.2 62.2 12 ------------  

Tenmile Creek 23.13.13 45 .79 0.5 0.4 175 45 -------------  
Sunny Cove 23.12.17 58 .16 8.6 2.0 27.5 26 --------------  
Road's End 23.12.8,17 13 14 0.9 0.71 10.8 3 -----------  
Lindross Arm 23.12.9,16 70 27 2.6 1.1 38.6 40 ------------  
Black's Arm 23.12.5 60 .6 10 5.8 10.0 25 ------------  
Black Creek 
Park 

23.12.5 12 .8 1.5 0.6 66.6 7 ------------  

North Lake 23.12.4,9 20 .7 2.8 0.7 35 15 ------------  
                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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N. Bayside County Census Division, Continued 
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

          
North Lake 1 23.12.4 30 .6 5.0 2.3 20 16 -------------  
North Lake 2 23.12.3,10 9 .6 1.5 1.3 66 1 -------------  
Coleman Arm 23.12.22 85 .48 1.8 0.8 56.4 25 -------------  
Palouse Slough 24.12.18 13 .4 3.2 3.2 30.7 ------------ -------------  
Haynes Way 24.12.17,18 54 .13 4.1 3.1 24.1 13 -------------  
Upper North 
Slough 

 
24.12.5,7 

 
215 

 
.25 

 
8.6 

 
5.8 

 
11.6 

 
71 

 
------------- 

 

Majestic Shores 23.12.20,29 89 17 5.2 1.2 19.1 68 ------------  
Sutters Arm 23.12.19,20 94 32 2.9 2.1 34 25 -------------  
Lakeshore Acres 23.12.20,21 167 34 4.9 0.8 20.3 140 -------------  
Sunlake Park 23.12.16 100 45 2.2 0.4 45.0 80 -------------  
Mettman Creek 25.12.6 165 26 6.3 4.1 5.7 58 15  
Kentuck School 25.12.6 45 9 5.0 3.7 20 12 -------------  
Kentuck  Creek 25.12.7 15 7 2.1 2.0 46.6 1 -------------  
 
Glasgow #1 

24.13.35 
25.13.2 

 
212 

 
224 

 
0.9 

 
0.7 

 
105.6 

 
58 

 
------------- 

Rural 
Center 

 
Glasgow #2 

25.13.1,2, 
11,12 

 
161 

 
43 

 
3.7 

 
2.3 

 
26.7 

 
60 

 
------------- 

Rural 
Center 

Haynes Inlet 24.13.35,26 167 75 2.2 2.1 44.9 13 12  
          
Totals       .31  3681 1616 2.3 1.57 43.6 1147 50  
          
          
                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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Eastside - County Census Division 
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

 
Timber Park 25.12.29,30 140 49 2.9 1.7 35 55 -------------  
Cooston (S) 25.12.19 46 11 4.2 3.8 23.9 4 -------------  
 
Carlson Heights 

25.12.7 
25.13.12 

 
122 

 
21 

 
5.8 

 
2.5 

 
17.2 

 
69 

 
------------- 

 

Eastshore 25.13.12 22 11 2 0.6 50 15 -------------  
 
Cooston #1 

 
25.13.13 

 
42 

 
26 

 
1.6 

 
1.3 

 
61.9 

 
7 

 
----------- 

Rural 
Center 

 
Cooston #2 

 
25.13.13 

 
48 

 
16 

 
3.0 

 
2.3 

 
33.3 

 
12 

 
------------- 

Rural 
Center 

 
Cooston #3 

 
25.13.13,24 

 
155 

 
61 

 
2.5 

 
1.6 

 
39.3 

 
60 

 
------------- 

Rural 
Center 

 
Isthmus Hts (S) 

26.13.1,12, 
13,24 

 
1024 

 
368 

 
3.8 

 
2.7 

 
26.2 

 
309 

 
58 

 

 
Isthmus Hts (N) 

26.12.6 
25.12.31 
15.13.36 

 
350 

 
93 

 
3.6 

 
2.0 

 
27.4 

 
160 

 
5 

 

 
Fruitland 

26.13.1 
26.12.6,7 

 
152 

 
25 

 
6.1 

 
4.4 

 
16.4 

 
43 

 
------------ 

 

 
Sumner Road 

26.12.7,17, 
16,18,19,20 

 
548 

 
74 

 
7.4 

 
6.1 

 
13.5 

 
99 

 
63 

 

Wriston Spring 26.12.29,30 123 22 5.6 4.0 17.9 36 -------------  
 
Sun Way 

26.12.20,21, 
28,29 

 
260 

 
38 

 
6.8 

 
4.4 

 
14.6 

 
91 

 
19 

 

                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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Eastside - County Census Division (Continued) 
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

 
Sumner 26.12.29 41 19 2.2 1.7 46.3 9 ------------- Rural 

Center 
Sumner/ 
Fairview Rd. 

 
26.12.33 

 
41.5 

 
7 

 
5.9 

 
4.9 

 
16.9 

 
7 

 
------------- 

 

Upper East Fork 
Millicoma 

24.11.25,26,
36 

 
81 

 
25 

 
3.2 

 
2.6 

 
30.8 

 
17 

 
15 

 

Lower East Fork 
Millicoma 

24.11.33 
25.11.04 

 
50 

 
15 

 
3.3 

 
2.6 

 
30.0 

 
10 

 
------------- 

 

Lower West 
Fork Millicoma 

 
24.11.31 

 
44 

 
14 

 
3.1 

 
2.4 

 
31.8 

 
10 

 
------------- 

 

Upper Kentuck 
Creek 

 
24.12.34 

 
68 

 
10 

 
3.8 

 
4.2 

 
14.7 

 
26 

 
8 

 

Allegany Rd. 25.11.18 60 20 3.0 2.3 33.3 14 -------------  
Allegany #1 25.11.06 35 10 3.5 2.7 28.5 8 -------------  
Allegany #2 25.11.05 40 8 5.0 3.8 20.0 10 ------------- Rural 

Center 
Allegany #3 25.11.4,5 25 10 2.5 2.4 4.0 1 -------------  
Upper West 
Fork Millicoma 

 
24.11.19 

 
100 

 
12 

 
8.3 

 
6.0 

 
12.0 

 
28 

 
20 

 

#1 Daniels Ck. 25.12.35 23 6 2.8 2 26.1 5 -------------  
#2 Daniels Ck. 25.12.35 30 4 7.5 7.1 13.3 2 9  
Coos River 
School 

25.12.26,27,
34 

 
212 

 
29 

 
7.3 

 
5.9 

 
13.7 

 
40 

 
55 

 

                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 



Volume 1, Part 2 
291 

 

Eastside - County Census Division (Continued) 
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

 
#4 Daniels Ck. 26.12.10 90 11 8.1 7.2 12.2 10 6  
Upper Coos R#1  25.11.31 12 5 1.4 1.4 41.6 ------------- -------------  
Upper Coos R#2 25.11.28 30 6 5.0 5.0 16.6 ------------- -------------  
Stock Slough 26.12.5,8 23.5 11 2.1 2.1 46.8 ------------- -------------  
Upper Stock Sl. 26.12.4,9 82.5 12 6.9 5.8 14.5 13 12  
Coos River #1 25.12.31 62 16 3.9 3.7 25.8 3 8  
Coos River #2 25.12.29,32 5.5 13 0.4 0.4 236 ------------- -------------  
Upper #1 
Laverne Park 

 
26.11.28,29 

 
36 

 
8 

 
4.5 

 
3.5 

 
22.2 

 
8 

 
------------- 

 

Upper #2 
Laverne Park 

 
26.11.29 

 
15 

 
3 

 
5.0 

 
4.0 

 
33.3 

 
3 

 
------------- 

 

Lower Laverne 
Park 

 
27.11.7,18 

 
114 

 
28 

 
4.1 

 
2.6 

 
24.5 

 
40 

 
6 

 
 

Four Corners 
(Fairview) 

 
27.12.24 

 
309 

 
40 

 
7.7 

 
6.1 

 
12.9 

 
66 

 
51 

Rural 
Center 

Catching Sl. (N) 26.12.06 6.5 4 1.6 1.6 61.5 ------------- -------------  
Daniels Ck. #3 26.12.03 23 4 5.8 5.0 17.4 3 -------------  
Ross Ranch 26.12.08 7 2 3.5 2.5 28.6 2 -------------  
Morgan Creek 26.12.02 13.5 3 4.5 4.5 22.2 ------------- -------------  
Sumner/Coq.Rd 26.12.32 6 2 3.0 3.0 33.3 ------------- -------------  
          
TOTALS  4,718 1,079 4.37 3.17 22.9 1295 321  
          
                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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Charleston - County Census Division  
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

 
Lighthouse Way 26.14.4,9 55 35 1.6 1.0 63.6 20 -------------  
Cape Arago 
Highway 

 
26.14.03 

 
112 

 
30 

 
3.7 

 
3.0 

 
26.8 

 
23 

 
5 

 

Charleston 
Highway Tract 

 
26.14.10,11 

 
127 

 
64 

 
1.9 

 
1.7 

 
50.4 

 
17 

 
19 

 

Crown Point 26.14.14,13 158 27 5.9 4.2 17.1 44 35  
Joy Ney Rd. 26.14.01,12 46 35 1.3 1.0 76.1 10 -------------  
Old Bandon Rd. 26.14.23 20 4 5.0 3.0 20 8 -------------  
Ridge Road #1 26.14.15,22 52 11 4.7 3.5 21 13 5  
Ridge Road #2 26.14.26 11 6 1.8 1.8 54.5 ------------- -------------  
          
TOTALS  581 212 2.7 2.1 36.5 125 64  
          
 
  

                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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Bunker Hill - County Census Division  
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

 
Southport 26.13.22,23,

26,27 
 
103 

 
14 

 
7.3 

 
5.7 

 
13.6 

 
23 

 
------------- 

 

Shinglehouse 
(S) 

 
26.13.14 

 
52 

 
15 

 
3.5 

 
2.8 

 
28.8 

 
10 

 
------------- 

 

Shinglehouse 
(N) 

26.13.3,10, 
11 

 
220 

 
114 

 
1.9 

 
1.6 

 
51.8 

 
41 

 
------------- 

 

          
TOTALS  375 143 2.6 2.1 38.5 74   
 

                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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Coquille - County Census Division  
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

 
Beaver Creek 27.12.14,15 289 29 9.96 7.0 10.03 85 -------------  
Coaledo 27.12.15 50 15 3.33 3.26 30 1.1 -------------  
Chrome 27.12.21 60 22 2.72 2.3 36.6 9 32  
Leneve 27.12.19,20,

29,30 
 
175 

 
28 

 
6.25 

 
5.3 

 
16 

 
26 

 
7 

 

Riverton 28.13.08 38 41 0.9 0.67 107.9 10.5 ------------- Rural 
Center 

Highway 42S 27.12.33 64.4 13 4.9 2.5 20.2 31.5 -------------  
Glen Aiken #1 28.12.18 330 57 5.79 4.7 17.2 6.1 63  
Glen Aiken #2 28.12.19 75 13 5.76 4.7 17.3 13.5 10  
Fairview Rt. 27.12.25,26,

34,35 
 
188 

 
24 

 
7.8 

 
7.4 

 
12.8 

 
11.2 

 
18 

 

Rink Creek 28.12.7,8 320 92 3.48 3.1 28.7 32 74  
Shelley Rd/ 
Crest Acres 

27.12.32 
28.12.5 

 
280 

 
93 

 
3.0 

 
1.8 

 
33.2 

 
112.6 

 
14.5 

 

Garden Valley 
Rd. 

 
27.12.22,27 

 
232 

 
36 

 
6.44 

 
4.9 

 
15.5 

 
54 

 
6 

 

Overland Rd. #2 27.12.10 41 13 3.2 3.2 31.7 ------------- -------------  
Greenacres 26.13.36 

27.13.1,2,11 
 
594 

 
148 

 
4.0 

 
3.1 

 
24.9 

 
118 

 
-------------- 

 

Golf Course 26.13.23 35 7 5 5 20 ------------- 10  
Overland #1 27.12.10 38.5 9 4.3 3.0 23.4 11.7 -------------  
                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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Coquille - County Census Division (Continued) 
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

 
Delmar (S) 27.12.2,3,10 166 33 5.0 4.0 19.9 33.9 11.4  
Delmar (N) 26.13.34 62.5 14 4.46 2.9 22.4 10.5 -------------  
Agate Beach 27.14.05 20 7 2.86 2.86 35 ------------- -------------  
Seven Devils Rd 27.14.17,20,

21 
 
95 

 
10 

 
9.5 

 
5.4 

 
10.5 

 
41 

 
10 

 

Sweely 
Subdivision 

27.14.20,28,
29 

 
13 

 
3 

 
4.3 

 
4.0 

 
23.1 

 
1 

 
------------- 

 

Pacific Riviera 
#3 

27.14.33 
28.14.4 

 
183 

 
38 

 
4.8 

 
3.4 

 
20.7 

 
52 

 
------------- 

 

Cut Creek 27.14.33 18 3 6.3 4.7 16.6 4.2 -------------  
Pacific Riviera 
#1 & #2 

27.14.33 
28.14.04 

 
190 

 
40 

 
4.75 

 
4.25 

 
21.1 

 
19.7 

 
8 

 

Meadohill 
Ranchettes 

 
27.14.34 

 
74 

 
8 

 
9.4 

 
5.6 

 
10.6 

 
30 

 
------------- 

 

Randolph 28.14.3,9 40 12 3.3 3.3 30 ------------- -------------  
Hwy 42 (W) 27.12.34,35 35 10 3.5 2.0 28 15 -------------  
Coquille (W) 27.12.35 12 4 3.0 2.25 33.3 3 -------------  
Coquille River 28.13.01 12 8 1.5 1.3 66.7 1 -------------  
Cold Creek 27.12.28,29 48 5 9.6 7.8 10.4 9 5  
County Home 27.12.20,29 13 3 4.3 4.0 23.1 1 -------------  
          
          
 
                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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Areas added following LCDC Review & Shrinkage of Coquille's UGA 
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

          
Coquille NW 27.13.36b 26 5 5.2 5.0 19.2 ------------ -------------  
Coquille N 27.13.36AD 10.9 8 1.4 1.4 73.4 ------------- -------------  
Coquille NE 27-13-31 41.6 12 3.5 2.7 28.8 8.9 -------------  
Rink Creek  
(additional) 

28.12.07AA 
28.12.6BB,
CC 

 
35 

 
16 

 
2.2 

 
1.8 

 
45.7 

 
6.1 

 
------------- 

 

          
TOTALS  3962.5 890 4.5 3.6 28.0 785.5 281  
 

                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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Bandon - County Census Division  
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 
 

          
Wheeler 
Subdivision 

 
28.14.20,29 

 
26.5 

 
11 

 
2.4 

 
2.3 

 
41.5 

 
1.1 

 
------------- 

 

Bandon East 28.14.20,29 175 58 3 2.9 33.1 6.5 -------------  
Winterville 28.14.21,28,

29 
 
180 

 
66 

 
2.72 

 
2.2 

 
36.6 

 
37.4 

 
9.6 

 

Bandon SE 28.14.29,31,
32 

 
336 

 
63 

 
5.3 

 
2.2 

 
18.7 

 
196 

 
14 

 

Bills Ck. Rd 28.14.32 59 6 99.8 4.3 10.2 32.8 -------------  
Morrison Rd. 28.14.34 22 4 5.5 5.5 18.2 ------------- -------------  
Tom Smith 
Road #1 

28.14.16,21,
22 

 
58.3 

 
9 

 
6.5 

 
5.1 

 
15.4 

 
12 

 
------------- 

 

Tom Smith 
Road #2 

 
28.14.15 

 
58 

 
7 

 
8.3 

 
8.3 

 
12.1 

 
------------- 

 
------------- 

 

Parkersburg 29.14.15 30 4 7.5 7.5 13.3 ------------- -------------  
Chandler Rd. 29.14.06 44 8 5.5 4.1 18.2 11 -------------  
Hwy 101 S #1 29.14.06 20 6 3.3 3.3 30 ------------- -------------  
Rosa Rd. #1 29.14.05 111 15 7.4 6.2 13.5 17 29  
Boak Rd. 29.15.13 22.7 7 3.2 2.6 38.0 5 -------------  
Frank Wanous 
Plat 

 
29.14.7,8 

 
25.4 

 
4 

 
6.35 

 
5.8 

 
15.7 

 
10 

 
------------- 

 

Hwy 101 S #2 29.15.1,12 
29.14.07 

 
98.3 

 
31 

 
3.2 

 
3.2 

 
31.5 

 
-------------- 

 
------------- 

 

                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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Bandon - County Census Division (Continued) 
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

 
Beach Junction 29.14.18 

19.15.12,13 
 
83.5 

 
59 

 
1.4 

 
1.0 

 
70.6 

 
21.6 

 
------------- 

 

Twomile Road 29.14.17,18 79.6 28 2.84 2.8 35.2 1.5 -------------  
Dew Valley #1 29.14.19 67 13 5.15 3.7 19.4 18.9 15  
Dew Valley #2 29.14.30 2.8 4 0.7 0.3 142.8 1.4 -------------  
Laurel Grove 
(E) 

 
29.14.30,31 

 
181 

 
19 

 
9.5 

 
7.0 

 
10.5 

 
48 

 
19 

Rural 
Center 

Laurel Grove 
(W) 

29.15.25,36 
30.15.01 

 
486 

 
92 

 
5.3 

 
4.5 

 
18.9 

 
68.4 

 
93 

Rural 
Center 

Fourmile 30.15.01 17.8 4 4.4 3.1 22.5 5.4 -------------  
Prosper 28.14.16 41 18 2.3 1.8 43.9 9 -------------  
Prosper Road 28.14.17,20 135 40 3.4 2.4 29.6 39 11  
Wheeler 
Subdivision (N) 

28.14.17,19,
20 

 
20 

 
15 

 
1.3 

 
1.3 

 
75 

 
------------- 

 
------------- 

 

Croft Lake 30.15.10,11 40 12 3.3 2.8 30 7 -------------  
          
Sub-totals  2421 603 4.1 3.1 24.9 549 190.6  
 

                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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Committed Areas Added After LCDC Review & Shrinkage of Bandon's UGA 
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

Bandon Golf 
Course 

 
29.15.01 

 
118.1 

 
14 

 
8.5 

 
4.5 

 
11.8 

 
18.8 

 
5.8 

 

Bennett's Plat 28.15.36 198 52 3.8 1.1 26.3 140 -------------  
Gutbucket City 28.14.31 138 31 4.5 2.8 22.5 15** ------------- **40 ac. are 

Industrial 
          
TOTALS  2875.4 700 4.1 3.1 24.3 722.8 196.4  
          
 

                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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Myrtle Point E & W - County Census Division  
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

          
Westside Rd. #3 29.12.31 24.5 4 6.1 4.2 16.3 7.9 -------------  
Broadbent 29.12.32,33 83 37 2.2 1.5 44.6 28.5 11.9 Rural 

Center 
Warner Creek 29.12.28,33 19.5 7 2.8 2.4 35.8 2.5 -------------  
Gaylord 30.12.23,26 75 9 8.5 4.7 12 33 9  
Arago 28.13.22,26 91 38 2.4 2.1 41.6 12 42.2 Rural 

Center 
Arago North 28.13.25,36 22.3 5 4.66 4.66 21.4 ------------- 8.4  
Elks Golf 
Course 

 
28.12.29 

 
137 

 
22 

 
6.22 

 
3.3 

 
16 

 
65 

 
10 

 

Norway 28.12.29 35 8 4.4 2.9 22.8 3.5 8  
Myrtle Point (N) 29.12.4,9 100 16 6.25 5.7 16.0 9.5 11  
Cooper Bridge 29.12.10 42 7 6.0 4.7 16.6 9 ------------  
Pleasant Valley 29.12.07 105 12 8.75 5.9 11.4 33.9 20  
Fourbit Gulch 29.12.07 39 7 5.6 5.2 17.9 2.3 -------------  
Arago Route 29.12.8,5 27 13 2.1 1.9 48 2.0 3.0  
Stringtown Rd. 29.12.17,18 87.5 19 4.6 3.8 21.7 15.2 19  
Westside Rd #1 29.12.21,28 11 7 1.57 1.57 63.5 ------------- -------------  
Westside Rd.#2 29.12.31,32 15.2 5 3.0 3.0 32.9 ------------- 6.36  
Bridge 29.11.28,33 159 66 2.4 2.1 41.5 32 ---------- Rural 

Center 
          
                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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Myrtle Point E & W - County Census Division  
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

          
Middle Fork 29.11.35,36 667 12 5.6 3.8 17.9 14.8 21.9  
Dora 27.11.12,13 52.3 17 3.1 2.1 32.5 17 ------------- Rural 

Center 
McKinley 28.11.3,4 32 8 4 4 25 ------------- 9  
Llewellyn Ck. 29.12.03 9 3 3.0 3.0 33.3 ------------- -------------  
Myrtle Point/ 
Sitkum Road 

 
29.12.04 

 
18 

 
3 

 
6.0 

 
3.0 

 
16.7 

 
------------- 

 
------------- 

 

Big Bend 29.12.03 10 2 5.0 5.0 20.0 ------------- -------------  
River Forks 29.12.22,27 19 3 6.3 6.0 15.8 3 -------------  
          
TOTALS  1280 330 3.9 3.0 25.8 290.6 180  
          
 

                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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Powers - County Census Division  
 
Area Location 

(Township, 
Range, 
Sections) 

Total 
Area 
(acres) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(D.U.) 

Gross 
Density 
(Acres/D.U.)
•

Average 
Developed 
Parcel size 
(ac)  ♦

Percent 
Coverage 
(%) 

 

Vacant 
Land (ac) 

Potentially 
Available 
Land (ac) 

Comments 

          
Powers Hwy 31.12.12 8.7 5 1.7 1.7 57.4 ------------- -------------  
          
TOTALS  8.7 5 1.7 1.7 57.4 ------------- -------------  
 

                                                           
• Includes vacant land 
♦ Excludes vacant land 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Built or Committed Lands Worksheets
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
23-12-4 19 2 4 3 ----- ----- Camp Easter Seal 

at Tenmile Lake 
no no larger 1-4,6 

23-12-8 8 4 6 1 ------ ------ borders subdivision 
at Tenmile Lake 

yes no similar 1-4,6,7,9 

23-12-21A 4 2 3 2 ------ ------ Tenmile Lake no no larger 1-4,6 
23-12-21D 3 2 3 1 ------ ------ Tenmile Lake  no no similar 1-4,6,9 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
23-13-35 10 0 1 10 ------ ------ Saunders Lake & 

U.S. 101 
yes yes smaller 1,3,4,6,7-9 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
24-11-19 3 0 1 3 ------ ------ W. Fork Millicoma 

River (connects 2 
com. areas) 

yes no smaller 1,3,4,6,7,9 

24-11-
33C&D 

11 4 8 2 ------ ------ E Fork Millicoma 
River 

no no larger 1,2,3,4,6 
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Location 
Township Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
24-13-2/3 74 3 7 10 ------ ------ between 2 

committed areas 
yes yes smaller 

& 
larger 

1-4, 6-9 

24-13-12-
900,1000 

3 0 2 1 ------ ------ adjacent to North 
Slough committed 
area 

no no  similar 
to 
larger 

1,3,4,6 

24-13-13C 7 2 1 7 ------ ------ Adjacent to 
committed area 

no no larger 1-4,6 

24-13-23 11 1 1 11 ------ ------ bounded by 
committed area 

yes yes smaller 1-4,6-9 

24-13-24A 
(&13D) 

50 2 8 8 ------ ------ adjacent to 
committed area 

yes no similar 1-4,6,7,9 

24-13-24D 72 4 8 5 ------ ------ intersection of 
Palouse Ck Road & 
North Bay Drive 

no no smaller 
& 
larger 

1-4,6,9 

24-13-13D-
1300/1302 
24-13-24-102,103, 
200,203, 204 

75 4 5 5 ------ ------ adjacent to 
committed area and 

yes no larger 
& 
smaller 

1-4,6,7,9 
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Location 
Township Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

25-11-4 51 2 11 5 ----- ----- E. Fork Millicoma 
River above 
Allegany 

no no larger 1-4,6 

25-11-7 6 2 2 3 ------ ------ E. Fork Millicoma 
River 

no no larger 1-4,6 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
25-12-6 4 4 4 1 ------ ------ Kentuck Golf 

Course area 
no no larger 1-4,6 

25-12-7 25 0 4 5 ------ ------ Carlson Heights yes no smaller 
& 
larger 

1,3,4,6,7,9 

25-12-31 22 4 6 4 ------ ------ borders city of 
Coos Bay 

yes no smaller 
& 
larger 

1-4,6,7,9 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
26-12-7A 13 3 3 5 ------ ------ Catching Slough 

Road (west side) 
yes no similar 1-4,6,7,9 

26-12-8 33 10 14 1-3 ------ ------ Stock Slough at 
Catching Slough 

yes no larger  1-4,6,7 

26-12-17 37 3 11 4 ------ ------ Catching Slough 
Road (west side) 

no no larger 1-4,6 

26-12-20A 6 0 3 1 ------ ------ Adjacent to 
Catching Slough 
Road Committed 
areas 

yes no similar 1,3,4,6,7,9 

26-12-20C 3 1 1 3 ------ ------ Catching Slough 
Road Committed 
area (adjacent) 

yes no larger 1-4,6,7 

26-12-29 2 0 1 2 ------ ------ Wriston Springs 
area 

no no larger 1,3,4,6 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
26-13-1 79 3 5 12 ------ ------ north & south sides 

of Isthmus Heights 
Ridge Road* 

yes yes smaller 1-4,6-9 

26-13-23 4 2 3 1 ------ ------ Southport Road @ 
U.S. 101 

no no larger 1-4,6 

26-13-24 49 1 5 5-10 ------ ------ fills in committed 
area 

yes yes smaller 
1-4,6-9 

 

* Major BPA transmission line bisects property 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
26-14-03 5 4 4 1 ------ ------ Cape Arago 

Highway 
no no larger 1-4,6 

26-14-02 1 1 1 1 ------ ------ oner in conjunction 
with adjoining 
parcel in committed 
area 

no no larger 
1-4,6 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
27-11-07 34 5 4 4 ------ ------ Fairview-Laverne 

Park 
yes no smaller 

& 
Larger 

1-4,6,7,9 

27-11-32 15 3 2 7 ------ ------ Fairview-McKinley 
Road 

no no larger 1-4,6 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
27-12-25 33 2 3 12 ------ ------ borders North Fork 

Coquille River 
no no  larger 1-4,6 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
27-13-21 4 0 1 4 ----- ------ near North Bank ar 

OR 42 
yes no larger 1,3,4,6,7 

27-13-33 7 1 2 4 ------ ------ OR 42 S yes no similar 1-4,6,7,9 
27-13-02A 17 1 2 9 ------ ------ Bench area & 

commercial forest 
land 

yes  no smaller 
& 
larger 

1-4,6,7,9 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
27-14-17 187 6 24 6 ------ ------ Seven Devils Road yes no similar 

to 
larger 

1-4,6,7 

27-14-21 13 2 2 6 ------ ------ Seven Devils Road yes  no larger 1-4,6,7 
27-14-34 8 0 1 8 ------ ------- Medohill 

Ranchettes 
yes no  smaller 

& 
larger 

1,3,4,6,7 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
28-14-5-
1300 

2 1 1 2 ----- ----- Borders Fahy's 
Lake 

no no larger 
& 
smaller 

1-4,6,9 

28-14-
15,16-
1100,1102,
1103,1104,
1106,1502 

51 1 5 12 ------ ------ Between Tom 
Smith Road & 
Ridge Line 

no no larger 1-4,6 

28-14-17-
800,900 

12 1 2 6 ------ ------ adjoins Prosper 
Road committed 
area 

yes yes similar 1-4,6-9 

28-14-20A 
28-14-21B 

147 15 21 5 ----- ----- Intersection of Tom 
Smith Road & 
Prosper Road 

NA NA larger 1-4,6 

28-14-
21CD-
300,400, 
500,600, 
700,800 

13 2 4 3 ----- ----- adjoins committed 
area at Prosper 
Road & OR 42S 

yes no larger 
& 
smaller 

1-4,6,7,9 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural 
Boundaries & 
other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
28-14-28B 
28-14-29A 
& B 

237 38 47 3-5 yes 
(west 
area) 

------ Neighborhood 
bisected by OR 
42S between 
Morrison Rd. & 
US 101 

NA NA larger 1-4,5,6 

28-14-
29CC-800 

12 1 1 12 yes ------ OR 42S at Bandon 
city limits 

yes yes similar 1-4,5-9 

28-14-29C-
1200,1300,
1500,1600,
1700,1800,
1900 

39 5 6 9 yes ------ OR 42S at Bandon 
city limits 

yes yes similar 
& 
smaller 

1-9 

28-14-
31CB/CA-
100,200, 
800,900/ 
200 

33 4 5 7 ----- ----- Between US 101 
& Rosa Road 

yes yes  smaller 1-4,6-9 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
28-14-
31CC& 28-
14-31CD 

49 6 9 4 ------ ------ US 101 & Rosa 
Road 

no no larger 1-4,6 

28-14-
32CB 

33 4 6 5 ------ ------ Bill Creek Road yes yes smaller 1-4,6-9 

28-14-32D 67 7 10 6 ------ ------ Bill Creek Road no no larger 1-4,6 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
29-12-7 12 3 3 4 ------ ------ Stringtown Road no no similar 

to 
larger 

1-4,6,9 

29-12-9 15 0 1 15 ------ ------ Between 
Committed area & 
City of Myrtle 
Point 

yes yes smaller 1,3,4,6-9 

29-12-6 10 3 1 10 ------ ------ Myrtle Point-
Lampa Road 

no no larger 1-4,6 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
29-11-5 69 11 17 4 ------ ------ Rosay Road no no larger 1-4,6 
29-14-6A 47 5 8 8 ------ ------ Chandler Road near 

airport 
no no larger 1-4,6 

29-14-6B 39 5 5 10 ------ ------ US 101 on west, 
bisected by 
Johnson Creek 

no no similar 
to 
larger 

1-4,6 

29-14-8 13 4 5 2-3 ------ ------ Rosay Road no no larger 1-4,6 
29-14-18C 
&D 

67 6 8 4 ------ ------ Rosay Road & 
Two-mile Road 

no no similar 1-4,6-9 

29-14-18B 2 0 2 1 ------ ------ US101 no no larger 1,3,4,6 
29-14-31 20 2 3 7 ------ ------ US101 no no larger 1-4,6,9 
29-14-7 10 6 1 10 ------ ------ US101 no no larger 1-4,6 
29-14-7-
1400,1401 

11.5 7 1 10 ------ ------ US101 no no larger 1-4,6 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
29-15-1A-
100,600 

32 2 2 0 ------ ------ US101, city limits, 
industrial site 

yes no similar 1-3,6,7,9 

29-15-1C 
& D 

179 15 22 5 & 10 ------ ------ US 101 & face 
Rock Golf Course 

NA NA larger 1-4,6 

29-15-12B 8 1 4 2 ------ ------ Beach Loop Road no no larger 1-4,6 
29-15-12D 12 1 3 5 ------ ------ US 101 no no larger 1-4,6 
29-15-12C 
&D 

56 5 10 7 ------ ------ Beach Loop Road no no larger 1-4,6 

29-15-13D 27 6 7 4 ------ ------ Two-Mile Creek 
Road 

no no larger 1-4,6 

29-15-25 51 5 7 3 & 10 ------ ------ US 101 at Laurel 
Grove RC 

yes no similar 
to 
larger 

1-4,6,7,9 

29-15-36 14 4 4 4 ------ ------ Laurel Lake yes no similar 1-4,6,7,9 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
31-11-19 11 3 2 5 ------ ------ Powers Highway no no larger 1-4,6 
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Location 
Township 
Range 
Section 
Tax Lots 

Parcel Size, Ownership Pattern, Physical Development Adjacent Areas Conclusions: 
Parcel/area is 
committed, 
based on 
factors from 
column #'s 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 
Total 
acreage 

# of 
D.U's 

# of 
owner 
ships 

Predominate 
owner 
ship size 

Public 
facilities 

Natural Boundaries 
& other factors 

Parcel 
bordered 
on 2 sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcel 
bordered 
on 3 or 
more sides 
by smaller 
developed 
parcels 
(yes/no) 

parcels 
outside 
the 
study 
area 
are 
smaller 
similar 
larger 

water sewer 

            
32-12-12 4 1 1 4 ------ ------ Powers Highway & 

South Fork 
Coquille 

no no similar 
to 
larger 

1-4,6 
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Sub-division  
name & 
loaction 

Parcel Size &Ownership Patterns Physical Development Adjacent 
areas 

Conclusion: 
subdivision 
is committed 
based on 
factors in 
columns: 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 #10 
Date 
of 
final 
plat 

lots 
platted 
(#) 

lots in 
separate 
owner-
ship(#) 

lots built 
on (#) 

Average 
lot size 
(ac) 

Roads Septic & 
water 
systems 

other total of 
developer's 
expenses 

 

            
Armstrong 
Sunnyhill 
28-14-16 

11/29/
82 

21 
Block 
1-4 

2 2 5 + 1 mile 
(grade, 
gravel, 
clearing) 
$205,000 

DEQ 
approvals 
$3,600 

Eng. 
survey 
$30,000, 
electricity 
$20,500; 
backhoe, 
culvert, 
legal, misc. 
$20,000 

$300,000 abuts 
Prosper 
Road 

[100 acres is 
committed] 
based on 
factors 
3,4,6,7,8,9 

Sheretz 
Burnside 
(except 
northern 2 
blocks) 
28-14-20AB 

          not 
committed 

Arvold Trent 
Road 
28-14-20D 

5/10/ 
79 

21 21 2 1.8 ½ 
mile(grade  
gravel, 
clearing, 
subgrade) 
$200,000 

DEQ 
approvals 
$3,000 
wells, 
$9,000 

Eng/Survey 
$9,000, under 
ground elec 
TV, 
telephone 
$20,000 

$250,000 abuts 
Bayes 
Road to 
Highway 
42S 

committed 
based on 
factors 
3,4,6,7,9 
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Sub-division  
name & 
loaction 

Parcel Size &Ownership Patterns Physical Development Adjacent 
areas 

Conclusion: 
subdivision 
is committed 
based on 
factors in 
columns: 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 #10 
Date 
of 
final 
plat 

lots 
platted 
(#) 

lots in 
separate 
owner-
ship(#) 

lots built 
on (#) 

Average 
lot size 
(ac) 

Roads Septic & 
water 
systems 

other total of 
developer's 
expenses 

 

            
Melton 
28-14-29A 

3/13/ 
83 

7 4 0 2 900 ft 
(grade, 
gravel, 
clearing, 
subgrade) 
culverts 
$5,000 

DEQ 
approvals 

electricity, 
phone, TV, 
survey/Eng 

$123,000 abuts 
Highway 
42S 

committed 
based on 
factors 
3,6,7,8,9 

Bradley Lake 
Estates 29-
15-13 

8/1/84 16 
(phase 
1) 

1 0 ½ 
(PUD) 

1500' 
(grade, 
gravel, 
clearing, 
subgrade) 
$35,000 

water 
system 
$25,000 
DEQ 
approvals 
$2,800 

underground  
elect, 
telephone 
$20,000 
eng/survey 
corporate 
staff time 
$70,000 

$207,000 Bradley 
Lake.  
abuts 
Beach 
Loop Co. 
Road 

committed 
based on 
factors 
6,7,8,9 

Whitty 
24-11-30B 

9/7/83 11 11 2 7 Bridge, 
Road & 
Culverts 
$49,745 

2 septics, 
1 well 

engineering, 
surveying 
permits 
$21,589 

$71,324 Abuts W. 
Fork 
Millicoma 

committed 
based on 
factors 3,4,6 
8,9 
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Sub-division  
name & 
loaction 

Parcel Size &Ownership Patterns Physical Development Adjacent 
areas 

Conclusion: 
subdivision 
is committed 
based on 
factors in 
columns: 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 #10 
Date 
of 
final 
plat 

lots 
platted 
(#) 

lots in 
separate 
owner-
ship(#) 

lots built 
on (#) 

Average 
lot size 
(ac) 

Roads Septic & 
water 
systems 

other total of 
developer's 
expenses 

 

            
Schlatter 
27-12-25 

none 6 (ten-
tative) 

none 0 NA road fill 
material 
$720 

Septic, 2 
well 
approvals 
 

surveying, 
etc. $5162 

$7212 Abuts N. 
Fork 
Coquille 
River 

not 
committed 

McNeely 
28-12-19 

7/14/ 
83 

19 17 3 6 +/-3 miles 
(rock, 
grading, 
culverts, 
cuts) 
$80,000 

septic: 8 
built, 19 
approved
Water: 3 
reservoir 
(2 ½ M 
gal) 
$32,000 

electricity 
permits, 
surveying, 
etc. $12,000 
farm/forest 
declass. since 
final plat 
+$10,000 

$134,000 abuts OR 
Hwy 42 

committed 
based on 
factors 
3,4,6,7,8,9 

Weiss 
28-14-05 

PhaseI 
6/22/ 
81 
Phase 
II 10/ 
3/84 

25 6 3 1 ½ rock, 
grading, 
etc. 
$22,500 

25 septic 
approvals
common 
water 
system & 
trmt. 
plant 
$38,000 

under-ground 
elec 
telephone, 
engineering 
platting, etc. 
$59,645 

$120,355 abuts 
Fahy Lake 
& US 101 

committed 
based on 
factors 
3,4,6,7,8,9 
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4.6  
 

Public Facilities and Services 

 I. 
 

Introduction 

The essential objective of this inventory and assessment report is to collect and analyze 
information needed: 

 
"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" 
[LCDC Goal #11] 

 
As defined here, public facilities and services include not just those that are publicly 
owned and operated, but also those that are privately owned and operated that provide 
essential services for the general public health, safety and welfare.  A listing of these 
services is contained in Part II of this report. 
 
This report is organized as follows: 
 

Part II provides a matrix to help identify current and expected problemsin service 
provisions. 
 
Part III explores the major issues that correspond to the major theses or 
requirements of the goal; this discussion can then eventually be used to form a 
basis for policy decisions about public facilities and services. 

 
 In Part III: 
 

1.  Section A discusses the major requirements of State Goal #11 (Public 
Facilities and Services). 

 
2. Section B discusses the different levels of services required for urban and 

rural uses. 
 
3. Section C discusses existing and potential problems provision of the 

major urban public services (sewer and water
 

). 

4. Section d considers the need for coordination and addresses the current 
extent of coordination. 

 
Further detailed discussion of public facilities and services can be found in this plan's 
Urbanization Inventory and Assessments for each city. 

 
II. 
 

Inventories 

The "Background Document" to the Comprehensive Plan provides a detailed listing of 
the specific agencies in Coos County providing public services and facilities and shows 
their areas of jurisdiction.  The following are considered public facilities and services: 
 
 Education   Parks (Facility); Recreation (Service)  
 Fire Protection   Electric Power 

Cable TV   Telephone 
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Government   Medical/Health 
Law Enforcement  Solid Waste 
Transportation  Water 
Sewer 

 
Part of the basis for determining potential problems must be a comparison of present 
capacity and demand to expected or planned

 

 capacity and demand.  As discussed in 
Section IV of this report, the data will be completed as coordination activities are 
strengthened.  The existing data provided by special districts to date is compiled in 
Tables 1 and 2, which follow.  (Please refer to Section III for description of 
responsibilities of special districts to provide information). 

Table 1 
 

Service type Provider Current Demand Current 
Capacity 

Projected 
demand (2000 
A.D.) 

Planned Capacity 

  units units units units 
1.  Water a. Coos 

Bay/North Bend 
Water Board 

 
8 mgd 

 
8.5 mgd 

 
12 mgd 

 
12 mgd. 

b.  Bay Park/ 
Millington Water 
District 

900 people (contract with 
a.) 
1.5 mg storage 
(reservoirs) 

1350 people (contract with a.) 
9 mg storage 
(reservoirs) 

c.  Lakeside .39 mgd (peak mo. 
1980 

.65 mg storage 
(reservoirs) 
.432 mgd 
(maximum 
rated) 

.8 mgd. (peak 
mo. 1995) 

1/65 mg. storage 
(reservoirs) .97 
mgd. (treatment) 

Terms
 

: 

"mg" = million gallons 
"mgd" = million gallons per day. 
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Table 2 
 

Service type Provider Current Demand Current 
Capacity 

Projected 
demand (2000 
A.D.) 

Planned Capacity 
(2000 A.D.) 

  units (MGD) units(MGD) units(MGD) (MGD) 
      
1.  Sewer a.  Coos Bay [See IIIC1] 3.24 (city 

share) 
------------------- ------------------- 

 b.  North Bend 1.5 (summer) 
3+ (winter) 

3.0 -------------------- ------------------ 

 c.  Charleston 
Sanitary District 
** 

.2 (average) .47 --------------------
- 

--------------------- 

 d.  Bunker Hill * [See IIIC1] .325 --------------------
- 

---------------------
- 

 e.  Lakeside  
(.271 mgd) 

 .5mgd 
(1995) 

.5mgd 
(1995) 

 f.  Eastside * [See IIIC1] .25   
 
* Existing contract with City of Coos Bay using Sewage Treatment Plant #1 
**    Existing contract with City of Coos Bay using Sewage Treatment Plant #2 
 
 

III. 
 

Major Issues 

 A. General Discussion 
 

Public facilities and services are one of the most important tools for 
implementing the County's (and cities') plans in an orderly and efficient manner.  
As stated in State Goal #11, they are the framework on which urban and rural 
development must be based.  The goal and its guidelines contain three major 
"themes" or requirements that, when analyzed in more detail, provide a structure 
for creating a workable public facilities and services plan. 
 
The first major requirement is that public facilities and services must be planned 
so as to support existing and proposed land uses. 
 
Service provision must be internally consistent with other portions of the 
comprehensive plan.  Therefore, based on state law: 
 
1. 
 

Service provision must be keyed to growth and development projects. 

2. Needed services must be available when new development is to occur; 

 

otherwise, the lack of such services would inhibit planned development 
and the plan would be internally inconsistent. 

3. Services must not be used to misdirect growth.  That is, they should not 
be extended to areas where they are not needed (such as areas that are not 
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planned for development), or the plan would be internally inconsistent 
and could not be properly implemented. 

 
The second major requirement is that urban services must be distinguished from 

rural  
services, so that urban services support urban uses and rural services support 

strictly  
rural uses. 
 
This requirement can be thought of as an adjustment of the first requirement: 

service  
must not simply support development; they must also be separated into urban and 
rural categories to promote specific types of development. 
Therefore: 
 
1. "Public facilities and services in urban areas should be provided at levels 

necessary and suitable for urban uses.
 

" (Goal #11, Guideline A.3) 

2. "Public facilities and services for rural areas should be provided at levels 
appropriate for rural use only and should not support urban uses."

 

  (Goal 
#11, Guideline A.2).  These guidelines combine to form an even more 
specific statement: 

3. Planned service extension to areas outside an Urban Growth Area (UGA) 
will require adequate findings to ensure that the service is necessary to 
support the level of rural development planned for the area. 

 
 The State Goals imply a sharp urban/rural difference, something akin perhaps to 

a walled fortress.  The actual situation is one where transition is gradual (over a 
long distance) and fuzzy rather than sharp.  Although the Urban Growth 
Boundaries (UGB's) are designed to define the limits of what will be urban by 
the year 2000, the UGB processes cannot justify inclusion of all partially 
developed areas.  Some of the areas substantially committed to non-resource uses 
(generally residential and commercial) outside a UGA may eventually need

 

 more 
public services than currently provided.  Part C analyses certain of these areas to 
determine where service extension or community owned services and facilities 
can be justified. 

 This problem is overcome partly by the required periodic plan review and update.  
If such areas need services, the plan could be revised such that the UGB is 
expanded outward to reflect changes in the area.  On the other hand, certain 
situations may occur where services are necessary (such as when area-wide 
septic system failures occur) to support existing uses.

 

  In these situations, the 
goal would not be violated as long as the service extension does not affect the 
planned level (density) of development. 

4. Coos County's 12 Rural Centers (see Rural Housing Inventory and 
Assessment) 

 

are planned for densities that in some cases may need 
additional public facilities and services not currently being provided, 
such as public water. 
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This suggests that the distinction between urban and rural public facilities and 
services must be further refined to account for the unique characteristics of rural 
centers.  The County must then determine whether the planned densities are 
sufficient to justify a need for services not normally required for rural areas. 
 
Part C explores the difference between urban and rural services to determine the 
normal levels appropriate for each. 
 
The third major requirement is that service provisions must be coordinated 
among differing geographic areas and jurisdictions because public facilities are 
required to guide and support expected growth. 
 
That is, service extension must be available (embodied in the plan) to a particular 
area earmarked for growth; the jurisdiction(s) should then be financially capable 
of actually extending the services when needed.  Additionally, the plan should 
indicate the agency or service jurisdiction expected to provide the needed 
services and facilities. 

 
  
 
 
 

B. 
 

Rural versus Urban Level Services 

   1. 
 

Discussion 

As noted in the Introduction, goal #11 points to the need for 
distinguishing between the types and levels of facilities and services that 
are urban in nature and they types that are exclusively rural.  The 
distinction is important since needs for urban and rural areas will be 
different and must be planned to allow the expected forms of urban and 
rural growth to occur in an orderly and efficient manner. 

 
A standard planning argument against rural growth is that the haphazard 
manner in which it typically occurs requires unfair expenditures by the 
general public to provide for the necessary public services such growth 
demands.  Historical trends in Coos County negate that argument.  Most 
of the rural growth that occurs generates private rather than public costs.  
This occurs for several reasons: 

 
a. Service provisions tend to be privately provided; septic systems 

and individual wells are used rather than public water and sewer 
systems. 

 
b. The Board of Commissioners has consistently maintained a 

position that adoption of roads into the County road maintenance 
system should be severely restricted to prevent an unacceptable 
increase in tax levied.  Thus, many public roads are privately 
maintained by the major users of the road, the adjacent residents. 
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c. School enrollments have generally remained steady or even 
declined since the postwar "baby Boom" children graduated.  
Thus, many schools serving rural areas continue to have excess 
classroom capacity to serve new rural residents. [Source:  Socio-
Economic Indicators, 1978] 

 
d. Where occasional residential communities occurred in sufficient 

density, such as Bridge and Garden Valley, the residents formed 
their own community service provision (usually public water) at 
the group's private (rather than public) expense. 

 
The justification for additional rural housing (see Rural Housing 
Element) is predicated, in part, on the assumption that such a lifestyle 
demands a non-urban density (between 2-10 acres), providing each 
property owner with a land area sufficient to ensure adequate area for a 
septic system and well or other private water supply, and, in some cases, 
for having a garden or small grazing area.  At these densities, public 
services are usually unnecessary and in most cases not financially 
feasible. 

 
The following section more specifically considers the levels of public 
services that are appropriate for rural and urban areas. 

 
  2. 
 

Determination of Appropriate Service Levels 

   a. 
 

Rural 

Preceding considerations suggest that the minimum level of 
public services necessary to support rural development are: 

 
i. police (sheriff) protection 
ii. public education (but not necessarily by a rural school 
facility). 

    
An additional service that could be considered necessary is: 
 

iii. fire protection. 
 
Since some residential development in Coos County is adjacent to 
commercially valuable forest land, it is important to ensure that a 
minimum level of protection for both the dwelling and the adjacent forest 
land.  The requirement for fire protection could take two forms: 
 

i. New development could be required to be included 
within a Rural Fire Protection District (at the option of 
the RFPD), 

 
or 

ii. New development could be required to provide some 
measure of its own fire protection by ensuring access of 
trucks to within 16 feet of any stored water source, and 
by creation of a firebreak of at least 30 feet around all 
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dwellings.  (The firebreak would permit ornamental 
shrubbery and single specimen trees)  [Source: 
Northwest Interagency Fire Protection Group] 

 
Other services can be considered optional in rural areas, such as: 
 
 electricity (the Uniform Building Code requires wiring to be 

roughed in) 
 telephone 
 drainage district 
 school bus provision (extent of area served to be determined by 

school district) 
   
   b. 
 

Urban 

Although Goal #11 allows "the governing body" to determine 
which services are "appropriate solely for the needs of rural use," 
it is much more specific for urban uses.  The goal states that 
Urban Facilities and Services "refers to key facilities and to 
appropriate types and levels of at least the following:  police 
protection; fire protection; sanitary facilities; storm drainage 
facilities; planning, zoning, and subdivision control; health 
services; recreation facilities and services; energy and 
communication services; and community governmental 
services." 

 
The Goal #11 guidelines carry this one step further, suggesting 
that "public facilities and services in urban areas should be 
provided at levels necessary and suitable for urban uses." 
[Guideline A.3] 

 
While each individual city will determine the level of service 
appropriate for its citizens, it is nevertheless consistent to state 
that the densities projected for urban areas are such that public 
sewer and water, electricity, police protection, and storm 
drainage are the minimum services necessary to support these 
densities and promote the public health, safety, and welfare. 

 
Certain rural areas may require more than the minimum level of 
rural service provision.  The following section explores existing 
and potential problems in those areas as well as problems in the 
unincorporated UGA adjacent to Coos Bay to determine whether 
the particular circumstances in each area require more than 
minimum level services.  

 
 
 
   c. 
 

Existing and Potential Problems in Services Provisions 

Most discussions of the need for orderly development focus 
philosophically on the unintended spin-off costs of haphazard 
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growth.  The actual effects on specific areas in Coos County, 
when viewed in an historical context, point to a number of 
existing system deficiencies (These are also discussed in the 
Urbanization Element).  The following geographic areas merit 
specific discussion about their facility and service deficiencies 
and needs; these service problems occur largely in provision of 
major services - public sewer and water provision

 

 -  and 
occasionally in terms of transportation. 

1. 
  

Coos Bay Unincorporated Urban Growth Area (UGA) 

 a. 
 

Charleston/Barview 

Sewer service extension is provided to a portion of this area by a 
main interceptor line that runs south from Coos Bay sewage 
Treatment Plant #2 along Cape Arago State Highway.  Since the 
main line lies almost along the westerly edge of Barview, most 
residents cannot receive sewer service unless lateral lines are 
installed (Laterals are secondary main lines that run generally 
east from the interceptor along the side streets in Barview.). 
 
Development in this urbanizing area has been piecemeal and 
dispersed.  Since no large subdivision has been developed as a 
coordinated timed development, no single residential builder has 
been able to justify the costs of installation of lateral lines to 
connect to the main sewer line, which runs along the length of 
Cape Arago State Highway.  Additionally, many of the existing 
dwellings' septic systems were installed before the imposition of 
strict septic regulations by the State Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ).  Some of these systems are now 
experiencing failure. 
 
The Charleston Sanitary  District has engaged in a series of 
attempts to obtain funding from government sources to enable 
construction of the necessary lateral sewer line extensions.  The 
District was recently awarded a $500,000 grant from the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to 
finance construction of lateral lines along Travis Street, Wigent 
Street, and Wilshire Blvd. that are expected to serve 
approximately 125 dwelling units.  Neither the District nor 
individual residents have sufficient money at present (other than 
the HUD grant money) to finance lateral construction.  
 
The District contracts for sewage treatment with the City of Coos 
Bay, and shares use of Coos Bay Treatment Plant #2 with the 
Empire district.  The existing contract specifies a loading limit of 
29%  of  the total plant capacity.  Current plant capacity is rated 
at 1.62 million gallons per day (mgd) of effluent flow, thus 
giving the Charleston Sanitary District a contractual upper limit 
of 470,000 gallons per day.  [Source: Conversation with Joe 
Schwarm, City of Coos Bay, April 9, 1980]  Capacity is also 
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monitored in terms of strength of sewage, as measured by 
Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD) and Suspended Solids (SS).  
Assuming that on the average each person will produce .2 
pounds of suspended solids in 100 gallons of flow per day, the 
contractual capacity of the Charleston Sanitary District is rated 
as the equivalent of 4,700 people. 
 
Industrial and commercial users can then be rated to determine 
their individual "residential equivalent."  Fish processors are 
required to screen their waste and are limited to introducing no 
more than 300 parts per million of BOD and SS into the sewer 
system.  [Source:  Conversation with Dick Nored, HGE, Inc., 
April 3, 1980] 
 
The Charleston Sanitary District's contract with Coos Bay 
converts to a service capacity of a population roughly equivalent 
to 4,700 people. In the event that industrial, commercial, and 
residential growth in the Charleston/Barview area exceeds the 
residential equivalent of 4,700 people, at least on of the 
following may be required: 
 
i. A renegotiation of the existing contract where the 

Charleston Sanitary District purchases a portion of the 
remaining unused capacity (if any) of sewage treatment 
plant #3; 

 
ii Payment by the District for an expansion of that plant's 

treatment capacity; 
 
iii. Construction of a new sewage plant to serve the 

Charleston Sanitary District.  {source: conversation with 
Cynthia Hartman, City of Coos Bay, March 26, 1980]. 

 
In the absence of additional public funding, the most likely 
source of lateral construction money will occur in the private 
sphere, specifically from those builders and developers able to 
command the financial resources necessary to prepare and 
construct large-scale developments.  To encourage private 
investment in Charleston/Barview, investors must be assured 
(among other things) that land use and zoning controls will 
discourage poor aesthetic appearance features such as open 
storage of wrecked cars and junk. 
 
b. 
 

Bay Park/Bunker Hill/Millington/Libby 

Much of this area's problems in regard to disjointed sewer and 
water provision are a direct result of the difficult topography.  
Water supply problems are in two categories: 
 
i. The Libby area's smaller diameter lines are inadequate to 

provide sufficient volume or pressure for fire protection. 
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ii. Voters in the Bay Park/Millington water district recently 

turned down a proposal that would have funded 
construction of a connector loop water line for the 
system.  Without that water line, the entire system could 
experience temporary closure in the event of failure of 
the water line. 

 
One of the more serious problems regarding facilities provisions 
is that only a small portion (Bunker Hill) of this proposed UGA 
is served by public sewer (via Bunker Hill Sanitary District).  
Extension and installation of sewer lines in the Libby and 
Millington areas would require Coos Bay Treatment Plant #1 to 
handle the additional effluent unless a new treatment plant were 
to be constructed.  The current problem is that most of the 
existing storm sewer system is not separated from the sanitary 
sewer system.  During periods of heavy rain, the sewage 
treatment plant becomes so overburdened with water flow that 
part of the flow must be diverted from the plant.  This means that 
both storm runoff and untreated (although diluted) sewage must 
be dumped directly into the estuary.  Coos Bay is working to 
separate the two systems, but is not capable of taking on 
additional non-city customers for plant #1 until the problem is 
corrected. 
 
Current capacity of Plant #1 is 2.66 mgd, with contractual 
capacities for each service area as follows: 
 
 City of Coos Bay   2.085 mgd 
 Bunker Hill Sanitary District   .325 mgd 
 City of Eastside     .250 mgd 
 
 Total    2.660 mgd 
 
[Source:  Conversation with Joe Schwarm, City of Coos Bay, 
April 9, 1978] 

 
   2. 
 

Unincorporated Areas Outside UGB's 

The goal requirements discussed previously have the effect of 
using public services provision to help direct and separate rural 
and urban development.  Services should be planned for areas 
where development is planned.  This means that future urban 
areas should not be planned for rural services, and rural areas 
should not be converted to urban areas by the extension of major 
public services (unless within an Urban Growth Boundary). 

 
Public water and sewer extensions from an urban area to a rural area 
outside a UGB would therefore normally not comply with the 
requirements of Goal #11.   However, there are three cases where 
such service provision could be deemed a necessity: 



Volume I, Part 2 
611 

 
 industrial sites; 
 recreational planned unit developments (PUD), if within an 

existing sanitary sewer and water district; 
 health hazard areas. 

 
The first two are based on economic necessity; the third is necessary 
to ensure protection of the public health.  These are discussed more 
fully under each topic later in this section. 

 
Public services such as sewer and water can also be provided by 
community-owned

 

 systems rather than just by extension from urban 
areas.  Development of community-owned systems in Rural Centers 
would be a reasonable alternative when necessary to support planned 
rural in-fill development within Rural Center boundaries.  
Community-owned public water systems have not occurred (except 
in cities) and are unlikely to occur because of their greater cost and 
complexity. 

The remainder of this section considers existing and expected 
problems within each area. 

 
 

a. 
 

Rural Centers 

In the Rural Housing Inventory and Assessment of the plan, a 
Rural Center is defined as: "a named developed area providing 
some essential service(s) to the surrounding rural area, 
containing (at least) a store (or other commercial use), plus a 
school, church, or grange hall." 
 
Based on criteria in that element, the following communities are 
considered Rural Centers:  Allegany, Arago, Bridge, Broadbent, 
Cooston, Dora, Fairview, Glasgow, Greenacres, Hauser, 
Saunders Lake, Laurel Grove, Fourmile, Riverton, and Sumner. 
 
As noted in earlier discussion, rural centers are projected to 
experience considerable in-filling to the extent that they may 
eventually require the development of community-owned rural 
water systems within their boundaries.  Currently, Bridge and 
Riverton have community-owned water systems; Glasgow (and 
Shorewood, a "committed" area) are supplied with public water 
by the Coos Bay/North Bend Water Board.  Except for Glasgow 
and Hauser/Saunders Lake, all other rural centers are expected to 
develop their own community-owned systems (if needed) 
because of their distance from the major water and sewer 
facilities in the Coos Bay/North Bend area.  Glasgow and 
Hauser/Saunders Lake are unique as rural centers because of 
their proximity to urban areas. 
 
 



Volume I, Part 2 
612 

i.  
 

Glasgow 

Glasgow originally developed its own community water 
system in response to water availability problems with 
use of individual wells.  The easternmost portion of the 
area is still served by a community system (Glasgow 
Water Co-op), but the major part of the area has been 
served since 1972 by the Coos Bay/North Bend Water 
Board (CBNBWB)  [Source:  Phil Matson, CBNBWB; 
February, 1980] 

 
ii. 

 
Hauser 

With its relatively large extent of buildable land, 
marginal forest productivity, and proximity to U.S. 
Highway 101 and the Bay Area, Hauser is a prime 
candidate for rural residential development as well as 
pressure for urban-scale densities and services.  
Although public service provision is not needed at 
present densities, a future required periodic plan review 
may reflect a need for extension of public water within 
the Hauser/Saunders Lake rural center boundary.  For 
the present, a community-owned public water system 
would be appropriate if necessary to serve rural 
densities. 

 
3. 6 "Committed" Areas

 

  (See definition, Rural Housing Inventory 
& Assessment) 

 a. North Bay area (

 

Shorewood, North Bay Drive, Sunny 
Hill) 

Shorewood was first served by public water in about 
1967, when the Coos Bay/North Bend Water Board built 
the Shorewood treatment plant for water from the dunes 
aquifer.  Shorewood and Glasgow can now be supplied 
either from water piped from  the dunes source or water 
piped from Pony Creek Reservoir across McCullough 
Bridge (US101). 

 
The North Bay Drive/Sunny Hill area (following the 
former route of US 101 from McCullough Bridge on the 
south to Hauser on the north) is a committed area not 
presently served by public water or sewer. 
 
Its projected in-fill development is a key determinant as 
to whether public water extension to Hauser/Saunders 
Lake (at least) will be financially feasible.  According to 
Phil Matson of the Coos Bay/North Bend Water Board, 
service extension to the Hauser area could occur from 
two sources: 
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1) directly from the dunes aquifer to the west, 

which would require construction of a water 
treatment plant, or 

 
2) from the Shorewood treatment plant.  The 

second alternative would be justifiable if the 
pipeline were to follow North Bay Drive, 
because that route would add additional 
customers along the entire length of the pipeline. 

     
For the present, public service provision could not be 
justified as the basis of need. 

   
    b. 
 

Isthmus Heights 

This area was not considered as a Rural Center because 
it failed to meet the necessary conditions of the 
definition.  It also was not proposed as an Urban Growth 
Study Area because it is not urban in character (virtually 
no urban-level services are present).  Nevertheless, 
Isthmus Heights has already developed to a fairly high 
density for a rural area (generally, about 2 acres per 
dwelling unit).  This area could begin to experience area-
wide septic system or well failures (most septic systems 
were installed before DEQ regulations took effect) that 
would necessitate public water provision. 

 
     
 

c. 
 

Lighthouse Way 

Public water provision to this area already occurs simply 
because this small residential area is an intermediate 
point on a service line extending to the State Park at 
Sunset Bay (Cape Arago Highway).  The area is not 
projected for any substantial additional growth. 

 
    d. 
 

Charleston Industrial Tracts 

This committed area on Seven Devils Highway lies 
outside the Charleston Sanitary District and is therefore 
outside the proposed Urban Growth Boundary.  
Nevertheless, limited public service provision may prove 
necessary during the planning period because of 
potential widespread septic system failure (most septic 
systems were installed many years ago before stricter 
DEQ regulations were adopted).   

 
    e. 
 

Shinglehouse Slough Road 
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Although originally considered for inclusion in an Urban 
Growth Study Area, the area is now defined as a 
committed area - even though a small public water line 
serves the area - because the extremely poor alignment 
of the road (and the difficulty in improving it) will not 
permit densities in the area to reach those appropriate for 
an urbanizable area.  Further public water extension 
would not be appropriate to serve this rural area. 

 
    f. 
 

Shelley Road/Crest Acres & Rink Creek 

The portions of these areas not included in the Coquille 
UGA are each served by a water district contract with 
the City of Coquille that commits Coquille to supply 
them with its excess water. (The contracts will expire 
around the year 2000).  (See Urbanization Inventory and 
Assessment--Coquille)  Development is expected to be 
restricted by the lack of additional public water service 
capability. 

 
   4. 
 

Recreation Developments 

These developments are expected to be "second-home" or 
"vacation-home" areas drawing people largely from outside Coos 
County.  Since they draw income from outside the County's trade 
area, these developments help diversify the economy by 
"exploiting" Coos County's recreational amenities. 
 
As noted in the "Bay Area Urbanization Inventory and 
Assessment", several proposals exist for development near the 
Coos Bay/North Bend area that would be tied to the presence of 
recreation opportunities, such as boating.  The proposed 
development on Crown Point south of Barview is within the 
Charleston Sanitary District, can be served by public water, and 
is adjacent to a proposed UGA.  The developer would pay all 
costs of water and sewer provision, and might be required to pay 
a proportionate share of costs for replacing or improving the Joe 
Ney Slough Bridge, if required.  Public costs in such a case 
would be minimal. 
 
For other developments, such as a possible recreational Planned 
Unit Development on the low forest-site-class coastal plain north 
of Bandon, public service extension would likely prove 
prohibitive and might generate unjustifiable demand for housing 
along the extended service lines.  In this case, a community-
owned or self-sustained facility system would conform much 
better to the provisions of Goal #11. 

 
   5. 
 

Major Unincorporated Industrial Areas 

As discussed more fully in the Economics Inventory and  
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Assessment, the peculiar geography and topography in Coos  
County have severely limited the finite quantity of physically  
suitable industrial sites.  The strict locational criteria of industrial  
sites requires that they be located along or in the immediate  
proximity of good quality transportation corridors.  The major  
corridors are the Port of Coos Bay waterfront (water  
transportation) and the U.S. 101/OR 42 highway corridors  
between Myrtle Point on the south and Hauser on the north.  The  
scarcity of industrial sites (see Industrial and Commercial Lands,  
Section 4.4) requires that any site along these corridors be 
available for industrial use, whether the site is within or outside  
an Urban Growth Area (UGS).  Some uses may be able to  
provide their own self-sustaining systems: other uses, such as a  
pulp mill, will require

 

 public service provision (especially water) 
to develop to their full extent. 

For example, further industrial development on the North Spit 
will likely require availability of public water and sewer as well 
as improved road access and fire protection.  Unless such 
development creates its own self-sustaining system, agreements 
would have to be worked out between the developers/Port and 
the utilities capable of providing service.  In this case, the North 
Bay RFPD would be the most logical provider of fire protection 
(it currently serves the developed area of the North Spit); the 
Coos Bay/North Bend Water Board would likely be the only 
available provider of public water; and only Coos Bay or North 
Bend could practicably extend public sewer across the Bay 

  6. 

In all other rural areas, the projected density is such that 
provision of public services might create unwarranted pressures 
and unjustified demand for higher-density development in areas 
that are generally earmarked for rural residential and resource-
related uses.  In these areas, the level of public facilities and 
services necessary to support planned development would be 
those services defined as rural in the next section, "Rural Versus 
Urban Level Services." 

All Other Rural Areas 

 

   7. 

As previously discussed, the rigid urban/rural split envisioned by 
the goals does not precisely fit the existing situation.  Previous 
discussion has focused on the problems of facilities and services 
provision in the unincorporated portions of Urban Growth Areas 
(UGA's), in Rural Centers, in certain "committed" areas. and in 
major unincorporated industrial areas.  The following chart 
summarizes the projected levels of services types necessary to 
support the planned development within each area. 

Schedule of Services 
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TABLE 2a 
 
Area Required Level of Service Provision by Year 2000 
 
Incorporated Cities Urban 
 
Unincorporated Urban Growth Areas Urban (except where UGA management agreements 

specify otherwise) 
 
Rural Centers Community-owned Facility (when increased density 

makes it appropriate) 
 
Committed Areas  
  

1.  Lighthouse Way Rural (except for existing public water connection 
2.  Shinglehouse Slough Road 
3.  Shelley Road/Crest Acres 
4.  Rink Creek 
5.  All Others Rural 

 
Recreation Developments Rural, Community-owned facility 
 
Major Unincorporated Industrial Areas 
        (North Spit, and Highway 101 
Corridor  
         from Hauser to Millington) 

Urban where extension is feasible; otherwise, rural 

 
All Other Rural Areas Rural 
 

 
Summary of Chart: 

The major services most typical of urban development, i.e., public sewer and water.  However, 
the presence of public water and sewer cannot always be equated with urban development.  
Services to industrial areas under this scheme would not provide for housing development but 
would, instead, provide maximum utilization of Coos County's scarce industrial sites.  
Additionally, rural centers and certain committed areas are proposed for public service provision, 
either to allow them to reach expected densities strictly within their boundaries, or to concede that 
future conditions may make such provision necessary from a public health standpoint. 
 
Although it is not the function of this inventory and assessment to formulate policies, it is 
appropriate to mention two types of policy areas worthy of consideration: 
 

1. To ensure that the comprehensive plan is not detrimental to the public health, 
safety, and welfare, an eventual policy may prove necessary that permits public 
service extension to any area where the responsible health authority (such as 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality) determines such services to be 
necessary

 
 to support existing uses. 



Volume I, Part 2 
617 

2. A "permit" system might be considered as a policy or implementation 
requirement where any district wishing to extend services would first be required 
to obtain a simple clearance or permit from the county.  The permit or clearance 
letter would simply state that the proposed extension conforms to the 
comprehensive plan.  This would ensure that services would not be extended first 
and then later found to conflict with the comprehensive plan. 

 
 D. 
 

Co-ordination of Service Provision 

Although the Coos County Board of Commissioners has overall 
responsibility to ensure that all plans are co-ordinated, each city or 
special district must share some of the burden to ensure that its plan is 
co-ordinated with the comprehensive plan. 
 
All plans that involve land use must conform to the comprehensive plan 
when the latter is acknowledged.  If a special district and the county 
cannot reach a point where their plans are mutually compatible, the 
special district will not

 

 have legal standing to appeal the comprehensive 
plan unless the special district has participated to the proper extent in the 
comprehensive planning process.  If it cannot appeal, the special district 
is then obligated to make its plans conform to the county comprehensive 
plan. 

Coos County has made two specific written requests, attached as 
Appendix PFS-1 and PFS-2, to help fulfill its responsibility to ensure that 
all plans are co-ordinated.  (Continuous current support is provided 
through the office of the County Planning Co-ordinator).  
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(DRAFT) 
 
TABLE 3    EXISTING SIGNED AGREEMENTS     
 
Jurisdiction Date 

Signed 
Special Provisions Timetables 

    
SWOCC 6/18/79 None In Master Plan 
SCGHD (Bandon Hospital) 7/31/79 None None 
Port of Coos Bay 9/20/79 None "Appendix A" of 

agreement 
Charleston Sanitary District 3/30/79 Appendix B of agreement "Appendix A" of 

agreement 
Lakeside Water District 4/9/79 "County Plan shall be 

deemed satisfactory for 
the purposes of the 
district" 

None 

School District #9 - Coos Bay 5/7/79 None FBA to be decided 
School District #31 - Powers 6/18/79 None Appendix A of agreement 
    
 

Appendix B is a copy of a letter sent to all special districts on November 30, 1979, asking 
for specific input on public facilities and services.  Table 4 lists those who have 
responded to that letter and whether the requested information was provided. 

 
TABLE 4 Responses to Nov. 30 CCPD Request for Input 
 
Jurisdiction Existing signed 

agreement 
Demand/Capacity  information provided? 
 

   
SWOCC yes -6/18/79 Yes (in Plans) 
CB/NB Water Board no Yes 
Charleston RFPD no Partially 
City of Lakeside Yes - 4/9/79 Yes (in Plans) 
City of Bandon No  
City of Coos Bay Yes - 9/20/79 N/A (not applicable) 
Catching Inlet Drainage 
District 

no  

Charleston Sanitary District Yes - 3/30/79 Partially 
Bay Park/Millington Water 
District 

no Partially 

City of North Bend No Partially 
Coos ESD No N/A? 
 

These tables show that many special districts have failed to participate to the necessary 
extent in coordination of plans.  The final draft of this report will update the tables to 
show any changes in status of cooperative agreements (and will also update the 
inventories in Part II). 
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The cooperative agreements ensure that these services are timed to support appropriate 
development by describing: 
 
 What
 

 service is being provided 

 Where
 

 the service will be provided (including maps) 

 When
 

 the service will be provided 

 Who
 

 shall provide the service. 

In some cases, such as school districts, boundaries have already been established throughout the 
entire county that show who provides a particular service in a specific area.  In other cases, such 
as water and sanitary districts, some areas are not and will not be served by any particular district, 
but special care must be taken t ensure that service provision will be provided when needed and 
not provided when not needed. 
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Appendix A 
 
 
DRAFT 
 
Coos County 
Planning Department     David M. Richey, Director 
Courthouse, Coquille 
Oregon  97423 
 
March 20, 1979 
 
TO  : Special Districts 
 
FROM  : Coos County Planning Department 
 
RE  : Cooperative Agreements 
 
 
As you know special district plans or programs which affect land use are required by statute to be 
coordinated with city and county comprehensive plans.  One method of achieving this 
coordination is by entering into cooperative agreements with cities and counties.  Since the Coos 
County Comprehensive Plan is nearing completion, the time for developing such agreements is 
growing short. 
 
Your right to object to a city or county's request for acknowledgement from LCDC that its 
comprehensive plan conforms to the state land use planning goals depends upon your 
participation in that jurisdiction's planning process.  Since special district activities must comply 
with the Comprehensive Plan when it is acknowledged, it is in your interest to participate in the 
planning process. 
 
A sample coordination agreement is enclosed to give you an idea of what is needed.  Each district 
has the responsibility of determining which of its activities affect land use and which LCDC state 
planning goals should be addressed.  Suggestions for various districts are attached.  Please feel 
free to consult with the County Planning Department for further help and advice is you decide an 
agreement with the County will be helpful to your district. 
 
CONTACT: David M. Richey, Director 
  Coos County Planning Department 
 
  396-3121 
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SPECIAL DISTRICT COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 
 
This agreement, made and entered into this ___________day of ______________, 19_____ by 
and between the______________________________________________________________, 
hereinafter referred to as the "District" and Coos County, hereinafter referred to as the "County:" 
 

WITNESSETH: 
 
 WHEREAS, ORS 215.100 provides for cooperation in planning between the various 
levels of government of this state; and 
 
 WHEREAS, ORS 190.010 authorized governmental units to contract and enter into join 
operational agreements with one another; and 
 
 WHEREAS, ORS 197.185 provides for special districts to exercise their planning duties, 
powers and responsibilities and to take actions that are authorized by law with respect to 
programs affecting land use, including the annexation of territory, in accordance with statewide 
planning goals; and to coordinate such actions with local units of government. 
 

NOW, THERFORE, the District and the County, each in consideratin of the other agree 
as follows: 

(1) the District shall have the opportunity to participate in the County planning 
program in the following ways: 

 a) The County shall notify and invite comment from the District on 
pertinent planning and zoning studies and activities as they are prepared and 
undertaken. 
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4.7 TRANSPORTATION 
 

I. Introduction 
 

“Mobility, frequently acclaimed as our fifth freedom, is the very fiber of our democratic society.  
It is the backbone of industry, and the principal sustenance of the urban community.  Without 
mobility, progress in our community is stifled; with it, growth and prosperity prevail. 

 
“Mobility manifests itself in transportation.  Transportation is not automobiles, buses, trains, 
airplanes, and other transport objects, but people and goods.  The desires of people and their 
need for goods create the demand for transportation.”1 

 
The transportation facilities of Coos County are a critical concern in the comprehensive planning 
process since these facilities produce direct impacts on land uses, the economy, the environment 
and the social systems.  An inadequate or poorly designed system will create inappropriate land 
uses, adverse impacts, and a poorly functioning economy.  A good sound transportation plan is a 
necessity in considering the future of any area. 

 
Since the transportation system is the lifeblood of a community’s economic and social health it is 
desirable for a comprehensive plan to effectively coordinate all modes of transportation that 
form the greater system.  That task is exceedingly difficult, however, because of problems 
common to many communities. 

 
i. Fragmentation.  While it is easy to conceive of transportation as an integrated system, 

the reality is a fragmented assortment of transportation activities, each planned, funded 
and presided over by an assortment of agencies at separate levels of government. 

 
ii. Lack of Resources (Money & Time)

II. Existing Modes Inventory 

.  In the setting just described, no single agency has 
the funding or the time necessary to produce a coordinated planning effort that would 
ensure a proper balance of systems to meet the changing needs of people and to 
overcome existing and expected problems. 

 
An effective, thorough transportation study that links together the fragmented agencies 
plans and studies would likely require at least one year of full-time effort.  Such a review 
would also require collection of highly specific data such as capacity of individual 
systems and forecast demand for each.  This element has been structured to respond to 
these problems within the existing allowable time constraints by focusing on the most 
important and basic local transportation issues in a manner sufficient to comply with the 
requirements of State Goal #12 (Transportation). 

 

 
A. Mass Transit 

Existing public mass transit in Coos County is provided in three categories:  
i. Intercity Bus Service (Greyhound);  
ii. Intracity transportation of the disadvantaged (Senior Activity Center);   
iii. Local taxi cab service (Radio Cab and Yellow Cab). 

 
                                                           
1 Alternatives for Improving Urban Transportation, U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration, Report #77-215 (October 1977) pages 1-11. 



Volume I, Part 2 
623 

 

1. Four buses travel north to Portland via Highway 101. 

INTERCITY BUS SERVICE 
 

“Greyhound Lines, Inc. is the only company providing passenger and express services 
into and out of the Coos Bay area.  Presently, ten buses depart Coos Bay each day under 
the following schedule: 
 

 
2. Three buses travel south to San Francisco via Highway 101. 

 
3. Two buses travel over Highway 42 to Myrtle Point, one bus continuing on to 

Roseburg. 
 

4. One bus travels to Reedsport, there making connections over Highway 38 to 
Eugene.2

 
 

For its 1975 study on intercity bus travel, the Oregon Department of 
Transportation evaluated the level of intercity bus service to Oregon 
communities on the basis of, among other things, schedule convenience (number 
of weekday arrivals, with the most points being given for daytime arrivals), the 
quality of the station facilities, whether the community is listed in Russel’s 
Guide, which contains schedules for most U.S. bus companies, and the amount 
of through service to major cities.  Scores for coastal towns were lower than for 

Scheduled Bus Stops in Coos County 
 
Coos Bay/North Bend     Riverton 
Coquille      Bandon 
Myrtle Point 

 
In addition, the communities of Norway, Bridge, and Remote lie on the 
highways where Greyhound operates.  Broadbent, Sumner and Lakeside are 
within five miles of these bus routes.  Powers is the only community with a 
population of over 250 that is not within five miles of service.  Generally, 
commercial bus schedules are oriented towards the long haul.  They are not 
specifically designed for the convenience of people traveling from smaller 
communities to urban or regional centers to shop or conduct business.  For the 
most part few buses are scheduled to and from communities.  Arrival times may 
be in the late night or early morning hours; scheduled departures for the return 
trip may not allow sufficient time to complete business without an overnight 
layover or may require a long wait after business is completed. 

 
Once the passenger arrives in an urban area, the intercity bus traveler is 
confronted with a mobility problem: How to get around town to carry out 
business.  There are no public transit systems in any of the County’s cities.  Taxi 
service, when available, is prohibitively expensive for some.  In Oregon cities 
with transit systems, the public transit system is usually not connected with the 
intercity bus system. 

 

                                                           
2 Coos Bay Proposed Comprehensive Plan 
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those of the Willamette Valley region.  Of the 50 coastal communities evaluated, 
the scores of 45 were in the bottom 20.  Especially noteworthy is that all cities in 
Coos County were in the bottom half of the scoring.  Further discussion and 
exact scoring is contained with the Transportation section of the Background 
Document. 

 

1. Regular route service to senior citizens and to the general public on a limited 
basis 

SENIOR ACTIVITY 
 
The North Bend Senior Activity Center provides a unique mass transportation service to 
the residents of Coos County.  Funded from a variety of sources, a fleet of vans operates 
out of the Senior Activity Center and provides the following services: 
 

 
Call in service to seniors 

a. Contact service to the Star of Hope and the Seaman’s Center 
b. Limited community service to Bandon and Langlois 
c. Hot meals delivery to the homebound 
d. Escort service 
e. Homemaker service 
f. Transportation from hospitals and rest homes for seniors 
g. Transportation for the disadvantaged 

 
1. Taxi Cab Service 

Radio Cab and Yellow Cab companies provide service to North Bend, Coos 
Bay, Ea stside, Charleston, and to some areas outside these cities’ limits.  Taxi 
service is also provided for the City of Coquille by a grant that allows the city to 
accept donations for the service but forbids fees.  The large majority of users are 
senior citizens. 

 
A. Air 

 
Air travel is frequently used for the transportation of passengers, freight and mail 
between population centers.  Although not competitive with other transportation systems 
in terms of cost per mile or energy consumption, air travel and shipping are time 
efficient.  For many passengers lower travel times are a convenience; for some business 
and cargoes they are of major importance.  Most of the air freight generated in the North 
Bend/Coos Bay area is seafood, which is highly perishable and must be moved quickly.  
Incoming freight is primarily equipment for machinery companies and the mills where 
delays in receiving replacement parts can be extremely costly.  The airways also serve to 
link isolated communities and provide them with quick access to important services, 
such as medical care.  Powers, for instance, is 45 minutes by car from the nearest doctor; 
by air the time is ten to twenty minutes.  There are recreational uses as well, such as 
pleasure flying and access to remote recreational areas. 

 
1. Regional Air Service3

“Air travel for Coos Bay/North Bend residents has long been provided at the 
North Bend Municipal Airport located on the northern reaches of the North 

 

                                                           
3 Ibid 
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Bend city limits.  It provides needed freight and passenger service and is the 
only airport on the southwest coast providing commercial interstate air travel.  
The future of adequate air service is accepted as a regional concern for the 
economy and well being of county residents.  Therefore, in 1978 the 
jurisdictions of Coos Bay, North Bend, and Coos County combined efforts to 
design a regional airport element to be included in their respective 
comprehensive plans.”4

2. Local Airports 

 
 

 
Below is a list of local airports in the County, indicating ownership and whether 
the facility is included in the National Airport System Plan (NASP) and/or in the 
Oregon Airport System Plan (OASP). 

 
Table #TR-1 

 
 
AIRPORT 

 
OWNERSHIP 

INCLUDED IN 
NASP 

INCLUDED IN 
OASP 

 
CLASS 

     
Bandon State Yes Yes BU 
Lakeside State No Yes NSO 
Norway Private No Yes BU/PP 
Powers State No Yes CA 
     
     

             5

                                                           
4 Proposed commercial airport siting element: An element of the City of North Bend, the City of Coos Bay, and the 
Coos County comprehensive land use plans, March 1978. 
5 Summary, Oregon Aviation System Plan, 1974. 

 
 

In the NASP, airports are classified in terms of both their operational role and 
their functional role.  Relevant operational classifications for regional airports 
are Basic Utility (BU) and General Utility (GU).  Basic Utility airports can 
accommodate “about 95 percent of the general aviation propeller fleet under 
12,000 pounds” while General Utility airports can accommodate  “substantially 
all general aviation propeller aircraft under 12,500 pounds.” 

