April 13, 2017
To Whom It May Concern:
Applicants Port of St. Helens, together with the Thompson family (Guy R. Thompson, Elizabeth
Boswell, Robert Thompson, David Thompson, Rodger Thompson) (referred to collectively as
the “Applicant”), hereby formally request that Columbia County initiate remand proceedings for
File No. PA 13-02/ZC13-01.
As you know, the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (“LUBA”) remanded, in part, the Board
of Commissioners’ approval (Ordinance No. 2014-1) of a Major Plan Map Amendment changing
the designation of the subject 837-acre property from Agricultural Resource to Resource
Industrial, and a zone change from Primary Agriculture-80 (PA-80) to Resource IndustrialPlanned Development (RIPD). The remanded decision also approved a request for an exception
to Goal 3 for the subject property.
On remand, the Applicant has modified its application consistent with direction provided by
LUBA in its decision, Columbia Riverkeeper v. Columbia County, 70 Or LUBA 171 (2014). As
modified, the application now relies solely on OAR 660-004-0020(3)(a) as the reason for taking
an exception to Goal 3, which allows for the exception when “[t]he use is significantly dependent
upon a unique resource located on agricultural or forest land. Examples of such resources and
resource sites include geothermal wells, mineral or aggregate deposits, water reservoirs, natural
features, or river or ocean ports.” Specifically, the Port has identified the deepwater port and
existing dock facilities at Port Westward as the unique resource justifying an exception to Goal
3.
In addition, on remand the number of proposed uses has been reduced to the following five in the
exception area:


Forestry and Wood Products processing, production, storage, and transportation



Dry Bulk Commodities transfer, storage, production, and processing



Liquid Bulk Commodities processing, storage, and transportation



Natural Gas and derivative products, processing, storage, and transportation



Breakbulk storage, transportation, and processing
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The modified application no longer includes those areas excluded from the Board of
Commissioners’ original approval.
The Port of St. Helens has retained Beery, Elsner & Hammond, LLP (“BEH”) for representation
through the remand process. To that end, BEH is submitting the accompanying materials in
support of the application on remand, as modified above. The materials include an analysis from
BEH addressing the substantive issues raised by LUBA in its remand, as well as technical report
prepared by Mackenzie that provides comprehensive support for a Goal 3 exception under OAR
660-004-0022(3)(a), establishes that the Port’s narrowed list of five proposed uses listed above
are in fact rural industrial uses, and provides an in-depth alternative sites analysis in light of the
single OAR 660-004-0022(3)(a) justification for the Goal 3 exception discussed above.
With these materials, the issues raised by LUBA in its remand decision have been addressed.
The Applicant hereby requests that Columbia County initiate its process for review of the
application, as modified.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if questions arise while reviewing the materials, or if you
need any additional information in the course of reviewing the application on remand, as
modified.
Sincerely,

Spencer Q. Parsons

A. Applicable Criteria on Remand
CCZO Section 680
CCZO Section 1502
CCZO Section 1502.1(A)(1)
CCZO Section 1502.1(A)(2)
CCZO Section 1502.1(A)(3)

Resource Industrial – Planned Development
Zone Changes (Map Amendments) – Major
Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan
Consistency with Statewide Planning Goals
Adequacy of Public Facilities

Statewide Planning Goal 2
ORS 197.732(2)
OAR 660-004-0020(2)
OAR 660-004-0022(3)

Reasons Exception
Reasons Exception
Reasons Exception
Reasons Exception – Rural Industrial Development

B. Introduction
In 2013 the Port of St. Helens (the Port), on behalf of itself and the Thompson family (Guy R.
Thompson, Elizabeth Boswell, Robert Thompson, David Thompson and Rodger Thompson),
submitted an application to Columbia County (the County) seeking a Major Comprehensive Plan
Map Amendment to reclassify land adjacent to the existing Port Westward Industrial Park (Port
Westward) from Agricultural Resource to Resource Industrial. The application also sought to
rezone that land from Primary Agriculture-80 Acres (PA-80) to Resource Industrial-Planned
Development (RIPD) for inclusion in the Port’s industrial park at Port Westward. The subject
837-acre tract is directly adjacent to the existing Port Westward Industrial Park, which is already
zoned RIPD. Because of its current agricultural zoning, the County was required to take an
exception to Statewide Planning Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands) as part of the rezone and
accompanying comprehensive plan amendment. The application was approved by Columbia
County in 2014, granting an exception to Goal 3, rezoning the subject area to RIPD and
authorizing those uses permitted in the RIPD zone under the County’s regulations.
That decision was appealed to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). LUBA
remanded the decision, in part, identifying areas in which the record and findings provided
insufficient justification for taking a Goal 3 exception and rezoning the exception area to RIPD.
In response to the remand, the Port has modified its land use application consistent with the
direction provided by LUBA. As modified, the application now relies solely on OAR 660-0040020(3)(a) as justification for taking an exception to Goal 3, which allows for the exception if
“[t]he use is significantly dependent upon a unique resource located on agricultural or forest
land. Examples of such resources and resource sites include . . . river or ocean ports.”
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Specifically, the Port has identified the deepwater port and existing dock facilities at Port
Westward as the unique resource justifying an exception to Goal 3.
Similarly, as suggested by LUBA, on remand the Port has also narrowed down its list of
proposed uses in the exception area from all those authorized under Columbia County Zoning
Ordinance (“CCZO”) Section 680 to the following five:






Forestry and Wood Products processing, production, storage, and transportation
Dry Bulk Commodities transfer, storage, production, and processing
Liquid Bulk Commodities processing, storage, and transportation
Natural Gas and derivative products, processing, storage, and transportation
Breakbulk storage, transportation, and processing

The Port retained Beery, Elsner & Hammond, LLP (BEH) to provide legal support through the
remand process. In turn, BEH retained Mackenzie to provide professional land use planning and
economic consulting services to address the issues remanded by LUBA. To that end, Mackenzie
has generated a technical report (the Mackenzie Report) that: 1) provides a comprehensive
analysis supporting a Goal 3 exception under OAR 660-004-0022(3)(a); 2) supports the
conclusion that the Port’s narrowed list of five proposed uses listed above are in fact rural
industrial uses; and 3) provides an in-depth alternative sites analysis in light of the single OAR
660-004-0022(3)(a) justification for the Goal 3 exception being put forward by the Port in its
modified application, namely the deepwater port and existing dock facilities at Port Westward.
C. Background
The Port of St. Helens owns the Port Westward Industrial Park (Port Westward), a 905-acre rural
industrial exception area with 4,000 feet of deepwater frontage along the Columbia River. In the
1970s, the county adopted an exception to Statewide Planning Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands) for
Port Westward, and planned and zoned it for rural industrial uses. Port Westward is zoned Rural
Industrial Planned Development (RIPD). Current uses at Port Westward include a 1,500 foot
long dock, three electrical generating facilities owned and operated by Portland General Electric
(PGE), a 1.3 million-barrel tank farm, a biomass refinery facility, and an electrical substation.
Port Westward includes necessary infrastructure facilities within its boundaries for the Port’s
rural industrial tenants. The site is served by private water systems that utilize wells and draw
from the river. The rural property has a small private sewage system, and tenants also manage
their own sanitary wastes via private onsite septic systems. The Port also operates and maintains
a discharge system for tenants’ process water. Taken together, these facilities provide sufficient
service for rural industrial users, but preclude urban industrial uses that have a higher demand for
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public utilities. Electric power, natural gas, and high-speed telecommunications are readily
available on site.
Port Westward is served by county road connections to nearby state and interstate highways, a
rail line and, most importantly, it adjoins a self-scouring deepwater port with access to a 43-foot
navigation channel in the Columbia River, part of the M-84 Marine Highway corridor.
Development and improvement of the Port of St. Helens’ deepwater port has been declared to be
an economic goal of high priority by the State of Oregon (see, e.g., ORS 777.065).
The Port has three existing tenants at Port Westward. Clatskanie Public Utility District leases 3
acres for an electrical substation, the Columbia Pacific Bio-Refinery ethanol facility holds 43
acres, and the remainder is leased by Portland General Electric (PGE) with agreements that run
through 2066 and 20961. PGE currently operates three power plants on 147 acres of its 862-acre
leasehold. The remainder of its leasehold includes dedicated wetland mitigation areas, areas held
for future expansion (including future wetland mitigation needs), and necessary buffering of its
operations.
PGE and the Port previously had a Joint Marketing Agreement to coordinate facilitating
additional future development within the PGE leasehold. However, it did not lead to any
additional development and the Joint Marketing Agreement was allowed to lapse. It was
formally terminated by PGE in 2007. See September 11, 2007 PGE Letter the Port of St. Helens
(Mackenzie Report, Appendix 3). The Port and PGE have entertained potential suitors to
sublease portions of its leasehold in the past, but such commitments have been precluded by
potential conflicts with PGE’s own use of the leasehold, restrictions imposed by PGE to protect
its interests at Port Westward, and by existing encumbrances and physical site constraints
including wetlands and the cost related to development of those wetlands. Because of the
inability to site additional rural industrial users with the PGE leasehold, and because of a lack of
additional available land at Port Westward, the Port determined that it was necessary to expand
the industrial park at Port Westward and undertook this process with Columbia County.
D. Procedural History
1. Columbia County’s Approval
In 2014, the Port received approval from the Columbia County Board of Commissioners (the
Board) for a comprehensive plan amendment, zone change and Statewide Planning Goal 2
“Reasons” exception to Goal 3 for 837 acres of land zoned Primary Agriculture-80 (PA-80)
directly adjacent to the Port Westward site to the south and west (the Expansion Area). The
1