 
All OASP airports in the region except North Bend fall in the Basic Utility 
category.  Those which are non-NASP are additionally classified by the State as 
Community Access (serve communities), Land Access (service recreational and 
open land areas only), Private Protect (privately owned but used by the public), 
or Non-System State-Owned Airports.  The last category is for those State-
owned airports which do not actually qualify for entry into the OASP.  Transfer 
of such airports to private ownership has been recommended and they are 
included in the OASP only until such transfer can be accomplished.  A summary 
of the characteristics of County OASP airports is available in Table #TR-2 

  
 
 
 



Volume I, Part 2 
626 

 
 
 
 

 
Table #TR-2 

 
COOS COUNTY AIRPORTS PHYSICAL FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

 
AIRPORT ACRES WIDTH & 

LENGTH 
SURFACE LIGHTS FBO 

SERVICE
a 

b 

      
Bandon 65 2,595 x 50 Asphalt L E,I,Q,R,Z 
      
Lakeside 140 2,150 x 150 Turf None ------------ 
      
North Bend 
Municipal 

619 4,603 x 150 
5,045 x 150 
4,022 x 150 

Asphalt 
Asphalt 
Asphalt 

H 
M 
L 

F,E,R,C,I,Z 
Q,T,M,P 
------------ 

      
Powers 77 2,500 x 110 Turf None ------------ 
      
a. L – Low Intensity, M – Medium Intensity, H – High Intensity 
b. Fixed Base Operator Services 

C – Charter   P – Patrol 
E – Engine Repair  Q – Aircraft Sales 
F – Fuel Sales  R – Air Frame Repair 
I – Instruction  T – Air Taxi 
M – Air Ambulance  Z – Aircraft Rental6 
 

Since late 1979, there has been no certificated air service at North Bend 
Municipal Airport, the only airport in the County to have been served by a 
certificated air carrier. 

 
As of February 15, 1980, the North Bend Municipal Airport is served by three 
commuter airlines with a combined service of 10 freitghts  inbound and 10 
flights outbound per day, with flights available generally throughout the daylight 
hours.  (Schedules are not included because they are subject to occasional 
revision.)  The flights/day are as follows: 

 
           AIR OREGON  FAR WEST  

                                                           
6 Public Transportation in Coos and Curry Counties: Draft Inventory of Systems and Services, published by 
CCCOG, 1977; updated by Coos County Planning Department, 1980. 

CENTURY 
Departures 5/day to Portland  2/day to Medford 1/day to San Francisco via Eureka & 
        Crescent City 
 
 3/day w/stop in Eugene 2/day to Portland   
     (direct) 
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 2/day to Portland 
 (direct) (Hillsboro) 
 
Arrivals 5/day from Portland  2/day from Medford 1/day from San Francisco via Crescent 
        City & Eureka 
 
 2/day direct   2/day from Portland  
 
 3/day w/stop in Eugene   
_____________________________________________________________________________________7

Far West and Century Airlines use 8-passenger planes while Air Oregon utilizes 
the 19-passenger “Metroliner.”  The Metroliner has an 1100-pound cargo 
capacity on the tail hold and 500-pound capacity on the nose hold, but a flight 
with 19 passengers aboard would likely use all cargo space for luggage.

 
 

Flights/day total 10 inbound and 10 outbound, with Century Airlines tentatively 
scheduled to add two (2) more flights per day by March 15, 1980. 

 

8

Historical 

 
 

Table #TR-3A 
 

CERTIFICATED AIRLINE PASSENGER TRAFFIC 
NORTH BEND MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 

1968 – 2000 
Enplaned 

Passengers 
Aircraft 

Departures 
Average Daily 

Departures 
Ave. Passenger 

Enplaned/Departure 
     

1968 14,179 1,729 4.7 8.2 
     

1969 13,259 1,529 4.2 8.7 
     

1970 12,004 1,440 3.9 8.3 
     

1971 10,464 1,375 3.8 7.6 
     

1972 9,241 945 2.6 9.8 
     

1973 13,183 1,281 3.5 10.3 
     

1974 15,473 1,204 3.3 12.9 
     

1975 15,325 1,249 3.4 12.3 
     

1976 16,496 1,168 3.2 14.1 
     

1977 17,233 1063 2.9 16.2 
     

                                                           
7 Air Oregon, Far West Airlines, Cenury Airlines, Terry Travel (Coos Bay). 
8 Air Oregon. 
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AIR CARRIER SERVICE (ONLY) 
 

1980 20,670 1,100 3.0 18.8 
     

1985 25,670 1,100 3.0 23.3 
     

1990 30,670 1,100 3.0 27.9 
     

1995 35,650 1,100 3.0 32.4 
     

2000 40,660 1,100 3.0 37.0 
     

 
 

           NO AIR CARRIER SERVICE (COMMUTER ONLY)* 
 

1980 20,670 2,953 8.1 7.0 
     

1985 25,670 2,850 7.8 9.0 
     

1990 30,670 3,067 8.4 10.0 
     

1995 35,650 2,970 8.1 12.0 
     

2000 40,660 2,710 7.4 15.0 
     

• Assumes travel to Portland and San Francisco      9

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                           
9 North Bend Airport Master Plan. 
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Table #TR-3B 

 
NORTH BEND MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 
ENPLANED AIR CARGO AND MAIL 

1972 – 2000 
(Tons) 

 
Historical Cargo Mail TOTAL Daily Average 

     
1972 18.4 17.1 35.5 0.10 

     
1973 19.2 26.4 45.6 0.12 

     
1974 14.9 24.4 39.9 0.11 

     
1975 20.4 31.2 51.6 0.14 

     
1976 21.8 30.4 52.2 0.14 

     
1977 29.3 28.9 58.2 0.16 

     
 

Table #TR-3C 
 

FORECASTS OF BASED AIRCRAFT 
NORTH BEND MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 

Year 1976 
State of Oregon 

High        Medium        Low 

FAA-NASP 1972 
Master Plan 

1979 
Master Plan 

Update 
     

1978  88                86                86 68 73 78 
     

1980  95                93                93 69 78 80 
     

1985 103              102             100 73 93 92 
     

1990 109              106             103 - 110 106 
     

1995 115              111             107 - - - 
     

2000   -                   -                 -  - - 136 
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Table #TR-3D 

 
BANDON STATE AIRPORT 

AIRCRAFT & OPERATIONS FORECAST 
 

 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 
Based Aircraft::      
Single Engine 40 49 58 69 80 
Multiple Engine 3 4 5 6 7 
Helicopter 2 2 3 3 3 
Business Jet - - - - - 

      
Total 45 55 66 78 90 

      
Annual Aircraft Operations       
By type of Operation      
Local 22,000 27,500 34,000 40,000 49,000 
Itinerant 15,000 18,500 23,000 27,000 32,000 

      
Total 37,000 46,000 57,000 67,000 81,000 

      
Instrument Operations 1,500 1,850 2,300 2,700 3,250 
Actual Instrument 
Approaches 

 
370 

 
460 

 
570 

 
670 

 
810 

      
By Aircraft      
Multi-engine prop. 3,500 4,400 5,900 6.800 8,400 
Single-engine prop. 31,900 39,600 48,700 57,700 69,400 
Helicopter 1,600 2,000 2,400 2,800 3,200 

      
Aircraft Operations 
Distribution 

     

Peak Month 4,625 5,750 7,150 8,400 10,150 
Peak Week 1,150 1,450 1,800 2,100 2,550 
Ave. Day of Peak Month 185 230 285 335 405 
Peak Hour of Ave. Day-Peak 
Month 

 
35 

 
45 

 
55 

 
65 

 
75 

      
(Commuter Operations) 1,040 1,040 1,560 1,560 2,080 

      
10

                                                           
10 Waddell Engineering Corp., 1979. 
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Table #TR-3C 
 

AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS 1976 – 1995 
 

 Lakeside Norway Powers 
    

1976 2000 4400 600 
1980 3100 5700 1600 
1985 3100 6300 1700 
1995 3900 7500 1800 

    
  

 
Table #TR – 3D 

 
BASED AIRCRAFT 1975 - 1995 

 
 Lakeside Norway Powers 
    

1976 4 11 0 
              1980                  6                 14                  2 
              1985                  6                 15                  2 
              1995                  7                                         17                  2 
    

11

1. Primary Surface.  A surface longitudinally centered on a runway.  The following 
primary surface dimensions shall apply to the respective airports. 

 
 

Inventory 
 

The State owned airports of Bandon, Lakeside and Powers have been identified on a map at a 
scale of 1” = 800’ and include the designation of: 

 

 
 Length Width 
   

Bandon 3700’ 500’ 
Lakeside 2800’ 50’ 
Powers 2500’ 100’ 

   
 

2. Approach Zone.  A surface longitudinally centered on the extended runway 
centerline for a horizontal distance of 3000 ft. from the end of the primary 
surface, the inner edge being the width of the primary surface and the outer edge 
being of the following width: 

 
                                                           
11 Oregon Aeronautics Division, Department of Transportation. 
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Bandon    1400 ft. wide 
Lakeside     900 ft. wide 
Powers      900 ft. wide 
 

3. Transitional Zone.  A surface extending outward at 90 degree angles to and 1050 
feet from the sides of the Primary Surface and tapering to the ends of the 
Approach Zone. 

 
4. Horizontal/Conical Zone.  A surface extending 9000 ft. around the Primary 

Surface and is established by swinging arcs of 9000 ft. radii from the center of 
each end of the Primary Surface of each runway and connecting the adjacent 
arcs by lines tangent there-to.  This zone does not include the Approach or 
Transition Zones. 

 
 
 

B. Waterborne 
 
Port of Coos Bay 
 
The Port of Coos Bay has an administrative area of 474 square miles which encompasses 
the entire estuary of the Coos River, portions of several other rivers draining into the 
Bay, and the cities of Coos Bay, North Bend, and Eastside.  The major docks of the Port 
are concentrated along the three to four mile eastern waterfront of Coos Bay/North 
Bend.  Several other docks are located on the western coastline of the peninsula and in 
the vicinity of Jordan Cove.  Inside and immediately to the south of the entrance to the 
estuary, the Charleston small boat basin provides moorage for a significant commercial 
fishing fleet. 
 
“The Port of Coos Bay ministers to the Coos River basin area including all of the Coos 
estuary.  Additionally, it serves as a central, domestic and foreign shipping point for 
much of the hinterland (middle and southern Willamette Valley).  Contemporary 
shipping activity has changed only slightly from its historic beginnings.  Coos Bay still 
exports forest products and is known to handle the world’s largest volume of timber 
products.  However, the complexion of the shipping has changed to include not only raw 
logs and finished products (lumber, plywood, linerboard, pulp and paper)…but also 
newly prized wood chips.  The tonnage handled through the Port of Coos Bay since 
1966 is shown in Table #TR-5.  These data were prepared from several planning studies 
and compiled in a report entitled The Feasability of Port Development on Coos Bay.  
This report shows that the export of wood chips dramatically increased during the 1970s 
from a mere 300,000 tons to over 3.6 million tons per year, and concludes that these 
exports will increase with worldwide demand (Baldwin 1977:4-6).”12

The traffic of forest products has remained relatively constant and the Corps of 
Engineers predicts a decline in log shipments while the Greenacres study expects them 
to remain constant (Baldwin; 1977-5).  “However, the total forest resource tonnage has 

 
 

                                                           
12 Coos Bay Proposed Comprehensive Plan. 
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definitely increased and despite the debatable future of forest resources, exports are 
expected to grow” (Table #TR-6). 13
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Large integrated forest products processing plants are situated next to many of these 
docks, particularly on the Coos Bay/North Bend waterfront.  Forest products companies 
have been attracted to the Port because a dockside location offers them particular cost 
savings and because fewer loading and unloading operations of raw and finished 
products are required. 
 
The waterfront plants have limited flexibility in selecting alternative transport routes for 
these products, since many of the docks are served by the Southern Pacific Railroad and 
U.S. Highway 101.  Seven of the docks have direct rail access via spur tracks; several 
others lie adjacent to Southern Pacific line. 
 
The Greenacres study estimated that of the 179.1 million cubic feet of wood leaving 
Coos Bay in 1972, roughly 85 percent was shipped out by water, 6.2 percent was 
exported by rail and 8.9 percent moved overland by truck (see Figure #T – 1). 
 

FIGURE #T-1 
MODE OF EXPORT – ALL WOOD 

 
 

FIGURE #T-2 
MODE OF EXPORT – LOCALLY 
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13 Ibid. 



Volume I, Part 2 
634 

Approximately 45 percent of the total volume of wood fiber entering Coos Bay 
area was processed at local sawmills, pulp mills and plywood plants.  Figure #T 
- 2 shows that, of the forest products processed at and subsequently exported 
from these mills and plants, approximately 75 percent were shipped through the 
port, 15 percent were exported by rail, and 10 percent moved out by truck. 

 
Lumber and plywood are shipped from the Port of Coos Bay primarily to 
Australian and Japanese markets.  Chips, a rapidly increasing export item 
(644,000 tons in 1965 and 3,537,000 tons in 1973), and logs are shipped almost 
exclusively to Japan in ships especially equipped for these purposes.  Eighty 
percent of the Port’s foreign trade, by volume, is with Japan, largely due to these 
last two commodities. 

 
“The Port currently can accommodate cargo shipped by barge or deep-draft 
vessel.  Expansion of the harbor channel was recently completed by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, deepening it to 35 feet and widening it to 45 feet.  
Vessel size has grown over the past decade (Table #TR – 4) and the 
channelization grew to meet existing ship usage, effectively augment ship loads, 
and lessen waiting time (Port 1977:13). The Port berths can accommodate a total 
of 16 vessels, combining deep-draft and barge or small coastal vessels as 
follows: logs (loading either from water or from land – 3 berths; chips – 5 
berths; lumber products on ships – 5 berths; lumber products on barges – 3 
berths.”14

Vessel Type 

 
 

Table #TR – 4 
 

Design Vessels for Coos Bay Channel Improvement Study 
Corps of Engineers – 1975 Study 
Length Beam Draft DWT 

     
Log Ship 487’ 74’ 32’-0” 18,000 

     
Chip Ship     

Small 580’ 82’ 32’-0” 26,000 
Large 648’ 98’ 36’-0” 42,000 

     
General Cargo Ship     

U.S. Flag (C-4) 523’ 72’ 32’-9” 15,000 
Foreign 564’ 72’ 34’-7” 27,500 

     
Tankers     

U.S. Flag 650’ 96’ 34’-0” 34,000 
     

15

“The Port study by Baldwin concludes that the present size of Port facilities is 
adequate to meet current demands with perhaps slight growth.  ‘The port, in 

 
 

                                                           
14 Ibid. 
15 Corps of Engineers. 
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total, is adequately handling today’s demand but has almost no flexibility to 
respond to either increased demand from new sources, or changes in shipping 
technology and economics.’ (port 1977:99)  Consequently, the Port envisions a 
future need for expansion and alterations in light of long-term goals depending 
upon the lumber industry and its resources and the burgeoning fish industry.” 16

 

  
It is anticipated that forest products and petroleum products will continue to 
account for the great bulk of water borne traffic in Coos Bay in the future.  
Forest resources and products are the economic mainstays of Coos Bay and its 
tributary area.  Petroleum products will continue to be imported due to the lack 
of indigenous petroleum resources; these should continue to overshadow all 
other water borne imports to the coastal area. 

 
Table #TR – 5 

 
Waterborne Outbound Traffic of Forest Products 

Coos Bay 
 

Short Tons 
 

Year     Logs         Chips               Products        Total* 
  Foreign  Domestic  

       
1966 201,705 372,582 298,117  517,292 1,389,696 
1970 512,971 2,308,833 379,113  410,421 3,611,338 
1973 695,814 2,822,880 512,633  423,648 4,454,975 
1975 565,570 3,079,726 424,567  310,223 4,380,086 
1976 574,219 3,668,307  816,493  5,059,419 
1977 492,358 3,870,020  729,591  5,091,969 
1978 572,314 3,406,085  770,711  4,749,109.9 
1979 522,349 4,057,403  809,970  5,389,723 

       
17

• (excludes “General Outbound” category) 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
16 Coos Bay Proposed Comprehensive Plan. 
17 Baldwin & Assoc.: (1966-1976) The Feasibility of Port Development on Coos Bay (1977) 
    (1977-1979): Port of Coos Bay. 



Volume I, Part 2 
636 

 
 
 
 

Table #TR – 6 
 

Projections for Waterborne Traffic of Forest Products 
Coos Bay 

 
Short Tons 

       Products 
Year/ 
Source 

Logs Chips Foreign Domestic Total 

1980      
CoE 350,000 5,000,000 473,000 300,000 6,123,000 
GA 700,000 5,100,000 500,000 300,000 6,600,000 
      
1990      
CoE 350,000 5,000,000 473,000 300,000 6,123,000 
GA 700,000 6,200,000 500,000 300,000 7,700,000 
      
2000      
CoE 350,000 5,000,000 473,000 300,000 6,123,000 
GA 700,000 7,300,000 500,000 300,000 8,800,000 
      

18

Year 

 
 

Table #TR – 7 
 

Waterborne Traffic of Petroleum Products 
Coos Bay 

 
Short Tons 

Total Petroleum Products 
  

1966 256,932 
1970 261,393 
1973 319,562 
1975 282,407 

  
   19

 
 

Port of Bandon 
 

                                                           
18 CoE: Corps of Engineers, Reference 1 
    GA : Greenacres, Reference 2   (From Baldwin & Assoc., op cit) 
19 1966-73: Reference 1 

1975 : Reference 4 
(from Baldwin & Assoc., op cit) 
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The Port of Bandon covers the south coastal portion of Coos County (see Figure 
#2).  Its operations are headquartered in Bandon, which had a 1978 population 
of 2,450.  The harbor at Bandon, which is on the Coquille River, has a channel 
authorized to a depth of 13 feet extending 1.3 miles upstream from the river 
mouth.  The Port primarily serves the residents of Coos and Curry Counties, 
providing facilities for pleasure craft and fishing boats which come from all over 
the West Coast. 

 
Facilities offered by the Port of Bandon include a small boat basin and one open 
dock (see Figure #2).  The dock facility provides some limited storage space, 
which is used for wood products shipments, and seafood processing.  During the 
peak summer months, from 75-125 boats are moored at the small boat basin.  
This figure drops down to around 20 boats per month during the slack winter 
season.  During 1979, approximately 34 million board feet of lumber was 
shipped through the Port by Moore Mill Lumber Company (see Table #TR – 8).  
Most of these shipments were sent to San Francisco and San Pedro via large 
barges.  Another 18 million board feet from Moore Mill and Rogge Lumber 
Company was trucked to Coos Bay. 

 
 

Table #TR – 8 
 

1979 Wood Products Exports from the Port of Bandon 
 

Board Feet 
 By Barge By Truck/Rail to Coos Bay 
   

Moore Mill (approx.) 34,000,000 bf 4,000,000 bf 
   

Rogge Lumber Co.* (approx.) -0-  
   

Total 34,000,000 bf 4,000,000 bf 
   

20

• Docks under repair during 1979; 1976 shipments = 7 million bf 
 

 
At this time, plans are in the works for a major expansion and improvement of 
the Port’s small boat basin.  The improvements are expected to double or triple 
the Port’s capacity especially in commercial fishing boat moorage. 

 
Port of Coquille 

 
The Port of Coquille River covers the southeast third of Coos County.  The 
largest city in the port district is Myrtle Point, with a 1978 population of 3,000. 

 
The primary function of the Port is river channel maintenance.  The major 
problems are caused by slides, snags, caving banks and flooding.  These 

                                                           
20 Port of Bandon 
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maintenance problems are usually dealt with by contracting out for professional 
services, since the Port has no paid staff. 

 
The future of the Port will probably continue to be maintenance, although there 
is a possibility that some docking facilities and an industrial park may be 
developed in the future. 

 
D. Pipelines 

 
Pipelines are an extremely efficient form of transportation.  The cost per mile of 
shipping liquid commodities through pipelines is very inexpensive.  Unforturnately, 
there are some critical problems with this form of transportation.  Most commodities 
cannot be converted to a form which will lend itself to shipment. 

 
The cost of pipeline construction can be prohibitive when easements are difficult or 
impossible to obtain.  There are also many environmental constraints.  Finally, 
government controls, when added with the previously mentioned factors, severely limit 
the feasible use of pipelines for some commodities.  The future of pipelines other than 
public water or sewage facilities in Coos County is very bleak. 

 
The Coos Bay/North Bend Water Board has plans to construct pipelines to transport 
water from its various proposed reservoir sites to points of distribution.   

 
E.  Rail  

 
Rail service to Coos County is provided by the Southern Pacific Transportation 
Company in the form of a “Branch Line,” which runs from Eugene west to Cushman, 
and then south to Coos Bay, Coquille, and Myrtle Point (see Figure #3).  The existing 
rail system provides average daily year-round service to the County in the following 
manner: 

  
1. One roundtrip train between Myrtle Point and Coos Bay, with an average of 25 

 cars per train (6 days per week). 
 

2. One roundtrip train between Coos Bay and Eugene with an average of 50 cars per 
train. 

 
3. One roundtrip train between Reedsport and Eugene with an average of 50 cars 

per train. 
 

With this type of schedule, the system is currently not operating at maximum capacity.  
Any significant increase in the volume of traffic on the system would require signal 
developments or restoration of train order operators. 

 
Routing of traffic and goods on the Branch Line is done primarily through the Coos Bay 
office.  There are no other terminal type offices on the branch line, although there are 
several smaller non-agency sidings along the line which are listed from north to south as 
follows: 

 
 Lakeside  Hayden   Hauser 
 Overland  Rogers   Chrome 
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 Cordes   Cedar Point  North Bend 
 Coquille  McCormac  Johnson 
 Cleo   Norway   Myrtle Point 
 

The Coos Bay Branch of Southern Pacific handles many types of commodities, by far 
the most important of which is forest products. 

 
Some of the more important forest related goods are wood chips, cardboard box line 
board, plywood and saw timber.  These items are both imported and exported from the 
area.  Other goods which are primarily imported into the area include animal and poultry 
feed, propane gas and chemicals.  Other combination import-export items would include 
commercial goods, which account for 20-25 loads per day, and petroleum products. 

 
At present, there is no Amtrack passenger service in Coos County.  Due to lack of 
significant demand there will probably be none offered in the near future. 

 
According to the Oregon Department of Transportation’s Oregon Rail Plan (September 
1978), “Federal Railroad Administration track classes as determined by the track 
inspection ptrogram of the Oregon Public Utility Commissioner provide an indication of 
the quality of track in the state.  Class 1 is the lowest class of rail over which the 
maximum speed is 10 mph.  Class 1 track is acceptable for short branches. For longer 
routes higher classes are preferred.  The following table relates track classes to allowable 
speeds. 

 
FRA Track Classes and Maximum Speeds 

 
Class Freight Train Passenger Train 

   
1 10 miles per hour 15 miles per hour 
2 25 miles per hour 30 miles per hour 
3 40 miles per hour 60 miles per hour 
4 60 miles per hour 80 miles per hour 
5 80 miles per hour 90 miles per hour 
6 110 miles per hour 110 miles per hour 
   

 
The highest track class in the state is Class 5.  Portions of the mainlines of the Southern 
Pacific and Union Pacific are Class 5 track.” 

 
Coos County’s track is classed as follows: 

 
From Myrtle Point to Eastside : Class 2 
From Eastside (Through Coos  
 Bay & North Bend) to 
 the north side of the 
 Coos Bay railroad bridge: Class 1 
From the Coos Bay railroad bridge 
 through Reedsport : Class 2 
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These relatively slow track speeds in Coos County when combined with (a) similar slow 
speeds  to Eugene and (b) the distance from the high speed mainlines, suggests that the 
rail service quality in Coos County reduces the competitiveness of products shipped 
from the local area. 

 
F. Highways 

 
1. U.S. 101 

 
U.S. Highway 101 is a major transportation route, which runs the length of the 
County and serves as the only fully functional north-south link between Coos 
County and other coastal counties.  Highway 101 is also an indirect east-west 
connection, as it provides access to Highway 38, which runs east to I-5 via 
Reedsport, Elkton and Drain. 
 
The present physical condition of U.S. 101 ranges from good to extremely 
deteriorated according to the State Highway System Preservation Study21

2. State Highway 42 

. 
Some of the worst areas, notably that section from Bunker Hill south to Davis 
Slough, are scheduled for immediate repair (see ODOT’s Six Year Plan).  In 
addition to maintenance problems, Highway 101 is also characterized by 
extremely high seasonal volumes of traffic as can be viewed on Figure #4. 
 

 
State Highway 42 runs from just south of Coos Bay east to I-5 via Coquille, 
Myrtle Point and Roseburg.  It serves as the primary east-west connection for 
the County.  Highway 42 also provides linkage between the smaller 
communities in the Coquille Valley. 
 
The existing physical condition of this highway is slightly to moderately 
deteriorated.  The volume of traffic on Highway 42 is moderate except for the 
section between Coos Bay and Coquille, which averages between 5,000 and 
10,000 vehicles per day (see Figure #4). 
 
While the actual physical condition of the road surface is only slightly to 
moderately deteriorated, other conditions severely limit usage of Highway 42..  
These include such factors as sinuosity, narrowness of travel surface, number of 
accidents and delays caused by congestion.  These problems have to be 
corrected in the future if Highway 42 is going to achieve its optimum efficiency 
as an east-west transportation link for Coos County. 
 

3. State Highway 38 
 
Although located entirely outside Coos County, this highway serves in a similar 
fashion to Highway 42 to unite the County with the markets and resources of the 
Willamette Valley.  Highway 38 begins in Reedsport and proceeds generally 
along the Umpqua River, veering then northward to connect with Interstate 5 
near Drain. 
 

                                                           
21 Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), 1979 
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Highway 38 is also similar to Highway 42 in that “both highways are 
comparatively winding and narrow (two lanes wide in most areas).  Hazardous 
conditions are heightened by frequent landslides caused by the combination of 
slope and water-saturated soils.  Improvements have been made on each 
highway to widen and straighten inferior segments.  Future improvements are 
planned to make these routes more passable.”22

4. State Highway 240 

 
 

 
Commonly called the Cape Arago Highway, it begins at the intersection of 
Highway 101 and Virginia Avenue, North Bend and travels through North Bend 
and Coos Bay in a westerly direction over Virginia, southerly through Broadway 
and then westerly again over Newmark.  At this point it veers South, following 
the bay to Charleston, and eventually dead-ends at Cape Arago State Park.  
“This highway serves bay area traffic journeying to the ocean beach areas and to 
the state and county parks.  However, it is a crucial arterial delivering daily 
traffic to the North Bend business district and satellite shopping/commercial 
areas; it is a direct route to Empire and Charleston; and is the sole access to 
Southwestern Oregon Community College.”23

a. Average daily traffic in the Coos Bay and North Bend portion is nearly 
13,000 vehicles, because the highway serves as an important city 
arterial. 

  The average daily traffic for the 
entire highway is 9,087 vehicles.  However, this figure is a misleading indicator 
of perceived traffic for two important reasons: 
 

b. High seasonal use of the small boat basin in the summer months swells 
traffic volume.  The impact of the traffic increase is made more severe 
by the several block-long congested traffic lines caused by increased use 
of the South Slough drawbridge during the same time period. 

 
5. Highway 243 

 
“Highway 243, the Empire-Coos Bay Highway, is an arterial entirely within the 
Coos Bay city limits linking traffic from the downtown business district to the 
Empire area.  It begins its east-west route at Highway 101 with a seven-bloock 
one-way couplet (commercial and Anderson Streets) ending at 7th

“Highway 243 functions as part of the circulatory route with downtown Coos 
Bay and as another avenue to Empire and Charleston.  It also provides access to 
the Coos Bay medical district off Woodland Drive and to a residential area 
currently experiencing new residential and professional development.”

 Street.  Here 
the highway joins into a four-lane thoroughfare on Central Avenue, junctures 
with Ocean Boulevard, and then extends north-southerly to its terminus at 
Highway 240.  It is 3.57 miles in length and in 1976 had an average daily traffic 
of 7,341 vehicles. 
 

24

6. State Highway 241 

 
 

                                                           
22 Coos Bay Proposed Comprehensive Plan. 
23 Ibid. 
24 Ibid. 
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The Allegany highway runs from Eastside northeast to Allegany.  It is in a 
moderately deteriorated physical condition, but is not subjected to particularly 
high volumes of residential traffic, although it does have a heavy volume of 
industrial traffic. 
 

7. State Highway 242 
 
The Powers road proceeds from Myrtle Point south to Powers.  It is in 
moderately to extremely deteriorated condition; much of the maintenance 
problems occur because the highway overlays a geologic hazard area. 
 

8. State Highway 42S 
 
This highway proceeds from Coquille west to Bandon.  The State Highway 
Department has made a number of improvements, although the most serious 
problem, poor alignment (horizontal and vertical), still exists. 
 

9. County Roads 
 
The primary function of the Coos County Road Department is maintenance of 
the County’s 756 miles of incorporated road.  Ninety percent of the Road 
Department’s efforts are oriented toward this activity.  The other ten percent is 
primarily expended on reconstruction, usually road realignment and widening.  
The County is presently well equipped to do its own maintenance work.  Using a 
grant from the Oregon Traffic Safety Commission, Coos County retained the 
consulting firm Transportation Planning and Management, Inc. (TPM) to 
prepare a Ptraffic Safety and Roadway Management Plan”.  The report’s stated 
purpose is to: 
 

“(Summarize) the results of our roadway and traffic investigations.  It 
also makes recommendations for managing traffic in an efficient and 
safe manner and for maintaining and improving roadways.  In addition, 
the report describes a priority system and scheduling program as well as 
indicates sources of funds.  It also gives roadway planning and 
designing guides and methods for keeping track of traffic control, traffic 
safety, and conditions of…roadways.” 
 

The TPM report provides a means for classifying roads by level of use, either 
“minor arterial”, “collector”, or “local”.  Additionally, the report proposes a 
simple method for classifying all roads by one 5-digit number that can be used 
universally by all road and highway agencies.  For examples, the Coquille-
Fairview road is assigned the number 73-009.  The first two digits show that the 
road begins in Township 27S, Range 13W.  (Using the second digit of the 
township and the range); the last three digits are the road’s existing number. 
 
The roads and assigned numbers are as follows: 
 

a. Minor Arterial Roads.  Minor arterial roads interconnect and 
augment the principal arterial road system.  Proposed minor 
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arterial roads in Coos County are listed below.  The tabulation 
includes the new County Road Identification Number. 

 
 
 

Road Name     Road Number 
 
Beaver Hill-Seven Devils   73-208 
Coos City-Sumner    63-057 
Coquille-Fairview    73-009 
East Bay Drive     53-045 
Englewood-Shingle House Slough  63-052 
Fairview-Middle Creek-Lone Pine Junction 72-060 
Lakeside-Eel Lake    32-199 
Lakeside-Hwy. 101    33-035 
Lone Pine Junction-Dora   81-063 
McLain-Libby Drive    63-184 
Myrtle Point-Cooper Bridge   92-012 
Myrtle Point-Lampa    92-004A 
      93-004B 
      83-004C 
Myrtle Point-Sitkum    92-001A 
      92-001B 
      81-001C 
North Bank Road    73-005  
 (between Hwy 42 & road number 73-208) 
Powers South     12-090 
Seven Devils Road    64-033B 
Sitkum-County Line    80-064 
Sumner-Fairview    62-059  

 
b. Collector Roads.  Collector roads carry internal traffic within 

areas having a single land use.  The collector roads join arterial 
roads and minor traffic generators such as schools and shopping 
centers.  Proposed collector roads in Coos County are listed 
below with new Road Identification Numbers. 
 
Road Name     Road Number 
 
Arago-Arago Junction    83-146 
Arago Crossroads    83-078  
Arago-Fishtrap Landing    83-077  
Beach Loop     95-029 
Bear Creek-Parkersburg-Prosper   84-091 
Big Creek (Zone 4)    91-084 
Bullards-Prosper Junction   84-092 
Catching Creek     92-019 
Catching Slough    52-019 
Coos Head Loop    64-127 
Coos River     52-006 
Coquille-Fairview    73-009 
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Crown Point     64-043 
Fat Elk      83-010A 
      83-010B 
Fishtrap Landing    83-022 
Greenacres Road    73-118A 
Jordan Cove     43-218 
Kentuck Way     53-027 
Lee-McKinley     82-013 
Myrtle Creek Road    91-032 
Myrtle Point-Broadbent (West Side)  92-020 
North Bank Road    73-005A (from  
       Road #73-208 to end) 
      83-005B 
North Bay Drive    43-007A 
North Lake Road    32-186 
Norway-Lee-Fairview Junction   82-002A 
      82-002B 
Olive Barber Road    53-144 
Rosay Road     84-096 
Ross Slough     52-018 
Seven Devils Road    84-033A 
      74-033W 
Shelley Road     82-147 
Shutters Landing    43-025 
South Coos River    52-026 
Wildwood Drive    43-007B 
 

c.  Local Roads.  Local or land access roads include all the roads 
that are not on the arterial-collector system. 
      
As part of the rural addressing system for standardizing 
addresses in the county the report also proposes that all roads be 
named “using the commonly accepted name…, or when a 
duplication occurs the name used shall be that name accepted 
and petitioned for by the residents and approved by the Board of 
Commissioners.25

                                                           
25 TPM, pg. III-6 
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U.S. Highway 101 
 

Mile 
Post 

 
Location Description 

1978 
A.D.T. 

All Vehicles 
222.72 0.01 mile north of Lakeside Road 6,500 
222.74 0.01 mile south of Lakeside Road 6,700 
228.93 0.10 mile north of road to Shutters Landing 8,000 
229.26 0.01 mile north of county road at Hauser 8,100 
229.28 0.01 mile south of county road at Hauser 9,300 
233.09 Haynes Inlet Bridge 10,100 
234.03 North city limits of North Bend 15,200 
235.03 0.01 mile north of Florida Avenue 16,000 
235.05 0.01 mile south of Florida Avenue 16,200 
235.32 0.01 mile north of California Avenue 15,200 
235.40 0.01 mile north of Cape Arago Highway 16,100 
235.42 0.01 mile south of Cape Arago Highway 17,700 
235.56 0.01 mile north of Sheridan Avenue 16,700 
235.58 0.01 mile south of Sheridan Avenue 19,900 
236.77 South city limits of North Bend/North city limits of Coos Bay 22,600 

   
 On Bayshore Drive  
   

237.57 0.01 mile north of Hemlock Avenue 24,500 
237.59 0.01 mile south of Hemlock Avenue 25,400 

   
 South-Bound, One Way Traffic 

On Broadway 
 

   
237.84 0.01 mile south of Fir Avenue 14,200 
238.20 0.01 mile north of Empire-Coos Bay Highway (Westbound) 14,900 
238.32 0.01 mile south of Empire-Coos Bay Highway (Eastbound) 14,000 

   
 North-Bound, One Way Traffic 

On Bayshore Drive 
 

   
237.84N 0.01 mile south of Fir Avenue 14,400 
238.22N 0.01 mile north of Empire-Coos Bay Highway (Westbound) 14,300 
238.33N 0.01 mile south of Empire-Coos Bay Highway (Eastbound) 14,200 

   
 Resume Two Way Traffic 

On Broadway 
 

   
238.52 0.01 mile south of Elrod Avenue 24,500 
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238.83 0.01 mile north of Ingersoll Avenue 25,200 
238.85 0.01 mile south of Ingersoll Avenue 25,400 
239.22 South city limits of Coos Bay 26,700 
239.68 0.20 mile south of Coos River Highway 14,800 
240.37 0.01 mile south of Lorain Avenue 14,000 
241.90 0.10 mile north of old Shingle House Slough Road 12,900 
243.49 0.10 mile north of Sumner Road 10,800 
244.07 0.20 mile north of Coos Bay-Roseburg Highway (ORE 42) 10,400 
244.97 0.70 mile south of Coos Bay-Roseburg Highway (ORE 42) 3,300 
253.13 0.10 mile south of Beaver Lookout Road (South Junction) 3,500 
257.48 0.10 mile south of Seven Devils Road 3,650 
259.65 Coquille River Bridge 4,300 
260.04 North city limits of Bandon, 0.96 mile north of Coquille-Bandon Highway 

(ORE 42S) 
4,300 

   
 Equation: M.P. 261.60 = M.P. 273.37  
   

273.47 0.10 mile west of Coquille-Bandon Highway (ORE 42S) 8,700 
273.88 0.01 mile east of Fillmore Avenue 8,900 
273.90 0.01 mile west of Fillmore Avenue 9,200 
273.95 0.01 mile southwest of 2nd 7,900  Street East 
274.31 0.01 mile south of 7th 8,700  Street 
274.49 0.01 mile north of 11th 8,400  Street 
274.60 South city limits of Bandon 6,300 
275.75 Bandon Automatic Recorder Sta. OC-004, 1.15 miles south of Bandon 5,000 
277.57 0.01 mile north of Bradley Lake Road 4,800 
281.76 0.01 mile north of Lower Fourmile Road 3,900 
282.08 0.01 mile south of Upper Fourmile Road 3,600 
285.78 Coos-Curry County Line 3,600 

   
 
 

Coos Bay-Roseburg Highway 
ORE 42 

 
Mile Post indicates distance from Oregon Coast Highway, US 101, near Davis Slough 

 
0.70 .0.70 mile south of Oregon Coast Highway (US 101) 7,400 
4.14  Southern Pacific Overcrossing at Delmar 6,600 
9.60  0.01 mile north of Cedar Point Road 7,100 
10.16 West city limits of Coquille 9,200 
10.38 0.01 mile east of Knott Street 11,600 
10.97 0.01 mile west of Fairview Road 13,900 
10.99 0.01 mile east of Fairview Road 13,900 
11.15 0.01 mile south of 10th 14,000  Street 
11.53 0.01 mile north of 3rd 13,700  Street 
11.61 0.01 mile south of 3rd 9,800  Street 

   
 Southbound – One Way Traffic  
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11.62 0.01 mile north of Coquille-Bandon Highway (ORE 42S) 6,500 
11.84 0.01 mile east of Coquille-Bandon Highway (OEW 42S) 6,200 
11.98 0.01 mile west of Adams Street on Man Street 6,300 

   
 Northbound – One Way Traffic  
   

11.61 N 0.01 mile east of Central Blvd. On 3rd 6,400  Street 
11.81 N 0.01 mile north of Main Street on Adams Street 6,700 

   
 Resume Two Way Traffic  
   

12.00 0.01 mile south of Main Street 9,600 
13.21 0.01 mile north of Rink Creek Road 6,800 
13.23 0.01 mile south of Rink Creek Road 6,400 
15.21 0.01 mile south of Glenn Aiken Road 5,200 
17,57  0.25 mile north of Norway Post Office 5,500 
18.07 0.25 mile south of Norway Post Office 6,100 
19.84 0.01 mile north of old highway to Myrtle Point 5,500 
20.01 North city limits of Myrtle Point 5,000 
20.57 0.01 mile north of Spruce Street 6,800 
20.59 0.01 mile south of Spruce Street 8,000 
20.64 0.01 mile south of Maple Street 7,500 
20.81 0.01 mile south of Harris Street 6,000 
21.12 0.01 mile south of Maryland Avenue 5,900 
21.84 South city limits of Myrtle Point 4,000 
23.07 0.40 mile west of Powers Highway 3,700 
23.87  0.40 mile east of Powers Highway 2,400 
26.72 Endicott Creek Bridge 2,300 
29.14 0.01 mile west of King Creek Road 2,400 
30.49 0.01 mile west of Myrtle Creek Road 2,100 
39.00 0.10 mile west of Remote Post Office 1,750 
39.20 0.10 mile east of Remote Post Office 1,900 
44.95 Coos-Douglas County Line 1,750 

   
 

Cape Arago Highway No. 240 
 

Mile Post indicates distance from Oregon Coast Highway, US 101, in North Bend 
 

 On Virginia Avenue  
   

0.01 0.01 mile west of Oregon Coast Highway (US 101) 10,700 
0.09 0.01 mile east of McPherson Avenue 12,900 
0.16 0.01 mile west of Meade Avenue 19,400 
0.43 Pony Slough Bridge 18,500 
0.77 0.01 mile east of Broadway 15,300 
0.79 0.01 mile south of Virginia Avenue on Broadway 11,900 
1.31 0.01 mile north of 16th 15,000  Street 
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1.33 0.01 mile south of 16th 16,000  Street 
2.24  West city limits of North Bend, East city limits of Coos Bay 14,300 
3.16 0.01 mile east of Empire-Coos Bay Highway 12,900 
3.18 0.01 mile west of Empire-Coos Bay Highway 16,900 
3.45 0.01 mile west of Main Street 14,800 
3.71 0.01 mile east of Empire Blvd 10,700 
3.73 0.01 mile south of Newmark Avenue 8,800 
3.92 0.01 mile south of Noble Avenue 9,000 
4.12 0.01 mile south of Pacific Avenue 9,000 
4.54 South city limits of Coos Bay 8,900 
5.13 0.01 mile south of Spaw Blvd 8,400 
6.09 0.01 mile south of Tarheel Road 7,800 
6.89 0.10 mile north of Barview Pigeon Pt. Road 6,100 
8.13 0.01 mile west of Joe Ney Road 4,800 
8.52 0.01 mile east of Broadway at Charleston 5,500 
8.89 0.01 mile west of Seven Devils Road 1,500 
11.53 0.01 mile north of entrance to Sunset Bay State Park 900 
12.64 0.01 mile north of entrance to Shore Acres State Park 400 
14.07 0.01 mile north of entrance to Cape Arago State Park 360 

   
 

Coos River Highway No. 241 
 

Mile Post indicates distance from Oregon Coast Highway, US 101 
 

   
0.01 0.01 miles east of Oregon Coast Highway (US 101) 12,300 
0.51 Isthmus Slough Bridge 10,800 
0.72 South city limits of Eastside 8,500 
1.11 0.01 mile south of “D” Street 7,000 
1.12 0.01 mile east of 6th 5,700  Avenue 
1.33 0.01 mile west of 10th 5,400  Avenue 
1.77 0.02 mile west of 16th 4.500  Avenue 
2.23 East city limits of Eastside, on Catching Slough Bridge 4,200 
2.34 0.01 mile east of Catching Slough Road 2,950 
3.41 0.01 mile west of Old Coos RiverRoad 3,100 
3.73 On Coos River Bridge 2,000 
3.90 0.01 mile east of Graveyard Point Road 1,600 
7.33 Mart Davis Creek Bridge 1,150 
14.07 Millicoma River Bridge 940 
14.18 0.02 mile east of West Fork Millicoma Road at Allegany 1,150 
15.10 0.20 mile east of Marlow Creek 250 
19.15 End of highway, 0.60 mile east of Millicoma Wayside Park 120 
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Empire-Coos Bay Highway No. 243 
 

Mile Post indicates distance from Cape Arago Highway in Coos Bay 
 

   
0.01 0.01 mile east of Cape Arago Highway 2,400 

   
 On Ocean Boulevard  
   

0.50 0.07 mile northwest of LaClair Street 9,100 
1.31 0.01 mile west of 28th 9,300  Street 
1.76 0.09 mile west of Woodland Drive 9,900 
2.20 0.01 mile west of Butler Road 13,800 
2.22 0.01 mile east of Butler Road 13,700 

   
 On Central Avenue  
   

2.82 0.01 mile east of 14th 13,500  Street 
3.03 0.01 mile west of 10th 13,400  Street 
3.15 0.01 mile west of 8th 12,800  Street 

   
 Eastbound – One Way Traffic  
 On Anderson Avenue  
   

3.39 0.01 mile west of 4th 7,700  Street 
3.41 0.01 mile east of 4th 7,100  Street 
3.54 0.01 mile west of Oregon Coast Highway (US 101 Southbound) 6,700 
3.56 0.01 mile west of Oregon Coast Highway (US 101 Northbound) 3,050 

   
 Westbound – One Way Traffic  
 On Commercial Avenue  
   

3.39W 0.01 mile west of 4th 6,200  Street 
3.41W 0.01 mile east of 4th 6,000  Street 
3.53W 0.01 mile west of Oregon Coast Highway (US 101 Southbound) 6,000 
3.57W 0.01 mile west of Oregon Coast Highway (US 101 Northbound) 4,100 
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Coquille-Bandon Highway No. 244 
 

Mile Post indicates distance from Oregon Coast Highway, US 101, in Bandon 
 

   
0.17 East city limits of Bandon, 0.17 miles east of Oregon Coast Highway     

(US 101) 
2,830 

1.58 0.01 mile west of Prosper-Morrison Road 2,250 
1.60 0.01 mile east of Prosper-Morrison Road 2,050 
3.11 0.01 mile east of Parkersburg-Bear Creek Road 1,550 
7.28 0.02 mile east of Lampa-Myrtle Point Road 1,350 
10.85 0.01 mile south of Riverton Road 1,400 
11.13 0.01 mile north of Main Street at Riverton 1,350 
11.22 0.01 mile north of Riverton Ferry Road 1,350 
14.68 0.01 mile west of Fat Elk Road 1,600 
14.70 0.01 mile east of Fat Elk Road 1,650 
16.95 0.10 mile west of Coquille-Arago Road 2,150 
17.08 South city limits of Coquille on Coquille River Bridge 2,450 
17.27 0.01 mile west of Coos Bay-Roseburg Highway (Ore 42) 3,200 

   
 

Powers Highway No. 242 
 

Mile Post indicates distance from Coos Bay-Roseburg Highway, Ore 42 
 

   
0.30 0.30 mile south of Coos Bay-Roseburg Highway (Ore 42) 1,600 
1.19 Warner Creek Bridge 1,550 
2.43 0.01 mile north of road to Broadbent 1,550 
2.45 0.01 mile south of road to Broadbent 1,300 
3.54 Robbins Creek Bridge 1,100 
5.23 0.01 mile south of road to County Gravel Bar 1,050 
9.77 0.01 mile south of Gaylord Road 900 
10.77 0.12 mile south of Yellow Creek Road 780 
17.13 South Fork Coquille River Bridge 810 
17.52 North city limits of Powers 1,100 
17.85 0.01 mile south of Alder Street 1,250 
18.22 Coquille River Bridge 2,500 
18.37 0.01 mile south of Spruce Street 2,100 
18.57 0.01 mile west of 2nd 1,150  Avenue 
18.71 0.01 mile west of 4th 860  Avenue 
18.73 0.01 mile south of Poplar Street on 4th 830  Avenue 
18.90 0.11 mile south of Hemlock Street 770 
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G. Bicycle 
 
 Bikeways.  One percent of State gasoline tax revenues are set aside for the construction 

of bicycle routes.  According to the Department of Transportation, there are a total of 
four miles of bicycle trails in the County currently.  ODOT lists their locations as 
between the Cape Arago Highway and Woodland Drive and between Coos Bay and the 
Empire Highway (presently along Ocean Boulevard) and describes them as Class II – 
separated from the highway by a curb.  Lack of available funds and inflated costs could 
severely limit further development of bikeways. 

 
H. Pedestrian 

 
Inadequate separation between pedestrians and motor driven vehicles is one of the 
greatest obstacles to increased pedestrian traffic volumes.  Most pedestrian safety 
problems involve cities, because the distance between cities in Coos County prohibits 
serious pedestrian travel.  The most common safety problem for pedestrians within cities 
involves the lack of sidewalks, which forces pedestrians to compete (ineffectively) with 
automobiles for street right-of-way.  
 
This problem has two sources: 
 
1. Some older areas have gradually and slowly filled-in, changing from a rural to 

an urban perspective without acquiring the typical urban amenity of sidewalks. 
2. Some cities, notably North Bend and Coos Bay, have consistently failed to 

require installation of sidewalks in all new developments. 
 
III. Needs 

 
A. Regional Needs 

 
At town hall meetings during the early development of the Background Document of the 
Comprehensive Plan, local citizens developed a list of transportation needs and ranked 
them through informal voting.  The highest priority needs determined through this 
process, in order of total points cast, were: 

1. Refrain from using prime farmland for road construction. 
2. Improve and complete Highway 42. 
3. Maintain or expand air services. 
4. Improve Highway 101 through Coos Bay/North Bend. 
5. Improve Highway 101/Eastside Junction. 
6. Encourage better maintenance of port channels. 
7. Improve and expand Senior Citizens transportation systems. 
8. Construct more passing lanes on Highway 101. 
9. Discourage development of forest roads. 
10. Improve Highway 38. 
 

An earlier study done by the Coos-Curry Council of Governments (CCCG) in 1973, 
Transportation Planning and Needs in Administrative District 7, explored problems and 
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possible solutions in detail.  The report’s summary of needs is still accurate seven years 
later.  The report ranks those needs as follows: 
 
 

1. Reduction in the district’s general isolation from the rest of Oregon and 
the nation.  The accent here would be on improving the safe and 
efficient movement of people and goods between the region and other 
areas.  Consequently, east-west transportation proposals, commercial air 
traffic potentials, and ocean commerce would receive the highest 
priorities. 

 
2. Improvement of intra-regional transportation.  The accent here would be 

on improvement of the district’s arterials to provide safe and efficient 
movement, development of the region’s airstrips, air taxi services, 
transit systems, and similar developments. 

 
3. Improvement of local circulation patterns to remove local areas of 

congestion, local traffic hazards, etc. 
 

B. State Needs 
 

Most State transportation needs are best described by referring to the Oregon 
Department of Transportation’s (ODOT) Proposed Six-Year Highway Improvement 
Program: Fiscal Years 1980 through 1985 (February 1980).  Current projects within 
Coos County prescribed within that report include eight projects on U.S. Highway 101 
(generally, paving and left turn lanes, but also including replacement of the Coalbank 
Slough Bridge); two projects on Ore Highway 42 (installation of Coquille traffic signal, 
and paving); three projects on Ore Highway 42S (replacement of Bear Creek and 
Coquille River Bridges); two projects on Cape Arago State Highway; and three projects 
on the Powers Highway ($3.5 million for grading and paving). 
 
Also of vital importance to meeting regional and local needs are improvement projects 
on Ore Highways 38 & 42 in Douglas County.  These improvements will help increase 
the efficiency and economic attractiveness of the east-west highways, which are vital to 
Coos County’s economic health. 
 
Two major improvements that have repeatedly been identified as local and regional 
needs, but which are not included within the six-year plan and may be added only by a 
decision of the State Transportation Commission, are: 
1. Replacement of the Ore 240 South Slough drawbridge at Charleston; 
2. Construction of the Ore 42 Coquille bypass. 
 
Air transportation needs include the following: 
1. Construction of new larger runway at the Bandon State Airport; 
2. Selection and construction of a new airport as identified in the National Alirport 

System Plan (NASP) to serve the Coquille/Myrtle Point area as a replacement 
for the existing landing strip at Norway; 

3. Protection of the runway approaches to the Bandon State Airport and Powers 
State Airport. 
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The Port of Coquille River Commission has tentatively contracted with the Southern 
Oregon Regional Services Institute (SORSI) to undertake a three-phase project that 
would: 
1. Complete a site selection study for a new airport to serve the Coquille-Myrtle 

Point area; 
2. Study the feasibility of an industrial park adjacent to the new airport; 
3. Study the possibility of public service extension to the site. 
 
The airport would be eligible for $825,000 in land purchase and improvements funding 
through grants from the Airport Development Aide Program.  Should the project prove 
feasible, the County would need to ensure that approach zones could be protected and 
that State Goal requirements could be met prior to actual project construction. 
 

C. Local Needs 
 

Needs identified in local plans are typically in two categories:  those that are “strictly” 
local concerns and those that have regional and statewide significance. 
 
Local needs in most Coos County cities include: 
1. Need for more sidewalks to ensure protection of pedestrians from automobiles; 
2. Need for paths reserved for bicycles; 
3. Need for paving of roads in areas that have experienced rapid increases in “fill-

in” development; 
4. Need for repair and widening of many local streets. 

 
  Identified local needs that mesh precisely with regional and state needs include: 

1. Need for relieving heavy traffic congestion on commercial streets designated as 
State Highways; 

2. The need for general public mass transit, especially in the Bay Area (North 
Bend, Coos Bay, Eastside and unincorporated urbanizing environments). 

 
D. Need for Coordination of Plans 

 
Ensuring that local, regional and state needs are incorporated into all plans is an 
important concern.  Coos County has long experienced the results of lack of 
coordination of differing needs and their resulting non-fulfillment.  For example: 
 
1. Improvements to Ore 42, the only East-West connector to Interstate 5 in the 

county, have occurred slowly and sporadically.  Recent improvements near 
Remote and other areas have been very beneficial, but other long-needed 
improvements, such as the Coquille bypass, have yet to be included within state 
plans. 

 
2. A recent court decision forbade the estuarine fill necessary for extending North 

Bend airport runway 4-22 to a length sufficient to permit commercial jet traffic.  
Coos County is now less economically competitive with other areas of the state 
because of the lack of suitable airfreight capability and the loss of the one major 
airline serving the county. 

 
3. The differing needs of building contractors (for a suitable dump and landfill site) 

and citizens of a residential area (for safe and quiet streets) contrasted sharply in 
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Englewood in 1978, partly as a result of a lack of local coordination.  The 
resulting conflicts between residents and landfill users, although eventually 
resolved by the County Board of Commissioners, could have been spared by 
sufficient coordination of city and county needs. 

 
E. Transportation of the Disadvantaged 

 
The following section is quoted directly from the proposed City of Coos Bay 
Transportation Element.  The report presents a good overview of the subject and applies, 
as the report itself notes, to Coos County as well as the Coos Bay Area. 
 

Since the Coos Bay element was written, the Coos-Curry Council of 
Governments (CCCOG) has completed  The Coos-Curry Transportation Study: 
Volume II; Survey of Trip Characteristics and Transportation Needs.  That 
study, although encompassing all age groups, was designed primarily to 
illustrate the needs of the transportation disadvantaged and was conducted 
jointly with a survey of senior citizens’ needs.  The CCCOG study is not quoted 
herein but is available as a valuable reference. 
 

Transportation of the Disadvantaged26

1. The elderly over 60 years of age. 

 
 
The transportation of the disadvantaged is a problem most recently addressed in 
a study completed in February 1978 by the Coos-Curry Council of Governments 
(CCOG).  The report of findings and recommendations is entitled, The Coos-
Curry Senior Citizen and Handicapped Transportation Plan, Vol. I.  The 
transportation of the disadvantaged is recognized as an areal problem in scope 
and not one exclusive to the City of Coos Bay alone.  Therefore, the facts for 
Coos County within the above study provided the background for the 
preparation of this inventory. 
 
Attempts to define the transportationally disadvantaged have been inconsistent 
in data depending upon the statistics used and the size of each study.  
Essentially, the term applies to members of the population who are less mobile 
than the general population.  This immobility may be due to their physical, 
economic or legal inaccessibility to their own vehicles, to physical or financial 
barriers to other modes of transportation, or to the lack of alternatives to 
privately-owned cars. 
 
Generally, those groups identified as transportationally disadvantaged are: 

2. The poor with incomes below established poverty levels. 
3. The handicapped with physical or developmental disabilities. 
4. The young aged 6-18 years. 

 
These four groups are studied in the CCCOG  report for Coos and Curry 
Counties.27

                                                           
26 City of Coos Bay Planning Department 
27 The State of Oregon, Mass Transit Division differs with these definitions.  They define the elderly as persons 
over 65, the young between ages 12 and 15, and they include in their statistics legally suspended drivers and those 
who should not drive – alcoholics and drug addicts. (DOT, 1977:5) 

  The report describes each group and its respective needs: the current 
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transportation resources, and proposes alternative solutions. (Table 12-11)  
Information regarding current transportation resources, particularly the Bay 
Area Senior Activity Center buses, has been added to this inventory.  An 
important point of fact resulting from the CCCOG study is that a majority of the 
disadvantaged reside in the bay area.28

Disadvantaged 

 
 

 
Table #12-11 

 
Description of the Disadvantaged Population in Coos County 

And their Transportation Needs, 1970 
 

Coos County 
Population Percent 

Transportation Needs Transportation 
Impediments 

    
Elderly 13.8% • Medical Needs 

• Shopping 
• Government Offices 
• Church 
• Senior Activities 
• Hot meals 

• No license 
• Fixed incomes 
• Physical restraints 

    
Handicapped 9.0% • Government 

• Social service agencies 
• Medical needs 
• Shopping 
• Some social activities 

• Physical restraints 
• No or low income 

    
Poverty Level 10.0% • Medical needs 

• Shopping 
• Governmental offices 
• School 

• Low Income 

    
Youth 27.0% • Recreation 

• Social activities 
• Part-time employment 

• Dependence on 
others 

• Lack of income 
    

           29

 
Disadvantaged 

 
 

Table 12-11 
 

Description of the Disadvantaged Population in Coos County 
And their Transportation Needs, 1970 

 
Coos County 
Population 

Bay Area 
Population30

 
Transportation Needs  

 
Transportation 

                                                           
28 DOT, 1977:5. 
29 Coos-Curry Council of Governments, 1978 (Amended). 
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Percent Percent Impediments 
     

Elderly 13.8% 40% • Medical Needs 
• Shopping 
• Government offices 
• Church 
• Senior activities 
• Hot meals 

• No license 
• Fixed incomes 
• Physical 

restraints 

     
Handicapped 9.0% Undetermined • Government 

• Social service agencies 
• Medical needs 
• Shopping 
• Some social activities 

• Physical 
restraints 

• No or low 
income 

     
Poverty level 10.0% 40% • Medical needs 

• Shopping 
• Governmental offices 
• School 

• Low income 

     
Youth 27.0% 53% • Recreation 

• Social activities 
• Part-time employment 

• Dependence on 
others 

• Lack of income 
     

           31

The elderly, those over 60 years of age, are disadvantaged because they often 
have no driver license.  Also, fixed incomes prevent them from operating the 
vehicles they own or force them to make fewer trips.  The CCCOG study reveals 
that on the basis of the 1970 census, 40% of the elderly in Coos and Curry 
Counties reside in the bay area (thenceforth defined as Coos Bay, North Bend, 
Eastside, Bunker Hill, Charleston, and North Bayside).

 
 

32

The handicapped are those physically handicapped or developmentally disabled 
such that operation of a vehicle is impossible physically or financially due to 
their inability to gain employment.  The handicapped or disabled under age 65 
are estimated to be 9% of the bi-county population, with 80% of this group 
living in Coos County.

 
 

33  Table #12-12 shows the five service organizations 
working with the handicapped in Coos Bay and North Bend and the number of 
clients needing transportation.34

Individuals below poverty level usually cannot afford private transportation.  
Yet, in many respects they have a greater transportational need and, therefore, 
spend a greater portion of their income on transportation than other members of 

 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                          
30 Bay Area is defined as Coos Bay, North Bend, Eastside, Bunker Hill, Charleston, and North Bayside. 
31 Coos-Curry Council of Governments, 1978. 
32 Coos-Curry Council of Governments, 1978:57. 
33 Coos-Curry Council of Governments, 1978:61. 
34 Coos-Curry Council of Governments, 1978:63. 
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the population.  “Indeed, it has been widely demonstrated that the need for 
transportation is highly correlated to the size one’s income.  Individuals who are 
below poverty, like those who are on fixed incomes, generally spend a higher 
percentage of their income on transportation than the rest of the population.”35

Based upon 1970 data on poverty thresholds, 40% of the below poverty level 
population resides in the bay area, “…as was true with the elderly, the largest 
below poverty populations are located in or near the major population cents.”

 
 

36

 

 
 
The young are included in the disadvantaged category because they are 
dependent upon others for their mobility.  Studies have shown that a fairly 
constant portion of the population are young, constituting 53% of the 
Coos/Curry Counties population in the bay area alone. 
 

Table #12-12 
 

Distribution of Organizations Working with the Handicapped 
In Coos County, 1978 

 
  

 
Organization

Number of Handicapped and/or 
Developmentally Disabled in 

Need of Transportation 
a 

 
Location 

   
Vocational Rehabilitation 28 Coos Bay 
Transitional House 10 North Bend 
Star of Hope 16-24 North Bend 
Goodwill Industries 25 Coos Bay 
Coos County Mental Health 110 North Bend 

   
a

The Star of Hope Activity Center will be adding an additional service unit 
within 6 months, bringing the total number of clients served to 24.

Figures for the Vocational Rehabilitation Division and the Mental Health 
Departments do not represent the total number served by the agency, but only 
those in need of transportation as determined by agency directors and 
department heads.  Some of the figures may be partially duplicated since some 
handicapped and/or developmentally disabled individuals may receive 
counseling from more than one social agency. 

 
During the day clients are working at the Star of Hope or at the Goodwill.  The 
need for transportation is to and from these sites and for recreation in the 
evening. 

 

35

In the bay area, inter and intra-city transportation services are offered by 
Greyhound Lines, two privately-owned taxi cab companies, and the Senior 

 
 

 

                                                           
35 Coos-Curry Council of Governments, 1978:65. 
36 Coos-Curry Council of Governments, 1978:67. 
35 Coos-Curry Council of Governments, 1978:63. 
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Activity Center. (Table#12-13)  Greyhound and the commercial tax services are 
discussed in greater detail in other segments of this Transportation element as 
part of service to the general public.  However, regarding specific service to the 
disadvantaged, the taxi companies offer a 30% discount to senior citizens.  As 
far as commercial bus service is concerned, the CCCOG study has discovered 
that Greyhound travel is costly to the disadvantaged, the scheduling may require 
an overnight stay or a shorter visit, and the buses are inaccessible to the 
physically handicapped or the homebound individual. 
 

Table #12-13 
 

Current Transportation Services in Coos County Available to the Disadvantaged, 1978 
 

Agency Service Patrons/ 
Clients 

Local 
Service 

Area 

Number 
of 

Vehicles/
Day 

Number of 
Passenger 

Seats 

Number of 
Days of 

Operation 

Hour of 
Operation 

        
Greyhound Inter-city 

bus 
General 
Public 

Cities on 
U.S. 

Highway 
101 and Ore 

42S 

See 
Table on 

Page 

33 Daily 
See Table 
on Page 

24 hours 
See Table 
on Page 

Commercial Intra-city General 
public 

(discount 
to senior 
citizens) 

Cities of 
Coos Bay/ 

North Bend 
and 3-mile 

radius 
around 
them 

10 
sedans 
1 limo 

5 7 days/ 
week in 

Coos Bay 
& 7 in 
North 
Bend 

24 hours a 
day in 

Coos Bay 
and North 

Bend 

Senior 
Activity 

Center Bus 
Service 

Intra-city 
fixed 
route 

Intra-city 
Hot 

meals 
Inter-city 

Elderly 
and 

handi-
capped 
elderly 

 
Elderly 

Bay area 
 
 

Bay area 
 
 

North Bend 
to Bandon 

North Bend 
to Lakeside 

1 
 
 

1 
 
 

1 
 

1 

 
 
 
 
 
 

14 
 

8 

5 
 
 

5 
 
 

3 
 

2 
 

9:00–5:00 
 
 

10:00-2:00 

        
 
The Senior Activity Center is a non-profit service organization supported 
primarily by United Way funds and other donations.  In addition to community 
service provided by the organization, the Center operated a county-wide transit 
system.  The center furnishes four, van-type buses seven days per week on 
scheduled runs and also on an on-call basis.  It offers transportation to the 
elderly, delivers hot meals under the local nutrition program, and contracts to 
transport clients of various state agencies and non-profit organizations.  
Moreover, for the past three years, the Center has been designated by the Public 
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Utility Commission (PUC) as a recognized transit carrier and is authorized to 
carry any individual regardless of age or physical/economic handicap. 
 
The program director estimates the cost of service in 1978 was .37 per mile.  
The Center absorbs this cost by United Way, other funding sources and 
membership dues from senior citizen participants ($2.00 per year).  In 1978, the 
Center completed 24,000 round trips. 
 
Many organizations contract for transportation of their clients.  These agencies 
pledge a .20 per mile subsidy; the Nutrition Program (contracted through the 
CCCOG) reimburses the Center at .15 per mile.  The center absorbs the 
remainder of the cost.  The agencies and number of clients using this service in 
1978 are listed in Table #12-14: 
 

Table #12-14 
 

Organizations Utilizing the Senior Activity Center Bus, 1978 
 

Organization Number of Participants 
  

Star of Hope 22 
Seaman’s Center 30+ 

Coos Transitional House 8 
Good Will Industries 3 

Adult and Family Services 3 
Coos County Mental Health 4 

Hot Meals Program (CCCOG) 17,000 meals (delivered to center and homebound 
persons 

  
           37

                                                           
37 Kaeser, 1979 

 
 

Emergency and special trips are referred by other agencies (RSVP, Child care 
centers, Community Action Programs, Vocational Rehabilitation, hospitals, etc.) 
reimbursed on an individual, on-use basis. 
 
Trips by other residents not classified as disadvantaged are made at a fee of .35 
per trip. 
 
Some buses run on a predetermined schedule; others provide hot meal delivery 
and door to door service.  One bus makes daily trips to Bandon and Coquille.  
The 1978 breakdown for each bus is shown in Table #12-15: 
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Table #12-15 
 

Number of Trips Made by Buses of the Senior Activity Center in 1978 
 

Bus Trips to Transport 
the Elderly 

Trips to Transport 
the Handicapped 

Others Total Miles 
Driven 

     
1 3,208 621 - -  6,371 
2 4,326          4,140 2,742          37,456 
3 1,545          1,377 - -            6,031 
4 4,200          1,400               400          26,310 
     

Total          13,279          7,538 3,142          76,168 
     

 
 

 
IV. Potentials & Constraints 

 
A. Potentials & Constraints for Each Transportation Mode 
 

1. Mass Transit 
 

At the present time, public mass transit in Coos County consists of (a) a fleet of vans in 
the Coos Bay area operated by the Senior Activity Center primarily for senior citizens 
and other transportation disadvantaged, and (b) a small taxi system in Coquille partially 
funded by the Older Americans Funding Act and operated by the City of Coquille at a 
deficit for approximately the last four years. 

 
Development of an intra-city public transit is essentially a decision of each city, with 
possible coordination and assistance by CCCOG and the State Department of 
Transportation.  Since Coos County’s population is largely clustered in cities scattered 
along U.S. 101 and Ore 42, development of an inter-city public mass transit system 
(within the County) is an attractive concept.  Development of such a system by private 
enterprise is highly unlikely, however, especially when considered in light of the recent 
closure of a short-lined private mass transit operation in Coos Bay. 
 
The County itself could undertake a study to determine the feasibility of alternative 
levels of mass transit provision.  (A proposal to place the concept of a mass transit 
district before the voters is currently being considered by the County.)  Alternatives 
could include: 
a. A comparison of “full-time” transit versus a system plan to be temporarily 

enacted in the event of a fuel crisis or other emergency. 
b. A comparison of “full-stop” service throughout the County versus an “express” 

system of limited stops.  Passengers could board the vehicles at selected parking 
lot locations and be transported to a limited number of stops such as large 
employment centers and shopping areas; 
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c. A comparison of “general” ridership versus a system of “limited” ridership 
geared, for example, to transporting commuters to work (and others willing to 
ride at those specific times). 

 
2. Air transportation 

 
The Oregon Supreme Court decision to prevent estuarine filling necessary to allow 
extension of North Bend Municipal Airport’s runway 4-22 presents a constraint to 
improvement of air transportation services in the County.  The lack of both a major 
carrier and standard commercial jet capability will mean increased reliance on commuter 
airlines.  As noted on page 5 of this report, Coos County is currently served by three 
commuter airlines for a total of 10 flights in and 10 flights out per day. 
 
The City of North Bend is not precluded from re-applying for a runway extension since 
a legislative change in the fill and removal law now gives greater emphasis to economic 
need as a justification for permits.  The extension likely will prove more costly because 
the free dredge spoils from the channel deepening project are no longer available for use 
as fill material.  The Bandon airport is scheduled for major extension of the runway and 
approach zones to permit safer landings by heavier aircraft.  Current proposals include: 
a. Paving an additional 500 feet north of the existing runway and expansion of the 

“clear zone” south of the runway; 
b. Use of the existing runway as a taxi strip with the construction of a new runway 

parallel and to the east of the existing runway. 
 

Although the airport may be too distant from the Bay Area to serve as a regional airport, 
such a concept cannot be ruled out completely.  Accordingly, it is expected that the state 
will play a major role in assisting coordination of airport compatibility planning.  
Ensuring compatibility of surrounding uses to the airport is critical not only to ensure 
continued efficiency of existing operations but also to provide for the opportunity for 
further major expansion of the runway (if that) should not eventually prove feasible.  For 
that reason, the Coos County Board of Commissioners stated its commitment to 
addressing compatibility issues as expressed in the following letter: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Volume I, Part 2 
662 

 
 
 
 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
COOS COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

COQUILLE, OREGON 97423 
 

Woodrow Robison 
Jack L. Beebe, Sr. 

R. A. “Bob” Emmett 
 

December 17, 1979 
 
 

Mr. Robert O. Brown, Chief 
Airports Branch, Northwest Region 
Federal Aviation Administration 
FAA Building, Boeing Field 
Seattle, WA 98108 
 
SUBJECT: BANDON STATE AIRPORT MASTER PLAN 
 
Dear Mr. Brown: 
 
This letter is provided at the request of Waddell Engineering Corporation in regard to the development of 
a master plan and environmental assessment of that plan for the Bandon State Airport, located in 
Bandon, Oregon. 
 
The Board of Commissioners fully recognize that the Bandon State Airport is an important transportation 
facility in Coos County.  In developing the Coos County Comprehensive Plan, which is scheduled for 
adoption on May 1, 1980, the Board is prepared to consider enacting appropriate restrictions to the use of 
land adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of the airport to those land use activities deemed compatible 
with normal airport operation. 
 
While the airport is located within the jurisdictional boundary of Coos County, the airport property is 
within the “area of mutual interest” of the City of Bandon.  Therefore, Coos County will cooperate with 
the City of Bandon in determining the appropriate degree of land use restriction that will be necessary to 
protect the integrity of the airport. 
 
Very truly yours, 
COOS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
 
 
/s/ Woodrow Robison 
Woodrow Robison, Chairman 
 
c.c. Steven H. Silverman, 
 Waddell Engineering Corporation 
 City of Bandon 
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Approaches to the Bandon State Airport and Powers State Airport could be protected by 
limiting the uses and height of structures within the “primary and secondary safety 
zones” as delineated by the State Aeronautics Division.. 

 
However, approaches to the Lakeside State Airport should not require County action 
because: 
a. There is roughly 3500 to 4000 feet from either end of the runway to the 1980 

Lakeside city boundaries; 
b. These incorporated areas are already extensively developed; 
c. Unincorporated areas in the approach zones are undeveloped forestland on the 

south and under federal ownership (Dunes NRA) to the north. 
 

3. Water Transportation 
 

The potential for increased waterborne transportation in the Coos Bay and Coquille 
estuaries is dependent on a number of criteria, including the level of funding available 
for dredging and moorage, and the amount of estuary and shorelands reserved for 
resource conservation.  Perhaps, the most important factor, however, is whether 
improvements will be forthcoming on Coos County’s major highways and its rail lines.  
Such imporovements would enable the Port of Coos Bay (primarily) to compete 
effectively for the markets and resources of the Willamette Valley. 
 
The existing market system is structured around a relatively inflexible system.  Exports 
are shipped by both rail and truck, but the latter is by far the dominant mode.  The 
following documentation was drawn from the proposed City of Coos Bay Transportation 
Element: 
 
“Trucking Service.  Truck transportation of commodities into the Coos Bay area is a 
vital economic support.  Materials carried by trucking operations help sustain the high 
levels of exportation through the Port of Coos Bay.  It is known that Coos Bay is one of 
the largest ports exporting lumber products today.  A total of approximately 5 million 
tons were shipped in 1976, and increase of more than 3.5 million tons over the previous 
decade.38  The increase in flow is due in large part to products from the hinterland 
hauled in by trucks.  A truck survey, conducted by the Port of Coos Bay and the Oregon 
Department of Transportation in 1978, concurs with this assumption.  ‘Much of this 
increase can only be sustained by a flow of commodities from the interior and the flow is 
primarily over the state highway system.’39

“The survey was conducted at nine docking facility sites representing a cross-section of 
cargo types handled by the Port, i.e., logs, lumber, plywood, wood chips, and petroleum.  
Although the interviews took place in January and February, a period of, perhaps, lower 
volume, some strong conclusions can be made concerning the regional and local 

  The survey sought to identify the interior 
origins of the commodities handled by the Port and the impact on the overland highway 
system. 
 

                                                           
38 Port, 1977:4. 
39 Oregon DOT, 1978:1. 
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transportation networks.  Specific data can be sifted from this survey to indicate impacts 
to existing highways and arterials.  These impacts are valuable considerations when 
assessing the carrying capacity and efficiency of the transportation system. 
 
“This information is summarized below. 
1. Approximately 450 to 700 trucks make daily trips into the Coos Bay area 

carrying wood products. (Figures vary depending upon the statistical source.  
Interviews from the Port survey indicate 450 daily trips; manual counts at the 
junctions of U.S. 101/Ore 42 and U.S. 101/Ore 38 suggest 690 daily trips; 
tonnage totals furnished by the Port gathered in 1977 denote 570 daily trips.)40

2. The majority of the docking facilities are clustered along a 3-4 mile strip of U.S. 
101 (Figure #12-2) within the cities of Coos Bay and North Bend.  Based on 
survey data, these docks attract 60-70% of the direct daily truck traffic.  Also, 
this area accommodates some of the remaining 30% transient truck traffic 
destined to the loading facilities north and south of the cities’ limits (Table #12-
3). 

 

3. The typical, long-haul truck is a 5-axle, diesel truck with semi-trailer. 
4. Out hauls: 

a. In 90.8% of the cases surveyed, there were no return hauls from the 
Coos Bay area. 

b. The remaining 9.2% of return hauls constituted lumber-related products 
(lumber, shavings, and veneer). 

c. Out-hauls originate predominately in Bandon, Coquille, and Lakeside 
locally, using highways U.S. 101 and Ore 42 predominantly. 

d. Out-hauls are generally destined to the Roseburg/Dillard area, using 
U.S. 101S and Ore 42. 

e. Routes out of Coos Bay, dominated by Ore 42 and U.S. 101S are ranked 
in order of use below (Table #12-1): 

 
 Table #12-1 

 
 Highways Used to Travel out of Coos Bay, 1978 

 
Highway Number of Trucks Percentage of Use 

   
Ore 42 1,348 55.0% 

U.S. 101S                   390 15.9% 
Ore. 38                   297 12.1% 

U.S. 101N                   245 10.1% 
Other                   169 6.9% 

   
 

f. Hauling of the imported petroleum products out of the area was 
overwhelmingly on Ore. 42. 

 
5. In-hauls. 

a. Routes taken into the Coos Bay area were also dominated by Ore. 42 
followed by U.S. 101S and Ore 38.  They are ranked by intensity of use 

                                                           
40 Port, 1978:4-5. 
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below (Table 12-2).  More than half of the total used Ore 42, U.S. 101S 
and Ore 38 each roughly consumed one-sixth of the traffic. 

b. In-hauls were all carrying wood products. 
 

 
Table #12-2 

 
Highways Used to Travel into Coos Bay, 1978 

 
Highway Number of Trucks Percentage of Use 

   
Ore 42 1,378 56.3% 

U.S. 101S                   371 15.1% 
Ore 38                   322 13.1% 

U.S. 101N                   191                  7.8% 
Other                   189                  7.7% 

   
 

6. Origins 
a. Roseburg generates more of the shipments than any other single point of 

origin.  This is due to the movement of wood chips, a commodity which 
dominated most of the Port’s exports (3.6 million tons of the total 5 
million in 1976). 

b. Coos Bay originates most of the lumber traffic. 
c. Rural Coos County produces the most log shipments. 

 
7. Fifty percent of the trucks were home-based in Coos Bay; 13.8% were home-

based in other areas of Coos County, totaling 64% of the trucks surveyed. 
 

Table #12-3 
 

Destination of Truck Traffic in the Coos Bay Area, 1978 
 

Facility Destination Number of Trucks Percentage of Use 
   

Central Docks 92 4.0% 
Coos Bay Docks 85 3.0% 

Fibrex               474            19.0% 
Isthmus               228 8.5% 

Ocean Terminal               425            17.0% 
Roseburg Lumber               589            24.0% 

U.S. Plywood               390            16.0% 
Weyerhaeuser               215 8.5% 

   
 
“In conclusion, this study of trucking relates very strongly to regional transportation 
needs.  It highlights the necessity of safe, efficient east-west corridors.  It also 
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underscores the problem of congestion on U.S. 101 through the city limits that plagues 
local and transient users.”41

4. Pipeline 

 
 
 
 

 
The potential for pipelines in Coos County, other than for water and sewer, is quite 
remote.  According to the Port of Coos Bay: 
a. A water-based wood chip pipeline was earlier considered and dismissed because 

of problems with a likely high-turpentine level of the water. 
b. Essentially, it is cheaper to have a one-way system with a water treatment plant 

at the end than to have a closed “loop” return system.  Cheaper still, however 
(even at current fuel prices), is transportation to Coos Bay by truck.  Any project 
must, of course, depend on continued strong market for wood chips. 

 
The Coos Bay/North Bend Water Board has plans to construct pipelines to transport 
water from its various proposed reservoir sites to the appropriate points of distribution.  
Installation of any pipeline depends on whether the particular water storage project 
receives the necessary approval. 
 

5. Rail 
 

Potential for Coos County’s rail service is largely limited to decisions of the sole railroad 
company (Southern Pacific) and decisions, especially on rate structure, made by the 
federal government. 
 
The level of service, especially the number of trains leaving Coos County, is largely a 
matter of market demand.  Nevertheless, there are two areas where system 
improvements are definitely possible: 
 
a. Marshalling yard.  A new freight car marshalling yard, almost certainly in a 

different location, would: 
1) Allow for an expanded area for freight sorting; 
2) Provide a safer location (rather than the downtown Coos Bay 

waterfront) for tank cars carrying hazardous chemicals; 
3) Allow utilization of the waterfront for more appropriate uses; 
4) Reduce the use of the Coos Bay railroad bridge (if the yard is located 

north of the bridge). 
 
Existing freight on the North Spit is taken south across the bridge before 
marshalling in downtown Coos Bay.  Development of an alternative site west of 
U.S. 101 north of the bay would eliminate the problems mentioned with use of 
the Coos Bay waterfront. 

 
b. Bridge replacement. 

1) Reuse of Coalbank Slough for navigation will require replacement of 
the existing railroad bridge across the slough because of the teriorated 
condition of the drawbridge mechanism. 

                                                           
41 City of Coos Bay Planning Department. 
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2) The existing S.P.R.R. bridge across Coos Bay interferes with ship 
traffic, not so much because of the daily closures, but rather because of 
the narrow opening the bridge provides for the ships.  Replacement or 
modification will provide for greater safety of ships with broad beams. 

 
 
 

6. Highway Transportation 
 

A discussion of potential improvements and constraints for highways should distinguish 
between state and federal highways (under state responsibility) and county/local public 
roads (under county responsibility). 
 
a. State Highways.  A previous section pointed to the economic importance of 

achieving needed improvements to the North/South system (U.S. Hwy. 101) and 
East/West system (Ore Highways 42 & 38), as well as the need for improving 
localized state highways in the Coos Bay/North Bend area especially, such as 
Cape Arago State Highway.  The constraints to such developments are, first, the 
topography of Coos County (which raises costs of roadway widening), and 
second, the fact that funding and decisions to improve those highways are 
generally outside local control.  That Coos County still does not have a high-
speed multi-lane highway to Interstate 5 demonstrates how a long-expressed 
regional need will remain unfulfilled unless that need also becomes an identified 
State need. 

b. County/Public Roads. The TPM, Inc. “Roadway and Traffic Safety Management 
Plan” devotes considerable effort toward determining improvements to 
transportation safety, traffic regulation and control and roadways.  Although no 
action on the report has been taken by the County Board of Commissioners, the 
report offers a number of recommended improvements, and could, perhaps with 
modification, be adopted as a portion of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
Recommendations for improved transportation safety are largely oriented 
toward reducing conflicts between automobiles and pedestrians, and 
automobiles and bicycles.  The TPM, Inc. recommendations are as follows: 
1) Pedestrians.  Recommendations: “One of the most effective Means for 

reducing the probability of pedestrian accidents is to reduce the number 
of potential pedestrian-vehicle conflicts.  Methods of reducing conflicts 
that are recommended for Coos County include the following: 
• Sidewalk and pedestrian path provisions 
• Installation of Pavement markings, warning signs, and possibly 

flashers or pedestrian activated signals at pedestrian cross-walks 
• Judicious installation of cross-walks 
• Channelizing wide street crossings to provide islands to allow 

pedestrians to cross in stages 
• Installing barriers to limit pedestrian access to roadways 
• Restricting parking near intersections and cross-walks 
• Regulating land development to prohibit developments that would 

generate hazardous pedestrian movements 
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• Not locating schools near arterials42

2) Bicycles. Recommendations:  It is recommended that each school in 
Coos County offer a Bicycle Safety Program.  It is important that 
bicyclists be educated as drivers.  An effective Bicycle Safety Program 
must educate both bicyclists and motor vehicle drivers, apply 
engineering practices that reduce conflicts rather than create unexpected 
conflicts, and assure enforcement of regulations that provide for orderly 
vehicle flow. 

 

 
The “Traffic Safety Education” curriculum guide is a useful publication 
for a bicycle safety curriculum.  In addition, a publication of the 
Beaverton, Oregon School District #48 entitled “Peddling Pedalling” by 
L. D. Sarles, lists resources available for conducting bicycle programs. 
 

 Police officers throughout Coos County should enforce traffic 
regulations related to the use of bicycles.  A bicycle is a vehicle and a 
bicycle driver is subject to duties and penalties applicable to all drivers 
of vehicles.  Improper adherence to traffic control devices, night driving 
without lights, and reckless driving are hazardous to the violator and 
grounds for citation.43

a. Intersection improvements 

 
 

Other improvements to traffic regulation and control recommended by the TPM study 
involve signs, signals, pavement markings, school zones and crossings, construction 
signing, and railroad crossings.  Chapter V (as well as the entire report) is available as a 
detailed reference. 
 