PGE holds 116 acres in fee title, but the Port has a reversionary interest in that acreage which is effective upon completion of
PGE’s lease.
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Board’s approval excluded two riverfront lots originally proposed to be included in the
Expansion Area, based on concerns of potential impacts on riparian habitat. The approval
rezoned the exception area to RIPD as an expansion of the Port Westward site (also zoned
RIPD). The RIPD zone only allows farm and forest use and forest product processing uses as
outright permitted uses, but it allows as conditional uses those industrial uses that fall within the
areas of “[p]roduction, processing, assembling, packaging, or treatment of materials; research
and development laboratories; and storage and distribution of services and facilities”. See CCZO
Section 682.
The stated purpose of the 837-acre expansion area was not to accommodate the use(s) of one or
more identified future Port tenants, but rather to address the industrial land deficit at Port
Westward in anticipation of as-yet unidentified potential future Port tenants and their need for
industrially-zoned large lots near the deepwater port and existing 1,500 foot dock, as well as the
other facilities available at Port Westward.
The Board’s approval included several conditions, including a requirement for site design review
for any new use in the exception area, a trip cap of 332 p.m. peak hour trips, other requirements
intended to ensure compatibility with adjoining agricultural uses (including the submission of a
rail plan for any new use that includes rail transportation) and, finally, a prohibition on the
storage, loading or unloading of coal. See Columbia County Ordinance No. 2014-1.
The findings supporting the original decision justified the Goal 3 exception based on all three of
the reasons provided under OAR 660-004-0022(3). Specifically, the Board found that the
industrial uses allowed in the RIPD zone would be maritime-related uses significantly dependent
on the river port and docks to import or export materials or goods (consistent with OAR 660004-0022(3)(a)); that the uses cannot be located within an urban growth boundary due to impacts
that are hazardous or incompatible with dense populations (consistent with OAR 660-0040022(3)(b)); and that the uses allowed in the RIPD zone would have a significant comparative
advantage due to the location of the site and its proximity to the deepwater access, rail and
highway connections, energy facilities and other amenities existing at the Port Westward site
(consistent with OAR 660-004-0022(3)(c)). See Columbia County Ordinance No. 2014-1 and
findings in support of same.
2. LUBA Appeal
The County’s approval was appealed to LUBA and on August 27, 2014, LUBA issued a Final
Opinion and Order affirming the County’s approval, in part, and remanding it, in part. LUBA’s
opinion addressed the petitioners’ Assignments of Error as follows:
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Proposed Uses
LUBA rejected the petitioners’ argument that, as a matter of law, the County was required to
restrict its Goal 3 Exception to particular uses under OAR 660-004-0022(1), 660-004-0022(3)
and 660-004-0020(2). Similarly, LUBA rejected the claim that the County did not effectively
limit the authorized uses to those justified by the approval under OAR 660-004-0018(4)(a).
Regarding this argument, LUBA held:
“[W]e agree with the Port that the county has sufficient measures in place to ensure that
ANY industrial uses approved in the exception area will be limited to those justified by
one or more of the three reasons advanced. . . . [W]e agree with the Port that Condition
E.5, CCZO 683.1(A) and CCCP Part XII, Policy 12, together act to effectively require
future conditional use applicants to demonstrate that a particular proposed industrial use
was justified in the exception decision. Further, via CCZO 683.1(A), future conditional
use applicants will be required to demonstrate that the proposed use conforms to either
CCCP Resource Development Policies 3(A) through (F) or with Policy 3(G), the
language of which echoes the themes of OAR 660-004-0022(3)(a), (b) and (c).”
(emphasis/all caps added). 70 Or LUBA 171, 185 (2014).
“Significantly Dependent on a Unique Resource” including “River or Ocean Ports”
LUBA also rejected the petitioners’ assertion that a Goal 3 Exception was not justified for uses
“significantly dependent” on access to the deepwater port at Port Westward under OAR 660004-0020(3)(a), because some uses may not be port-dependent; the County did not limit uses to
port-dependent ones; some record evidence indicated that the existing dock is underutilized; and
petitioners’ claim that the single riverfront lot approved as part of the County’s decision would
not be adequate to establish the non-riverfront lots are “significantly dependent” on river access.
LUBA explained: “[T]he county advanced three reasons to justify the exception area, and the
fact that not all uses allowed in the exception area will be port-dependent uses for OAR 660-0040022(3)(a) is not erroneous, as long as all uses fall within one or more of the three reasons.” 70
Or LUBA 171, 187 (2014).
However, as explained above, on remand the Port is no longer seeking approval for the Goal 3
exception based on OAR 660-004-0022(3)(b) or (3)(c) and, as discussed below and in depth in
the Mackenzie Report, each of the five proposed uses narrowed from the scope of possible uses
originally approved are inexorably tied to the deepwater port and existing dock facilities at Port
Westward for viability.
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“Impacts that are Hazardous or Incompatible in Densely Populated Areas”
LUBA sustained the petitioners’ claim that the County’s findings were inadequate to justify any
uses under OAR 660-004-0022(3)(b), “use[s] that cannot be located inside an urban growth
boundary due to impacts that are hazardous or incompatible in densely populated areas.” As the
Port’s application has been modified, however, none of the proposed uses require an exception
under OAR 660-004-0022(3)(b).
“Significant Comparative Advantage”
LUBA rejected the petitioners’ assertion that a Goal 3 Exception could not be justified for any
uses under the “significant comparative advantage” reason provided at OAR 660-004-0022(3)(c)
until a specific use was identified by the Port, noting the presence of “deep-water access, existing
dock facilities, access to railroad, highways and interstates, and the presence of utilities and
power generating facilities” and concluding, “[W]e disagree with petitioners that the county must
identify a specific industrial use in order to invoke OAR 660-004-0022(3)(c).” 70 Or LUBA 171,
190 (2014). Additionally, LUBA rejected arguments that the “significant comparative
advantage” needed to come from the expansion site itself (and not from the existing Port
Westward site), as well as petitioners’ challenge to the County’s findings that locating rural
industrial uses in the expansion site would “benefit the county economy” and “cause only
minimal loss of productive resources.” 70 Or LUBA 171, 190-192 (2014).
Nevertheless, as explained above, on remand the Port’s modified application solely relies on
OAR 660-004-0022(3)(a), and so OAR 660-004-0022(3)(c) no longer applies to the application.
Reasonable Accommodation Standard (Alternative Sites Analysis)
Vacant Port Westward Lands
LUBA sustained the petitioners’ challenge to the sufficiency of the County’s findings that “areas
that do not require an exception cannot reasonably accommodate the use” under OAR 660-0040020(2)(b), in particular as to the ability of acreage within the existing Port Westward site to
accommodate the proposed uses. LUBA first held that the County’s finding that the unused
acreage within the PGE leasehold is unavailable for rural industrial development was not
supported by the record evidence. LUBA concluded that, to make such a finding, the record
would need evidence either that PGE is “categorically unwilling” to sublease part of its
leasehold, or that those unused acres “cannot otherwise be reasonably made available for
development through acquisition or termination of the leasehold interest.” 70 Or LUBA 171, 195
(2014).
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Regarding wetlands within the PGE leasehold and elsewhere on Port Westward, LUBA held that
the mere presence of wetlands does not make it unbuildable if development can occur with the
appropriate permits and mitigation. 70 Or LUBA 171, 196 (2014). LUBA did note that OAR
660-004-0020(2)(b)(B) provides that “economic factors may be considered along with other
relevant factors in determining that the use cannot reasonably be accommodated in other areas”
and, explaining further, noted that the cost of obtaining such permits and undertaking the work
may be “so prohibitive that the cost alone or in combination with other factors could allow the
county to conclude that the vacant lands within [the] Port Westward site cannot reasonably
accommodate any industrial use.” 70 Or LUBA 171, 196 (2014). However, since the County had
not made such findings, LUBA remanded on this point.
The Mackenzie Report addresses this issue at length and, to the extent any wetland areas within
the PGE leasehold are in fact otherwise available (which the report shows is not the case), it
makes clear that the cost of developing such an area would be economically infeasible. More
significantly, however, the Mackenzie Report established that the PGE leasehold is so
encumbered that it is in fact unavailable for siting the Port’s proposed uses and, perhaps more
significantly, includes a letter from PGE stating that the remainder of its leasehold is unavailable
for development.
Other Alternative Sites
LUBA sustained the petitioners’ challenge to the sufficiency of the County’s findings regarding
other alternative sites not requiring an exception under OAR 660-004-0020(2)(b)(B). LUBA held
that the Port was required to do a separate reasonable accommodation analysis for each nonoverlapping reason used to justify the exception under OAR 660-004-0022(3). According to
LUBA’s decision, an alternative site rejected because it cannot reasonably accommodate one
particular use that falls under one “reason” may still be a viable alternative site if it is able to
accommodate another use that falls under another reason. 70 Or LUBA 171, 197-98 (2014).
As discussed previously, this concern has been addressed by narrowing the proposed uses to the
five rural industrial uses listed above, in combination with the reliance on Port Westward’s
deepwater port and existing dock facilities as the single reason advanced for taking a Goal 3
exception under OAR 660-004-0022(3)(a).
LUBA also rejected the County’s finding that alternative sites cannot reasonably accommodate
the proposed uses because no individual site is large enough to accommodate in the same place
all of the large-lot industrial uses that could be accommodated in the 837 acre exception area,
and further held that the analysis rejecting the 450 acres at the Rainier site needed more analysis
and/or record evidence. 70 Or LUBA 171, 198-99 (2014).
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However, as noted above and as discussed at length in the Mackenzie Report, consistent with
OAR 660-004-0022(3)(a), the Port has modified its application to five specific uses significantly
dependent upon the deepwater port and existing dock facilities at Port Westward. Therefore, the
Rainier site and any other sites without deepwater access and existing dock facilities are not
viable alternatives.
LUBA also held that alternative sites considered could not be excluded from consideration solely
on the basis of the presence of wetlands or other environmental issues on those sites, short of
making findings that due to regulatory, cost or other relevant factors it is unreasonable to expect
such sites to be developed for the proposed uses. 70 Or LUBA 171, 198 (2014).
As noted, the application as modified is tied solely to the deepwater port and existing dock
facilities at Port Westward under OAR 660-004-0022(3)(a), and therefore sites without
deepwater access are not viable alternatives, including those previously excluded solely because
of the presence of wetlands.
ESEE Analysis
LUBA rejected petitioners’ claim that the County did not make adequate findings that the long
term environmental, social, economic, and energy consequences would not be significantly more
adverse than if an exception were taken for different otherwise-available resource lands (the
County’s “ESEE” analysis). LUBA accepted the County’s incorporation of its compatibility
analysis findings under OAR 660-004-0020(2)(c) into its ESEE analysis findings, and concluded
that the petitioners had not demonstrated other or different findings were required. LUBA noted
that the petitioners had not specifically identified and described alternative sites with fewer
ESEE impacts. 70 Or LUBA 171, 202 (2014).
Compatibility Analysis (ORS 197.732(2)(c)(D); Goal 2; Part II(c); OAR 660-004-0020(2)(d)
LUBA sustained petitioners’ claim that the County’s findings regarding Goal 2’s compatibility
standard, under ORS 197.732(2)(c)(D) and OAR 660-004-0020(2)(d) were inadequate. LUBA
held that such findings could not be deferred to a subsequent permit proceeding when the
specific use is identified (thus requiring the Port to identify specific proposed uses). 70 Or LUBA
171, 205-206 (2014).
Now that five rural industrial uses have been proposed, the County will be able to determine that
those uses are compatible with other adjacent uses, or that they can be so rendered through
measures designed to reduce adverse impacts, thus ensuring compliance with OAR 660-0040020(2)(d).
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Transportation Analysis
LUBA rejected petitioners’ claim that the County failed to adequately consider whether the
proposed zone change would “significantly affect” transportation facilities under OAR 660-0120060 of the Transportation Planning Rule, concluding that the rule did not require the County to
evaluate whether the zone change significantly affects the rail system itself. 70 Or LUBA 171,
208-209 (2014).
Applicability of Goal 14
LUBA remanded the County’s decision regarding its treatment of Goal 14. LUBA held that Goal
14 could apply to some of the broad array of potential uses authorized in the RIPD zone, and that
a valid Goal 3 exception allows only for “rural” industrial uses. 70 Or LUBA 171, 211 (2014).
LUBA also ruled that a Goal 3 exception does not “exempt” industrial uses from Goal 14 and so
Goal 14 would apply to any “urban” industrial uses. 70 Or LUBA 171, 208-212 (2014). LUBA
also ruled that the County’s findings regarding Goal 3 did not satisfy the requirement for specific
findings necessary for a Goal 14 exception, and that as a matter of legal practicality the County
erred by adopting a Goal 14 exception on a contingency basis. 70 Or LUBA 171, 213 (2014).
LUBA emphasized in its analysis of the applicability of Goal 14 that, in Shaffer v. Jackson
County, 17 Or LUBA 922, 931 (1989), it had explicitly rejected an argument that industrial uses
are inherently urban in nature, ruling instead that a case-by-case analysis of any proposed use
was required to make such a determination. 70 Or LUBA 171, 211 (2014). However, because
the zone change did not identify particular uses to which the Shaffer factors could be applied,
LUBA remanded the decision, stating:
Remand is necessary for the county to address whether any of the proposed uses allowed
in the exception area under the Shaffer factors or other applicable considerations
constitute the urban use of rural land. If so, the county must either limit allowed uses to
rural uses or take an exception to Goal 14, addressing the criteria at OAR 660-012-0040.
70 Or LUBA 171, 211 (2014).
As explained previously, on remand the Port has selected five specific uses to which the Shaffer
factors can be applied. The Mackenzie Report provides a thorough Shaffer analysis for each of
the five proposed uses, clearly establishing that each use is rural in nature and therefore
appropriate for siting at Port Westward.
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Applicability of Goal 11 (Public Facilities) and Need for a Goal 11 Exception
Finally, LUBA rejected petitioners’ assertion that the County needed to but did not approve an
exception to Goal 11, finding that the assertion was premature. LUBA explained that the
argument would be ripe after addressing the Goal 14 issues identified above and, after that has
happened review the County decision to make sure that the County has “either limit[ed] the
exception to exclude such [urban] uses or adopt[ed] an exception to Goal 14.” 70 Or LUBA 171,
211 (2014).
As discussed in the Mackenzie Report, no uses are proposed which require an urban level of
facilities or services under the Port’s modified application. Further, as no services provided at
Port Westward rise to the level of urban services, and none are planned by the Port, the level of
available services act to prevent urban industrial uses in the exception area.
E. Proceedings on Remand
Based on LUBA’s conclusions outlined above, and in light of the modifications to its
application, the Port needs to address four specific issues in order to support a conclusion that its
application should be approved.
First, the Port needs to advance a single reason for taking an exception to Goal 3. Second, the
Port needs to specify proposed uses in order to determine whether the proposed uses are rural in
nature under the Shaffer factors, Third, the Port’s proposed uses must be subjected to an
adequate compatibility analysis under OAR 660-004-0020(2)(d). Finally, the Port needs to
undertake a new alternative sites analysis that addresses the availability of viable alternative sites
that do not require an exception, taking into consideration the reason advanced for taking an
exception to Goal 3, namely access to a deepwater port and existing dock facilities similar to
what is currently available at Port Westward.
Each of these is discussed at length in the Mackenzie Report, and is also addressed below.
1. Reason Justifying a Goal 3 Exception
OAR 660-004-0020(2)(a) states:
(2) The four standards in Goal 2 Part II(c) required to be addressed when taking an
exception to a goal are described in subsections (a) through (d) of this section, including
general requirements applicable to each of the factors:

April 13, 2017

Page 11

(a) Reasons justify why the state policy embodied in the applicable goals should not
apply." The exception shall set forth the facts and assumptions used as the basis for
determining that a state policy embodied in a goal should not apply to specific properties
or situations, including the amount of land for the use being planned and why the use
requires a location on resource land.
Further, OAR 660-004-0022(3)(a) provides:
(3) Rural Industrial Development: For the siting of industrial development on resource
land outside an urban growth boundary, appropriate reasons and facts may include, but
are not limited to, the following:
(a) The use is significantly dependent upon a unique resource located on agricultural or
forest land. Examples of such resources and resource sites include geothermal wells,
mineral or aggregate deposits, water reservoirs, natural features, or river or ocean ports.
In its decision, LUBA explained (in discussing application of the Shaffer factors):
[I]n the present case whether a particular use is an urban or rural use under the Shaffer
factors may depend in part on the reason under which it was justified. Because the
“significantly dependent” on a unique resource language of OAR 660-004-0022(3)(a)
closely parallels one of the relevant factors the county can apply to determine whether
proposed uses are urban or rural, it may be somewhat easier for the county to conclude
that none of the proposed uses allowed in the exception area are urban uses, if the
proposed uses are narrowed to those that are justified solely under OAR 660-0040022(3)(a) rather than the broader universe of uses justified under OAR 660-0040022(3)(b) and (c). 70 Or LUBA 171, 214 (2014).
Taking up that suggestion from LUBA, on remand the Port has limited its proposed uses to five
uses justified by a single reason under OAR 660-004-0022(3)(a). That administrative provision
authorizes an exception to Goal 3 for rural industrial uses that are “significantly dependent upon
a unique resource located on agricultural or forest land. Examples of such resources and resource
sites include . . . river or ocean ports.” The unique resource the Port is advancing to justify a
Goal 3 exception is the deepwater port and existing dock facilities at Port Westward.
The Mackenzie Report provides analysis as to the uniqueness of the deepwater port and existing
dock facilities at Port Westward. As the report establishes, the Port’s proposed uses are highly
dependent upon immediate proximity to a deepwater port with existing dock facilities. As the
report states, the deepwater port and its dock at Port Westward are “necessary for transferring
materials from one mode to another, for both domestic and foreign transport (e.g., rail to marine),
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and for accommodating low-margin industrial operations which rely upon deepwater access to
maintain an economically viable business in current market conditions.”
Table 2 of the Mackenzie Report illustrates that each of the Port’s five proposed uses are
dependent upon deepwater access with dock facilities. The report explains:
Uses with foreign trade markets and marine-served domestic markets for products that
are shipped by marine vessel are, by definition, reliant on deepwater port facilities. Table
2 demonstrates that each of the five proposed uses for PWW involve foreign
import/export operations and are thus dependent upon a deepwater port. The proposed
uses will achieve a significant operational advantage due to deepwater port access with
nearby storage yards. As the proposed uses are low-margin businesses, port proximity is
necessary to minimize operational costs for both import/export and domestic shipping
operations. An external benefit of these firms’ locations near port facilities is that locating
their yards close to the port minimizes impacts on offsite transportation infrastructure.
Regarding the reliance on the deepwater port and dock facilities at Port Westward, the report
concludes:
[T]he uses identified in the Port’s modified land use application are highly driven by
foreign trade and the associated ocean marine transport, and Oregon’s largest trading
partners are along the Pacific Rim. Table 5 lists the state’s top export partners in 2016.
This list accounts for 90% of Oregon’s export value. Among the top 20 export partners,
14 are Pacific Rim countries, including Canada and Mexico. These 14 markets account
for 82% of all of Oregon’s export value.
As evidenced by these passages from the Mackenzie Report, the Port’s identified reason for
taking a Goal 3 exception for its five proposed uses is firmly established. The deepwater port and
existing dock facilities at Port Westward constitute a unique resource, and river ports are
explicitly identified as a sufficiently unique resource to justify an exception to Goal 3 under
OAR 660-004-0022(3)(a). However, as noted, Port Westward’s port is in fact much more of a
“unique resource” than the standard river port example provided in the language of OAR 660004-0022(3)(a) – it is a self-scouring deepwater port (meaning it does not require dredging) with
existing dock facilities, the development of which is a declared priority for the State of Oregon
under ORS 777.065. Therefore, the OAR 660-004-0022(3)(a) “unique resource” requirement is
satisfied.

April 13, 2017

Page 13

2. Narrowed List of Proposed Uses
LUBA’s decision requires that the range of potential uses in the expansion area be narrowed
beyond the scope of all uses authorized in the RIPD zone, to facilitate application of the Shaffer
factors in determining whether the proposed uses are rural or urban industrial uses, and also to
allow for an adequate compatibility analysis under OAR 660-004-0020(2)(d).
On remand, the Port is proposing a narrowed list of the five identified uses listed above (Forestry
and Wood Products processing, production, storage, and transportation; Dry Bulk Commodities
transfer, storage, production, and processing; Liquid Bulk Commodities processing, storage, and
transportation; Natural Gas and derivative products, processing, storage, and transportation; and
Breakbulk storage, transportation, and processing to be authorized for siting in the exception
area) subject to the County’s applicable conditional use permitting procedures.
Each of these uses is described in detail in the Mackenzie Report. To avoid siting any uses in the
proposed exception area that are urban in character, and thereby implicating Goals 14 and 11,
each of the Shaffer factors has been applied to each of the proposed uses in the Mackenzie report.
Application of the Shaffer Factors to the Narrowed List of Proposed Uses
In its decision, LUBA summarized the applicable Shaffer factors as follows:
The relevant factors discussed in Shaffer that point toward a rural rather than an
urban industrial use include whether the industrial use (1) employs a small
number of workers, (2) is significantly dependent on a site-specific resource and
there is a practical necessity to site the use near the resource, (3) is a type of use
typically located in rural areas, and (4) does not require public facilities or
services. None of the Shaffer factors are conclusive in isolation, but must be
considered together. Under the analysis described in Shaffer, if each of these
factors is answered in the affirmative, then it is relatively straightforward to
conclude, without more, that the proposed industrial use is rural in nature.
However, if at least one factor is answered in the negative, then further analysis or
steps are necessary. In that circumstance, the county will either have to (1) limit
allowed uses to effectively prevent urban use of rural land, (2) take an exception
to Goal 14, or (3) adequately explain why the proposed use, notwithstanding the
presence of one or more factors pointing toward an urban nature, should be
viewed as a rural use. 70 Or LUBA 171, 211 (2014) (citations omitted).
A significant portion of the Mackenzie Report is dedicated to applying the applicable Shaffer
factors to the Port’s five proposed uses. Shaffer established several factors to apply when
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determining whether a particular industrial use is rural or urban in nature. For each of the five
uses proposed by the Port in its modified application, the Mackenzie Report provides a thorough
analysis establishing that those uses are categorically rural.
The report provides detailed information on typical number of employees per acre for the
proposed uses, with an average of 1.5 employees for acre as compared to an average of 18.1
employees per acre for urban industrial uses and 5.9 employees per acre for warehousing uses.
Next, as discussed above, the five uses were selected by the Port specifically because they are
dependent on the deepwater port and existing dock facilities, and from a practical standpoint
need to be sited near the port and its existing dock facilities. The Mackenzie Report
comprehensively examines this Shaffer factor as to the five proposed uses and makes it
unambiguously clear that each of the five proposed uses would be directly tied to the deepwater
port and existing dock facilities that Port Westward has to offer. This Shaffer factor is very
analogous to the “unique resource” reason put forward by the Port under OAR 660-0040022(3)(a), discussed above. As LUBA explained in its decision:
Because the “significantly dependent” on a unique resource language of OAR 660-0040022(3)(a) closely parallels one of the relevant factors the county can apply to determine
whether proposed uses urban or rural, it may be somewhat easier for the county to
conclude that none of the proposed uses allowed in the exception area are urban uses, if
the proposed uses are narrowed to those that are justified solely under OAR 660-0040022(3)(a). . . .70 Or LUBA 171, 214 (2014).
The Mackenzie Report also undertakes an exhaustive analysis establishing that each of the
proposed uses is a type of uses that is typically sited in rural areas. The report notes that the
proposed uses are land-intensive and require larger sites and buffering, and require ready access
to raw materials originating in rural areas. Table 3 of the Mackenzie Report, titled “Use Reliance
on Rural Locations,” breaks down each of the proposed uses by those requirements and shows
that each of the five uses is rural in character. As the report elaborates:
Multiple examples of the Port’s proposed uses are found in Columbia County and other
counties along the M-84/Columbia River corridor. The most obvious examples are those
already at PWW, such as the Columbia Pacific Bio-Refinery’s ethanol processing
facility, and PGE’s power generation facilities utilizing natural gas supplies. Other rural
examples include mills; bark processors; wood product manufacturers; sand and gravel
mines and associated bulk shipping operations; fertilizer plants; grain shippers; fruit and
vegetable wholesalers/exporters; and recyclable material wholesalers.
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Noting that similar examples located in urban areas represent rural uses sited in areas that have
urbanized over time, or that were sited in urban areas out of necessity due to lack of proximity to
port access in rural areas, the Mackenzie Report concludes that the proposed uses are rural in
nature.
Finally, as the report explains, none of the proposed uses requires public facilities or service, and
notes that the lack of such facilities and services at Port Westward acts as a natural bar to uses
that are urban in nature, stating:
This Shaffer factor, applied prospectively to the Port’s proposed uses, functions as a bar
to siting urban uses at PWW, in addition to functioning as a guide for determining
whether a proposed use is rural in character and appropriate for future siting at PWW.
Because the provision of public facilities or services is not proposed by the Port or
anticipated in the future, it will not be feasible for users needing access to an urban level
of such facilities or services to locate at PWW.
After going through this detailed analysis, the Mackenzie Report concludes that the proposed
uses are rural in nature.
3. Alternative Sites Analysis
OAR 660-004-0020(2)(a) states:
(2) The four standards in Goal 2 Part II(c) required to be addressed when taking an
exception to a goal are described in subsections (a) through (d) of this section, including
general requirements applicable to each of the factors:
(a) "Reasons justify why the state policy embodied in the applicable goals should not
apply." The exception shall set forth the facts and assumptions used as the basis for
determining that a state policy embodied in a goal should not apply to specific properties
or situations, including the amount of land for the use being planned and why the use
requires a location on resource land;
As discussed above, the Port has identified the deepwater port and existing dock facilities at Port
Westward as the applicable reason for taking an exception to Goal 3, consistent with OAR 660004-0022(3)(a).