 
The report considers roadway improvements in three categories: 
 

b. Roadway improvements 
c. Betterment Road construction 

 
Individual roads were ranked by priority by applying a weighting system that considered 
the following factors: 
 a. Traffic volume 

b. Traffic conflicts and delays 
c. Traffic accidents 
d. Roadway conditions 
e. Roadside conditions 
f. Functional classification 
g. Cost per vehicle 
h. Economic impact 

 
The results of these criteria as they apply to intersections and Roadways are listed in the 
tables that follow.  It is important to note that, as stated in the TPM plan: 

 

                                                           
42 TPM, Inc. 
43 Ibid. 
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“Financial limitation, as well as other practical factors, preclude the immediate 
construction of all improvement projects.  The rating system described above 
provides the means by which assign has been made as an initial part of the 
Roadway and Traffic Safety Management Plan.  Priority assignments should be 
reevaluated annually to reflect changes in the system, as provided for in Chapter 
VIII, Evaluation and Continuation Program.” 
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Table VII - 2 

 
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT PRIORITY ASSIGNMENT 

 
COOS COUNTY, OREGON 

 
1978 

 
 

Name of Project 
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Bill Creek at 11th   2  Street (Bandon)   8 15 14   9 2 10 8 68 
*Seven Devils Road at Highway 240 and Walker   4 10   4 13 12 7   9 4 63 
*Myrtle Point-Lampa at Highway 42 S.   6   4   0   6 15 7 10 8 56 
Overland Road at Highway 42 10   9   1 14   5 5 10 1 55 
Willanch Slough at East Bay Drive   2   4 15   4 11 4 10 4 54 
Myrtle Point-Lampa at Fishtrap Landing   2   5   0 10 12 5 10 8 52 
Isthmus Heights at Olive Barber   4   4   6 14   9 3 10 1 51 
Myrtle Point-Lampa at Arago Crossroads   2   6   0   9 15 5 10 4 50 
*Olive Barber at Highway 241 10   5   0   2   8 6 10 8 49 
*North Bay Drive at Highway 101 10   8   1   4   6 6 10 4 49 
Ridge Road at North Bay Drive   2   8   0 18   6 3   8 4 49 
Myrtle Point-Lampa at Arago-Arago Jct.   3   5   5   8   8 5 10 4 48 
Arago-Fishtrap Landing at Fishtrap Landing   2   6     0 12 12 4 10 1 47 
Bear Cr.-Parkersburg-Prosper Jct.at Bullards Jc.-Prosper Jct.   2   8   0   8 13 4 10 1 46 
Coquille-Fairview at Norway-Lee-Fairview Jct.   4   6   0   6   7 4 10 8 45 
Shutters Landing at Air Force Radar Station   1   3 15   2   8 3   7 4 43 
Ross Slough at Olive Barber   1   5   0   6 13 4   9 4 42 
Eastside-Sumner at Isthmus Heights   2   6   0   6 11 2 10 1 38 
*Myrtle Creek at Highway 42   5   5   1   2   0 6 10 8 37 
Chester Roth at Shutters Landing   2   2   0   5 12 3 10 1 35 
North Slough at North Bay Drive   4   3     0   4   6 3 10 4 34 
*Greenacres at Highway 42   -   -   -   -   - -   - -  - 
          

*This project should be coordinated with the State.44

                                                           
44 TPM, Inc., op cit. 
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Table VII – 3 

 
ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT PRIORITY ASSIGNMENT 

 
COOS COUNTY, OREGON45

                                                           
45 Ibid. 
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Lone Pine Jct.-Dora 81-063 1.20 to 2.80 1 4 15 14 10 3 0 0 55 
Sitkum-County Line 80-064 0.00 to 10.50 1 1 1 18 11 3 0 8 53 

East Bay Drive 53-045 3.40 to 7.20 5 1 2 10 13 3 8 4 48 
Myrtle Point-Cooper Bridge 92-012 1.40 to 2.03 4 1 4 6 15 3 4 0 45 

Myrtle Point-Broadbent (West side) 93-020 4.49 to 6.90 1 1 12 14 13 2 0 1 44 
Myrtle Point-Sitkum 81-001C 13.60 to 15.09 1 1 0 18 13 3 0 8 44 

Sumner-Fairview 62-059 1.60 to 6.50 1 1 3 18 13 3 0 4 43 
Myrtle Creek 91-032 2.60 to 3.00 1 1 10 7 17 2 0 8 41 

Myrtle Point-Lampa 93-004B 0.25 to 0.50 2 1 15 6 9 3 0 4 40 
Coquille-Fairview 73-009 4.50 to 4.58 4 1 7 2 9 3 5 8 39 

Coos River 52-006 2.10 to 4.67 4 1 0 7 12 2 5 8 39 
Arago-Arago Jct. 81-146 0.55 to 0.80 2 5 10 7 12 2 0 1 39 

Fox Bridge-Gravelford 82-024 0.00 to 3.70 1 5 0 10 13 2 0 8 39 
Seven Devils Road 74-033w 3.15 to 6.10 1 1 0 16 10 2 0 4 38 

Myrtle Point-Lampa 81-004C 0.00 to 5.45 1 1 3 9 12 3 0 8 37 
Coos City-Sumner Road 63-057 1.90 to 3.45 3 1 0 8 12 3 0 8 35 

Lee-McKinley Road 82-013 0.00 to 6.52 1 1 0 12 10 2 0 8 34 
Seven Devils Road 64-033B 4.85 to 6.30 4 1 1 9 8 3 3 4 33 

McLain-Libby Drive 63-184 0.00 to 3.50 4 0 2 8 3 3 9 4 33 
North Bank Road 83-005B 0.00 to 11.95 1 4 0 9 12 2 0 4 32 

Bear Creek- Parkersburg-Prosper Jct. 84-091 0.65 to 3.30 1 2 0 12 12 2 0 1 30 
Coquille-Fairview 73-009 8.30 to 8.50 2 3 0 4 8 3 0 8 30 

Norway-Lee-Fairview Jct. 82-002B 2.50 to 3.50 1 1 0 10 9 2 0 4 27 
Englewood-Shinglehouse Slough 53-052 0.50 to 1.90 2 2 0 6 9 2 0 1 22 

North Bank Road 73-005A 2.55 to 5.30 1 1 0 7 10 2 0 1 22 
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1979 
 
 
7. Bicycle Transportation 
 

A convenient means for considering future bicycle transportation in Coos County is to 
distinguish between two important types of bicycle travel: intra-urban and inter-urban. 
 
a. Intra-urban 
 

The existing bicycle paths in the Coos Bay area (along Cape Arago Highway 
and Ocean Blvd.) are utilized sparingly and have typical conflicts with 
automobile use at driveways and intersections.  The Bay Area’s dispersed 
employment areas and lack of any large concentrations of high density 
residential are expected to discourage greatly increased use of bicycles for other 
than pleasure trips. 
 

b. Inter-urban 
 

The following four problems with bicycle travel between the dispersed cities in 
Coos County are expected to limit such transportation to only the hardiest of 
travellers: 
 
(1) The narrow highway corridors that result from Coos County’s 

topography present very restrictive physical limits for expansion of the 
travel surface width. 

 
(2) The local climate includes many months of rain and fog that create 

dangerous and unpleasant bicycling conditions 
 

(3) Heavy log truck and chip truck traffic with a strong backwash of air and 
debris (and water, when raining) creates an additional serious hazard. 

 
(4) The distance between Coos County’s cities greatly reduces the potential 

bicycle user group to those cyclists capable of high speed bicycle travel. 
 

8. Pedestrian 
 
The distance between cities is so great relative to pedestrian travel speeds, that walking 
(for example, between Coquille and Coos Bay) would be a 6-hour trek.  Thus, most 
pedestrian paths will consist of intra-city sidewalks.  Although the quality of pedestrian 
paths in the Coos Bay/North Bend area in particular is poor (for example, Newmark 
Street has no sidewalk system along nearly its entire length), the individual cities 
themselves have the authority and responsibility to decide whether they will provide 
adequate safety for their pedestrians. 
 

B. General System Considerations 
 

The previous system analyzed potential improvements and expected constraints for each 
particular transportation mode.  It is equally important, however, to consider the interworkings of 



Volume I, Part 2 
673 

the whole transportation system to assure that efficiency is optimized wherever possible.  This 
section considers the whole system by addressing five requirements of the transportation goal. 
 
1. THE PLAN SHALL “MINIMIZE ADVERSE SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, AND 

ENVIORONMENTAL IMPACTS AND COSTS. (Portion of Goal #12) 
 

Previous sections of this report have partially addressed this requirement.  The major 
areas where the plan can have the greatest impact are as follows: 
 
a. Airport compatibility planning.  Especially for the Bandon airport, land uses 

surrounding the airport must be properly designated, first to ensure that the 
currently planned runway and clear zone expansions will not experience 
interference from incompatible uses such as tall buildings; second to ensure that 
future long range expansion of the Bandon airport is not prevented by 
unnecessary permanent development; and third, so that expected airport uses are 
made explicit so that surrounding property is not planned for uses that would 
experience adverse impacts from port operations. 

 
b. Access management.  The Oregon Department of Transportation publication 

“Guidebook for Access Management” includes a chart (see following page: that 
describes the two major functions of roads and streets as providing mobility and 
land access.  The chart also shows the indirect relationship between the two 
functions: the more efficiently a highway provides land access, the less 
efficiently it provides for mobility. 

 
Many existing developed urban areas in Coos County already reduce the 
mobility of arterials such as U.S. Highway 101.  Increasing mobility in those 
areas will almost certainly require construction of limited-access bypasses, 
especially around Coos Bay/North Bend, Bandon, and Coquille.  Such action 
depends on state initiative.  The County might wish to act to prevent further 
reduction of arterial mobility, however, by limiting individual driveway accesses 
along the arterials and by ensuring that most future development is planned 
along existing or proposed collector roads and frontage roads. 
 

c. Road standards.  The technical aspects of such standards occur within the 
domain of a land development ordinance.  Nevertheless, the plan must 
encourage standards, especially on roadway width, that consider the topography 
of the county and the expected use of proposed new roads.  Requiring massive 
roads to serve small developments produces several problems: 

 
i. It creates perceived social inequities where developers must create roads 

(to serve small subdivisions) that are better than many existing county 
collectors. 

 
ii. It increases costs of development, and shifts financial resources away 

from other amenities such as sidewalks, landscaping and better quality 
housing. 

 
iii. It takes an unnecessary additional amount of land for asphalt that could 

better be used for open space and landscaping. 
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d. Criteria for selecting candidate development sites.  Both the industrial land and 
rural housing site selection processes  contain criteria that require site evaluation 
to consider the site’s proximity to existing transportation and whether the site 
would remove current farm use from production. 

 

 
46

                                                           
46 Highway Functional Classification Concepts, Criteria and Procedures, U.S. Department of Transportation, 1974,  
    p. II-6.       
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2. “THE TRANSPORTATION PLAN…SHALL CONSERVE ENERGY”47

i. The use of estuaries for log transportation is an efficient use for mills that were 
constructed to receive logs by water.  The use is also much more fuel efficient 
than land transportation of logs.  Very simply, the weight of logs in water is 
much less than their weight on dry land.  Moving a large raft of logs with one 
tugboat requires not only much less fuel than the log trucks that would otherwise 
be required, but it also represents less interference with the highway system and 
conforms well with the goal requirement to avoid relying on one mode of 
transportation. 

 
 

In the event of a continuing or worsening energy availability crisis, transportation will be 
the most likely candidate for reduction of energy conception (over residential and 
industrial/commercial).  Within that category, passenger transit is much more likely to 
be reduced rather than freight transit.  For that reason, this report has proposed the 
establishment of either an emergency or full-time public transit system between major 
cities in Coos County. 
 
There are two major areas involving both transportation and industrial/commercial use 
where the plan can have a marked effect: 
 

 
ii. Strip commercial development is costly because of its effects.  Its need for 

individual access and signalization reduces the efficiency of major arterials in 
providing mobility and high speed movement. 

 
2. THE TRANSPORTATION PLAN SHALL…CONSIDER THE DIFFERENCES IN 

SOCIAL CONSEQUENCES THAT WOULD RESULT FROM UTILIZING 
DIFFERING COMBINATIONS OF TRANSPORTATION MODES…(AND) AVOID 
PRINCIPAL RELIANCE UPON ANY ONE MODE OF TRANSPORTATION…” 48

 
The previous section pointed to estuarine log transportation as one area where Coos 
County is able to avoid principal reliance on one mode of transportation.  The greater 
problem, however, is what effect the County can have on its existing transportation 
network.  The problem has two major sources: 
 

 

i. There is a locally perceived unresponsiveness on the part of state government to 
help resolve local transportation problems.  The Port of Coos Bay is really a 
large door to a small room.  The major problem as locally perceived is and has 
long been the lack of a high speed multi-lane connector to Interstate 5.  Without 
that connector, improvement of the local economy is likely to fail.  Yet, 
although all other local transportation problems pale in importance in 
comparison to this one, state action has been slow and insufficient. 

 
ii. Coos county, partly because of its topography and partly from lack of an 

adequate connector to Interstate 5, is quite isolated.  In the absence of adequate 
state responsiveness to local needs, many of the most severe transportation 

                                                           
47 Portion of Goal #12. 
48 Ibid. 
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problems may not be amenable to solution unless sufficient population growth 
occurs to generate a large enough demand for improvements. 

 
3. “THE TRANSPORTATION PLAN SHALL…FACILITATE THE FLOW OF GOODS 

AND SERVICES SO AS TO STRENGTHEN THE LOCAL AND REGIONAL 
ECONOMY…” 49

 
Other sections of this report have addressed the relationship of transportation to the 
economy.  A number of alternative methods are possible to encourage such facilitation. 

 
i. Improvement of State Highways 42 & 38 to multilane status to serve as 

connectors between the Port of Coos Bay (and urban area) and Interstate 5; 
 

ii. Preserving the remaining efficiency of major arterials by: 
 

 

a. limiting the number of driveway access points approved along a specific 
distance; 

 
b. discouraging new strip along commercial portions of arterial 

development where the existing flow of traffic is largely inimpeded by 
competing land access points; 

 
iii. Extending North Bend Municipal airport Runway 4-22 to allow use by 

commercial jets.  (Although aircraft such as the DeHaviland “Dash-7” are 
capable of short takeoffs and landings, the vast bulk of commercial jets now in 
service require at least 6,600’ runways.  The North Bend Airport is functionally 
obsolete for the major carriers.  It may be dangerous simply to assume that most 
aircraft will eventually be able to land on runways of that size when most urban 
airports provide sufficient length for contemporary commercial jets. 

 
iv. Initiating a rigorous analysis toward seeking an alternate regional airport site 

within the County.  Ten alternative sites were considered in the “commercial 
Airport Siting Element” but were rejected for various reasons.  The time 
constraints imposed on the preparation of that report necessitated the use of 
assumptions about many of the sites.  A more intensive study might increase the 
attractiveness of one or more of the alternative sites in comparison to the present 
site. 

 
v. Improving the relationship of railroad transportation to water transportation by: 

 
a. repairing or replacing the Coalbank Slough railroad bridge and Coos 

Bay Estuary railroad bridge; 
 

b. moving the marshalling yard area to a site north of the Coos Bay 
Estuary; 

 
c. encouraging industrial development where spur lines can be added with 

little difficulty. 
 
                                                           
49 Ibid. 
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vi. Improving the navigability of the Coquille River.  This would connect the 
“Shallow Draft Development” Port of Bandon to the City of Coquille and its 
hinterlands. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Coos County is naturally blessed with plentiful recreation
al opportunities; its scenic sea coast, for sightseeing 
and beach- and dunes activities, its estuacies, lakes and 
rivers for fishing and other water-based activities, and 
its inner mountain ranges for hunting, hiking and four
wheeling. The Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area, State 
and county parks provide a range of opportunities for both 
county residents and visitors, from fully developed camp
sites to natural scenic areas and waysides. Federal land 
agencies, the U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Manage
ment provide for dispersed, resource-based recreation along 
with timber and range production, water and wildlife, in 
accordance with their "multiple-use- guidelines. Due to 
its position on the Coast Highway, Coos County derives a 
fair proportion of its income from the tourist trade, 
drawn here by the impressive coastal scenery and mild summer 
climate. 

The purpose of the Recreation Element of the Coos County 
Comprehensive Plan is to make an inventory of needs and 
opportunities in the County, to identify particular deficien
cies or untapped potential, and to protect the vital natural 
resources that are the basis of outdoor recreation. The 
Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines state that government
al agenCies with recreation planning responsibilities should 
COOrdinate their plans with one ,another and with private 
enterprise. This will ensure that the agencies define their 
respective roles to avoid duplicating facilities or covering 
all types of needs, those of local residents and visitors 
from the rest of oregon and out-of-state. The plan can also 
help shape cooperative agreements between recreation and 
land management agencies, so that funds for development 
and maintenance of facilities can be used more effectively. 

Since the term -recreation- can be interpreted broadly to 
include almost any activity undertaken for pleasure during 
leisure (non-Work) time outside one's own home, it is 
necessary to focus clearly at this point on the scope of 
this plan. The types of activities and facilities it is 
chiefly concerned with are as follows: ~riving for pleasure 
and scenic roads. camping and campgrounds (motorized or 
tents); picnicking; swimming. beach activities; tourism 
and tourist lodgings and facilities; hiking and walking; 
primitive campgrounds; bo~ting and fishing; hunting; off-

~B-I 

road vehicle activities; sports and cultural eve~ts includ
ing team and individual and indoor s~orts4 ~erta~n.othe7~ 
sUbjects, scenic areas and natural ~story s~tes, h~stor~cal 
and archaeological sites and mineral reso~ces.set down 
under the Statewide Recreation Goal and G~del~nes, have 
been covered in the Open Space Element. 

RECREATIONAL PARTICIPATION 

Bow can we best determine recreational needs and the ade
quacy of our existing facilities? Thi~ question has b:en 
studied extensively on a Statewide bas~s by the s~ate~~de 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP), wh~ch ~s 
used as the basic source of information for this document. 
The Outdoor Recreation Demand Bulletinl points out that 
recreation demand cannot be assessed in the same way as 
the demand for goods and services within a no~~l economic 
framework,.. since recreation (at least, the public sector) 
is -underpriced-. Thus, an increase in the supply of. 
recreation opportunities is unlikely to lead to a sat~sfac
tion of demand; indeed, it has often been the case that 
increaSing the supply has stimUlated use still further •. 
Recreational demand is to some extent latent, and theref,ore, 
difficult to quantify. It is best studied in terms of the 
d~sire to participate in a given activity, and this is to 
some.extent tt1anifested in current patterns·of use. However, 

-2-
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rates and patterns of use change so rapidly (witness the 
expansion of the recreational vehicle market and the C~B. 
radio boom) that any predictions about future recreational 
activities must be viewed with caution. One cannot easily 
foresee what activities will come into vogue. Nor can one 
predict reliably to what extent future, gasoline prices or 
supply will affect recreational participation, although 
-:recreational travel was hard hit during the 1973, and 1979 gas 
crises·. For instance, a gradual rise in gasoline prices 

. might allow people to adjust by switching to more economical 
models and driving shorter distances to· participate, rather 
than foregoing their favored pursuits, .or switching to an
other activity. 

It also needs pointing out that recreational needs can 
never be truly fulfilled by a mere quantity of a given facil
ity or resource. People also desire quality, and are often 
willing to go out of their way to find i.t. ·Envi.ronmental 
Quality· can to some extent be defined (in terms of water 
quality for fishing, for instance) but usually, it is a 
purely subjective concept, like aesthetic appeal, although 
one which is readily appreciated by many people. Recreation
al satisfaction requires not simply that one can find a va
cant campSite at the end of the day, but also that the 
experience is pleasing. The needs of participants range 
widely, depending on individual preferences and perception. 
For instance, some would not feel crowded at a level of 
occuP4ncy that others would find intolerable. These are 
the variable and intangible aspects of recreational quality. 

However, for many common recreational activities, it is 
possible to make fairly-reliable predictions of participa
tion based on changes in three basic factors; time, income 
and mobility (referred to in the State Plan by the acronym 
TIM). It has become a truism that increased leisure tim&, 
disposable incomes and mobility have combined to prodube 
rapid increases in recreation participation. Age, s~· 
employment and educational level are ~so ~~ors, but they 
tend to affect the type of recre~tion-pr~ed, rather 
than actual levels of participation. It was estimated by 
the State Highway Division in 19712 that in Oregon, leisure 
time is increasing by about 0.55 percent annually, real 
income by 2.4 percent annually, and mobility (in terms of 
intercity miles traveled) by 0.91 percent annually. This 
leads to a prediction of an increase of 1.3 percent annually 
in recreational participation, or 3.3 percent allowing for 

-3-

'rABLE R-l 

PROJECTIONS OF RECREATIONAL OCCASIONS - 1970-85 

rIctHl} ANNUAL FER YEAR OREGON POP. »mDn nCR1:!X!II!@ CAPITA USE 
1970 2,135 

DAYS (l.OOO) 

1971 2,180 37.4 79,900 1972 2,226 37.9 
82,600 1973 2,273 38.4 
85,500 1974 2,322 38.9 
88,400 1975 2,371 39.4 91,500 1976 2,421 39.9 94,600 

1977 2,472 40.4 97,800 
1978 2,542 41.0 101,400 
1979 2,577 41.5 104,700 42.0 
1980 108,200 

2,631 
1981 2,687 42.6 112, 000 
1982 2,744 43.1 -115,800 1983 43.7 
1984 

2,802 
44.3 119,900 

2,861 124,100 1985 2,922 44.8 128,200 45.4 132,700 

SOURCE: Oregon Outdoor Recreat" 
Document I of SCORP- ~onkDemand Bulletin: 
State D.O.T., Salem; 19;~ s and Recreation 

Technical 
Branch, 

ANNUAL PER CAPITA USE: Average number 
per person per 
state V~sits). 

of rec.:r:eationaloccasions 
year (Lncludes out of 

ONE RECREATION DAY: One viSit 
person on 
length of 

to a recreational area by 
one day, without referenceo~~ 
stay. 
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an annual populatiop increase in the State of 2.0 percent. 
Coos County is proJected to experiE'lJ,ce an 
increase in population of 1.72% annually. 
(see Housing Element ). }q:evertheless, recrea-
tion participation will be greatly influenced by the trends 
in the rest of the State: Statewide projections are shown 
in Table R-l. Overall, the State recreation plan predicted 
a 70-80 percent increase in use between 1967 and 1985, of 
which 28 percent was due to increases in the TIM factors 
and 45 percent to straight population increase. 

Individual Activity Participation 

Certain activities have experienced greater popularity in 
recent years and this trend can be expected to continue. 
Statewide for instance, boating activities increased 75 
percent in the 20 year period 1955-1975. Motorized camp-
ing showed an even more dramatic increase: (l33 percent 
between 1960-1967). Fishing showed a 28 percent increase 
between 1956-1967. Certain very popular activities need 
to be provided for wherever opportunities exist. For 
instance, in the period studied, the SCQRP Study found that 
70 percent of all recreational visits included picnicking 
and camping and 50 percent included water oriented activi
ties. Table R-2 shows major use characteristics by activity 
Statewide for 1970. As the percentage of total activity 
days for each activity shows, pleasure driving and walking 
are by far the two most popular pursuits, swimming, cycling, 
outdoor games, picnicking and beach activities are also 
very popular •. Note that swimming and outdoor games are 
the two most popular pursuits which require major invest
ment in land or facilities. The peak day factor is a better 
concept than total annual activity days, since it indicates 
the percentage of total annual use that is likely to occur on 
the peak days each year. H'unting has" a very high 
peak day factor (6.0) for the opening day of the season; 
snow activities similarly (2.5). For most other activities, 
the peak day demand is about 1 percent of the annual total. 
Peak day demand coverts to hinstantaneous demand h by. the 
-turnover factor-, in other words, with a turnover factor 
of 1, :one can expect all those people participating on the 
given peak day to be doing so at the same time. Certain 
day-long activities like hunting, fishing or boating 
experience this pattern of use. For other activities, turn
over is such during the day that peak demand is not' so 
significant a strain on resources. Table R-3 provides 
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comparable use statistics for the State's District 7 (Coos 
and Curry Counties) which is the finest breakdown avaiLable 
for Coos County. Comparison with the Statewide figures 
shows which activities enjoy heavy participation in tee two 
counties. As might be expected, beach activities are ~ery 
popular indeed, though not quite as much as for some ncrth
ern coastal counties. Fishing also accounts for a mucc 
higher percentage of total recreational activity. Pereaps 
surprisingly, hunting is less popular in comparative terms 
than Statewide. The overwhelming popularity of beach 
activities apparently affects figures on engagement in 
se~er~l other activities, walking, pleasure driving a~d 
sw~mm~ng appear less popular, though beach activities 
probably naturally involve all these activities; thus ~ere 
is simply a,s~ift into a different category. Cycling, 
horseback r~d~ng and outdoor games also appear less pOF~lar in 
District 7, than Statewide. 

PrOjections of Recreation Activities, 1975-1990 for Cocs Coutty 

The Oregon Outdoor Recreation Demand Bulletin (1975) reports 
the results of a survey of recreational demand conductea 
Statewide that same year. It was assumed for the sake ~f 
simplicity that recreational participation was the 'equivalent 
of demand; however, results should be interpreted witc some 
caution for two reasons: desire for an activity may not 
be adequat7l¥ ~eflected by actual participation, and Cigh 
demand act~v~t~es may actually be declining in popularity 
while low demand activities may be booming. Trends are ' 
actually hard to determine from such statistical surveys, 
without supplying the insights of up-to-the-minute obser
vations by specialists in the field. The study recomm~ds 
tha~ ag7ncies perioc:tically ~eck curre'l.t use figures against
proJ ect~ons to see ~f any d~screpmcies exist. This stt::'y up
dates the 1969 study, and also supplies figures for co~ties. 
Through statistical analysis, it was found that the usual 
TIM factors did not show a sufficiently close correlaticn 
with individual activity participation to be used- for 
::el~a~le project~ons; other factors looked at were age of 
~nd~v~duals, fam~ly size and education, and the same was found 
for,t~ese. consequ~t~y, ~he survey took existing 1975 
act~v~ty rates {part~c~pat~on rate, Fercent participaticn 
and per ca~ita rate} and projected future activity occasions 
cn the ba$~s of population projections supplied by Port:and 
State University. This is not to _say that the factors 
mentioned above are not important or useful; it siDply shows 

TABLE R-3 

'!'OTAL ACTIVITY DAYS, 1970: DISTRICT 7, COOS & CURRY COUNTIES 

PERCENT INSTANTANEOUS 
ACTIYITY PAYS OF TOTAL pEMAND 

Fishing 1507 11.9 15070 

Boating 389 3.1 4.668 

swimming 839 6.6 5041 

camping 575 4.5 6901 

Hunting 103 0.8 6174 

Bicycling 789 6.3 1824 

Horse Riding 90 0.7 210 

outdoor Games 637 5.0 1487 

picnicking 1048 8.3 6288 

walking 815 6.5 1631 

pleasure Driving 1131 9.0 4522 

sports Events 310 2.5 2172 

cultura;t Events 48 0.' 480 
~ ", 

Golf 117 0.9 819 

Snow Activities 

Beach Activities 3969 31.5 10583 

Other 256 2.0 ~ 

Totals 12620 100.0% 70430 

SOURCE: Supplements and Revisions to Oregon OUtdoor Recrea
tion: Oregon State Highway Division, Salem, 1972 

ACTIVITY DAY: An individual involvement in a single activity 
while at a recreation area. One person could 
participite ~n.several activities, resulting in 
oeveral activ~ty days". 

- 8-
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that statistically valid projections cannot be made directly 
froln them .. 

Results of the 1975 survey and,projections are shown in 
Table R-4; the State survey adds the following cautions in 
us~g the projections: 

1. The estimates are based on a straight line projection 
of 1975 trends .. 

2. P .. S .. U's low-range population projections were used 
as the basis for these statistics. 

3. Sightseeing was not included in the 1975 survey; 
data was used from the 1969 survey. 

4. These figures reflect only Oregon resident recrea
tion demand. Visitors from out-of-state are not 
included. Allowance needs to be made for this 
factor, especially in co"astal counties. 

It is possible to take the per capita rates and figure 
participation for smaller governmental units (cities, e .. g .. ) 
within the County, on the basis of population; 

A look at the figures will show the expected rates of 
increase in recreational activity. All activities (except 
sightseeing) have'been projected according to the folowing 
growth rates: 1975-80, 5.9 percent; 1980-85, 6 .. 2 percent: 
1985-90, 4~O percent; this reflects the effect of an 
expected decline in Oregon's Population growth rate after 
1985. Sightseeing, according to the 1969 survey, is 
expected to increase 15 .. 7 percent between 1975-1980, but 
decline 2.8 percent in 1980-85, and follow the other 
trends thereafter. Due to the importance of this activity, 
total activity occasions are expecte to behave somewhat 
differently from the standard factor: 1975-80, +7 .. 3 percent, 
1980-85, +4 .. 7 percent; 1985-90, +4.0 percent .. 

The per' capita participation rate and the percentage of 
total activity occasion statistics give the best absolute 
measure of the popularity of each activity.. Much as indicat
ed for Statewide activity rates, pleasure walking is easily 
the most popular, followed by sighseeing. Picnicking, fish
ing and outdoor games are also popular in Coos County .. 
Camping and motor boating are the next most popular. 

-9-
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BeaCh activities are not included as a separate category, 
so these figures are not directly comparable with those shown 
in Tables R-2 and R-3. One point to note is that motor 
boating is unusually popular, compared with Statewide, no 
doubt due to the plentiful opportunities in the County_ 
Two of the activities one tends to associate with rural 
counties, hunting and off-road vehicles, are actually 
engaged in by a small segment of the population, 20 percent 
and 16 percent respectively (less than hiking (30 percent) 
for instance). Spread over the whole population there are 
only 2.2 percent and 3.6 percent occasions per person per 
year, on a par with other activities often regarded on fairly 
minority interests, horseback riding (2.2 percent), golf 
(2.3 percent) and tennis (3.8 percent) for instance. These 
sports are there~ore, somewhat minority sports, albeit 
rather vocal and active minorities. 

Activity Preference 

One might expect a close correspondence between the activi
ties that people engage in most frequently and their favorite 
pursuits. The State Recreation Plan, in their Area Activity 
Preference Survey (Oregon Outdoor Recreation, Supplements 
and Revisions, 1972), found that there was not: Table R-5 
lists their findings. Only two activities appear in the top 
five in both lists, swimming and pleasure driving. Fishing, 
mentioned by almost one-fifth of respondents as their favorite 
activity, was only the most frequent activity for 5 percent. 
Similarly,· camping and hunting are favored activities that 
are not engaged in with great frequency. The lesson is ob
vious - there is a gap between people t s recreational desires 
and what they actually have sufficient leisure to participate 
in: certain readily available pursuits like driving or cyc
ling or walking help fill the gap. The top activities in 
both lists appear to be high priorities for attention, 
though for different reasons. 

The activities, like fishing, hunting or camping, where a 
wide gap exists between desire and participation normally 
require substantial commitments of time, money and energy, 
and are resource based. However much facilities for these 
activities were improved, it seems that something of a gap 
would persist. It would therefore appear best to accord 
high priorities both to these activities.and to·their apparent 
substitutes like bicycling or outdoor games, which are locally 
based and require much less investment in equ~pment. 

-]1-

TABLE R-5 

COMPARISON OF FAVORITE ACTIVITY WITH ACTIVITY 
HOST FREQUENTLY ,ENGAGED IN: (STATEWIDE - 1970) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

MOST FREQUENT 
ACTIVITY 

Pleasure Driving 

Bicycling 

Walking 

OUtdoor Games 

Swimming 

Picnicking 

7. Beach Activities 

8. Fishing 

9. Camping 

10. Sporting Events 

11. Horse Riding 

12. Boa~ing 

13. Golfing 

14. Hunting 

15. .Snow Activities 

PERCENT 

14.56 

11.61 

11.49 

11.31 

10.05 

6.49 

5.60 

5.53 

4.57 

3.59 

3.21 

2.67 

2.55 

2.00 

~ 

100.00% 

Fishi~g 

Swimming 

Camping 

Hunting 

Pleasure Driving 

Walking 

PicniCking 

PERCENT 

19.28 

15.11 

11.57 

8.94 

8.32 

6.7 

5.26 

Beach Activities 5.26 

·Golfing 4.38 

Outdoor Games 4.09 

·Snow Activities 3.08 

Boating 2.95 

Horseback Riding 2.00 

Sporting Permits 1.11 

Cultural Events 0.2 

.100.00% 

SOCRCE: Oregon OUtdoor Recreation: Supplement~ and 
Revisions, (1972) 
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Another listing in the survey shows which activities the 
respondents were unable to engage in (See Table R-6). swim
ming ·comes out as by far the'mOst commonly lacking opportunity; 
it' is highly popular, but requires expensive investment, 
particularly for covered pools. It was noted in the survey 
that frequently·there was specific reference to indoor pools 
as opposed to outdoor swimming in rivers. lakes or the ocean. 
!here is no reason to assume that the situation is different 
in Coos County, because sea bathing is not available in many 
places due to dangerous currents, and water temperatures 
even in summer are too cool for all but the hardiest bathers. 
Camping, snow activities and outdoor games were the next 
most frequently mentioned activities. 

TOtal recreational visits were broken down by 
study according to the type of park visited; 
reported for Coos County as follows. 

the State 
results were 

COOS COUNTY PERCENT STATEWIDE PERCENT 

School Playground/ 31 32 
Neighborhood Lots 

City Parks 21 20 

Swimming Pools 26 27 
(indoor ~ outdoor) 

Regional Parks 7 7 

State-Federal Parks 15 
root 

14 root 
As is evident, use in Coos County is remarkably similar to 
that statewide. Playgrounds owe their great popularity to 
the fact that they are (or should be) easily accessible to 
youngsters. Swimming pools, though often less accessible, 
are very popular facilities, as already noted. Generally, with 
increasing distance, the actual ~umber of recreational visits 
drops off. This seems to suggest that there is a greater 
need for recreational facilities in suitable environments 
close to major population centers rather than .at.some 
distance away. However, suitable environments close in are 
often less available due to higher land values and conflict-
ing claims of other land uses. A high priority in 

city recreation planning should be to identify sites 
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suitable and potentially available for recreational devel
opment, within, or close to, population centers. 

Effect Of Age and Income Variables on Recreational Preferences 

~ne State Activity Preference Survey shows that highest 
activity rates occur in the 14-17 age group U71 activity 
days/year }.3 Younger children participate only slightly 
less. There is a dip in activity in post-school-age (18-24), 
~en a rise in the 25-34 age group, with a gradual decline 
with increasing age. Activity preferences by age group 
are shown in Table R-7. Significant findings are that 
walking and driving for pleasure increase in popularity 
with age; fishing is most popular with those over 55. 
swimming, cycling and outdoor games account for_·a signifi
cant proportion of activities for the under 17; certain 
activities like picnicking involve the family as a whole 
and therefore show two peaks representing parents and young 
children. It is important to bear in mind these age-depend
ent user characteristics in pla~ing for recreation facili
ties. 

Activity participation Statewide by income is summarized 
in Table R-8. Note first that total per capita annual rec
reation occasions rise with income, as mentioned above. 
Certain activities are highly positively correlated with 
increased income, while others appear not to be. Obviously, 
certain expensive activities like boating or snow activities 
show high positive correlation with income. as do golf, 
cycling and._swinuning (surprisingly). Camping and hunting 
~ppear to be strongly preferred by middle income people 
($7,000-$15,000, 1970 household income). Fishing. driving 
for pleasure and beach activities show only a weak positive 
correlation with income. Walking for pleasure is nega-, 
tively correlated with increasing income. If an effort is 
to be made to benefit all income groups in recreation plan-
ning, then a higher priority should .be placed on 
the 1atter activities, together with improving swimming and 
boating opportunities in such a .manner that income is not 
a barrier to participation. 

-14-
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"fAllLE R-7 
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RECREATIONAL STANDARDS AND NEEDS 

The Oregon Outdoor Recreation Needs Bulletin (1977) outlines 
standards for recreation facilities, present and projected 
needs for each county, based on a survey and a series of 
public -recreational needs forums" carried out by the State 
Parks and Recreation Branch in early 1977. The end-product 
is a statement of what facilities and areas are required 
to meet both the standards and expressed needs, between the 
present and 1990. Agencies can then decide how to ,divide 
up responsibility to meet thse needs. 

The standards applied in the State study are derived from 
a 1973 survey of standards, which involved looking at the 
standards used by other states with similar population and 
resource bases. 

Standards are used to provide an estimate of needs by com
paring supply with demand. A problem with recreational 
standards in the past is that they have been somewhat arbi
trary units like ·x acres per 1,000 population- or ·x 
picnic tables per 100 users", they were not really based 
on any sound studies of just how many, or how much, is actu
ally sufficient in terms of smooth day-to-day operation. 
Arbitrary standards have often been used l.n 'the past to rule 
out land acquisitions because no need could be established, 
missing a fine opportunity to acquire a good recreational 
site when it was readily available. Such arbitrary standards 
are n9t.sufficiently flexible to take into account local 
preferences, needs or unusually rich recreational reso\~ces. 

To try to minimize arbitrary determinations of need, the 
State Recreation Needs Bulletin has used the concept of 
·user recreation space standards" as endorsed by the 
National Recreation and Parks Association, based on actual 
patterns of use. To define the concept of demand in a more 
meaningful manner, the State study has used the level of use 
(activity or occasions) on the average week-end day in the 
peak use month (usually.July), expressed as a percentage 
of total annual use. This is known as the Peak Day Factor 
(PDF). Another factor is worked in to express the propor
tion of people engaging in an activity who would wish to 
use facilities, leaving out tho3e who prefer undeveloped or 
informal areas (for picnicking or camping, e.g.). This is 
known as the "wish to use" factor (WTU). A "turn-over 
rate" factor (TOR) is figured in to express the number of 
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parties that are likely to use the facility on a peak day. 
~hese·factors are worked into an equation as ·follows: 

Where AO 

ID 

E ID 

total activity occasions during one year 

instantaneous demand: (The demand for a 
particular facility which might be expected 
at any moment on a peak day.) 

This is felt to be an accurate ref:Iection of the demand 
for facilities that should be provided for. Instantaneous 
demand is divided by the user space standard to arrive at 
gross needs; the difference between gross needs and exist

. ing facilities gives an estimate of present net needs. The 
standards suggested by the State for use in local areas 
(i.e., counties, cities) .are shown on Table R-9. Explanations 
for the user space standards and details of applicable peak 
day factors, WTU factors and turn-over rates are given in 
page 13-17 of the Recreational Needs Bulletin. As a result 
of the above process, based on',local. user space standards, 
the State study arrived at the estimates of needed facili-
ties and areas shown in Table R-lO. The highest priority items 

_ from the State's public forums are shown in Table R-ll. It 
should be noted that because the statistical data have such 
a low level of reliability in projecting County needs (due 
to the small-area and population involved compared with 
Statewide estimates), ,the public forum list has been included 
as a supplement. The twO ~lists should be taken together. 
It is important to note that the State study suggests that 
these should be used as general guide rather than an absolute 
guide in setting County priorities on· an annual basis. 

Comparison of the needs assessments in the two ~ists reveal 
some interesting similiarities and differences; the fol~ow
ing were identified in both lists as high priorities: 

6wimming Pools 

Neighborhood Parks 

All Purpose Courts 

Hiking Trails 

Bridl.e Trails 

18 
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TABLE R-9 

USER RECREAT~ON SPACE STANDARDS 
LOCAL STANDARDS FOR CITIES AND COUNTIES 

FACILITY 

campsites 
Picnic Table 
BOAt Launch Lane 
Swim Beach 
Walking Trails 
Hiking Trails 
Bike Trails 
Bridle Trails 
Off-Road Vehicle Trails 
Off-Road Vehicle Areas 
swimming Pools 
Golf Holes 
Tennis Courts 
All-Purpose Courts 
Ballfields ...... * 
Neighborhood Parks 
Communi ty Parks 
District Parks 

STANDARD 

1 site/45Q A.ctivity Occasions (AD"') 
1 Table/SaO AO· . 
1 Lane/470Q Boating Days~· 
2 Linear Feet/200 AO 
1 Hile/75,OOO A!l 
1 Mile/la, 000 AO 
1 Mile/35,000 AO 
1 Mile/5,OOO AD 
1 Mi~e/10,OOO AO 
1 Acre/lO,OOO AO 
1 Pool/lO,aOO Population 
18 Boles/25,OOO Populat~on 
1 Court/ZSOO Population 
1 Court/2,SOO Population 
1 Field/l,2aO.Population 
5 Acre/l,OaO Population 
10 Acre/l,aaO Population 
15 Acre/I,OOO Population 

SOURCE; Oregon Outdoor Recreation Needs Bulletin. Tech. 

• 
Document III of SCORP; 1977 

This standard is based on Trips Received from the 
1975 oemand Bulletin (Tech. Document I) 

** The data for use with this standard is derived from 
the 1975 Pleasure Boating in Oregon Study for the 
Oregon Marine Board, Page 30, Table 7 

*** Ballfields include baseball, softball, rugby and 
60ccer fields 

20 

TABLE R-IO 

COOS COUNTY RECREATIONAL NEEDS 

GROSS NET NEED 
FACILITY llNIT SUPPLY NEpD 75 80 9Q 

CiJJJJP Sites Site. 1#525 755 (nO). {5901 {S12} 

Picnic Tables Table 896 723 {l731 (109) 31 

SWim Pools Pool 3 6 3 3 4 

Boat Launch LaDes. Lane 23 35 12 34 39 

swim· Belich Fee" 2,000 1,125 {87S} (890) {685} 

Walking Trai.ls Kil. 38 2. 2 3 5 

HiJd.ng Trails }file 4 18 34 15 37 

B.1.~g Trails MHe 65 9 (56) (55) (54) 

Bridle Trails Rile 3 26 25 27 30 

Ballfields Field 35 24 (II) {IO} (7) 

Tennis Courts Court 36 24 8 9 12 
All Purpose Court 10 24 34 15 18 Courts 

ORV Trails Hile 30 23 (9) (7) ., (5) 
Golf Hol'"es 54 45 (9) (9) (9) 
Neighborhood Parks . Acres 57 297.5 240.5 258.5 291 
COlIIDunity Parks Acres 3D. 595 289 324 390 
District Parks Acres 856 892.5 36.5 89 388 
Regional Parks Acres 2,891 1,488. (1,494) {1,406} (1,241) 

SOURCE: Oregon Outdoor Recrea1:ional Needs· Bulletin. (1977) 

0' Brackets denote· a theoretical surplus 
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In addition, the following were identified as high priorities 
Ln the public forums, but appear more moderate priorities 
in the needs assessment:" 

Boat Launch Lanes 

Tennis Courts 

The following were not considered i.n the needs assessment, 
but appear as special" local needs: 

Shooting Ranges Multiple Resource Recreation Areas 

All Purpose Trails Unotorcyclesl 

The following were felt by the publi.c forums to be high 
priorities, but are already over-provided according to 
the space standards; 

Campsites 

Bike Trails 

District Parks away from the coast 

ORV Trails (i.e.; all purpose trails 
in the public forum list) 

Tne following appear to be low priority i.tems according 
to user space standards: 

Beaches for swimming Golf Parks 

Walking Trails picnic Tables 

Ballfields 

Tne last listing requires some comment: Coos County ~s 
listed in SCORP as haveing 35 ballfields. SCORP does not 
make a distinction between hardball"and softball fields. 
i~ been reported that there are approximately four hard
ball fields in Coos County. This most certainly includes 
school facilities, and since very few of these are presently 
open for public use, while not all of the demand for ball 
games is from school or college age people, 
there could in fact be a considerable lack of provision for 
certain parts of the population who would want to play 
baSeball, softball, soccer or other team games on an informal 
basis. The apparent over-supply of bike trails is misleading, 
since by far the bulk of the 65 miles of -bike trail- in the 
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TABLE R-ll 

HIGH PR,IORITY "NEEDS ASSESSMENT FOR COOS COUNTY 

~SITES 
MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION FUNDS 

" INDOOR POOLS 

BOAT LAUNCH LANES 

BIKE TRAILS 

MULTIPLE USE TRAILS 

TENNIS COURTS 

SHOOTING RANGES 

HIKING TRAILS 

BRIDLE TRAILS 

ALL-PURPOSE COURTS 
"' 

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS'· 

DISTRICT PARKS AWAY FROM THE COAST 

MULTIPLE RESOURCE "RECREATION AREAS 

SOURCE: SCORP Public Hearings, March 1977. 

No~e This list does not imply any order of priority. 
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County is in fact along highways, Specially built bike 
trails are actually in short supply (confined to the Empire
Barview bike paths recently constructed), hence ,the concern 
hy the public for more bike trails. 

The 1978 SCORP maps 'three Oregon Recreation Trails that 
pass through Coos County: 

i. Coast Range Horse & Hiking Trail, 

ii. Oregon Coa,st Bicycle R,oute; 

iii,. Oregon Coast Hiking Trail 

The 1978 SCORP (page 5.43) notes that while the Coast Bicycle 
R,oute has heen completed (appcrently), the Coast Hiking Trail 
is largely incomplete and the Coast Range Trail is nonexistent. 
The 1978 SCaRP fails to mention whether the trails are scheduled 
to be completed and who shall bear the burdens of cost and 
maintenance. 

Campsites are indeed 
plentiful in the County, but local people-evidently feel 
they are still under-provided. Perhaps the reason is that 
most campsites are tourist-oriented and not the type of 
site wnere one would wish to stay more than one night: 
there is evidence, according to the County Parks Department; 
that County people prefer a longer stay at campgrounds. . 
There was also testimony at the Recreational Needs Porum 
(March 19, 1977) that County Parks campgrounds are very 
busy, and mo~e money is needed for maintenance because of 
this. Another specific need that does not appear in the 
State's list is for a district park away from the 'coast. 
Inland, the weather is usually warmer in the summer~ and 
there is a considerable concentration of major parks, on 
the coast. What is apparently needed is another warm-weather 
park inland to take the pressure off Laverne Park.. which 
fre'luently is heavily used in the. summer mO:lths, according 
to ~e County Parks Department. Other comments made by 
e1t~zens at.the Harcn 18th me~ting are summarized in Table 
R-12. 

TABLE R-l2 

COMMENTS OF CITIZENS AT PUBLIC FORUM ON 
OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL NEEDS 

FACILITY 

CAMPSITES 

PICNIC TABLES 

INDOOR POoLS 

DESIGNATED SWIM
MING BEACHES 
(OCEAN & RIVER?) 

BOAT LAUNCHES 

WALKING TRAILS/ 
HIKING TRAILS 

~RCH 18, 1977) 

COMMENTS 

State rates as low priority; County Parks 
disagrees. County Parks very busy. need 
for more money for maintenance. State and 
County parks charge $3-5 a night 

Plenty of them; County Parks - "health 
regUlations require day use areas to have 
restrooms; this is proving expensive, and 
could prevent greater use." 

A great need. Outdoor pools in this area are 
too cold and w~dy. B.O.R. money will be 
available later for indoor/covered pools, 
(e.g., cover for Coquille pool; Myrtle Point 
and Bandon want pools) . 

Demand_great; need more. Difficult to find 
ocean beaches suited to swimming (rough 
water, currents). Need areaS within 15-20 
minutes drive of Coos Bay/North Bend, (e.g., 
·near Menasha plant, or on West Fork of 
Millicoma River. 

Definite need. State land and money are 
available for construction. County parks 
must maintain. State can give technical 
assistance to design facilities that require 
minimum maintenance. 

For day-hiking in urban areas. Would be used 
if provided. High need to improve Pacific 
Coast trail through the County. Needed in 
forest areas rather than on dunes, where 
they will be used Eore. Needed in urban 
areas for elderly people, and also for jogg
ing. 
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TENNIS :CotlRTS 

OTHER COMMENTS 

If ,,"tiN ffi'l$ 

~:y br.:i:aJL'e tr:.ai.1s; not ,adequate ... 
iBik-e ttail..s <especiaJ.ly needed 'in -urban 
.areas and ,allong lIrl.ghways (Bwy. 1"01)-; 
but 'l:'eed 'to separate vehicle from cycles. 

:More lDeedea. Need cover and lighting.· 
7Need ;hl:g'lier than identified by State. 

Local" ;peqpl:e :£ear --more restri.etions on 
-What :you ;can do on the .1and:: 'but are 
~11"1ng to preserve 'historic areas. 

- "Need llDu1:ti-purpose park for all. :kinds of, 
·field .sports. 

- lleed :ror greater use ·of school. .£ields 
-ana. .f'aci.li ties • 

. - Lack '0'£ rifle and pistol. and ·archery 
Tanges: 'could ,be 'promoted through a 
lupor,tsmen I s ·park. 

- ~eea ~or more .bank-access to 1akes, 
'rivers '(farmers ··were 'concerned at ~ack 
~f :regard .by .people crossing xarm 
hnd - 'wouldn"t ,agree 'to ·access ·ease-
1Dents": 'would ~demand 'outright purchase 
'Of .l:and). 

- ~t 'was fel:t there :.is ,a 'high need £or 
-recreational :faci.lities 'in the .County 
:because of 'heavy 'use of 1ocal. 'resources 
!by ·visitors. 

'SOtJltCE:: ~1; 'County ;Parks l>epar:tment; ,Adv"i:sory'1!oard. 
!Re"creationa'l ~Needs 'Forum, ~(MarCh ~9" .J.S7,7),. 

~RY .oF RE~TION AGENCIES. .~ ',TBEIlt FACILITIES 

:U.S'. TOREST SERVICE-SISKIYOU NATIONAL FOREST 

The -Siskiyou National Forest manages about -77,0_0'0 acres of 
-public l.ands in the extreme southern portion of Coos County. 
See maps R-l3 and R-14 for the extent of holdings and rec
reational facilities- and important natural features. The 
whole of the Siskiyou National Forest lands within Coos 

.County are within the jurisdiction of Powers Ranger District. 
The Forest Service manages its lands under the Multiple Use 
Sustained yield concept, and considers recreation as -one of 
those legitimate uses with values that need to be protected 
while h~rvesting 7imber. This requires detailed planning 
of cutt1ng operations so as to protect vital recreational 
resources, water quality, fish and game habitats and scenic 
views. When funds are available, for instance, stream clean
ing work is done to clear streams of logs and open the way 
to migrating fish. stream bank erosion control ,is practiced, 
both by stablization and leaving buffer strips. Harvest 
operations are planned to leave as much "edge" as possible, 
to promote deer and elk habitat. There are also ,guidelines 
for non-game species - leaving snags for eagles ,for instance. 
Roadside stabilizaticn projects use a grass mixture that is 
attractive to deer and elk. 

'The bulk of recreational use on 'these National. Forest lands 
is by local County people, in contrast to the nationally 
famous Rogue-:River Valley immediately to the .south in Curry 
County. They seek the small developed and primitive camp 
groundS, the fine fishing in the Coquille River and'hunting 
for black-tail deer, Roosevelt Elk, bear, and game birds. 
There are also interesting natural sights: the Coquille 
Falls, the champion Port orford Cedar~ several small lakes 
(some with fi.sh) and some excellent view points .. over the 

.Rogue Valley, linked by the 'Panther Ridge·Trai1. This trail 
is planned for rehabilita.tion in ·the next year or so by a' 
Young Adult Conservation Corps work crew, and ·there is also 

~·a .possibility ·of a re-qpening an old disused ~.trail down to 
,the ,Rogue .River :National :Scenic Trail 'near "Illahe. Other 
·,trails .. .are 'used ,primarily :l?y 'hunters or anglers. Use by 
~ORV'::s :J.s 'veq :limited '.due ,to -the steep slopes" .as is ·use by 
~snowmobiles (confined to :roads) due to :the brief 'snOW season. 
'There .appears ',.to '·be 'no :real :potential 'for other 'winter sports. 
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One remote ~ossibility is tnat Pacific Power and Light 
Corr.@an./ h.:..s },llans for a combined coal-fired. water-powered. 
eiectricity generating facility at Eden Ridge. They· 
already have leases on the coal deposits there. Such a 
facilit./ could no dvubt include recreational opportunities, 
like ooating. It is, however, very doubtful if the facil
ities provided would compensate for the loss of fishing. 
hunting and scenic values in this area. 

'OREGON DUKES NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 

The Oregon Dunes NRA, managed by the Siuslaw National Forest 
has about 11,000 acres in Coos County, (see Map R-l5). It 
was set up in 1972 by Act of Congress to preserve for future 
generations the recreational values of this unique resource. 
The area consists of vast tracts of sana dunes, the largest 
on tae west coast, with interspersed deflation plains 
(including shallow lakes) and forests of shorepine and Sitka 
spruce. At present recreational use is mainly confined to 
some beach activities at Horsfall Beach, some c~ping at one 
of the tnree campsites, some fishing and duck hunting at 
the small lakes,. and ORV and dune buggy driving over the 
dunes. At present. ORV's are limited by management object
ives to established trails or open dunes to prevent damage 
to the fragile veget~ted areas, thus risking blow-outs and 
rapid sand movement.~ The section of the NRA from just south 
of Tenffiile Creek to the County line is off limits to ORV's 
and the beach along this section is closed during the summer 
monuls, as is Horsfall Beach (May 1 to September 30). 
Sta~e Department of Environmental Quality regulations pro
hibit use of ORV's without adequate mufflers, and this is 
enforced by NRA rangers. The NRA reports that the ORV 
clubs are usually responsive to these management objectives. 
and provide good cooperation, since it is in their interests 
to continue good relations with toe NRA. Only a few "mav
ericks· give dune buggy and ORV userS a bad name. Another 
project under consideration at present is destabilization of 
certain foredune areas to attempt to preserve the large 
oackdunes in their natura: state. The supply of fresh sand 
has been greatly reduced, allowing wind action to scour the 
deflation plain down to the water table. This leads to the 
spread of aquatic vegetation often at a r~te of 40-45 feet 
a year, toward the east. This alters that natural form of 
the dunes considerable. Sometimes, too, further stabliza
tion is neeaeci to prevent encroachment on highways or rail
road rignts-of-way. 

-30-

.. ';""---~. 

LANDS SUITED TO DISPERSED 

~CR£A.nON: P\.IDUC.tHl IoIAJOR FOREST 
""""" .....,. 

...... 

.~ 

adibble
Typewritten Text
Volume I Part 2	 706

adibble
Typewritten Text
Volume I Part 2	 707



.---... .L __ J 

CJ 
, I 

II -I!J 

6 

S:,.~ 

R-I, 

OREGON OUNES NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 

COOS CO. SECTION 

•• II ... r lIo .... U ....... 101 ~_~f .. ~ !1'1 PlcOOIe "'_ 

'H' 13 ..... ~ • ., • ., .... u., 
;":011 

11.11_, 6 1I1.lerial SI1. 

,.rIIl .. Lor 8 wa.t. 1'010' 

.. ' ..... " .. s!t. iii \'toI' .. c._ 

....... ".ud 10 .fI ••• .., 
"~Ic' .. 

-31-

adibble
Typewritten Text
Volume I Part 2

adibble
Typewritten Text

adibble
Typewritten Text

adibble
Typewritten Text
708

adibble
Typewritten Text
Volume I Part 2	 709



A proposed management plan was released in 1914,6 which sets 
forth specific proposals for new recreational facilities and 
management objectives for the NRA. Within Coos County th6re 
are plans for a visitor center, one new campground, an infor
mation site, .five new parking areas and four new trails, 
including one down Tenmile Creek, and one along the beach 
(part of the Oregon Coast Trail). (See Map R-IS). A large 
campground near Butterfield Lake is planned and South Eel 
Creek camp may be converted for cyclist use if demand sug
gests this need. Picnic facilities will be provided at 
Butterfield Lake, Tenmile Creek and Big Dune on Horsfall 
Road. ORV access to the dunes will be from Tenmile p'arking 
lot, Hauser parking lot, Horsfall Dune (as at present). 
Additional management objectives relate to wildlife habitat 
improvement, particularly the planting of 9rains around 
prime duck habitat to maintain the values of the Pacific 
Flyway. 

The NRA contains some areas of private land not owned by 
the Forest Service. Tne policy in the "Dunes Sector" or 
core of the NRA is to buy these lands (very little is ac
tually in this sector). The remaining private lands are 
in a buffer area designated as the "Inland Sector- in the 
original Act. Here the policy is to allow eXisting use 
rights, with the right to add to or replace existing struc
tures; in addition; certain commercial uses ancillary to . 
the NRA (dune buggy concessions or campgrounds) will con~ 
tinue to be certified. But uses not contributing to the 
NRA objectives will not, (e.g., residential uses, restaur-~ 
ants or motels). The test is whether the proposed use 
promotes public enjoyment of the dunes and their conserva
tion. The impact of any new development will be considered 
relative to proximity to open dunes, critical wildlife hab
itats, site modification, sanitation and aesthetic effects, 
before being certified. All other land acquisitLon will be 
on a "willing-seller n basis. 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGENENT 

The BLM owns and manages extensive tracts of land, mostly 
in the mountainous eastern part of the County. (See MaF 
R-14). Like the Forest Service, they manage their lands 
under multiple use guidelines. However~ their lands are 
for a great part in "checkerboard" style ownership patter~s 
with private forest companies owning intervening sections, 
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.0 access and-recreati~nal use is somewhat more limited. 
Use 1s of course, heav~er along the major rivers and streams 
by anglers and hunters. BLM also owns and manages a strip 
of land a~on~ the coast at New River, near the Curry County 
line; ~s ~~ a.very popular area for anglers, although 
access ~s a d~ff~cult problem. (See section on Angling) • 

The BLM recreational staff is currently working on Unit 
Resource and Analysis (URS-3), a three step process which 
involves some public input. 

1. An inventory of recreational potential. 

2. Steps that can be taken to increase the quality and 
quantity of facilities and their use. 

3. Recommendations to the unit manager for implementation. 

It is felt that the use would increase if facilities could 
be provided in suitable locations. 

0.5. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

The Army Corp· of Engineer d·· 
lands on the Nort~ Spit, bySf:r~~~Si:~~e;t6~~l~~res.of p~blic 
area. Other port1ons of the North Spit are b. n~ ~n th1s 
or proposed for industrial Uses . e1ng eveloped 
water access can be provided With~~tP:~tu~e~ause needed deep
the relatively narrOH Southern Pacific ;ai~~~~dP~s7~ge through 
crosses the bay. (See Industr:ial Lands InVento.r)/~ X:s!~:;'ent.} 

1 This area also rece1ves eXten-
S ve use by ORV groups, and is one of their favored I . 
for four-wheeling and dune buggy activities, since th~~:t1ons 
are no paved roads.at present across the Corps' land. The 
Corps .e~gaged 1~ a public hearing and workshop process 
~ a prel1ml.nary., to a Master Plan for the North Spit which 
w~ll :eflect public feeling on future use of this relativel 
uns~o~led area of dunes and scenic forest. y 

OREGON STATE PARKS 

There are 19 St~te Pa:ks in Coos County ranging from the lar e 
developed, tour~st-or~ented park~ ~~ong the coast like sunsef 
Bay and Shoreacres~ to the small waysides like Millico~~ 
Myrtle Grove and S~mpson Wayside (See Map R 16) s· bulk f th • - • ~nce the 

o .e State Parks are on the coast close to Hi hwa· 101 
the~ rece1ve heavy out-ot-county and out-of-state us~ ana • 
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provide both day use and overnight camping facilities. They 
have a key role to play in bringing tourist dollars into the 
Countyw . , 

. A summary of the 1975 State Parks Visitor Survey7 is shown 
in Ta,ble R-17; about 40 percent of day visitors and 55 
percent of campers in Coos County's State Parks were from 
out-o£-state (about the same as for Statewide, except 
california accounts for a larger share). Note that a full 
third of campers using Coos County's camping facilities in 
State Parks are from California. According to this study, 
day use by non-residents has risen Statewide since a previous 
study in 1964, while the proportion of non-resident camper 
use bas declined. Total attendance figures for recent 
years are shown in Table R-l8. This shows that Sunset Bay 
is by far the most popular day use park, but Bu!lards Beach 
is more popular for camping. Use figures for the other 
more minor State Parks are not available. Use in 1976-77, 
shows a slight decline on the previous year, but estimates 
indicate that attendance is expected to_ be up by 8 percent 
in 1977-78. Historical records 8 show that the peak year for 
State Park visits was 1972-73, just prior to the "gas 
crisis". Following the :;ubsea.uent slwnp in use, figures 
have risen steadily, although they are expected to decline 
pgain to reflect increased concernS over the supply of 
gasoline. 
These recreational visits generate a considerable expend
iture within the County in food, gasoline and other items. 
(Table R-l9·'. State Parks estimate (State Parks Visitor 
Survey, Coos Cdnnty; unpublished findings) that expenditure 
within a 25 mile radius of viSits averaged $8.98 per person 
for day users and $14.36 per person for campers. (Note 
that the attendance figures have already been corrected to 
allow for the fact that many people visit more than one 
park per trip, so attendance figures can be used directly 
to calculate approximate expenditures). Use of these figures 
indicates that on the basis of the nine most important 
State Parks alone, Coos County businesses benefit 
by about $22 million annually. 

Some socio-economic data on State Park users reveal some 
interesting facts which indicate the natur~ of their 
·clientele R

• Statewide survey data show that State Park 
visitors are typically families with two children, with some 
college education and over $15,000 household incomes (1975 
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'l'AllLE R-l. 7 

ORIGIN OF VISITORS - 1975 
(Stat~wide Figures are in Brackets) 

PLACE OF RESIDENCE DAY USERS CAMPERS 

OREGON 5~ (58) 45 (48) 

WASHINGTON 6 (12) 6 (14) 

CALIFORNIA 22 (16) 33 (21) 

IDAHO 1 "( 2) 1 ( 3) 

OTHER STATES 6 "(9) 11 (10) 

CANADA 6 ( 3) 4 ( 4) 

SOURCE: Oregon State Parks Visitors 1975, and unpublished 
figures for Coos County. (Based on visits to 
four parks: Bullards Beach, Shoreacres, Sunset 
Bay and William Tugman) • 
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LOCATION 

BANDON" 

BANDON 
OCEAN 

BULLARDS 
BEACH 
WAYSIDE 

CAPE 
ARAGO 

SEVEN 
DEVILS 

SHORE-
ACRES 

SIMPSON 
WAYSIDE 

SUNSET 
BAY 

WILLIAM 
TOGMAN 

TOTALS 

SOURCE: 

TABLE R-IS 

ATTENDANCE AT COOS COUNTY STATE PARKS 

r>K2 [JS~ O?ersonsl l:AM!-' ER!: U?ersonsl 
19.74-75 1975-76 1976-77 1975-76 1976-77 

201,332 199,152 242(638 

1.74,182 140,798 151,728 

31.7,858 333,334 323,318 61,126 69,372 

236.396 245,480 2S1.052 

52,882 54,438 57,206 

202,716 392,910 403?396 

95,760 871,112 62,240 
. " 

751.660 771,280 587,519 51,793 52,778 

172.066 161.536 178,264 30,140 33 t 579 

2,204,852 2,392,140 2,287,361 142,95'9 155,729 

Oregon State Parks Visitor 
Unpublished Data, 1975. 

Survey, Coos County, 
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1974-75 

1975-76 

1976-77 

1'ABLE R-19 

EXPENDITURES GENERATED BY VISITS 
TO STATE,PARKS IN' COOS COUNTY 

DAY USE 
ATTENDANCE EXPENDITURE 

2,204,852, 

2 .. 392,140 

~,287,361 

$19,800,000 

21,481,400 

20,540,500 

CJI.iotPBRS 
ATTENDANCE EXPENDITURE 

142,959 $2,052,'900 

155,129 2,236,400 

SOURCE: Oregon State Parks Visitor Survey, Coos County. 
Unpublished Figures, 1975; (Plus Staff Computations). 
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dollars). In fact, over,two-thirds of household heads had 
more than high school education; 43 percent of day users 
and 53 percent of campers had over $15,000 household income. 
This distinctly middle-to-upper income level clientele is 
further reflected in the recreational equipment that users 
have invested. In Coos County State Parks, for instance, 
fully 49 percent of campers (and 18 percent of day users) 
arrived with self-contained camping units Of some nature, 
(~ncluding 10.8 percent motorhomes, 19 percent pickup 
campers and 7.9 percent vans). The study also noted that 
ownership of spec'ialized recreational vehicles "had increased 
dramatically since 1964. . 

The Statewide Visitor Study 9 also provided a breakdown-on 
the distance traveled by day users and campers; 28 percent 
of day users and 4 percent of campers traveled less than 
25 miles. Campers tended to travel between laO and 200 
miles on the average, with a particular State Park as their 
destination. It is probably a fair assumption that dis
tances are the same for the parks in Coos County .. 

The pattern for day use, however, is different in Coos 
County. Local day use is quite heavy, and makes up the 
bulk of use during off-peak periods. Use by local people 
is quite heavy during peak-season also. Typically, people 
like to take friends from out-of-town over to the State 
Parks; young people hold beach parties at Sunset Bay on 
summer weekends. As explicit data are not available on the 
extent of local use, one has to rely on the experience of 
State Park personnel.IO 

These findings show that the importance of the State Parks 
in the County lie as much in direct and indirect contri
bution to the economy as in meeting the recreational needs 
of County residents. . 

The State Parks and Recreation Branch issued a six year 
development plan (Oregon State Parks System Plan, 1975-81, 
Salem, 1975) which was updated in the fall of 1976, for the 
~riod of 1977-83. This document re-evaluates objectives 
1n light of recent trends and proposes a capital improvement 
and land acquisition budget. The relevant section is shown 
on· Table R-20. There are no proposals for land acquisition 
in Coos County. Much of the projected expenditure is to 
increase the provision of existing facilities (e.g., picnic 
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tables, etc.) or provide improved facilities. For instance 
toilet facilities will have to be upgraded in many instance~ 
to meet regulations. All ·the ·proposed improvements will be 
to coastal parks which receive the bulk of annual use. The 
emphasis is on providing better facilities at existing pop
ular parks rather than on creating new parks, since land 
acquisition is so expensive. Changing use patterns have 
shown that campers are tending to spend longer times at 
parks and regard the parks as their destination, demanding 
facilities to match. Thus, there is an emphaSis at present 
on improving water and sewer systems. Most acquisition is 
for special projects (historic preservation, scenic trails 
and waterways) .. The six year plan also includes master plan 
studies for Sunset Bay and Bullards Beach State Parks. 

Existing State Parks were assessed according to certain 
recreational lands criteria (Classes 1-5), to decide their 
level of uniqueness or Statewide recreational significance 
and suitability for development. Certain parks did not meet 
these criteria, either because they have low site significance 
are considered replaceable elsewhere, or have low suitability , 
for development; they were accordingly placed in Class 3, 4 
or 5. The State Parks system Plan proposes the transfer of 
several of these parks to ownership or management by other 
~gencies; they are as follows: 

Coquille Myrtle Grove State Park To County Park 

Golden and sii~er.Falls State Park To County Park 

Hoffman Memorial State Park To County Park 

Maria C. Jackson State Park To County Park 

Millicoma Myrtle Grove State Park To County Park 

Simpson State Wayside To City of North 
Bend 

It is considerad that these parks are of more local than 
Statewide significant, and should be managed at the local 
level. 
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OREGON STATE FOREST 

The Elliott State Forest is an area o~ about 65,000 acres 
Cln Coos County. the remainder is Ln Douglas County) in 
the remote and very rugged northeast part of the County 4 
It is shown in Map R-14 ,as an area aVailable for dispersed 
recreation4 It is relatively lightly used for recreation, 
almost all of it occurring along the rivers and streams, 
and confined to hunting, fishing and some associated camping 
and picnicking. '£he S~Le i'ox:e.,t i3 nLftlw!Jed C,eCiI!3!:.ci) 
£Ol! Lbube .. product.ton. oo.ll1.e Fedexal lalla.,. obOISt 99 !!cr
eeuL of it:s area i., SLaLe :ctmd Board laa2b; Ule XCicnue ELdin 
wbieh !Jess' 1:oe ehe 61;at:e scheele ft:1:! ei 'Phe e~fte:r: lQ fS!feep.t 
bel:ottgs lee 'efta SLate Bear! sf Fe~ee~, 1=he ea:£ft:i!t!e &8R!. 

::~:.f::h~· .. :: :::.:~::~' .~.:~:-: •. !;::::. '::,:' 'or-
ee~ la!'liete fer ~ee:!J!'eat:iefl hale reeenL1::t !!seen ieeaea, ]sI:!:L 
ioIlay SJil::J' :£l!Ih£ t" tale 19 pe!feeat sf Elli9t~ li''ea~B Fe:r:eet.. 

About 3.5 percent of the total acreage is being managed for
its scenic qualities, which will restrict cutting to a 
large extent. This policy is in force on part of the West 
Fork of the Millicoma above Allegany. East of Lakeside 
there are 80 acres above the South Tenmile Lake, where some 
nature trails have been opened up. This is Board of Forestry 
land. It is possible that there will be minor recreational 
developments on this land in the future. Otherwise, the 
present pattern of informal dispersed recreation will con
tinue. For instance, the Elkhorn Ranch (an old homestec>.d), 
is a favorite area with open grass along a river, where 
light recreational use occurs. 

The State Forestry Department is managing for this use, hut 
is not actively encouraging more intensive use, as this 
will tnen require the provision of facilities, which is not 
their function. It is felt that it is better to leave it in 
an undeveloped state for those who are familiar with it 
ODostly loggers who work in the area, and their families). 

-43-

TABLE R-22 

~ING AND ~ICNICKING USE AT COUNTY ~ARKS 

1976 TOTAL PEOPLE FEES PICNICKERS TOTAL 

Laverne Park 4,6.00 $ 4,673 9,9_45 14,545 

Powers Park 1,7.84 2,595 3,175 4,959 

Bastendorff Beach 12,165 18,233 1,560 13,725 

TOTAL 18,549 $25,500 14,680 33,229 

ESTIMATES 
ORIGIN PICNICKERS TOTAL 

Laverne Park 12,000 

Powers Park 3,775 

Bastendorff 
Beach 

TOTAL 14,i40 

SOURCE: Coos county 

NOTE 1976 Figures 
1977 Figures 

72% in-county 
12% in-state 
15% out-of-state 

53% in-county 
34% in-state 
12, out-of-state 

"16% in-county 
37' in-state 
47, out-of-:-state 

Parks Department -

2,675 

4,230 

6,764 

13,669 

Unpublished 

were for May-September .. 
were for June-August 
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l~,OOO 

8,000 

15,000 

38,000 

data. 
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OREGON . .§.TATf-~ECREATI~t!_ TRAILS 

The Oregon Recreation Trails System was created by an Act of the 
Oregon Legislation in 1971 (ORS 390.950-390.990). The Recreation 
Trails Syst~ is administered by the Parks and Recreation Division of 
the Oregon Department of Transportation, which summarizes the trails 
program as follows: 

"A statewide interconnected trails syster.t for 
hiking, bicycling and horseback riding is 
under development by the State Parks and 
Recreation Division of the Department of 
Transportation in cooperation with citizen 
groups, other government agencies and private 
landowners. 

Th~ ultimate ~oal is a network of recreation 
trails which will allow Oregonians and 
visitors to walk or ride to any of the major 
recreation attractions without depending on 
motor vehicles. The system will include 
recreation traisl in urban areas. scenic 
trails on the coast, mountains and desert and 
co~~~ct~r trai!~ between the~. 

The trails program \V'as begun following passage 
of the Recreation T:rails Syst.~m Act of 1971. 
That Act providen the legal basis for a trails 
system, assigned the responsibility to the 
Transportation Commission and created the 
eight-meMber, Recreation Trails Advisory 
Council which is appointed by the Governor." 

(Source: Letter from State Parks and 
Recreation Division, i-larch 15, 1984). 

There are three coastal components to the State Trails System: 

1. Coas",=- Bi.sy'cle Route 

This scenic coastal route provides enjoyment for bicycle 
enthrusiasts, and is contained entirely within public right
of-ways. 

2. Qre90n C5~.~~~~g. 

This scenic, partially complete trail prOvides enjoynent for 
'hiking enthusiasts. In Coos County, the Trail is only 
de,.,el.:>ped across the St.ate-o· ... ·:-'ej lan:'\s in the parks south of 
Charleston. 

3. 

This trail exists in '£2..'=..,£~!. only, and is intenied for hiking 
and horse riding. At present, its proposed route is !"lot n:J::;e 
specific than a general corridor. 

LCDC Goal 5 requires an analysis of possible conflicting uses ~ith 
resources such as the three State Trails that pass, or nay so::.e:3ay 
pass, through Coos County. An assessment was conducten to ide!'1tify 
existing or potential conflicts, and none were found to exis~. 
Several factors support. this conclusion: 

1. Sit~ selection for trail development must ~mini~ize adverse 
effects on adjacent landmmers or users and their ";Joerations 
(ORS 390.96S(1){c))." -

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

"Development and management of trails shall he aes:,o!'1e,! to 
harmonize ~ith and co~plement any established forest, 
agricultural. or ot11er use plan. . (ORS 390.9650) (d)." 

The State is required to give emphasis to the ae·"e!.:l"Xlent 0: 
trails across .2.ub!~c lands, and no t=ails may cress ;::::ivate 
land occupied by a dwelling \d thout consent of ~he ,:::,· .. -ner (8RS 
390.965(1) (a&b). 

Pursuant to State Law, designation of the Trails ~sh~!l n?t 
impose any limitation upon an other\V'ise lawful use 0= the 
adjacent private land" without consent of the o. .... ne:::: c= such 
land (ORS 390.963(2). 

It is imposs':'hle to identify sp~cifically wher8 fl.:':...:::-e tr~ils 
may be sited, since the State is s~ecifically p::-o~i~ite~ f::-o~ 
excercising its pOY,'ers of eminent d':"!lain for si:.e ~ion 
and property acquisition (ORS 390.999). 

The Oregon Recr~ation Trails SYS'":.8;:\ Act r~cognize<:; trail ~e"'c:o~~ent 
may have adverse impacts on adjacent propert.ies and uses. b~t .:::>~ovides 
a measure of protection for private property rights. In :;)t!1er- .... or.:.s, 
:-he Act ~tself is a "p:-ogra:l to resolve conflict~" pursuant to Goal 5, 
..!i. confll.cts are perce1.ved. B.owever, th:e State Parks Cocr~in.? .. ::.o" 
foresees no problems or conflicts ,V'ith trail develojx:lent. 7:".e -
Coordinator merely asks the county to ai'lopt a plan policy recconizing 
the State Trails :r?g7a~ ~nd.agreeinJ to coordinat~ and coo?er~te witn 
the State .Park~ D1.v1.sl.on l.n l.ffil'lenent.ing it in the future (Te!ephone 
conversatl.on wl.th Mr. Jack ~emin9ton, O~OT State Trails COC~~~na~o 
i-larch 14, 1984). -. "- .... r, 
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coos COUNTY PARKS 

Land and Facilities 

Coos County Parks Department owns andjo,r ~ges a wide 
variety of recreational lands in all states of development. 
(See Hap R-21). Its three main parks,' Bastendorff Be~ch, 
Laverne, and Powers are set up as a~l-~urpose p~k~ w~th 
camping, picnicking, game areas, sWl.lIIIO.l.ng and fl.Shin~ . " 
opportunities. They are pop~l~r for larg~ gr~up actl.Vl.t~es 
and for camping. The time ll.ml.t fo~ 7ampl.ng l.S.lO days, 
and many campers like to stay the lJ..IUt. Use fl.gures 
are shown in Tab1.e R-22. Laverne is the most popul~ warm
weather park for day use, and Bastendorff Be~~h recel.v7s 
most camper use. Laverne is used mostly by County res~dents, 

~
hile Bastendorff is favored by visitors to the county. 
ewers Park, the most recently deve1.oped, is ~onsidered 

~~ dar-used at present, probably due to the" fact that" t.J;lere is 
- no reservation system and people are caut10us of dr7V1ng 

such a long distance to find that there are no campl.ng 
sites available. For this reason, reservations have been 
started for the Powers Park on a trial basis in an effort 
to increase use and revenues, and,may be introudced also 
at Bastendorff Beach. Camping fees generated about $25,500 
in revenues to the County in 1976. 

A number of other parks of varying acreage, mostly mi~imally 
developed, are available for day use. Several were g1~ts 
of land to the County and are in somewhat remote locatl.ons, 
like Frana Park or Cherry Creek Park. They offer picnic 
tables and often some stream frontage for anglers. Other 
areas of land like Rock Prairie and Middle Creek, are 
undeveloped tracts of land that simply exist in their 
natural state. The County also maintains a number ~f boat 
ramps which were provided under a joint agreement W1th t.t:e 
State" Department of Fish and Wildlife like those at Coqul.lle 
and Riverton, for example. These are part of the Angler 
Access Master Plan for Coos and Curry Counties. (See section 
on Angling) • 

Needs and Priorities 

The County Parks Department is in the fi~st stages of setting 
priorities for future development. Needs and problems can 
be readily defined, but a formal list of priorities is not 
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being drawn up. This is mainly because it can never be 
predicted what opportunities might occur due to land or 
money suddenly becoming available' for a particular type of 
project. Having a formal priority list ~ght prejudice a 
worthwhile development because of its relatively low priority 
u~n its sudd~nly becoming feasible. 

the most pressing management problem in the County Parks 
system at present is the overcrowded conditions that exist 
at the main inland warm-weather park~ Laverne. Frequently, 
on weekends during the peak summer months, over 1,000 people 
can be in attendance at one time, which creates severe main
tenance and policing problems. Traffic volumes on the main 
access road from Coquille can also be very he~vy, and the 
road is barely adequate. Improvements are currently underway 
on adjacent land (Hest Laverne Park), including . 
with picnic tables, toilets and a softball diamond and multi
purpose courts. The road conditions remain a problem that 
the County will need to face. The highest priority is for 
the County to acquire a new site for a warm-weather multi-use 
park to take the pressure off Laverne altogether, preferably 
in a location closer to the Bay Area, for instance in the 

·Coos River System. 

Another high priority, a~d one for which funds 
could be made available, is to provide more boat ramps for 
small boat fishing, and to maintain existing ramps. 

Provision of new boat ramps depends largely on the ability 
of the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife to negotiate 
land purchases or obtain access agreements. This is so 
because the county must devote a great proportion of its 
recreation funds to maintenance of existing sites, and relies 
on the State,Marine Board for capital outlay funding. 

Additionally, th"e Port of Coos Bay also stores responsibility 
for actively constructing boat ramps for the general public. 

Other than these priorities, the main 
priority in the past has been to maintain and improve existing 
parks, due to the high levels of use some are receiving, and 
the constant problems that occ:ur with willful damage. 

Several other needs can be identified, though they have not 
yet been officially accorded high priority. More work needs 
to be done to see how the needs of certain ftspecial interest 
groupsft should be met; ORV and motorcycling e~thusiasts, 
horseback riders, rifle marksmen and archers, Joggers and 
cyclists. Part of a cycle trail between Empire and. Charleston 
has been constructed along the Cape Arago Highway, using funds 
from the State pool set up for cycle paths (from State High
way Fund). There are plans now to obtain more State funds to 
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complete the path to Charleston. Since 1974, there has been 
a development plan in existence for a "sportsman's Recreation 
Area- on County Forest lands to provide for rifle and pistol 
shotting, archery, horseriding and motorcycle trails. This 
proposal is reported to be inactive now, and funding is no 
longer available, though the need for these facilities is 
presumably still not being met. 

One remaining area of need is organizational. there is a need 
for more coordination of programs between the county and the 
individual cities. Each city appears to be pursuing its own 
separate objectives without regard for what other cities or 
the County are doing. Most of the cities because of their 
limited budgets lack professional staff specializing in 
recreation management. There is a lack of communication 
between the different governmental units. 

One consequence is that worthwhile projects which might have 
gone ahead have been shelved because of a lack or resources 
to obtain the necessary funds or due to a change in priorities. 
An advantage of better coordination is that planning, grants:'" 

pooled, and that overall priorities and objectives can be ~ 
manship, and even construction or maintenance resources can be ~. 

ordered to better reflect County-wide needs. ,~ 

PORT FACILITIES 

The Port of Coos Bay owns and manages a ~all boat basin at 
Charleston covering 22 acres, with a ~A~ane boat ramp, 
docking and servicing facilities for abou~ 450 boats~ 
recreational vehicle and trailer park with 80 sitesA exten
sive parking space and restaurant facilities. This is the 
most popular boating site in the county. Deep sea fishing 
trips, clamming and crabbing are also popular activities . 
Recent storms have eroded a sandbar which protected this 
facility, and there. is an urgent need to replace the pro
tection against st'Orin surges to prevent further damage to 
boats. At the same time, the Port consideres that additional 
boat spaces are needed to take care of existing and future 
demand, and proposed to find a site for this development. 
The LCDC has recently upheld a goal exception prepared by the 
Coos Curry Council of Governments for the Port of Coos Bay 
to expand the present facility into adjoining tidal flats 
(under the "Hosie-Laird" plan). The Army Corps of Engineers 
is in the process of extending the existing rock jetty north
ward to replace the lost sandspit • 
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Should the Hosie-Laird plan for the Small Boat Basin expansion 
prove to be insufficient to meet demand, an alternate site in 
more protected waters away from the Bay entrance could also be 
considered. The Port of Bandon also has a small boat basin at 
Bandon, covering 5 acres, with space for a small number of boats, 
a boat ramp and a parking lot. 

PRIVATE TIMBER COMPANIES 

The three largest timber companies, weyerhauser, Georgia-Pacific 
and Menasha have extensive hOLdings in Coos county, shown on Map 
R-14. In the past, they have been willing to allow some hunte~ 
and angler access to their lands along recognized roads during 
non-working hours and provided active timber management opera
tions are not occurring in the area. Policies differ slightly; 
Weyerh~user, gate much of their tree farm outside of deer and 
elk hunting season, but open the gate during the season week
ends. They also have some camping on the East Fork of the 
Millicoma and fishing along the Coos River around Dellwood, 
using their access roads. Nesika Park, traditionally a popular .• J t:
camping.spot along the Millicoma·River,Aac • l~is f 0' sad---- !~~ 
to tho p 'EUI!! Menasha has adopted the policy of neither ~ Cr.r'\1\;,\"' 
encouraging nor actively discouraging public access. Above til. ~ lJ.. If 
Dellwood there is dispersed recreational use of their land for ~4¢th 
fishing, hunting and swimming. Georgia-Pacific mostl.y hold '1iM-',r-
land east of Powers in the remote mountain areas. They ~"""i.a .'f8" 
provide hunters with maps of their land and roads, and encour- M~-' 
age the multiple use concept. They also manage a popular park 
at China Flat campground on the coquille River south of 
Powers. It has 23 acres, with 8 picnic tables, 12 developed 
campsites, toilet and water facilities. a game area, swimming 
and fishing. . 

PRIVATE AND COMMERCIAL RECREATION FACILITIES 

The county also has numerous commercial campgrounds, resorts 
and trailer parks. They are inventoried in Table R-23. It is 
possible that some of these have gone out of business, or that 
others have come into being since the last SCORP inventory in 
November of 1976. Subsequent updates of SCORP ~ill allow 
this list to be revised. Note that there are five golf courses 
in the County (one full 18 hole and four 9 hole) and five 
gun clubs also. 

Coos County currently has no private facil.ity that would qualify 
as a ~destination-resort-. "As noted on pages P-36', P-41., P-42 
and in the paragraph titled -Destination Resort- in the follow
ing section, the ·lack of such a facility sl:gnifi~antly inhibits 
Coos County's economic development .as well as limiting its 
recreational opportunities. 
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RESOURCE BASED ACTIVITIES AND 
THEIR ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE TO 'tHE COUNTY 

TOURISM 

Economic Benefits 

As is evident fro~ the discussion of State Park visits and 
revenue generated, tourism is important to the economy 
of Coos County, as it is to all the coastal counties. High
way 101 and the routes that feed into it, State Highways 
42 and 38 in our area, are important tourist corridors which 
bring visitors in mainly from California and Washington, as 
well as from other parts o~ Oregon. 

The economic importance is evident, but difficult to define 
in precise terms for a variety of reasons. The difficulty 
arises in any attempt to estimate how much income is gener
ated in the County in a particular year by tourism. A 
standard technique is to use the u.s. Census of Business 
reports and total up earnings in each standard industrial 
classification (S.I.C.) covered by a particular industry. 
The difficulty is that tourist expenditures are divided among 
eleven separate SIC's, and in many of them, l~ke retail 
stores or gas stations, only a fraction of total earnings 
can be attributed to tourism. 

One economic principle holds good for tourism, however 
like agriculture or forestry, it is a -basic· industry. 
That is to say, it is a resource-based sector of the economy, 
the earnings from which (in theory) stay within the regional 
economy, and generate further earnings in other sectors of 
the economy (non-basic or service industries).l2 The income 
filters through the economy, and generates more income. 
This is referred to as the -economic multiplier- effect; 
through economic analysis, one can arrive at a factor called 

-the -multiplier-, which when applied to the actual direct 
earnings of the tourist trade (campground, motel receipts for 
instance) can give an estimate of the total effect of these 
earnings. 

The best available index of the number of recreational visits 
to Coos County is the figures frcm the State Parks and Rec
reation Branch from 1958. (See Table R-24) Analysis shows 
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TABLE R-24 

CAMPING AND RECREATIONAL VISITS TO STATE PARKS 
IN COOS COUNTY: 1958-1973 (1000's) 

CAi'ii>iNG PERCENT RECREATIONAL PERCENT 
VISI:TS CHANGE VISITS CHANGE 

UAR 

1 ------- 629 -------
1958 

18 ------- 633 + 0.6 
1959 

24 +33.3 731 +15.5 
1960 

30 +25.0 728 - 0.3 
1961 

33 +10.0 712 - 2.2 
1962 

42 +27.3 1117 +56.9 
1963 

48 +14.3 1346 +20.5 
1964 

54 +12.5 1413 + 5.0 
1965 

57 + 5.6 1379 - 2.4 
1966 

1967 50 -12.3 1655 +20.0 

1968 54 + 8.0 1840 +11.2 

89 +64.8 1517 -17.6 
1969 

1970 98 +10.0 1795 +18.3 

1971 120 +22.5 1896 + 5.6 

1972 142 +18.3 1986 + 4.8 

1973 ~46 + 2.8 2789 +-40.4 

'.Average Average 
Annual Percent Annual Percent 

Change: +17.1% Change: +11.8% 

SOURCE: Economic Survey and Analysis of the Oregon Coastal 

Zone (OCCDC, 1974) ; from State Parks and Recreation 
Branch Ca ta. 
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a general upward trend in visits from 1958, with camping 
.increasing more rapidly than total. recreational. visits·, 
indicating average annual increases o£ 17.1 percent and 11.8 
perc~j respectively. The OCCDC Coastal. Zone Economic 
Study using a State Highway Division Out-of-State TOurist 
Revenue Study, shows that earnings from out-of-state tourism 
increased 10.3 percent a" year on the average tor 6.8 percent 
allowing for inflation) between l.960-73, ~hich is in line 
with the findings above. out-of-state visitors are about 
40 percent of al.l coastal travelers, but the proportion be
comes greater further south; in Coos County perhaps 50 
percent of tourist are from out-of-state. It is assumed 
that trends in visitation rates and expenditures by out
of-staters reflect those of in-state visitors also. Various 
estimates are available of average per capita expenditures 
by tourists: 

OUT-OF-STATE IN-STATE 

Year Per Day Per Visit ·Per Day 

1971 $12.00 $40.81 -----
1973 $10.87 $47.00 ------
SOURCE: OCCDC Coastal Zone Economic Study, 1974 

OUT-OF-STATE IN-STATE 

Year Per Day Per Visit Per Day 

1972 $ 9.87 $10.21 

SOURCE: OCCOC, (1974), Based on OSU Study for State Highway 
Division, 1972. 

More up-to-date estimates were cited in the State Parks 
section above for per-person expenditure related to camp
ing and day use in State Parks ($8.98 for day use and 
$14.36 for camping). Estimates of total tourist revenues 
are similarly varied, based as they are on different studies 
using different sources and assumptions. An OSU study14 
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gives some figures for 1969 which are probably the most reli
. able and most recent estimates, since they include out-of
state, and in-state, inter-county figures. This study was 
based on state Highway Department traffic samples and surveys, 
and is reportedly subject to considerable error due to the 
sampling techniques used. Thus, these figures should only 
be viewed as approximations. 

TOURIST EXPENDITURES IN COOS COUNTY BY OUT-OF-STATERS AND 
OREGONIANS' . 

Out-of-state 
Tourists 

$7,502,611 

out-of-state 
Non-tourist 
{business, 

etc.} 

$800,307 

(1969) 

In-state 
Inter
county 

In-state 
Intra
county 

""TAL 

$9,267,002 $4,136,998 $21,706,910 

SOURCE: An Economic Analysis 
Oregon State Highway 
ics, 05U, Corvallis. 

Of Resource Allocation In The 
Division: Department of Econom~ 
'(1972) 

Compare this with the ·earlier estimate that about $22 Million 
was generated in l.976 by visitor to the main State Parks alone 
in Coos County. It must be clear that total income generated 
in the County from all recreational visits is considerably 
more than this figure. It. is not possible to suggest an 
estimate from the data presently available, but it is clear 
that numbers': of visitors to the COWlty have increased since 
1969. . .' , 
Due to the Rmultiplier effectR, the total benefits to the 
COWlty'S economy will be greater than tourism revenue alone. 
Some tourist expenditures are reinvested in busi
nesses in the County as new buildings or equipment (which 
yield benefits to the· community indirectly) or are paid out 
as wages. of course, some of the total income from tourism 
is offset by capital invested in parks or in roads, or other 
facilities which tourist use. The total. effect is extremely 
complex, since of course much"of the cap~tal spent in support 
of tourism is not locally generated, but comes from State 
of Federal sources. The main point, however, is that tourism 
is an important source of income to the County. 
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Just to give an insight into the relative importance of 
the tourist industry in term~ of revenue~ .earnings from 
agriculture, tourism and· manufacturing were compared for 
1~6? hy ~ co~S-c~rr-Do~glas Economic Improvement Assoc
iat1on. l Their·f~d~~gs W~e as follows: . 

VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL 
SALES 

coos 
COUNTY $7.720,000 

VALUE ADDEO BY 
MANUFACTURING 

$79~800,OOQ 

TODR.l.ST REVENUE 

$l.l., 0,45 ~ 000 

At the time. tourist revenue waS greater than that from 
agriculture in the County. and a significant fraction of that 
from manufacturing (13.8 percent). Tourism is probably 
still. at least equal in importance to agriculture as a 
contributor to the County's economy. 

Employment 

In terms of the actual number of jobs wholly dependent on 
recreation in the County, the situation is different 
As might be expected, the number of tourism-related jobs 
does not adequately reflect its large amount of revenue, 
since so roany business and jobs are partially supported by 
tourism like restaurants, garages, etc. Two other obser
vations should be made; first, wages in tourism-related 
jobs are lower than average; second, employment is highly 
seasonal. The OCCDC Coastal Economic Study Team {1974} 
arrived at estimates of employment wholly dependent on 
tourism by County, based on an examination of the employ
ment categories (SIC's) wholly or partly related to 
tourism; though for the coast as a whole, employment was 
increasing, the trend was not so marked in Coos County. 
The peak year (1958-1973) according to their estimate 
was 1966 (467 jobs), followed by a decline between 1967-1970~ 
and a rise to close to previous levels (450) by 1973, 
(also a peak year for visits). Taking the 1973 figure 
(450) which is an annual average, the study team showed 
considerable seasonal fluctuation. 
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1st Quarter 

2nd Quarter 

3rd Quarter 

4th Quarter 

AVERAGE 

250 

5S9 

642 

319 

450 

These figures represent only 2.0 percent (average) and 2.7 
percent (peak) of total employment in the County. However, 
recall that the number of jobs at least partially supported 
by tourism must be much higher. Another way of looking at 
tourist employment is to estimate the total payroll associated 
with it. The asu study (1972) estimates that in 1969, 4.46 
percent of total Coos County "covered payroll- (jobs covered 
by unemployment compensation) was associated with the tourist 
trade. Perhaps because of the overwhelmdng importance of the 
wood products industry, this percentage is much lower than 
for the other coastal counties. The QCCDC Study Team formed 
another estimate of employment by assuming that employment 
would be the-'samE: percentage of the total as the percentage 
of the total payroll. They came up with the figure of 627 
jobs (compared to their own estimate for 1969 of 375). The 
actual figure will certainly be higher, because wages in 
tourist-related jobs are lower than average. There is a 
considerable disagreement between the two figures, but they 
do give us an idea of the range o£ possible numbers of jObs we 
are considering. 

Styles in Tourism 

An additional important characteristic of the Oregon coastal 
tourist trade compared with tourism in other States, is that 
a larger percentage of visitors prefer camping in parks to 
motels. The OCCDC Study quoting a 1973 study by Battelle~6 
gives estimated distribution of visitor days by types of 
l.odging. 

'-I.B-zr 
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MOTElI/ 
HOTEL FRIENDS CAMPI.NG OTHER" TOTAL 

CoOS/ 
CUrry 20.3% 9.6t 48.8% 21.3% 100t 

Coast 35.5% 14.3% 40.8% 9.S% 100% 

Statewide 43.8\ 26.4% 17.3% 12.5' 100% 

*Tral..ler park, second home or no lo~gl..1lg 

In Coos and Curry counties the proportion using hotels and 
motels is even smaller than for the coast as a whole. One 
obvious consequence is that people who prefer an outdoor
style vacation inject less money into the economy and 
create less employment. This probably relects the prefer
ences of the tourist who visits the South Coast, rather 
than suggesting that motel space is inadequate. Facilities 
here are much more outdoor oriented, and tend therefore to 
attract more of the camping-oriented tourist. It is doubtful 
whether the motel sector could persuade a larger share of 
the tourist market to use their facilities without appealing 
directly (through advertising) to those who prefer motel 
accommodations to come here i~ greater numbers. 

Destination Resort 

The development of destination-type facilities to attract the 

"long-stay (2 weeks) visitor would be a significant factor in 

generating more tourist-related income and jOb"s. Coos County 

has the natural beauty of "the coast and fishing and boating 

opportunities "to attract long-stay visitors to a destination 

resort. Off-season, such a facility could cater for conventi~ns 

or other similar large groups. The coastal climate is always 

mild in winter and often sunny in spite of the reputation for 

heavy rains. During heavy storms, views of the ocean are 

especially impressive. This is also," of course, the prime: 

season for river fishing for salmon and steelhead. It appears 

that there are considerable opportunities for stimulating tour

ism during tne off-season provided the faciiities are a:v-ailable 

and the market is accurately identified. 

-"~"-

Other sections of the plan al~o identify both the need for and 

the benefits of the type of facil±tias cvmmvn to destination 

resorts. For example, Appendix A of the Industrial and Commer

cial Lands Inventory is a verbatim inclusion of the Coos Curry 

Douglas Economic Improvements Association's (CCD-EIA) "Area 

Diversific~tion Strategy·, (Impediments Section). In this 

section, CCO-EIA notes that the lack of cultural and recrea

tional amenities impedes the attraction of new industries to 

tPe area and thus inhibits the rieed for diversification of the 

County's economy. . (see especially pages P-36, P-41,; P-42 , P-43.) 

Provisio~ for such. destination resorts could -be made through a 

conditional use permit process as Recreational Planned Unit 

Develop~ents. Substantial increases in the permitted number 

of wrecreationalW or "second-home" dwellings could be used as 

an incentive for the developer to provide recreational and cul-

tural amenities such as ~onvention centers, marinas, golf courses 

and other recreational uses. 

Although a numbe"r of areas in the County may be suitable for" 

such reso~ts, the most likely areas currently being considered 

are in the Joe Ney Slough and south Slough areas near Charleston, 

and a~?ng the c~astal shoreland areas north and south of Bandon 

where extensive dune and coastal lake areas would provide 

signific~nt recreational opportunities. 

~ 
Analysis so far has dealt with the benefits of tourism. 
However these benefits also entail some costs in terms of 
congestion and pollution. State Highway Division traffic 
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counts show that traffic volumes in the peak month (August) 
can be twice those in the slackest month (December) •. 

Figures for the Bandon (Rwy. lOI).counter for 1972 are shown 
.below; 

JAN. FED • .KAR. APR. MAr. JUNE JULY MG. SEPT. OCT. NOV. DEC. 

2915 28gg. 3788 3424 3707 4577 5387 5775 4469 3566 3608 2741 

SOURCE: OCCDC (1974) from State Highway Division 

This level of congestion can cause problems for commercial 
traffic. It is not feasible or desirable to provide highways 
capable of handling peak loads easily when this only occurs 
two months· a year. A compromise has to be made between peak 
and minimum traffic levels, in reality. 

Similarly, sewage facilities at park: may be ove71oaded.a~ . 
peak periods, because it is.not feas1ble to prov1de faC1l1t~es 
that are only used to the full for a brief period. 

There are many other less tangible cos~s associated wi~ peak 
tourist use, like air pollution and no~s7 f~om automob1les, 
crowding on beaches or campsites, over-f~sh1ng of popular 
lakes or streams and so on. These costs show that tourism is 
not an unlimited resource; it has self-imposed limitations, 
in that as numbers reach a certain point, the quality of 
experience is less. 

Summary 

It is very difficult to get accurate and up-to-date est~mates 
on the tourist industry in Coos County. However, certa1n 
things are clear: it generates a great amount of revenue 
spread among many different types of business, though actual 
numbers directly employed by tourism are quite small. Also, 
wages are low and employment highly seasonal. Numbers of . 
visitors appear to be increasing steadily, and should cont1nue 
to do so unless gasoline shortages become acute. State Parks 
appear t~ be very important destinations for tourist: the. 
beauty of the coast, and opportunities f?r fishing and boat~ng 
appear to be the main attractions. As w1th any resource-
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based activity, a delicate balance exists between conserving 
these resources and utilizing them to generate revenue. 
~e encouraging tourism, it is important to ensure that 
haphazard recreational development is not allowed to mar the 
beauty people have come to enjoy, and that our rivers and 
estuaries remain productive to attract the sport anglers. 

ANGLING 

Angling is one of the Il10St popular of outdoor pastime 
enjoyed by young and old alike. For some, angling is 
simply for relaxation, for others it is a dedication. Coos 
County offers a wide range of angling opportunities from 
its rivers and streams, estuaries, lakes and the ocean 
itself. (See Map R-25 and Table R-26). Fishing for salmon 
(chinook and coho), steelhead and cutthroat trout, (all ' 
migrating or anadromous fish) generates the most enthusiasm. 
The Coquille River is considered among the finest salmon and 
steelhead streams in the state.17 Deep sea fishing out of 
Coos Bay, Charleston or Bandon is also very popular and a 
big tourist attraction. The upper reaches of the river 
system also offer fine fishing for resident trout (rainbow 
or cutthroat), as do many of the lakes and reservoirs in 
the County. The brackish waters of the estuaries and tidal 
reaches support popul~tions of striped bass and shad, which 
spend part of their 11fe cycle in estuaries, where they 
spawn. Many of the freshwater lakes support warm water 
species, like large mouth bass, perch, crappies and blue
gills. Though often spurned by serious fishermen as inferior 
to ~he true game fish they also affprd good fishing and 
eat1ng. 

Fishing seasons· are.· shown in the State Synopsis of Fishing 
Regulations released annually by the Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. Certain lakes, Bradley Lake, Clear 
Lake (dunes), Powers Pond, Saunders Lake, Empire Lakes 
Eel Lake and Tenmile Lakes, have a year round open sea~on 
for. all species. Chinook salmon are present from about 
October thro~gh.Januar~ for its a~ual spawning run. They 
are found pr1nc1pally 1n the Coqu1lle and Coos River drain
ages. Coho salmon enters a little later (November) and is 
usually present until February. The preferred fishing 
method for these species is either offshore fishing or 
trolling-from small boats on suitable sections of the rivers 
though some bank fiShing also occurs. Steelhead enter the • 
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rivers from November to December, and remain until May. Sea 
run cutthroat are taken in September/October as they enter 
the system. Striped bass fishing is best between July and 
October, and for shad in May/June~ Fishing from boats and 
from the bank is popular for both species. Trout fishing 
is normally best during the late spring and early fall, 
when the water temperature is at optimum levels to promote 
heavy feeding~ Streams and lakes throughout the County are 
stocked from State hatcheries prior to season opening, with 
both steelhead and resident trout. 

Habitat Requirements 

The sa1monid species (salmon, steelhead, cutthroat and 
resident trout) have exacting habitat requirements for 
successful spawning and rearing. The most important require
ment for spawning is for clean gravel beds with water flowing 
over and through the spaces between the gravel at a suitable 
velocity to ensure stability of the bed. Only where water 
flows through the gravel will the oxygen supply be adequate 
for the developing embryos. Where silt clogs the spaces, 
successful spawning will not occur. High water quality is 
essential also through the following year as the fingerlings 
develop. A cornman problem during summer low flows is high 
water temperatures which has a double effect; it both in
creases the oxygen requirement of the fish, and reduces the 
oxygen concentration in the water. These effects, plus 
those of disease, competition and high biochemical oxygen 
demand (BOD) of organic matter entering the water, can cause 
high mortality among the developing fish. Considerable 
degredation has occurred through heavy siltation, usually 
due to road building or careless logging practices. Re o,a~ 
a' Iill Gh J:i a aha lea loculi] 1::0 "isas ill RuLe" tcwpczatu:cesi1 
end bas aleo cnntritmted to 1 3 jaPla , l:Iic1!o impede ox bl:ock 
the F ssa!!e at; PI; 3Fa'eiR9' U;"h. The same applies to resident 
trout, which normally inhabit the-upper reaches, and therefore, 
have lower flow requirements, and can tolerate somewhat 
higher water temperature. Log debris due to log handling and 
storage can also be a problem for both fish habitat and 
anglers themselves, and is especially prevalent on Isthmus 
Slough, Coos River and the low~r Coquille. 

Critically low flows and high water temperatures (over 70° F.) 
are a natural problem in the Coos and coquille system, due to 
the pronounced summer drought season, and are. normally worse 
in July-September, according to reports from extensive 
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monitoring by the State Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1S 
They report that a total of 226 streams in COos County's 
main system (31 Tenmile Lakes system, ,91 in Coos River's 
system# 114 in Coquille River system) plus several coastal 
streams are used fpr spawning by salmonids. It is most 
important for the future prOductivity of this vital recrea
tional (and commercial) resource that these streams be 

,conserved, and'protected in every Possible way from the 
impacts of development (particularly sedimentation). The 
study states that parts of the Coquille and Coos systems are 
naturally deficient in good spawning gravel, while the Ten
mile system streams have good graveL Also # the former 
practice of "splaSh damming" for log-transport has SCOured 
away gravel deposits on the Coquille (East Middle Fork), 
Millicoma (East Fork) and Coos River (South Fork). 

The State has adOPted recommended minimum and.optimum flow 
requirements for fish life on the streams of Coos County, 
and also recommended that the following rivers be closed 
to fu~ther gravel removal: 

Tenmile Lake streams 

Coos River - all streams above tidwater 

Coquille River Middle Fork aU streams 
Coquille River - North Fork all streams 
Coquille River East Fork all streams 

Ans:ling: Facilities.-and Access 

Tab1e' R-26 summarizes the State Department of Fish and Wild
life "Master Plan For Angler Access and Associated Recrea~ 
tional Uses·. A number of boat launch ramps are available, 
most of them in the tidal reaches. Many are maintained 
as County Parks. The report identifies a large number of 
sites that need.boat launch facilities to enable drift boats 
to use all the suitable sections of river without tress pass
ing on private land. In addition, there is a need for road
side parking and access agreements across private land for 
bank anglers. Certain high priority projects have been 
identified: 19 at MYrtle Tree On Coos River a new ramp will 
be constructed in Summer of 1980; the Dellwood area needs 
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a ramp to allow anglers access to this section of upper tide
water on the South Coos. The A11egany area of the Millicoma 
needs a put-in point for access to the upper tidewater. 

The State is working on a bank access agree
ment on the South Fork of the Coquille River at Baker Creek. 
at Kermit Hayes, nearby, there is already a pole skid, but 
this could be upgraded to a concrete ramp when the State 
Highway Department puts in a new bridge on the Powers Road. 
Activity is continuing gradually as funds are available and 
landowners show willingness to negotiate. access agreements 
or easements. The BLM is also negotiating with the land-' 
owners for access to the New. River area. The City of Coos 
Bay reportedly sees the improvement of the Empire Boat Ramp 
as a high priority. 

In Oregon, the State is owner· of all waterways below the 
bankfull stage, except in the case of non-navigable streams 
(by any size of boat) where property rights include the bed. 
Thus, a boat angler may fish any stream that will take a. 
boat, but will need permission to get into or out of the 
water if no public" access is available. Bank anglers will 
always need permission unless it is possible to walk along 
the riverbed during periods of low flow. Landowners may 
use wreasonable forceR to eject trespassers. 

Sport Fishing Activities in Coos Bay20 

(The following section.is quoted directly from ·Coos Bay 
Estuary: A Study in ReSOUrce useR, Gaumer, Demory. and Osis, 
(1973) 1 

-During the 1971· study of Coos Bay, 6,497 boat, shore tide
flat, and scuba resource user interviews were obtained to 
estimate ~atch and effort values and angler origin. The 
values presented in the tables are estimates and have been 
rounded off when used in the text. (See.Tables R-27 and 
R-28 for summaries of angler effort and catches of different 
species.)-
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R- 29 

PRINCIPAL BOAT FISHING AREAS 
IN COOS BAY. 1971 

Souru: COOa Say Eatuory. 0 SJuclyln R"ouru UII. 
Fhh Comtnlulon of Or.gon. (1973) 

LEGEND 

CJ -Prinelpol SOGt FI.hln<;l Ar.o. ,1971 

Crab (January- Oeeemb.rl 
Solm..cn (J\ln. - Oetab.r) 
P.reh (AFrll - Ausuat ) 
Rockfish ( April- s.phm~ar) 
St,lppad Bon (AFrll- Jun.) 
~hod { April - Jun.} 
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-Boat: Fishery. Map R-29 shows the principal. boat. fish
~g areas of Coos Bay _ Both sport and COIIDDercial boat fish
l..ng areas are combined on the map. Principal species of 
fish and sbel.l.fisn caught and peak. periods of fishing ac
tivit:y are outl.i.ned.-

·AIl estimated llw500 boat angl.er trips were expended on Coos 
Bay (Table It.-30). Of this total., 80 percent occurred on 
the l.ower bay. Boat angl.ers spent 32w800 hours fishing. 
'rile peak nonth of activity was August.-

-Twenty-two species of fish and two species of crab were 
identified in the angl.er catch (see Tabl.e R-31.). Dungeness 
crabw blad rockfish, red rock crab, and redtail. surfperch 
were the principal. species taken and accoWlted for 95 percent 
of the total number of species caught. The lower bay was 
the principal area of catchw providing 42wlOO species or 
95 percent of the harvest. The major catches occurred during 
the .anths of May through August.-

·Shore Fishery. Interview data revealed that 37 wlOO 
shore angler tr~ps were expended on Coos Bay. The Charleston 
waterfront was the principal fishing area; 46 percent of the 
anglers fished there. Shore ang1ers spent 87,800 hours fisb
ing.-

-TWenty-seven species of fish, two species of crabs w and 
two species· of other invertebrates were identified in the 
shore angl.er's catch. (See Table R-31). Shiner perchw 
Pacific stagborn culpin.. tube worms, and red rock crab were 
the principal species taken, accoWltinq for 58 percent of 
the total. number of species caught.. 'The peak catch occurred 
during. the month of June.-

-fideflat Fishery. Map R-32 shows the distribution of 
bay crams .:a..n Coos Bay.· Several species of clams, including 
gaper w cockl.ew Ii ttleneckw piddockw and butter c1ams are 
found in the intertidal. and subtidal. zones of the lower bay 
and lower portion of South Slough. Softshell., bentnose, 
and telli.na. clams are found scattered throughout the upper 
portions of Coos Bay to river mil.e 15. Principal. areas of 
digging are outlined ~n the map.-

-71-

-About 1~w300 tidefla~ user trips were expended to harvest 
Cl.aII1S! ItU.scellaneous Ulvertebrates w .and fishes from Coos Bay. 
Of this total. 92 percent were clam digger trips. Tideflat 
users spent 31.w4.00 hours cOllecting marine animals. The 
peak month of activity was July. The major digging effort 
(3l. percent) was· expended in the Pigeon Point area where 
6,0.00 tidefl.at users spent 9 w 7.00 hOurs col.lecting tideflat 
species.-

TABLE R-30 NUMBER OF BOAT ANGLER TRIPS 
BY MONTH AND AREAw COOS BAY 

MARCH 1 THROUGH OCTOBER 31, 1971 

Boat: Fishinq Area and Station Number 
Bel"" Coos Head South Sl~gb Lolo'erBay 

. """th B-1 B-2 B-3 Total Pe.rcenta!le 

&ueb 56 23 506 585 5.1 

Jlpri.l 36 .15 72. 780 6.8 

Hay 27. '.1 l.,507 . lw625 14.1 

J_ IS' 13 lw22S 1,457 12.6 

Jd, 3 •• .. 1,913 2,352 20.4 

August: 117 .I. 1,686 2,482 21.5 

september 300 .3 1,141 1,534 13.3 

October si .150 53. 142 6 •• 

rox.u; 1,807 5~4 9,246 11,557 100.2 

I'ERCENTAGE 15.6 1.1 80 .. 0 -100.0 

SOURCE: Gaumer, Demory & Qsis, ,.~Coos Bay Estuary: A Study In 
Resource Use.- (1973) 
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·Seven species of clams and 10 species of mi~cellaneous 
invertebrates and fishes were harvested by t~deflat users. 
Gaper clam (called Empire Clam in Coos Bay). cockle. butter, 
and softshell clams were the principal species collected, 
accounting for 94 percent of.the total number of cl~ dug. 
The North Spit was the princ~pal area of catch prov7d~ng 
81,600 species or 27 percent o~ ;ne harvest. Of th~s total 
79,500 or 98 percent were clams. 

·Scuba Fishery. The small number of scuba divers inter
viewed on Coos Bay precluded making an estimate of catch 
and effort for this fishery.-

-Angler Origin. OVer half (52 percent) of the anglers 
interviewed were Coos County residents, as shown below.W 

An2Ier Or~g~n 
County State Non-State 

Tideflat 12,172 5,233 1,881 

Boat 6,551 4,253 753 

Shore 16,638 13,616 6,838 

TOTAL 35,361 23,102 9,472 

PERCENTAGE 52.1 34.0 13.9 

SOURCE: Gaumer, Demory & Osis, ·Coos Bay Est~ary: A Study 
-In Resource Use.- (1973) 

-This is a high proportion compared to findings in other bays 
and probably due to the large number of people living within 
easy driving distance of the estuary. Also, 34 percent of the 
resource users were State residents from outside Coos County 
and 14 percent were nonresidents.-

·Combined Recreational Fisheries. Analysis of Coos Bay 
data revealed that 67,900 resource user trips (11,500 boat, 
37 100 shore, and 19,300 tideflat) were expended in the 
estuary during the study (Tab~.e R-27). Approximately 52 
percent of the resource users for the three fisheries were 
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from Coos County. The 67~900 user trips represent 152
1

000 
hours of effort (32,800 boat, 87,800 shore, and 31,400 tide
flatl. The peak month of activity was August for the boat 
and shore fishery, and July for the tideflat fishery (Table 
R-271. Combining all fisheries, ~able R-27) shows that 
August is the peak mon~ of activity. Areas receiving the 
principal use for boat, shore, and tideflat fishery were low
er by {SO percent}, Charleston waterfront (46 percent), 
and Pigeon Point (31 percent), respectively.-

·Anglers of the three fisheries harvested 416,000 marine 
animals (277,500 clams, 51,100 crabs, 49 1 400 fish, and 38,000 
miscellaneous Lnvertebratesl. Crabs comprised 82 percent 
of the boat anglers total catch. Dungeness crab was the 
principal species caught. Finfish were the principal marine 
animals harvested by shore anglers and represented 62 percent 
of the total take. Shiner perch was the principal species 
of fish caught. Clams comprised 91 percent of the tideflat 
users total take. Gaper clam was the principal species of 
clam dug making up 35 percent of the harvest. Cockle clam, 
the second most £mportant clam harvested, made up IS percent 
of the take. Ghost shrimp was the principal species of mis
ce11aneous invertebrates collected by the tideflat users. 
Comparing the catch for all three fisheries revealed that 
tideflac users harvested 305,5~O·or 73 percent of the total 
species taken. Peak month of catch was July for the boat 
and tideflat fishery and June for the shore fishery. Combin
ing all fisheries, July was the principal month of catch.-

Sport Fishing Activities in Coquille River Estuary 

-During the ~97l study of the Coquille, 1,809 boat, shore, 
.tideflat, and scuba resource user interview were obtained 
to estimate catch and effort values and angler origin. The 
values presented in the tables are estimates and have been 

. rounded off when used in the text. See Tables R-33 and 
R-34 for Summaries of angler effort and catches of different 
species.-

-Boat FiShery. Map R-35 shows the principal boat 
fishing areas of the Coquille River Estuary. Both sport 
and commercial boat fishing areas are combined on the map. 
Principal species of fish and shellfish caught and peak 
periods of fishing activity are outlined.-
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-An estimated 1,800 boat angler trips were expended on the 
estuary (Table R-36). The boat anglers spent 5,QOO hours 
fishing •. Peak activity was in"August. 

-Five species of fish and one species of crab were identified 
in the boat anglers I catch. Dungeness crab was t.~e principal 
species taken and accounted for 91% of the tota1 number of 
species taken. The major catches occurred from June through 
August. Fishing success (catch per hour) was highest during 
June.-

-Shore Fishery. Interview data revealed that 11,700 
shore angler trips were expended on ~e Coqui11e River 
Estuary. The city docks and the north jetty were the prin
cipal fishing areas: 69% of the anglers fished there. Shore 
anglers" spent 25,100 hours fishing. Ju1y was the peak month 
of activity.-

Twenty species of fish and two species of crabs were identi
fied in the shore angler's catch (See Table R-31). Surf 
smelt and redtai1 surfperch were the principal species taken, 
accounting for 85% of the total number of species caught. 
Catch and fishing success were highest in· July when surf 
smelt entered the estuary.-

-Tide flat Fisherx. Ma~ R-37 shows the distribution of 
bay clams ~n the Coqu111e River Estuary. Gaper clams are 
found in the intertida1 and subtidal zones of the lower bay. 
Softshell clams are found scattered throughout the lower 
bay up to the Highway 101 bridge. The principal area of 
digging .is outlined in Map R-37." 

-About 170 tideflat user trips were expended to harvest clams 
and mussels from the estuary_ Tideflat users spent 200 
hours collecting these animals. Peak activity was in March. 
The major digging effort (49 percent) was in the treatment 
plant area where 82 user trips, representing 9S user hours, 
we~e expended." 

-Two species of clams and one species of mussel were harvested 
by tideflat users (See Table R-3l). Softshell clams accounted 
for over 99 percent of the species.dug. The treatment plant 
area was the principal area of catch, providing 1,400 clams or 
54 percent of the harvest." 
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PRINCiPAL BOAT FISHING AREAS 
IN THE COQUILLE RIVER 
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Month. 

March 

April 

Hay 

June 

July 

. August 

TABLE R-36 NUMBER OF BOAT ANGLER TRIPS 
BY MONTH AND AREA, COQUILLE RIVER ESTUARY 

MARCH 1 THROUGH OCTOBER 31, ~971 . 

Boat Fishing Area and Stat~on Number 
Below Hi~hwal IQt Bridge 
Total (B-1 Only Station) Percentage 

a 0.0 

56 3.2 

91 5.2 

224 12.8 

159 9.1 

664 37.8 

September 438 25.0 

October 123 7.0 

TOTAL 1,755 100.0 

SOURCE: Gaumer, Demory & osis, ·Coquille River Estuary: 
A.Study in Resource Use·~ (1973) 

·Scuba Fis1iery~. The small number of scuba divers 
interviewed on the coquille River Estuary precluded making 
an estimate of catch and effort for this fishery." 

·Angler Origin. OVer half (53 percent) of the anglers 
interv~ewed were residents of Coos County, 35 percent were 
Oregon residents from outside Coos County, and 12 percent 
were. out-of-state residents. 
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An9J.er Orl.9l.n 
county State· Non-State 

Boat 1,051 618 86 

Shore 5,995 4,187 1,549 

'l'ideflat .144 21 4 

TOTAL 7,190 4,826 1,639 

PERCENTAGE S2~7 35.3 12.0 

SOURCE: Gaumer, Demory & Osis, ~Coquille River Estuary: 
A Study in Resource Use·~ (1973) 

·Combined Recreational Fisheries. A total of 13,700 
resource user trl.ps (I, sao boat, ~1,700 shor~ and 200 tideflat) 
were expended on the Coquille River Estuary during the study 
(Table R-33). The 13,700 user trips represented 30,300 
hours of effort (5,000 boat, 25,100 shore, and 200 tideflat). 
Peak activity for the boat, shore and tideflat fisheries was 
in August, July, and-March, respectively. Combining all 
fisheries. Table R-33 shows that July was the peak month of 
activity. Areas receiving the principal. use for boat, shore, 
and tideflat fisheries were below Highway 101 bridge (100 
percent). city docks (35 percent), and treatment plant (49 
percent), respectively.-

-Anglers of the three fisheries harvested 67,600 animals 
(62,000 fish, 3,000 crabs. and 2,600 clams)~ Dungeness crab 
comprised 91 percent of the boat anglers' total catch: Fish 
were the principal specie harvested by shore anglers and 
represented 99 percent of their total catch. Surf smelt was 
the main species caught. Softshell clams comprised over 99 
percent of the tideflat users' total take. Comparing the catch 
for all three fisheries revealed that shore anglers harvested 
62,500 or 92 percent of the total animals taken. Boat anglers 
and tideflat users each ·caught 2,600.marine animals. Peak 
catch for the boat, shore, and tideflat fisheries occurred in 
June, July and Jul~ respectively. Combining all fisheries, 
July was the principal month of catch.-
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Fish Harvest and Revenue From ~glinq 

Sport fishing generates considerable income in Coos County, 
both directly (equipment, travel and accommodations) and 
indirectly (revenue from licenses returned to the area for 
stocking, multiplier effect of origirial expenditure). The 
State Department of Fish and wildlife estimated that in 1970, 
the annual gross expenditure on angling in Coos County was 
about $3M (See Table R-38) representing nearly 120,000 anglers, 
spending $25 a day. Salmonids accounted for 70 percent of 
angler days and 90 percent of the expenditure, (mostly chinook 
and coho salmon, averaging 12 lbs. and 8 l.bs. respectively)·, 
less than 30 percent of the salmon were caught in rivers; 
most activity was from ocean angling during late spring 
and summer. Angler success was also greater offshore. The 
Tenmile Lake system was far more productive than the main 
rivers. The Coquille system was favored for steelhead: shad 
and striped bass made a significant contribution, and resident 
trout continued to be popular. The gross expenditures were 
based on the per-fish or per-angIer-day estimates calculated 
by the Department of Fish and wildlife. {See Table R-38}. 
The Department of Fish and wildlife estimated that license 
sales would increase 50 percent between 1972 and 1980, with 
perhaps a 350 percent increase by the year 2,000. This rate 
of growth will return substantial revenues for stocking 
and habitat management to cope with the increased angler 
pressure~ Habitat protection is a very ~rtant priority, 
and environmental degradation remains a significant threat 
to the fishery resource of the County, and to the portion of 
tourist income that is derived from it. 
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TABLE R-38 

SPORT FISHING HARVEST, ANGLER DAY~ AND EXPENDITURE (1970) 

HARVEST ANGLER DAYS GROSS EXPENDITURE {S> 

~ 

OCEAN 
From Coos Bay 28,400 32,300 
From Bandon 50Q 600 

ESTUARY 
Coos Bay 500 1,250 
Coquille River 1,300 3,250 

STREAMS 
Tennu.le System. 700 2,800 
Coquille River 150 600 

STEELHEAD 
TeDm.l.le System 600 2,400 
Coos River 1,400 5,600 
Coquille River 3,500 14,000 

SEARUN CUTTHROAT 
TerutU.le system. 450 125 
Coos River 150 100 
Coquille River 400 250 

875 1,660 
50 95 = River 6,500 2,990 

Coquille River 250 115 

SUBTOTAL 45,725 68,135 

.RESIDENT TROUT 65,700* 47,7.50* 

WARM. WATER FISH 6,030* 1,020· 

TOTAL 116,455 116,995 

SOURCE: Environmental Investigations: 
Oregon State Game Commission, 

* Applies to entire South Coast Basin 
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$2,101,600 
37,000 

37,000 
96,000 

51,800 
1.1,100 

44,000 
103.600 
259,000 

2,313 
1,850 
4,625 

30,710 
1.,759 

55,315 
2,127' 

$2,839,999 

286,500* 

6,080* 

$3,132,579 

South Coast Basin: 
1972 
(includes Curry County) 
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HUNTING 

Most of the material in the following section is derived 
from the 1976 Annual Report of ~e State Department of Fish 
and Wildlife.2l As pointed out in the recreational needs 
section, hunting involves a smaller segment of the popUlation 
than fishing. However, during the relatively brief season 
alloted for game harvest each year, it generates avid partic
ipation .. 

In coos County, the chief game species are Roosevelt Elk, 
Black-tailed deer, black bear, band-tailed pigeon and water
fowL Also hunted are other upland game birds (pheasant, 
valley quail and mourning dove in agricultural areas, blue 
and ruffed grouse, mountain quail in forest lands). Black-· 
tailed deer account for the most ~unter days. They. are found 
throughout the County, especially on recently logged lands, 
and on or near agricultural lands. The Roosevelt Elk is a 
popular game species. Elk densities are highest in the Coos 
and Coquille drainages. The Millicoma herd is one of the 
State's most important, and many were trapped and transplanted 
to other basins each year. Tideflats and mineral springs 
along the estuaries are important to band-tailed pigeons in 
the summer months; bird concentrations are found on the Coquille 
estuary. Waterfowl are abundant in the Coquille and Coos 
basins (mallard,· pintail, widgeon and others) particularly 
on areas of tidal influence. Freshwater lakes and flooded 
lands of the lower Coquille and Coos Ri,,·ers also serve as 
important habitat. Approximate seasons for game species are 
as follows: 

Black-tailed Deer 

Roosevelt Elk 

Black Bear 

Band-tailed Pigeon 

Mourning Dove 

Grouse 

Quail 

October 3-25 

Novernb~r 14-22 

September l-December 31 

September 1-30 

Septembe.r 1-30 

October 3-25 

October l7-November 22 

- E7-

Pheasant October 17-November 22 

Haterfowl October 10-January 10 

Seasons vary each year, depending on the numbers available 
for harvest following pre-season counts. 

Composition of Big Game Herds, Hunting Pressure 

(See Tables R-39 and R-4Q.) These figures are from sample 
range counts and give some indication of the health of elk 
and deer herds in tr~ four u~ts which partly lie in Coos 
County. They are listed below with acreages: 

Tioga 428,338 acres in Coos County 

Powers 159,011 acres in Coos county 

Sixes 290_,337 acres in Coos county 

Elkton 163,594 acres in Coos County 

The density counts indicate present population; the number 
of calves shows the rate of reproduction and calf/fawn 
survival after winter mortality. The ratio of males to 
females indicates the effect.of hunting pressure, and the 
surplus numbers presently available for harvest. (The 
following analysis relates only to Powers and Tioga Unit.) 
The elk herds appeared to have very low bull populations 
(well below State averages). The rapidity with which mature 
timber has bee.n cut has contributed to these low bull 
populations. Also, densities were well below the 10 year 
averages and State averages. Reproduction was low in 1975 
Statewide, but.improve~ in 1976; the Powers Unit appeared' 
to.have potent~al for ~mpro~ed stocking, while the Tioga. 
On~t appeared to be decreas~n9 in its ability to prodUce 
eLk, largely because of changing forest practices. These 
tr~nds are greatly dependen~ on winter weather conditions, 
w~ch affect both reproduc~~on and survival rates. Black
ta~led deer also had relat~vely low buck ratios after the 
h~ting sea~on, with. previous years and other management 
~ts, part~cularly ~n the Powers Unit. However, 1976 
appe~rs to have been a good.year for reporduction and fawn 
surv1val after a poor year ~n 1975. Deer densities in the 
County are lower than Western Oregon averages: further 

-88-
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decline is expected with reductions in logging activities and " 0 . " ~~ 
0 · 0 , , 

" " .; · · • intensification of forest man~g~ent practices. ," ~ 
;o~ ~ • Roosevelt Elk accounted for 39,210 hunter days in 1975 in ~ ~ 

the four management units, with a success rate of 10.6 percent; i § 
black-tailed deer accounted for' 106 , .570 hunter days for · " . , · · " · B a 

" 0 0 

" " " hunter success rate of about 22.6 percent •. each hunter averaged • " " ~ about 4.7 and 5.1 days in the field for elk and deer respec- · j · · tively. Statewide long term trends be used· as indication · · 0 .; · " " " · .i s may an 
of local trends in hunting. for Black-tailed deer, the success · ! 
rate has dropped steadil.y from the 1961 peak (65 percent) to 

§ 
8 ! 29 in 1974, and 21 percent in 1975. The ~:: ~ = · " , " ~ ~ percent reasons >" · o£ • for the decline in success are twofold: the number of hunters F! F! • ~ fairlY stable until 1971, then increased rapidly, while the • was . ~ · total. harvest dropped steadily from.the 1961 peak (61,000) 

~ re: " ~ , 
~ : · ~ • ~ to 31,360 in 1975. Any number of factors coul.d be suggested. · S . 

~~ " But it appears that the severe winter of 1968-69 was mainly ~ " " .B 3 0 

responsible for the depletion of the herd, together with ~u · ~ : · ~ ~ · ~ " · i increased winter pressure. During efforts to restock the herd, - i relatively few permits were issued for antlerless deer .. ~ 
~ Roosevelt Elk situation is somewhat different - hunting popular- ~ ,. i "' - >" ~ · ~ ~ · ity has shown a long term increase, while the number harvested 0 >" 

~~ - • ~~ "-has also increased. As a result, success rates~ while lower ~ 5 $ 
than for deer, have not decreased very much. The State Depart- ~ ~ j ~ " ment of Fish and Wildlife makes big game habitat improvement 

2 ~ " · " ~ ~ " its top management priority. since 1953~ in Coos County there 
0 - ~ 

~ ! ~ .~ '8 • , 
have been 1,595 seeding and fertilization range rehabilitation ~ g ~ • ~ '! Z g 
projects, including one of 215 in 1975 (mostly seeding - .- i acres ~ · e of winter range areas). 

~ 0 ~ ~ $ 

~ i · ~ i " 
: 

" ~ ~ · '! Figures on upland game birds in the County are available only · " " " · · • for band-tailed pigeons. Preseason surveys at two locations ~ j ~ ., 
" ~ showed flocks as follows: a 1 · $ · · I Ii • 

1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 ! " : " ! ~ ~ : " , 
• · ~ · ~ $ j Blueslide 1009 399 274 648 333 : I a · A : : 8 " · : : ~ . : · Parkersburg 377 397 143 502 151 · " .~ 

" ~§ ! - ~ 
_0 · , 0 

" g · ~ " 
J j§ · " 0 Apparently, numbers can fluctu<'I.te considerably from year to ;; · · ~ ! year, but Statewide figures suggest that populations in the " " ~ -S 

southwest have declined little, but have increased in the 3 ~ l 
, a • t 

~~ · ,. " northwest. About 23 percent of licensed hunte;:-s also hunt ~: • · 3 · . ~ ~ . · · .:: ~ · ~ Ii g :1 g • g; · Ii ': 1 
, ': · ! ~ • 

i · ~8 ~ 

~ ~ ~: i · • ~ ~ ! • 
~ as $ 'e 8 !\ • 

-89-
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~ R-40 1975 BIG GAME SEASON: HUNTERS AND HARVEST 

Success 
Hunters Bunter Days Harvest Rate (t) 

Roosevelt Elk 

Tioga Unit 4,800 22,98Q 666 14 , 
Elkton Unit 2,590 10.400 U4 4 , 
Powers unit 1,040 4,380 121 12 0 

Sixes Unit 410 1,450 44 U • 
8,840 

(State 13 0) 
TOTALS 39,210 '94S 10.6% 

Black-tailed 
Deer 

Tioga Unit 4,870· 25,070 780 16 0 

Elkton unit 5,060 21·,360 1,190 24 • 
PoWers Unit 2,990 15.270 700 23 • 
Sixes Unit 5.720 038.870 1,540* 24 %+ 

018,640 
(State 21 0) 

TOTALS 106,570 4,210 22.6. 

SOURCE: Annual Report 0(l976} 
Wildlife 

Oregon Department of Fish and 

* Includes 70 deer harvested in early season and 70 in 
late season. 

+ Success rate is for general season only. 

- 91-

for upland game birds. Statistics on the 1975 waterfowl har
vest in the county are given below: 

HUNTERS HARVEST 

Duck Geese Coot Snipe Duck Geese Coot Snipe 

2165 102 652 412 26,939 175 12,316 2875 

Economic Importance 

Wildlife resources make a substantial contribution to the econ
omy of Coos County. It was estimated, for instance, that for 
the whole south coast basin, including part of Curry County, 
big game and bird hunting generated $2.3H in 1970. 22 These 
figures were based on the following estimates of expenditures: 

Black-tailed Deer 

Roosevelt Elk 

Waterfowl 

Small game 

$2D.lO/hunter day 

$26.60/hunter day 

$ 8.DO/hunter day 

$ 6.00/hunter day 

An estimate of expenditure in Coos County can be arrived at 
for 1975, using these figures adjusted for an average inflation 
rate of 5 percent. In 1975, deer generated approximately 
$1.0"3M, and elk $0.09M in direct expenditure, or a total of 
$1.96M. "This 9-oes not take into account that if expenditure 
followed the same:pattern "for Coos Count yin 1975, (II percent 
of total expenditure), about $335,000 was spent directly on 
waterfowl and small game hunting in the County in 1975, making 
A total of S2.22M. 

-92-
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1 
Oregon Outdoor Recre~tion Demand Bulletin: Technical 

Document I of ·Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation 
Pla~. Parks and Recreation Branch, State Department of 
Transportation, Salem, 1975 . 

2 
Oregon OUtdoor Recreation: 

Extract, State Highway Di~ision, 

3 

Third Edition Supplement 
Salem, .1971 

Oregon Outdoor Recreation (Supplements and Rev1sions), 
State Highway Division, Salem, 1972 . 

4 
Oregon Outdoor Recreation Needs Bulletin: Technical 

Document III of SCORP: Parks and Recreation Branch,. State 
D.O.T., Salem, 1977 

5 
John Czymerys, Personal Communication. 11/77, (Oregon 

Dunes National Recreation Area) 

6 
proposed Management Plan; The Oregon Dunes NRA, 

Siuslaw National Forest, United States Forest Service 

7 
1975 State Parks Visitor Survey; Parks and Recreation 

Branch, State D.O.T., Salem, 1975 

8 
oregon State Parks System Plan 1975-81 (and Amendment 

1977-83). Parks and Recreation Branch, State D.9.T., Salem, 
1.975 Draft 

9 
Depar~ent of Transportation, 0p. cit.. footnote 11 

10 
John Phillips, personal communication, 12/77. (Oregon 

State Parks and Recreation Branch, C~s Bay) 

-H:--
.;Jex:t::) Phillips, FerllS luI cOlluuwilcatio1I, 11/77 (9:t::essn 

Stat? P pa:t::bncnL of terESLi)', CooS BaY) 
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-12 
Economic Survey and Analysis of the Oregon Coastal Zone; 

Special Economic Study Team; Oregon Coastal Conservation and 
Development commission;· Florence, Oregon, _1974 

13 
Oregon ~oastal Conservation·and Development Commission, 

op. cit.; foo~ote t12 

H_ 
AD Economic Analysis of Resource Allocation in the Oregon 

State Highway Division. Department of Economics, Oregon State 
University, Corvallis; 1972 

15 
OVerall Economic Development Plan, ,Phase I. Coos-Curry

Douglas Economic Improvement Association; Roseburg, Oregon, 
1972 _ 

16 
The Impact of Travel on the Oregon Economy and Visitor 

Use of Tourist Serving Facilities; Battelle Laboratories; 1973 

17 
Environmental Investigations: South Coast Basin; Oregon 

StateuGame Commission; Portland, Oregon, 1972 

18 
Oregon State Game Commission, op. cit.; footnote #17 

19 
Reese Bender, persona1 1communication. 12/77; (Ore~on 

State Department·· of Fish and Wildlife) 

20 
Gaumer, Demory and Osis; ·Coos Bay Estuary: A Study. 

In Resource Use w
• 1973 

21 
1976 Annual Report: Wildlife D~v~s~on: State Department 

o£ Fish and Wildlife; portland, Oregon, 1976 

22 
Oregon State Game Commission; op. cit.; footnote .t1 
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OREGON_~T~TE RECREATION TRAILS (see maps, following) 

The Oregon Recreation Trails System was created by an Act of the 
Oregon Legislation in 1971 (ORS 390.950-390.990). The Recreation 
Trails System is administered by the Parks and Recreation Division of 
the Oregon Department of Transportation, which summarizes the trails 
program as follows: 

"A statewide interconnected trails systero for 
hiking, bicycling and horseback riding is 
under development by the State Parks and 
Recreation Division of the Department of 
Transportation in cooperation with citizen 
groups, other government agencies and private 
landowners. 

The ultimate goal is a network of recreation 
trails which will allow Oregonians and 
visitors to walk or ride to any of the major 
recreation attractions \dthout depending on 
motor vehicles. The system will include 
recreation traisl in urban areas· scenic 
trails on the coast, mountains' and deser~ and 
connector trails between them. 

The trails program was begun following passage 
of the Recreation Trails System Act of 1971. 
That Act provided the legal basis for a trails 
system, assigned the responsibility to the 
Transportation Commission and created the 
eight-member, Recreation Trails Advisory 
Council which is appointed by the Governor." 

. (Source: Letter from State Parks and 
Recreation Division, March 15, 1984). 

Thoere are three coastal components to the State Trails System: 

1. Coast Bicycle Route 

This scenic coastal route provides enjoyment for bicycle 
enthrusiasts, and is contained entirely within public right
of-ways. 

2. Or~on Coast Trail 

This scenic, partially complete trail provides enjoyment for 
hiking enthusiasts. In Coos County, the Trail is only 
developed across the State-owned lands in the parks south of 
C11arleston. 

4 0 8-45 
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This trail exists in concept only, and is intended for hiking 
and horse riding. At present, its proposed route is not more 
specific than a general corridor. 

LCDC Goal 5 requires an analysis of possible conflicting uses with 
resources such as the three State Trails that pass, or may someday 
pass, through Coos County. An assessment was conducted to identify 
existing or potential conflicts, and non& were found to exist. 
Several factors support this conclusion: 

1. Site selection for trail development must "minimize adverse 
effects on adjacent landowners or users and their operations 
(ORS 390.965(1) (c))." 

2. "Development and manag~ment of trails shall be designed.to 
harmonize with and complement any established forest, 
agricultural, or other use plan. (ORS 390.965(1)(d)." 

3. The State is required to give emphasis to the development of 
trails across public lands, and no trails may cross private 
land occupied by a dwelling without· consent of the owner (ORS 
390.965(1) (a&b). 

4. Pursuant to State Law, designation of the Trails "shall not 
impose any limitation upon an otherwise lawful use of the 
adjacent private land" without consent of the owner of such 
land (ORS 390.968(2)). 

5. It is impossible to identify specifically where future trails 
may be sited, since the State is specifically prohibited from 
excercising its powers of eminent domain for site selection 
and property acquisition (ORS 390.989). 

The Oregon Recreation Trails System Act recognizes trail development 
may have adverse impacts on adjacent properties and uses, but provides 
a measure of protection for private property rights. In other words, 
the Act itself is a "program to resolve conflicts" pursuant to Goal 5, 
if conflicts are perceived. However, the State Parks Coordinator 
furesees no problems or conflicts with trail development. The 
Coordinator merely asks the County to adopt a plan policy recognizing 
the State Trails Program and agreeing to coordinate and cooperate with 
the State Parks Division in implementing it in the future (Telephone 
conversation with Mr. Jack Remington, ODOT State Trails Coordinator, 
t>1arch 14, 1984). 
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4.9 ENERGY INTROOUCTION 

CURRENTLY UTILIZED ENERGY SOURCES 
Non-renewable 

Oi 1 and Gas 
Coal 

Renewable Sources 
Water 

ALTERNATIVE. SOURCES OF ENERGY 
Geothermal 
Nuclear 
Solar 
Wind 
Waste 

CONSERVATION TECHNIQUES 
Waste Conversion 

Sohd Waste 
Biomass 

Land Use Patterns 
Industrial 
Commercial 
Residential 
Transportation 

Site Development and Building 
Cons truc-t i on 

REFERENCES 
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48 ~ 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The past decade has clearly shown that energy is a resource of 

limited availability. As a commOdity to be bought and sold, 

it is subject to a standard economic rule: If the demand for the 

product (energy) rises faster than it can be supplied, or if the 

quantity supplied is reduced, the price (of energy) will rise 

to reflect the increasing scarcity. 

occasional brownouts and blackouts in other parts of this country, 

as well as higher prices of electricity, gasoline shortages and 

price increases, and declining tourism locally, have served to 

emphasize two undisputable points: 

1. Energy is a critical necessity in our economy and our 

daily lives. 

2. ~Lc It ., 3!!2ililil!! FP'j if 0 istjpg' farms of 0 0 3} 
1<Y./!xJ...'" (:e~'/e:> W (tw. re.~te Q...v\~ re~oNff6 Q-('~ Jedi,.h-fJ,' 
)0 ::lccillill'l'!!'_ ;fa u 

Figure (1) points dramatically not only to the increasing use 

of energy but also to the tremendous amount of lost or wasted 

energy. As a later section will show, this wasted energy is a 

current problem that is also an opportunity~ by decreasing waste, 

a new source of additional energy is "created." 

Lf.'~' 

eFFICIEI-JCr OF EI,JE~Y UTILfZ.tl.TIOI,J. 1960-85 
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!:>OU~G.e' u.~. DePT. 01" THI! I~RIOf'!, 197 ... 
{... f'1ACXJE:./ P,,"1WLL. c.<"'::tNT"'r. 

Figure (2) dramatically illustrates the typical market response of 

higher prices for a oommodity (energy) whose ·available supply is 

deClining. These predicted exponential price increases mean nlUch 

more than just increased future expenditures: they indicate that 

income that would otherwise be used for other purposes will instead 

have to be earmarked for energy_ For individuals, this could mean 

foregoing a vacation to be able to afford winter heating hills. For 

the economy, it means higher prodUction costs transferred (of neces-

sity) to the consumer as more expensive~roducts_ 
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Year 

1971 
1976 
1981 
1986 
1991 
1996 

Fu:o.utC£ Z 

AvC!r~9.e Electricity Price Projections (Uh:hl 
(Assllmin!) a 6 Percent General Rate of Inflation) 

Res i dent ia 1 
Private Putlhc 

Utilities Utilities Com:l1erc i a 1 Industrial 

1.33 1.02 l.~l 0.44 
1.92 1.41 1.82 0.74 
2.91 2.02 2.75 1.09 
4.40 2.91 4.13 1.59 
6.21 4.00 5.79 2.21 
8.78 5.53 8.17 3.12 

Representative Petroleum Prices (U9a~ 
(Assumin9 a 6 Percent General Rate of Inflation) 

Street and 
Highway 
~ 

2.88 
3.42 
5.13 
7.69 

10.87 
15.27 

Year Gasoline Home Heating Fuel 

1971 36.7 19.2 
1976 59.2 41.3 
1981 85.5 59.5 
1986 123.3 85.9 
1991 173.6 120.8 
1996 244.1 171.0 

,;:k:>v.z...C-l!5: ewo.~--.. r;:> .... Pr. eo" ,... .... c...:::(;,.t"'. l "..,., 

The net effect, in the absence of planned responses to this ex-

pected future, could be a dr~matic restructuring of the economy 

such that individual incomes must be diverted away from leisure 

activities just to meet expenditures for basic necessities. 

Although many planning decisions regarding energy use and develop-

ment will necessarily occur at the state or national level, Coos 

County can make appropriate decisions ~or the local area to ensure 

that the county is adequately prepared to respond to these expected 

energy problems. The major problem, of course, is not how to dis-

pose of energy, but instead, where to find it. 

The supply of available energy can be increased by considerin~ 

'/.r/-? 

three distinct forms of energy sources: 

i. Discovery of new reserves of currently used energy sources 

(such as coal); 

ii. Alternate sources of energy (such as solar and wind energy) 

to replace the depleted reserves of currently used sources; 

iii. Decreased use of energy through employment of various 

conservation technigues to eliminate wasted energy. 

This element is organized to explore each of these three methods 

for increasing the energy supply. Each section addresses specific 

methods within the three broad categories, and considers the 

feasibility of using the methods in Coos County by addressing 

local problems and opportunities associated with each method. 

II. CURRENTLY UTILIZED ENERGY SOURCES 

A. Non-Renewable 

1. Oil and Gas 

Existing oil and gas use in Coos County is generally limited to 

sporadic propane use (natural gas is not sold commercially in the 

county) and to fuel oil for heating of older housing. (Most new 

homes utilize electricity for heating). The oil is imported by 

ship to the Port of Coos Bay and distributed locally. 

Discovery of new sources is an international concern, but Coos 

County does show limited pro~ise for development of in-county 

sources. Exploration for oil and gas has occurred in Coos County 

since 1919 but no wells have proved feasible for production. As 

noted in the Coos County Background Document of the Comprehensive 

adibble
Typewritten Text
Volume I Part 2	 784

adibble
Typewritten Text
Volume I Part 2	 785



2. COAL 

Coal resources were first discovered in Coos County in 1854, 

near Empire. Coal production continued for 90 years, peaking 

shortly after the turn of the century. During this period an 

estimated 3 million tons of coal was removed. Most of the 

coal was either shipped to San Francisco or used locally by 

locomotives (until replaced by diesel fuel). There were 36 

principal mines, the most productive of which was the Beaver 

Hill mine, which probably produced around 750,000 tons of 

coal during its operating period. 

Current estimates of the Coos Bay field total 119 million 

tons of which only 60 million tons are considered minable. 

It is estimated an additional 50 million tons of coal may 

exist in the southern portion of the County at Eden Ridge. 

These coals lie beneath considerable overburden, are 

extremely faulted and contain lower potential heat value than 

the Coos Bay deposits. Their exact mining potential is not 

currently known, but owing to the previously noted factors it 

is expected to be less than the potential of the Coos Bay 

field. 

As the County's coal contains a relatively low heating value, 

is faulted and lies beneath considerable overburden and must, 

in almost all cases, be mined by expensive inefficient sub-
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surface techniques, the potential of future extraction of 

local coal is, at best, extremely remote. Further, even if 

increases in alternative fuel prices justify coal 

exploration, the resource exists in insuffiecient quantities 

to likely warrant extraction. (Rev. 01/88 ORD 87-11-016L) 
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Plan, wThe most promising area for oil and gas on land in Coos 
County is the Coos Basin, an area of ,approximately 275 
square miles. It is the only onshore area with the 
'proper' geologic history. Not all of the Coos Basin, 
however, holds promise for the discovery of oil and gas. 
The areas between South Slough and Isthmus Slough and 
Catching Slough have the necessary geology for Wtraps". 
Little research has been qone in the northwestern portion 
of the basin; a test well drilled here could provide much 
valuable information. However, the cost of such a well 
could be as much as $500,000 and would necessitate part
icipation by a number of companies for economic feasibility." 

"Although the exact extent of the county's onshore oil 
resources is not precisely known, it is apparent that 
will not be of commercial value for quite some time. 
shore gas shows have been somewhat more promising and 
be commercially valuable at some point in the future. 

they 
Off
may 

ftThere are approximately 1,000 square miles of shelflands 
off the coast of Coos County that have yet to be explored 
for oil and gas. It is considered to be promising. Only 
a portion of these lands were offered for lease during the 
1964 Federal lease-sale of offshore lands; the remainder 
were withdrawn by -the Navy for national defense reserves. 
The previously mentioned test hole could provide much 
needed geologic information about this area. In any event, 
this area remains one of the best prospec,ts for petroleum· 
exploration in Western Oregon. ft 

2. Coal 

Coal resources were first discovered in Coos County in 1854, near 

'" Empire. Coal production continued for 90 years, peaking shortly 

after 'the turn of the century. During this period an estimated 

3 mi1lionto~~ of ~as removed. Most of the coal was either 

shipped to San"Fran is~~sed locally by locomotives (until 
'C: 

replaced by diesel fuel re were 36 principal mines, the 

most productive of whl.ch wa .......... eaver Hill mine, which probably 

produced around 750,000 tons·of,~~ing its operating period. c~":;> 

There are also coal reserves amountfnWnother 50 million tons 

known to exist in the Eden Ridge-Squaw Basin area in the extreme 

southern portion of the County (primarily Siskiyou National Forest). 
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This coal is higher in heat value than the Coos Bay coal and oc.c/. 
thicker and more gently dipping seams. ~' 

Factors of location, transportation, available mining teC~:lOgy and 
geologic conditions a1 weigh heavily against re-openipg the Coos Bay 
coal field to production at present. (See Background Document Open 
Space Element). 

.-/" 

As noted in the Background Document of the. Comprehensive Plan: 

"drastic changes will have to/~cci.lr in economic·conditions. 
(the scarcity of energy resources) and technology before the 
Coos Bay coals can be re'covered. Certainly the coal would 
have to be used locally. and either converted to energy by 
conventional steam/turbine plants or gasification plants, 
adequate supplie"s of fresh water for process water will be an 
additional pr6blem, though saltwater can be used for 
cooling.~~e possibility of future recovery of coal in the 
Coos Bay area poses certain difficult planning problems. 
Par~6f the resource underlies urban or urbanizing areas. 
R"v'ived mining could cause subsidence or settling of 

B. 

/
~oundations. Surface problems for prospective mine 
operators. While it does not appear justifiable or possible 
to limit development in the coal b~aring area, it is importnt 
to avoic pre-emptin,] possible future recovery. 

Renewabl~ Source$ 

1. ~ 

The large expenditure required for dam construction, 
property acquisition costs, and generating equipment co~bine 
to make large-scale hydroelectric power production an 
unlikely local source for new energy. The county lacks 
suitable sites with sufficient water flow which are not 
committed to a najor conflicting use -- forest resource 
management.. 

According to Don FloyQ, a former OSU Extension Service Energy 
Agnet, OSU's Wat.er Resources Reserch Institute suggests that 
there are as many as 2B sites suit.able for impoundments in 
the South Coast Basin which could generate up to lIB 
megawatts of power in eXCess of 50% of the time. However, as 
noted in the \'later Resources Inventory of this Plan, only one 
site is being st.'.ldi~d for hydroelectric generation potential. 

According to District XIX i'later ,-laster John Drolet, data on 
potential reservoir sites was gatherej and analyzed hy the 
State ;"-ater Resources Departl:lt}nt (\iRD) prior to adoption of 
the agency's existing South Coast Basin Policy. The Hater 
Resources Inventory and Map contained elsewhere in this Plan 
identify ten WRD sites. Of these, only the Eden Ridge Site 
(#430) has been identified by liRD as having potential for 
hydropower development. Pursuant to OAR 660-160-000, the 

~1:;q~ 

Eden Ridge Site is considered a "lC" resource. It is 
therefore the subject of a "conflicting use" disc;.;.ssion. 
below. 

According to Drolet, all other candidate ir:lpoun=!:>e~t s:"t.es on 
the Water Resources Inventory Hap are judged "s:litable- for 
water impoundment, but do nto hve hydropower p,jten':.ial. 
Pursuant to OAR 660-16-000~hese sites are dete~~ne~ to be 
"IS" resources. That is, inadequate information on t:-:ese 
sites precludes a decision at this time to proceed ~it~ the 
GoalS process and determine wh~ther to protect the site for 
reservoir developr:lent or allow conflicting uses. A ?C~icy in 
this Plan recognizes t'!1e need to further consider t:-.e :::a':.ter 
at a futUre update of the ?lan. According to Jr~let. t:-:e 
sites lacking hydropower potential were dropped fr~c. sarioud 
consideration for one or more of the £ollo\,:in::; reasor-.s: 

* r~moteness of location 

* adverse effects o~ fish life 

• basin develop~ent 

insufficient storage 

Re-evaluating t...'l)ese "lS" sites during up.:lates of t'!-.e Plan 
will pennit a reasseSSr:lent of the suital?ilit.y 0: t!-,e s::'tes 
fo;- ,hY¥~ower dev_el'?.E..ment, based on changing ::>a:"k='t. 
conclJ..t).ons r\:lgard~ng electriCity consun,tio:l, ava::'':'i::.':::'e 
supply and power production costs. 

The Eden Ridge site is designated a "lC" reSOcl:"ce ::..e~a":Se it 
is an important site that doe~ present real~stic pc~e~~~al 
for hydropm",er ;?otential. OAR 660-16-005 stip\l~2 .. :.es ~:-.at it 
"is the responsibility o£ local governme:lt to ide::t.:"::y 
conflicts with identified (i.e., "lC") Goal 5 reso'..lr~e 
sites. There is no question that impacts would r~st:lt from 
developi.lent of the Eden Ridge site. Conflicts '.::;,..;:"~ ':':-.;::..1'::'," 
competition with ot"ne resource values for ti:~ber pro~..lct.ion, 
big galae habitat, ro:.:creation. non-anadra':1.ous ::isheries (an 
SO-foot falls is located co."'!1stream from t.he p!"vp.:>se! ~a'J. 
site) and open space. OAR 660-16-005 furth~=- re-=!.Jires t.hat 
Bwhere conflicting uses have been irlentifie~ ... , ':.~ese 
impacts must be conside=-ed in analy:!ing ti1e econc:-:-.::':::. s':Icial, 
environmental and econo;'lic cQ'1seg'lcnces" expecta5. t.;;; :-as.!l~ 
fron the pror)QseJ: act~on. DL:n's June 24, 1983 :"ep::!"':. 0:-. t. .... '!: 

County Plan further requires t'!1at "an exceI'tior: to :;~2.:s 3 
and 4 \",ill ha nec<.!ssary for those large sit.~s ,.,':-,::'::-. :.::~ 
County .... ·i511e5 to prutcct or for whic;, a large-sca:e 
iopound~ent is certain (DLC9 Report, June 24, 182, r-. 
189)." The vLCD rer:lort fl.1rther notes tha-t the e;;:::e?-t::',:):"l, C8:1 
he deferrerl to a lat.er date (DLCD, ? 189). ~"1e co;.?:,=xit.i~s 
of developing ':.:)e Eden Ric.;-:: project, tog-::t~~er I..;i.tr: a :l:.J.;~~er 
of uncertainties ac~~t it, co~~ine to su~gest ~h~~ t~e roost 
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appropriate way to complete the GoalS process for the site 
is to stipulate that an exception must be taken in the 
future prior to formal County authorization fot t~ 
proposal. Accordingly, a policy in the Plan endorses this 
approach. 

Finally, a discussion on water as an energy source would not 
be complete without mentioning tidal energy development; that 
is, energy can be produced from the perpetual motion of tidal 
action. Although the difference between high and low tides 
in Coos County may not be sufficient to permit such 
development under existing technology, future technological 
improvements may allow the County and other coastal 
communities to take advantage of tidal energy potential. 

~ 1,,,,/, 
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III. 'ALTERNATE SOURCES OF ENERGY 

A. Geothennal 

According to the Oregon Department of Energy handbook Community 

Energy Planning, Coos County has no known or potential sources of 

geothermal energy. 

B. Nuclear 

The only operating nuclear pOwer plant in Oregon is the Trojan 

plant at st. Helens, Oregon. Locally, Pacific Power & Light has 

a site north of Bandon originally selected as a potential nuclear 

generation site. Geologic problems iwth the property for struct

ural foundations will preclude installation of a nuclear generating 

plant.
l 

Elsewhere, the installation of nuclear power generation is 

likely to face severe difficulties' for several reasons: 

i. The already lengthy permitting system is likely 

to lengthen because of concerns over safety of operations. 

ii. Suitable nuclear waste disposal sites are increasingly 

difficult to locate. 

c. Solar 

As noted by Don Floyd, 05U Energy Extension Agent, "Human 
beings have directly used the s~~'s energy for thousa~ds of 
years for the heating of buildings. Coos County can boast 
the first solar home in Oregon and has an ideal climate for 
the use of passive solar applications and active domestic 
hot water heating systems. 

The currently available 65 percent tax credits for residential 
solar devices and the availability of' lm"-interest financing 
beginning.in 1981 makes solar a verj realistic, inexpensive 
option for space and water heating, expecially in new con
struction. Tax incentives for business and industry are even 
~~re attractive than the residential options." 

Problems that currently inhibit more widespread use of this energy 

source are the immediate costs associated with the use of collectio~ 

equipment. As noted in the proposed City of Coos Bay Energy 

Element; 

"Due to the equipment needed, installation is a rather costly 
initial outlay, ranging anywhere from $5,000-$7,000. This is 
a large sum even in comparison to yearly energy savings, wherebj" 
annual savings just to pay back the equipment cost of $1200 
exceeds 25 years. (Mayes, 1979) This consumer cost is a 
primary deterrent in widespread usage of solar energy which at 
present is a supplementary energy source. It is predicted 
that 5-10% of the total U,S. energy needs will be provided 
by solar heat by the year 2000. (Mayes, 1979)." 

This statement applies more accurately to active solar heating 

(which utilizes a collector system to gather solar energy). Pass;":,: 

systems (which utilize the structure itself to absorb and store 

energy) require less expensive mechanisms but normally must be ce

signed into the initial construction of the building. 

Although present circumstances liuit the costs affectiveness of 

individual solar energy use, future technOlogical improvements a~~ 

higher prices fo~ other fuels and electricity will likely increase 
~ ." 

the attractiveness of direct solar energy collection. An importar.~ 

project for future planning efforts will then be a delineation of 

solar rights together with ordinance guidelines for ensuring proper 

solar access. 

D. l-vind 

"The Pacific Northwest is endOl-lea with substantial resources 

l/,q~ 
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of both hydro -energy arid wind energy "for electrical power 
generation. The combination of these energy sources into 
an integrated and optimized system has the potential for 
supplying a significant portion of the future energy and 
peak power requirements in the Pacific Nortflwest." a 

Figures -L ~ sho,,", that the Oregon Coast has great potential 

for the capture of wind energy. Although it is unlikely that wind 

energy will be able to supply a large portion of energy needs, it 

is a promising source of additional energy to supplement and reduce 

the rate of decline in supply of other energy sources. 

Access to the wind is normally considered a detriment rather than 

a right (except for the occasional windmill or sailing vessel). As 

the wind comes to be seen as a resource to which access (and pro-

tection of access) is desirable, the rights to use of this resource 

must be clearly defined. The process of delineating these rights 

is likely to be slow and cumbersome as has been the case for accep-

tance of the concept of solar rights. 

This eventual definition of rights is important for the two general 

categories, public (or large scale) systems and individual (or 

small scale) systems, in which wind energy use is likely to occur. 

Individual use of wind energy is an historical method of power gen-

eration, such as for milling flour and pumping water. Recent court 

cases and public utility decisions are likely to encourage increased 

use of wind power generation as ~ secondary source of energy. For 

instance, Pacific Power & Light announced in late 1979 that they 

will buy back power generated by individuals at the residential 

rate. In this way, individuals can better justify initial expend-

itures for equipment. The oregon State University Extension office 

z. £eN<.T"' vJ. ~I I( rltGlt:=lt. HC~l" W~ F'ow'rIl. R.l!5OViltCe 

e.~.w. 
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in Coquille is the local liason for the State Anemometer Loan Program 
(SALP) and can provide a great deal of assistance and information to 
individuals interested in private wind power generation. 

Public use of wind power is a more recent and less accepted method. 
The 'City of Bandon is using a $15,000 grant from the Land Conservation 
and Development Commission to study the feasibility of various sites 
along the Southern Oregon Coast for municipally-owned wind power 
generation. The delineation of access rights will be extremely 
important to ensure that access for such municipal power generating 
capability is protected from interferencel. 

E. Waste 

]I. wind farm near ';fuiskey Run Beach and Fivemile Point north of Bandon, 
has been under development by Pacific Power and Light Company for 
several years. In June 1980 the County Planning Commission approved a 
Conditional Use Permit for Pacific Power that authorized construction 
of a SOO-kilowatt wind-powered turbine generator and a 330-foot high 
meteorological tower for the purpose of demonstrating and evaluating 
the potential of cOrnr.lercially utilizing wind energy to meet future 
needs. Subsequently, the Planning Commission in December 1981 aproved 
a second Conditional Use Permit that authorized three additional 
<T1o::-teorological to·..,ers as an expansion of the initial development. 
Finally, the Planning Commission in March 1983 approved a Conditional 
Use Per~it for Whiskey Run Partners (under license from Pacific Power 
and Light Co.) that authorized the installation of up to twenty-five 
50-kilowatt wind-po·..,ered turbine generators. This latter permit was 
subject to three conditions: 

1. That the towers be sited outside the ares affected by the 
Coastal Shore lands Boundary: 

2. That if any Indian relics are uncovered, the local Indian 
tribe be notified; and 

3. That a fence or gating be erected around the subject turbine 
locations, thereby affording protection for both visitors and 
the turbines themselves. 

The specific locations of the County authorizations to date are as 
follO'..,s: 

June 1980 Conditional Use Pe~it 

T.27, R.14. Sec. 19, and 20, Tax Acct. ~7626 

Dece~ber 1981 Conditional Use Pe~mit 

T.27, R.14, Sec. 17, 20 and 29, Tax Lots 100, 400 and 700 

March 1983 Conditional Use Permit 

T.27, R.l4, Sec. 17, Tax Lots 100 and 400 

; 
" 

The County's conditional use process has worked effectively to enS'.lre 
that the development proceeds compatibly with surrounding uses. 
SpeCial protection for the site as "Ie" GoalS resource ·has been 
considered and rejected by the County; instead, a "lB" designatio!1 o,.as 
determined as a more appropriate approach since comnercial wind 
generation is still a little more han an experinental endeavo:c. 
According to a ~~arch 3, 1984 article in The Oregonia:1, the facility 
"generated only 8% of its rated power output during its first 42 days 
of operation." According to the same article: 

"As of January 31, the project had produced 
about 100,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity 

(and) . , . that the power would have 
supplied about 80 average homes. The 
project's sponsors reported that wind 
measurements at the site indicated that 
January winds ha:1 been 20% lighter than 
normal. " 

As a "IB" GoalS resource, tl1e County recognizes the benefits c!: 
reviewing the status of the Hhiskey Run energy site, togethe:c ..-it": 
other possible sites in an update revie'.tJ of this Plan. It is 
impossible to designate site-specifically the location of other- "13" 
wind-energy sites since such designation ~ight include the entir~ 
County! A shortage of win:) has never ~een a pro~ler:1 on the SO'"lth 
Coast. Howeve, technology does not s~em to have developed to a point 
where co~~ercial wind generation is feasible. 

n .---!?L
'F'fI1"'" ·1'17: 
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·IV. CONSERVATION TECHN'IQUES 

A. Waste Conversion 

An increasingly promising source of energy is through the uti liz-

ation of discarded products no longer suitable or desirable for 

their original use. Waste recovery generally can be considered in 

to major categories, solid waste and biomass. 

I. Solid Waste 

Coos County currently 
«I- 8",,,,, fj; II 

operates two consumat burners ~ Bcndem, 
50 

each capable of burning ~ tOns of refuse per day. 'ERase Le,o 

];Y~Re~s 8!!"e selleal:lJa2 to be .,u"ed to an approved d;spnsa 1 sjte at 

Poao'er Hi J 1 (~8dghli equidislull!: "'rom Pandon and Coos Ea), near II S. 

logging) that would normally be burned on-site. The two major 

constraints to this effort will be: 

i. Determining a method of wood \·laste collection and. trans-

port that does not require more energy than that to be 

obtained from burning the recovered wood; 

ii. Deter~ining whether the long-term effects of removing wood 

waste (that is potential humus) will be acceptable for 

ensuring coptinuing soil productivity for tree growing. 

Coos County's relatively poor agricultural soils in terms of crop 

production suggest that use of agricultural wastes (such as crop 

stubble) for the production of fuel such as ethanol will be a less 
"'-"$ J.. • 

Higi:nUj leI) in mid' 1/99 The county ~ also instalJ,: two ~ IZ--Z-fo-"" ~-.J" pro~ising source of energy. 

capacity burnersAat the same site for a total capacity of 125 tons, 

slightly more than the estimated county-wide daily disposal rate of 

approximately 100 tons. 

Taking advantage of an innovative pit system designed by the county 

Road Department, the bUrners will be capable of generating stearn 

sufficient to provide considera~ble electrical generating capability 

upon installation of proper equipment. In addition to this recovery 

of heat energy, the new site also will continue the county's 

policy of presegregating refuse to allow for both recycling and 

reuse of various other ¥aste disposed (such .as metal). 

2. Biomass 

The use of biomass waste (here defined as decayed vegetable matter) 

in Coos County will largely occur through the recovery of wood 

waste, especially from slash {non-merchantable wood remaining after 

B. Land Use Patterns 

The eventual patterns of land use (residential, industrial and 

commercial), and how they relate to one another, will have an 

important effect on the amount of energy required for consumption 

in the county .. ~lthough most of the energy-related effects will 

pertain to use of ~nergy for transportation, it is useful to con-

sider each major type of land use as well. 

I. Industrial 

Energy savings for this use especially deal with transportation, 

specifically access of the site to appropriate and adequate trans-

portation. Although it is sometimes desirable to locate industries 

within city limits, several important factors argue against such 

an artificial requirement in Coos County: 

i. As noted in the Economic Element, suitable industrial 

land is a very scarce commodity locally. Designating 

4.If-B 
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sufficient sites fO,r industry requires use of the few 

suitable sites available. 

ii. tJJany of these sites are located outside UGBs along the 

major transportation corridors of U.S. 101 and OR 42. 

iii. The existing system of cities in Coos County encourages 

a significant level of commuting even though industries 

are located near most of these cities. Selection of sites 

along major transportation corridors in or near committed 

areas is not expected to encourage further commuting but 

but will take advantage of the important access available 

on these corridors. 