April 13, 2017

Page 16

OAR 660-004-0020(2)(b) provides:
(b) "Areas that do not require a new exception cannot reasonably accommodate the use".
The exception must meet the following requirements:
(A) The exception shall indicate on a map or otherwise describe the location of possible
alternative areas considered for the use that do not require a new exception. The area for
which the exception is taken shall be identified;
(B) To show why the particular site is justified, it is necessary to discuss why other areas
that do not require a new exception cannot reasonably accommodate the proposed use.
Economic factors may be considered along with other relevant factors in determining
that the use cannot reasonably be accommodated in other areas. Under this test the
following questions shall be addressed:
(i) Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated on nonresource land that would
not require an exception, including increasing the density of uses on nonresource land? If
not, why not?
(ii) Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated on resource land that is already
irrevocably committed to nonresource uses not allowed by the applicable Goal, including
resource land in existing unincorporated communities, or by increasing the density of
uses on committed lands? If not, why not?
(iii) Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated inside an urban growth
boundary? If not, why not?
(iv) Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated without the provision of a
proposed public facility or service? If not, why not?
OAR 660-004-0020(2)(b) requires consideration of potential alternative sites that would not
require a new exception. This requirement, together with the single reason selected by the Port
under OAR 660-004-0022(3)(a), above, mean that the potential alternative sites to be considered
must: 1) not require a new exception; and 2) provide deepwater port access with existing dock
facilities. The alternatives analysis provided in the Mackenzie Report is therefore divided into
two parts, the first being an analysis of industrial land availability at Port Westward, and the
second being an analysis of industrial land availability at other locations not requiring an
exception where the Port’s five proposed uses could potentially be sited with deepwater port
access and existing dock facilities.
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Vacant Port Westward Acreage
The Mackenzie Report includes several maps of Port Westward, including the PGE leasehold
area LUBA ruled the Port had not clearly established could not accommodate rural industrial
uses. As LUBA noted in its opinion, within PGE’s 862 acre leasehold, 80 acres are dedicated
mitigation areas, 60 acres are within the floodplain, 30 acres are developed with a security
station and other infrastructure, and 100 acres are dedicated to utility easements and roads. 40 Or
LUBA 171, 176 (2014). After deducting those 270 acres, and the 147 acres actively in use by
PGE, from the 862 total acres, LUBA concluded that there are, approximately 445 acres
remaining in PGE’s leasehold available for potential rural industrial development. 40 Or LUBA
171, 176 (2014). Based on that conclusion, LUBA held that, under OAR 660-004-0020(2)(b), the
County erred in finding that the remaining 445 acres could not reasonably accommodate rural
industrial uses “absent evidence that PGE is categorically unwilling to sublease part or all of its
leasehold to other industrial users, or that the leased acreage cannot otherwise be reasonably
made available for development through acquisition or termination of the leasehold interest. . . .”
40 Or LUBA 171, 195 (2014).
Building on that information Mackenzie undertook a comprehensive investigation of the
availability of acreage within the PGE leasehold.
The site is also encumbered by a number of easements for roadways, utilities, drainage
facilities, levees, pipelines, and 46 acres of conservation areas, which serve to divide
developable areas into smaller sections less conducive to large-scale rural industrial
development. See Appendix 1. Together with the security fencing, gates, and other
infrastructure, these encumbrances serve as barriers to development.
Mackenzie noted that PGE now operates three power generation facilities, not two, and that the
remainder of Port Westward is heavily encumbered by wetlands, conservation easements,
transmission lines, necessary buffering and other restrictions to developing sites for the uses
proposed by the Port. The third power generation facility has become operational since the Port’s
original application was submitted to the County, indicating that growth is not hypothetical and
that PGE in fact intends to utilize its leasehold area.
This conclusion is evidenced by the June 16, 2016 letter from PGE to the Port, in which PGE
states that it is in fact unwilling to sublease any more of its leasehold. As the letter states:
Maintaining and protecting PGE’s assets at Port Westward is imperative to the
company’s current and future operations. Protecting the long-term interests of the
electric generation capabilities at the site requires PGE to maintain adequate land
buffers around the facilities for security and reliability purposes, thus restricting
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Economic factors may be considered along with other relevant factors in determining
that the use cannot reasonably be accommodated in other areas.
Mackenzie reviewed the impediment to future development at Port Westward, in light of the
allowance for considering economic factors in determining whether existing acreage at the Port
could accommodate the uses proposed by the Port. Even assuming that sufficient acreage would
be available, Mackenzie concluded that such economic factors would not allow for development
at Port Westward without taking an exception to Goal 3 for additional acreage unencumbered by
wetlands concluding:
After deducting the approximately 40 acres of wetlands that lie within conservation
easements, filling the remaining 439 acres of wetlands to create developable area would
require at least 658 acres of land, which is not feasible within the boundaries of the
existing PWW exception area. Significantly, wetland mitigation costs serve as a nearlyinsurmountable hurdle to utilization of the remaining acreage at PWW, as wetland
creation costs run on the order of $77,000-$82,000 per acre. Filling the wetland acreage
noted above, and acquiring the requisite mitigation acreage, would cost on the order of
$50 million above and beyond the acquisition costs—assuming that the Corps and DSL
granted authorization to fill the wetlands (citation omitted).
Therefore, presuming that those areas encumbered by wetlands could somehow be made
available (contrary to Mackenzie’s conclusion that those areas are in fact not available),
Mackenzie nevertheless determined that the economic barriers to developing those wetlands
would be insurmountable.
Accordingly, the Mackenzie Report concludes that development is not currently available at Port
Westward, other than the last small area remaining, which could not reasonably accommodate
the Port’s proposed uses.
Other Alternative Sites
LUBA remanded the County’s decision regarding its analysis of alternative sites other than the
PGE leasehold under OAR 660-004-0020(2)(b). As explained above, the rule requires findings
that the areas that do not require a new exception cannot reasonably accommodate the [proposed]
use[s].” LUBA concluded that doing such an analysis authorizing all uses allowed in the RIPD
zone, combined with justification of three separate reasons for taking the exception to Goal 3 for
all of those uses, made undertaking an alternative sites analysis for those sites impossibly
complicated. 40 Or LUBA 171, 197-98 (2014). As LUBA explained, “[I]f the county had limited
the proposed uses to port-dependent uses that require deep-water access, then the county could