2. Commercial 

New commercial uses are expected to occur in major areas: 

i. inside Urban Growth Boundaries 

ii. in Rural Centers (see Rural Housing Element) 

iii. in established outlying committed commercial areas such 

as Laurel Grove. 

Within these areas, energy savings will largely result from the 

discourage of ship commercial along major arterials. (Ship comrner-

cial is here defined as a series of adjoining businesses located 

along a major arterial), where access is gained to each individual 

business by a driveway directly from the arterial). The advantage 

of avoiding such strip commercia], whether through use of clustered 

shopping, shopping centers, open or closed malls, frontage roads, 

or other, is that the arterial's mai~ function of providing mobility 

(rather than land access) will be protected. Congested arterials 

not only cause the use of more fuel because of stop-and-go traffic 

~,~, 

but also may necessitate the eventual expenditure of money and 

energy to build bypass arterials to relieve co~gestion. 

3. Residential 

Energy savings in this category can occur in several forms given 

Coos 'county's particular geography and topography. 

i. The Comprehensive plan designates a certain amount of 

land for rural residential purpose, based on a series 

of weighting criteria, to allow and encourage people 

to achieve some degree of self-sufficienty in food and 

animal production. Food produced on a residential 

site represents costs savings not only to the individual 

but also to the economy because of the reduced food trans

portation requirements. 

ii. The Rural Housing process in the Comprehensive Plan also 

encourages fill-in development of identified Rural Centers 

and other areas committed to residential use. This rep

resents a very significant savings on costs for new road 

construct~o~. 

iii. The Housing Element also awurds considerable "weight" in 

selection criteria to sites having access to existing 

roads, this, too, represents energy savings by encouraging 

development near existing road systems. 

4. Transportation 

The Transporation element discusses in more detail several methods 

for promoting energy conservation, including: 

i. development of alternative public mass transit plans; 

ii. protecting industrial sites with rail access and finding 

.':r. 
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S- 1. GENF::RAL URBNUZA.TICN 

1.1 ~CN: 

coos COOnty's Conprehensive Plan develops a coordinated pro;;ram with each city 

to accatrn:rlate future urban gI:C:Mth where a deronstrated need to expand into 

unincorporate::i areas is establishe:i. In addition, the plan identifies unin

corporated o::rrmunities that are already :substantially carmitted to developnent 

of urban character;. Lards that are either (i) nee::Ied for future urban devel

opnent or (ii) substantially ccmnitted to urban develop1let'lt, are ccnsidere:i 

available for urbanization and normally irichrle:l wi~, em urban Growth Boundary 

fUGB). TIle area within the UG8 is kncrwn as an- Urban Grcwth Area (txiA.). 

1.2 DEFINITICNS: [Scurce: StaterNide Planning Goals] 

"URBAN lAND: urban areas are those places \IOhich nust have an inoorporated city. 

Such areas rray include lards adjacent to an:i outside the unina:Jrporated city and. 

may also: (al Have o::mcentratioIlS of persons who generally reside an:i -..ork in 

the area (b) Have SUPfOrting public facilities and services." 

"UREANIZABLE lAND: Urbanizable lands are those l.ands within the urban grc:Mth 

l:o.m:lary arrl which are identified. an:i (al detenn.ine:3. to be necessary arxi suit

able for future urban services an:i facilities, (b) can be served by Urban 

facilities an:i services, an:i (cl are nee::led: for the expansion of an urban area. 

"BUI~LE IANDS: Refers to lands in urban arrl. urbanizable areas that are 

suitable, available am necessary for residential use. 

oiSOJssion: The definition of "urban." therefore, inclldes areas on the fringe of 

cities which have p:!p.llation densities and plblic facilities such as central 

sewer or water lotriclt are characteristic of an urban area. This clearly 

identifies such o:::mrunities as Charleston, Barview, Bay Park, Bunker Hill, 

Lil:::by arrl. Millin;ton as "substantially ccmnitted. to urbanization." 

1.3 SI'A'ImIDE GCW.. FE;:1JlREl1ENI'S 

'lbe follo.rin; section is a surrmary of the prOV'isions of Goal. #14 (Urbanization) 

and Goal UO (Hoosing), 'Which ties in closely with urbanization. 

Urbanization Goal: "To provide for an orderly and efficient transition fran rural 

to urban land use. urban gro..th l::o.:mdaries shall be established. to identify an:1 

separate urbanizable larrl. fran rural lan:1. 

.. Establisbnent am. change of the bcurrlaries shall be base:l upon consideration of the 

following factors: 

(1) n:m:mstrated nee:l to accarmcdate long-range urban pop..1lation growth re-

quirerents ccnsistent with r..a:c goals; 

(2) Need: for housing, anployment opportunities and liveability; 

(3) Orderly an:1 econanic prOV'ision for ~lic facilities arrl services; 

(4) Max:im.tm efficiency of l~ uses within arrl on the fringe of the existing 

urban areas; 

(5) Envirornental, energy, econanic and social consequences; 

(6) Retention of agricultural larrl as defined, with Class I being the highest 

~arity for reten7i?n and Class VI the lowest proiority; and, 

(7) O::mpatibility of the pror:ose1 urban uses with nearby agricultural activ-

ities ••.• 

"Establisl:Tnent and change of the lnmdaries shall be a cooperative process between 

a city ard the county or counties that surroozrl it. ... . 

( 

"Iarrl, within the bourrlaries separating urbmizable lard £ran rural land shall be 

considered.. available over t:iJre for urban uses. Conversion of urbanizable land to 

urban uses shall re based. on consideration of=-

S:I-I 

(I) OCderly, economic provision for public facilities and services; 

(2) AvailabilitY of sufficient land for the varioos uses to insure croices 

in the market place; 
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(3) = goals; ard, 

(4) Enca1rag-ement of developrent within urban areas before a::rr.rersioo of 

urbanizable areas." 

HOJsin3 Goal: "To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the State. 

Buildable larrls for residential use shall be inventoriErl and. plans shall en=oLlrage 

the availability of adequate numt:ers of hcusin:J units at price rang:es arrl rent 

levels which are cannensurate with the financial. capabilities of Oregon l'nlse

holds and allow for flexibiE ty of hoosing locaticn, type an:::1 density." 

1.4 FUN:TlOO OF URBANlZATlrn EIEHENT 

Each city's- UGA. proposal is subjecterl to an analysis which provides the fact:ual 

data to satisfy the seven-part test in the Urbanization Goal. In addition, 

criteria are developed to delineate land. already -substantially ccmnitte:1" to 

urban dev'elopnent; such areas can be considere:i for inclusion wi~ UGA.. 

I.ands still available an:] suitable for Will de\l'elq:ment within city limits . 

and: other urbanized areas are assesse:3 for their capacity to fulfill "da:on.

strate:l need." '!he basis of the analytical process used to make the necessary 

fin:li.n:;Js is altli.nerl in the follo.ring sections. This is follONed by the urban-

ization ele:nents for the individual cities. 

1.5 OOTI.INE OF METHCOOI.CG'f USED 10 DETERMINE URBAN GRCM'H BCX.JND.bJUES. 

1.5.1 Introduction 

'!be nost furrlamental re::pire:nent of the Ut"banization -coal (114) is that there 

nust be a IOdemonstrated need to for lard :.nclu3.e:1 in the UGA to accamo:iate 

projected. population increases. fa.rr resic classes of land needs are considere1: 

(i) Residential 

(ii) Cam-ercial 

(iii) Industrial 

(iv) Recreation ard other open space. 

At the same t.lm=, consideration is given to conserving agricultural lard and 

-,- , , 
5':1-Z 

justificatioo is provided for any cc:mn:i:brlerlt of agrirultural and forest lams 

to urbanization. 

1.5.2 ~tion Projections 

Fu~e laxrl needs are based on reasonable estimates of future population far 

. (i) 

(ti) 

The irrlividual city, ard 

The uni.nc:orp::lrated areas inside a lXiA. "sbJdy area." 

Initially, FOPJ.1atioo projections by the City of COOs Bay plannirq staff ar boy 

Coos-o.u:ry Council of G:::nJernrents far all other cities is considered as the 

base line for determination of need. A variety of metlx:ds are available to 

predict p:::!fUlatioo. a:a:x; has considered alternative projections and selected 

the nost reasonable arrl acceptable figure on the tesis of reo::mnendations frco 

its Citizen Plan Jdvisory Carrnittees. '!he procedure follOrJed has been to ccrr:---are 

the city or city/cn.::x:G projection with the following tlrree alternatives, as 

consistent with the nethcx:ls used in the overall county popllation estimates 

lSectic:n XJ • 

Population projections based on: 

(i) 

Cii) 

Statistical analysis of the city's population for a 

selected ·period. 

Statistical analysis, of city's percentage share of the 

total county popUlation for a selected period, based on 

the Portland State University "High" projection. 

(iii) Assumed continuation of the city's 1978 percentage share 

of the total county population, based on P.S.U. "High~ 

projection, implying that the city will grow at the sa~e 

rate as the county. 
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One of these alternatives is selected as the basis for the determination 

of future land needs. In order to maintain internal consistency be-

tween the population projections established for the individual cities, 

coordination has occurred between the respective planning staffs. This 

ensures that the differential growth rates of the cities are accounted 

for, and that the sum of the projected city populations, plus that of 

the unincorporated areas, equals that projected for the county as a whole. 

[See County Population Projections, Section ~.I.J 

In the Charleston/Barview and Bay Park/Millington areas, a somewhat 

different approach is taken, due to the fact that definitive statisti-

cal data for the urbanized area is not directly available from the 

usual sources. 

1.5.3. Conversion to housing and land needs 

population estimates are converted to housing needs using the household 

size assumptions from the "Gross Housing Necds~ section. Estimated 

housing needs are expressed in four 5-year increments (after 1980) 

and rounded to the nearest 5 units. 

In addition, a certain extra provision is made to raise the vacancy 
--Ic. .. -w_:..,." 

rate to an acceptable level (see ~Gross Housing Needs",1section I/.S; 

for the general methodology). Some further assumptions are made to 

apply this methodology to individual cities. The county-wide 

average vacancy rates for 1978 (1.6% for owner-occupied homes, 1.97% 

for rentals) are adjusted to reflect the historic variations 

among the different cities. It is ass~med that the 1978 vacancy 

rates for the cities differ from the county-wide average in the 

-5-

5:/ .... 3 

sate prq:ortioo. as they did in 1970 (U.S. census figures). For the p.uposes 

of these calculations, the sane tenure pattern within the city as for 1970 is 

assurrei. As for gross county--wide hoosing nee1s, it is estimatErl that vacancy 

rates will rise to an acceptable level by 1985. (See section[ ~ . ., ]! the lnJsing 

nee3s discussion of thisJ 

At this point, two rough estimates of l.an::l needs are made. It is first assumed 

that all the hcAlsing nee:J.s can be met at an (average) urban gross density of 

5 dwellings/acre. Then another estimate is made on the basis of half this gross 

density .(2.5 dwelling units/acre). 'Ihis allows for the probability that in

sufficient lard is suitable for develop:nent at the higher density. The next 

stage of analysis examines the sui tahiti ty of the available larrls inside am 

ootside city limits, arrl the distrib.Jtion of different classes of suitability 

across the larrlscape. This allows the identification of a lO3"ical area in 

loo'hich to aCC'O'lTI03ate grCMth rrost efficiently. Depenling on the top:graphy 

an:l other factors,. it may be necessary to include certain acreages of un

sui~le lard in order to delineate a grCMth area with a lcgical an:i manageable 

shape. 

1.5.4 Potential'residential larrl: Suitability/Availability assessment. 

Goal UO (Hoosing) refers to "b.Ji1dable lardS," which are definErl as shown in 

Sectioo 1.:2. al::ove. The COnprehensive plan is responsible for providing 

for sufficient acreage of larrls which are "suitable, available and necessary" 

for future urban develq:trent. These larrls shculd be located within a~. The 

next phase of the urOOni.zation study assesses the suitability arrl the availability 

of fOtential residential larrls; t:cth 

(ilt' within.the.city and 

(ii)··' .... ithin the .UGA study area' as .proposed.by the cities. 

For a diagramnatic representation-of the P;"~ess see the Flow chart, Figure ___ • 

'!he follCMing paragraphs detail the criteria, asSllnFtions arrl graphic technig.Jes 

used. 

-6-
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A. within City Limits 

~/-'I 

Step 1. Identify vacant lams All vacant parcels of land proFOse;j for resi-

dential use are identified fran the Coos. ccunty Lard Use Inventory. Tnese parcels 

are • markErl on the Ccos Ccunty Assessor's maps .shoNin:1 i.r.dividual tax lots. 

step 2. Classify vacant residential lard according' to availability 

Vacant land. is divide:i into t\.o classes of availability, as folJ.o...s: 

(i) Available lard is defined as unplatte::l parcels which are \<Jholly 

. un.1eveloped • 

(ii) Potentially available 1;0005 are urrlevel0pe:3 platted lots or groups 

of lots, which are not otherwise unsuitable far developnent. These 

lots are typically part of a yard to an adjacent dwelling, and are 

o::nsidere:i as potentially available for infill developrent, deperrling 

on the wishes of the o.mer. A small arrount of this type of 

developrent occurs within cities each year. 

In additicn, larrl in floodplains is If screened out II at this stage 

as unsuitable for residential development. 

step 3. Calculate acr;a'Je 

Acreages are surmed for these t\oO categories. ["Potentially avail

able- lan::ls are regarded as an extra reserve of land \<tU.?'l provides 

for incidental develq:m:nt (often a..ner-tuilt), ard provide £Iex-

ihility -in the supply of larrl.] 

step 4. Assess suitability of vacant available lards. 

Suitability for developrent is assessed according to a set of 

brief, practical criteria. other aspects of suitability are 

considered later. Land is divided into: 

til Primary suitable lands, 

(ii) Secondary sui table lands, and 

(iii) Marginal/unsuitable lands. 
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since lards in the flcx::dplains have already been eliminatED, suitability 

for develq:rrent can b= defined prinarily in tenns of~. other natural 

hazards, like unstable soils, are treated as factors which further intensify 

hazards due to steep slopes. Definitions are as follc:Ms: 

"-Prinmy unsuitable" - 0-15% slope, no other natural hazards 

~Secorrlary IDlsuitable-- 15-30% slope, no other natural hazards or 
Q-15% slope, ad::litional natural hazard. 

"Marginal/unsuitable" - 30%+Slope, no other natural hazards, or 
15-30% slope, additional natural hazard. 

~ of land in each category are analyzed using an overlay InafPing' tech

nique, ani rreasured. 

B. Within Unincorporated tJGA. Sttrly Area 

.A. sjmilar meth:::rl. is follQ<..e:l in the unincorp.:Jrated portion of the T.G\ study area. 

'!he main differena::! lies in the criteria used to determine "potentially avaiL3ble 

land." Separate acreage totals may re kept where additional land rutside the 

city's prq:osed UGB has been brooght into the stu:iy area. 

step 1. Identify vacant lands 

.All vacant parcels are identified fran the Coos Cconty la,rrl use inventory, and 

markerl on the ();X)s COOnty Assessor's tax lot maps. 

step 2. Classify vacant land according to availability; 

Cil "Available" vacant land is definei as any wh::>lly_urrleveloped 

parcel. 

lii}. "PQtentially available" vacant larrl is defined as any parcel 

in excess Of 2.5 acres with only one d-...elling. As with 

~tentially available lands within the city, it is asstm:d 

tha.t an o.ner living on the prq:erty nay wish to partiticn 

the land arrl ma,ke ~ of it avai~le for develcprent. 

'Ihe minimlm lot size in an urban residential area w:i:th::lI,lt 

_R_ 

urban services is 1 acre. '!bus, deducting 1 acre for the 

dwelling, a 2.5 acre parcel should leave 1.5 acres poten

tially available for developrent. Ab:::lut 0.5 acre is 

assune::l to J::e necessary for road access, setback requirenents 

and other services or r:ights-of-way. This leaves 1 acre 

FOtentially available for anotheI:. dwelling. 

As within city limits, lam. which lies within the flcx::dplain is initially "screened 

cut
tl 

as unsuitable for residential developrent. Ho..>ever, it rray J::e reconsidered 

for irdustrial developnent [See Section \. G. 9 below] •. 'Ibis also autanatically 

screens rut most of the acreage currently in agricultural uSe. 

Step 3. Calrulate acreages: 

Acreages are surmed for these three categories. As before, "potentially 

available" larrl is regarde:l as a reserve to provide for flexibility in the 

supply of lan:::I. 

Step 4. Assess suitability of vacant "available" and "potentially available" lams. 

SUitability for developnent is assessed using the sam€! criteria as within 

city limits, ~ vacant lands are divided: into: 

(i) -Primary suitable" lards 

(il) tlSecorrlary suitable" lands 

(ili) "Marginal/W1SUitable" lands 

'Ibis step also uses an overlay mapping systan. Acreages in each category 

are rreasured. 

~, 

'!he canbine::l totals of primary and secondary suitable larrl inside arrl outside city 

limits are an inventory of -land which -is ··a~ailable am suitable for urbanization. 

'!be -suitable potentially available land inside city limits plus the rnarginaJ./ 

Uilsuitable land in the tQ. Study Area are ·~e9arded as a vacant reserve to provide 

for market flexibility. 
. -
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.. 1.5.5 Rationale for SUitability criteria 

'!here is no hard arrl fast rule regarding the relationship of devel.cprent 

suitability to sl?f€'o However: 

(~) 

(il) 

(iii) 

A review of hill~dde or~inances adopted by various cities arrl 

co.mties in oregan and california suggests that a 30% slope 

is a o::nncn cut-:off p::lint for suitability of larrl for residential 

uses. 

'!he current Ccos co.mty "Road Policy starrlards for Dedicate:1 

Foads and. Streets" requires paving of roads with slopes in 

excess of 12%, and. prohibits roads with slopes in excess of 

16%. Since areas with slopes excee:ling 1S% will require auving 

of roods (traversing the hillside) to neet those re:;uirarents, 

the use of land for roads will rarove ccnsiderable area of 

l.an:3 otherwise available for residential uses. 

Figures on housin::J costs supplie1 by Salmt Heme Builders' Assoc

iation i.n::1icates that const.ruction costs rise with increasing 

slq:>e, arrl adde:3. costs approach 100% at 18% slopes {ref.] *Non

conventional b.lilding techniques beccrre necessary with steep 

slopes. M:>.re expensive h:J.res usually mean larger lot sizes arrl 

lower densities. 

1.5.6 Rationale for different density aSSlmlptions 

It is therefore assum:rl that these classes of l~ will exhibit distinctly 

different types and densities of develq::rrent. For the ~es of the UG.l\ stu:lies 

it is assurrai that "primary suitable" 1an::l can in theory be developed at a rnaximlm 

overall density of 5 dwelling units per acre (5IXJ/ac). Secor.dary suitable lard 

might be deve1q:ed at a maxinun OIlerall density of 2.5 DU/ac. Marginal/unsuitable 
. , 

lards resically are so diffiOllt to develop that it is meanirqless to a..sst.ne ·any 

overall density figure, tlnlgh lot sizes in an urb:mizing area might range fran 

-10-

1 acre to 5 acres. Five dwelling units/acre corresp:>rrls to a typical fully-devel-

i... +\tEo 
cprl. urban residential density. (Far exa:rple,t>O:qui.lle, "developed residential 

;. 
acreage~3l9 acres; dwelling units, ~oximately 1625; density apprcrd.Jr.ately 

5 dwellings/acreJ Base:j on the disrussion al:::ove that "secorrlary suitable" lard. 

has definite limitations imj;::oSErl by the slope arrl the a::lditional area requir€d 

far roa:ls, the overall maximum density of "secorrlary suitable" lard. will be 

a1x:::ut 2.5 d.u./acre. '!his estimate is base1 on a further assurrption that at 

the upper limit of the slope class (nearly 30% slopes). ~secon::i.ary suitable" 

lan::1 areas will require the inclUSion of sane parcels of larrl which are t..:.."1SUi table 

far developoent. 

A greater density may be achievoo on ·secoooary· larrls having public ...ater and 

se.IeI, rut lesser on those having neither ?IDlie water nor p..ililie sewer. For 

marginal/unsuitable larx:ls, it is assumed that scattered. sub:i:ivision develq:ment 

rra::/ occur on small natural benches where soil corrli tia1S are stable or using 

unconventional techniques like p::lle hlildings. '!his may occur especially on 

the nore favorable 5O...lth or west-facing slopes. These larrls are treated as a 

blilt-in reserve for flexibility also (like "fQtentialiy available larrls" in ~ 

city l.imits) ani are I)O~ figure1 into the need€d total of "ooildable larrls." 

'l1ri,s is because these lards are basically incapable of developrent at truly 

urban densities (1 d.u./acre or greater). 

1.5.7 ldditional considerations relati..nq to density assumptions. 

'lhe al:ove assumptions are base:3: on the theoretical maxiJrum density at 

lWhich l.a1d may be developed.. However, these assumptions may be shown to be 

sonewhat unrealistic when C&tain other factors are considerro. Suc:-. a=.itic:-...ll 

factors include: 

~/-" 

(i) O::mplexity of Top:sraphy - Pockets of "primary suitable" lard 

may ocarr as narrow linear ridges, for instance, .... ""here far 

practical purp:lses a developer may ch:::ose to sul:divide usi..ng the 

~ lot pattern as on the surrcur.ding slopes. 

-11-
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(ii) .Harket.ability: A develcper may decide to treat these level 

ridge tops as high-price:1 "view-lots" arrl sell them as one-acre 

parcels, for instance, rather than at so:te theoretical maximun 

(iii) 

density. 

Buyer preferences: Where delTelq:.ers simply sell vacant lots 

with services arrl Wividual tones are custan-b..lilt. the b..lyer nay 

prefer to roy nore than one lot to retain nore privac::r. This 

rerluces the effective density of the sub:livision. 

nus, the preferences of the developer am ruyer often have a major 

influence on the character ani density of an urb:mizing area as it evolves over tine. 

'!his is in spite of the desire of the nunicipality to achieve a higher density so 

tha.t services can I:::e prcvidErl Il'Ore cheaply. .:wru.le the starrlard market forces terrl 

to urge develcpers to maximize density, in reality countervailing forces like those 

rrenti0ne:3 al::oII'e c;::s;::ne into play. While the starrlard density assumptions are useJ. to 

provide an estimate of the rnininum acreage needErl for urbanization, ~ factors 

are takeJ:l into accamt to reflect special corrlitions in arrl arcurrl the Wividual 

cities. 

1.5.8 .. I.arrls ccrrmi.tted to urban develop:nent 

In a3dition to l.arrl needErl for urban expansion. aocJther primary deternri.nant of 

the urhm growth area rrust be considered:. hose larrls which are already o:::mnittEd 

to urban devel~t. In certain cases. developrent may exist at densities to'hich 

can be considered urban, or sane urban level services may already be available ootsi.de 

of city limits. 'Ihe: area involved rnay in f'3.ct, 'With infill.in:J of vacant lots, 

prOlfide for xrore land than the adjacent city can strictly justify wrler "neal." 

Soch areas sho.lld oonnally be ccnsidered urbanized ani placed .. with a txiA. so as to 

ercoorage infilling arrl the cootirruErl provision of urban level services in a logical 
-\'.o.e~ Woukl k I'\D ~ ..... ~ ;1;td.....d ... ;~ q U r,../'I. a.rca.:s. 

am: orderly manner. ~.~ where urban. developnent is fcmx1 in p:ckets 

at serre distan::e fron~city lllnits am....ould not fonn a logical area within 'Which 

services cculd be econc:mically provided. 

-12-

"Cotmi tted. to urb:m developrent" can be define1 as folla.;s: 

i. 

ii. 

Ian1 in parcels of less than 5 acres, in close proximity 

to a city. which is substantially developed (ie. at least 

50% of the parcels are ruUt upm). arrl 

Where urban-level facilities (central sewer or water supply) 

are alrea:ly provided by a special district or city utility. 

'!he use of this la:rrl. category is in keeping with the Goal 14 requirerent to 

cx::nsider : 

- ftarderly an::1 ecx:mo:nic provisiCil for public facilities ard services" 

-"'max.inum efficiency of larrl uses within and on the fringe of the existing 

urban area." 

1.5.9 Irrlusttial arrl Ccrrmercial land. neeis 

Determination of land needs for irrlustry arrl carrrerce presents a set of problems 

quite different fran those involVed in pre:licting residential lard needs. 
I.an::l for 

[irdustrial am. carrnerci.al user', sho..Ild meet certain strict locational criteria, rut 

while steeply sloping larrl must be rule1 rut, poorly drained or flo::dplain land can 

often be used where. it :is_~idere1 generally unsuitable for hcusing. 

Sane site criteria for irrlustrial uses are as folla.;s; 

i. 

ii. 

iii. 

iv. 

v. 

Close to road, rail or waterway facilities. 

Level land (or nearly so) • 

large vacant tracts desirabl? (aproximately 30 acres). 

May be in flood frin3"e area (or otherwise poorly drained 

land) • 

Need tnt be in city or ffiA. if -water arrl sanitary facilities 

are providErl by developer. 

Sene site criteria for o:::mnercial uses are as follCMS: 

i. Inrnediately adjacent to main road. or within dO\o.'nto..n area. 

-13-
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ii. terel site preferable rut rot essential. 

iii. small sites usable, rut sc:rne larger vacant tracts desirable 

(10 acres). 

iv. May be in flexxi fringe area (or otherwise ~ly drained 

land) • 

v. Sh::l.lld be in city or ll::il\. 

It is usually fOSsible to assume that o.rrrent city zoning for irrlustrial a.rrl o::::cmercial 

use follo..rs these criteria, ard that vacant lard. in these ZODe$ is either developable 

or c::x..tld be. reruere:l develcpable at reasonable cost. In addition, lalrl in these 

~s ..mich is in ot:het" uses, for example residential, may urrlergo a transition to 

ccrmercial or Wustrial use in the future. Normally, with the higher values assoc

iated with zoned o.:mnercial and industrial larrl, there is sufficient iocentive to 

lear high "front end" costs of site preparation. 'Iherefore vacant, Olrrently .za:ed 

irrlustrial and o::rmercial lard. within the city is not subjected to the sane type of 

suitability analysis as residential larrl. H:J\oIIeVer, the size of parcel is an itrp:rrtant 

factor, since 100 acres in 20 five acre lots is of muc:::h less utility than 5 lots of 

20 acres; 1d1itionally, availability is diffirult to assume, s.ince mlch of the land 

(particularly irrlustrial) tray be held for future expansion in o::m.junction with ad

jacent lam in the same ownership. It is FOssible that most of the vacant a:nrd the0r

etically available Wustrial ani cannercial 1arrl within a city is in fact unavailable 

to a new" firm Ct:Illi.n::I: into the area. This is further evaluated in the stlXiies of 

in::lividual city ~. 

Therefore, the prOQe$S is as follows: 

lrilustrial and cxmrercial 1aJ:rl 

i. 

ii. 

Identify acreage of vacant currently zone:i l.an:i in city. 

Identify acreage of vacant currently zone:i lard in tQ.. 

iii. Identify acreage of vacant currently zone:1 l.arrl in rural 

pxt10n of Planning District. 

iv. Assess [availability am utility] according to the criteria 

-14-

v. 

discussed a.b:Jve (ownership curl location and p:;trcel size). 

~ Econanic Developnent cat!p:lnent for allocation of future 

e:zployment a,n:j larrl nee:'is by area (to each Pl.anni.ng District). 

'lhis pro;:;edure will provide an approximation of future land. needs. '!he available 

land is then assessed for its adequacy to m=et these neejs, bearing in min::i the 

O'w.'llership, lccation and parcel size of vacant larrls. It may prove necessary to 

designate suitable land in the surrounding rural district to meet estimat.e:i needs if 

suitable land cannot be found in the UQ.. A n~ of substantial irrlustrial oper_ 

ations are lccate:i in rural areas. It is evident that many such operations like 

small mills and. log hanning sites do not require urban level facilities, and therefore 

neal rot be aco:::mro::iated within UGAs. 

1.5.10 Recreational a.Jil. Open Space Needs 

'1he trcdi tiona]. pJ.anning approach to rocreational 1arrl neejs has been to specify a 

certain a::=reage per tlxusarrl p:Jp..llation. This has prove:! meaningful in large rretro

FOlitan areas, when furrls can be nade available for on-going programs of l¥rl 

acquisition. However, small cities like those in Coos County are normally only able 

to :increase the recreaticna1. la.rrl base by land private donation, access agreerents, 

or silnilar treanS. It is rot. feasible to program the provision of additional acreages 

of recreational larrl by a certain date. 'Ihls, a different approach is nee::Je:l, base:l 

en the follCMin;J rationale: 

i. Increasai nee:js may be met by in::reasEil: experrliture on 

-15-
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it. 

facilities, rna.l.?tenance or ne.I recreational prcgrams us~ 

tbe- exist.ln:J land or reso.rrce base. 

Open sp:1ce re::JUirenents rn.3:y l:e met by CX)llserving the open 

character of agriOlltural. or flocdplain larrl within cities, 

or steep ....-:x:rlerl hillsides throogh appropriate zoning. 

iii. Existing open space or recreational rescurces can be lWIde 

nore usable by iwproving pililic access (b::lat rarrps, access 

agrearents, trails). 

See the irrlividual city recreational arii urbanization elements for specific 

:rreans of lmprQlJ'lrq re:;reaticnal Dpp:)rtunities. 

1. 6 AGR1aJL'IUPJ\L I1INDS 

1.6.1 Carmitment of agriOlltural larrls to urbanization 

The urbanization gool requires the retention of agricultural lan5s·..mere p::>sSible, 

'With sane oonsideration l:eing given to the compatitiility:of urbanization with 

agriOJlbJral practires (5ee Section 1.3 al::oveJ. Major agrialltural holdings 

are initially exchrled fran consideration for residential use, due to the fact 

that they n:ltIllally occur in flOC'dplains (see section 1.5.4 abOve). Sore SCS 

class I-IV soils occur elsewhere in the tX;b. sb.il.y area, howeVer. 'Ihese are 

mapp:d, am acreages c:onputerl by existing use. It way be p:>5sihle to draw a 

b::urdony which excludes certain areas of agriOlltural soils. 

1.7 FOREST I.NIDS 

1.7.1 CO'inri:tfl'ent of forest lams to urbanization: 

'Ib:ugh forest lards may l:e included within a oc.1\, it is preferable to exclooe 

l:etter site class forest J.an:3s t.'hen a clear alternative exists. 
other factors 

which are taken into account are land amership ani the size of b::>ldings reces

sary to cattY on effective focest ~errent. GeneraJ..ly,. forest lards in 

_~ler ro~ are preferrerl for future urbanization. 

-16:-

1.8 SOIL SUlTABILITi FACroRS 

1.8.1 SUitability for roa:is and foundations: Soil Conservation Service survey 

data includes a rating of suitability for road building an::i foundations for 

lew b.ri.lrlings based on soil te.'<b.lre, slope, subsurface geology, arrl. other factors. 

'lhere may be significant differences within the U?A study area. ':these factors 

are ~, and in certain cases, indicate areas tobe preferred for inclusion. 

1.8.2 Suitability for septic systems: In the absence of central sewer service 

in the. tQ., 'Hhich nonnally is far It'OI:e expensive to provide than central water, 

suitability for septic systems may be an imp:xtant factor, baserl on soil perm

eability, and texb.Ire, slOfe, am other factors. This factor is alrem.y in a 

1il a sense J:uilt into the process, in that the slope has alre?dy been used as a majo:: 

: determinant, an1 this in turn affects septic suitability on a given soil type. 

Mappin} of this factor in certain cases ir.dicates areas to l:e preferred for 

fuclusicn. 

1.9 PUBLIC FACILITIES 

1.9.1 Effect of pIDlic facility iroproveroents on o:;a 

Public facilities shcc,lJ9. be regarded as the key to the final detennina.tion of the 

tJ:;B. Cities may have proposals to exterd water or ser.Rr services or rocrls into 

a particular area. Special districts may already have sewer Or water llnes in 

eristence. 'lbe key question is: Which areas can be nost readily an::1 cheaply 

served with all urban facilities; i.e., sewer, water an:l ro.:ds by extension 

fran existing facilities? 

.Fae1:crs to OJIlSider are: 

1. 

2. 

Distance from existing facilities. 

~aphy - gravity flow for sewers 

-nee:l forpumpihg for water or sewage 

At this stage, areas which might otherwise have suitable vacant lard. may be 

elimated. from consideration. 

-17-
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1.10 rllilU. ~TICN OF lXiB 

l.ln.l It rcw rana,ins to make the final doo.mentation of the site-Sfe=:ific 

location of the Urban Growth Boon:l~. At this point, the prOOucts pf the process 

are: 
- A staterrent of acreage neErl~ 

A map of available, suitable lands 

- A map of larrls camri.tted to urbanizaticn. 

Maps sh::lwing agricultural and forest larrls. 

Bearing in mirrl that the first priority is to develop within city limits, se;::orrlly I 

within other lards carmi tted to urbanization. and thirdly I elsewhere on the basis 

of need, the final determination is made. 

~ o:;s oormally follCMS prOferty l::o.lr:daries, since it may l:e :impractical to 

inc:llrle only p3rt of any particular holdirq; There may also be natural or 

rultural features which irdicate a 103'ical b::::urrlary, for instance a ridge. 

stream or roai. 

Re;Jardless of the shape of the finally agree1 upon lK1I, it sh::::uld achieve~.:the 

greatest efficier:cy in lan::l use am. servi~e provision, with the least 

o::mni.tnent of natural resources. 

-18-
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The urban growth boundary that the City of 

Lakeside and Coos County have agreed upon is 

the city limits of Lakeside. Consequently, the 

County does not include a1 urban growth boundary 

report here. JUstificatifn for the chosen 

boundary may be found in/the Lakeside Comprehensive 
r 

Lilnd Use Plan . 
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~ OARD OF COmnSS1OtlERS 

~W . COUNTY OF COOS 

-., V'1 ~,- 1,.V~~~i~~,. C{\2o: .. 

"'" "" U U 
~~~\t..\G cOOROltjf>..iOf\ STATE OF OREGON 

In the Matter of Adopting an Amended 
Urban Growth Boundary £0= the City of 
ofth', Bene:;', Oregon ---_. _. 

fILE .: 
,.' . 

m:) rlOV ~ °l88: 

h"' " I";~';;~~:~ g~~~~ ", 
: .. ----;-~;;.?"'_ D2FUTY 

Q,y & 

ORDINA..."'lCE 
OR 131-018' 

... 
THE BOARD 0::' C9H!-1ISSIONERS for the county of Coos ordains 

,,2.5 follo;"'s: 
~ . 

115;-::::T'IO~ 1> TITLE 

!I - This' o:::.-dina..'"'lce shall be known as "Coos County Ordinance Nu."TIbe 

I 
. 

lOR 31-018, an Ele;;:ent of the Coos County Comprehensive P.lan n
• 

I . 
Ii SEC'ITO!.' 2: .AlJ":lE-;QRITY i This or~"a~C2 is enacted pursuant to the provisions of 

-'CP.S 203.035 and o:;ts Chapter 215. 

~; SECTIOrr 3_ P[I""'"r.POSE 

7he ~~ose of this ordinance is to adopt an amended urban 

~r<;=c, .. th bounCe=:! for the City of North Bend, Oregcn~ This ordin
j; 

~ar.ce also establishes land use designatio~s for the City of North 

\!D~nd urban growth are.."\. 
I 
II SECTION 4. FINDINGS 

" ii The :soard 'of Commissioners of Coos County finds. that: 

11 1. Statewide Planning Goal l~, UrbaniZation, 
II 
:1 :Les:ui::-es ~;;at '..l!'OaOl g~o,."t~ ::otl!":c?ries :=.~ e5t.~-

!~ lis!1ed to ident.ify and s€?an:.te urbaniza'!:!!=" 

" 

I
ii OOD1"',"CE 

! 
I 

" " 

land fr9m rural land. Goal l~ further provides 

that establis~~ent and change of urban growth 

- 1 

5:'?-{ 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8· 

9 

10 

11 

)2 

J3 

J4 

15· 

)6 

17 

J8 

19 

20 

2J 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

boundaries:shall be'based upon consideration of 

the following factors': 

(1) .: Demonstrated need to accom?date long

range urban population growth requirements 

consistent with LCDC goals; 

(2) Need for housing, employment opportunities, 

and livability; 

(3} Orderly and economic provision for 

public facilities and services; 

(4) }1aximum efficiency of land uses within 

and on the fringe of the existing u.rban area; 

(5) Environ~ental, energy, economic and 

social consequences; 

(6) Retention of agricultural land ~s definded, 

with class I being the highest priority for 

retention and Class VI the lowest priority, 

.and, 

(7) Compatibility of the' proposed urban uses 

'with nearby agricultural activities. 

? On September 26, 1981 the Coos county Board of 

Commissioners adopted an ordinance known as '(The 

Urban Growth Boundary Ordinance for the City of 

North Bend, ,Oregon, an Element of the Coos County 

Comprehensive Plan ... , The purpose of that ordinance 

was to a'dept an urban growth boundary for the 

City 6f Norb'1 Ba,d and to establish land use designations 

for the City of North Bend's urban growth area. The 

boundary and land use designations were also 2dopted 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 II 

15 I' 

11 
16 

17 I' 

'i 18 I 
I 

19 I 
i 

20 

21 

22 

?' -, 

24 

25· 

26 

27 

28 

by the Cftf_of North Bend as is required by State.

wide Plann~ng Goal 14, Urba~ization, and Land 

Conservation and Development Commission policy. 

The boundary and land use designations 'Were sub-

sequently submitted to LCDC for acknowledgement 

. ,,:,.pur~uant to ORS 197._ 251 along with the remain~er 

of Nor~~ Be~d's compr7hensive plan and its 

-:: ?-mplementing 9rdinances. 

3"." The Land Conservatio.n and Development Commission 

-~.:·~~~i~"'~d North Bend '.s ~r~posed comprehensive 

plan in May, 1981. and found-that the urbanization 

'-element of this proposed comprehensive plan required 

more j'.:s"tification in order to satisfy Statetvide 

Plan~ing Goal 14. 

~. 3ased upon LCDC' 5 review and a revised analysis· 

'of the factors listed in Goal 14 and the North Bend 

comprehensive plan, the-Board finds that the urban 

-growth bounrlary for the City of North Bend described 

in "Exhibit HA", attached hereto and incorporated 

herein by reference, is justified and appropriate 

pursuant to Statewide Planning Goal 14. 

5. "Exhibit An, also describes land use cesignatiuns 

fo!;" the City of Nor!:!"! Be;:c urban groHth area ',.;hich 

are appropriate ap.d in conformance with State\"'ide 

Plannin,9 Goal 14 and the North Bend comprehensive 

plan. 

6. The~rationale and justification for establishment 

of this urban growth bou~cary and the land use 

designations \.,.ithin this urban growth boundary are 

O::WI:::V,NCE - 3 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

. 15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

:7,3- ;2 

are set fo~.th in "Exhibit E", attached hereto 

and incorporated herein by reference, and in 

the North Bend comprehensive plan. 

SECTION 5. REPEAL OF PRIOR ORDINANCE 

The ordinance known as "The Urban Growth Boundary ordinance 

for the City of North Bend, Oregon, an Element of the ~oos Coun~y 

Comprehensive Plan", adopted by the Board of County Commissioners 

on September 21, '1980, is hereby repealed. 

SECTION 6. ADOPTION OF URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 

.The boundary described in the attached "Exhibit A" is here-

by adopted as the urban growth boundary of the City of North 

Bend; Oregon. 

SECTION 7. ADOPTION OF LAND USE DESIGNATION 

The land use o.esignations ,indicated on the attached "Exhibit 

A~ are· hereby cdopted as the land use designations for the City of 

North Bend urbau growth area. 

ADOPTED T.a.IS ;3 day of $", ,4 , 1981. 

BOARD OF COM~IISS lONERS 

ATTEST 

CP "",,_Q,~/ 
Recording secretary 

Approved as to form: 

a/~_ 
I On-ice of Carunty Counsel 
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NORTH BEND 
~:URSANIZA1ION ElHiWT 

August. 1981 

I. Population Projections 

As established on page 20 of the Plan Inventory, the City of 

t:orth Bend is expected to grm: at the rate enumerated below. 

T~ble ~ 

Pop~lation Projection Withi~ City Limits 

1978 -, 10,300 

1980 -- 10,465 

1985 .. 11,475 

[ 
I'; " ~ 1990 -- 12,502 

1995 .- 13,471 PLAN.NlNG CooRDINA,C 

2000 _. 14,996 (15,000) 

This projection is based on the assumption that. Horth Bend will main

t?in the same percentage of the county's population through 2000 using 

't;he PSU high estimate. Accordingly,.provlsion must be made for an 

;"ncrease of 4,700 pc:rsons by the year 2000. 

IL' land'Neeaed fer Urbanization 

A- .Housing l~eeds 

" . 

There are'3-:S93 occupied d'flelling units in North Bend (1980): By 

using the 198'0 p'opulation figure. the average number of persons per d'flelling 

unit can be calculated. By.co:Jj~ar·;ng this figure 'dith the trend over the 

last ten years. a trend to small household size can be shol>/n. 

1970 
1975 
1978 
1980 

l I 

Table 2 

Avel'age RU;:Joer of Persons Per D,>/elling ~nit, 

Number of 
Dwell ing Units 

2,453 
2,882 
3,439 
3,593 

" 

Pop.u1ation 

8,553 
. 9,000 
10,300 
10.,465 

~ 

"':' 

'.:: 

Persons/ 
l},1el1 inQ Unit 

.. , 3.49 

.... 3.12 
,. , .... 2.99 

2.91 
; .... 

. ~~ 
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The trend to smaller household size is exp'ected to continue i[\to the mid 1980's, 

with a relatively stable household siie by 1990 as projected by the State 

Housing Division. Hqusetfold size can be used to make the follo\'ling housing 

need project"ion. 

'Table'3 

. Projecte~'" Housing Need 

' __ ,":"", rr;;-:""",C--.;'-=;-:i::.:j1 • 
• -; .. <.:....l . .:....-' .. _ .- ~. ~Popu1atlon· 

. .' -;-:..". 'i:.J!· , ... 
!. :: t': ~i980' ~;: .. ,:~!-;10 465' 
. \, . : .. ... {j Iii: .' ...... . 

J..:...-!i I.!.' "').~~.5 .~.,:c:J;~ :.ll,~7~ 

.,_ .. _.19.~O,.-- -12,502 

Persons/ 
Ih/elHng Unit D,~ellin9 Unit Difference 

2.91 3.593 
2.72 4.219 626 

2.66 4,700 481 

1995 13,741 2.65 5.185 485 

2000 14.996 "-2:65 5.659 ..ill. 
2.066 

0. .Vac.ancy Rates 

When .planning for housing in an area, pr~vls10ns should be mad: for 

the maintenance of 2n adequate vacancy rate. It is desirable to have a va
c~~cy' rate that balances the economic and social interest of a_community. 

This is an important factor. for without it housing prices may be~ome arti

ficially inflated because of the restricted supply. 

The ratio of:ol'l'ner occtJpied-awellin.gs to renter:occupied d\"Jellings ha~:'been 

relatively constant ~s shol-:n by the comparison of the 1960, 1970. and 1978 

Coos County. Housing mixes. 
I 

Orlner-Occupled,Units 

"Renter-Occupied Units 

19GO 

66.7% 

33.3% 

1970 

68.9:-

31.1% 

ill§. 
67.9% 

32.1~ 

Sources: 1960 and 1970 CensuS of Housing and estimates made by the Housing 

Division, State of Oregon_ 
-7. 

1-

; ~ 

Table 4 

Additional Housing Units Heeded to I·laintain a Desirable Vacancy Rate 

Occupied Vacan.cy Ilumber of Total 'Additional Vacant 
Year Units ,~ . Vacant Uni ts Units Uni ts t~eeded 

1980 ,3.593 3.28 118 3,711 
1985 4,219 3.28 138 4.357 20 
1990 4.700 3.28 154 4,85.4. 16 

·1995 5;)85 . 3.28 170 5.355 16 
2000 5,659 3,28 185 5,844 li 

67 

A total .of 67 a~dltiona'- housing units wi11- be needed by the 'year 2000 to 

help maintai~ an accep-table vacancy rate. This fiflure conbined with the 

housing projection shows a ne'ed for 2,133 dl'/el1"ing units bY the year 2000. 

c. Housing Necds By Type -

The previous projections sho~~ the total number of hOl!sing units 

needed,DY the year- 2000_ The next step is to determine housing needs by type. 

The 'ratio of single:'family d~lel1ings to muHi'-family dwellings in North Bend 

has r~m3-ined cor.S"'"~nt over the past decade. as ShO\1O in t.he following table: 

Ratio of Si'n.sle.:Family 

Dwelling Type 

Si n91 e-Faroi 1y 

11ulti-family 

Table 5 
Dwellings to 11ulti-Family 

1970 

1.472 (60%) 

981 (40%) 

[h~e 111 ngs 

1980 

2.227 (60%) 
1.484 (40X) 

j . 
Single-fami)y dwellings are expected to continue to be the major form of 

housing in I'lorth Bend thl'ou;;hout'the planning period. Beci!use .-ising h':l!Js

ing costs have some\ .... hat reduced the ability for peop:e to purchase single

family housing, the number of multi-family. units is expected to incre~se 2.S 

a percentage of the housing mix. 

In 1970, 21': ,of North Bend's' population had incoiiies described as 10\·/ to 

moderate. This rate is expected to remain somei,'hat stable over the pla~

ing period. 

, 'l 
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It is presumed that the 197!L'vacancy rates of 1.6% for o\offier-occupied un.its 

a~d 1.9% for rental units' are 1cMer t~ari the de~1red vacancy rates for a 

communi!:y. For: this reas9n the follm/ing vac.ancy rates will be utilized to 

determine the desired vac'~ncy rate for North Berld during the planning periqd. 

Source: 

; . .:.:::: .. 
. ..::' ! •• 

(h.toer-Occupied Units. 

'.'::Renter-Occupi ed. Uni ts 

Housing Planning in Oregon, LCDC' 

.. , .. ~ .... 

?oz 
6.0% 

Usfhg the above .figures in the fol1owi'ng fOrr.1ula. the 'desired ·vacancy rate 
can ~ dete~i~e~i: . . 

. ;; 

(%ec" X OV) + (R/Oee X RV) = Vacancy 

Source: Housing Planning in Oregon. lCDC 

Where: 

.:' . 

%ce = Existing mmer-occupied units percentage: of housing 

mix 

OV '" Acceptable OI...-ner-'occupied vacancy rate 

R/OCC = Er.;st~ng renter-occupied units percentage of housing 

mix 

RV Acceptable renter-occupied'~acancy rate· 

(.68 X .02) + (.32 X .06) = vacancy rate' 

.0136 + .0192 = .0328 = 3.28~ 

•• Therefore. the desired vacancy rate .for North 8end is 3.28%. The next step 

is to calcu1ate th~ nur.:ber of additional housir.g units neeced to .maintain a 

desirable vacancy rate. (The 3.28~ figure will be used in the following 

.calculations). 

4-

1980 Total 

Detached 
Attached 

-1985 iotal 

Detached , 
Attached 

199D.TotaT 

Detached· 
Attached 

1995' Total' 

Detached 
Attached 

2000 Total 

Detached 
Attached 

TOTAL 

Detached 
Attached 

:: 

t~u!i\be.'r of 

Tabl e 6 

Housing Mix 

Percent 
D'.:!ell1n9 Units Of I·1i x 

3.711 

" 2.227 60.0 
·1.484 40.0 

4.357 

2.571 59.0 
1.786 "41.0 

4.854 

2;815 58.0 
2.039 42.0 

5,355 

3.052 57.0 
2.303 43.0 

5.644 

3.273 56.0 
2,571 ·44.0 

D.' Industrial ancl Commercial land Needs 

Additional Units 
Ileeded by Type 

" 344 
"302 

244 
25"3 

237 
264 

221 
268 

2.133 (100%) 

1.046 (49.0%). 
1.087 (51.0%) 

Future land needs for com~rcial and industrial land needs can be 

determifl.e:I. by 'est~~lishing a ratio between the existing popwlation and the 

number of areas. currently in each particular land use. These ratios are'then 

divided into the ~umber of additional· people projected for the year 2000 _~ 
..resulting i.n the total additional ocres needed to satisfy land requirements 

for both ca;tegories •. The calculations are shO\·m bel.ow: 

;nercial 

;;..Idustrial 

Existing 
Population 

10.300 

10,300 

Table 7 

Additional land lieeded faT Urbt:nization 

Acres*' 
In ~se 

125 

438 

Per CaE ita Ratio 

82.4 persons/acre 

23.5 persons/acre 

Increase In 
Po~ulaticn bl 2000 

4.700 

4.700 

*(from page 163 and 171. Plan Inventory) 

, 
5.~-" 

.Addition<:~ 
land Neee 

57 aCl'CS 

·200 acres 
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The Cit), of North Bend ha~ t;~ken a leade~shij)' r:ole in the provision of lO~'1 
an9 moderate income housi ng j n Scuth~ies tern Oregon (Coos and Curry Count; es). 

Through the form~t;on of Jhe lIorth Bend Housing Authority', the only municipal 

housing authority in the h~o county area. the City has provided a good supply 

of 10\.,,-cost assisted housing. NOrth Bend pro'fides 166 assisted lO~"I-cost units' 

as well as 25 units of non-assisted. 'low income housing \."ith the lO\<lest rental 

rate struct~re in the City. Te~tati~e 'plans include another"assisted low rent' 

public houSi'~9-"p~~ject of 50 units an~ the rcrr,odel~ng of the Horth Be'nd Hotel 

to provide additional low-cost housing for the elderly. 

The City does" not wish i.; 're',y on one ~pecific type' of housing to meet low 

an~ m6derat~ ,i~~d~e- needs. -but- desire$ 'to h~ve the wid~st po~sible"range of 

oPti'~ns or ait~~nat1ves available for both-' hOl!sing purchasers and renters. 

These include. but are not limited,to single-family d\~·ellings,. apartm.=nts. 

dupl e;es ~ 'row houses ~ ?ref~bri c~ted h;~es ~ condomini urrs, mobile home~ .and 

cluster. housing. !'l:Jlti-farnily housing, cl~~t~r housing, and revi houses -in 

part'it:ular allow for ir.creased densities.a.nd lower cost for utilities as well 

as'lewer c05;t fer housing in" general. as costs 'o.f land are great1y reduced. 

,As ,stc.ted abov2:~ 40;; of the di~el1ing units in North Bend are multi-fa!:'lily 

t;~its. The 'nUr.!oer of 8ulti-family units is expected" to. increase as a per. 

c~ntage of the ~ousin9 rr;; x by the year 2000 and will acco.mmodate low to 

rr~derate income far.rllies to. the point that t~e mix is estimated to be: 

Single-family 56% 

l-Iulti-fami1y 44': 

Based on th~ 1b~ve assumptions, a projection can be made dete~min'ing additional 

,housing units needed by type. 

Ill. Determination of Avaiiable. Suitable Lands 

A. land Availability 

.' 

It is nO\"l necessary to. determine land availability. i"l";= fol1O\~ing 

table ,sho~ls the number' of developed and vacant areas 'in each ... ajer zoning 

category. '. 

Table 8 

Total Area Develo~ed Acreage Vacant 'Acreage 
Resi dential 1,431 1.003 428 
Comercial 190· 125 65 
Indus tri a 1 1.0~2 438 604 

Because there is more than enoush land in North Bend to accc:;-:7'.ocHe additional 

conmercia1 Gnd industrial land needs. discussion of these, lar:cs \-rill be brief. 

An 65 vacant comnercial acres are suitable ,for develop:nent. 272 acres of the 

vaca'nt industdal land. are suitable foT' developm=nt. 

There is no expl,icit n<~Ed ind~cated for additional acres of cc:-'-~:--c"ici and if)

'dustrial1and over that which is available within the City 11::-::;:, :~ s.hould 

be noted at this point, h:Jwever. that econcr.nic activity is regi:Jr.al in nature. 

for this r:eason economic development is best approached fro;:-, a regional point 

of view. 'The industrial and corrrnercial land needs for the er.~-:re estuary are 

being c~nsidered' in th'e Coos Bay Estuary Plan. with '.{orth Bend b:lth supplYing 

and demanding a"s~bstantial portion of the additional acreEgE. 

B. Suitable Residential Land 

I I 

• 
In order to calculate the amount of buildable res;cential land with-

in North Bend's City limits.· non-useable land h'as subtr.:lcted frC.71 gross avan~ble 
residential land. This resulted 

land in Harth Bend. !Ion-useable 
in 346.3 acres of gross bu-;1ccble residential 

land consist, of areas totally unsuitable for 

drainage prcble::!S, areas ,in 

Land needed fer support facilities 

developree"nt because of excessive slope.,severe 

the floodway, or park lands zoned residential. 

(roads. sewers. etc.) was then subtracted from gross buildeble, rcsidenti~l 
land, the difference being net buildable residential land. In North Bend 
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approximateiy 25'; of an ac're 'of residential land is utilized for suppo:-t' 

fae;l ities (including alleys}, according to the I{orth Bend City Engineer. . . 
Therefore. there are.259.7' net buildable residential acres in North Bend. 

The following are the number of net buildable acres available in each resi

dential zone: 

TOTAL 

'RM (multi-family) 

,. RS (5~000 sq. -ft. minimum) 

·R6 (6'~OOO sq. ft. J11in.im~m) 
.R7 (7.600 sq .. ft. ~inJmum) 

<,R10 (10,000 sq. ft: minim'urn) 

",~ 

49.9 Acres 

35.0 Acres 

30.6 Acres 

134.2 Acres· 

10.0 Acres 

,259.7 Acres 

The,.net buildable residential land in. florth ~en.d can be evaluated as to. its 

. suitability 'for de\'elop::ent. Buildable residential land has beer. classified 

as 'suitable~' less sui~~ble. and least suitable., 

Suit2ble lanos ar-e. these. lands which h'ave little or no constraints to develop-

ment. 

less Suit<lble lends are those lands having 'development limitations that can. 

be overcome 'by_special 'planning design or maintenance. at some additional 

cost to the developer. Gene.rally, lands classified as less suitable are:. those 

with slopes greater than .8% and less than 15% or poorly 'drained lands (non

estuar;n'ef that require fill prior to development. 

Least suitable lands are those lands having.severe limitations for develop

ment . .land~ ~lassified as least suitable are those \"/ith slopes exceeding 15% 

and lands susceptible to flooding. These lends .car. be develo?ed, hut at great 

expense to the developer and \~ould pl'obably be the last areas within the City 

~o be developed. 

The f0110\-l;ng is an evaluation of the s~itabil;ty of net buildable residential 

lands by zoning categor!es: . 

Table 9 

Suitable less Suitable . leas t Sui table Total. 
RM 39.0 B.9 2.0 49.9 
R5 31.8 1.9 1.3 35:0 
R6 19.1 11.0 0.5 30.6 
R7 50.3 55.2 ·28.7 134.2 

·RI0 --..LQ. 6:0 ~ 10.0 
TOTAL 144.2 83.0 32.5 259.7 

'. c.: Adequacy bf Buildable lands.to Accowmodate Projected Needs 

As.a result oT the. above buildable lands suitabi1;~y analysis. a 

projecti.on can be made as to how many housing units can be bui.1t on these 

buildable. lands'. These calculations \·till-·be done for the following.blO 

housing categories: Single~FamilY and j·lulti.-FamilY. 

Single-Family 

.The-following densities are assigned to the suitabi)ity classification: 

Suitable: ·5.0 dHeilings per acre. 

Less Suitable: 4;0 .~.ellings per acre, recognizing that construe.ticn costs 

rise as the degree of physical constraints at the building site increase. 

Least Suitable: 2.0 d~lellings per acre. recognlZ~ng that constructfon costs 

will be considerably higher for these lands, but that local market factors 

'will der.land ~ome development in these areas~ • 
Using these densities. the number of dHelling units \-,'hlch can be accommodated 

by single-family'residential areas \·lithin the City c~m be co;;;ptited. The fol

lowing table shows the num~er Of. single f2lni1y dwelling units that can be 

acco:n:nodated in North Bend •. 

5;3~ 
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Table ]0 
, 

Acres Density O\ .. ell i 09 Units 
Suitable 105.2 X 5.0 526 
Less $uitab 1 e 74.1 X 4.0 296 
Least Suitable ..1Q.,i X' 2.0 ...fl 
TOTAL 209.8 883 

883 single--fainlly dwelling units can, be accoil'.'fIodated within the City leaving 
a-Sh::lrtf~ll' of i63 S'i'ngTe-familY units: . 

. -'. 
-:: .' . Multi-fam;·ly 

The-follo;'I'in'g .densities are aSSigned to the sui.tability classifications for 
multi-family housing. 

Suitable: ]5 dwelling units per acre. 

-Less suitable: 12. c~~el1:ing units per acre, 

least Suitable:.5 (i;.le.lling units per acre~ 

Using these densities. "the numb~r of d~/elling units which can be accommodated 

by r.:.u1ti-family resi~ential areas within the City can be .computed, 

Acres, Densi ty Dwelling Units 
'Sui table 39.0 X J5.0 585 

107 

.JQ 

less Suitable' 8.9 X 12.0 
·leas t SVitab l·e .1.,.Q X 5.0 
TOTAL 49.9 702 

.702 I'lulti-family dl>'elling units can be accom;oodated within the City, leaving 

a shortfall of 385 r:lUlti -fa-~i1y dwell ing un; ts. 

The above calculations show that aVili1able and suit<!ble lands Hithin the 

City are not adequate to accon"!l:Odatc projected housing needs. There is 

10 \ 

.' 

a need for the urban gro'rJth area to accommodate an additional 163 single

fan:ily dwellings and 385 mj1ti-family dI1ellings._ 

IV Rationale For Urban Gro'r:th Boundary 

The Urban Gro\ ... ~h Boundary in I-icrth Bend 'is dral'/n to encompass acreage 

neede9 for residential ~ro\,lth by. the ye.ar 2000. The.above analysis has. 

'shmlO "a need for additional residential land., Expansion of the City to the 

Uorth and East is restricted by the estuary.- Expansion to thE: \':est and south 

is sOr.!€'r!hat restricted by the boundary of the 'City of Coos Bay., 

The: City of North .. Bend has proposed an .Urban Gro\~th Area (UGA) of approximately 

118 acres~ a~l of Hhic.h is to be used fo: residential purposes. The Urban 

Growth Area consi?ts c(o t\":o "islands" surrounded by the City boundaries of 

Coos Bay and North Bend, cOi.lpcrised of 110 -acres and 8 acres. 

It is necessary to "Subtract land needed for .support faci1ities from the·llB 

'acres in the Urban Growth Area. Assuming the 25% of an acre "Iill be uti1ized 

for s~PQrt facilitjes, there are 88.5 net buildable residential acres in the 

Urban Grmrl.h Area, ' 

A, '$u-itability of Available Reside"ntial Lands 'Hithin the Urban Gl'O\,'th 

Area. 

Vaccn~ land in the Urban Grol'Jth Area \';as analyzed to determine· its 

suitability for.residential development. The same crfteria Nill be ll,sed in 

determining the suitability of buildable land in the Urban Gro\~th Area as 

_yas used in determining the suitability of buildable lands \'lith the City 

(page' S). 

Suitable 

less Suitable 

Least Suitable 

TOTAL . 

16:5 
66.5 
·S.5 

83.5 

B. Adequacy of Buildable lands in the U;-bEn GrOl~th Area to Acco:r",.odatc 

Projected t~ceds . :: 
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As a result of the above buildable. lands suitability analysis, it 

is poss'ible to determine 'the capability of these, lands to take care of pro",: 

jected needs. As previously stated. there is a need for the Urban Growth Area 

to' acco:nmod~te 163 slngle-family. d\."e~l,ings c:nd 385 multi-family dwellings. 

Since the major portion of the Urban Gro~lth Area is classified c:s Less Suit

able. the 4 d ..... ell ings pe'r acre fi gure 'r/ll1 be used in cal cul ating the acreage 

needed for singl~~f~milY dwellings and the 12 d .. ;el1ings per acre \."il1 be used' 

in calculating: t~e acreage. needed for multi-fa.llily d:.;ellings .. 

Single-family 

Bu1.ti-family 

TOTAL 

Dwell ing Units 
Needed' 

163 
. 385 

~ 

Density 

4 

12 

Acres Needed 

40.8. 

32,1 

72.9 

There is an adequate aO!clI.:nt of land "lithin the ·Urban Growth Area to accom

~odate projected,housir.g peeds. The remaining 15.6 acres is necessc:ry 

peC2tiSe "an ov€r-.al1 vc:cancy rate statistic by. itself does not necessarily 

assure availabiJlty of housing" (LCDe',Housing Planning in Oregon). It can 

also be-incorporated into the "market fudge· factor". This is necessary be

cause of the fact t~t,. due to owner preference. all land is' not available 

for housing consumptlon at any given time •. In addition~ the 2 small par~els 

that make up the North Bend UGA are islands in the midst of urbanization, 

the surrounding are2S are committed to residential develOPment and public 

services and facil ides can be e.asily provided. 

Est2blish:1~ent of this UGA is based on the fall m."i ng .facto;""s: 

.1. North Bend's population is expected to increase by ~.7DO by the year 

2000. The Urban GrOI'lth Area is necessary to accoiimodate long range 

population gro:Olth (1"nd to make sure of the availability of sufficient 

1and for the Various uses to insure choices in the market place. 

2: The proposed Urban Grp~'/th Area i s neces~ary to meet 

housing, employment opportunities and livability. 

the need for 

3. The I'lo~th Bend City limits ~ord~r the large parcel on h:o sides 

4. 

5. 

and. the small pal~cel on three sides. The area .Of, the City adjacent 

to th~se t\."o· parcels is zoned for residential use. Public services 

and facilities can be extended to the. Urban Grm."th Area in an 

orderly .and economic manne~. 

Utilization of the proposed Urban_Growth Area will provide for' 

maxim:Jm efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the 

. existing urban area. 

The pioposed Urban Groi'lth Area is not suitable for agricultural 

uses and no agriC'...Iltural uses are taking place there or in the 

adjacent areas. 

Establishment of t,his area \"Iith;n North Bend1s Urban Grol.,rth Bo"ndary has 

been a cooperati ve effort be.h/een the citi es of North Bend and Coos Bay> 

as well as Coos County_ 

North Bend will encourage development \,.,ithin its urban area before the 

i.lrbanizable land within the Urbcn Gro'rtth Area is converted to urban 

uses.. l' 

c. Land Use Designations 

The Urban Growth Area H;l1 retain a, county zoning designation 

until it is n'ecded by North Bend for residential use. It Hill then be 

annexed by the City. The small parcel 'dill be zoned mul ti-f2;;Jily 
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::. 

residential and the large parcel 'rllll. probably be zoned for medium 

density residential devel~pment' as Hell as mu;ti-familY. [l.f (_/l'- ,-;~,:( 
.!'I'I:f.{.mTi~J ) 

.--( .. 

There \"las considel'ation of including the Glasgolt/ area in the urbc:n growth 

boundary (UGB). The decision tci exclude 'Glasgow \':as primarily based 

upon three factors: 1) The cost of providing services to the area; 2) The 

desire Dot t~ e~~ou.rage .and provid'e a c~talY$t to the creation. of a 

physically separated~ fully urbanized area; and 3) The City's desire to 

recognize th~: "~i,Sh~S. of Gl-asgm-i reside~ts (as· expressed in .Coos County's 

Coos Bay Ar~a To\'inl}all and Regional Planning Gl"OUP meetings) not tq be 

. .included in a UtiB or be annexed to a ·city.· 

In iern;s _of p~oviding services, the cost of providing se-. ... ers so:neday. 

would bl:!. enor.r.ous. In the future. i~ the Gl~sgO\'1 area is annexed to 

North Send and .then se~:e .. ed~ the cost wou~d be borne by all of the North 

Bend's reSidents .. nat just the Glasgow residents Hho would be the bene

ficiaries. ·If '6.1asgD>4 "is annexed sOlileday. the' City of North Bend \'Iould 

'inherit a road 51st;:::';! that does not meet City standards and \·:ould be 

·exp=msive to maintain. If annexed. the area ·brought into the City would . " . " . 
-not have any industrial uses and only.3 or. -4 commercial uses. All three 

of. the .abolfe factars .(se~/ers,. roads and single family residentjal 

character) \·/hen .analyzed. mean that by annexing the Glasgow area, .the 

current residents of North Bend \~ould assume part of the costs for pro.

viding services and improvements in the ann~xed area. 

Another factor in the' GlasgO\~ area is that it is almost 100% single family 
, . 

residential. I"ith little cornrne~cial and no industrial uses. Single family 

reside:itial uses have a r.luch lo· .... er assessed I:aluaticn and tax contri!:l!Jtion 

than do cOffi!ilercial or industrial uses. Additionally,. residential uses 

place greater demands on city government than do cO;;-oil~rcial or industrial. 

To remain fiscally sound the; :City mwst maintain a proper mix of residential. 

cO:mlercial and industrial uses, To decrease the t~): burden on res'idential 

uses it would be prudent to \'Ieight the mix of land uses toward comercial 

and industrial uses . 

Another serious consideration is the provlslon of a sanitary se.:er system. 

If the area is se .. -:ered. it .·Iould have to be a self-contained .system. 

··"That is, the collectors and trunk lir,es. as well as the treatment plan. 

\o:ould be located s(};Tie~'lhere in the Glasgo\-I area. It is not practical nor 

cost effective to_attempt crossing the bay Kith a pressui"ized line and 

excavate the""streets through tlorth Bend to install a line from the Glasgow 

area to the curre·nt City treatment plant at the \"lest of the airport . 

Additionally the current City treatment plan is desig~ed for 15-20 

thousand people. ~n~ adding the Glasgqv; effluent may overload the plant. 

The second factor in the decision to exclude the GlasgO\~ al'ea frcr:l the 

UGB is related to tb meaning of the term urban grO\~th boundary. By 

including :::1 area 'in a UGB, it means that ·the City 'rlishes to gro\~ in 

that direction arA L~~~ge ~~e general land use fr~~ rural to urb~n_ Urban 

land use inc.ludes co: .... ercial and/or industrial uses. Thus. there has 
concern that. if the area 'rlere in a UGB, there wou\d be increasing preSSures 

for multi-f.amily residences, gas stations, grocery stores, drug stores. 

laundromats. etc. The effect \·:ould b2 the creation of a "ne\"l" city. 

If the area is exclu~e.9 from a UGB, the pressures for com.mercial uses 

will be less and the rural residential char~cter that the current 

residents enjoy and appreciate can be maintained. The above re~soning 

should not be interpreted to mean that the North Bend Plan recorriTiends 

that no retail serviceS should be allo\\'ed. The intent is· to focus major 
, I 

development in the inco:-porated area so that the GlasgmJ area \"Iill not 

b~ subjected to severe grc~'ith pn~ssul-es. Part of tr.e concern in the above 

reasoning is the amount of traffic over JkCulloch br5dge and through 

dOHntol"n llorth Bend. If developrr:ent in the Glasgc~'1 al"ea is r"Qcerate, 

then there should be only moderate numbers "Of trips generated fro;;J. that 

area. ., 

:>':3-/1 
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The third factor in exc1u~1'ng Glasgow from the UGB is partially tied to 

the considerations .in the 'secQnd factor above. The people Nho live in 
GlasgOl-llive there for a reason (out of tOl·m·rocation) and. apparently 

are not anxious to be ihcluded in a UGG or annexed to a city. 

_ In surr:n2ry. the current vie .. ! is that No\th Bend should grOl.,. in area only 

by annexing from the county lands beh!een North Bend and Coos Bay. Hhen 

the City reaches its maximum pop~lati,!:n and there are no adjacent l.ands 

to annex~ the City can again address the questions of the lands no~th 

of the bay_ 
. ~ . -:. 

v·. Conseque-nces of Development in Urban GrOl'fth Area 

A. Economic 

Li!.nd.val~es hav·e been rising in North Bend at a rapid rate; This 

rise: 1n land values \-:i11 present proble~s ·~or.·10\.,.er cnd moderate income 

faml1ies. and esped2.11y elderly pe:op.le on~ fixed incomes. A reserve of 

2.dequc:.te lend for ~s~clential uses 'rli11' 'prot~ct opportunities for low 

and 'r::odera"te i~cClr.:e hOlls-ing. 

The grov;th .acco~::dated by an z.nnexed UGA \>/ill change the tax base 

to the city, 

The grOl1th 2:ccomodated by the UGA "'ill resu1t in increased economic 

activity. and t~erefore I-till a1jgment employment oppo~tunities in North 

Bend. 

B. EO"firo;1mental , , 
No significant impacts on air or I ... ater quality are c:xpected 

as a result of orderly residential G~velopt:lent _(\"lith sewel's) in the 

UGA. 

An increase in impervious s.urfai::es from pavement and bl!i1dings "lQuld be 

expected from reside;1tial de\'elop;;:ent. This could easily be mitigated 

bY implementing proper" urban runoff techniques. 
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50me increase in eros~on ,'oul;d occur as a result from remova
l 

of vegetat.io
n 

for residential construction. Proper .revegetat"\on \-/ould mitigate this 

situation. 

C. Social 
The development of North Bend UGA helps to maintain existing 

housing densities and therefore will help to maintain existing life 

styles. 

~!"oyision of ~ddition'.li"h~·using will h~lP to furnish a diversity of nfe 

style cptions •. :.:: :; 
-.•.. "'.:::: 

Orderly growth" \flll prcvide for the s'o~ial stability that is characteristic 

of §. ~IT!all t!)W'n~ .. 

'-0'. Energy 
Gro~rth in ~~e UGA will require an· extension of services to that 

area. 'The proposed UGA provides a more energy efficient alternative than 

. gro'....-th in other ar-eas (e.g. developfil:nt acro"ss the bay in Glasg
o
.,,)-
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LEG E II 0 

North ~end Urban G.r.O:'lth .Ecun9~ry Soi 1 S !'iap 

Nestucc~ Silt Loam (12A) The Nestucca series consists of so~e~~2t 
poorly drained soils thar. for~cd in e.ixed alluviur.I. Tne s'oil has 0 to . 
3 percent slop~s on stream bottoms ~ith shallow swales and depressio~s. 
Native vegetation consists of red alder. ~estern.henlock. Sitka sp~ce. 
vith shrubs, grasses, skunk cabbage, and tussockS. Elevation is 10 to 
750 feet. Average annuDl precipitation is about 60 to 100 inches, aver
age annual ;:tir ter:lper~ture is 52 degree,. F •• and the frost-fre"e period 
at 32 cegrees F. is about 182 days. 

The surface layer is cottled, dark bro·.;n and very dark grayish-b:::-o .... -n. 
strongly acid, silt loa~ about 14 inches thick. The sub-soil is dark
gr.ayish b-rOl,.,""Tl ve.--:::] strongly acid silty cl.:!), loac \.lith distir:.ct "::I!:l::::les 
about 27 inches thick- It is underlain by pro:::inintly r:.ottled st:-a,:i
fied alluvi.:!l ~te=ial. 

Per!:!eability is t:l~de--:::2.tely slow.· Rootillg depth is limited by a sc.:!sc::..;:l 
yater table a~O to 20 i~ches deep. Runoff is very slo~ to ponc~c . ~~e 
eros:Lo::!. hazard 'is sli£11t. The totaL avail_able vate:" holdir.g C3P3C ty is 
11.5 to 12.5 inches_ Th~ water supplying copacity is 20 to 25 ir.c es. 

Nestucc~ soils are us~d for.pastu-re and forage crops. 

B:"al1icr Peat 0304.) The Brilllier se;ics consists of ve--:::y poo:""l)" 
drained.peaty soils .£o~~d mainly of slightly d~co~posed fibrous o:::-ganic 
residues f~om~~~er colerant plilnts. These soils occupy nea~ly level_casins 

_ on tide13nds and basins or flOOdplains along sluggish streG~s nc~:" tide13r.ds. 
'Io."herc nnt .cultiv2!:ed,. the veget.ation is brush, "t.1illo· .... and spruce c.-:- t:.:ssock 
grasses. tlev~tio~ is froQ 0 to 8 feet. Av~r2se annu~l pLccipit~tic~ is 
90 to· 100 incbest-average annu~l te~pcr2tuLe is 50 to 52 degrees ?. 2~d the 
frost-free period at 32 d~grees F" is 150 to 200 days. . 

Typically. the -scrfzce layers is about 6 inches of d<lrl~ brol,.,""n e;r;t:-et.ely acid 
peat. "The sub-soil is d~rl: gr2.yish-bro~m. a:ld grayish bro...-rn stro:1g.1y to ex
trer.ely acid pea;: to about 40 inches, belo:.: ~h\.ch is very rlG~k g:-"yish-bro\,:n 
and gray Slightly acid ?e~t .and ~ck. 

, I 

Perr::e.:lbility is t:loder.:ltc_ !tuno!f is vcry slow to ponded. Inc erosien 
hanrc i:; sli:;.ht. 7hc totd :tv.:;iI.:Jblc \"ater holcing C2p2Ci~y is 12 to 25 
inches. "The '-'<lter s;Jpplying c;Jpacity is 20 to .26 inch;::..;:_ 

Br~llier soils ~re us;::.d D.:Jinly fc:" h~J' pasture, a~d ~ildlife h .. bit~t. . I, ·:·~~t;~~%~·~~;~ }]il
l 

: -'~~i'7i%'fI~, \ I I I I, l' '~'~.1 ,[;,1",/ [, =''''='';-':\'.;'''::'::~:-;<'\' \.. » I (,,~ . ) ."", ',,' '"".'K","", _. . , I, SE. PLAN .-., .-','.' "'.<" _"? '''"",,-=- , 
'" cA~.' o.~; \)i.\'':';;'fi<'C'6if'k ! 

') I "0"'"," 0 - '" ", jjc'~",,"~ ;"'''~\; __ ", '~3 _ /d 
""""" c'y '. """ '. ~". ,~_~, J" 

'. l AREr. jl' '~ ,\ ',', 'f ,., __ 1 ! '-.... '/1/ ' I • 
Z;:J 
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" '.':" .. ' , 

. ~.' 

.:..:~".; 

~estpo~t Loamy S~nd (2000) Th~ Yestport series con~i~ts of deep, CT.

cessively dr~incd soils th~t fo~ed in ~in~-~c?osited ~~tcri~l on nearly 
level to steep stOlbiliz-cd dunes. The. veget:1ti~:I. is Sitko1 s?ruce. shore pine. 
can~anita. evergreen huckleberrr. dune grass, forbs, :lnd other shrubs. Ele
vation is 0 to 300 feet.'! }.verZlge .annual precipitation is 60 to 100 inches;' 
aver~te annunl,air tcmpcr~ture is 50 to 53 degrees F. The fro$t-frcc period 
at 32 deSrecs fl, is 200 to 250 d.j's. 

A Q.<.t of £O~!;Cs. li"ttcr, and roots is on to? of the eincrd soil. 'fypi
cOllly, the surface l.aycr is very dat1~ gr2.yb~-broq,\ and J..:iTl: i;r.3.y':'sh-bro ... 'n 

fine sand to loaill fine s .. nd about 16 inches thick.: The su,!>J..soil is bra ... -n 
to olive &~~y fine sand to depths ~re~ter than 60 inches. 

l'ertJeo1.bility is very··r.1lpid. The erosi~;'I.·h3zOl.rd is hif,h. ossumins the vese
. taCio~ is recoved. The total 2vai1able water holcin6 cap~city is 3 to 4 

inches_. 'fbi! yater supplying capacir.y is 18 to 20 inches. Effcctive: rooting, 
dept'!). is. O'l."cr 60. incncs. 

Wcstpo:t:t soit::; ore u'sed for llo:!lcsitcs. yilJlifc 11.:!~it2t. <lnt! rcc:re;:ltiol'!.. 

E..ul.l .. !!."? !OlH!!!L!:.I"..:".~~.11]~,~,J!). "nll~ !'.ul1.Hd:. ~rri(·r. r:f):l:.i~.t:; of 
\.Icll-t!l: .. ined 52:lCr 10':::''3 over s.:md soiLs 1on,(·.1 Oil 01rl t:I."'~ inc u·rr.1C:t·S in 
\.I~te:: ~nd \.':'r.d c.c?c:;itci! sedi~cnts. TIICS'! soils .arc 011 the n{"~rly lc\'c1 
tops o:nd str:t'p siccs of cccply dissected up-l i ftcd tcrr:lCcs at elc\'.!Ition~ " 
oC 50 to (.ou f~ct ;:!::d ·_'!th slopes of 0 le, YJ r~'-r("C'nt. Tioc n.:Jtive vr.:£c ... ..,· 
tion is shcn:. ri{:~·. 51 .. 1.:1. S\'fm;:e. r~(l .1}0.:'I'. \ksu'tn 1(·d, ~nd 1',,:: .. O~~":'.! 
cellars .:I.;ld ocC;::SiO:lol1 Dougl.:!s-fir ""ith IIl:ldionc. lh(>\\orl"r\clron, cvcq::'.-C';,:. 
huckleber::r, s...alo:.l. bra-:.:':'cn fern, and r;ras5es. Joe tf.C.ln annu .. l p:-ccipi
tation,is 55 ~o 65 i .. =hes. The avc:r~Se ~nnual tc~rer.lture is 51 to 55 
degrees F. The frost-free period is 200 to 2~0 days. 

The surf.:lce layer ~5,dOlrk brolo'tl and strong bro-.m S20G)' loal:'. about 36 inches 
thick over a light olive broYn lo~m fine sand 2nd sana thOlt exte~cs :0 6Q 
inches or ~ore. There is froo. 5 to 15 percent 101eakly and St.1'O;'l31y cer.".e:-::fc 
readi.sh-bro\o'Ti shO)t in the surface 12yer and gravelly sand belol.l ~o inches 
in some areas~ . 

Perc.eability i;; rtoderate over moderately rapid. 'The erosion h.:;za:-~ is sliZ~~ 
to severe. totr.l avail~ble ~ilter holding c.:lp.:!cit)" is 4.5 to 6.0 inches anil. 
the "'ater ;supplying c~?acity is 15 to 22 inches. 

])ull.:lrds soils a:.:e us",d fo:: \.·ilcl~ifc hOlbi:;::t. rcc:-e.:t.ti,cn. :-.c;::l.:sit:::o, p.::.:.
ture .1lnd tir.ber • 

:5:3-6 2~ ... , 
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BGARD OF CO~~ISSIONERS 
Alto JUL::J Q :5:1 ;;.~ 

"i; 

",:~;Zi':;; ;:Yo,-,", COUNTY OF COOS 

STATE OF OREGON 

In the Matter of Adopting an Urban 
Growth Boundary for the City of 

o R DIN A NeE 

{:oQS~ Bayt Oregon ' OR 81-014 

THE BOARD OF Commissioners for the County of ,Coos ordains. as 

follows: 

SECTION 1. TITLE 

This ordinance shall be ki1cw<1 as "Coos County Ordinance Number 

OR 81-014. an Ele",ent of the Coos County Comprehensive Plan." 

SECTION 2. AUTHORITY 

This orc.inar::.ce is en<=.ctec pursuant to the provisions of DRS 

203.035 and ORS C~2pt~r 215. 

SECTION 3. .PURPOSE 

The purpo~e ot th~s ordinance is to adopt an urban srowth 

boundary for the City of Coos Bay, Oregon. This ordinance also 

establishes land use designat"ions for th~ City of Coos Bay urban 

grm.,tth area_ 

SECTION 4. FINDINGS 

The Board of Commissioners of Coos County finds that: 

1. State\ .. ide PIemning Goal 14, Urbanization, 

requires that urban grov;th boundaries be 

established to identify and separate 

urbanizable la~d from rural land.· Goal 14 

ORDInANCE - 1 

i 

5,t(-/ 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
i, 

10 j\ 

II i 12 

13 I 
14 I 

I 
15 

11 

16 Ii 
.! 

17 'I 

" 
!8 S 

I' 19 Ii 
20 " ~ 
21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

further provides that establishment and 

change of urban growth boundaries shall be 

based upon consideration of the following 

factors: 

{ll Demonstrated need to accomodate 

long-range urban popUlation growth 

requirements consistent t.,tith LCDC goals; 

(2) Need for housi~g, enployment 

_opportunities, and liva~ilitYi 

(3) Ord2rly a:"ld economic provision 

for- public facilities and services; 

(4) ~~~irnurn efficie:"lcy of land uses 

within and on the fringe of the existing 

urban area; 

(5) ~~viron~ental, energy, economic and 

social consequences; 

(6) Retention of agricultu~al land as 

defined, with Class I being the highest 

priority for retention and Class VI the 

low·est prioritYi anc., 

(7) Compatibility of the proposed urban 

uses with nearby agricultural activities. 

2. Based upon an analysis of the above listed factors, 

and the Coos Bay Comprehensive Plan, the Board 

finds that the urban groto{th boundary for. the 

City of Coos Bay described in "Exhibit A", 

attached hereto and incorporated herein by 

reference, is justified and cppropriate. 

ORDI NT,NeE - 2 
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3. "Exhibit A", also attached hereto and incorporated 

herein by reference, describes land use designations 

for the City of Coos Bay urban growth ar.ea which 

are appropriate and in conformance with Statewide 

Planning Goal 14 and 'the Coos Bay Comprehensive 

Plan. 

4. The rationale and justification for establish

ment of this urban g~owth boundary and the land 

USe designations within this urban ~rowth boundary 

are set forth in "Exhibit S", attached hereto and 

incorp~at~d herein by reference, and in the 

Coos B3Y Comprehensive Plan. 

SECTION S. ADOPTION OF URBAN GROh'TH BOUNDARY 

The bounda:cy described in the attached "Exhibit An is hereby 

adopted as th~'urban growth boundary for the City of Coos Bay, 

Oregon. 

SECTION 6-. ADOPTION OF LAND USE OESIGr-!ATIONS 

The land use designations indicated on the attached HExhibit 

A" are hereby adopted as the land use designations for the Ctty 

of Coos Bay urban growth area. 

ADOPTED THIS ~ day /'!1}< , 1981. 

ATTEST 
c'") 
j,. r~< ,,~-.,-------

Recording Secretary 

Approved as to form: 

5~S 

~ioner 

/,?4 C"c¢Yty Counsel );7'C,.-.- ~~-----.. 
Offl.ce of o'{ll (/-c-'I";"~~~:r~~;;:'----

CO:'-.';liss.l.oner 
ORDINANCE - 3 

, 

g; 0 I J6 I 

;; d( 
.,,, '---c-----------~--+-:I--------,-----~3~'~I~";;;O J..:. ONV'OOOIo\ .. :::... -T-".-'~ 

-<, . 0'", T" f, 

.~: ""0';1 0 j' 

o 
< 

" o 
~ 

< • 

7.''1-;2 

::tll :; :1 I AVS 500' 

-..; III ; 0) u,~ :1 

~ .:~"" H'''''' , ""'~"" , 

~l~r:tt::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::: ~~~m~,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~,~~~~~~~ 
\ ! 1 T T .. .. ... .. "I. .. ~ .. .. ~1,~~~~~~:::;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ;-

i .......... .. .. ,"" """""" ~ :: i; r" ........................ : • : ... ~ : .. :.:; .. ~ ~ "!:ili:::;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~' ~ 
i· 'O~ ..... ~ ................. ; ...... ':-':.I~~c,~"~.:..",,, .. , : ·;·.,·.t .. ·. "~»~"I"""'i'1~~'''''''' .",..~~ [jiJ';~ "'--. ., " . "'O~ ,:,::,,:;;,,,,",~. , -~.;C' .... 'O •• <..:.» ..... +'O>tEi< ' _ 
t<~.+""""" •• 1:!5..g ! 

~I:}: -: . : . : . : -: : : : : : : : : f
r
: :-~~ -: -: I 1\ 

~ ........ +- ............ ++ • .: I 
--·t-+ ..... :·: .. : .. : .. ::· .... + .. 'Oi+~+· ........ ·~· ,., 

"1' '1- I 

, 

~ 

. 
• 

, ;:::-'-, I 
U I 'I 

I '11- ' 5 f.:::====:::::::":"" "en,l' (, -:1 

,- -

1 

I 
1 

I. 

1 

I, 

, 

, 

~I 
:::1 
81 

"" >- w 

"" '" "" « 
'" "" 0>-0"" u co 

'" "- '" co 
z 

>- « 
>-~ 
u '" 

E 
J 

~ 
~ 0 

~ 
u ~ 

I 

.";; i;;\ 
c CO -; I 
u c c . 

~ ~~:1 
~ ~ •. ~-g,:! 
::::> u: <=::::c 'I 
g -:1 
< 'I 

, ' I -l' to"~ ! ::;:: . ''''1 
<I"J .. • "', 
o -- ~ ""I 0.. ... __ :-..,,,1 
~" .".--
~ 

ii 
II 

~ ','" r I 
j': , I L I '1"1 I 
~ I • , I 

; ~ §~ -"" :~.:':_5_~i 
8:; I r~--;:;:::;:.n ~"'!!E....I ._ I --, ~ ...... N;" _ t~l~-': ',,'_ ~:: __ \ ~~,: '''.;:::. ..!£"':2.-~ _ __ , 

"'f.::;._\ ... ~.s: - p. 

Volume I Part 2 
             874

Volume I Part 2 
             875



0 · " " 
" · < , 

· 

-, 

3All:lQ ON\"aooM. 

. ... ... 
.. , ........... ..... ~~: ...... -~7.!7~~ .. <:;·».>.»»·l·. ~ _ , 

.. ... .. .. .. -+ ... .. .. « .. :..»:--:-« 
l.-- , 

0-,-, 
- I-I 

I 
I 
I 
L 
1-

·L 
,I 

---, .. _ r-

"', I 

• 

~ :i 

~; 

~I 
Bl 

---

"" >- w 

"" "" 0> "" 

'" = e l-

e '" u e 

'" "- '" C> 
Z 

>- "" I- 0> 

"" 
: •... ' 

U => 

-, .• 7 I 

I:=:, \ ,.9. -,-\ ~ 

5:1-3 

SUPPORTING DOCU;·lENTATION 

1. COii?REHWSIVE PlAri; Urt.aniza"!:lo:l element of plan inventory, ze pag~s 

ELY- -,'",,, C 

Volume I Part 2 
             876

Volume I Part 2 
             877



Urban Gro"lth ti<lna~ent 

Introduction 

The recognition of urbanization in the City's comprehensive plan deals 
with two factors __ the adequacy of existing urban lands and·the need and propriety 
of extending the City's limit of jurisdiction to meet future growth. In essence~ 
the City and County I:mst cooperatively consider \"lhat lands. if any. surrounding 
the City may eventually be considered urban rather than rural. "The designation 
of this area is made by an urban grot·rth boundary line or a zone which distinctly 
separates and identifies current urban and rural areas. The goal of establishing 
"this Urban GrO\1th BOJJndary (UGB) is to r.;ake Gn efficient and orderly transition 
frcn rural to urban land use. that is. to ccntain urban spra\"1l and minir.lize the 
costs of erratic development. But the.... decision to design an Urban GrO'rlth Boundary 
(UGB) hinges upon a thoroi/g~ understanding of urban development and public needs. 

An intendEd effect of a UGS is to prevent urban spral"ll by promoting the 
use of undeveloped !ands I"lithin the City first. and managing land development 
outwards as neederl. There has been increasing consumption of land outside cities 
by urban-type develop!!:e;"!t at a characteristically lm·,er density. 

Urban land consu~ption in this country ;s incre~sing faster than 
population :;r.:r.-1th. lhe built up lands in urban an:! suburban areas in
creasec fr,::::l 13 to.35 million acres beh,~en 1950 and 1970. In the same 
period the ~rr~unt of land per person increased frcm .2 acres per person 
in 1950 to .4 acres .per person in 1970. (Reeder. 1977:1) 

Such spral"lllng develop:nent increases the cost of services and cost to the 
environ:ilent which is ultimately absorbed by local govemn!ent 2nd the taxpayer. 
One must consider that longer utiHty lines must be built; more roadlo-Iays must be 
paved. Police and fire protection services must extend over larger. lower density 
a:'"€lS. There are also costs in enersy cons'.:~?tion ar;d t:-cvel time. 

The biggest disadvantages of the increasing land consumption and 
decreasing densities are the costs of providing urban services to fe...:er 
people in a large area. the loss of prime agricultural lands and other 
natural areas·, and the increasing consup.;:Jtion of energy in transportation 
of goods and services. (Reeder, i977:1) 

In 1974, the Real Estate Research Corporation had found that spral1l Dis 
the most expensive form of residential dc\'elopr.;ent in terms of econol:lic costs. 
environmental costs, natural resource consumption. and many types of personal 
costs." (LCDC, 1978,6)· . 

City officials nust also consid~r U:e costs of uP9radin9 development 
I~'ithill the UGG that does f10t meet City stilildilrds at such ti1:1t:~ these at'eas mily 
be incorpol'iltcd into the City. tjor must one ovet'l{l{lJ: the dt:sil'es of residc:nts 

living within a potential US~ \·/ho.my·not ~/ant added costs and urban regulation, 
but prefer a· rural or suburban setting. 

Designation of a UGB .involves three elements. One is to determine the 
aroount of land needed for future residential, conrnercial. and industrial gro'i/th 
and the land currently available within th~.City forthes·e purposes. If undevelope: 
urban lands do not satisfy predicted needs, suitable land outside the city may be 
eannarked t·tithin the UCS.· . 

The· second element is to assess the suitability of extending the city's 
limits. Such an assessment considers six factors:, 

1. Need for housing. econo:i1ic opportunities, and 1 iveabil.ity. 

2. Provision for facilities and services in an orderly and economic fashion. 

3. ~1axir::um c:fficiency of land use. 

. 4. Envi ronmenta 1, energy. econ(:~ic 2r.d s0ci a 1 consequences. 

5. Retention of agricultural 1ands. 

6. Compatibility of urban USes with adj2.cent agricultural lands. 

Tfle third end crucial element is examined. if an extension of the urban 
boundary 'is deel:led .ac·,lsable. To i:Qlement this third stage. the City and County, 
as representatives of these urban and rural lands. r.;ust prepare a cooperat·ive 
agreement. Thls ag:-ee!r..eot serves to reconcile the sensitive issue of land develop
tlent within the UG[l ;::-ior to possible annexation. In other words, Jt defines 
whether City or C.ounty zoning and land developr.:ent requirer.lent; will a;lply within 
the UGB. It also sen'es to satisfy any othe.r concernS by the City or County, 

EstimCited Future LCind Heeds 

. " .. 
Population Projections 

The estimated population of cersons e:<pected to res de in the.> City of ·Coos 
Say by a specified dat~ i:; the bas:': c"i~eriD!': fo~' d~-i:.en;l~r: :1:; fut:;re :-<!sidential, 
cCl"ilfiiercial. industrial. and open sp.:!ce 12nd needs. Populat on projections are 
formulated by several agencies in Oregon, each using a variation of a basic 
statistical method. This r.:ethod is the cohort-survival technique (cohort groups 
arc those united by similar elge and sex). ilnd it considers fertility. mortality, 
and net migration rates. The projections are formulated for 5-year intervals. 
presently calculated fn")m 1975 to ZiXB. The birth and deilth rates are computed 
with adjustments caused by changes in household size. Net J:1igration is assessed 
by taking into account regiorlul and national c·coroor.lic trends by natlam·tide shifts 
in population settlements. 

four agencies ptiblish count}'-~ice l'opirlc1~iO!l prcdictiorls, bi!sed on 1970-75 
trendS; they are: the Center' for' Population Research and CcnS:":S at Portlcnd State 
Ulrivcr~ity {CPRe}, lhe CO!lncvillc r:~;c,- ,"d:::i:listr-<1ticn (l:!'A), Pacific :-!orth~·tcst 
Bell (PIm). ilnd Coos-Cul'ry-Dougltls EronOI:lic Im~rov("I:K'nt I\ss0cic:ion (CCD-£Ifd. 

6'1-L/ / 
/ 
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The CPRC is the only agency., to pr~dict high, ~dium and 10\'/ counts. Table 5.8-1 
presents these agency population predictions for Coos County. graphically dis
played in fig_ 5.8-1·- 5.8-2. The CPRe "high" figures represe'nt the most extreme 
population expected to reside in the County by the year 2000. Therefore~ the 
CPRe "high" prediction, is sho\"m in Fig. 5.8-2 in comparison to other agency 
predictions because the CPRe '.'high" will· be used to extrapolate the comprehensive 
plan popul.ation estimations. for Coos Bay. . . 

. Table 5.a-l 

coos COUNTY POPULATIOII PROJECTIONS 

.' ' . 1970-2000 
--

C.P.R.C. 

YEAR HIGH KED. LQ:.i B.P.A. P.ILB. . CCO-ErA 

1970 56,515 56,515 56,515 55,515 56,515 56,515 

1975 59,500 59.500 59,500 55,300 59,700 59,565 

1900 64,200 63,600 63,000 60,100 62,200 61,095 

1985 70,400 63,300 66,900 60,700 64,700 62,355 

1990 76,700 72,400 69,600 61,250 65,900 63,l80 

1995 84,lOO 76,900 72,lOO 61,600 .... . ... 
2000 92,000 80,700 • 7l,300 .... 

I 
. ... .... 

Ccos. Bay and North Bend Population Projections 

The estimation of populations in Coos Bay and North Bend can be comp~ted 
by "stepping dOI·m" from the CPRC "high" CO!Jnty predictions. This r.:ethod assumes 
tnat Coos Bay and North Bend ,;lill continue to captu,e 25~ and 16~. respectiv2ly. 
of Coos County population through the year 2000. As sho\1n in Table 5.8-2, pop
ulation by 2000 in Coos Bay will approximate 23,000; that for North Bend would 
be 14,720. Graphic cOflllarisons of this population gro';lth is presented in Fig. 
5.8-l. 
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Coos Bay and !lorth Bend popu";ation·-rrojections 

The estimation of populations in Coos Gay and Uorth Bend can be computed 
by "stE"Dr:Jino c01-m" from the CFRC "hioh" COimty !:r~dictions_ This r.~th:Jd ~ss~s 
:~,;.~ (c;s E.~;' ~:;.j ;;~"'rt.'" E,:':;j :.1'11 .:.:,~!"i!::.::< 't:-:,:1=:-..;;-:? 2E~' :;:-::$ l=~'~ :-::;=f:==f~,it:;r~ 
of Ccos Co:;nt,y V-=puJc:tlon thrOt:ch the year 2CGO. ':,s si;-:;--,,-n i~ I:;bie 5 •. 3-2~ ~~;:;U'le
tion by 2000 in Coos Say...:111 approxl:;;!lt.e 23,C:XI; that for ::orth Send ~-o!Jld be 
14,720. Gr"·phic comparisons of this population gro:·:th is pres=:nted in Fig • .5.8-3. 

Table 5.8-2 

coos BAY ArlO NORTH BErlO POPULATION PROJECTIONS, 
BASED ON "STEP-OOlmS" F.RO:-~ (PRe "HIGH" FIGURES 

YEAR 

1970 
1975 
1980 
1985 
1930 
1995 
2000 

- 1970-200~ 

COOS BAY 

13,465 
14,000 
16,050 
17,600 
19,175 
21,075 
23,000 

nORTH BEHD 

8,553 
9,000 

10,272 
11.264 
12.272 
13,488 
14,720 

Source: Staff COMputations. 

Another methcd for predici:.;n~ populations for Ccos iJay and f~orth Bend is 
b~sed u~l)n an average annual pl:'rcentage of change for ecch city rather than on 
cona rt-surv; va 1 techn i ques. Coos Bay's popu h ti on 'i n 1970 \·;as 13.466; its 
popu13t;on in 1973 !-!as 15,300. This increase constitutes a total 13.6% change ;n 
popw1at'ion or an annual average of 1.7%. Therefore, for a 5-year period, Coos 
Bay's population recorded an 8.5% gain based on 1970-1973 trends. Applying this 
5-year increase percentage, population figures can be projected to the year 2000 
c:~ 5-2lear i:;tel"vals. 

Population inc-reases can also be predicted based on. the trends established 
betl-:een 1975 and 1973 rati1er th1lfl on the 8-Y€<lr trend (1970-7S). Table 5.8-3 shows 
the populations for Coos Bay and fiorth Bend ;n 1970. 1975. and 1978, and the 
correspo:1ding percentages of chanDe totally. annually, and over a 5-year period. 
Table 5.8-4 expresses these changes 'in population projections every 5 years 
CarlS i deri n9 both trends. 

;5;L-{-(:, 

ClTY 

Coos Bay 

'North Bend 

Table 5.8-3 

POPULATION CHAHGE FOR COOS SAY Arm IWRTH BEllO, 
BASED ON 1970-78 Aim 1975-73 TRENDS 

POPULATIOI1S PERCErIT OF CHAUGE 

-
-

1970 1975 1978 TOTAL ANNUAL 5-YEAR PERIOD 

13,466 15,300 13.6X 1.7X 
14,000 15,300 I 9.3:-:; 3.1% 

8.553 .. 110,300! 20.'.% 2.6% 

.9,000 . 10,300 [ 14.';~ 4 n" .0. 

-L . 

, Tab1e 8.5-4 

PROJEC1ED PROPliLATlOH OF COOS GAY Arm riORTIi BEiW 
s:..sm oa AVER,"r.£ 5-YEM GfllflS - 1975-2000 

- -- -
COOS BAY t!ORTH BG!D 

----

8.5~ 

15.5% 

13.0% 

24.0, 

1970-73 trend 1975-78 trend 197C 1-7~~dT197 J.:' --7"'"3-t-r-eo-,'

OJ·9,;n) I (24.0% n'in)· YEAR (8.5: g!l'i.n) 

1975 14~OOO 

i930 15,190 

1985 16,431 

1990 17.381 

1995 19,401 

2000 21,050 

(15.5% gain) (13. 

14,000 ::::: J : 
21,571 1 

24,915 1 

2B,777 1 
----- ._-

9,000 

0,170 

,492 

2,905 

,674 

6,501 

9,000 

11 ,160 

13,B33 

17,159 

21,277 

26.384 

Volume I Part 2 
             882

Volume I Part 2 
             883



23 

22 

21 

20 

.J , 
I 

iil 
0 Ie 
z 
" Ul 
::J 17 
0 
I 
l-

16 

5 
~ 15 
--' 
::J 
Il 
0 14 
Il 

13 

12 

" 
10 

9 

e 

Fig. "5.8-3 
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A comparative study of the CPRe "high" projections and that depicted 
'in Table 5.8-3 based solely on recent settlement trends reveal a substantial 
simqarlty for Coos Bay but a discrepancy in North Send predictions. The 
CPRe "high" for Coos Bay lies in the mid-rang~ of predictions based on past 
trends. HOI·/ever, the corresponding CPRe prediction .for r:orth Bend falls 
considerably short of both trend expectancies. If trend predictions are 
accepted' as valied indicators, the tlorth Send population "spilloveru could 
have a decided impact on Coos Bay. However. for the purpose of this plcl1. 
the CPRC "high" is considered a IilOre reliable assessment due to its more 
thorough methodology. 

Relationship of Coos Bay and North Bend Populations 

The housing needs and buildable lands assessr.,ent for the City of 
ii.:o,th -BenJj cculd have an effect on (ODS 02Y. The city limits of ttorth B2nd 
are unchangeably delineated. for all practical purposes. Its eastern, 
r.orthern. and ... ~est.'!:rn boundaries are surrounded by the estuary; at its 
southern border lies t.~e. City of Coos Say. Unless North Bend extends its 
1 imits beyond the bay to inclUde the nor<:h b;yside areas, its maxir.lum pO;lU
latioo is fixed. The ~ximum land develcpcent capabilities of North Bend 
may affect Coos Bay in -.-hat is tenn~d "spillover;" that is. Coos. Bay ~:ould 
have to house thos~ persons I·tho c;:r:r.ot settl e in r:o:-th Bend. 

North Send's urbur:izctiofl element (1980) states that the cHy ppuli:
tio" will reach.apprcximctely 1~s996 by the year 2000 (based upon a similar 

.step-downmethodof the P5U "high- prediction). This ar;lQunt constitutes an 
additional 4.700 -~e:-s:;ms ov~r the 1970 population ar:d I-till require 1.7~ r..ore 
d~·:elling U:lits .-rith an average household size of 2.71. The eler.,ent fL!r~r.er 
-states that the r~sidential land needs \-Ji_ll total 305 ac:-es (ccr;:prisin; 16 
acres for multipl::: density. 289 acres for lO~1 and ;::ediu::l denSity). M~?r 
ana-lyzing the- cOri'!TIercial and industrial land needs ::nd :.r.e buildable l~r;:s 
available. it is concluded' that the city is sho:-t by 120 acres to house the 
entire prospective population. Hm~evel', the City of !:orth Bend has used 
these statistics ·to- justify an urban grol'tth boundary around hiD uninccrporatec: 
islands of land lying betl~een both cities, comprising a total of 118 acres, 
therctly, prc\,icit.; enough resl'Jential land . 

Based u;:.on this infor143ticr., it 0:': b: aSS:;I~=d for this p~ase of 
planning that Coos Bay will not b= iJj',pacted by an "overflo~I" North Scrod 
population until post-2000. 

Residential land Use Needs 

Relationship Between Population and Housing 

The relationship bet;;'een population and housing I-las discussed in 
detail in the housini] inventory. This discussion concluded that in Coos Bay 
there is C! .1ogical. n:eilsurable relationship betw~en population magnitude and 
the number of housing units necessary to aCCon)(ldilt~ thilt po~ulation_ An 
a.na1ysis of the 91"0:·:th in the tetal number of hous.ing units in Coos Ucy since 
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1970 reveals a strong pci~i.tive relationsh,p.between· the City 1s po;..-ulation 
grol'/th dur.ing the period and co·rresonding housing increases. 

Application of a statistical technique called "regression analysis" 
enables precise measurement beb/een population and housing vartables. The 
technique measures the degree to which the variables are related to each 
other b.y assessing hov changes in one variable affect changes in the other. 
The technique also enables the prediction of future housing needed to support 
future population, based on the relationship that existed between the two 
variables from 1970 to 1978. . 

8y computing a statistic called the "coefficient of determination
(part of the regression analysis). it Has determined that -city population 
grol"lth is statistically related to 90% of the total number of housing units 
'rlhich occurred during the eight year period. This supports the obvious 
zssumption that gl""O\"lth in local housing units results from Coos Say's popu-. 
lation incrf;;ses. It is also reas:::nab1e to assume ·that while 90;0; of local 
housing staeP:. changes are related to po;>ulation changes, speculat'lve building 
activity might account for the re~a;.,ing 10;;. Table 5.8-5'5hO\"/5 the estimated 
housing units nceded to satisfy future popuhtion basad on past housing trends. 

Table 5.8-5 

ESTii"";ED HOUSING tlEEDS BASED ON FUTURE POPULATION 
Gr:O;.:iH tUm PAST TRENDS 

fUTURE ~O?ULATION 

15,500 
16,000 
16,SOO 
17 ,roo 
17, SOD 
18.0·:;0 
18,500 
19,000 
19,500 
20,000 
23,000 
2S,OOO 

Population, Housing. and land Use 

ESTIHATED HOUSING UNITS 

5857 
6097 
6337 
6576 
6816 
7055 
7296 
7536 
7777 
8015 
9455 

10414 

Estir.tates of population gro~..,th and the corresponding need for addi
tionJl ho:..rSin9 c.::n bC' restated in terl>lS of land required to satisfy the 
projected gru. ... th. This is a basic criterien to dete"ninc the necd for an 
urban growth boundJI".}'. As afol·(';;:cnti("lnec. rot1u1ation iTod housing construc-

v .. ppenol)t __ UI::I..<I":> '-"<: "'V'''t''''~'''~'¥''- . 
figure to house hal ds and assumi ng tha t the trend for sma 11 er hovseho 1 ds will 
hold sway. ·the city can expect a total of 9.043 family units by that time 
with an average of 2.5 persons in each household. 

These additional (h·,ellings required by the turn of the century must 
be allocated by desired housing type. For instance, in 197B. the housing 
stock Has characterized by 70.2'.t single-family and duplex c.·lellings. 20.6% 
multiple-family and 9.2t mobile homes. Interestingly, this mi:t. and the 
housing mh in 1970 very closely correlated I'lith the state average. 
(Table 5.8-6) The tre"nd has been and \'I"i11 most likely co:"t"i:-:ue to be a 
reduction in the single-family housing type (detached, owner-occupied) with 
an attendant increase in duplexes. apartr,lents (either rented or Q\·med as
condomini.ums). and mobile homes. This inventory proposes a nel-/ mixture of 
housing stock for the city by the year 2000 \·,hich Hnl correspond to the 
state trend and also will satisfy the comprehensive plan policies to provide 

"more affordable housing by increasing the multiple-fc:mily type·housing. 
(Table 5.8-6) 

TABLE 5.8-6 

PERCENT OF PROJECTED HDUSlaG i1lX BY THE YE.~?. 2000: CG:·1Pf<,AATlVE OATA 

1970 1978 2000 

! Coes Bay re on Coos Ba Oreqon Coos Sa 

Single-family \ 73.6% 

>~ 
65.7';, > 69.0% 

SO.O% 

Duplex I 4.1% 4.S~ 5.0% 

. Multiple-fami.ly I 17.0;': 17.9% 20.6~ 21 .6% 30.0% 

Mobile Home· \ 5.1: 5.1~ 9.2% S.t;~ 15.0% 

Source: City of Coo-s Bay housing statisti::s ad ~!ri;:"'-. Kim A., 19i9:39. 

The nUII'.ber- of basic h~using· units shou1d be adjus~ed for a no r;;1a 1 
vacancy rate. -: Assl!::lir,g a standard ratc of 6% for (;1:..:1 ti::ie-family housir.g 
and 2% for single-family homes (Housing Division, St3te of Oregon). the 
nurntler by ur.it type can be amended to refl ect the nu:~ber of units requi red 
to provide a realistic market. Table 5_8-7 shQ\ ... s the r,¥ :"e:r of vacancy-
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adjusted uu1t.s by type for the city by the year 2000. It shows a total num
ber of 9,365 housing 'units \>/hich is 3~674 more units than th~ 1978 figure. 

TABLE 5.8·7 

TOTAL IIU:'BER Of HOUSltlG UNITS BY TYPE .- 2000 

Housing Type Number of Units Additional Units 
1978 2000 Required 

3,741 . 4,614 873 

253 481 228 

1,175 2,BB6 l,7ll 

522 1 ~334 862 

TO, 5.691 9.355 3.674 

CO:oT>lercial and Tnd~stl"'ial Needs 

The character of cormlerce and industry in Coos 6ay \>las 2ddressed in 
the Economic De~'ei:::p:;.ent inventory. The asses$r.Jent conc1uded that cor.=r;ercial 
trade and service activities are by far more ill:portant Hithin the economic 
support system for the ci,ty proper, as opposed to Ii'.z:jcr induHrial activities 
of the urbi!n Hea 'dt"!;ch. for the ro,ost part, are l(lc;;;t~d !leyond Coos Say's 
city limits. An adeq:Jate supp'ly of corrrnercially-s:.:ired land currently exists 
in Coos Bay if ex.isting patterns and trends are e:clmo:.-Jledged. A significant 
land use pattern has been that the city lacks much land properly suited to 
industrial development> although a disproportionate a;;::)',Jnt has been zoned as 
"industrial land." In addition, cOlil!1ercial uses have been permitted i"/ithin 
these designated industrial lan~s. Coos Bay's planned and zoned "industrial" 
lands are not truly industrial lands. Rath~r th~y are commercial lands that 
cO:ltain a scatteoing of industrial uses within the;::. Another pattern affecting 
the adequate amount of commercial lands is the practice of infilling vacant 
areas within cor-mercial zoneS. (City of Coos Bay, Economic Development 
Inventory. 1981: ) 

Open Space Needs 

Open space exists h'ithin the City in the forms of parks. the ~-/atershed. 
rights of \-lay, and undeveloped land .. Par~s and rights of ~/ay compromise 
approximately 990 acres of land access.ib.1e and used.by the public. The l-,ater
shed adds an additional 2.023 acres of hnd Pl'Otcctlng the al'ea 's ~/ater supply 
but prohibits other public use. The rer!lainder of approximately l,73!) acreS 
of undeveloped land ex'ists in Coos 13ilY. The ultimate use of this land is yet 
to be detemined. HOI'iever. portions of this land OIay be left as open space 

, 

:5;i-1 

in the light of n10 criteria. Dne is the need for additional neigr,Qornood 
parks as indicated in the Recreation inventory. Another factor r.:ay be the 
unbui ldab 1 e nature of these undeveloped tracts. perhaps i rodi ca t i n9 tha t they 
are more suitable as open space. The fellCl·ting buildable lands asseSS",ent 
will discuss these factors in more detail. (Appendix ) 

Conclusions 

1. The population for Coos Bay by the year 2000 is expected to approxi
mate 23.000 individuals. 

2. Based on the expected growth of North Bend, that City will not reach 
its maximum population capacity before the year 2000. Hence, Coos. Bay 
will not experience a greater influx of persons unable to settle in 
North Bend until that tirr~. 

3. Based on these population prcjectio:1s, the City Hill have cn addi
tional houslng population of "7,300 persons or set aside enough land 
for approximat.e:ly 3,674 Jr,ore housing unHs. 

4. There are suffident cOIT.r.:ercially-zooed lands within the city limits 
but insufficier,t. industrially-zoned lands. 

5. The City m:y ne~d to dedicate so~e undeveloped land for open space 
uses to sa::~5fy a need for parks; ·hol·/ever, it is envisioned that 
there are s!Jffi:::ient lands needed for this purpose ~lithin the 
existing dty iimits. 

8uilc:ble lands Assessment 

In 1977~ it l·;as determined that roughly 1,730 ccres of land 
remained unde ... e;oped or vacant in the City either in large tracts or in 
scattered isolated.-parcels. However for .future planning f'.eeds, crnly the 
larger tracts of land are conSidered herein. (Map 5.8-l) It is assl.'.7:ed 
that the scattered parcl:ls \.;ill be "ir,fn l.;;c" bi ,-,S",,) cO;;1~at.ib1e wHn 
existing zone designations. (Appendix 

Although there are 1,720 acres of undeveloped lands in the City, not 
all of this acreage may be ·suitable for develop;:;ent, and, therefore, I-li11 not 
satisfy future residential, commercial. or industrial needs. SpeCific land 
constraints must be assessed before detennining the degree to Hhich a piece 
of land is build.::ble. In this area. knOl .. n land constraints are the degree 
of slope, drainage and flooding, solls, and geologic hazards. Other factors 
which may hind..:r development is the feasibility of providing supporting 
facilities. such as ~:ater, and sanitary and storm I.;ater lines. By applying 
standards for each of th2se constraints, parcels of lar,d m;y be totally 
excluded from the buildable r'eserve; other lands may be deemed highly buildable; 
while still others are buildable but necessitate special con:.truction ~ech-
ni ques . 
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nap 5.8-1. 
'PARCELS OF UNDEVELOPED LANDS 

coos BAY. OREGON 1979 

SO' ... ).C:;CE: CITY OF" COOS 8;tY 
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.., ........ -~ .C,o.L __ I 
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5'1-10 

Physical Constraints 

Partial determination of buildable lands is based upon assessing the 
following phYSical criteria. 

.Slope·-(l1ap 3.3-2) 

1. ,land with a 0-12% slope is prime for standard residential development. 

2. land with a 13-30% slope is buildable but requires mor.e than standard 
construction techniques. 

3. Lands having a slope greater .than 30% should be excluded from the 
building reserve. This criterion is for purposes of inventory only 
and is not r.£ant to exclude lots cf slopes greater than 30% for 
special construction. In these instances, soils analyses and 
specially engineered foundetior;s might be reCjc.dred in order to build 
on the site. 

Drainage--(r·laps 4.3-2. 4.3-6} 

1. Areas wit~ no k:)C\~n drtlir.age pro~lem.s are prime for standard resi
dential development. 

2. Are;::5- with kno'c!n drainage problems such as intermittent star,din; 
"tate., hiS'': \-:ater tabl~, and so on, are buildable but require addi· 
tional drainage procedures. 

3. Of-those hnds lYing ~lithin the JOO-ye<!r fio0Gplc'i:'l. building "rill 
be P!'"0h;bii:ed in undeveloped areas of the f1C0G-,.;;;)'. HO~Ii:.!ver, COn
strl.!ction in the flood fringe \-rill be pe:-r;;itte': but limited SCI th3t 

-the:cur,luhtive eftect of such construction \-dll not raise the levels 
of flood water more than on<:" foot. Determination of flood,·;ay and -
flood fringe boundaries will be acco:nplished by the Department of 
Housing and Urban Develop.~nt in U:e r.'2i'lr futu!'"e. 

$oils--U:<ly 3.3-1) 

Unless soil conditions are such that they ",ill not support residen
tial construction using accepted building practices, they should not be a 
limiting factor I"ithin the urbanizable area. Lir.liting factors I'lould be fill 
material. extreme erosion hazard, and so forth. 

G,ol09¥--(llap 4.3-2} 

Exclude all lands I.;ith kno:m hazardous geological conditions, such 
as landslides. fauits, <lnd so on_ 
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Undpvelope9 lands .to.:"Ialv~';'S' 

The tracts of undeveloped lands. featured in Fig. 5.8-4, have been 
assessed according to the aforementioned criteria. The majority of land in 
these parcels is buildable and has little, if any. con5tr(!ints imposed by 
drainage, soils. cr geologic problems, or the accessibility of facilities 
and services. The principal restraining factor is slopes greater than 30%; 
these lands have automatically been excluded from considi::ration 1n the: 
buildable land reserve for the City-of Coos Bay. As a result a total of 
933 acres of land counted "'lithin the parcels in Hap 5.8-1 are deemed suitable 
for residential construction. 

Specific parcel analysis follO\.;s below. 

Parcel A. North Empire Waterfront Arean 

Acreage: Approximately 15 acres 

Slope: 6-l5~ 

Drain.age: Groundvrater ",Ii thin three feet in the northern por
tion in the vicinity of the city limits and in the 
southern s~ction of this parcel; the area surrounding 
Chickses Creek and the low-lying area along the 
estu<'!ry lie within the lOa-year floodplain. 

Present rani!1E: Restricted waterfront residentiai 

ConclUS10!'!:" Generally highly build~ble. with special considera
,tion given to adequate site drainage. 

, Parcel B. ~iorth 611pire Area. (Femlick environs)--

Acreag~: 

Slope: 

Drainage: 

Approximately 100 acres 

0-5% 

Groundwilter \~ithin three Teet in the area Hest of 
Empire l<'!kes and along Chickses ~reek. 

~res~~~,~on,in.~:_' ?ingle-family and dup~ex residential 

Conclusion: Committed to 1m'l density residential development. 
buildable but .. lith special consideration given to 

'adequate site drai,nage. 

Parcel-C. "jensen Area--

Acreage: 

Slope: 

~Approximately 10 acres 

0-5X 

6?(-13 

Dra~nage: 

Present Zoning: 

Conclusion: 

GTOundl'/ater within three feet of surface of entire 
area. 

Hobile home park 

Revision of zoning to multi-fardly residential would 
be more compatible with surrounding property. Area 
is buildable but \,Jith special consideration given to 
adequate site drainage. A commercial designation 
might also be suitable. 

Parcel D. South Empire Area--

Acreage: Approximately 296 acres -- 134 acres 0-5% slope. 
162 acrf;S 5-15~ slope 

Slope: 0-5%. 5-15~ 

Present Zoning: Single-fa:nily/dupiex; agric!Jl tural/residential 

Conclusion: Highly bui1da~le. Coos Co!.!nty presently mms 43 
acres within this ;:rea <'!nd to Gate has not cited 
uses of this land for activi ties other th;:n for 
residential purposes. The City has traditicn;:lly 
treated these lands as 10\.; density residential. 

Parcel Eo Te"2.iTlar Arca--

Acreage: Approximately 139 acre::; -- 131 a:!"es 6-15~ s10;)<=, 
8 acres 16-30~ slope 

Slope: 5-15%, 16-30% 

Present Zoning: Single-family/duplex; agric~l tural/residenti<'!l 

Conclusion: Highly buildable; so~e prOpf;rty east of Terra~ar 
\'Iould be s;;H?ble for high densitj' resice'1ticl devel
opmQnt )"OHt.?c\ from Linny lnn~ to Ocenn [louh~\·iird. 

Parcel F. 28th Street A1"ea--

Acreage: Approxlr.i1tely 3 acres 

Slope: 6-1SZ 

Present Zoning: 'Single-family/ciupiex; r,:obile home park 

eoftt.l t:5-to.n-:":'::" Buildable; suitable for multi-family residentizl deve' 
op:ilcnt. 
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Parcel G. POflY ~reek. north 'of Ocean Boulevard--

Acreage: 

Slope: 

Orai!lage: 

Present Zoning: 

Conclusion: 

Approximately 12 acr~s 
6-]5%" 

Lies within the lOO-year floodplain in lO~I-lying areas. 

S; ngle-fami lyjdup 1 ex 

Mul ti-ownership of property may create assemblage 
difficul ties. 

Parcel H. Undeveloped Uestgate Plat--

Acrease: 

Slope: 

Present Zoning: 

Conclusions: 

Approximately 50 -acres 

0-15% (~ 37 acr~s); 16-30: (! 13 acres) 

Single-f3milyjduplax (! 35 acres); residnetial/profes
sional (! 14 acres) 

Su'itable for sor.:.e lo'rl density and some high density 
.residential develo~ment. 

Parcel 1. ~aterboard Area--

Acreag.:: Approxir.lately 90. acres 

Slope: 16-30% 

Pres~r.t 2.::nir.g: l.'atershed 

Conclusion: This area is planned to be sold by the Coos Bay-North 
Bend Uater Board-as it falls outside the ~Iatershed bOun
dary. It is suitable for lC~1 ad high density residen
tial development. 

Parcel J_ En91el~00d-He5t folarshfield Area--

Acreage: 

Slope: 

Drainage: 

Present Zoning: 

Conclusion: 

Approximately 205 acres 

~bst characteriz£!o by 16-3:):;; slopes. 

Small low slope area in eastern portion and area in 
Blossor.] GulCh lie within the lOO-year flOOdplain and 
has high groundwater wi thin three feet of the surface. 

Si n91 e-fami lyl dllpl ex; agri cul tura llres i dentia 1 

Slopes are such that conventional developm~nt would be 
costly, consideration should be given to adequate drain
age in Blossom Gulch area. Density should be made at 
high!'!r levels (e_g_, lIlul ti-family) to entice development. 

Parcel K. l-iest Jelegraph Hill Arca--

Acreage: 

Slope: 
Approxil;liltely 8 acres 

16-30:; 

5'1-11 

Pres.ent Zor!ing: .Single-famllYiduplex. 

Conclusion: land already committed to lO~1 density residential on"; 
tra.ffic circulation. general1y precludes higher densi'. 
development. HOl·leyer. the cHy may ~Iish to consider 
medi u::\ dens i ty PI anned Uni t Deve 1 opment (P. U.D. ) 
designatiorl. 

This land asseSSr.1ent indicates that t .... o limiting factors exist in Coos 
Bay: a few areas requiring additional drainage provisions and areas exhibi tin:; 
slopes up to 30%. Although buildable. these lands will require ·other than star.
dard construction practices. Obviously. such requirements I/ill raise the cost 
of housing ~/hich is a prime consideration in meeting the affordable housing ne:::_ 
of city residents. For instance, construction in areas of excessive slope d':2:; 
n;:ely has a bearing upon increased housing costs. The Salem Hor.Le Builders 
Asscciation h.::s provided the follo·.:ing infor:r.ation regarding these construct~: 
cos ts . 

The :::ost ir.,pact of movi!1g cOl!struction fror.l flat land to the 
"hills," a cu:-rent thrust of land use planning, is significant. 

Three €lements create the additional costs: (1) Added :::onstn.. 
tion costs both for the ~nit (excavation, for example) and for utiliti 
and aCCESS; \2~ generally larger u:dt {daylishf base;:-:ent, for exaj"plej 
and (3) s;:;ecia1 design requirements necessitating designers, architect 
or engir:ee:-s and "clJstomizir.g;" i:e. you don't build a uniform house 
plan in hii:s·. 

The Assccia-tior. goes one step further and esti;;;ates the re1ative ho!~e 
bui lding cost i n:::'e~:en:.s as the percentage of slope i r,cre~s=s. 

TGble 5,8-8 

R£lATIO,;SHIP OF'BUilOIt:G COSTS AND P::i<CENTAGE OF 
LAND SLOPES 

% of Slope 

0-5% 
6-8% 
8-12% 
]2-]5~ . 
18% plus 

Added Cost of Home 

No added cost 
10 to 12::;: 

5Ct~ 
50 to 75% 

100% and roo re 

Relating this information to Coos Bay's buildable lilnds shaHS thilt 
two-thirds of these lands ~:il1 require some added cost to housing because of 
slope constraints. while one-third presUl'wbly l·/lll not require inflated 
housing costs due to sPQcial construction practices. 
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·Table 5.8-9 

TOTAL ACREAGES OF UNOEVELOPEO LANOS IN COOS BAY 
BY PERCENTAGE OF LAND SLOPE 

% of Slope Acres (~ of total) 

O-S~ • 281 (30%) 
6-15% 323 (35%) 

16-30;; 324 (3S%) 

TOTAL. 92B (100%) 

Conclusions 

1,. There is a'totC!l of 928 acres of builccble land in the city of 
Coos Bay. . 

2. Principa1 bt:iidir:g constr.<:ints are minimal drainage proble;;Js and 
excessive ~1opes. 

3. JI,pproxir.:i!tely 30~ of these lands exhibit no !!:ajor building problems, 
and, the;ef::>ra. should not require addition3l housing costs to offset 
the above-st3ndard construction required to b~,lild safely. 

Fecilities end S~r"'ices Constraints 

Another factor for evaluating bundable lands is the ability and ease 
of providing utility services. such as w.ater and sewer lines. The ability 
to provide service becomes rather undebatable in light of current technol
ogical ccpabilities. Ho~;ever, development constraints may arise "/hen varied 
costs are considered. For example, it Iilay be possible to extend services 
but physi~al If:.!1d char2:cteristics reQt:ire ur.co:!!~on cti!lstn:ction t~chniques 
and, of course, additional costs. The abil ity to p~'o;ide water and sewer 
service to the undeveloped parcels of land in the city is·described below. 

Undeveloped Lands Analysis -- Water Service 

According to the Coos Bay-florth Bend ;'!ater Board, it is possible 
technologically to provide I~ater as neeced for develofWent anywhere ~lithin 
the Coos Bay area. Ho\~ever. other facton may increase the cost or delay 
the extension of service. The following asseSSment is based, upon both cost 
and physical constrair.ts. . 

6:'-1-/7 

Parcel A. North Empire llate'rfront Area-- Water lines already eXist 
in the surrounding developed areas. There are no costly problems to extend 
these 11 nes . 

Parcel B. Uorth Empire Area. (Fem·lick environs)--~later lines 
already exist in the surrounding developed areas. There are no costly pro
blems to extend these lines. 

Parcel C. Jensen Area--Water lines already exist in the surrounding 
developed areas. There are no costly prOblems to extend these lineso 

Percel D. South Empire ArecnThere is no problem to extend ",ater 
iine:s in this area, except thrcush property oWT!~d by the County that lies 
within the parce"1. Obtaining an elsePrerlt fro!:'! the Cot:nty may hamper ci:vel
op~nt. 

Parcel Eo T~rra[!lar Area--Obtaining an easement here also precludes 
unenc;umbered exter:.S~cn of \';ater service. 

Parcel F. 23th Street Area--No problems extending "later Hnes are 
foreseen. 

P2rcel G. Pony Creek. north of Ocean Boulevuo--No problems 
extending \"I2ter 1 ines are foreseen. 

Parcel H. Undeveloped Hestgate PlatnThe provision of .. ,ater through 
ffivSt of Parcel H would be relatively easy, except for a small area adJacent 
to the ~Jater Bocr-&'property. This area would require 2:n additional \~ater 
storage tank. thereby. increasing the cost of development. 

P<lrcel I. :·!cter~'.)ard t.;-~2--:his trz.,:'.:. rn::se:"itly designated as 
l'I°atershed, can be provided service on the 10l1er portion by. the extension of 
'lines from existing development. However, a slight ccst \-Jould be incurred 
due to the topogrcphy. The upper portion is contiguous I-lith a portion of 
Parcel H and ~ould also be served by the· additional wHer storage tank. 

Parcel J, £n'geh~ood-~!est Harshfield Area--The 10:'1€r area of Parcel J 
wo·uld be sOOl['~;hat costly in time and money to develop because of easements 
necessary from various property Q;-mers. The upper portion I,'ould be most 
cos tly due to extendi ng wa ter 1 i nes over the ;:jore rugged topography. 

Pilrccl K. :{('st Tcleqri::;Jh Hill f.,)'(>iln There are no Pl-oblems foreseen 
here as the (ll'ea is surrounded by long establ ished developinent. 
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Undeveloped. lands Analys.is·.-- Stonn and Sanitary Sevier Service 

As \·dth ~/ater 'service hnes, it is technologically possible to pro
vide se\'ler services to all undeveloped areas in Coos Bay. Similarly, 
development restraints occur with the relative cost of constructing extra 
lines or pumping stations due to topographic characteristics. Most of the 
undeveloped parcels of land are relatively easy to sewer I-;ith gravity lines. 
Increased costs are possible in some areas, hm·/ever. Parcels G and F would 
require the addition of pumping stations where gravity flo~1 lines 'are -
unfeasible. Parcel I·can be served either by gravity flO\'1 lir,es or by a 
pumping station. Parcel J presents similar probler.ls as it does for the 
extension of water lines. In the lO;ier portions, it would be re.latively 
easy to instal1 gravity lines; the upper portions r:ould become increasingly 
more difficult 2S slope and terrain become IrDre severe. . 

Cor;clusion;; 

1.. The a·val1ability of ~Iater and sewer se;rvices to undeveloped areas ,in 
Coos Bay pose no restraining prcb1~~s to developil.ent. TechnologicallY7 
service can t:.e provided to a1l areas. 

2. Restr:::.ints r.ay occur when the cost of providing service in some areas 
may be Ir.ore expensive than others due to topography or othe:
fiicilit}'-iE:la!ed :onstraint5 (e.g., reservoirs, pump statior.s). 

Urban Gro'ilth Boundary Assess!i'!ent 

. Need for an Ur,je'l G,cI'Jth Soundcry 

The precedil~g assessment of population gro~lth needs 2nd land sulta
b'i1ity provides the background infonnation to evaluate the necessity of 
extending the sphere of urbanizable lands around the City of Coos Bay. The 
findings indicate; that the city population is predicted to increase by 50S 
as the year 2000 approaches, with a concomitant need fo:- 3.674 more housing 
units. The aliOcnt of vacant, developable lands, estirr.ated to total 928 acres 
r.]us t accorrJOC)da te this gro·,fth. 

Residential.--The locational and physical characteristics of this buildable 
land prescribe its use as residential. PlOreover. its developrr.ent has been 
found to have few phYSical or serVlce ir.:pediments. Therefore, the adequacy 
of this land to handle the population increase is dependent upon the desired 
mixture of housing and realistic den:;;itie'; of d-.... elling units per acre. 

Based upon computing the number of lots with.in a net acre (which 
excludes approximately 25::: of a gross acre for public rights of \-lay). the 
per type and total number of dlyelling unio:s required has been .determined. 
(Table 5.B-1O) As this table reveals, the city will require an additional 
453 acres to house the pI'ojected population at the mixture establ ished 
earlier in this inventot::Y. 

r 

5'1-/0 

A comparison of the 463 "acres nceded and the 928 acres avai1able 
indicates that there is ~tice as much residential property available ~;ithin 
the city limits than is predicted to be needed. Approxir.-.ately 60% of the 
available land exhibits relatively flat terrain, and is, therefore, highly 
buildable. (reference Table 5.2-9) 

TABLE 5.8-10 

ACREAGE flEE CEO TO 11£H ESTABLISHED HOUSWG NEED -- 2000 

P.ousing Type 

Sir-gle-family 

b Dup'lex 

Multip 1 e-far:li 1y 

Nobile Hon:e 

Uni ts Needed 

873 

114 

1,711 

862 

Un; ts per Net Acre 

5.' 

4.0 

13.0 

6.0 

a II Acres t~eeded 

160 

28 

131 

144 

TOTAL 463 

aThese fisures represent minimum lot sizes on a net acre. Lot sizes 
.are current o!"Cinence requirf.'Ii,;;nts -- 6,000 square feet for a single-familY 
unit, 8.000 sqt.:3.re feet for a duplex. 2.500 square feet as .?n averase for 
.cpartments. and 5.-i45 square feet for mobile holi'!es. A net 2cre ec,lials the 
gross acre less t~.e, e:r.oUn-t of land needed for pl!blic ,;;,:ts of \';3/, :;er.erc:lly 
25% of a ,gross a.::re. 

bOne d~plex structu;e requires 8,000 square feet but yields 2 units; 
therefore. -114 s truc tures are requi red r.ather than 228 uni ts . 

Comaercial.--Co:l:mercial and light industrial lands are adequate ~/ith a con-. 
tir.wation of past land use trends ~nd red.:;'/eic;:~ent, cf lii1Ceru:i1 i;:ec! ;:;rc;:er
t1:s to enhance the cOlimercial trade end servic~ CO,"7;~onent of the C1 ty' s 
economy. 

~jajor Industrial.--Lands suitable for major ind:.Jstrial uses have been found 
. to be woefully lacking in the city 00\". ~lith little chance for improve".ent 
when considering the characteristics of vacant, zoned lards available, and 
the past tendency for these lands to be used for C01~vl;ercial uses inste.?d. 
Solutions of this problem through iln extension of Gn urbZln grO\;th boun::lary 
\yould also entail taking in an. intervening semi-urban resic~ntial de.elopment, 
most of which would not meet c1ty development requirer.:~nts. Other solutions 
might involve plans to undertake the rede\'clot'r:~nt of lar.os .-IiUlin the city 
limits. 
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County "Islands. n -. 

Two parcels of unincorporated land lie be'O'/een Coos Bay and Horth Bend. 
(r1ap 5.8-2) Parcel A is approximately 11B acres and is located north of 
lakeshore Drive and ;s adjacent to newly developed residential areas of both 
cities .. It is surrounded by residentially-zor:ed property in both cities and 
is presently zoned Interim Rural Residential-5 (IRR-S) by Coos County signi
fying S-a~re minimum lot sizes for homesites. Although a natural ridge Tine 
bisects the purcel, it is possible to serve the property by sanitary sewer 
from either city; water is available from the Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board. 
and the la.od 1 ies within the Coos 6ay School District :9. . 

Parc€-l B is somewhat smaller, a little over 14 acres, and lies in the 
PC:1y.Creek drainage. It is currently :;:oned IRR-5 by Coos County and is 
st.::-;-ounded by ,esidenti.al1y zoned p:-operty 2nd 2 strip of commercial along 
H'JJciand Drive. It is within close pro:::ir.;ity to recerltly developed corr:nercial 
property at the intersection of ile~r.;;ark cr:d Broadway. medical offices. and 
apartments. "The City of [{orth Send already has laid sanitary se~·;er lin:s 
t!"::"oughout the .... ·e:stern portion of the property. Coos Say's closest line is 
slightlY'more than 100 feet from the p3rcel's eastern boundary. like the 
other parcel, city ~Iater service is readily available and it also lies within 
the bO'Jnciaries of (;;;as Say's School District #9. 

Due to the unique locations and characteristics of these parcels they 
should be deS1S!1ated urbanizable by either or both of the cities during the 
policy-making p":"OC2.SS cfter ~/eighing pril:larily need and the ability to provide 
publ ic facili ties .and services. 

Urban GrOHth !':an;:;-::e;;"1ent III terr..=.tives 

The outco~;e of these public policy decisions will either delir.eate 
the present city 11:<1its as'a UGS, or if an extension of Coos Bay's boundary 
is found to be- indispensible to absorb future growth, a pl·ecise line will be 
delineated south of the city limits, or around'all or part of the County 
"islands." In either case, a rr.ut.ual agreement by Coos Bay 2nd Coos County 
must be formalized recognizing this UGB designation, also recognizing a 
re..:iprocal agre2ment L2t\·,een C003 B<lY and f!orth Bene! \.,.hen the "islands" are-
i:1'I01ved. • 

This fl'.anagement agreement is necessary for two reasons. One, it is 
a prerequisite to acknO\~ledg~r,l€nt by LCDC of Coos Bay's comprehensive plan. 
Secondly, it is a sensible means to coordinate development within a UGB in 
the best interests of both jurisdi~tior,s. The land Hithin a UGB is targeted 
to contain urban-type developrr.ent and will require a certain level of facil
ities and services to support such land use. Explicit coordination between 
the County and City regarding land use regulations. special district needs. 
and the provision of other services \·/ill avert potential land development 
practices that are incompatible Hith City standards if and \"Ihen these urban
l"zable lands arc annexed into the city. There are fOUr manager:Jent alterna
tives that can be selected ",ithin the UGB: (1) the City regulations apply 
ilnd the City provides SCI-vices, {2) the County regulations apply and the 
County provides services. (3) a special district can be formed to provide 

-? 

5:'/-/7 

services, il;nd (4) the urban growth a'rea could incorporate and devise their ol-,.n 
regulations and service prOVision. 

The questions of II'hether City of County zoning, subdivision. and prop
erty development standards \"Iill apply to urbanizable lands is a critical One 
if the UGB is located outside existing city limits. The Cot.:nty's lar..:! use an:" 
development policies are less stringent than those endorsed by the City._ 
Development under County guidance \'Ii11 result in costs borne ultimately by the 
City to amend these' inconsistencies. This issue must be seriously considered 
before a decision to create an urban grOl.,.th boundary outside the city limits 
is achieved. 

Co:m;unity Attitudes TOl"lard Gro\~th 

A. sa!"!';!l i ng of the resi cents in Ccos Eay were poll ed in 1977 on many 
cc;rr;;unity issues. The staterr.ent. "City sro·,.,.th should be limited by the City's 
ability to provide se:-vlces," Cre\·/ oV:n-<h=bing sup~or!: by 62%. (Appendices 

) This may indicate that residents wish the City to cautiously approach 
the subject of urban growth especially in :-elation to the monetary expense 
i nvol ved. 

Attitudes cf' residents living in are:~s within conceivable UGa's ha\'e 
liOt been.gathered. at this time. This input is crucial in .formulating a 
respor.sible City ;;;-,0 County decision. 

Conclusions 

1. Based sOle:y on established need for more r:sid:ntial lane, the City 
of Coos Boy retains a sufficient 'amount of "r;c=velcped led to at:so,b 
gro',1th by the year 2000. 

2. These. resicential needs can be met t·Jithout excessh'e added cost d:.!e 
to land .constraints. . . 

3. A manag:ment agreement r.lust be made betH2en Ccos 60:y and Coos County 
and inVOlving florth Bend to formally designate an urban gro\olth boun
cary (UGS) and to d:temi:1'? \'Ihich jt.:"~5.diClion \·;i11 r:g'.l1a.te fc:ture 
development Iiit.hin the urban gro\vth area and '"ill provide necessary 
facilities and sel'vices. 

4.· Citi~cns of Coos Bay, responding to a cC:J!:lunity attitude survey. 
strongly feel that the City's gro;vth should be limited by the: City's 
ability to provide services to the neHly developed c.reas. 
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SUPPORTING oocmmnATION 

2. COHPR£H(NSIV£ PLAN: Urban growth manageI:'.ent policies 

Urban' Gro\'lth /.::'lIage:rent 

Problem 

Oregon la"1 requires the establishrr.ent of urban g,o~'lth b~lJndaries (UGB's) 
"to identify ~tnd separate u;-banizable land fro:n rural land. (LCGe Goal 14) 

Unincorporated land areas adjacent to the City of Coos Eay are either 
cUrrently developed, being developed, or planned to be developed witt) residential, 
comnercia1 and industrial type urban uses. Yet, these areas l~ck the full ranSOe 
of public faci1ities and services that are gener~lly deemed necessary to protect 
the health. saf,ety and Helfare of area residents. 

Issues 

1. Bunker Hill. libby, [jarview, Chulestoil. and other uf.incorporated areas 
generally zdjacent to Coos Bay's 1979 City liQits heve land use trends 
that are cc:n.::it--::eG to urban-type de·.;elop;;)ent. bl:t their level of support 
facilities an:::! services are not adequate to support their anticipated 
growth_ Anne:)'.3:icr; to Coos Bay \·/ould pru\'ide onE: solution to developing 
upgraded supper:; syst",ms for out lyi ng creas. Is thi s a Herna tive 
appropriate. for Coos Bay taxpayers. and prcperty ol'::1ers. of outlying areus.? 

2. Coos Bay has. _G sllrplL!s of buildable land capable of supporting the city'S 
anticipated gror:::h_ Does the city need to extend its ::Orporate boundary 
to providE- ser·lices to -outlying areas? Ur.der \·:hat circ;.:;;:stances should 
the city e~ter.d its corpor~te boundary? 

3. Coos County's iand use' and property devel,)jxf<:n: :-c:~:.d,.;;;:·ents thilt a;:ply 
to the unincorporated areas adjacent to Coos Scy ~~'.e no" tradition::i"ly 
conformed tilth ity regulations; for example, (OUrl;:Y ordinances alia'''' 
mobile hosr&s .on ; ndi vi dua-l lots ; n con venti ana 1 Dei ghborhoods and pen71it 
street and other public vlorks improvements that \'IQuld be substandard 
within Coos Bay. Yet, these areas may one day be anr,exed to the city. 
What can be do:)e to prevent -the Coos Bay tcxpayers from "inheriting" 
al-eas vlith nO:1-conforrr:inc hnd US2$ ar,d s<,;~star.~:.:-c s:reet. se;-/er, and 
~:ilter infrastructure: -

GOill 

; The City of Coos Bay shall designate. nwintain and affi~nd ~;hen appropriate, 
an urban grol1th boundary (UGB) designed to restrain urban sprawl and minimize 
adverse "cost of groHth" impacts on ci ty tilxpayers. 

7-26 

5;tf~/1, 
Volume I Part 2 
            906

Volume I Part 2 
             907



UGN.l 

UG1-1_2 

UG~l_ 3 

-Stra'tegies 

Coos Bay shall enter into a formal UGB l-1anc'geillent Agreement "lith Coos 
County 1-lhien shall accomplish at -least the follo:<Jing stated objectives: 

(1) establ ishes the physical location o{ the Coos Bay UGS, 

(2) establishes the means by "11li.ch the coordinated man'agem'ent of the 
unincorporated area(s) Hithin the UGB sh~11 be undertaken, and 

(3) establishes specific procedural and substantive requir.ements (cited." 
elsewhere in these policies) to be foll'o,,;ed in considering the 
appropriateness of modifications' to the UGB. 

.:coos 8ay shall act to sep3r~"t.iHs ur.·ban' -la"nds "from a~jacent 'rural and 
semi-l!rhar, lands to the south by adcpting the 1931 Coos Bay corporate 

\ 

1 imits as the city's urban gro~lth bouncary: However, the_ hID unincorpo
rated "is13nds" beb-Ieen Coos "Bay and r;orth Benct" shall be considered 
urbanizable and shall be treat:G by a separate UGB policy. This policy 
is based on the recognition th~t: _ 

(lJ the city contains approximately 928. acres of undeveloped lanG which 
is buildab1e and more than ad.:;q'Jate to acccr.:modate future residential 
grm'rth; 

(2) the city co~tains adequate land suited for expanded commercial devel
opment. Although there is a recognized need for industrial or marine 
indus tria 1 deve 1 opme:ot; th; s prob 1 e;n sha 11 be resol ved by other means; 

(3) restrainbg city grc',,-:h to Coos Bcy's 1981 carpa;-ate areas to the 
south fc·s.ters the orderly and economic provision of public facilities 
and sen'-::es rllthin a vast. undeveloped urc?fl c.ri::2. "Ihile ens;.::--ing 
that the city can, provide an adequate levei of public facilities and 
services to present and future residents prier to accepting addi
tiona 1 burden; 

(4) designating the 19B1 corporate limits as the UGB encourages urban 
"in-fiTling" and thereby promotes the r.laxlr.lt;iT1 efficienc'y of land 
uses within Coos Bay; 

(5) designating the 19B1 corporate limits GS the UGB fosters environmen
tal conservGtion by preserving the land resource until shown appro
priate for development, fosters energy conservation by minimizing 
spra\'/l and protects the integrity of the "sense of ccnmunity" of 
adjacent semi-rural uninccrporzted areas; and 

(6) designating the 1981 corporate limits as the UGB is based on the 
considera ti on of LCDC _ requi re;,)ents for preserv; ng agri cultura 1 1 ands. 
thereby assuring that such lanes are not converted.to more intenslve 
land use activities until so justified. 

Coos Say shall reach a lOlutual agrCC:lrcnt \--lith ~brth Bend and Ccos County 
to designate an urban grO\,rth boundary arOlmd approximately S1:-: acres of 
unincorporJtd land bm"dering Coos Bq's city liftlits along l-!oodland 
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Drive. It is appropriate to designate this lar.: for commercial and 
mult.i,ple-family residential uses. This policy is based on the recog
nition of the unique locational characteristics of this property, and tila:: 

(1) The City of Coos Bay has not demon~trated a need to expand its UGB 
to accomodate future residential gro:·rth; h0W2ver, an increase in 
the commercial trade and service sector COuld greatly benef.it 
residential lands. 

(2) Due to the lack of viable industrial lands, the city should 
strengthen its employment and economic strccture by adding to lands 
designated for retail trade and service. Portions of-this land 
to be designated for multiple-residential 2re already within the 
city limits of Coos Bay . 

. (3) The dty can adequately provid.=: PiJ~1ic facilities and services to 
this portion of the uni~corporat~d property, whereas, these 
improv~~ents can more easily De made by Ncrth 8end- for- the remainder. 

(4) This lana is appropriat-e.ly corrmitted to flit'.!re urban developr:lent 
because of its location. 

(5) Designation of " this land'within Coos Bay's. ilSB will prcrnote the 
logical Ext2!:s10n of use:.; c"ire<?Gy · .... ithin tr.e city limits, \-lin 
promote ;,:ore -intensive development along a Ji)ajor arterial street. 

(6) ThE un"iq!.!e i0cation of this propert.}' precludes its use for agri
culttJr,:l iJ;.:rposes. 

UGH,4 Coos Bay snail ccnsider all lands within "its cC:":iorate limits as avail
able over ti;;:e for urban uses, except l-Ihere n:::..:;:1 hnard and other 
land chara;:ier-istics 'prec1ude urban type de'/el::.:-;---e:l-:. This policy is 
based on the recognition th3t (1} lands contc~r-=-:: \·;i-::h"in incorporated 
cities are are eppropr1ately targeted to'.-/erd u:-t:2.n cevelopment, but 
that (2) 's:.Jch development should be consistent ~rith sO:.Jnd development 
practices. ' 

UG~L5 Coos. Bi!:y shall review the location of its urban ;:--olith boundary at leeS: 
every h/o· yec:rs to determine "Ih<:ther or not- s·.!ff~ ::ier:t urba!"J and urbanf
n!::le lu,ci"s l?X;::t to a~co;;J:lc:ate 3nt~-:"ipated C':::-::-'O'l"::::;31 , indust;-i;!.l aild 
residential grol'lth, recognizing that chi!:nging cirC!..I:r.stances may 
necessitate boundary revisions. ' 

UGN.6 Coos Bay shall follo~1 the decision-making proced:..:re detailed in lCDC 
Goal f2, including agency and specia1 district coordination, when con
sidering urban gro .. :th boundarYl:lodifications. S~ch modifications shall 
be 'supported by" findings based on consideration of the following ques
tions: 

(1) t--Ihy should the requested use(s} be provided for within Coos Bay's 
UGS? 

(2) ~/hat alternJt'ive locations I-lithin tr.e city u::!or UGB could be 
used for the proposed use{s)? 
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!.3} '\{hat are the economic. environmental. social and energy consequences 
that \'Iould result from the UGB modification? 

(4) Hould the UGB modification foster orderly urban develo'pment and 
compatible land uses, or v/Ould it encourage sprawl and incompatible 
activities? . 

Coos Bay shall refrain from establishing strategies to provide for-the 
control of hnds outside its corporate limits unless (n thos'e lands are 
subsequently designated as being ~/ith Coos Bay's UGB~ and/or (21 unincor
porated adjacent lands are designated as urbanized but not within Coos 
Bay's UGB and those same areas anticipate requesting services from the 
CHy of Coos Bay. In the case of th~ 1 atter. Coos Bay and Coos County 

-sha 11 negotiate a communi cati on mechan; sm through 'rlhi ch Coos Bay can 
cowmcnt O~ development proposals thet affect its facility and service 
capabilities. This policy is based O~ the recognition that adjacent 
urban-type development could ~dverseiy impact the city. 

Coos Bay shalt not annex lands ~nless findings can be established to 
prove that such urban land use(s), (l) cannot be satisfied by lands 
already within the·corporate lisits, (2) fulfills a specific corrmunity 
need, (3) can be achieved through the orderly, economic provision for 
public facilities 2nd services, and (4) addresses applicable lCOC goals. 
This policy is based on the recognition than an annexation request is 
a lane uSe decision that should be ~ade in a consistent and judicious 
manner. 
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LAND USE PLAf! 2000: Plan Objectives 

Urban GrQl-lth Area 

Objective 1.--The city has designated and jt.:stified an ui-ban grot/th 
boundary around a portion of uninco"rporated land between Coos Bay and 1I0rth 
Bend \"h;ch is contiguous to Harth nend's urban grol~th area. The city shall 
establish land use designations and management proccdur~s in coordination 
with Coos County and North. Bend, (I-lap 8.2-2) 

Rationale --This land lies totally betvJe'en the citie:;; of Coos Bay 
c;.1-North Bend. Due to this unique locational factor and the undeveloped' 
st.cte of the property, the land has b!?€n designated urbanizable. Sel'/er and 
..... i::t.er services are readily available' to the property by the city. (UGH 3) 

lmpler.tentation.--This plan I"ill specify land use designations for' 
this urban gro'rlth area. Further, i~ is the cHy's intention to ne90tiate a 
three-party agree;;!ent arr.ong Coos' Gay. Ccos County. and North Bend for the 
lane! use rnar.aget.l2nt of this. al'ea, 

1. Pa.cel A constitutes Jpproximately 5.5 acres"and is bordered 
on- t~e east by the City of Coos Say, on the north by the City 
t:f ;:o,th Bend. to the Hest by the rlorth Bend urban grOl'l'th 
-area. and to the south by the tlortn Send city limits and 
Pa,'::el B of Cees Day's urban 9ro\'lth area. This land is inten
de': for comnercial uses. Coos Bay has indicated in the com
p:-ehensive plan inventory that st.:itzble industrial land is 
hck"ing,.prim:Jrily due to the historical use'of ir,dustrial1y 
zoned land for COlllmercial purpcses. This fact predisposes 
the city's. reliance on cOl!'uHercial trace cnd service activities 
Tor-an economic base. This property is contiguous to similarly 
zoned land in the city, 'rlill met!:t city needs.for more corrrner
cial land. and 'rrill satisfy a request of the property ol-mers. 
(Appendix 11) 

2. Parcel B totals approxi;:;ately 1.':' .. cres. It is surrounded to 
the east by the City of (C;)S B3Y. to :ne north by Parcel A 
of- Coos Bay's urban gro\'I'th ar£'a, and to the west and south by 
the City of North Send. The area is part of hlo legally des
cribed parcels of land "Ihich have been split in blo by County 
jurisdiction on the l'Iest and city jurisdiction on the east. 
Therefore. it ;s appropriate to place the unincorporated por
tions I'tithin the city's UCB. It is proposed to designate 
this land for higher d'?nsity residenti<ll uses. Coos Bay is 
attempting to increase its stock of land zoned for multiple
family development in orcier to lower housing costs. This 
action \'lOuld help satisfy that aim. 

, 

. , 
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Objective 2.--It··is recognized by the city that there are lands 
contiguous to the city limits l'/hich do not l/C:l'rant inclus.ion in an urban 
grmlth boundary at this time. HO'.-;ever. the l~nds do possess characteristics 
Hhich may affect developed uses in the future. The city desires to have: 
these areas included as areas of mutual interest between Coos County and 
the city. 

Rationale.--The area' between the Libby and Charleston urban gro'rlth 
boundaries extending from the city limits to south of the Libby/Charleston 
County Road is contiguous to the city's southern limits, and contains part 
of the area's l'Iatershed and portions of the Charleston Sanitary District. 
I',oreover. this area is traversed by the ne~lly improved road\'lay \ .. hich links 
blo cownty urban grol'lth areas and directs traffic through the Englel'lood 
neighborhood of the: city. ., 

The North Spit from the OO~jAA bo:..tn':::ary to its southern tip lies 
wi~1in the boundaries of Coos Bay School Cis:rict #9. The District hc:s 
voiced concern over the designation of a ~aj~,lty of the unincorporcted 
"islands" betNeen Coos Say and I'or-th Send zs part of No,th Bend's urban 
growth boundary. The District fears that" fwttJre chanse in jurisdictional 
status will add impet~s to have these lands reclassified to School District 
#13, Because cor,ipeiiing reasons of need and essential services \·/ere in 
Horth Send's favor, Coos Bay agreed to the division of these "islands." 
A mutual ir.terest c"i2.5:sifi:::atio:l \-1111 keep the dty infqm,ed of major land 
use chc:nges. (Appe~dix N) 

Imple:;:~i!t2tion.--The city 1'1111 seek the approval of Coos County to 
in:;:lud'.? these. iands vlHhin areas.of mutual interest th,ough the urban grc'trth 
management agr'eese::t. 

. '.' 
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5.5 BAY AREA INTRODUCTION 

POPULATION AND HOUSING GROWTH 

APPROXIMATION OF ACREAGE NEEDED FOR HOUSING 
GROWTH 

BUILDABLE LANDS SURVEY 

INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL LAND NEEDS 

OPEN SPACE AND RECREATION 

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST LANDS CAPABILITY 

SOIL SUITABILITY FACTORS 

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC FACTORS AS RELATED TO HOUSING 
OPPORTUNITIES 