April 13, 2017

Page 20

easily reject alternative sites that do not provide deep-water access.” 40 Or LUBA 171, 198
(2014).
In response and as explained in detail above, as well as in the Mackenzie Report, the Port has
narrowed its scope of proposed uses down to five specific uses that are each port-dependent, and
has also limited its justification for taking an exception to Goal 3 to one reason under OAR 660004-0022(3)(a), advancing the deepwater port and existing dock facilities at Port Westward as
the unique resource justifying an exception to Goal 3.
In addition, LUBA found that the County’s decision did not adequately establish that other
alternative sites cannot accommodate the entire scope of rural industrial uses (as conditionally
allowed in the RIPD zone and as justified by all three OAR 660-004-0022(3) “reasons”
originally put forward), on the basis that no alternative site is large enough to accommodate in
one place the multiple large-lot industrial uses that proposed exception area could accommodate.
LUBA reasoned that “if one or more alternative sites can reasonably accommodate one or more
of the proposed large lot industrial uses, then the county cannot reject such sites solely on the
basis that they cannot provide 837 acres for multiple large lot uses at a single location.” 40 Or
LUBA 171, 198 (2014).
However, as previously noted, the Port has since reduced the number of proposed rural industrial
uses to five uses that are, as explained above and detailed in the Mackenzie Report, highly
dependent on the deepwater port and existing dock facilities under the justification provided
under OAR 660-004-0020(3)(a). Therefore, the Port’s proposal, so modified, obviates the need
to look at scattered large lot sites that are not located in close proximity deepwater ports with
existing dock facilities.
The Mackenzie Report undertakes an assessment of alternative sites that potentially meet those
criteria. It first undertakes an assessment of other Port of St. Helens properties ostensibly
available for the kinds of uses proposed by the Port. However, because none have deepwater
access or related dock facilities, Mackenzie concludes that none of the Port’s other sites provide
viable alternatives.
Next, in the report Mackenzie examines the state’s other public deepwater ports, with a particular
focus on those deepwater ports along the M-84 Marine Highway/Columbia River corridor with
deepwater access (the Port of Astoria and the Port of Portland).
Port of Astoria
As detailed in the Mackenzie Report, the Port of Astoria has deepwater facilities, but lacks
sufficient available land for the kinds of uses proposed by the Port. The Port of Astoria is divided
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into two areas, the Central Waterfront and Tongue Point. The Central Waterfront is fully
occupied and has no vacant land. Tongue Point itself is divided into two distinct areas, North
Tongue Point and South Tongue Point.
North Tongue Point is 34 acres in its entirety. The northern 19 acre portion is partially occupied
by tenants, and has some developed smaller warehouse space available for lease. However, none
of the Port’s proposed uses could be sited at those available spaces because of their small sizes.
The southern portion is a vacant parcel, but is only 15 acres in size and thus is insufficient to site
the kinds of uses proposed by the Port. In addition, a landfill was discovered on the site
containing heavy metals and PCBs exceeding acceptable levels. Together with the insufficient
acreage, the environmental contamination presents an economic obstacle that makes
development infeasible, as detailed in the Mackenzie Report.
South Tongue Point consists of four parcels totaling approximately 137 acres, three owned by
the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL), and one owned by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. However, according to the Mackenzie Report, Clatsop Community College has a
purchase-and-sale agreement in place and is in the process of acquiring the three DSL parcels for
its own use, and the U.S. Army’s Joint Base Lewis-McChord is actively pursuing repurposing
the Army Corps of Engineers’ property for an Army training facility.
Therefore, in light of the insufficient acreage, and in context of the other factors, the Mackenzie
Report concludes that there is no acreage at the Port of Astoria considered available for siting
any of the Port’s proposed uses.
Port of Portland
The Mackenzie Report next examines the availability at the Port of Portland for the Port’s
proposed uses. The report notes that the Port of Portland recently (2013) pursued the
development of additional port facilities at West Hayden Island, but that that pursuit was halted
after the Port of Portland determined that the obstacles to development were insurmountable and
withdrew its annexation proposal from the City of Portland. A letter from the Port of Portland to
the City of Portland explaining that decision is appended to the Mackenzie Report. See Appendix
5 to the Mackenzie Report. In detailing the letter, the Mackenzie Report provides the following:
In the letter, the Executive Director states that “[T]he [Portland] Planning and Sustainability
Commission (PSC) has recommended annexation, but on terms that render the development of
the 300 acre marine terminal parcel impossible.” The letter also states, “From our conversation, I
understand that you believe the Council is unwilling to take action on a modified proposal. Based
upon your assessment that the Council’s policy choice is to not bring forward a package that is
viable in the market, the Port will not continue with the annexation process at this time and
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withdraws its consent to annexation” and “[t]he city, unfortunately, will now have to deal with
the consequences of a severe shortfall in industrial land.”
The letter elsewhere explains that, given the regulatory burdens West Hayden Island faces,
development will be economically infeasible. As the Executive Director explains, “The Port is
enterprise funded: only 4 percent of our revenues come from taxes. Any development at WHI
must meet basic, sustainable market requirements. The PSC recommendations put the
development cost of the property at about double its value in the market.”
Further, as the Executive Director makes clear, it is not only the local regulations that make
development of West Hayden Island infeasible:
Furthermore, the PSC recommendations exceed what is required by Goal 5 by obligating
us to go back at the time of development for further review for any docks or other in
water development that would be integral to the development of a water dependent use
(on top of the lengthy and contentious, federal and state permitting processes). This type
of approach does not give us any assurance that we'll have the opportunity to actually
develop the property once annexation occurs.
Mackenzie notes that West Hayden Island is completely undeveloped and lacks any
infrastructure, including deepwater access or the related dock facilities. As highlighted in the
Port of Portland’s letter, dredging for deepwater access and the installation of dock facilities
would require “lengthy and contentious, federal and state permitting processes.” The 2014
Regional Industrial Site Readiness Inventory Update (the Inventory Update), prepared by
Mackenzie on behalf of Business Oregon, Metro, NAIOP – Commercial Real Estate
Development Association Oregon Chapter, the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and
Development, and the Port of Portland, estimates that West Hayden Island is at least seven years
away from site readiness for the kinds of uses proposed from the Port, and states that that clock
would not start running until after the Port of Portland and the City of Portland re-engaged and
successfully navigated the legislative process for developing the area. As stated in the Inventory
Update:
. . . West Hayden Island . . . is inside the UGB but subject to a lengthy planning and
annexation process that is likely to include significant mitigation requirements. If
approved for development, the West Hayden Island site is at least seven years away
from readiness due to permits, mitigation, and infrastructure requirements.
Thus West Hayden Island does not present a viable alternative to Port Westward, because it lacks
the deepwater access and existing dock facilities, the very reason the Port advances under OAR
660-004-0022(3)(a) for taking an exception to Goal 3. Accordingly, the Mackenzie Report
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concludes that West Hayden Island is not economically or practically feasible as an alternative
for siting the uses proposed by the Port. Because the remainder of the Port of Portland’s facilities
are built out and occupied, the Mackenzie Report concludes that the Port of Portland is not a
viable alternative.
Non-Columbia River Ports
Regarding the non-Columbia River/M-84 corridor ports, the Mackenzie Report first addresses
the Oregon International Port of Coos Bay. It notes that it is 200 nautical miles from the mouth
of the Columbia River, does not serve M-84/Columbia River corridor commerce and is 230
miles from the Portland metropolitan area. Based on its location, the Mackenzie Report
concludes that Coos Bay is not a viable alternative.
The Mackenzie Report also addresses the Port of Newport and the Port of Tillamook, noting that
neither serve M-84/Columbia River corridor commerce, and the latter lacks marine access
entirely.
Other Sites Considered
Finally, the Mackenzie Report addresses other potential alternative sites that were previously
raised, both public and non-public, noting that the viability of each site is impacted by the Port’s
modification of its application to limit the reason put forward to justify the exception to the
deepwater port and existing dock facilities at Port Westward as a “unique resource” under OAR
660-004-0022(3)(a). The Mackenzie Report addresses those raised alternatives, noting that none
provide deepwater access or existing dock facilities, and the report therefore concludes that none
are viable alternatives.
4. Compatibility Analysis for the Narrowed Field of Proposed Uses
Under ORS 197.732(2)(c)(D), Goal 2, Part II(c) and OAR 660-004-0020(2)(d), the County is
required to make a determination that the proposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses
or will be so rendered through measures designed to reduce adverse impacts.
OAR 660-004-0020(2)(d) states:
The proposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses or will be so rendered through
measures designed to reduce adverse impacts.
The rule explains that “‘compatible’ is not intended as an absolute term meaning no interference
or adverse impacts of any type with adjacent uses.”
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LUBA concluded that, absent the proposal of specific rural industrial uses, it is impossible to
make adequate compatibility findings, which is a prerequisite for taking an Exception to Goal 3,
stating, “The time to discover whether the proposed use is compatible or can be made compatible
with adjacent uses, and therefore qualifies for a goal exception under OAR 660-004-0020(2)(d),
is before the local government adopts the comprehensive plan text, map and zoning changes that
authorize the proposed use.” 40 Or LUBA 171, 206 (2014).
In response to LUBA’s conclusion, the Port has narrowed the scope of its proposed rural
industrial uses to the five discussed above, so as to allow for an adequate compatibility analysis
for the proposed uses consistent with the requirements of OAR 660-004-0020(2)(d) and LUBA’s
holding.
In its original ordinance approving the Port’s application, Columbia County imposed several
conditions aimed toward the OAR 660-004-0020(2)(d) compatibility standard. First and
foremost, Condition 1 required the submission of a Site Design Review and RIPD Use Permitted
under Prescribed Conditions as required by the County’s Zoning Ordinance. Additionally, the
County imposed a trip cap on the entire exception area of 332 PM peak-hour trips.
Condition 4 specifically addressed compatibility concerns with adjoining agricultural uses,
requiring an evaluation of threatened and endangered species as required by law, the
maintenance of “natural resource features, buffers and screening for any development adjacent to
land zoned PA-80 and maintenance of undeveloped areas in their natural state if not developed.
Additionally, Condition 4 required dust suppression and water run-off control. Condition 4 also
required agricultural impact assessment reports for adjacent agricultural uses demonstrating
impacts and implementing a mitigation plan. The Conditions also limited uses in the exception
area to those uses authorized by the exception, and prohibited the loading and unloading of coal
outright.
Although LUBA concluded that these measures taken by the County to mitigate any potential
compatibility issues lacked context because there was no practical limitation to the uses allowed,
the modified application and its five proposed uses lend context to those conditions of approval
aimed at compatibility issues. With the five uses identified, and similar conditions imposed by
the County to mitigate any potential adverse impacts, the uses can be rendered compatible with
neighboring uses.
F. Conclusion
Based on the evidence contained in the technical report produced by Mackenzie, as well as the
analysis provided above, the Port of St. Helens has demonstrated compliance with all applicable
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laws and regulations for taking an exception to Goal 3 and rezoning the proposed exception area
from PA-80 to RIPD. The uses proposed are rural in nature, are significantly dependent on close
proximity to a deepwater port with dock facilities, and can be made compatible with neighboring
uses. As evidenced by the Mackenzie Report, there are no viable alternative sites available for
the Port’s proposed uses, and therefore an exception to Goal 3 is justified for the expansion of
Port Westward.
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I.

INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

In 2013 the Port of St. Helens (the Port) submitted an application to Columbia County (the County) seeking
to rezone land adjacent to the Port Westward Industrial Park from Primary Agriculture-80 Acres (PA-80)
to Resource Industrial-Planned Development (RIPD), for incorporation into the Industrial Park. The subject
837-acre tract is directly adjacent to the existing Port Westward Industrial Park (PWW) facility, which is
already zoned RIPD. Since the proposed rezone area is currently designated for agricultural uses, the
County was required to take an Exception to Statewide Planning Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands) as part of the
rezone and accompanying comprehensive plan amendment. The application was approved by Columbia
County in 2014, but that decision was appealed to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). LUBA
remanded the decision, in part, identifying areas in which the record and findings provided insufficient
justification for an Exception to Goal 3 and the rezoning of the subject property to RIPD.
In response to the remand, the Port has modified its land use application to align with the direction
provided by LUBA in its remand decision, Columbia Riverkeeper, et al. v. Columbia County, LUBA No. 2014
– 017/018 (2014). As a component of this modified application, Mackenzie was retained to address the
concerns raised by LUBA by providing a technical assessment of proposed uses, long-term needs and a
site alternatives assessment in support of the proposed Goal 3 Exception, comprehensive plan
amendment, and zone change application.
The analysis in this report evaluates the underlying need and site requirement characteristics across a
range of potential rural industrial uses at the subject site. The report is structured as follows:
▪

Section II describes the existing PWW (including its development limitations) and the area
proposed for a zone change by the Port of St. Helens to overcome PWW’s development
constraints.

▪

Section III characterizes the Port of St. Helens’ proposed industries for the modified zone change
application and analyzes each industry to demonstrate that the uses are rural.

▪

Section IV examines examples of several specific industrial operations that fall within the
proposed uses as a means of identifying common characteristics.

▪

Section V catalogs the site characteristics required for the proposed uses.

▪

Section VI identifies market trends among uses in the Port’s zone change application and potential
to capture future growth.

▪

Section VII presents an analysis of alternative sites to demonstrate the appropriateness of the
requested zone change for the Port Westward site and to illustrate why other sites are not viable
for the proposed uses.

▪

Section VIII provides a conclusion and recommendations.
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II.

SUBJECT SITE

This section describes the existing PWW (including its development limitations) and the area proposed for
a zone change by the Port of St. Helens to overcome PWW’s development constraints.

Existing Port Westward Industrial Park
PWW, owned by the Port of St. Helens, is a 905-acre rural industrial exception area with 4,000 linear feet
of deepwater Columbia River frontage at the confluence of the Bradbury Slough near Clatskanie in
Columbia County, Oregon (see Figure 1). The Port operates a 1,500-foot dock at Port Westward with direct
access to the Columbia River, which is part of the U.S. Department of Transportation’s M-84 Marine
Highway Corridor and connects to the M-5 Marine Highway Corridor along the Pacific coast.1 The river has
a 43-foot navigation channel to accommodate vessels needing deepwater port access. In addition to
waterfront access, PWW also offers rail access via Portland & Western’s rail line from the east, and
roadway access connecting to U.S. Highway 30 via Kallunki Road or Hermo Road.
The site is served by private water systems that utilize wells and draw from the river. The rural property
has a small private sewage system, and tenants may also manage their own sanitary wastes via private
onsite septic systems. The Port also operates a discharge system for tenants’ process water. Taken
together, these facilities provide sufficient service for rural industrial users, but preclude urban industrial
uses that have a higher demand for public utilities. Electric power, natural gas, and high-speed
telecommunications are readily available on site.
According to the Port, in recent years, considerable investment has been made for the benefit of PWW,
including the following:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Dock improvements ($8.5 million)
On-site rail improvements ($6.7 million)
Rail improvements on Portland & Western Railroad’s “A” line ($20.7 million)
Roadway development ($8 million)
Hermo Road improvements ($5.4 million)
Water system improvements ($8 million)

The entirety of PWW is zoned Resource Industrial-Planned Development (RIPD) by Columbia County, as
illustrated in Figure 2. Adjacent land is zoned Primary Agriculture-80 Acres (PA-80). Given the proximity
to the Columbia River and local soil conditions, a large portion of PWW consists of wetlands2 and
floodplain. Approximately 100 acres of PWW are in the floodplain and 479 acres are in wetlands (33 acres
of which are also in the floodplain), as illustrated in Figure 3.
The existing PWW has three tenants. The Clatskanie Public Utility District leases 3 acres for an electrical
substation, the Columbia Pacific Bio-Refinery ethanol facility holds 43 acres, and the remainder is held on
a lease by Portland General Electric (PGE) with expiration dates in 2066 and 2096.3 See Figure 4 for
depiction of lease areas.

1

https://www.marad.dot.gov/wp-content/uploads/pdf/Click-here-for-Route-Descriptions.pdf
As used in this document, the term “wetlands” includes delineated naturally-occurring wetlands, potential wetlands that have
not been delineated, and wetlands created through previous mitigation activities.
3 This includes approximately 116 acres of which PGE holds in fee, but also in which the Port has a reversionary interest at the
completion of PGE’s lease, providing the same practical effect.
2
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Development Challenges of the Port Westw ard Industrial Park
Mapping analysis indicates that 479 acres, or 53% of PWW, contain wetlands, the placement of which
leave limited area for large-scale rural industrial development unless the wetlands are filled and mitigated
per U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) regulations. The
state requires a minimum of 1.5 acres of new wetland creation for every acre filled.4 After deducting the
approximately 40 acres of wetlands that lie within conservation easements, filling the remaining 439 acres
of wetlands to create developable area would require at least 658 acres of land, which is not feasible
within the boundaries of the existing PWW exception area. Significantly, wetland mitigation costs serve
as a nearly-insurmountable hurdle to utilization of the remaining acreage at PWW, as wetland creation
costs run on the order of $77,000-$82,000 per acre.5 Filling the wetland acreage noted above, and
acquiring the requisite mitigation acreage, would cost on the order of $50 million above and beyond the
acquisition costs—assuming that the Corps and DSL granted authorization to fill the wetlands.
The site is also encumbered by a number of easements for roadways, utilities, drainage facilities, levees,
pipelines, and 46 acres of conservation areas, which serve to divide developable areas into smaller
sections less conducive to large-scale rural industrial development. See Appendix 1. Together with the
required security fencing, gates, and other infrastructure, these encumbrances serve as barriers to
development.
PGE currently operates three power generation facilities on 147 acres within PWW. The remainder of
PGE’s lease area includes dedicated wetland mitigation areas, areas held for future expansion (including
future wetland mitigation needs), and necessary buffering of its operations. PGE subleases a portion of its
leasehold to local farmers for agricultural production. While PGE and the Port have entertained potential
suitors for additional subleases in the past, such commitments have been precluded by potential conflicts
with PGE’s uses, restrictions imposed by the lease, existing encumbrances, and physical site constraints
including wetlands and the cost related to developing in those wetlands. Many industrial tenants have
been reluctant to locate in PWW due to the physical site constraints and requirements imposed by PGE.
PGE and the Port previously had a Joint Marketing Agreement to coordinate facilitating future additional
development of the PGE leasehold. This agreement was allowed to expire at the end of 2005 and PGE
formally terminated it in 2007 (see 2007 letter in Appendix 2).
As evident in Figure 4, there are few developable portions of PWW that are not encumbered by wetlands,
conservation easements, power generation facilities, transmissions lines, the ethanol plant, and long-term
leases. The southeast corner of the Port’s existing PWW property could perhaps provide one last small
development site outside PGE’s lease area, though, as described below, this would be insufficient to
satisfy the overall demand for rural industrial sites and is too small to effectively site one of the five uses
proposed by the Port.
In its remand decision, LUBA held that the County could not presume the undeveloped acreage within the
PGE leasehold is unavailable for future industrial development, absent a statement that PGE is
“categorically unwilling” to sublease part or all of its leasehold. In response, in 2016 PGE provided a letter
to the Port (see Appendix 2), in which PGE indicates that, for future planning purposes, the Port should

4

Oregon Department of State Lands, A Guide to the Removal-Fill Permit Process, December 2016. http://www.oregon.gov/dsl/
WW/Documents/Removal_Fill_Guide.pdf
5 Oregon Department of State Lands, Report on Off-Site Compensatory Mitigation, Fiscal year 2015, December 1, 2015.
https://www.oregonlegislature.gov/citizen_engagement/Reports/ODSL_2015Report%20on%20Off-Site%20Compensatory%20
Mitigation.pdf

H:\Projects\216046200\6_Final\RPT-Port Westward-Alternatives Analysis-170410.docx

7

consider the undeveloped portion of PGE’s leasehold unavailable for siting additional tenants. The letter
states the following:
Maintaining and protecting PGE’s assets at Port Westward is imperative to the company’s current
and future operations. Protecting the long-term interests of the electric generation capabilities at
the site requires PGE to maintain adequate land buffers around the facilities for security and
reliability purposes, thus restricting third-party use on the 854-acre leasehold. In addition, it is
important to our future operations there is adequate space in our leasehold for building future
generating plants. This limits the physical space, location and other related dynamics that might
otherwise make the area available to third-parties. Given the company’s investment at Port
Westward and the critical nature of the site to support reliable electric service, third-party
compatibility is a high bar which some proposed industrial facilities in the past could not meet. Due
to this high bar, PGE supports the Port’s effort to bring additional industrial land outside the buffer
into Port Westward. (emphases added)

Given PGE’s statement, other development constraints such as the high cost of developing in wetland
areas and the existing encumbrances burdening PWW, we conclude that further development within the
PGE lease area is not economically or practically feasible. This dynamic has left the Port Westward
facility—a strategically significant economic resource, one of only five public deepwater facilities in
Oregon,6,7 one of only two rural public deepwater ports in the state, and the only rural deepwater port
serving the M-84/Columbia River corridor and Portland market—underused due to lack of marketable
industrial land.