PROPOSED URBAN GROWTH AREAS 

Volume I Part 2 
               916

Volume I Part 2 
            917



5.5 UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES 

Volume r, Part 2, Section 5.5 
Page 1 Volume I Part 2 

           918



5.5. UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES 

5.5.1. Urban Incorporated Communities 

5.5.1.1 Introduction 

Coos County has three (3) areas, which qualify as (Bunker Hill/Bay Park, Barview, and 
Charleston) urban unincorporated communities. These urban communities are located in 
close proximity to the Cities or Coos Bay and North Bend. Bunker Hill/Bay Park lies at the 
south entrance to Coos Bay, while Charleston and Barview are at the west entrance to the 
Cities of Coos Bay and North Bend. 

Oregon Administrative Rule (660-022-0010) has defmed "unincorporated and urban 
unincorporated communities". The following defInitions have been utilized for the 
determination of the "unincorporated co=unities": 

Unincorporated Community - means a settlement made up primarily of lands subject 
to an exception of Goals 3 and 4 and was identifIed as a rural community, service 
center, rural center, or resort co=unity and metdefmition of one of the four types of 
other rural communities. 

Urban UnincQwrated Community - has the following characteristics of ISO 
permanent residential dwellings, mix of three or more public, commercial or industrial 
uses, served by a community sewer and water system. " 

The County applied plans and land use regulations to ensure parcels added to the urban 
unincorporated communities have sewer and water services provided to parcels which are 
currently developed. These parcels which are developed have been zoned in the past to 
acco=odatethe urban atmosphere which is, and has continued to be there. 

Bunker Hill/Bay Park, Barview and Charleston have urban facilities and services (water, 
sewer, transportation, police, fIre, and schools) to support the urban development which 
occurred in these areas. . 

The urban unincorporated communities have provided water and sewer services. Bunker 
Hill/Bay Park'.s water is provided by the Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board facilities. There is 
no small public or private water district in the Bunker Hill/Bay Park urban area; its sewer 
system is served by the Bunker Hill Sanitation District which currently has 434 hookups. 

Water for the urban unincorporated community of Charleston is provided by Coos Bay-North 
Bend Water Board; sewer services are provided by Charleston Sanitation District which 
currently has approximately 550 hookups with a potential of 725 hookups. 

Barview is an urban unincorporated community which is served by Coos Bay-North Bend 
Water Board; sewer system is served by the Charleston Sanitation District. Barview has 
approximately 1,500 hookups with a potential of 4,600 hookups. 
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cois County provides police protection for these urban areas; schools located within the 
urJan areas are provided through the school district within the neighboring city; fIre 
pDtection is provided through a volunteer fIre station, which is governed by the nearest frre 
,strict for that urban area. Highway 101 passes through or, is adjacent to these urban areas. 

~oning within the urban unincorporated communities is designated for residential use, which 
meets Statewide Planning Goal 10. These urban areas are physically developed and 
irrevocably committed to the uses and activities which currently exist within these boundaries. 

Coos County has not relied upon the use of land within these urban unincorporated 
communities as the basis for determining lands outside the boundaries which are in 
compliance with goals relating to forestry or agriculture and leaving these properties outside of 
the boundaries and in resource designation. 

In 1985, Coos County adopted Volume II of its Comprehensive Plan and Implementing 
Ordinance, which protects the environmentally sensitive areas of the estuary and the coastal 
shorelands. 

Coos County's urban unincorporated communities are areas within the County which meet 
the defmition of "Developable Lands" as defmed in OAR 660-21-010(5). Water and sewer 
services provided to the urban unincorporated communities in Coos County have projected 
ahead for long-term need. . 

a. Bunker Hill 

i. Land Use - Bunker Hill is an "urban unincorporated" area immediately 
adjacent to the City of Coos Bay. The largest share of this community is 
south and east of State Highway 10 1. The area is primarily residential 
with a large number of vacant lots within the residential areas. The major 
co=ercial uses have developed in a strip co=ercial manner along 
Highway 101 from Barry Street east to Ellen Street. There is an industrial 
area that is also adjacent to Highway 101 from Everett Street south to the 
'Urban Community Boundary". The two major public uses in the Bunker 
Hill area are an elementary school and offices of the U.S. Forest Service. 

ii. Zoning - Commercial uses along Highway 101 are zoned Commercial (C-
1), and the industrial uses adjacent to Highway 101 described above are 
zoned Industrial (IND). The residential area between the area designated 
Commercial (C-1) and the northern boundary is all wned Control 
Development-5 (CD-5) although the area is comprised of residences on 
small lots. The remainder of the residential areas within Bunker Hill are 
all zoned Urban Residential, Single Family (UR-1), Urban Residential
Mobile Homes, Duplexes, or Planned Unit Development (UR-2) or Urban 
Residential-Multi-family (UR-M). ApprOximately 50% of the area is zoned 
Urban Residential-2 (UR-2); the western most part of the area that is 
predominately vacant is zoned Urban Residential-1 (UR-l); and the area 
immediately south of the commercial area is zoned Urban Residential- . 
Multi-family (UR-M). 
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Ul. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Bunker Hill is located along the Pacific (yast 
Highway 101. The coast highway is a State principal arterial 
highway which connects to the State of Washington to the non 
and California to the south. The highway has 4 lanes and has 
limited access in the Bunker Hill area. Access to shopping, 
business or entertainment in the Coos Bay jNorth Bend area for 
Bunker Hill residents is via Highway 101 because of the 
geographical separation caused by Coal Bank Slough. Rebuilding) 
the intersection of Highway 101 and the Coos River Highway in \ 
Bunker Hill is one of the priorities of the Oregon Department of \ 
Transportation. Highway 10 1 is owned and maintained by the 
Oregon Department of Transportation who also controls all access 
to the highway. 

County Rural Local Roads provide interior access and egress to 
Highway 101. Some streets in the Bunker Hill area are dedicated 
public streets not owned or maintained by the Coos County 
Highway Department. A number of these streets are winding and 
unimproved. 

B. Public Water Systems - The Bunker Hill urban area is served by 
the Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board facilities. There are no small 
public or private water districts in the Bunker Hill urban area 
registered by the Oregon State Health Division. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - Bunker Hill is served by the Bunker Hill 
Sanitation District. The district currently has 434 hookups which 
represent a population of approximately 870 users. The district is 
currently in the process of annexing properties to the south of the 
current district boundary into the district. , This would add a 
maximum of 12 hookups. Projections are that almost zero 
development will take place within the district as almost all of the 
developable lots are already developed. Some of the lines were 
installed in the early 1950s when the district was formed. These are 
being replaced on an as needed basis. The present pumping station 
has plenty of capacity for the present and future demands. The 
wastewater is conveyed to the City of Coos Bay Treatment Plant No. 
2. 

b. Charleston 

i. Land Use - Charleston is a small fishing community located southwest of 
Coos Bay on both sides of Cape Arago State Highway 240. This 
community is at the confluence of the Joe Ney Slough and the Coos Bay 
River Estuary, this location is very close to where the river enters the 
Pacific Ocean. Charleston is the site of the Coos Bay Fishing Fleet and a 
major sport fishing marina operated by the Oregon International Port of 
Coos Bay. 
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There are a few fishing and tourist oriented uses along Cape Arago 
Highway and along Boat Basin Drive including a motel and restaurant. 
Several small areas are also utilized for fish processing and related boat 
repair facilities. The University of Oregon Marine Science Center and an 
elementary school are the two major public uses located in Charleston. A 
large portion of the residential area is fully developed with the exception of 
some vacant lots on sloped sites. 

11. Zoning - The commercial and most of the industrial areas are zoned 
Commercial (C-I). The remainder of the community is zoned Urban 
Residential (UR-2). 

ill. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Charleston is located on State Highway 240 
which is the Cape Arago State Highway. Highway 240 is classified 
as an "urban collector". The drawbridge over South Slough on 
Highway 240 was replaced in 1991 to enhance the compatibility 

. between the water transportation (commercial and sport fishing) 
and the highway traffic. The Cape Arago State Highway connects 
the Coos Bay area with the Coos County and Oregon State Parks 
southwest of Charleston. Highway 240 is owned and maintained by 
the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). All access is 
controlled by ODOT. 

Charleston is accessed from the east by McLain-Libby Road, a 
County rural major collector road. This road provides access to 
State Highway 101. Charleston is accessed from the south by Seven 
Devils Road (County rural major collector road). The residential 
areas are aCcessed by County rural local roads/ streets; these 
roads/streets are owned and maintained by Coos County Highway 
Department, and all access is controlled by the Coos County 
Highway Department .. 

B. Public Water Systems - The Charleston area is served by the Coos 
Bay-North Bend Water Board facilities. There are no small public or 
private water districts in this urban area registered by the Oregon 
State Health Division. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - The Charleston area is served by the 
Charleston Sanitation District. The District is broken into 7 basins 
and 2 sub-basins with pump stations serving each basin. 
Charleston is located in basin No.6 which currently has 
approximately 550 hookups, with a potential of 725 according to 
the Charleston Sanitation District's Master Plan, prepared in 
November 1996. The wastewater is conveyed to the City of Coos 
Bay's sewage treatment plant No.2. The 550 hookups represent a 
population of approximately 1,100 residences. 
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c. BaD'iew 

i. Land Use - 8aD'iew is a long linear community that has developed on thl' 
southeast side and adjacent to the Coos Bay/River. The community is 
primarily residential with a small amount of commercial uses scattered 
along Cape Arago State Highway. The residential uses are a mixture of 
nice quality homes west of the highway and sited on the bay, smaller 
homes on very small lots, and manufactured homes and recreational 
vehicle parks. There are also a few very nice historic homes throughout 
the area. 

ii. Zoning - Most of the community is zoned Urban Residential-2 (UR-2); 
residences west of the highway are all zoned Urban Residential-l (UR-l) 
and there is a small area zoned Urban Residential-Multi-family (UR-M). 
There are two small areas zoned CD-5. 

iii. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Barview is located on State Highway 240 
which is the Cape Arago State Highway. Highway 240 is classified 
as an urban collector. The drawbridge over South Slough on 
Highway 240 was replaced in 1991to enhance the compatibility 
between the water transportation (commercial and sport fishing) 
and the highway traffic. The Cape Arago Highway connects the 
Coos Bay area with the Coos County and Oregon State Parks 
southwest of Charleston. Highway 240 is owned and maintained by 
the Oregon Department of Transportation; all access is controlled 
byODOT. 

BaD'iew is accessed from the east by McLain-libby Road, a County 
rural major collector road. This road provides access to State 
Highway 101. Barview is accessed from the south by Seven Devils 
Road (County rural major collector road). The residential areas are 
accessed by County rural local roads/streets; these roads/streets 
are owned and maintained by Coos County Highway Department, 
and all access is controlled by the Coos County Highway 
Department 

B. Public Water Systems - The Barview area is served by the Coos 
Bay-North Bend Water Board facilities. There are no small public or 
private water districts in the Barview area registered by the Oregon 
State Health Division. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - The BaD'iew area is served by the 
Charleston Sanitation District. The District is broken into 7 basins 
and 2 sub-basins with pump stations serving each basin. Basins 1 
through 5 and Basin No.7 serve this urban area. Barview has 
approximately 1,500 hookups with a potential of 4,600 according to 
the Charleston Sanitation District's Master Plan prepared in 
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5,5,1.2, 

November 1996, The wastewater is conveyed to the City of Coos 
Bay's sewage treatment plant No, 2, The I,SOO hookups represent a 
population of approximately 3,000 users, 

Boundary expansion of the urban unincorporated communities could not be 
demonstrated by the long-term need for housing and employment. The 
population forecast conducted by Coos County showed the population numbers 
had declined in the 80's, projected figures for the year 2020, estimate the 
County's population to gradually climb to 69,513, The figures for 1980 were 
64,047 residents; as you can see it's taking 40 years to gain 5,466 people (See 
Volume I, Part 2, Sections 2,3 & 4 for detailed population/demographic 
information), 

5,5,2 Rural Unincorporated Communities 

5,5.2.1. 

a. 

Introduction 

Rural Community Selection Criteria - The Land Conservation and Development 
Commission adopted new rules for unincorporated communities initially in 1994 
and revised the rules in 1997. The purpose of the rule is to establish a statewide 
policy for the planning and zoning of unincorporated communities that 
recognizes the importance of communities in rural Oregon. The rule is intended 
to expedite the planning process for counties by reducing the need to take 
exceptions to Statewide Planning Goals when planning and zoning 
unincorporated communities. The rule interprets Goals II and 14 concerning 
urban and rural development outside urban growth boundaries and applies only 
to unincorporated communities as defmed in OAR 660-022-0010. 

The following three community types are defined in OAR 660-022-0010: 

i. Resort Community - primarily recreation or resort uses and residentiiU 
and commercial uses; provides temporary and permanent residential 
occupancy, including overnight lodging. 

ii. Rural Community - primarily residential dwellings but at least 2 other 
land uses that could include commercial, industrial, or public uses 
(schools, churches, grange halls, post offices). 

iii. Rural Service Center - primarily commercial or industrial uses providing 
goods and services to the surrounding area and to persons traveling 
through the area, including some permanent residential dwellings. 

b. Qualifying Communities - The following ftfteen communities meet the criteria 
established by the Administrative Rule and have been categorized according to 
the location and existing land use: 

Rural Service Centers 
Allegany Sumner 
Fairview Sunnyhill 
Laurel Grove 
Norway 

Rural Communities 
Arago 
Broadbent 
Glasgow 
Hauser 
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c. Unqualified Communities - The four rural communities of Hollow Stump, Lower 
Lee Valley, Dew Valley and Cooston were included in LCDC's adopted 
Unincorporated Communities List on January 30, 1997. As stated in the 
introduction to the list, "As with the 1993 survey, not all the areas listed in this, 
the amended (1997) survey, will qualuy as an 'Unincorporated Community' using 
the defmition in Division 22". From a field inventory of these four communities, it 
was determined that they did not comprise the land uses described above. Based 
on this inventory, as well as a review by county staff and DLCD staff, no further 
analysis of these communities was conducted. 

5.5.2.2. 

Bandon Dunes was also placed on the LCDC adopted list in 1997. Bandon 
Dunes is not analyzed as a rural community for the following reasons: In 1997, 
Coos County approved Bandon Dunes Resort through a "goal exception" process. 
Through this process, designated zoning districts were established within the 
resort's property boundaries. Because of the County's recent review and approval 
of the resort, and because specific zoning categories were assigned to accurately 
reflect the intended uses and activities at that time, Coos County decided not to 
include the Bandon Dunes Resort in the Unincorporated Rural Communities 
review. 

Existing Conditions 

The existing conditions of the qualilYing communities are detailed in the following section. The 
existing land use, zoning designations and the availability of public water and sewer as well as 
the road or street access, is described. In addition, a description of the new community 
boundary and proposed zone changes are outlined for each community. 

a. Rural Service Centers 

i. Allegany 

1. Land Use - Allegany is a very small community along the Coos 
River Highway No. 241 at the intersection of the West Fork of the 
Millicoma River and the Millicoma River. The community is 
primarily a rural service center with very few residences. 

2. Zoning - designated Rural Center (RC). There is a store, church 
and a few residences in this. An area east of the Rural Center (RC) 
is designated Rural Residential-2 (RR-2), but only one residence has 
been developed in this location. 

3. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Allegany is located on the Coos River 
Highway No. 241. This highway is classified as a State rural 
major collector. This highway starts at the Pacific Coast 
Highway 101 in Coos Bay and dead-ends at Golden and 
Silver Falls State Park, northeast of Allegany. It carries 
logging as well as seasonal hunting and tourist traffic. The 
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highway has a history of periodic slides and closures for 
short periods of time, usually in the winter months. The Coos 
River Highway is owned and maintained by the Oregon 
Department of Transportation; all access to the highway is 
controlled by O.D.O.T. 

West Fork Millicoma Road (County). intersects the Coos River 
Highway at Allegany. This road is classified as a County rural 
minor collector. It serves the area north of Allegany and 
carries local, logging, and seasonal hunting traffic. West Fork 
Millicoma Road is owned and maintained by the Coos County 
Highway Department; all access is controlled by the Coos 
County Highway Department. 

B. Public Water Systems - There are no public water systems 
in Allegany that are currently registered with the Oregon 
State Health Division. Residences and businesses get their 
water from wells or springs that are in the area. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - There are no public sewer systems 
in Allegany; residences and businesses use individual on-site 
septic systems. 

ii. Fairview 

1. Land Use - Fairview is a very small community at the intersection 
of Coquille Fairview County Road No.9 and Fairview McKinney 
Road No. 60. The predominant land use is an electrical substation; 
because of the lack of a concentration of residences, the community 
has been designated as a Rural Service Center. 

2. Zoning - All of the commercial, public, and industrial uses as well 
as a few residences are zoned Rural Center (RC). There are large 
areas zoned for Rural Residential-5 (RR-5) in this area. 

3. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Fairview is located at the intersection of 
the Old Coos Bay Wagon Road and the Coquille Fairview 
Road approximately 9 miles northeast of the City of Coquille. 
The Coos Bay Wagon Road runs parallel to Highway 42 and 
provides an alternate east-west connection between the Coos 
Bay area and Roseburg to the east. The road is classified as a 
County rural major collector road. The Coos Bay Wagon 
Road provides transportation for local residents, logging 
activities and seasonal access for hunters. The Coquille 
Fairview Road provides access from Coquille to the LaVerne 
County Park, where it dead-ends just east of the park. 
Coquille Fairview Road is classified as a County rural major 
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collector road. Both roads are owned and maintained by the 
Coos County Highway Department; all access is controlled by 
the Coos County Highway Department. 

B. Public Water Systems - There are no small community or 
private water systems registered by the Oregon Health 
Division. Residences and businesses get their water from 
wells or springs that are in the area. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - There are no public sewer systems 
serving the Fairview area. Residences and businesses use 
individual on-site septic systems. 

ill. Laurel Grove 

1. Land Use - Laurel Grove is a long linear community that has 
developed along Highway 101 south of the City of Bandon. The land 
use is predominately residential on large, generally linear lots 
adjacent to the highway. There are some commercial uses at the 
north end of the community and a major commercial use at the 
south end. Because of the number of commercial uses and the 
public use, Laurel Grove has been designated a Rural Service 
Center. 

2. ZOning - The wning pattern is reflective of the concentration of 
commercial uses at the northern and southern ends of the 
community. Two locations, at the northern and southern ends are 
zoned Rural Center (Re). The remainder of the residential areas 
between the two Rural Center (RC) areas is zoned Rural Residential-
5 (RR-5). 

3. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Laurel Grove is located to the south of 
the City of Bandon along the Pacific Coast Highway 101. The 
Coast Highway is a State principal arterial highway which 
connects to the State of Washington to the north, and 
California to the south. This highway is owned and 
maintained by the Oregon Department of Transportation; all 
access is controlled by ODOT. 

Access to some residences not fronting on Highway 101 is via 
County rural local roads which are owned and maintained by 
the Coos County Highway Department; all access to these 
roads is controlled by the Coos County Highway Department. 

B. Public Water Systems - There are no public water systems 
in Laurel Grove that are currently registered with the Oregon 
State Health Division. Residences and businesses get their 
water from wells or springs that are in the area. 
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C. Public Sewer Systems - There are no public sewer systems 
in Laurel Grove. Residences and businesses use individual 
on-site septic systems. 

IV. Norway 

1. Land Use - Norway consists of a series of small businesses and 
industries spread along the Coos Bay Roseburg Highway No. 42. 
There are a very small number of residences located predominately 
on the east side of the highway on very large lots. Because of the 
small number of residences, Norway qualilles as a Rural Service 
Center. 

Many properties along Highway 42 are zoned Industrial (IND). There 
are very few residences, although one area is zoned Rural 
Residential-2 (RR-2). 

2. Pu blic Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Norway is located on State Highway 42 
which is the Coos Bay Roseburg Highway. Highway 42 is 
classified as a principal arterial highway. It is one of the 
major routes from the Oregon Coast to Interstate 5. Highway 
42 is owned and maintained by the Oregon Department of 
Transportation; all access to the highway is controlled by 
ODOT. 

B. Public Water Systems - There are no public water systems 
in Norway that are currently registered with the Oregon State 
Health Division. Residences and businesses get their water 
from wells or springs that are in'the area. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - There are no public sewer systems 
in Norway. Residences and businesses use individual on-site 
septic systems. 

b. Rural Communities 

i. Arago 

I. Land Use - Arago is a rural community in the middle of the 
Coquille Valley. This community lies along Beaver Pond Gulch 
Road, Arago County Road No. 146 and Fish Trap County Road No. 
77. The commercial and public uses located in this area qualif'y 
Arago as a Rural Co=unity. 

2. Zoning - Approximately one half of the community is zoned Rural 
Center (RC) and the balance is Rural Residential-2 (RR-2). The 
commercial use and all of the public uses are in the Rural Center 
(RC) zone. One industrial use, a small parcel is wned Industrial 
and the remainder of the site is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). 
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3. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Arago is accessible by three Coos 
County roads. Arago Road (rural major collector) from the 
south provides access to the City of Myrtle Point. Arago
Fishtrap Landing Road (rural local road) from the north 
provides access to the City of Coquille, the County seat. The 
Myrtle Point-Lampa Creek Road (rural major collector) 
provides access from the west. The county roads are owned 
and maintained by the Coos County Highway Department. 
All access to the county roads is controlled by the Coos 
County Highway Department. 

B. Public Water Systems - There are no public water systems 
in Arago that are currently registered with the Oregon State 
Health Division. Residences and businesses get their water 
from wells or springs that are in the area. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - There are no public sewer systems 
in Arago. Residences and businesses use individual on-site 
septic systems. 

4. Boundary Determination - The community boundary for Arago 
includes all land zoned Rural Center (RC) with the exception of Tax 
Lot 100 and land zoned Rural Residential-2 (RR-2). Tax Lots 3200 
and 3300 now zoned Rural Center (RC) in the Coquille River 
Estuary Management Plan (CREMP) have also been included. 

ii. Bridge 

1. Land Use - Bridge is a community along State Highway No. 42 and 
the Old Roseburg Highway. 

There are several vacant parcels/properties along Highway 42. The 
residential uses are on larger lots and one- to two-acre sites on both 
sides of Highway 42. However, the three public and two commercial 
uses qualify Bridge as a Rural Community. 

2. Zoning - A long strip of land, including all of the commercial and 
public uses is zoned Rural Center (RC). The remainder of the lands 
adjacent to the Rural Center designation is zoned Rural Residential-
2 (RR-2). 

3. Pu blic Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Bridge is located on State Highway No. 
42 which is the Coos Bay Roseburg Highway. Highway 42 is 
classified as a principal arterial highway. It is one of the 
major routes from the Oregon Coast to Interstate 5. Highway 
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42 is owned and maintained by the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT). All access to the highway is 
controlled by ODOT. 

The residents of Bridge are also served by three county 
roads. Two are rural local roads (Old Big Creek Road and 
Bridge Road); the third road is Myrtle Creek Road which is 
classified as a rural major collector. The county roads are 
owned and maintained by the Coos County Highway 
Department. All access to the county roads is controlled by 
the Coos County Highway Department. 

B. Public Water Systems - Bridge is served by two small water 
districts who use surface water (springs) as their source. 
Bridge Water District serves approximately 90 people having 
40 hookups. Anderson Mountain Springs water-rights are 
owned by 11 different individuals who use the same pipeline. 
The system serves approximately 20 people through 11 
hookups. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - Bridge is not served by a public 
sewer system. All residences and businesses use individual 
on-site septic systems. 

4. Boundary Determination - The community boundary includes all 
lands currently zoned Rural Center (RC) and all lands zoned Rural 
Residential-2 (RR-2) and occupied by a residence with the exception 
of Tax Lots 301 and 600. There are other lands zoned Rural 
Residentil-2 (RR-2) adjacent to the proposed boundary but they are 
vacant. 

iii. Broadbent 

1. Land Use - Broadbent is a very small community on the Myrtle 
Point-Broadbent Highway No. 242 where the highway alignment 
comes very close to the South Coquille River. In addition to a few 
residences, the following uses qualify this small settlement as a 
Rural Community. 

2. Zoning - The community is zoned Rural Center (RC). There are two 
areas zoned Rural Residential-2 (RR-2) northeast of the community; 
however the remainder of the lands around Broadbent are zoned 
Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). 

3. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Broadbent is located on State Highway 
242 which is the Powers Highway. Highway 242 is a 
connection between State Highway 42 and the town of 
Powers. Highway 242 is classified as a minor collector and is 
owned and maintained by the Oregon Department of 
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Transportation; all access to the highway is controlled by 
OOOT. 

The residents of Broadbent are also served by the Myrtle 
Point-Broadbent (County major collector road). It is located 
west of Highway 42 and provides a connection between the 
City of Myrtle Point and Broadbent. The Myrtle Point
Broadbent Road is owned and maintained by the Coos 
County Highway Department. All access to the county road 
is controlled by the Coos County Highway Department. 

8. Public Water Systems - Broadbent has three systems 
registered with the Oregon State Health Division. All three 
systems use groundwater (wells). The frrst system is called 
the "Broadbent Church System" which has 6 hookups and 
serves a population of 150; the second system is called the 
"Broadbent Post Office System" which has 4 hookups and 
serves a population of 100; and the third system is called the 
"Broadbent School Spring" which has 4 hookups and serves 
a population of 10. The Church and Post Office systems 
serve households which live outside of Broadbent. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - Broadbent is not served by a public 
sewer system. All residences and businesses use individual 
on-site septic systems. 

4. Boundary Determination - The community boundary includes only 
those lands currently zoned Rural Center (RC). The adjacent RR-2 
zoned land is primarily vacant with the exception of Tax Lots 1500, 
1600 and 1800, which are not contiguous. 

iv. Dora 

1. Land Use - Dora is a small community on the Coquille River at the 
intersection of Myrtle Point and Goldbrick Road. In addition to a few 
residences the following uses qualif'y this small settlement as a 
Rural Community. 

2. Zoning - The community is zoned Rural Center (RC) and Rural 
Residential-2 (RR-2); the commercial and public uses are all within 
the Rural Center (RC) zone. 

3. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Dora is located on the Old Coos Bay 
Wagon Road. The Coos Bay Wagon Road runs parallel to 
Highway 42 and provides an alternate east-west connection 
between the Coos Bay area and Roseburg to the east. The 
road is classified a County rural major collector road. The 
Wagon Road provides transportation for local residents, 
logging activities and seasonal access for hunters. Goldbrick 
Road (County rural local road) provides access to the fire hall 
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and library; both roads are owned and maintained by the 
Coos County Highway Department. All access is controlled 
by the Coos County Highway Department. 

B. Public Water Systems - The Dora Store's well is registered 
with the Oregon Health Division as it serves people who stop 
at the store. Residences get their water from wells or springs 
that are located in the area. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - There are no public sewer systems 
in Dora. Residences and businesses use individual on-site 
septic systems. 

4. Boundary Determination - The community boundary includes all 
lands currently zoned Rural Center (RC) and Rural Residential-2 
(RR-2) lands immediately adjacent and south of the Rural Center 
(RC) lands. The Rural Residential-2 (RR-2) zoned Tax Lot 1500 is 
vacant and not included within the boundary. 

v. Glasgow 

1. Land Use - Glasgow is predominately a residential community 
located just north of Coos Bay and east of the Coos Bay Bridge 
(Highway 101). In addition to a large residential settlement, the 
following uses qualifY Glasgow as a Rural Community. 

2. Zoning - Approximately one third of the central part of the 
community is zoned Rural Center (RC). The motel and restaurant 
are zoned Commercial and the remainder of the community is 
zoned Rural Residential-2 (RR-2). 

3. Pu blic Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Glasgow is located on East Bay Drive 
(County rural major collector road). East Bay Drive carries 
traffic from State Highway 101 to the east bay area and down 
to the City of Coos Bay's area called "Eastside". One of the 
Oregon Department of Transportation's priorities, is to 
modernize Highway 101- East Bay Drive intersection just 
west of Glasgow. The streets serving Glasgow residences are 
County rural local roads/streets. The County roads are 
owned and maintained by the Coos County Highway 
Department. All access is controlled by the Coos County 
Highway Department. 

B. Public Water Systems - Glasgow is served by the Coos Bay
North Bend Water Board facilities. There are no small 
community or private water systems registered with the 
Oregon Health Division. 
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C. Public Sewer Systems - There are no public sewer systems 
serving the Glasgow area. All residences and businesses use 
individual on-site septic systems. 

4. Boundary Determination - The community boundary includes all 
lands zoned Rural Center (Rq and Commercial and the Rural 
Residential-2 (RR-2) south and east of the Hilltop Restaurant and 
the occupied Rural Residential-2 (RR-2) lands south to and 
including Ta.x Lots 25 13 02D 100,200,201 and the southern most 
tax lot 300. 

v. Greenacres 

1. Land Use - Greenacres is a small co=unity between Coquille 
and Coos Bay, east of State Highway No. 42 and the Southern 
Pacific Railroad. The main access to the community is along 
Greenacres Road. Southwestern Community College operates a 
heavy equipment school on a former grade school property. The 
existing residential uses are on small to one acre parcels adjacent 
to the school and the other public and industrial uses. Greenacres 
has been designated a Rural Community. 

2. Zoning - All of the co=ercial, industrial, and public uses are 
within an area zoned Rural Center (RC). All of the residential areas 
adjacent to the Rural Center designation are zoned Rural 
Residential-2 (RR-2). 

3. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Greenacres is located on Greenacres 
Road which connects Greenacres to Highway 42 to the west 
and dead-ends to the east. Greenacres Roads B, C, D, 
provides loops around Greenacres to the north, south and 
provides access to farms and residences. All the roads are 
County rural local roads. The county roads are owned and 
maintained by the Coos County Highway Department. All 
access to the county roads is controlled by the Coos County 
Highway Department. 

B. Public Water Systems - There are no public water systems 
in Greenacres that are currently registered with the Oregon 
State Health Division. Residences and businesses get their 
water from wells or springs that are in the area. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - There are no public sewer systems 
in Greenacres. Residences and businesses use individual on
site septic systems. 

4. Boundary Determination - The community boundary includes all 
lands currently zoned Rural Center (Rq, Rural Residential-2 (RR-2) 
and tax lot 800 zoned Industrial (IND) east of State Highway 42. 

Volume I. Part 2. Section 5.5 
Page 16 

Volume I Part 2 
           933



VIl. Hauser 

1. Land Use - Hauser is linear, primarily a residential community 
that evolved along Old Highway 101, north of Glasgow and Coos 
Bay. The community is comprised of residential uses on a range of 
lot sizes. Hauser has been designated a Rural Community. 

2. Zoning - Approximately three quarters of the land along Old 
Highway 101 is zoned Rural Center (RC). This designation begins at 
the southern boundary and regulates properties along both sides of 
the highway. The northern one quarter and the lands east of the 
Rural Center designation are zoned Rural Residential-2 (RR-2). The 
land east of the current Highway 10 1 paralleling the Rural Center 
designation is zoned Industrial. Two stores and a tavern at the 
northern most intersection of Highway 101 and Old Highway 101 
are zoned Commercial. 

3. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Hauser is located to the north of the 
City of North Bend along the Pacific Coast Highway 101. The 
Coast Highway is a State principal arterial highway which 
connects to the State of Washington to the north, and 
California to the south. This highway is owned and 
maintained by the Oregon Department of Transportation; all 
access is controlled by ODOT. 

Wildwood Drive (County rural major collector road) acts as a 
frontage road to Highway 101 and provides access to a large 
portion of the Hauser community. Two County rural local 
roads give access to Wildwood Drive. These roads are owned 
and maintained by the Coos County Highway Department. 
All access is controlled by the Coos County Highway 
Department. 

B. Public Water Systems - Hauser is served by the Coos 
Bay / North Bend Water Board. There are three private water 
sources registered by the Oregon Department of Health. The 
Hauser Community Church, Hauser Store, and the Hauser 
Trailer Village all have individual wells registered. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - There are no public sewer systems 
in Hauser. Residences and businesses use individual on-site 
septic systems .. 

4. Boundary Determination - The proposed boundary includes all of 
the land zoned Rural Center (RC) and the developed portions of the 
land zoned Rural Residential-2 (RR-2). All of the land between old 
Highway 101 and new Highway 101, including the lands designated 
Industrial (IND), are included in the proposed community 

Volume J, Part 2, Section 5.5 
Page 17 Volume I Part 2 

           934



boundary. The Myrtlewood Factory west of Highway 101 is also 
included. 

viii. Millington 

1. Land Use - Millington is primarily a residential area developed at 
urban densities immediately south of Bunker Hill and the City of 
Coos Bay. In addition to the residential areas, there are two existing 
commercial enterprises and a fIre station on the westside of 
Highway 101. There are two wood products facilities on the eastside 
of Highway 101. 

2. Zoning - Most of the Millington area is zoned Urban Residential-2 
(UR-2). There are two areas east of Highway 101 zoned industrial 
and several small areas wned Commercial-1 (C-1) on the westside 
of Highway 101. There is also a large area zoned Exclusive Farm 
Use (EFU) that is vacant and undeveloped; a large area outside of 
the existing Urban Area Boundary, and west of the community is 
zoned Rural Residential-2 (RR-2). 

3. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Millington is located along the Pacillc 
Coast Highway 101. The Coast Highway is a State principal 
arterial highway which connects to the State of Washington 
to the north and California to the south. The highway has 4 
lanes and has limited access in the Millington area. Access to 
shopping, business, or entertainment in the Coos Bay/North 
Bend area for Millington residents is via Highway 10 1. 
Access to residences and businesses on the westside of 
Highway 101 is via a state owned frontage road that parallels 
the highway traveling north and south. County rural local 
roads provide residences access to the state frontage road. 
Residences and businesses on the eastside of Highway 101 
access the highway via East Millington Road (County rural 
local road). 

B. Public Water Systems - Millington is served by the Coos 
Bay-North Bend Water Board facilities. There are no small 
community or private water systems registered with the 
Oregon Health Division. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - There are no public sewer systems 
serving the Millington area. All residences and businesses 
use individual on-site septic systems. 

4. Boundary Determination - The proposed boundary for Millington 
is the same boundary that was established in 1984 when the 
county established the Urban Community Boundary. While 
Millington is proposed to be reclassilled a Rural Community, the 
boundary is proposed to remain the same. 
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L"<:. Riverton 

1. Land Use - Riverton is a small community along State Highway 
42S which leads to Bandon, Oregon. There is only one commercial 
use, a small myrtlewood factory and store. There is also a church 
and fIre station. There is a small construction business and yard 
which qualifies as an industrial use. There are a few residences in 
Riverton on small (7,500 square foot to one-half acre) lots. The 
commercial, industrial and public uses qualify Riverton as a Rural 
Community. 

2. Zoning - The entire community is zoned Rural Center (RC). All of 
the area around the community is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). 

3. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Riverton is located on State Highway 
42S which is the Coquille-Bandon Highway. Highway 42S is 
a connection of Highway 42 at Coquille and Highway 101 at 
Bandon; Highway 42S is classilled as a minor collector. The 
Highway is owned and maintained by the Oregon State 
Department of Transportation; all access is controlled by 
ODOT. 

Riverton Road (County rural local road) provides access from 
some residences to State Highway 42S. Riverton Road is 
owned and maintained by the Coos County Highway 
Department. All access is controlled by the Coos County 
Highway Department. 

B. Public Water Systems - Riverton is served by four private 
water systems that use surface water (springs) as their 
source. Each system has 4 to 7 hookups. E. coli has been 
found in some of the water systems; some residents use 
bottled water for cooking and drinking. Traces of coal have 
been found in the wells dug in the area. The well water is 
used mostly for irrigation and miscellaneous uses. An 
updated community water system is a priority need for 
Riverton residents. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - There are no public sewer systems 
in Riverton. Residences and business use individual on-site 
septic systems. 

4. Boundary Determination - The community boundary for Riverton 
includes all lands currently zoned Rural Center (RC) and all lands 
zoned Industrial (IN D) and Commercial under the Coquille River 
Estuary Management Plan (CREMP). 

Volume I, Part 2, Section 5.5 
Page 19 Volume I Part 2 

           936



X. Sumner 

1. Land Use - Sumner is a very smail community at the intersection 
of Myrtle and Front Streets, and south of the southern most point 
of Catching Slough. There is a store, a small parts manufacturing 
facility, and a ftre station. In addition, there are a few residences 
which qualify Sumner as a Rural Community. 

2. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Sumner is located on the Old Coos Bay 
Wagon Road. The Coos Bay Wagon Road runs parallel to 
Highway 42 and provides an alternate east-west connection 
between the Coos Bay area and Roseburg to the east. The 
road is classilled a County rural major collector road. The 
Coos Bay Wagon Road provides transportation for local 
residents, logging activities, and seasonal access for hunters. 
Selander Road (County rural local road) provides a loop 
around Sumner and access to Catching Slough to the north. 
Both roads are owned and maintained by the Coos County 
Highway Department. Ail access is controlled by the Coos 
County Highway Department. 

B. Public Water Systems - The residents of Sumner are served 
by the Sumner Water Co-op, a community water system that 
has 9 connections and serves a population of 24. The 
Sumner Water Co-op uses a spring as their water source. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - Sumner is not served by a public 
sewer system. Ail residences and businesses use individual 
on-site septic systems. 

4. Boundary Determination - The community boundary for Sumner 
includes all lands currently zoned Rural Center (RC) and all lands 
zoned Rural Residential-2 (RR-2). 

xi. Sunnyhill 

1. Land Use - SunnyhiJl is predominately a residential community 
beginning on the eastside of Highway 101 north of Hauser. The 
community is spread out in a southeasterly direction over a series 
of rolling hills. The other primary use is a lumber mill at the north 
end of the community although there are a few smaller commercial, 
industrial and public uses along North Bay Drive. 

2. Zoning - SunnyhiJl is all zoned Rural Residential-2 (RR-2) with the 
exception of two areas zoned for industrial use. One area is at the 
northernmost part of the boundary, and the other site is at the 
southernmost boundary. 
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3. Public Facilities 

A. Roads and Streets - Sunnyhill is located on North Bay Drive 
(County rural major collector road). North Bay Drive 
intersects State Highway 101 to the north of North Bend and 
loops around to the northeast to connect to Highway 101 at 
Hauser. Most of the traffic using North Bay Drive consists of 
local residents. North Bay Drive is owned and maintained by 
the Coos County Highway Department who also controls all 
access to the road. 

B. Public Water Systems - Su=y Hill ElementaIy School 
District No. 13 has a well registered with the Oregon Health 
Division which shows 6 hookups serving 160 users. The 
other residences get their water from individual wells in the 
area. The Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board has plans for 
future expansion into the Sunnyhill area. 

C. Public Sewer Systems - There are no public sewer systems 
in the Sunnyhill area. Residences and businesses use 
individual on-site septic systems. 

4. Boundary Determination - The community boundary for Sunnyhill 
includes all land zoned Rural Residential-2 (RR-2) with the 
exception of two vacant tax lots at the southern boundary and an 
area that is not contiguous to the primary residential area along 
Highway 101. The boundary also includes two industrial areas: one 
adjacent to the northern boundary, and one adjacent to the 
southern boundary as described in the land use section above. 

5.5.3. Public Facilities (Goal 12 Consistency) 

Urban unincorporated communities affected by Goal 12 are Charleston, Barview, and Bunker 
Hill/Bay Park. The requirement of Goal 12 is to provide a Transportation System Plan (TSP) 
which shall consider: 

a. all modes of transportation; 

b. an inventory of local, regional and state transportation needs; 

c. consider the differences in social consequences that would result from utilizing 
differing combinations of transportation modes; 

d. avoid principal reliance on only one mode of transportation; 

e. minimize adverse social, economic and environmental impacts and costs; 

f. conserve energy; 

g. meet the needs of the transportation needs of the disadvantage; 
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h. facilitate the flow of goods and services to strengthen the local and regional 
economy; and 

i. conform with local and regional comprehensive land use plans. 

Highway 101 runs through Bunker Hill/Bay Park; this area is identified in the County's TSP 
as problematic in terms of capacity, safety, and mobility. The TSP presents several solutions 
for these areas which are prevalently over the capacity and safety of the traffic. 

Recommendations for improvements are: to provide a left-tum lane, through lanes, and a 
reflIlement plan that considers alternatives which will address safety and capacity issues. 

Charleston and Barview are located on Highway 240 (State Highway). Highway 240 is known 
as Cape Arago Highway which connects the Coos Bay area with Coos County, and Oregon 
State Parks southwest of Charleston. Highway 240 is owned and maintained by Oregon 
Department of Transportation, as well as all access off of this highway. Charleston can also be 
accessed from the east by Mclain-libby Road. This road provides access to Highway 101. 
Charleston is also accessed from the south by Seven Devils Road (County Road); Highway 240 
runs from downtown North Bend along the shore of Coos Bay, through Empire, Barview, 
Charleston and to the State parks, Within the County this highway is 2 lane, while within the 
Cities of Coos Bay and North Bend it has 4 to 5 lanes. 

A problem identified with Mclain-libby is the sharp curves; a suggestion has been proposed 
in the TSP to widen and overlay 4 miles of Seven Devils Road. 

The TSP addresses the County's street systems and recommends modernization in urban 
areas. The County road system encompasses a wide range of traffic volumes and road users. 
Road improvements to urban standards will increase the capacity of a road because it will 
often increase the base and the roads ability to handle heavy loads. Greater widths will allow 
for on-street parking and other modes of transportation. 

The TSP also addresses "Planning for Road Improvements". This includes multi-jurisdictional 
cooperation, new construction and road reconstruction. Access management has been added 
as a policy to the County's ordinance. This process provides (or manages) access to land 
development while simultaneously preserving the flow of traffic on the surrounding road 
system in terms of safety and capacity. 

The TSP through the County's ordinance has provided a section on "Access" in Article 6.2 -
Design and Development Standards. Access to a developable parcel must have "one of the 
following means of access: (1) abut upon a public street (other than an alley); or, (2) abut upon 
a private easement (can not use resource easements for siting dwelling and other developable 
uses); or, (3) not affected by a Coastal Shoreland Boundary shall abut on a waterway provided 
the following facts are found to exist. .. ". 

A section titled "Access Management" defines the intent and purpose of this section is to 
manage access to land development while preserving the flow of traffic in terms of safety, 
capacity, functional classification, and level of service. Major roadways, including arterials and 

. collectors, serve as the primary network for moving people and goods. These transportation 
corridors also provide access to business, homes and have served as the focus for commercial 
and residential development. If access points are not properly designed, these roadways will be 
unable to accommodate the needs of development and retain their primary transportation 
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function. This ordinance balances the right of reasonable access to private property With the 
right of the citizens of the County and the State of Oregon to safe and efficient travel. 

The TSP does address alternate modes of transportation (bicycle and pedestrian). The TPR 
requires that cities and counties, through the development of the TSP, avoid principal reliance 
on anyone mode of transportation. 

Public transportation is discussed in the TSP; fmdings suggest that a rural public transit is 
difficult to achieve. Providing public transportation services to areas that contain very few 
people is generally not economical. At the time of this study, ODOT is funding a study looking 
at the feasibility of public transportation services in both the rural and urban areas in Coos 
County. As of October, 1999 a transit service is being tested in the communities of Coos 
County, and results of this service have not been formulated. 

Coos County has worked closely With staff from Oregon Department of Transportation to 
develop a workable TSP that complies with Goal 12 and the Transportation Planning Rule. At 
the time of initial review of this project, Coos County is in the final stages of adoption of a TSP 
in accordance With the Transportation Planning Rule and Goal 12. 

5.5.4. Zoning Impacts 

5.5.4.1. Build-out Potential 

The build-out potential was examined for each community. All vacant individual lots and 
parcels larger then 50' by 70' were allocated one residential unit. All parcels exceeding two 
acres were measured to determine the unit capacity based on the Rural Residential-2 (RR-2) 
zone. The total number of potential new housing units by community is listed below. 

None of these co=unities are served by a sanitary waste system and all require on-site 
sewage disposal. Construction of a residence on these lots will be determined by the ability of 
each lot to acco=odate a sanitary waste system consistent with County standards. It is 
likely that many of the smaller lots will not accommodate the required system. 

Several communities have small cooperative or private water systems. The ability of these 
systems to provide service to additional units will be determined by each system provider as 
new requests for permits are fIled. Riverton does not have potable water and bottled water is 
currently used for drinking and cooking. No additional residential units should be constructed 
until a co=unity-wide water system is installed. Sunnyhili's water services are provided by a 
school district well and individual wells. No additional units should probably be permitted in 
Sunny hill until the Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board expands its service into the area which 
the research indicates, they have plans to do in the future. 

a. Rural Service Centers 

1. Allegany - 7 Residential Units (1 parcel@4) 3 individual tax lots. There 
are no water or sanitary waste systems in Allegany. 

2. Fairview - 4 Residential Units on individual lots. There are no water or 
waste systems in Fairview. 
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3. Laurel Grove - 24 Residential Units on individual lots. There are no water 
or waste systems in Laurel Grove. 

4. Norway - 1 Residential Unit. There are no water or waste systems in 
Norway. Were all vacant buildable lots and parcels to develop in the four 
rural service centers, an additional 36 units could be constructed. 

b. Rural Communities 

1. Arago - 1 Residential Unit-Individual septic tanks and wells 

2. Bridge - 16 Residential Units (1 parcel@ 4 and 1 parcel@ 2 units) 10 
separate tax lots. Two water districts; one serving 40 homes and the other 
district serving 11 homes from a commonly owned pipeline. Individual 
septic tanks and wells. 

3. Broadbent - 2 Residential Units-Three water systems with a total of 16 
hookups within the proposed boundary. Individual septic tanks and wells. 

4. Dora - 4 Residential Units on one vacant parcel.-Individual wells and 
septic tanks. 

5. Glasgow - 22 Residential Units-( 1 parcel @ 2 ) 20 separate tax lots. 
Glasgow is served by the Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board. Individual 
septic tanks. 

6. Greenacres - 7 Residential Units-(1 parcel@ 2 and 1 parcel@ 3) 2 
separate tax lots. Individual septic tanks and wells. 

7. Hauser - 7 Residential Units-( 1 parcel @ 2) 5 separate tax lots. Coos 
Bay /North Bend Water Board provides water service. Individual septic 
tanks are used for sanitary waste. 

8. Millington - 33 Residential Units-Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board 
provides water service to Millington. There is no public sewer system and 
individual septic tanks are utilized for sanitary waste. 

9. Riverton - 9 Residential Units-Four private water systems provide service 
to approximately 4 to 7 hookups. E. coli has been found in some of the 
systems and bottled water is utilized for cooking and drinking. No 
additional units should be permitted until an updated community water 
system is in place. 

10. Sumner - 6 Residential Units-The Sumner Water Co-op has 9 hook-ups. 
The sanitary waste is handled by individual on-site septic tanks. 
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11. Sunnyhill - 19 Residential Units-(l parcel @ 2) 17 individual vacant 
buildable tax lots. The School District has an individual well serving 160 
residents. Other residents utilize individual wells. The Coos Bay-North 
Bend Water Board has plans to expand into the community. The sanitary 
waste is handled by individual on-site septic tanks. Were all vacant 
buildable lots and parcels to develop in the 11 rural communities, an 
additional 126 residential units could be constructed. 
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The urban growth boundary that the City of 

Eastside and Coos County have agreed upon is 

the city limits of Eastside. Consequently, 

the County does not include an urban growth 

boundary report here. Justification for the 

chosen boundary may be found in the Eastside 

Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 
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5.7 COQUILLE POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

DETERMINATION OF AVAILABLE SUITABLE LANDS 

DISCUSSION OF LAND NEEDS FOR FUTURE 
INDUSTRIAL AND CDMMERCIAL DEVELOPME~T 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE NEEDS 

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST LANDS WITHIN 
UGA STUDY AREA 

SOIL SUITABILITY FACTORS 

PUBLIC FACILITIES: PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 

PHYSICAL AND CULTURAL BOUNDARIES 

SUMMARY 
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CASE ~ t/ 
f:i~# ___ ~-

BOARD OF Co:t-tMISSIONERS 

COUN'TY OF' COOS 

STATE OF OREGON 

MAY 2519SZ 

~~T~ 
9y ~ .... ./ o.~ - / _.-. 

In the Matter of Adopting Zoning ) 0 R DIN A 14 C E 
Designations for the Urban. Growth ) 
Areas for the City of ~J>regon) 82-S-011L 

THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS for the County of Coos ordains 

as follows: 

SECTION 1. TITLE 

This ordinance shall be known as "Coos County Ordinance 

Num!:ler 82-S-011L". 

SECTION 2. AUTHORITY 

This ordinance is enacted pursuant to the provisions of 

eRS 203.035 and ORS Chapter 215. 

SECTION 3. PURPOSE 

The purpose of this ordinance is to adopt zoning desig

nations for land within the urban growth area of the City of-

-Coquille, Oregon. This ordinance partially implements the 

ordinance known as the ncoos County Ordinance Nutibar 82-S-010L, 

an Element of the Coos County Comprehe~sive Plan." 

SECTION 4. FINDINGS 

The Board of Commissioners for Coos county finds that: 

1. The ordinance knOHn as "Coos County 

Ordinance Number 82-S-010L, an Element of 

the Coos County.Canyrehensive Plan" adopts 

an urban grqwth boundary for the City of 

ORDINANCE - 1 

coquille, .Oregon. 
That ~I ;::~~~~~~abliShes 
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SECTION 5. 

gener~l!land use designations for the City ot: 

Coquille urban growth area. 

2. The Urban G~owth Boundary ordinance for the 

City of Coquille, Oregon contains supporting 

documentation to demonstrate that the ordinance 

. , 

is consistent with the Statewide Planning Goals. 

This zoning ordinance, since it is consistent 

with and implements the Urban Growth Boundary 

Ordinance for the City of coquille, is therefore 

·also consistent with the Statewide Land Use 

Planning Goals. 

3. The zoning designations legis:atively adopted 

by this ordinance are based upon the zoning system 

established by the Coos County Interim Zoning 

Ordinance of 1975. The ·zones adopted by this 

ordinance are defined and will be administered 

according to the terms of the Coos County Inte~im 

.~oning Ordinance of 1975. 

REPEAL OF ALL INCONSISTENT ZONING DESIGNATIONS 

All zoning designations adopted as part of the Coos County 

Interim Zoning Ordinance of 1975 which a~e inconsistent with the 

zoning designations adopted by this ordinance are hereby 

repealed. 

SECTION 6. ADOPTION OF ZONING DESIGNATIONS 

The zoning ~esignations described in "Exhibit A", attached 

hereto and inco~pcrated herein by reference. are hereby adopted 

as the zoning designations for the properties sho~.;n in "Exhibit 

A". 

ORDIl"A~;CE - 2 
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CAS" /2-3 7 

FILE # :J 
BOhRD OF CQJ.mISSIONERS 

COUNTY OF COOS 

STATE OF OREGON 

In the Hatter of Adopting an A.":lenaed 
Urban Gro\.;th Ilaundary for the City of 
Coquille, Oregon 

:nAY 25 J982 

t,IARV A N WllSO,.. 
,.£90N- Cl£A,.;;· 

By --t;;:.f"--n C'ye>..' 

o R DIN A N C _ 

82-5-010L 

THE BOARD Of COl-u.HSSIOt~ERS for the County of Coos ordai;-,~ 

as folloHs: 

SECTION 1. ~ 

This ordinance shall be kno:·m as "Coos County Ordincnce 

Number 82-S-010L, an Element of the Coos County Comprehensl\."O-

plan. " 

SECTION 2. AUTHORITy 

This ordinance is enacted pursuant to the provisions of 

DRS 203.035 and DRS Chapter 215. 

SECTION 3. PURPOSE 

The purpose of this ordinance is to adopt an am~nded urt

gro .... th· b9U:!ldary for the City of Coquille, Oregon. This arc i

nance also establishes land use designatio:1s for the City c: 

Coquille urban gro1.nh area. 

SECTION 4. FINDINGS 

The Board of Co~~issioner5 of Coos.~cunty finds tnat: 

1. Statewid~ Planning Goal 14, Urbanization, 

requires that urban grm·:th bo,mdaries be esta

blisheQ to identify and separate urbnnizable 

land from rural land. Goal 14 further provides 

tt~at establishment. and changlfi'tff;@:rrrW2JJ!.fij. 
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boundaries. shall be based upon consideration of 

the follo~ing factors: 

(I) Demon.strated need to accommodate 10n9-

range urban population growth requirements 

consistent with LCDC goals; 

(2) Need for housing, employment opportunities, . 

and livability; 

(3) Orderly and economic provision for 

public facilities and services; 

(4) Haximum efficiency of land uses within 

and on the fringe of the existing urban area; 

(5) Environmental, energy, economic and 

social consequences; 

(6) Retention of agricultural land as defined, 

with Class I being the highest priority for 

retention and Class VI the lowest priority, 

and, 

(7) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses 

,,,ith nearby agricultural activities. 

2. On May 16, 1980 the Coos County Board of 

COr.lIflissioners adopted an ordinance knot..-n as "The Urban 

Growth Boundary Ordinance for the City of Coquille, 

Oregon, an Element of the Coos County Comprehensive 

Plan". The purpose of that ordinance was to ,adopt 

an uri?sm grotith bC'undary for the City of Coquille and 

to establish land use designations for the City of 

Coquille's urban g=m..-th area. The boundary and land 

use designations were also adopted by the City of 
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" 
;f 

Coquille as is required by Statewide Planning Goal 

14, Urbanization, and Land Conservation and 

Development Co~ission policy. The boundary and 

land use designations were subsequently submitted 

to LCDC for ackno\..-ledgement pursuant to ORS 197.251 

along with the remainder of Co~uille's comprehensive 

plan and its implementing ordina~ces. 

3. The Land Conservation and Development Co~missio~ 

reviewed Coquille's proposed cOMprehensive plan in 

September, 1980, and found that the urbanization 

element of this proposed co~prehensive plan 

required more justification in order to satisfy 

Statewide Planning Goal 14. 

4. Based upon LCDC's review and a revised analysis 

of the factors listed in Goal 14 and the Coquille 

cornp~ehensive plan, the Board finds that the urban 

growth boundary for the City of Coquille described 

in "Exhibit An, attached hereto and incorporated 

herein by reference, is justified and appropriate 

pursuant to -Statewide Planning Goal 14. 

5. "Exhibit A" also describes land use designations 

for the City of Coquille urban growth area ,."hich are 

appropriate and in conformance Hith State,.;ide 

Planning Goal 14 and the Coquille comprehensive 

pUn .• 

6. The rationale and justification for estab1ishme~~ 

of this urban growth boundary and the land use 

designations \."i t~in this urban grO\,th boundary are 
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set forth in "Exhibit B". attached hereto and 

incorporated herein"by reference, and in the 

Coquille comprehensive plan. 

SECTION S. REPEAL OF PRIOR ORDINANCE 

The ordinance known as "The Urban Growth Boundary ordinance 

for the City of Coquille, Oregon, an Element of the Coos County 

Comprehensive Plan" adopted by the Board of COQnty Commissioners 

on Hay 16, 1980, is hereby repealed. 

SECTION 6. ADOPTION OF URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 

The boundary described in the attached "Exhibit An is 

hereby adopted as the urban grm-lth boundary for the City of 

Coquille, Oregon. 

SECTION 7. ADOPTION OF LAND USE DESIGNltTIONS 

The land use designations indicated on the attached "Exhibit 

AU are hereby adopted as the land use designations for the City 

of Coquille urban growth area. 

ADOPTED THIS d'9'tl day of 7?Jdvo I 1982. 
? 

BOARD OF COHNISSIONERS 

&~~ 
ATTEST: ill, J~ 4&r?< 

~£f?E2 
lJe.<. ~ 

RecoraingSecretary 

Approved as to fo~~: 

21 /M,/;*r 
28 Office of v~l Counsel 

ORDINAN<::E - 4 
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I EXHIBIT 

CITY Of COQUIllE 

URBAtliZATION 

Population Projections for the City 

j-'-.ll. 

A rational population projection is the. initial basis for determining 
future land needs for the City of Coquille. The City and County have 
agreed to Projection II, page 16, which indicates a grmlth from 4,710 
in 1978 to 6,018 people in 2000. Overall, the projection represents 
an average annual growth rate of 1.12~. The projection itself varies 
as to the increase in population over certain periods of time. The 
largest increase in population is the period bet\'leen 1978 and 1988. Owe 
to present economic conditions and local population estimates, the lseO 
population projection is considered too high. The overall 1.12f, gro~'1th 
rate is accepted, but a 10l":er initial gro~lth rate seef'lS more approrriate. 
The following is the revised !,rojection for the five year intervals: 

1980 
1985 
199D 
1995 
2000 

4,816 
5,092 
5,384 
5 ;692 
6,018 

This projection does not change the year 2000 projected population and 
represents an average annual growth rate of 1.12%. 

Existing Uses 

The next step necessary in detennining housing. corrmercial cnd industrial 
needs is to establish uses by type and "acreage. The following table gives 
a breakdown of the existing land use in the City of Coquille as of Oece7:_ 
ber. 1980. 

RESIDENTIAL (R) 

, Single Family 
Multi-Family 
Mobile Home 
Commercial 
Public Facilities 
QuaSi-Public 

(church. lodges. 
Parks, etc. 

Sub-Total 

Zone District Characteristics 

# of DI"lell ing 
Units 

etc) 

1,229 
246 

4 

"-~4i9 

Developed 
Acreage 

281.4 
15.3 

2.2 
.3 

58.9 
10.5 

5.6 
370 

Net 
Dens itv 
d.u./a.c. 

4.4 
16.1 

loR 

4-:0 

Vacant 
AcreS 

571.2 
(1) 

57f:2 
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.1 of Dwell i!l9 
Units 

MOOIlE HOME/RECREATIONAL 
VEHICLE ("H/RV) 

Sing' e Family 3 
Mobile Home 

1. on lots 2 
2. in parks 49 
Sutl-Total 54 

W'l"ERCIAL (C/l, C/2) 

COr.lmerc;al 
Residential 

1. single family 98 
2. multi-family 110 

Public 
Quasi-Public 
Parks, etc. 

Sub-Total 208 

OPEN SPACE (011) 

HlOUSTRJAl 

Industrial 3 
Com:nercial 

Sub-Total 3 

RIGHT-OF-HAY 

TOTAL 1 ,744 

(1) Included in above acreage figure 

(2) Includes one single family d\'lelling 

(3)(4) Included in above acreage figure 

Housing Needs 

Developed Net 
Acreage gensitY 

.u./a.c. 

.2 

.2 
16.9(2) 2.9 
17.3 ---z:g-

77 .5 

23.5 8.8 
-- (4) 

22.6 
5.1 

11.4 
141.1 -;r:g--

204.5 

7.7 
1.0 
8.7 

212.4 

752.7 2.3 

An assessment of housing needs can be developed from the previous table. 

Vacant 
Acres 

34.2 
-- (3) 
~ 

34.9 

~ 

7.9 

--y;g-

648.2 

From the previous table the number L·f d\-lel1ing units has been shown to be 
1,740. By using the 1980 population figure, the average number of persons 
per dwell ing can be calculated. By cO:T'paring this figure with the trend 
over the last ten years a-trend to smaller household size can be shol.m. 

1970 
1975 
1980 

5 of [)o,'fell ing . : - Persons/ 
Units .Population Dwelling Units 

1,565 4,437 2.B3 
1,536 4,450 2.77 
1.740 4.816 2.76 

:5:1-5 

The trend to smaller household sizes is expected to continue into the ~id
dIe of the 1980's, with a relatively stable household size by 1990 as pro
jected by the State Housing ~ivision. The household size can be used to 
make the follo,"Jing housing needs proj~ction. 

Persons! Dwell ing 
Population D~lell i ng 'lJr-its ~ D; fference 

1980 4,816 2.76 1 ,71 5* 
1985 5,092 2.65 1,921 206 
1990 5,334 2.59 2,078 157 
1995 5,692 2.55 2,232 154 
2000 6,108 2.55 2,360 128 

~ 
*Does not include vacant units. 

These calculations show a need for 645 ell'felling units by the year 2000. 

In addition to the projected housing needs, some provlS10n must be made to 
maintain the vacancy rate in Coquille at an acceptable level. An accept
able n~mber of vacant homes are desirable at any time in order to maintain 
a reasonable balance between the forces of supply and demand. The calc'J
lations are based on the following assumptions: 

1. It is assumed that if Coquille's vacancy rates in 1970 \~ere 
10~ lower than those for the County as a \'Ihole, that they 
differed by the same amount in 1980. 

2. Separate vacancy rates are .u5ed for owner occupied and rented 
homes. It is assumed that Coquille had the same proportion 
of each in its housing stock ;n 1980, as existed in 1970 
(6l.8~; olmer occupied, 38.2 rented). 

3. Acceptable vacancy rates are at least: 1.6~ for homes for 
ol~ner occupation and 5.0t. for homes for rent. (State Housing 
Division) It is assumed that vacancy rates can be raised to 
these 1"ev'els by 1985 with increased home construction. The 
calculations are as follO\~s: 

Vacancy Rates 

(A) Calculation of assumed vacancy rates for 1978 (~; of Total Housing S!.od). 

1970 1978 

COUNTYWIDE* COQUILLE 1 COUilTYHI DE I COQUILLE 

QI-mer Olmer I "mer I I (Nner 1 
Occupied Rented Occupied Rented Dccuoied R~nted Occupied ;::er,te::l 

1 .13~ 7.64% O.9~ 9.2% I 1.6~ I 1. 9C I 1 .271, 12~m _L-

Source: *U.S. Census, -+- .State Hou5ing. Di.vjsion. 

Example: Coquille assu;:'led vacancy rates for ol'mer-occupied dl"fellinas. 1972. 

1.6 T.T3 X 0.9 l.m; 

i 
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Additional 
Vacancy I of Va- Units Over Combined 

[}lIell ing Units ~ cant °Units Prev; ous Fi gure ...l2..hl 
1980 Total 1 .714 1,744 

OIOCC 1,062 1.27% 14 1,076 
Rented 653 2.29% 15 668 

1985 Total 1,921 1,977 
OIOCC 1 ,187 1.5% 19 5 1,206 
Rented 734 5.0% 37 22 771 

1990 Total 2,078 2,139 
OIOCC 1,284 1.6% 21 2 1,305 
Rented 794 5.0% 40 3 834 

1995 Total 2,232 2,297 
OIOCC 1,379 1.5% 22 1 1,401 
Rented 853 5.0% 43 3 895 

2000 Total 2,360 2,428 
OIOCC 1,458 .1.6% 23 1 1,481 
Rented 902 5.0% 45 2 947 

TOTAL OIOCC 9 
Rented 30 

By adding the projected housing need of 645 to the 39 additional units needed 
to maintain an acceptable vacancy rate, the projected housing needs by the 
year 2000 will be 684 dlo/ellings. 

Housinq Projection By Type 

The previous calculations have demonstrated a need for 684 d~Jellings, with 
no breakdov/n by type. In the housing section. it ~Jas noted that many of the 
dwelling units in the city are in a range for 10H to moderate income levels. 
Two forms of housing that can meet the future 101-1 to moderate income family 
needs are attached dlo/ellings and mobile homes. Over the past five years the 
fol101-1ing building permits \"jere issued. 

Single Famili Kul ti-Familr 

1976 10 4 
1977 10 0 
1978 23 10 
1979 21 44 
1980 15 22 

rr-- --8-0 

The table sho~/s an almost even split "beh'2en multi-fcmily and single family 
dwellings. The last two years show a much higher percentage of multi
family dl"/ellings to sing.le family. The prlmary rea"son for this large in
crease ~Ias the result of the city accepting government subsidized dl"lellings 
from Farmers Home Administration, during the period beh/een 1978-1980. 

6;1-~ 

Total ~;ng1e Fami] ~ r1u1ti-Famil)::' Mobil e Homes , . ; , 
~ 

1976 1,494 1,228 32.6 263 17.6 3 .2 
1930 1 ,74.4 1 ,332 76.4 355 20.4 57 3.2 

As noted on page 97. the City of Coquille has 30 05% of the population ~Jith 
incomes of 80% or less of the median incomes for the City. It has to be 
assumed that a portion of the people with low to moderate income levels are 
living in single family housing, since only 23.6;' of the housing stock is 
made up of multi-family and mobile homes. 

The folloy/ing prOjection of housing needs is made based on the fo11ol,.ing 
assumptions: 

1. Single f,,-mily d~le11ings.~jill continue "to decreas.e in proportion 
to the rest of the housing stock, due to increasing cost ~nd 
high interest rates. But it will still be the predor.dnate form 
of housing. 

2: A majority of the single family housing is over 30 yE:ars old. yet 
'"tell maintained. This housing \~ill be available at lOYler cost 
than nel-ler stick-built ho;;;es. These houses ~till account for a 
portion of the lOH to moderate in"cor:le level family's need for 
housing, either through resale or rental. 

3. Attached forms of housing ~Jil1 continue to increcsC' in percen
tage as a part of the overall housing stock due primarily tv 
the econor.1i c benefits of cor..mon I-Ia 11 cons truc t i on, higher der,
sities and government subsidized housing. 

4. Mobile hOr.les will continue to be an acceptable alternative for 
low and r.loderate income famil ies_ That vacant r·~!-!/p:v land l"Iill 
be developed. 

5. That the hbusing stock will change to the follo':ling percentages 
by the year 2000, to meet the above mentioned assumptions and 
meet the low to moderate income household needs: 

Single Family 67~ 
Nult i-Family 27-:; 
f-lobile Homes g 

6. It is also assumed that the assumed increase in i.lulti-farnily 
and mobile home housing types. along I"lith the o1c!er, \":ell
maintained single family dl"tellings, ~til1 r.teet the projected n:eds 
of the 3005% 10\-1 to model"ate income fa:;)i1ies. 

D.-le 11 iog Type and Number ~ Additional Units Needed B)::' Trpe 
1980 TOTAL 

SF 
MF 
I1H 

2000 TOTAL 
SF 
HF 
MH 

• 

l,7~4 
1,332 

355 
57 

2,42B 
1,627 

655 
H5 

76.4 
. 20.4 

3.2 

67 
27 

6 

295 
300 

" 
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Thus~ the total additional dwelling units needed by 'type in the year 2000 
is: 

Single Family 
Multi-Family 
"'cbile Home 

Buil dab 1 e Lands 

295 
300 

89 
684 

In the previous documentation, the City has identified a total of 646.0 
vacant acres of land. If the total acreage were considered capable of maxi
mum development~ then the City could be considered to have an'adequate amount 
of land available for future development. To make that type of judgement 
would be incorrect in the case of Coquille. To determine the carrying capa
city or development potential, a determi[lation of what affect various physical 
constraints will have on develolXllent, needs to be analyzed. 

To determine the carrying capacity of the vacant lands ... rithin the City, the 
following classifications' of buildable lands will be used: 

Suitable: land that is physically capable of accommodating 
development at a maximum utilization level, with public ser
vices readily available. 

less Suitable: Land having some physical constraints and/ 
or limitations on availability of public services. While 
this land is capable of being developed, the constraints will 
result in higher development costs. 

least Suitable: 
straints related 
result in higher 

Lands having som!:! .severe development con-
to the physical carrying capacity, \~hich will 
development costs than other lands. 

These definitions recognize that any parcel of land has some development po
tential if the appropriate develop~ent safeguards are taken and the ~esulting 
capital expenditures are made. 

Vacant Residential Lands 

In previous discussions it was noted that there are 571.2 aCres of vacant, 
residentially zoned land within the City Limits. The majority of these 
lands .are located in the hilly terrain in the eastern and nOrthwestern por
tions of town. For the sake of discussion. the large tracts have been divi
ded into three areas. The following is a description of each area (see Vacant 
lands map): 

Area 1: This area contains 126.4 aCres of land, located south 
of Shelly Road on the east side ~f'town. Yithin this area is 
a subdivision originally approved for 30 lots on 13.2 acres of 
land. The rest of the area· consists of two large parcels of 
30 acres and 77 acres and four smaller parcels. t:early half 
(50.2 acres) of this area"has slopes in excess of 30$, with 

-~) 
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another 30.1 acres having slopes· between 18~ and 30~. Given 
the excessive slopes and the associated soils limitations, th~ 
area has some fairly severe physical development constraints. 
The two largest vacant parcels are physically separated from 
Shelly Road by slopes in excess of 30%. This physical separa
tion creates a substantial barrier to the creation of roads, 
and extension of utilities. It is possible to extend "later in:..o 
this area, but the extension of sel--Jer 1 ines will be extremely 
difficult and costly. Given all of the constraints, this area 
is generally considered least suitable for development, thus 
creating an area most likely to become a moderate to high cost 
housing area with public water and individual sept"ic tanks. 

Area 2: As an area, this is the largest section of vacant lar.i 
within the city, containing 281.1 acres of land. This area 
is located north of .Shel'y Road~ in the east side of town. n:~s 
area contains some small parcels of less than one acre in the 
area closest to.the existing town and a large parcel in excess 
of 100 acres in the .farthest east portion. This area, like t.;',<:: 
previous area, has extremely rugged terrain. Approximately {.;5 
of the area has slopes in excess of 18% (245.8 .acres), with 1 $!. Z 
acres of that being in excess of 30% slope. Access to this a~=3 
is difficult for both new roads and utilities. The !'"lost suit
able terrain is located on the far east side of this area, ',:10.;: 
the extremely rough terrain separating the potentially suitacie 
land from the rest of the town. The primary road access is p:.;:
vided by Shelly Road and Crest Acres Road. Additional road acc~ss 
is necessary to this area. A proposed extension of the Crest 
Acres Road would allol<l for a needed alternative road access. i-'.at::r 
and sel·ler extensions will be costly and difficult to provide. 
given the physical Constraint'S (Ind the location of the most $'..:1:
able land. If development were to .continue along Shelly Roa:;!. 
the portion in the eastern section of this area could acco~o-
date some reasonably high levels of development. Presently t-~~gh. 
this area wrll generally be considered least suitable based c~ 
the cost of improvements and physical limitations. Most like:l, 
the housing typ~s in this area will be in the moderate to hfg.<; 
income levels. 

Area 3: This area of 89.2 acres is very simila)- to areas 1 c;".:: 2 
1n that the terrain is very rugged. This area is under one c',,-:-,;:r
ship. located in the far northwest corner of town. The major:~y 
of the area has slopes in excess of 185, \<lith many areas in e,.:ess 
of 30%. A "later tank is located at the 160 foot elevation, ;.·:-,~:h 
is below the e12vation of the majority of the land in this area_ 
Sewer will be expensive to provide given the present locatior: of 
sewer lines in the'·ar!:!a and the rOL!gh terrain. A large majority 
of this land is considered ieast stiitable and expected to dc.·c10j:l 
at a low denSity, creating.moderate/high-to-high cost housing. 
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The remalnlng 74.5 acres of vacant residential .land is located in various 
areas throughout the existing developed portions of town. A portion of 
these lands are located in areas with steep slopes or within natural 
drainage areas. Given the fact that water and sewer is reasonably avail
able, these lands will generally fall within the suitable and less suitable 
cl assi fications. . 

Based on the previous general discussions and the buildable land suitability 
map, the following projections have been made. These projections are based 
on the assumption that there will be pockets of de.velopment in the large 
rugged areas, which will result in rural types of overall density. 

In addition, it is assumed that the residential density on suitable lands 
I'/ill remain relatively constant. 

Residential Buildable Lands Assessment 

~ 

Suitable 
Less Suitable 
Least Suitable 

Area 2 

Suitable 
less Suitable 
Least Suitable 

Area 3 

Suitable 
Less Suitable 
least Suitabl e 

Remaining Vacant land 

. Suitable 
less Suitable 
lea$t Suitable 

TOTAL 

. Vacant land 

126.4 acre$ 

281.1 acres 

89.2 acre$ 

74.5 acre$ 

571.2 aCrE$ 

Acres X D.U./Acre 

13.2 x 3*d.u./ac. 
0 

113.2 x ld.u./5ac. 

0 
35.3 x 1 d. u ./ac. 

245.8 x 1d.u./5ac. 

12.1 x 4d.t,I./ac. 
0 

77.1 x 1d.u./5ac. 

34.1 x 4d.u./ac . 
25.1 x ld.u./ac. 
15.3 x ld.u./Sac. 

D-fle 11 i no 'Un its 

39 
0 

23 
62 

0 
35 
49 
84 

48 
0 

1, 
63 

136 
25 
3 

164 

373 

*Based upon approved densjty for .. ~he subdivision in the area. 

The$e projections show that the existing vacant residentially zoned lands 
\'/il1 be able to accommodate 373 new residential d\.,ellings. 

<1-Y 

Vacant Mobile Home Lands 

In the previous housing projections, it has been deterr:dn:::d ti",H there will 
need to be 89 add it iona 1 1:)0 bil e homes added to the a rea's hous i ng stock. 
It ha$ been documented that there are 34.2 acre$ of vacant mobile home I 
recreational vehicle zoned lar.ds Hithin the City. Bc::$Ed upon the suita
bility cla$$ifications and the assumption that mobile ho~es will be de~e)0ped 
at density higher' than standard construction hemes and the proximity to 
utilities. the following projection is '!lade: 

Suitabl e 19.1 acres x 5 d.u./ac. 95 d. tI. 

less Suitable 7.6 acres x 2 d.u./ac. 15 cl.u. 

lea$t Suitable ~ acres x 1 d.u./ac. _7 d.w. 

TOTAL 34.2 aCres 117 d. u. 

8a$ed on the$e calculations, there should be more than er,ciJgr. vacant land 
available to accommodate mobile home needs at this timE:. 

Total Residential land Needs 

The two previous discussion$ resulted in .the determination th.:.t the mobile 
home needs of the City can be accommodated in the existing vacar.t lands. 
Other forms of housing shol.,red a deficit in the need. The previous prc.jec
tion showed a need for an additional 295 single family and 300 multi-far:ily 
d\.,rel1ings. The suitable lands calculation was based upon the assumpbon 
that single family and multi-fami~y ~ousing are use$ a110wed outright in 
the residential zone district. Based upon the projection of an additior"l 
595 dl>,ellings needed and, lands available to accommodate 373 d~·:el1ings, the 
City of Coquille shol"s a need for land to accomr..odate an additional 222 
dwelling units. 

Commerci a 1 Land Needs 

Commercial land need$ can be made in a number of ways. The ~ethod chosen 
is based upon the existing developed commercial land being expressed as a 
ratio to the existing population. The basic assumption being that the e~
i$ting corrmercial lands are adequate to meet the needs of the residents cf 
the City of Coqu"ille and that ratio I"li11 meet He needs of ~ha future popu
lation. The f0110\"ling process is used to determine the cc:-::':',ercial land 
need$ by the year 2000: Acre$ 

Total CommerCially Zoned land 
less Residentially Del'eloped Comrnercial land 

Sub-Total Cor.unercial1y Zoned Land 

176.0 
23.5 

152.5 
34.9 Le$s Vacant Commercial land 

Total Developed. Commerc.ial Land 11T.6 
117.6 COlll.1!ercial 4,816 persons 0.0244 commercial acres/person 

So assuming the population in the City reaches 
the follmling projection I>,ould.result: 

6,018 persons X 0.0244 acres/person 

Year 2000 commercial ~.creage 
les$ year 1~30 c.o:\lfi1('I·cial acr!:age 
CO::-,:T;=rcial Acre:.g'.:' r:=eded 

5,018 persons by the year 2000, 

145.8 a~res 

1I;5.S wCl"E:S 

117.& {;::'~~ 
-20-:2 acrE:S 
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Vacant Commercial lands· 

Presently there are 34.9 acres of vacant cOmr.lercial land in the City. Two 
of the larger parcels of land are located in the floodplain. areas 1 and 
2 on rna p 

Area 1: This parcel is in a single ownership consisting of 9f 
acr:esof land. Presently it is an open field, subject to sea
sonal high ground water. It is located adjacent to the inter
section highway 42 and the Fairview Road. Because of its loca
tion, the City feels that owners of the property could go the. 
expense of filling and properly draining this area to justify 
development of the area. 

Area 2: This area is a brush area just north of the City shops 
conslsting of 8.9 acres: There is very little access to this 
property. along with very little visibil ity from,public rights
of-~:ays. Because of its physical limitations and low visi
bl1ity, the City doubts that the ovmers of this property ~lill 
want to go to the expense of developing this property. Thus, 
it is classified as a least suitable corrrnercial site. with 
virtually no development potential. . 

Vacant Buildable Cor.unercial lands 

Based on the previous discussions, the follo~t;ng numerical justification can 
be r.1ade: 

Total Commercially Zoned land 
Total Oeveloped Commercial land 
Totl e Vacant Commercial land 
least Suitable Commercial land 
Total Buildable Commercial land 

176.0 acres 
141.1 acres 
34.9 acres 
8.9 acres 

26.0 acres 

As established previously, the City needs 29.2 acres of vacant buildable 
land to ~eet the year 2000 needs. As a result the City needs 3.2 acres of 
vacant com~ercial land by the year 2000. -

Industrial land Needs 

The City of Coquille has very little vacant industrial land within the ex
isting City limits. Presently 7.7 acres of Georgia-Pacific mill site is 
\'lith;n the City limits. As discussed previously~ Georgia-Pacific 2nd Roseburg 
lumber are the major industrial activities in the Coquille area. Being I'/Ood 
products oriented industry leaves Coqu;ll~ dependent upon an active housing 
market. Given the fact that a large proportion of the industry in the County 
is wood products oriented, there is a need both 10ca,l1y and regionally to 
diversify the economic b2se. GiVen the basic premise of need to diversify. 
the City in previous discussions has determined a need for small cottage type 
of industries that utilize ilrea' resources and the potential for food pro
cessing facilities. 

5:1-'1 

Vacant Industrial land 

Within the City limits there are presently 7.9 vacant acres of industrially 
zoned land. This land is locate.d north of Highway 42 in the I.'estern por
tion of town. This land is intended to meet the identified r:eed for small . 
cottage type of industry that is not in need of rail access. The parcels 
are presently relatively small. limiting the size of potential industry. 
Having a larger food processing plant or wood products oriented industry 
locate there is not very 1 ikely. Basedon this discussion, the City is in 
need of some vacant industrial land that has both rail and highway access. 

Urban Growth Boundary 

In the previous discussions regarding projected needs and buildab'e vacant 
lands, it was demonstrated that the City has a need for additional resi
dential. commercial and industrial land. To accommodate this nEed. addi
tional vacant buildable land will have to be annexed into the City ~lith1n 
the 20-year planning period. To do this the City must use the seven factors 
in Goal 14 (Urbanization) as the basis for determining the location and 
size of the Urban Gro'l'lth Boundary (UGB). " 

Residential land N~eds 

As a result of the residential buildable lands analysis. it was determined 
that the City needed enough additional vacant land to accommodate 222 
d\"telling units. The City is restricted somel"lhat in the direction in ~Ih;ch 
residential growth can and should occur. The rpesent trEnd is to the east, 
in an area called Shelly Road/Crest Acres. Presently. the City is providing 
water service to the Shelly Road/Crest Acres Hater District. [be to limi
tations in the Water District's storage tank and the City's ability to treat 
the water. service limitations exist. To include the entire district in the 
UGB ~lOuld be the ideal situation from a water services poir,t of view. Ijn
fortunately y this cannot be justified at this time. In order to alloH for 
the flling in of the area betl~een the majority of the Hater District's de
veloped area and the City's existing residential development. the area iden
tified on the Urban Gro\~th Area maps has been included. Based upon the 
seven Goal 14 criteria. the fol10\~ing justific~tion has been !:lade: 

1. In order that the projected need for vacant residential land 
can be met, the proposed parcels of land are included in the 
UGS. This land contains 339.6 acres of land, \";'ich, bcsed 
on the land suitability criteria presented earlie,. the fol-
10l.ling deVElopment capacity"has been established: 

Acres D. U./ A~re D ~el1 ins lbits 

Suitable 27.8 4d.u./ac. 111 
less Suitabl e 79.4 ld.u./ac. 7' 
least Suitable 232 .4 Id.u./ac. '5 

339.6 236 

This projection indicates that the parcels shc:lld 2cco:-;;::odate 
the need;d housing. 
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2. The needed housing can'be provided through the development 
of these lands. Even though the terrain is rough, there 
are adequate areas of suitable land to accommodate the 
growth. which are consisten~ with the overall physical charac
teristics of the area. 

3. Presently. water and s,e~ler lines are in place along Shelly 
Road to the subdivision noted in Area 1 (Vacant lands map). 
The full utilization of these utilities can be accomplished 
by filling in of the suitable lands in the vicinity. By 
further extending water service into these areas. the City 
will be better able to loop the system to allow for better 
water pressure. By having development occur here. the City 
is in a better position to work with the Shelly Road/Crest 
Acres Water District to provide an economical way of pro
viding a surer \>Jater supply to the people in the District 
presently. Development in the area will also allow for 
the orderly extension of roads to the area. Presently, it 
is a single acces's area. Th'e City has proposed providing 
additional access from Fairview Road. 

4. By in filling these areas, the'City will realize the maxi
mum efficiency possible for the systems already in place. 
This will eliminate ·the present situation of leap-frog 
type of development-_ 

5. A. Environmental consequences will be minimized through the 
review of development and the implementation of the Hazards 
Q'Ierlay Zone. The review will pay attention to the reten
tion of natural vegetation for slope stabilization purposes. 

B. Energy consequences will be positive in the fact that 
road access will be improved through the maximum utiliza
tion of the lands in the area. 

C. Economic consequences will be positive in tr.at the effi
cient utilization of the land will create more efficient 
and economical public services into the area. 

D. Social consequences will also be positive in that the 
development in the area will be in character with the ex
isting development and previous positive consequences. It 
is also felt that maximum utilization of these lands will 
create a better opportunity for the provision of low and 
moderate income housing. 

6. Agricultural soil? in the area a.e in relatively s~all par
cels, being a Cla"s's III type of soil. These lands have been 
used to a limited extent for pasture and grazing purposes in 
the past. Development in these areas \~i11 not have any 
effect on the agricultural industry in the area given the fact 
that the parcels are re.1atively small and isolated. 

7. The type of development that will occur in the area ~iill not 
have an adverse effect on the nearby agricultural activities 
given the fact that similar develop;.:lcnt is al"eady in the area 
and not creating any problems. 

5:7-('0 

COIT".nitted Areas for Inclusion in the UGB 

The preceding discussion \-/as presented to justify the inclusion of 339_6 
acres of vacant land within the City in the next 20 years. One additional 
area I'lill be included within the UGB for residential purposes. This area 
is considered totally co~itted to urban density development and is pre
sently served by City water. The following is a breakdo,tn of the charac
teristics of the area: 

:: D.U. 

Single Family 42 

r-lu1ti -Family 0 

Commercial 

R.O.W. 

TOTALS 42 

Developed 
Acreage 

21.3 

.4 

~ 
24.1 

Vacant 
Acreage 

0.6 

0.6 

This area is located on the ~Iest side of the Cunningham Creek drainage and 
adjacent to the City limits_. The potential for develop;;)ent ir. fill is very 
l'imited and is not identified as a major 'factor in development need~. 

Com!l"lerc i a 1 land !leeds 

The City has -identified an area on the ~Iest side along Highl.,ay 42 for 
future corrmercial develop:nent (see map). The cor..:nercial land needs section 
identified a need for 3.2 additional acres of vacant land for commercial pur
poses. The area described contains 16.8 -acres total~ of "Ihlch 11.0 aCI'es are 
held in single ovtnership and the rest in four smaller parcels. The land is 
partially committed to cOIT"~ercial development and a small ~ohile home park. 
Given the amoilTlt of land in the area, the City feels this is a 109ical 
location for corrrnercial develoJX:Ient. It is co~~limentary to the industrial 
use surrounding the area. 

Industrial land Needs 

The industrial hod needs section identified a need for a large parcel of 
vacant industrial land with both highl"ay and rail access. There are tl"O 
larger industrial sites included Hithin the IJGB that are presently co~;nitted. 
They are the Roseburg Lu~ber mill site (135.e acres) and the Georgia-Pacific 
mill site and log storage area (35.6 acres). These areas are included \'dth
in the UGB as committed ~reas. 

The area betloleen the rai,lroad and highl·;ay .. nas 11 parcels of land varying 
in size from .3 acres to over ttro acres. There presently are some uses 
that could be converted to industrial uses. The total area contains 12.9 
acres of land. Because of the industrial siting criteria, the City has in
cluded these lands I';lthin the UG3 as potential industrial lands. 
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Area of Mutual Interest 

The proposed Area of Mutual Interest includes the Shelly Road/Crest Acres 
Water District. The Urban Growth Area Management Agreement states that 
these areas are not to be considered available for urbaniJ:ation within the 
planning period or until such a time that vacant land within City Limits 
and the UGA is substantially developed. County zoning will simply recog
nize the character of existing land use; areas committed to residential 
use, like those on Shelly Road/Crest Acres will be designated for Rural 
Residential use in the Comprehensive Plan, with an appropriate minimum 
lot size for all future divisions. Undeveloped land will be maintained 
in resource use or designated for rural residential use strict1y on the 
basis of need. This will tend to restrict residential growth in this area. 
while at the same time areas within the UGA are made available for growth 
by service extensions. 
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CASE" ____ _ 
BOARD OF COMMISSlcll\kI _______ _ 

COUNTY OF COOS~ JA112219S2 
STATE OF OREGON WoA' Ateol WIlSClH 

fr(-r;:;;;'~ 
In the Natter of Adopting Zoning ) 
Designations for the urban~~r?~}p~~ 
Areas for the City of AfQiffl'"Ts"1nrego 

ORO I NAN C E 

OR 82-1-002L 

THE BOARD OF COHMISSIONERS for the County of Coos' orda£ns 

as follows: 

SECTION 1. ~ 

This ordinance shall be known as "Coos County Ordinance 

Nurrber OR 82-1-002L". 

SECTION 2. AUTHORITY 

This ordinance is enacted pursuant to the provisions of 

CRS 203.035 and CRS Chapter 215. 

SECTION 3. PURPOSE 

The purpose of this ordinance is to adopt zoning 

designations for land within the urban growth area of the City 

of Powers, Oregon. This ordinance partially implements the 

ordinance known as the "Coos County Ordinance Number 82~1-OOlL, 

an Element of the Coos Ccunty Comprehensive Plan." 

SECTION 4. FINDINGS 

The Board of Commissioners for Coos County finds that: 

1. The ordin2~ce xnown as "Coos County 

Ordinance Number 82-1-001L, an Element of 

the Coos County Co;.lprehensive Plan" adopts 

an urban gro ... th boundary for the ci ty of 

Pm .. ers, Dreg,?n. That ordinance also establishes 

O~Jnj,:l,:,j'CE - 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

s 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

J4 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

SECTION 5. 

general land use designations for the City of 

Powers urban growth area. 

;Z-. The Urban Growth Boundary Ordinance for the 

City of Powers, Oregon contains supporting 

documentation to demonstrate that the ordinance 

is consistent with the Statewide Planning Goals. 

This zoning ordinance, since it is consistent 

with and irnplement~ the Urban Growth Bounda~} 

Ordinance for the Cit~ of POHers, is therefore 

also consistent with the Statewide Land Use 

Planning Goals. 

3. The zoning designations legislatively adopted 

by this ordinance are based upon the zoning system 

established by the Coos County Interim Zoning 

Ordinance of 1975. The zones adopted by this 

ordinance are defined and will be administered 

according to the terms of the Coos county Interim 

Zoning Ordinance of 1975. 

REPEAL OF ALL INCONSISTENT ZONING DESIGNATIONS 

All zoning designations adopted as part of the Coos County 

Interim Zoning Ordinance of 1975 which are inconsistent with th~ 

zoning designations adopted by this ordinance are hereby 

repealed. 

SECTION 6. ADOPTION OF ZONING DESIGNATIONS 

The zoning designations described in "Exhibit AI!, attached 

hereto and incorporated herein by reference. are hereby adopted 

as the zoning designati:::ms for the properties sho'.;n in "Exhibit 

28 II A". 

ORDINM:CS - 2 

5:"5-( 
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2. 

ADOPTED THIS dId day of )?b"-rff 1982. 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

,i!f~ 
Ah,ent 

Commissioner 

ATTEST: 

f)'YI.~a~ ~---J 
Recordin!!:fl secrEl'tary 

Approved as to form: 

~~£-
otIlce~-1eg~l Counsel 

ORDINANCE - 3 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

• 
9 

10 

" 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

il8 , 
19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

--.' . 

c-'{!/.J. 
. CASE /I ___ -"-~_ 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONEif.llE # -' ___ '-'-'~ __ 

COUNTY OF COOS fL'l 5J\N? 2 1~) 
STATE OF OREGON 

In the Matter of Adopting an Amended 
Urban Growth Boundary for the City of 
Powers, Oregon 

MAA .. ANN WltSOf>f __ _ 

,%-~K . 
BY ...-;-~~ Q":.un , -

o R D I ~ A NeE. 

OR 82-1-001L 

THE BOARD OF COHMISSIONERS for the County of Coos 'ordains 

as follows: 

SECTION 1. ~ 

This ordinance shall be known as "Coos County Ordinance 

Number OR 82-1-001L, an Element of the Coos County Comprehensive 

Plan." 

SECTION 2. AUTHORITY 

This ordinance is enacted pursuant to the provisions of 

ORS 203.035 and ORS Chapter 215. 

SECTION 3. PURPOSE 

The purpose of this ordinance is to· adopt an amended urban 

growth boundary "far."the City of Powers, Oregon. This ordinance 

also establishes land use designations for the City of Powers 

urban growth area. 

SECTION 4. FINDINGS 

The Board of Commissioners of Coos County finds that: 

1. Statewide Planning Goal 14, Urbanization, 

requires that urban growth boundaries be esta-

blished to identify and separate urbanizable 

land from rural land. Goal 14 further provides 

that establishment and change of urban growth 

QRDIN>'NCE - 1 

6:?!-;J-
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bou~daries shall be based upon consideration of 

the following factors: 

(1) Demonstrated need to. accommodate long

range urban population gro\"th requirements 

consistent,with LeDC goals. 

(2) Need for housing, employment opportunities, 

and livability; 

(3J Orderly and economic provision for 

public facilitie~ and services; 

(4) Maximum efficiency of land u!"es within 

and on the fringe of the existing urban area; 

(5) Environmental, energy, economic and 

social consequences; 

(6) Retention of agricultural land as defined, 

with Class I being the highest priority for 

retention and Class VI the lowest priority; 

and, 

(7) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses 

with nearby agricultural activities. 

2. On May 16, 1980 the Coos County Board of 

Commissioners adopted an ordinance kno\<Jn as "The Urban 

Growth Boundary Ordinance for the City of Powers, 

Oregon, an Element of the Coos county Comprehensive 

Plan". The purpose of that ordinance was to adopt 

an urban grotvth bOl:ndary for the City of Powers and 

to establish land use designations for the City of 

Powers' urban growth area. The boundary and land 

use designations were also adopted by the City of 

OP.DIN1,NCE - 2 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 

8 

9 

10 

II 
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J3 

14 

15 

16 

11 

18 
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24 

25 

26 

21 

28 

:7:'8'-3 

Powers as is required by Statewide Planning Goal 

14, urbanization, and Land Conservation and 

D~velopment Commission policy. The beunda:::y and 

land use designations were subsequently submitted 

to LCDC for acknowledgement pursuant to DRS 197.251 

along with .the remainder of Po\yers' cenprehensive 

plan and its implementing ordinances. 

3. The Land Conservation and Develop@ent Co~~ission 

reviewed Powers' propo.sed comprehensi ve plan in 

September, 1980, and found that the urbanization 

element of this proposed comprehensive plan 

required more justification in order to satisfy 

StatetV'ide Planning Goal 14. 

4. Based upon LCDC's review and a revised analysis 

of the factors listed in Gaa~ 14 and the POwers 

comprehensive plan, the Board finds that the urban 

growth boundary for the City of Powers described 

in "Exhibit A", attached hereto and.incorporated 

herein by reference, is justified and appropriate 

pursuant to Statewide Planning Goal 14. 

S. "Exhibit A" also describes land use designations 

for the City of Powers urban growth area which are 

appropriate and in conformance with Statewide 

Planning Goal 14 and the Powers comprehensive 

plan. 

6. The rationale and justification for establishment 

of this urban growth boundary and the land use 

designations within this urban growth boundary are 

I! ORDHIANCE - 3 
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SECTION S. 

set forth in "Exhibit Bn; attached hereto and 

incorporated herein by reference, and in the 

Powers comprehensive plan. 

REPEAL OF PRIOR ORDINANCE 

The ordinance known as "The Urban Growth Boundary ordinance 

for the City of Powers, Oregon, an Element of the Coos County 

Comprehensive Plan" adopted by the Board of County Commissioners. 
,~: ". 

on May 16, 1980, is he~eby r~pealed. 

SECTION 6. ADOPTION OF URBAN GRQi1TH BOUNDARY 

The boundary described in the attache9, "Exhibit A" is 

hereby adopted "as the urban growth boundary for the 'City of 

Powers, Oregon. 

SECTION 7. ADOPTION OF LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

o· ,'" "'".,; 

The land use designations indicated on the attached 

"Exhibit A" are hereby adopted as the land use designations for 

the City of Powers urban gro~th area. 

ADOPTED THIS ~day of f/(l"""A11 , 1982. 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

~~~ 'chai .... ~, 

ATTEST: 

,~<I/,~ 
lYt'->dt" ~/ 

Reco-iaing .secretary ;::/"'i'" S 0 .v'". '-

Approved as to form: Absent 
Com.'TIl.ssioner 

&.~ 
Office'oT-Legp Counsel 

CRDr;\_:l.~CE -

INTRODUCTION 

EXHIBIT B 

URBANIZATION ELEf1ENT 

as revised by the City 

of PO'Vlers .June, 1981 

The City of Powzrs has re~considzred its projections of future. land use 
in and arO'..:r.d the City which are the foundatio:1 of the existing urbani
zation element of the Comprehensive Plan and the associated Urban Gro!;lth 
Boundary Agreement bet-.... een the City and Coos County. 

Two main factors have contrib~ted to a decision by the City to completely 
revise its proposed Urban GrOlV'th Boundary. First. the City used a popu
lation projection for the year 2000 which is coordinated with Coos County. 
Second, a new buildable lands survey was taken to provide accurate OJr
r2nt information aoout the extent of develo~ed and vacan!·la~d ~jthin the 
City. 

The City has.also considered each of the eight factors which must be ad
dressed under Goal 9 {Economy} and the seven factors;fr~ Goal 14 (Urbani
zation) and believes that its proposed revised Urban GrO\~th Boundary is 
justified under the goals. 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED URBAN SRO\ITH BOUNDARY 

The City of Po\.,.ers desires that the following lands outside the City Limits 
be included in its revised Urban GrOl"th Boundary: 

location Acres 

1. 30.3 acres of land QWneo by ueorgla-Pacific Corporation adjacent 
to the Southeast.cgrner of the City limits in Tax lot 1300 
(S13D,T31,R12) a"d Tax Lot 400 (S18,T31,R11); 

2. 29.0 a.cres of land owned by Howard Jesse Coldiron and located 
east of Johnson Mountain Rd •• west of -the Powers .State Airport 
and north of Estes Creek in Tax lots 600 and 1200 (S19~T31.Rll) 
and Tax lot 400 (S24. T31, R12); 

3.77.5 acres of land owned by the State of Oregon Board of Aero
nautics in Tax Lot 300 (S24.T31.R12) and Tax Lot 500 (S19.T31.R1l); 

4.0.15 acres owned by Howard Jesse Coldiron and located east of the 
Johnson I~ountain Rd. and south of the South Fork of the Coquille 
RiVer in Tax:lot 2000 (S12D, T31.R12); 

5.24 acres owned by the Powers family in Tax lot 500 (S13C,T3l.R12) 
comprising the easterly one-half with "Iestern boundary midway 
between the corners of Tax lot 500. south on the same bearing as 
the western boundary of Tax. lot 500. 

110T£: All acreage figures are ·approxir.late. 

5;'l-Q 
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fUTURE lAND NEEDS 

The City's Buildable lands Survey includes a determination of the 
amount of residential. commercial and industrial land which will be 
needed to accommodate the projected year 2000 population at today's 
densities. 

land Needed 

38 Acres 
6.56 Acres 
5.33 Acres 

land. Available in City 

Residential 
CormJerci a 1 
Industrial 

102.19 Acres 
13.61 Acres 
3.00 Acres 

While the City has adequate vacant available land to meet the resi
dential and conrnercial needs of its anticipated year 2000 population. 
very little, if any, industrial development can occur because there is 
not adequate land available for that use. "Reliance on using the 
existing level of industrial activity to determine the land needs of 
indust~ in the Powers. of the year 2000 cannot be considered satisfacto~ 
or reasonable. 

Expansion of the area's .industrial base will be necessary 
the small pre9icted population increase to 1,340 persons. 
the City has developed its Urban Growth Boundary based on 
needs. 

GOAL 9 (ECONOMY) CONSIOERATIONS 

to achieve 
Therefore, 

economic 

Goa·1 9 requires jurisdictions to address the follOliing seven factors 
during determination of whether or not additional land 1s needed for 
commercial or indUstrial uses: 

1. Health of the Current Economic'Base 
Powers has always been dependent on the wood products industry for its 
basic employment. When the Georgia-Pacific Corporation's veneer mill 
\~as operating in the 1960's. population increased to a peak of 1.366 in 
1968. By 1970. Georgia-Pacific had exhausted its old growth timber re
source and closed its mill and rail facility; population dropped to 842. 

The City's current estimated p·opulation of 993 is still dependent on 
the forest resource •. The United States Forest Service and the Rose City 
Archery Company are the two major emoloYl"rs-; all other employment is pro 
vided by the public service and commercial sectors_ 

Historical and current data on unemploywent for the City of Powers is no 
available_ For planning purposes. the City has made assumptions about 
its economic condition based on Coos County: data. HO\o/ever. one specific 
indicator of the state of the,Powers economy is the -fact that it is tne 
only City is Coos or' Curry Counties that has been detenmined to be eli
gible for the Urban Development Action Grant (UOAG) Program of the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

-2-

The UOAG program is designed to assist economically distressed cities by 
revitalizing their'economic base. providing jobs. and reclaiming de~erior
ated ~r aging neighborhoods. To be eligible, cities must meet at least 
three of four symp~?JlS of distress: 

_ Per capita income - $1.424 or less net increase between 
1969 and 1974 

_ 'Population lag/decline - .31 percent or greater decline 
frem 1970 to 1975 

_ Housing stock - 34.15 percent or more constructed prior 
to 1940 
Poverty level.- 11.24 percent or more of City's popula
tion 0 

Powers can use the UOAG program as an incent'ive to attract ne\~ industrial 
development to the City. but without adequate vacant buildable land the 
City is severely limited in what it can offer potential developers. 

2. Materials and Energy Availability 
The City foresees no particular problems with the availability of either 
materials or energy for increased economic development. large capacity 
power lines, which were necessary to handle the load of the Georgia
Pacific mill are still in place. Another potential source of Dower for 
industry is located nearby in the coal reserves at Eden Ridge.' It ex
pects that new industrial development win eHher use wood as its bas·~c 
material or will truck in unfinished materials of some type such as elec
tronics components for assembly/completion and subsequent trucking out. 

3. Labor Market Factors 
Powers residents are affected by the County's overall unemployment which 
results from a soft National lumber market_ When market conditions im
prove. employment w11'1 increase. 'The CHy's population projection of 
1,340 people in the year 2000 was developed in cooperation 'rlith Coos County 
with the expectation that there will continue to be cyclical changes in 
the lumber marke.t/employment situation. The migration of 500 perSOflS frOOI 
the City in the early 1970's was the direct result of the closure of the 
major mill. Many employees and their. families prefer to live in a small 
town like Pow.ers in an area full of recreational opportunities; all that's 
needed to bring them to the City is reneHed industrial activity. 

4. TransDortation 
Highway 242 i.s the primary link bet.~een Powers and the rest of Coos County. 
This two-lane road has turnouts and is adequate for truck traffic including 
log trucks_ 

-3-
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A typical modern Inill will require itn annual supply of 30 to ·40 million 
board feet of timber per year to o~erate profitably. This would prob
ably be either a s'tudrnill or veneer plant specifically designed'""to handll 
small-diameter logs. Such mills are often initially chip and saw oper
ations which can be expanded to peel veneer and ~ake plywood. 

The Powers District of the Sisk.iyou National Forest =cur.rently .harvests 
c:pproximately 48.7 million board feet of timber per year. According to 
the 1981 Draft Siskiyou Management Plan, 49: of the Powers District 
volume is in mature old gro· .... th fir. The plan states that the annual 
harvest volume will increase to 50 mbf/year and should remain stable 
at that level for the next 20 years. Hood from the District is now be
ing processed in Crescent City,; California, Dill ard, Riddl e and North 
Bend. 

Georgia-Pacific Corporation has 65,000 acres of land within the Powers 
'Working circle.· Much of the land \o .. as acquired by the Company' in the 
1950's and 1960's after its old growth timber had been cut, but refores
tation effor.ts· have been successful and Georgia-Paciric expects to harvest 
those stands within the next 20 years. The Company expects a sustainable ; 
annual harvest of 40-50 million board feet of timber from the working 1 

circle within 30 years. Harvesting activity will be continuously increas
ing between 1990 and 2000 and it will be during that decade that the 
Company will make its decision about what type of mill operation it can 
support in Powers - provided there is a suitable industrial site available 

The City is dedicated to the development of smaller industrial oper-
ations ..... hich will use not only fir from the surrounding forests but 
also other species including 2lc~'.~hite ceca,. ~aple. madrone, and tanoal 
Rose City Products. the CHy's only current industry, is one example of 
a small lor'Ood products company. It uses Port Orford White Cedar to make 
shakes. planter boxes and arrow shafts {for a world-wide market}. 

7. Availabil itr of land 

The City of Powers intends to ensure the availability of an industrial 
site suitable for a large mill end adequate sites for small industrial 
enterprises during the planning period. There is virtually no vacant 
industrial zoned land within the City at the Current time. Over half 
of the vacant 4.96 acres are covered by a log pond and, since the pro
perty is part of a much larger parcel, are not likely to be available 
to anyone but the owner. Georgia-Pacific Corporation. 

The City has included 4 discrete sites in its proposed urban gorwth 
boundary to provide for ind~strial expansion in the futUre. Both the 
Georgia-Pacific and Powers properties ~re considered good large indus
tr"ial sites. It is likely that. in addition to one mill. there could 
well be a separately owned log sorting farility on the· other site. 
Historically, a log sorting operation was located on the Powers pro
perty all during the time the Georgia-Paei.fic mill operated. The 
PO~lers timber ·holdings are only 115 of ~eorgia-Pacific's but at 12.000 
acres of predominantly cO::r.1ercial size 2nd grOltth stock. the Powers 
resource will require room to sort and/or process. 

-,-

The Georgia-Pacific property in the proposed Urban Gr~h~h Boundary has 
historically been.in industrial use since the 1960's end is currently 
the site of a log sorting operation. It· is the only ~roperty the Com
pany owns suitable for a large mill in the Powers are~. When Georgia_ . 
PaCific was operating its Powers mill in the 196D's~ "it was located on 
70 acres in the north part of the City on property t~~: is now a County 
Park.. 

Provision of alternative sites for small industrial development for 
Powers is just as crucial as accollI1lodating potential r.:-:.Jor mills in 
the Urban Growth Boundary.· In fact. the City of Powers is especially 
committed to ensuring that there will be land available for the small 
developers. Currently, there is no place within the C"i-:y for such 
development. Vacant lands, regardless of current zone oesignations. 
have been considered by the Planning COlmlission and have been found 
to be unsuitable due to proximity to residential neigh~~rhoods and 
parks. 

The best location for small' industry is the Coldiron property south 
of the City Limits. Road access to the sHe is good 50 1i.Ce it abuts 
the Powers-Agness road and there are very feH residences in the vi
cinity. Additional small sites could be available on lease at the 
adjoining Powers State Airport. 

GOAL 14 (URBANIZATION) CONSIDERATIONS 

Goal 14 requires the City to provide for an orderly and efficient 
transition from rural to urban land use and orovides fe, the esta
blishment of an urban growth boundary which 1s justifie:j based on 
consideration of specific factors. The City of Powers believes that 
its proposed Urban Growth Boundary is justified because of the following 

L Demonstrated ne·eit to acco:rrnodate ionci:'range urban ~,:,-~1 at10:1 orowth 
requirement conSlstent wlth lCDC goals •. 

lands outside the current City limits must be made a"\-ailable for 
industrial development because there is not adequate suitable land 
within the City to acconvnodate large or sr:Jan ind;ust-y. -

Z. Need for housing. emoloyment opoortunities. and livability 

POr/ers needs, and desires. increased employment oppo,tunities to 
support its fcture population. There is an ample t1~~e, resource 
to support new and expanded wood products jndustries in the area. 
HO"lever~ such industrial develolJlTlent cannot occur wi:':;o:;t suitable 
and available sites. -

3. Orderly and economic provision for oublic facilities and services 

The City can provide water services and police and fire protection 
to the urban growth b~Jndary area as needed. Deve1c=~rs wi11 be 
required to bear the cost o~ services: 

-S-
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4. Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the 
existirg urban-area 
The lands to be included in the Urban Growth Boundary are currently 
in use in one or more of the following ways~ seasonal cattle grazing~ 
log sorting. aircraft landing strip and plane parking. These lands. 
with the exception of the Airport facility itself~ would be more 
efficiently used if they were supporting- industrial operations. 

5. Environmenta1~ energy. economic and social consequences 
In order to continue as a viable community, Powers must be able 
to attract industry which will provide jobs for curren1: and 
future residents. Sufficient land must be available for various 
uses to insure choice for potential industrial developers. Hith
out sufficient choice~ the' City will continue its little or no 
grO'r/th pattern of the last ten years. There are no envirorvnental 
or energy problems foreseen as a result·of renewed industrial 
activity in Powers. The economic and.social consequences are ex
pected. to be positive. particularly because new job oDDortunities 
wfll allow persons to come to or remain in an area highly valued 
for its livability and recreation potential. 

6. Rctcnti"on'of agr1"cultural :Und 
If full development occurs on all the lan'ds in the proposed Urban 
Growth' Boundary. some agricultural land will be lost. The Coldiron 
property and portions of the Airport and Powers property have Class 
III soils; however. historical use of those' properties for agri
culture has been minimal. Hay crops have been attempted by various 
.owners on those sites with discouraging results. For the past 15-
20 years. there has been some cattle grazing but only on a seasonal 
basis. 

7. Compatlbility of the proposed urban uses with nearby aoricultura1 
activities 
Industrial development on the lands in the ~roposed Urban Gr~Ath 

- Boundary \iould be compatible t-nth nearby agricultural activity which 
consist almost totally of forest areas and graZing ~astures. 

LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 

Land use designations within the Powers Urban Growth area 
are shown on the attached Powers UGB COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
LAND USE. DESIGNATIONS map dated 10 Nov. 81. 

-6-
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"BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

COUNTY OF COOS 

STATE OF OREGON 

f]LfiY;,t:... l 
CASE # 
FILE # -=====11 • 

r"" JUL 15 IS'BT 

4 
LIM\':' ~~;~; \'!jl~~:l 

In the Matter of Adopting an Amended 
5 ~ban Growth Boundary for the City of 

~ip.fi, Oregon 
6 

o J.l. D I Il"'i\" N C2'E - . 
f. 7 r~6-f?'4~ C!:!'ift" 

OR 81-012 

7 ~ Th~ BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS for the county of Coos ordains as 
, 
~follows: 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

'4 

" 
16 

17 
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20 

2i 
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28 

!:SECTION L TITLE 
!i ---

~ This ordinance shall be known as "Coos County Ordinance Number 

lioR 81-012, an Element of .the Coos County Comprehensive Plan." 

I, 
t!SECTION 2_ _:r;,UTHORITY 

1:,1 This ordinance is =cted pursuant to the provisions of 

~ORS 203.035 and ORS Chapter 215. 

Ii 
:i 
i! SECTION 3 _ PURPOSE 
'I 

I
"; The purpose of thi s ordi:r:.ance is to adopt an amended urban 

Jgrowth boundary for the City of Myrtle Point, Oregon. This 
,I 
ijordinance also establishes land use designations for the city of 
!! 
!! Myrtle Point urban grOt.,tth area. 

I' 
I! SECTION 4.. FINDINGS 
Ii 
I The Board of Commissioners of Coos county finds that: 

1. Statewide Planning Goal l~, Urbanization, 

requires that urban growth boundaries be 

established to identify and separate urbanizable 

land from rural land. Goal 14 further provides 

that establishment and change of urban growth 

II ORDINANCE - 1 

l' 

2 

4 

5 

6 

7 

• 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

'4 

15 

16 

17 

18 

'9 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

2' 

:5:r-/ 

I! 
ji 
1: 
I' 
II 

1 , 

I 
Ii 

boundaries shall be based upon consideratio,- of 

the following factors: 

2. 

(1) Demonstrated need to accomodate 

long-range urban population growth req:.:.::'re

ments consistent with LCDC goals; 

. ·(2) Need for housing, employment opportunities, 

and livability; 

(3) Orderly and economic provision for 

public facilities and services; 

(4) Maximum efficiency of land uses ~ithin 

and on the fringe of th~ existing urban area; 

(5) Environmental, energy, economic a~= 

social consequences; 

(6) Retention of agricultural la~d as defined, 

with Class I being ,the hig!1est. p=iority =or 

retention and Class VI the lO\o,-est p=io=i ty; 

and. 

(7} compatibility of the proposed u=ba~ uses 

·:w~~h nearby agricultural activities. 

On July 14. 1980 the Coos County Board ~f 

Commissioners adopt·ed an ordinance known a3 

"The Urban Growth Boundary ordinance for th~ 

City of Myrtle Point. Oregon, an Element of the 

Coos County Comprehensive Plan." The pu.rpose 

of that ordinance was to-adopt an urban growt~ 

boundary for the City of Myrtle Point and tc 

establish land use designations for the City 

of Myrtle Point's urban growth area. The 
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boundary ?nd land use designa~ions were also 

adopted by the City of Myrtle Point as is 

required by Statewide Planning Goal 14, 

Urbani2ation, and Land Conservation and 

Development Commissio~ policy. The boundary 

and land use designations were subsequently 

submitted to LCDC for acknowledgement pursuant 

to ORS 197.251 along ,with the remainder of 

Myrtle point's comprehe~sive plan and its 

implementing ordinances. 

3. The Land Conserva~ion and Development 

Commission reviewed Myrtle Point's proposed 

comprehensive plan in Decenber, 1980, and 

found -tha~ the urbanization element of this 

proposed comprehensive plan violated Statewide 

Planning Goal 14. 

4. Based upon LCDC's review and a ~evised 

analysis of the factors listed in Goal 14 and 

the Myrtle Point comprehensive plan, the Board 

finds that the urban growth boundary for the 

City o~ Myrtle Point described in "Exhibit A" 

attached hereto and incorporated herein by 

reference, is justified and appropriate 

pursuant to Statewide Planning Goal 14. 

5. "Exhibi t A", also tlescribes land use 

designations for the' City'of Myrtle Point 

J:!Z:ban growth".area··,which ar~ appl:opriate an9 

• 
'in· confonnance with Statewide P:ll!.nning Goal ,14 

ORDINANCE - 3 

and the Myrtle Point ~omprehensive plan. 

2 6. The rationale and justification for establish-

3 ment of this urban growth boundary and the land 

4 use designations within this urban growth 

5 
boundary are set forth in "Exhibit B", attached 

6 
hereto and incorporated herein by reference, and 

7 
in the Myrtle Point comprehensive plan. 

8 II SECTION 5. REPEAL OF PRIOR ORDINANCE 

9 

10' 

II 

12 
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14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

;:5;'7-;;:2-

-The ordinance known 2S "The Urban Growth Boundary ordinance fo. 

the City of Myrtle Point, oregon; an Element of the Coos County 

Comprehensive Plan" I adopte-d by the Board of County Cc;:oissioners 

on July 14. 1980. is hereby repealed. 

SECT..ION 6. ADOPTION OF URB~ GROY:TH BOm~D_~RY 

The boundary described in the attached "Exhibit A" is hereby 

I' 
fi adopted as t:te urban growt.h bounoa::::y of the City of ~.yrtle Point, 

Oregon. 

SECTION 7. ADOPTIO~ OF LAND USE v"SS:rG~.~TION 

The lan~ ~se designations indicated on the attached n£xhibit A 

are hereby adopted as the land use designations for the City of 

:! Nyrtle Point urban grOt'lth area. 

ADOPTED THIS /~~ day of ~ • 1981. 
>I"\"o....... •. ~'/"\"'r> 

/ 
ATTEST 

f2u.C ='"= 
ReCording Secretary 

Approved as to form: 

otf31;o~ Counsel 
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Corrected April 1981 
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This Element \1as jointly prepared by the City 
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CITY OF'MYRTlE.POINT URBANIZATIOa ElEl-IENT 

Introduction 

The following Urbanization Element has been jointly prepared by the 

Coos County Planning Department, City of Myrtle Point and the C005-

Curry Council of Governments. The Urbi'!-o Growth Boundary and the land 

uses that have been designated within the Urban Gro'~th Area are the 

results of many months of work by all parties involved. 

The City of Nyrtle Point initially proposed an Urban Grm-,th Boundary 

sO;";'lel·:hat larger than the final vers~on. The process and rationale 

the City used in initial determination of the Urban Growth Boundary \-:a5 

less complex than-the process the County was proposing to use in the 

ds>termlnation for Urban Growth Boundaries in the County. Therefore. the 

City agr2ed that the Ccunty Planning staff would prepare a draft urbani

zation ele::r.ent that wcu1d be compatible I'lith urbanization worl(occuring 

in other areas in' the County. This Urbanization Element is to be in

cluded in both the (cas County and ~lyrtle Point Comprehensive Plans. 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

A Re.ti:mal Population Projection is the initial basis for determining 

how r;.:;ch land is needed for future urban grO\~th in Nyrtle Point. The 

population projections are derived in part from the following historical 

data: 

Table 1 

Myrtle Point Historic Population Figures 1950-1978 

Myrtle Coos : Share 
Date Point County In City 

19501 2033 42265 4.81 
19601 2886 54955 5.25 
19701 2511 56515 4.44 
1971 2 2575 56720 4.53 
1972 2 2595 57300 4.53 
19732 2665 58100 4.59 

, 19742 2715 59070 4.60 
1975; 2790 59700 4.67 
1976 2 2850 60200 4 .73 
1977

2 "'900 61100 4.75 
1978 3000 63200 4.75 

Source: 1. U.S. Census. 2. Portland State University 
with staff como:Jtations. 
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As' Table 1. and Figures 1 and 2 clearly show. the. City's population has 

resumed a steady grol'lth during the 1970's. following a drop betHcen 1960 

and 1970. Four alternative population projections are I?resented belm·/ 

in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Myrtle Point Alternative Population Project; ons 1980-2000. 

Date 

1980 

1985 

1990 

1995 

2000 

Al ternative A.= 

A. Ci ty 
Estimate 

2.2 % 
3134 

3452 

382S 
4292 

4785 

B. Linear 
Regression 
Based on 

1970-1978 
Popu12tion 

30S0 
3385 

3685 

3930 

4230 

C. Based on 
1970-1978 ~ 

Share 
Trends 

3120 

3552 

4035 

4595 

5200 

D. Based on 
1978 ::; 
Share 
~ 
3050 

3345 

3645 

';005 

4370 

- , 

The City projection is one of three alterr.ati',:es consider:d in the City's 

Comprehensive Plan. It is based Oil th: assu~?ticn that th:: populati-:::n wiil 

gro. .... at a ccr.npo~nd' annual rate of about 2.15;;. !hi!. projection is sc.::-.e',,·~c.t 

higher 'th~n that -predicted countY-I·fide under the Pcrt12nd State University 

"High" projection, .~~.ich the County uses for its overc.l1 population projec

tions. This is regarded as a relatively optimistic projection, since it 

assumes that the City of /-1yrt1e Point will gro-,i at a faster rate than Coos 

County as a whole during the period 1930-2008. 

A1ternative B ; 

This alternative is based on a "linear regression equation" using the 1970-

1978 population trends. The equation is si~ply a mathematical method by 

\'Ihich past trends are projected into the future, forming a straight line on 

the graph. as shm'lO in Figure 2. The equation is as fol10\·/s: 

y :: 2436 :: 95.li2x 

Where: y predicted population 

x =- number of years since base date (1970) 

*r2 =- 0.99 

"'The statistic r2 is known as the "coefficient of determination". This sirn-

5 
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ply expresses the degree of closeness between the observed data and the 

line, when drawn on a graph. When r2 = 0.99, this means that 99~ of the 

variation between the data and the line is·explained by the equation. 

This projection is based on the assumption that the 1970-78 growth trends 

will continue through the year 2000. -Growth in Myrtle Point during thjs 

period was slightly less than that predicted for the County as a whole, 

according to the PSU "High" projection. 

Alterr.ative C: 

Tnls alternative is based on a different linear regression equation, using 

the tienc in the City's percentage sh~re of the total co~nty population 

for the period 1970-78 (see Table 2 <::.:',:1 fisure 2). That percentage share 

trend is projected into the future and applied to the Portland State "High" 

figures. The 'equation is as foll{j,~s: --
y '" 4.42 .... 0.04x 

\.'here: y '" !.:y!":le Point's % share of total county population 

]( '" r:'...:~b=r of years since base Gate (1970) 
r2 ::: 0.96 

This predicts an increasing percentage share of the County's population and 

based on this, a population of 5,200 persons by the year 2000. This is 

well in excess of the cityjCCCOG projection, and is considered improbably 

high. 

:..1 tel"'!l~tive 0 : 

This alternative is based on the assumption that !-\yrtle Point will grew 

at the same rate as the County as a I-Jhole bet\'Ieen 1980 and the year 2000. 

This alternative represents a compound 9rol'lth rate of 1.72% annually, based 

on the Portland State "High" projection. This alternati\l'e is considered· 

the most reliable and is selected as the basis of housing and other land 

needs. The rationale for this selection is as foll~: it is difficult to 

justify the assur.1ption that l'iyrtle Point would sustain a gro .... th rate signi

ficantly higher than that of the County as a I-ihole over the \-thole planning 

period. Some degree of consistency has been maintained bebleen the overall 

projection and that of the various cities .. It is clear fran "past trel'!~s 

that ,",nile certain cities have grown·-at a faster:-than-average pace, r"\yrt1e 

Point will probably not continue to do so. 

• 

Population Growth in the Urban Gro.:th Study Area 

The Urban GrOHth Area as originally proposed by the City ;s selected as 

the study area (see Map 1). At present, this area is sparsely developed 

with rural homesites of various acreages. The current count of dVlellings 

is 36 dwelling units, which yields a population of 100, assuming the aver

age county-wide household size {2.77). Assuming this area gro\~s at the. 

same rate as that pr.edicted for the County as a \-thole, a small inct;e2.se in 

populatton"'can be estimated, as follcMs: 

1980-85 10 persons 

1935-90 10 persons 

199n-95 15 persons 

1935-2000 10 persons 

TOTAL 45 persons 

Total Pop~1.ation Grol1th "for the City an..:! Urbar. Grcwth Study Ar'€a 

The cOOlbined population tc be prO\'~ded for is shc\-m in Table 3. This tabie 

is based on Alterna"tive.D and the Uiban Gro\~th Study Area ~rojection. 

Date 

1978 

1980 

1985 

1990 

1995 

2000 

TOTAL NET 
GRIlIHH 1978-
2000 

Table 3 

~~rtle Point Urbanization 

Selected Population Proj€ction 1978-2000 

City Popu- Urban Total Popu-
lation Growth Area .....l!!ion 
3000 100 3100 

3050 "100 3150 

3345 110 3455 

3645 120 3765 

4005 135 4140 

-4370 145 4515 

1370 45 1415 

Gro;~th Since 
Prev i ou s Oa te 

50 _ 

305 

310 

375 

375 

1415 

According to these projections. provisions must be made for an increase of 

1370 persons in the City, plus 45 in the unincorporated area. a total of 1~15 

persons by the year 2000. 
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PROJECTED.HOUSING AND LAND NEEDS 

Overall Housin9 Needs. 

FrOOl the 1980 housing and land use survey the number of d\·/ellin~ units 
has been shol'ln to be 1~088 0,073 occupied plus 36 vacant units}. By 
using the 1980 population figure, the average number of persons per 
dlo/ell ing can be calculated. In comparing this flgure with the trend over 
the last ten years, a slight reversal of the trend tOl-/ard smaller house-
holds can be seen. Tabl~ 4 

: of Dwelling Persons/ 
Units Population Ol-/ell ing Units 

1960 929 2.886 3.11 
1970 891 2.511 2.82 
1978 1.084 3.000 2.76 
1980 1,088 3,050 2.80 

The tr':DC to smaller household sizes. hCl1ever. is expected to continue 
into the middle of the 1980's. with a relatively stable household size 
by 1990 as projected by the State Housing Di ... ision. The household size 
can be used to make the follDl1ing initial projection of housing needs. 

Table 5 
Occuoied 

Poo:Jlation Perscrrs/l} .. /e 11 i n9 Un; ts Owe 11 i no Units .Difference 
3,050 2.80 1,073 
3.345 2.65 1.262 189 
3,645 2.59 1.407 11$ -4.GD5 2.55 1.571 164 ~.370 2.55 1.714 143 

These calculations show a need for 641 dwellinQ units by the year ~~D~ 

In addition to the projected housing needs, some provision must be r;,adt:! 
to maintain the vacancy rate in Myrtle Point at an acceptable level. An 
acceptable number of vacant homes are desirable at any time in order 
to maintain a reasonable balance betHeen the forces of supply and 
demand. The calculations are based On the f0l10l1ing assumptions: 

1. It is assumed that if foIyrtle Point vacancy rates in 
1970 were JO: lm .. er than those for the County as 
a whole, that they differed by the same amount in 
1980. 

2. Separate vacancy rates_are used for olmer occupied 
and rented homes. It is assume, that Nyrt1e Point 
had the same proportion of each in its housing 
stock in 1980, as existed in 1970 (61.B~ owner 
occupied, 38.2% rented,ro:Jnded to· 60: an 4D~ respectively). 

3. Acceptable vacancy rates are at least: 1.6% for ,?\.mer ... 
occupied and S.O!.lor units for rent (State Houslng DlV1Slon). 
It is assumed that vacancy rates can be raised to these 
levels by 1985 with increased home construction. 

8 

1980 

1985 

.:1.990 

. ·1995 

2000 

1he- calculi!tions are shOl"/O in 1able!> Sa and Sb. The result!> of the$!::: 

calcvlations indicate a need for an additional 11 ho~es for s~le and 

25 for rent, a total of 36 ho;;'!=s to satisfy vacancy needs b\' 2001). 

Table Sa 

Myrtle Point Urbanization 

Additional fri-/elling Units Required to f!'aintain Vacancy Rates 

Calculation of Vacancy Rates for 1978 
(j Total Housing Stock) 

1970 1978 

COUNTY WIDE Jl,YRTLE POINT COU;HY ~!I DE HYRTlE POINT 

Owner Owner O"';ner o.·mer 
Occu~ied Rented Occupied Rentec O~cupied Rented Occuoied Rented 

1.13::; 7.64~ 0.6:0; 7.9:.. J.6~~ 1.90~ (O.tb~J (1.967.;) 

Source: U.S. Census and State Housinc Division 
Coos CQUot .... Draft Co~prehensi"ve Pl.:n~ 0.0-4 

Example - I'Jyrtle P'oint assuii:ed vacancy rate To'r o,';!'ler occupied d~ellinss 

1.6% 
1.13~ 

x 0.6: :: 0.85~ 

T.=.ble 5!:l 

Hyrtle Paint Urb30izat"icn 

Additior.al C.~·Jel1ing Units Req:Jired to r~:lint.:in Vacancy Rctes 
Calculation of Addition~l Housing Units 1980-2000 

Vacancy Nl:;;:ber of Ad2ition.:l Units Cc::.~ined 
. D ... elling Units Rate Vacar.t Units evEr PrEvic:.!s FiC!ure Total 

Total 1.073 1.0S8 
O/OCC 646, 0.85% 6 652 

Rented 427 ··1-:96% 9 436 

Total 1.262 1.299 
O/OCC 757 1.6% 12 6 769 

Rented 505 5,0 % 25 1& 538 

Total 1.407 1.449 
O/OCC 844 1.6% 14 2 858 

Rented 563 5.0 % 28 3 591 

Total 1.571 1,617 
O/OCC 943 1.6% 15 1 958 

Rented 628 5.0 % 31 3 659 

Total 1.714 1.765 
O/OCC 1.028 1.6% 17 2 1.045 

Rented 686 5.0 ~ 34 3 720 

TOTAL O/DCC 11 
Rented 25 

T~us the "rojected housino need is for ,77 ~elliTI2~ni1s~~~~v~!S 
..I!l!!.W~~~acantl to accQ.'r.':lOda.t~thLCitv'L?O ... ul~tion as orojected to the 
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Housing Projectl0ns By Type 

The follO' .... ing table shows the trends in different types of housing since 1976: 

Table 6 

1975 Ha~ 1981 
H -- ~ C % 

Single Family 778 77.7 807 74.2 
Multi-Family 166* 16.6 168 15.4 
Mobi 1 e Homes __ 57_ 5.7 113 10.4 
Total l?OOl 1.088 

+Hay be as fll!}ch as 10 units high. Building permit data 
shQl.1 12 !"Iu1ti-Family oennits issued since 1975 (all in 
1980). . 

The follo..nng projection of housing needs by type is made on four assumptions: 

1. Sing1e-fE~iTy dl-lellings will continue to decrease in 
orol)ortion to the rest of the housing stock due to 
incr~csed =ost. but will still be the nred~inant form 
of hC:Jsi:tg. 

2. AttachEd-forms of housing will increase slightly in 
proportion to single-family housing due to the eco
no<nic benefits of cc.:;non 'r:all structureS. In~rea'ses 
in multi-family housing have occurred in other cities 
in Coos County in recent years. 

3. Mobile homes and multi-family d'rlellings will become 
a more accentable alternative for low to moderate 
income housing needs. 

4. The hcr..:sing mix in the ye..ar 2000 ",ill be: 

Single-Family 
!lulti-Family 
t10bile HQ;:Tes 

65~ 
20: 
15< 

The percentages of multi-family and mobile homes have been chosen by the 
City as reasonable projections of current trends and as a mechanism for oro
viding affordable housing. Theoretically? if 35% of the housing stock. is 
multi-f~~ily and mobile homes. this much housing will be available to people 
with 10:1 and moderate incones. In 1970. about 34% of the population had 
annual incanes less than $6,000 {plan. p. 43}. 

lQ. 

Table 7 

Projected Housing Units By Type 

(},oJellino Tvoe & Number ~ Additional Units bv Tvoe 

I-larch 1981 Total 1,088 

Single-Family 
11ulti-Family 

. Mobile Ho,nes 

1985 Total 

SingiE-Family 
Multi-Family 
Hobi 1 e Homes. 

1990lotal 

Single-Fc.!>Iily 
r·',u 1 ti -Fa'::'.i1y 
110bi 1 e Hrrr.es 

1995 Total 

Single-FQTlliTy 
11uHi-F2mily 
~lobi 1 e Hc;nes 

2000 Total 

Single-Family 
Multi -Fami ly 
Hobi 1 e HDmes 

?:9--q 

807 74.2 
168 15.4 
113 10.4 

1,299 

922 71.0 
221 17 .0 
156 12.0 

1 ~449 

935 68.0 
275 19.0 
189- 13.0 

1.617 
1,IJSl 65.0 

323 20.0 
243 15.0 

1,765 

·1.147 .-<;5 .{) 

353 -20.0 
265 15.0 

Sur;rnary of Additional Housinq Units 
Needed By The Year 2000 

# % 

Single-Family 3'0 50.2 
r·lulti -Family 185 17.3 
!lobi 1 e Ho:ne 151 22.5 

ill . 1liO:O 

11 

115 
53 
43 

63 
54 
33 

65 
LS 
54 

96 
30 
~ 
677~ 

. , 
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Co:r:n&rcial and Ind"ustrial land Needs 

A very rough estimate of the ·City's cO!l¥1ercial and industrial land needs 
can be calculated by extrapolating existing conditions to accOllTllodate the 
projected population for the year 2000. The following table presents such 
an estimation: 

Addi-
1980 Pop. Acres Persons/ Pop. Inc. tiona1 
Mrrtle Point In Use Acre Year 2000 Land 

Industrial 3.050 24.2 126 1.320 10.5 Ac. 

Co;n:r.:=rcial 3~O50 18.0 169 1.320 7.e; Ac. 

It shol.>l::! be noted that such an approximOition do=s not consider the size 
require:::ents a firm or group of finns r,:;l have in locating a manufacturing 
plant or industrial park. To locate a new mi11. food processing plant. or 
l"ight industrial park.~. a suitable site in the 20-30 acre range is needed. 

1.<;. 

12 

BUILDABLE LANDS REPORT 

Suitable Lands Cl~ssification 

This classification of suitable lands is based upon the ~remrse .. 
that identifiable physical-environmental and public facilities factors 
place varying constraints on the suitability of land for urbanization. 

Constraint Values have been assigned to specific factors (listed below). 
~nd classes of suitability defined based on the summation of constraint 
values. ]n short, the r.lOre constraints on a given parcel of available 
land. the less suitable it is for urbanization. The constr~int values' 
and cla~s definitions· are as follO\~s: 

UrbaniZ2tion factor 

Slopes 

0-IS: 
15-30: 
30+% 
Slump Haz.crd Topogri:;Jtrj 

So1"1s limitations for ?~gCS and Foundations 

Moderate 
Severe 

Flooding Hazard
l 

'!Possible u Flood Hazard Area 
"Kno'.>'Ti"- HUD Flood. Hazard Area 

Definitions: 

Sui.table Lands - constraint value of 0 or 1. 

Less Suitable Lands - constraint value of 2 

Least Suitable Lands - constraint value of 3 or more 

Constraint Value 

o 
1 
2 ,. 
o 
1 

1 
3 

Constraint values were not assigned to public facilities. The existing 
and proposed public facility improvements will promote development first 
in vacant areas Hithin City Limits and later in the Urban Grol1th Area 
north of the city. This is consistent rlith the city's goal "·To provide 
orderly. timely. and efficient development of quality public facilities 
and services ••. " (Public Facilities Goal. Plan. p.1l3). 

1. Available HUD Flood Hazard '·laps for l1yrtle Point are highly generalized. 
thus "possible" and "kno .. m" values \-Iere assigned. 

13 
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Suitability of Vacant Residential" lands }!ithin City limits 

Vacant available land in residentiill zones within the city limits has been 
analyzed to determine its suitability for residential development. Maps 
2. 3, 11. and 12 were corrbined. Acreages have been determined as follO\1S: 

Table 8 

.J!L. ..!L ..BL 
Suitable 70.0 16,.7 2.5 

less Suitable 105.5 1.3 16.8 

least Suitable 64.7 26.9 

,c,:"!eCl.i?,C"" of lands Within City limits to '!"cco~odate Housino Needs 

~ 
89.2 

122.6 

91.6 
303.4 _ 

The o;Ge(jt.:<:.cy of vacant available land \~ithin the City's residential zones 
for r.:ee:ing projected housing needs can r.O~'1 be Evaluated. A range of 
develo;;:::ent densities has been detemined and ejJ~lied to each suitability 
class." For suitable lands. a grgss densitv1 o{ 2.5 ()o .... ellin~ Units Acre is 
used. This is based unoo "the Cl!rrent gross de!1S1ty o. • o\ ... e 109 nns/Acre (1981) 
land Use Survey) and the ccnsideration of the relatively 9reat~r. c"om!>lexity 
of the topography "in the Teillaining suitable lands within the City. There 
is also evidence in ihe r.!cre recently developed neighborhoods that resi-
dents prefer a 10~"/er-cia'1sity enVlronment than that of the older neighbor-
ho~ds. Ey.~~lnation·of ~veloped parcel sizes in the southeastern part of 
to~m indicctes a p,..€:c~:m:-;nGn::e of lots of one-fifth to one acres, rather 
than the traditional 5"~OOa or 6.000 square foot lots. 

For less suitable lends. e cross density of 2.0 [,"-:e111no Units/Acre is 
used. This 10\"er density figure recognizes that cor.struction costs rise 
srJc:rpiy as the degr::e of physical constraints at the building site "increase. 

least suitable lands have been assicned a oross density of .35 [A·telling 
Units/Acre. based upon the high costs of construction in these areas, 
particularly where slump hazards exist. 

U~ins thes<: densities. the nu~ber of d" .. :el1ing un~ts acco;;Jr.lodated by 
suitabiE and available lands (in a1.1 residential zones) within the City 
is co;n;:ltIted as follOl.fS:· Table 9 

Acres X Gross" Dens"itl Dwelling Units 

Suitable 89.2 2.50 223 

less Suitable 122.6 2.0 >245 

least Suitable 91.6 .35 32 

303.4 500 

Thus 500 (h.-elling units can" be accorr.'TIodated Hithin the city. leavir,g a 
shortfall of 177 d,,:elling units. Available and suitable lands \lithin 
th~ Citv ere not adeouate to acco.mtodate oroiected housing needs. 

I. Includes rights of "lay. 
" 

. , 

Suitabil it of Available ReSidential lands Within the Urban Gro~'th Stud 
.&!! 

Vacant land in the Urban Growth Study Area was analyzed to determine its 
suitability for residential development. Naps 3. 4. S. 11, and 12 were 
combined (see Summary for diSCUSSion of agricultural soils). Unavailable 
land in the Urban Growth Study Area is currently developed or proposed 
for uses other than residential. Acreages are as follOl ... s: 

Suitable 

Less Sui tab 1 e 

least Suitable 

Unavailable land 

Tota 1 Urban Gro.ttb 
Study Area 

Table 10 

Available (Ae) Pot. Avallable"(Ac) 
45.1 37.8 
60.4 51.8 

...£U. ~ 
170.0 125.9 

Total (Ac) 

82.9 

112.2 

~ 
295.9 

~ 
~43>7 

Proposed Urban Grol-rth Arei'! for Reside~tial Urbanization 

Within the Urban Growth Study Area. the area east of Gravelford Road is 
weli suited to acco::;;,odate the City'S project:?:i residential urbanization 
needs by the year of "ZOOO. The nUi:;ber of dwell"ing !J~~ts ;:ote.ntially cCCc:n_ 
moda"ted by suitable available lands Idthin this area are cs follows: 

Table 11 

North Portion of [}, ... e 11 i ng UGSA - Acres X Dens i ty 
"~ 

Suitable 35.8 2.50 90 
Less Suitable 47.5 2.00 . 95 
Leas t Suitable 

~ ~ -.!1. 
115.9 196 Unavailab le 28.4 

Total 
144.3 

The total of 196 ddel1ing units potentially acconmodated is slightly more 
than the need for 177 dl"/elling units demonstrated previously. The differ_ 
ence represents 3% of the total 677 units needed to accor;:nodate projected 
population gra .... th. 

15 
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Accommodation· of PrOjected Housing Types 

The projection of housing units by type showed a need for 340 single 
family homes, 185 multi-family units. and 152 mobile homes (total = 677 
units). Article 4 of the Myrtle Point Zoning Ordinance pennits mobile 
ho.'Iles on lots outright in the R2 and R3 zones. Hobne home parks are 
allo~led outright in the R3 zone, and conditionally in Rl and R2 zones. 
Since other residential uses (including'mtJ1ti-family) are allo~:ed in all 
zones. it is important to focus on accQ.modating projected mobile horne 
needs in the R2-and R3 zones. 

In order to project hOI'" many mobile homsts are likely to locate on land 
within the R2 and R3 zones. assumptions must be made as to \.,.hat the 
ratio of iTlobile homes to oth~r types of'housing will be. The ratios used 
ne,e' ar~ based primarily upon existing land use patterns. 

Assuming the ratio of mobile homes to cthe;r t!ses ~·Jill be 3 to 1 in R-3. 
and 1 to 1 in R-2, the follO\·sing appro:::ir.:ation can be wade. The densities 
used belOl~ are existlng densities except in the case of least suitable 
lands. ~Ihere the 10l"i figure of .35 D.U.IAc is cssumed. 

R3 Zone 

Suitab1 e 

Less Suitable 

Least Suitable 

R2 Zone 

Suitabl e 

least Su~table 

Table 13 

hcres Dens ity 

. 75 X 2.5 X 3.87 D.U./Ac . 

.75 X 16.8 X 3.87 D.U./Ac. 

• 75 X 26.9 X .35 D.U./Ac . 

Acres Density 

.50 X 16~7 X 3.87 D.U./Ac. 

.50 X 1.3 X 3.87 O.U./AC. 

Nobile HOr.les 

7 

49 

..2 
63 

/'-Iobi 1 e Homes 

32 

~ 
34 

The aoproximation shows that the Cit 's Dresent R2 and R3 zones will 
acco~modate 97 mobi e homes. This presents a need for 55 mobile homes 
to be acco;m;odated in R2 or R3 zones in the Urban GrO\·,th Area. or in 
parks in the Rl zone within the ·City. It is reasonable to exoect so;;]e 

·of the 55 mobile homes to locate in high or medium density parks within 
the City Limits. 

The City is proposing zoning 22.5 acres in t~e Urban Growth Area as P2 to 
accommodate the projected mobile horne need. The area chosen is located 
north of Spruce Street. an.,area of sloping terrain classified as "Less 
Suitable". Assuming a gross density of 2.0 DU's/Ac, this area I~ill accom
modate 45 of the 55 mobile homes projected. It is reasonable to assurre the 
other ten units will locate through slightly J;1i.gher densities. the location 
of another mobile ho.'r.e park within theJity, or as cot}ditional·uses in -
other zones. . 

16 

Suitable-Avallable !ndustrial Land 

Vacant and available land in /'lyrtle Point that is zoned for industry equals 
approximately 12 acres (see M£:.p 6). The land located in two areas - 3.3 
acres south of Murphy 11111 and several parcels totaling 8.5 acreS near the 
City's southern boundary. The land near Hurphy Hill is belO\~ the 46-foot 
contour and is subject to annual flooding. Extensive site preparation 
would be required to develop this parcel. The other vacant industrial areas 
include several parcels less than one acre is size and two parcels of ap
proximately 3.5 acres each. These later tl.,.O parcels have a portion· of 
their lots on slopes exceeding 15;.:. In sum'Dary. the vacant and availabl.~ 
industrial areas within the City have environmental (flooding, steep slopes) 
and parcel-size «3.5 acres) constraints I'ihich reduce their suitability for 
i ncius tria 1 deve lopment. 

To offset these potential limitations and provide additional suitable lend 
for firms with small land requirerrents (<5 acres), the City has designated 
an area west of Gravelfo)'d Road in the Ur~an GrC~~th Area for lisht inc:Js
try. Existing land·~ses in this area ere a mix of residential and liont 
industrial; most. of the light industrial uses are conducted in conjun~tion 
with res.idences. Approximately 20 acres have baer. cesignated li.ght indus
trial in this porticn of the Urban Gro\,;th Area·, cun-entiy 5 acres are vacant 
and available_ The .area_ could acco;!1."Tlcdate additional li.:::ht industrial uses 
in conjunction with existing reside'-ces. -

To rreet the needs of a h,g:?r firm 0:- group of fims ..... ishing to loca~e a 
manufacturins plcnt or incbstrial park, the City has ciesig'1c:ted an arca 
south of the city limits for light industry. ]1-,(: site is urlder consiceratl0n 
for a light indus trial park by Coos-Curry-Ooughs E"cQn;:l::;; c i~;>rove1l'.:n"'i: to.sso
elation as part of a feasibility s~ucy. The 10::'5:io:12.1 c::aracteristics 
of .this site. include: 

access to a major arterial (Highl~ay 42) 
adjacent indu'strial uses 

- little topographiC relief 
- no drainage problems or fill required 

marginal flood hazard 
presently vacant 
single O\mer 

- potentially within proposed Urban Gra,·lth Boundary 

Of the 37 acres proposed for industrial designation, 30 acres are vacant 
and available for light industrial uses. The land is currently in agri
cultural use for grazing and hay crops._ and l'lOuld become available for de
velopment if a suitable proposal em:rges. 

Evaluation of Alternative Industri al Sites 

Alternative sites for futUre industrial develop:nent Hithin city limits have 
been evaluated. These sites are adjacent to existing industrial uses and 
close to road and rail facilities on the north and west sides of the City. 
HOI-sever, this land is also currently in agricultural uses and lies \~ithin the 
floodplain (see Maps 2 and 3). Filling and leveling would be prohibitively 
expensive and might increase risk of s~.rious ·f.looding.elsel-/here in the flood
plain~ For these reasons. these sites are considered less suitable alter
natives for industrial development. 
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Suitable-Available Commercial lands 

hvailable and suitable corrrnercial land within the city l·imits will acco:n
modate approximately 6 acres of the projected 7.B acres needed. leaving a 
shortfall of 1.B acres. This shortfall is expected to be met through con
version of existing residences in the cprrmercial zone and through com
merci a 1 uses in other zones. 

18 

SUl1:·:ARY 

The proposed Urban Growth Area and land use designations are silo"" itt lle,.. 17 
~sunmarized in the following table: 

Table 14 

Proposed Urban Grol'lth Area 

Suitable land Available 

Residential (Rl) 

Residential (R2) 

Light. Industrial 

. Publlc Facil ities 

Total 

Develooed a~d Unavail
able Lana 

Total Proposed Urban 
Gro ..... th P.r.e: a 

120.9 

22.5 
35.0 

~ 
180.4 

34.6 

215.0 

The fol101-1ing fir.dings s:.r.::;;,arize the City's projected ne;!c for land within 
the Urban GrOl-lth Boundary: 

1. The City's populat'ior: will increase 1.320 betl';een 1930 and the year 2000. 

2. The City wi11 need 677 additional d ..... elling units (::40 Sir.gle Family. 185 
r·lulti-Family. 152 Nobile Homes) to accomllod~te the projected population. 

3. Assuming a range Of deJ)sities for lands of varying suitability for ur
banization. suitable'available lands within the City limits are adequate 
to accommodate 500 dwelling units. Suitable and available lands are 
n~eded to acco;:modat~ 177 dl-f~l1ing units i~ an Urban Growth Area (UGA). 

4. "Straight line" prOjections shOl-l a need for 7.8 acres of additional CQ:n
mercial land. Suitable lands within the City are available to accommo
date approximate,ly 6 acres of this prOjected cottmercial grol-lth. 

5. "Straight line" projections shO\~ a need for 10.5 acres of additional in
dustrial land. Approximately 12 acre:> are available I-lithin the City .. 
The suitability of these lands is low due to flood hazards and small par
cel sizes. 

19 
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Suitable-Available Co~ercial Lands 

hvailable and suitable comTiercial land 1·lith;n the city '·imits will accom
modate approximately 6 acres of the projected 7.8 acres needed, leaving a 
shortfall of 1.8 acres. This shortfall is expected to be met through con
version of exist"ing residences in the cpmnercial zone and through com
mercial uses ;n other zones. 

18 

Sur1:·~p.y 

The proposed Urban Growth Area and land use designations are 
""'/!'!"I'I!t-surrmarized in the following table: 

::nl"tlT1"I'j··~1 

Table 14 

Proposed Urban GrOl·lth Area 

Suitable Land Available 

Residential (Rl) 

Residential (R2) 

Light. Industrial 

. Publ ic Faell Hies 

Total 

D:!velooed and Unavail
able L~nd 

Total Froposed Urban 
Gro.,.:th P.r-ea 

120.9 

22.5 

35.0 

2.0 

180.4 

34.6 

215.0 

The. follOl~ing findings sU::"8arize the City's projected ne2d for land within 
the Urban GrO\~th Boundary: 

1. The City's popUlation win increase 1,320 betl·;een lS30 ap.d the year 2000. 

2. The City will need 677 additional GI-.'elling units (2':;J Sin9le Family, 185 
r'lulti-Family, 152 '·lobile Homes) to accorro11od~te the projected population. 

3. Assuming a range Of de.l)sities for lands of varying suitability for ur
banization. suitable"available lands within the City limits are adequate 
to accommodate 500 dwelling units. Suitable and available lands are 
neer!~d to a_CC0i1Tl10d2te 177 d\"lelling units in an Urban Growth Area (UGA). 

4. "Straight line" projections sholi a need for 7.8 acres of additional ccr.n
mercial land. Suitable lands within the City are available to accommo
date approximately 6 acres of this projected com.ercial grol"th. 

5. "Straight 1 ine" 
dus tri all and. 
The suHability 
eel sizes. 

5;1~(5 

projections shOl" a need for lO.5 acres of additional in
Approximately 12 acre$ are available I"ithin the CHy. 
of these lands is low due to flood hazards and small par-

19 
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The following findings 'are made to justify the location of the Urban Gro~lth 
Bounda ry: 

1. The proposed UGA includes approximi:ltely 143 acres suitable and available 
land I"'hich is proposed for residential use. This land can acco:rmodate 
196 d\olelling units at the assumed range of densities. and thus is cde
quate to accommodate the projected need for 177 dl-Ielling units. The 
Urban GrOl·:th Boundary follo ..... s property .lines in all areas except \"/est 
of Gravelford Road '-Ihich runs parallel to the road at a distance of 300 
.feet. 

2, The pro::JOsed UGA includes approximately 35 acres of sui table 
land p~oposed for industrial use. This land meets the need, 
to make available small acre aCe: '-'i thout env,ironmental con.
strai.,"!:s and a le.rger industrial _ite to prbrilOte an inter
rnedicte scale industrial aevelO~IT.ent. Locational character
istics 0= the latte~ ar2a make it a favorable site for 
industrial development (see disc'.lssion on Suit.able Availab!e 
Industria! Land); the plan intends for this property to be 
designated "Industrial" on the Co;nprencnsive Plan map. but 
to be zoned "Agriculture-20" on the Official Zoning r·jap. 
This is ~n InterL~ zo~e that is not. cieeDed to conflict· with 
the P!a~ d~signation, because it provides for ~, adequate 
supply 0': needed industrial la:1d Hoile at the sa.T;le time 
allowing a farm ta.;...: c<::ferral (EFU z.oning) fa::: the property 
owner until such tiill~ as a rezone is requestec to allow the 
industrial deve!o?l<len t to proceed. The "ezone ·,,!oi..:;!d be 
a!!o .. 'o:d to carry oct the objectives of the Cor.-,p!:"Ehe~sive Pl2.n. 

3. ''.uch of the proposed UGA can be sen-cd \,'ith water through gravity flow 
or iiillited pumping from the present filtration plant. Other areas in 
the Urban Gro\.,.th Study Area would require subs::antial pUr:ltllng of filtered 
I·jater or the location of a secondary filtration plant. 

A street linking Spruce ·to Gravelford Road is tentatiVely proposed 
(dependent upon gaining easements) which will facilitate transportation 
behleen the UGA and the northern section of the CitJ' (see "~ap 13r. 
Gr2VElfo,d Road \~ill serve as a minor arterial connecting the UGA .to the 
City. Traffic on this arterial will have little negative affect on 
exi s ti n9 nei ghborhoods. as opposed to traffi c on /-lap 1 e Street if the UGA 
were located east of the City. Construction costs of collector roads 
will ~ lo~:er in the proposed UGA than east of the City due to gentler 
terrain. 

No sel·ler extensions are proposed by the' City at present. but existing 
sel·:ers reach to the edge of potential development areas on the north 
and southeast sides of the City. 

The Gravelford Road area.is seen as the area for Hyrtle 
Point's residential growth and with the most economic 
provision of public facilities and services. 

-20-

~. ~ithin the proposed UG_n.. appro:dmatelr 36 acres exist H,ct ere chssi
fied "Suitable". The availability of such land contributes to \;e!::Jing 
construction costs down and thus prOfilotes affordable housing. Other 
portions of the Urban Gro.~th Study Area have very little land ciassified 
as "Suitable''. largely due to steep slopes. 

5. The proposed UGA contains approximately 
broken do;'/Jl as follows; (see gap 8) 

65 acres of SC? Class I-IV soils. 

Class 11 53.1 ac 

C1.,':ss III 

Class IV 

4,6 ac 

8.1 ac 

Approximately 33 acres of the C!ass II soils are locaL-ec 
south of the City in the area prop~sed for industrial and 
resic.ent.ial uses. "The ·City and County both recognize the 
ao!:"icultural value of the area. HO'.olEve.:-, this land is 
p~rti<::lly committed to urbaniz2L.io~ GUS to existing adjacent 
residential and ind~stria1 uses. The~e also exists a sho"t
age of large vacant parcels suitable for industri2.1 develop
ment within and around the City of Eyrt.le Point; this parcel 
has many characteristics which rr.ake it 2.0 attra.ctive and 
logical location for incustry. The City and the County both 
have :::-ecognized the a?'p2irent conflict beHJ2en the Agriculture 
and Economic Goals. The plan iDtencs ~o cesig~ate this 
parcel for ina~strial ~ses, b~t to zone it for agriculture 
on an interim basis ~see Findinc:s ~2, above). This .... :ould 
allow farm use to co~tinue as l~ng as the owner desired. 
Ho .... e\'er, if this ?:'O.rC"E"l of 12.oC is every re,;JC"I'ea from as.!"i
culture, the nost Jogic2.l alternativG zoning 'cse 1-lOuld be 
inCl!stri21. 

Qt.."I1e::: Cl2.sS II-I'v- soils in the urban G:::-Cl~·.·~h l-H:e2 ere lcc.::."t.ed 
close to Gravelford Road and the existin~ ~esi8~n~i21 ane 
commercial uses along it. 

6. Areas under forest: cover are lim.ited in the proposed Urban 
Gro~th Area. They are small, discontinuous, and are presently 
used for grazing and shelter for cattle. 

-21-
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TABLE I 

City.of Bandon Hi?torical Population Figures 
1950 - 1979 

Date ~ Coos County 1: County in City Annual City Growth Rate 

1950 1.251 42.246 2.96 
1960 1.653 54.955 3.01 • 2.81* 
1970 1.832 56.515 3.24 1.25* 
1971 1.870 56.720 3.30 2.07 
1972 1.895 57,300 3.31 1.33 
1973 1.940 58.100 3.34 '2.38 
1974 2.044 59,070 3,46 5.36 
1975 2.080 59.700 3,48 1.76 
1976 2.130 60.200 3.54 2.40 
1977 2.228 61.100 3.65 4.60 
1978 2.350 63.200 3.84 5.48 
1979 2.575 63.500 4.06 9.57 
1980 2.311 64.047 3.61 -10.25** 

Sources: 1950. 1960. 1970 Census Data. Other figures - Portl,and State 
University (CPRC) 

*Growth during decade used to form annual compound growth rate. 
.**Based on 1980 Census (Final Population and Housin9 Counts '- PHCaO-V-39). 

Apparent decline is explained by differenceS between Portland State 
estimates and Bureau of Census population counts •. 

As the graphs show, Bandon's population has grown at a faster rate since 
1973 than during the previous decades. Growth has been much faster than 
in the County as a whole. During the last few years Of the seventies. 
growth has been particularly strong. Fron 1970-1979. "'Bandon's population 
has grown at a compounded rate of 3.85t. Bandon's share of Coos County's 
population has also been steadily rising over the seventies. The historical 
trends of Bandon's population growth is shown in Figure 1. Four alternative 
projections are presented in Table 2. 

TABLE 2 

Po~ulation Projections - Bandon City 

Date County Projection A 8 C o 
1980 64.200 2,435 
1985 70.400 2,822 
1990 76.700 3.272 
1995 84.300 3.793 
2000 92.000 4.394 

2.505 
2.373 
3.251 
3.624 
3,998 

2.523 
. 3.094 

3.673 
4,372 
5,080 

2,673 
3.229 
3.900 
4,711 
5.690 

County Projection based on high figures, Portland State University (CPRC) 

A. City/Coos-Curry Council of Governments Estimate 
B. Based on 1970-1979 Trend in City 
C. Based on City/County 1970-1979 Trend 
D. Compound Rate of Seventies Projected 
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TABLE I 

City.of Bandon Hi~torical Population Figures 
1950 - 1979 

Date Bandon Coos Countl % Count~ in Citl Annual Citl Growth Rate 
1950 1.251 42.246 2.96 1960 1.653 54.955 3.01 ' 2.81* 1970 1.832 56.515 3.24 1.25* 1971 1,870 56.720 3.30 2.07 1972 1.895 57.300 3.31 1.33 1973 1.940 58.100 3.34 . 2.38 1974 2.044 59.070 3.46 5.36 1975 2.080 59.700 3.48 1. 76 1976 2,130 60.200 3.54 2.40 1977 2.228 61.100 3.65 4.60 1978 2.350 63.100 3.84 5.48 1979 2.575 63.500 4.06 9.57 1980 1.311 64.047 3.61 -10.25** 

Sources: 1950, 1960, 1970 Census Data, Other figures _ Portl/and State 
University (CPRe) 

*Growth during decade used to form annual compound growth rate. 
**Based on 1980 Census (Final PopUlation and Housing Counts '_ PHC80-V-39). 

Apparent decline is explained by differences between Portland State 
estimates and Bureau of Census population counts .. 

As the graphs show, Bandon's population has grown at a faster rate since 
1973 than during the previous decades. Growth has been much faster than 
in the County as a whole. During the last few years of the seventies, 
growth has been particularly strong. Fron 1970-1979.-'Bandon's population 
has grown at a compounded rate of 3,85%. Bandon's s~are of Coos County's 
population has also been steadily rising over the seventies. The historical 
trends of Bandon's population growth is shown in Figure 1. Four alternative 
projections are presented in Table 2, 

TABLE 1 

Po~ulation Projections Bandon City 
Date County Projection A B C o 
1980 64.100 2.435 1.505 2,523 1985 70.400 2.822 1.373 3.094 1990 76,700 3.271 3.151 3.673 1995 84.300 3,793 3,624 4.371 1000 91.000 4.394 3.998 5.080 

A. City/Coos-Curry Council of Governments Estimate 
B. Based on 1970-1979 Trend in City 
C. Based on City/County 1970-1979 Trend 
D. Compound Rate of Seventies Projected 
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Basis for Alternative Projections 

Alternative A: This estimate. devised by the City of Bandon and the Coos
Curry Council of Governments. was chosen from other alternatives in the 
CHy's comprehensive plan. It is based upon a constant 3% compound 
annual growth rate starting from 1977. This indic2tes that 8a~:::::: :s 
growing and will continue to grow faster than the County. The 1980 figures 
is certainly low as current estimates exceed this figure. Ho~ever, it 
is reasonable to expect that the rapid growth of 1977-1979 Will falloff 
in future years. . 

Alternative B: This alternative is based on a "linear regression equationP 
using 1970~1979 popUlation figures. The equation is a mathmatical model 
which projects the future population based upon past population growth. 
This linear regression projects population growth at a constant annual 
increment (in this case 74.6545 persons annually), and ignores compound 
growth factors. The result yields a straight line upon a graph. The 
equation is as follows: Yt. 1758.45 + 74.6545t 

. where t - the number of years from the base year (1970), thus 
to predict for 1985, t :: .15 

Yt :: predicted popUlation for year t 

* R2 •. 9178· 

This alternative will indicate probable population levels if the current 
amount of annual population increase continues. As such. it means the City 
will grow by a constant amount annually, with a progressively lower annUal 
growth rate. Since Alternative A maintains a constant growth rate, pro
jections using Alternative B will be lower. 

Alternative-C: This alternative is based upon a different linear regressio~, 
where the City's population is expressed as a relatio~ship to the County's 
population. It uses the data between 1970-1979 for .both the City and 
County population to project the City's population Dilsed upon estimates for 
the population";n the County. Implicit in the equation is the assumption 
that present trends (in which the City's population share of the County 
has been rising) will continue, The equation is as follows: 

·Pt = .09199 Ct - 3383.23 

where t - subscript denoting year forecasted 

Ct = estimate for County population in year t 

Pt :: predicted population for Sandon in.year t 

*R2 = .9526 

* --The sta-tisffc-R-z-iSknown as the co-efficient of detennination. This 
expresses the. closeness of the data and the line formed by the regression. 
When R2 :: .9178, it can be assumed that 91.78% of the variation between thE 
data and the line is statistically explained by the equation. 
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annual compound growth rate whfch has occurred during the seventies. How
ever it may be that· this growth rate will slow·even more. making this 
projection too high. The assumption that 9% of the County's new residents 
will continue to locate in Bandon seems reasonable due to Bandon's unique 
status as the only ocean front city in Coos County. 

.~,1ternativE 0 Clssumes that the present compound growth rate will continue 
for the next twenty years. This assumes that each year Bandon will have 
more new residents than it did the previous year. While this'may be a 
reasonable assumption. a compound growth rate as was experienced during 
the seventies may be too high to expect for another twenty years. 

Of the four alternatives presented above, Alternatives A and C appear 
to be the most realistic choices. Alternative· A· has been selected by 
the City and is the official projection coordinated with Coos countf' 
The Clty recognizes that it 1S unlikely that the populatlon will fo low 
the projection, due to difficulties in accurately projecting small popu-
1 a ti ons over 20-year periods. .. 

Population Growth in the Urban Growth Area 

The Urban Growth. Study Area (U.G.S.A.) (see Map B 1) presently contains a 
mix of residential, commercial, industrial and open space uses. According 
to a count of dwellings in 1978, the U.G.S.A. had 171 dwelHngs (Coos County 
Planning Department. County land Use Inventory). As part of the reviSion of 
the size of the Bandon Urban Growth Area. this report revises the 171 figure 
down to 75 to more accurately reflect the base population that will affect 
growth within the UGA area during the planning period. 

By multiplying the current household size for Bandon ,(2.22 persons/household; 
1980 Census) by the number of dwellings (75), the revified U.G.S.A. population 
is estimated to be 165 persons. 8y further applying the 3% compound growth 
rate used in Alternative A. population growth in the U.G.S.A can be pro
jected. as shown in Table 3. 

Total Population Growth - City and Urban Growth Area 

The combined total population projection for the City and U.G.A. are 
presented below. . 

TABLE 3 
Combined Population Projection 

Year City Urban Growth Area !Qlll 
19BO 2435 165 p70. 175. 180. 186. 191) 2600 
1985 2822 191 197. 203. 209. 215. 222) 3013 
1990 3272 222 (229. 236. 243. 250. 257) 3494 
1995 3793 257 (265. 273, 281. 290. 299) 4050 
2000 4394 299 4693 
'fll'!1i[ 1959 134 2li93 
Net 
Growth 
1980-2000 

6 

The projected net growth for the City of 8andon and the Urban Growth Study 
Area is 2093 persons (1959 in City plus 134 in tI.G.S.A.l. 

Coordination of Urban Growth Area Projected Gro~th with Coos County Plan 

The projection in Table 3 above shows a net growth of 134 persons for the 
U.G.A. Converted to dwelling units. this population represents about 60 
units (l34 persons ~ 2.22 persons/unit). As a part of the overall analYSis 
of county housing needs. Coos County has "allocated: 80 dwelling units to 
the Bandon U.G.A. (see Coos Counti Draft Plan. Spring. 1980. pg. Q-24, 

'Table 16). The smaller project10n by the City is largely due to the U.G.A. 
revisions discussed above. The discrepancy between the City projection and 
County allocation is only 20 units and is not considered significant. 
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PROJECTED HOUSING AND LAND NEEDS 

HBasic" Housing Needs 

In order to convert the population projection made above into a projected 
need for housing, an average household size must be assumed. Census 
data show that Bandon ha~ historically had a smaller household size 
than Coquille. Myrtle Point, and the County as a whole: 

Year 

1970 
1980 

TABLE '3A 

Household Size in Bandon and Coos County (Person/Household) 

Bandon 

2,63 
2.22 

Cogu; 11 e 

2.83 
2.37 

Myrtle Point 

2.81 
2,48 

Source: 1980 Census, Final Population and Housing Unit Counts. 

Coos. County 

2.92 
2.42 

Bandon's smaller household size is primarily due to relatively a large 
number of single-person (retiree) households. and numerous "dwelling units" 
which are actually seasonally occupied rental homes. Statewide demographic 
trends toward a general reduction in family size and increase in single
person households may be expected to further reduce Bandon's average house
hold size in the future. Projections for the unincorporated county popula
tion show an approximate 6% decrease in household size between 1980 and 1990. 
with the figure holding constant from 1990 to 2000 (Coos County Planning 
Department. Draft Coos County Comprehensive Plan. 1980, pg. Q-4). Assuming 
a reduction in household size of similar magnitude will occur in 8andon. 
the City's household size is projected to decrease from 2.22 to 2.09 by 
1990, and remain constant through to the year 2000. The projected house
hold size is used below to makea projection of "basic" because it does not 
include vacant units. 

TABLE 4 

"8asic" Housing Needs 

Projected 
Year Projected Population Projected Household Size (h./elling Units 

1980 
1985 
1990 
1995 
2000 
Net Growth 
1980-2000 

2600 
3013 
3494 
4050 
4693 
2@3 

2.22 
2.15 
2.09 
2.09 
2.09 

1171 
1401 
1672 
1938 
2246 
1075 

The above table shows a "basic" need for 1075 new dwelling units between 1980 
and 2000. 

B 

.; .. ".,/ 

Extra Housing Provision to Allow for Vacant Units 

In addition to the "basic" hOUSing needs outlined previously. a certain 
extra provision must be made to maintain the vacancy rate at an acceptable 
level (1.6% for homes and 5.D: for rental units). These percentages of 
vacant homes and rental units are desirable in order to provide choice 
in the housing market place. The following tl':Q ass'':<.l:;ltions are '..:5.;': '::-. ':.~.~ 
calculations of needed vacant units presented in Table 5. 

1. Current vacancy rates in Bandon are 5.5% for o\':ned homes- and 2.0% for 
rental units. as follows: 

1038 D.U. - 960 households = 78 vacant units 
78 vacant units ~ 1038 O.U. = 7.5% vacancy 
7.5% vacancy X 7~% of hous;ng stock in ownership 
and 2.0 rental vacant units 5.5% owned vacant units 

(Source: 1980 Census. Final Population and Housing Counts). 

2. A reduction in the current high vacancy rates for wned units will occur 
between 1980 and 1990. with a concurrent increase ;n the vacancy rate 
for rental units during the same period. 

3. The proportiqn of owned units and rental units will remain constant and 
nearly the same as recorded in the 1970 Census (73% owned and 27% rer,tal. 
rounded to 70% and 30% respectively). 

TABLE 5 
Housing Needed to Maintain Vacancy Rate 

Type Basic # of' Tota 1 of Total I Vacancy Vacnat Units Date .:..!!!!.ili. of Units ~ ~ ~ 1930 Owned 819 5.5% 45 864 Rental 352 2,0% 7 359 Total 1171 1223 
1985 Owned 981 3.5% 34 1015 Renta 1 420 3,5% 15 435 Total 1401 1450 
1990 Owned 1170 1. 6% 19 1189 Renta 1 502 5.0% 25 527 Total 1672 1716 
1995 Owned 1357 1. 6% 22 1379 Rental 581 5.0% 29 610 Total 1938 1939 
2000 Owned 1572 1.6% 25 1597 Renta 1 674 5,0% 34 703 Total 2246 2305 NET NEEO 

1082 
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PROJECTED HOUSING ANO LAND NEEDS 

"Basic" Housing Needs 

In order to convert the population projection made above into a projected 
need for housing, an average household size must be assumed. Census 
data show that Bandon ha~ historically had a smaller household size 
than Coquille, Myrtle Point, and the County as a whole: 

TABLE '3A 

Household Size in Bandon and Coos County (Person/Household) 

Year 

1970 
1980 

Bandon 

2,63 
2,22 

(OQU; 11 e 

2,B3 
2.37 

Myrtl e Point 

2.81 
2.48 

Coos. County 

2.92 
2.42 

Source: 1980 Census, Final Population and Housing Unit Counts. 

Bandon's smaller household size is primarily due to relatively a large 
number of single-person (retiree) households, and numerous "dwelling units n 

which are actually seasonally occupied rental homes. Statewide demographic 
trends toward a general reduction in family size and increase in single
person households may be expected to further reduce Bandon's average house
hold size in the future. Projections for the unincorporated county popula
tion show an approximate 6% decrease in household size between 1980 and 1990. 
with the figure holding constant from 1990 to 2000 (Coos County Planning 
Department, Draft Coos County Comprehensive Plan, 1980, pg. Q-4). Assuming 
a reduction in household size of similar magnitude will occur in Bandon, 
the City's household size is projected to decrease from 2.22 to 2.09 by 
1990, and remain constant through to the year 2000. The projected house
hold size is used below to makea projection of "basic" because it does not 
include vacant units. 

Year 

1980 
1985 
1990 
1995 
2000 
Net Growth 
1980-2000 

TABLE 4 

"Basic" Housing Needs 

Projected Population 

2600 
3013 
3494 
4050 
4693 
2"093 

Projected Household Size 

2.22 
2.15 
2.09 
2.09 
2.09 

Projected 
I),./elling Units 

1171 
1401 
1672 
1938 
2246 
1075 

The above table shows a "basic" need for 1075 new dl-lelling units between 1980 
and 2000. 

8 

Extra Housing Provision to Allow for Vacant Units 

In addition to the "basic" housing needs outlined previously, a certain 
extra provision must be made to maintain the vacancy rate at an acceptable 
level {1.6% for homes and 5.0: for rental units}. These percentages of 
vacant homes and rental units are desirable in order to provide choice 
in the housing market place. The follO\~ing h/O ass'~'-,"ptions are USE': ::-: :;," 
calculations of needed vacant units presented in Table 5. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

~ 
1930 

1985 

1990 

1995 

2000 

Current vacancy rates in Bandon are 5.5:t for oWned homes' and 2.0% for 
rental unlts, as follows: 

1038 D.U. - 960 households = 78 vacant units 
78 vacant units ~ 1038 D.U. = 7.5% vacancy 
7.5% vacancy X 7~% of housing stock in ownership 
and 2.0 rental vacant units 5.5% owned vacant u'nits 

(Source: 1980 Census, Final Population and Housing Counts). 

A reduction in the current high vacancy rates for o'dned units will OCcur 
between 1980 and 1990, with a Concurrent increase in the vacancy rate 
for rental unlts dUring the same period. 

The proportion of owned units and rental units will remain constant and 
nearly the same as recorded in the 1970 Census (73% owned and 27X rental I 

rounded to 70% and 30% respectively). 

TABLE 5 
Housing Needed to Maintain Vacancy Rate 

Type BaSic # of' Tota 1 of Total # Vacancy Vacnat Units .J!!!.!ls.. of Uni ts ~ ~ ~ Owned 819 5.5% 45 864 Renta 1 352 2.0% 7 359 Total. 1171 
1223 

Owned 981 3.5% 34 1015 Rental 420 3.5~ 15 435 Total 1401 
1450 

Owned 1170 1. 6% 19 1189 Renta 1 502 5.0% 25 52) Total 1672 
1716 

Owned 1357 !. 6% 22 1379 Rental 581 5.0% 29 610 Total 1938 
1939 

Owned 1572 1. 6% 25 1597 Rental 674 5.0% 34 703 Total 
NET NEED 

2246 
2305 
1082 
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Thus the projected total number of new dwelling units is 1082 (1223 in 1980 
minus 2305 in ·2000) to i'lccolJll)()date the City's population as projected to 
the year 2000. 

Housing Projections By Type 

According to the Coos County Assessor's Office. the mix of housing types in 
Bandon City as of May. 1981 was: 

Table SA 

Im. ~ Percent 

S i ng1 e-F arolly 829 76.6 
Multi-Famlly 164 15.2 
Mob; 1 e Homes 89 8.2 

1082 100.0 

Source: Personal communication. Coos County Assessor's Off1ce 

. 'The fol.lowing projection of housing needs by type (Table 6) is made on four 
assumptions: 

1. Single-Family. dwellings will continue to decrease in proportion 
to the rest of the housing stock due to increased cost. but will still 
be the predominant form of hou·sing. 

2.' Attached forms of housing will increase in proportion to single-family .. 
dwellings due to the economic savings in common wall structures. In
creases in multi-family housing have occurred in other cities in Coos 
County in recent years. 

3. Mobile homes and multi-family dwellings will beco~ a more acceptable 
housing alternative for low to moderate income people. 

4. The housing mix in the year 2000 will be: 

Single-Family 60% 
Multi-Family 30% 
Mobile Homes 10% 

The percentages of multi-family and mobile homes have been 'chosen by the 
City as reasonable projections of current trends and as a mechanism for 
providing affordable housing. In theory. if 40% of the available resi
dential lands in the City allow multi-family and mobile homes (outright 
or conditionally). adequate opportunhy for affordable housing will be 
available to people with low to moderate incomes. In 1970, about 40% 
of the families in Bandon had annual incomes less than $6000 (Plan. pg. 
1II-25) • 

1G 

5,/0-0 

TA8LE 6 

Projected Housing Units by Type 

o",.-ell ina Tl~e ann Number Perco:ont 

1980 Total 1223 
SF 930 76 MF 183 15 MH llO 9 

1985 Total 1450 
SF 1029 70 MF 276 20 
MIl 145 9 

1990 Total 1716 
SF Ill5 65 MF 429 25 
MIl 172 10 

1995 Total 1989 
SF 1193 60 flF 597 30 MH 199 10 

2000 Total 2305 
SF 1383 60 MF 692 30 
MH 230 10 

Summary of Additiona1 Bousing Units 
Needed bl the Year 2000 

Single-Family Homes 
Multi-Family 
Mobil e Homes 

Commercial and Industrial land Needs 

Additional 
Ll~;~~ !::.,. :',.:2 

99. 
93 
35 

86 
153 
27 

78 
168 
27 

190 
95 
31 

453 
509 
120 

1082 

A very rough estimate of the City's commercial and industrial land needs can 
be calculated by extrapolating existing conditions to accommodate the pro
jection for the year 2000. Such a "strai9ht-line" estimate is made below. 

TA8LE 7 
1980 Population Acres Persons/ Population Inc. Additional Bandon City ~ ~ 1980-2000 ~ Industrial 2435 49 49.7 1959 39.4 Comnercial 2435 80 30.4 1959 64.4 
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Buildable Residential lands in the City 

Within the city limits. the following acreages (by zone district) are 
considered to be both suitable and available for future residential 
development: 

TABLE B 

Zone Area' Area (Acres) -.-
R West of 101 46.3 
R East of 101 17.3 

South of 42S 
R North of 42S 43.5 
/·1HR West of Ferry Creek 36.5 
HHR South of Ferry Creek 5.7 
MHR North of 42S 3.2 
CO-2 Jetty B.I 
CO-l Beach Loop Road 142.3 

~Acres 

Adequacy of Land in the City to Accommodate Projected Housing 

To determine the adequacy of the existing buildable lands to meet the 
projected housing need, assumptions must be made as to the futUre density 
of dwelling units (O.U. 's) within the City. The 1978 Coos County Land Use 
Survey found the area of residentially zoned lands in Bandon to be 709 acres 
(built lands plus vacant lands). Using this area and the current O.U. count 
of 1094. a gross residential density of 1.54 D.U./acre is derived. The 
City Council and Planning Commission have expressed a desire to maintain 
the existing low-density residential environment. as this is felt to be 
part of the C-1ty'S unique character and a feature the citizens have expres
sed apdesire to retain. For the purposes of projection the following 
assu~ions are made: 

1. Residential development in the two Controlled Development zones will 1 
occur at an average gross density of 2.25 Dwelling Units/Acre (D.U./Ac). 
This density is expected to result from: 

a. the contlnuation of the present pattern ~f very large lots 14.500+ 
sq. ft.} and irregular infllling along the bluff. 

b. the high costs of flood/storm proofing required for new homes in 
the Jetty area which will serve to inhibit development. 

Residential densities in these areas are currently less than two O.U./ 
Ac. (Plan. Figure IV-2). 

1. Gross density refers to the inclusion of rights of way and easements. 
which typically occupy 25% of a given residential area. 

14 

5;ID-~ 

2. Residential development in the reSidential zones will OCc:.:r at dn 
average gross density of 3.0 D.U./Ac. This density is basec u?~n an 
expected increase in the City's overall density that will c.ccc:7.pe:ny 
in-filling, together with an "offsetting" continuation of the existing 
pattern of a relatively low-density residential environment. 

3. Development in the Mobile Home Residential zone will o'::'..~ :. 
average gross density of 4 D.U./Ac. This density is based \,,;'C!'. the 
recognition that mobile home owners will. ;n general, seek s::~ll lots 
and that mobile home parks will typically achieve densities in excess 
of 5 O.U./Ac. 

4. Future development in the CO-l and CO-2 zones will be 90~ resicential 
and 10% commercial/other. This 10% allotment is made beca~s~ coth 
Controlled Oevelopment'zones anew Some corrmercial uses C00diticnally. 

Using density assumptions stated above. the number of dwelling !.:nits ac
commodated by buildable residential lands within the City is co~~ted 
as follows: 

TABLE 9 

Zone 

Residential 
~ D.U./Acre D'"e 11 i r.C: Uni ts 

Mobile Home Residential 
Controlled Development 

107.1 
45.4

1 135.4 

units can be accom~odated 

3.0 
4.0 
2.25 

- • - ---- _"w," "':;I u", ..... "IOU" 
not adequate to accorrnnodate projected housing needs .. ~ 
the City limits is needed to accolllTiodate the projected. housing 

AccolTVJlOdation of Projected Housino Types 

321 
le2 
3 °~ 0" 

SC3 

r.==':::s. 

hous-

The projection of -housing units by type showed a need for 453 s:r.;le-fa;nily 
homes. 509 multi-family units. and 120 mobile homes. Article 3 cf the 
Bandon Zoning Ordinance permits the various housing types in City's "residen
tial" Zones as sholom in the matrix below: 

TABLE 10 
Uses/Zones B. MHR fQ:.!. CO-2 

Single-Family p p p p Duplex p p C P Mobile Home II p II " Multi-Family C C P C t10bi 1 e Home Park II p II I; 
(P=Penmitted. C=Conditional. N=Not Permited) 

I. 10% of buildable lands are Subtracted for COfT'"llercial/othe:- uses and thus 
not considered available for residential use. 

15 
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