Proposed Zone Change Area as a Response to PWW Constraints
Due to the current development impediments present at PWW, the Port is proposing that Columbia
County rezone 837 acres from Primary Agriculture-80 Acres (PA-80) to Resource Industrial-Planned
Development (RIPD) to accommodate rural industrial development. Of these 837 acres, approximately 51
acres are owned by the Thompson family, while the remaining 786 acres are owned by the Port.
The proposed zone change requires a comprehensive plan map amendment and an Exception to
Statewide Planning Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands). The proposed zone change area is intended to capitalize
on the valuable deepwater port facility to address a statewide industrial land deficit and meet the needs
of potential future Port tenants. The proposed zone change area, illustrated in Figure 1, wraps around the
current PGE leasehold to the west, south, and east. The zone change area has Bradbury Slough waterfront
access on the east, and deepwater Columbia River access on the north.
Adjacent zoning includes RIPD to the north and east (existing PWW) and PA-80 to the west, south, and
east (see Figure 2). Unlike the PGE leasehold, the proposed zone change area contains only a small amount
of undelineated wetlands, primarily at the west and east ends (see Figure 3). Significantly, unlike the
majority of PWW, the proposed expansion area is not subject to lease restrictions, and thus if successfully
rezoned would be available for industrial development in accordance with Columbia County’s RIPD zoning
regulations.

6
7

As recognized in statute at ORS 777.065.
Oregon’s deepwater ports can accommodate vessel drafts of 40 feet or deeper (Record at 95).

H:\Projects\216046200\6_Final\RPT-Port Westward-Alternatives Analysis-170410.docx

8

III.

PROPOSED RURAL INDUSTRIAL USES

This section characterizes the Port of St. Helens’ proposed industries for the modified zone change
application and analyzes each industry to demonstrate that the uses are rural in nature.

Port Westward Proposed Uses
At the recommendation of LUBA in its remand decision, the Port undertook an assessment of potential
uses and provided Mackenzie information on a narrowed list of five proposed rural industrial uses for
analysis applicable to the Port’s modified land use application. Proposed uses were largely based on the
Port’s engagement with potential tenants and users in the current business cycle (as documented in
Appendix 3). These uses include:
▪

Forestry and Wood Products processing, production, storage, and transportation
o

▪

Dry Bulk Commodities transfer, storage, production, and processing
o

▪

Examples include grain, metals, or lumber. Commodities refers to merchandise, product,
or substance produced or distributed for sale to or for use by others. Bulk refers to
significant unpackaged quantities generally transported as a single commodity. Dry
describes items transported in solid, not liquid form. These commodities require
consolidation at a single location before further transportation or distribution. For
example, sawdust or grain would be carried in a semi-truck, consolidated and stored, and
then loaded on a ship for further transport. Processing is usually a value-added task
performed before shipping and can be as simple as removing bark from logs before
shipping overseas.

Liquid Bulk Commodities processing, storage, and transportation
o

▪

This has historically been one of Oregon’s leading rural industrial land uses. Several uses
within this category include sawmills, pulp and paper mills, wood pellet production, utility
pole production, sawdust, or log debarking. Semi-finished wood products range from
assembly-required flat-pack furniture to base and crown molding for wholesale uses or
wood flooring production. Other possibilities include bulk import, export, or domestic
transfer of logs, lumber, or other wood-based products.

Examples include petroleum, ethanol, milk, cooking oil, or other edible fluids.
Commodities refers to merchandise, product, or substance produced or distributed for
sale to or for use by others. Liquid bulk is cargo transported or stored unpackaged in large
volumes in a fluid state. These commodities are moved in large quantities by ship or
barge, stored in tanks, and distributed by tanker trucks. Processing could, as an example,
include the mixing of additives to petroleum.

Natural Gas and derivative products, processing, storage, and transportation
o

Natural gas is a resource with abundant existing infrastructure at Port Westward. Natural
gas is a raw material used to produce a range of chemical products such as fertilizer or
methanol suitable for transportation by river. There may be on-site storage of the raw
material or its refined products before shipment.
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▪

Breakbulk storage, transportation, and processing
o

Breakbulk refers to a system of transporting cargo as separate pieces, not in containers
or single commodity loads, but typically by the use of bags, boxes, crates, drums, barrels,
or single units (e.g., wind turbine blades, turbines, heat exchangers, automobiles, etc.).
This use would allow for any items meeting local, state, and federal requirements to be
stored on site either before or after transfer across the dock. Processing would include
limited work such as modifications or alterations to allow for safe transportation by river,
rail, or roads.

While the list above is primarily oriented toward export markets, PWW would also efficiently serve users
within the categories above with domestic operations dependent on deepwater port access. Of the five
proposed uses noted above, Columbia County’s RIPD zone currently allows Forestry and Wood Products
processing, production, storage and transportation as an outright permitted use8 in recognition of its rural
nature. The remaining four proposed uses would be subject to conditional use review in the RIPD zone.

Port Westward Rural Industrial Industry Definition by NAICS
The proposed use profiles are descriptive of the range of economic functions and physical activities typical
of targeted rural industrial uses. However, they are not reflective of “industries” in the formal sense as
classified by the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS). According to the U.S. Census
Bureau, NAICS, “…is the standard used by Federal statistical agencies in classifying business
establishments for the purpose of collecting, analyzing, and publishing statistical data related to the U.S.
business economy.” Most states, including the State of Oregon, also utilize NAICS for business statistics
and macroeconomic analysis. Therefore, analysis begins by defining a range of industries by NAICS that
reflects the economic functions described above. In other words, firms within the following NAICS
categories would be considered candidates as rural industrial tenants at Port Westward within the five
uses proposed in the Port’s application, as modified. The NAICS categories discussed below are not being
specifically proposed as part of the Port’s modified application, but are reflective of potential future uses
that could be sited at PWW if the application is approved.
Data Limitations
The primary limitation of NAICS-based analysis is in the nature of how firms are classified. Businesses selfreport business units into the NAICS classification and, while this process provides a generally reliable
representation of a given industry in aggregate, accuracy can vary at the individual firm level. For example,
some firms with corporate functions report as 551 Management of Companies and Enterprises, despite
the fact that actual processing activities may occur on site. Another common discrepancy is that firms
involved in transport and processing functions may report as wholesalers. While errors in source data may
exist at the individual firm level, NAICS-based employment data includes the entire universe of firms with
covered employment9 and in aggregate is a highly reliable and broadly accepted source for
macroeconomic evaluation.

8

CCZO 682.2 permits “Management, production, and harvesting of forest products, including wood processing and related
operations” in the RIPD zone.
9 Covered employment includes firms that have employees that are “covered” under unemployment insurance. Workers that are
not “covered” tend to be commissioned workers, student workers, agricultural workers, and sole proprietors.
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Exceptions
Representative NAICS sectors in this study are intended to be used as a macroeconomic guide linking
intended uses to data available for economic analysis. The following set of industries is a subset of sectors
that represent the Port’s five proposed uses that require unique characteristics offered by the Port
Westward site and that are also rural in nature. This set is intended to be neither comprehensive nor
limiting.
NAICS Industry Defini tions
Industry descriptions and example production sectors described below are sourced directly from the U.S.
Census Bureau.10
488320 Marine Cargo Handling
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in providing stevedoring and other marine
cargo handling services (except warehousing).

▪
▪
▪

Loading and unloading services at ports and harbors
Longshoremen services
Marine cargo handling services

488210 Port and Harbor Operations
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in operating ports, harbors (including docking
and pier facilities), or canals.
▪
▪

▪

Harbor operation
Port facility operation
Waterfront terminal operation (e.g., docks, piers, wharves)

483111 Deep Sea Freight Transportation
This U.S. industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in providing deep sea transportation of
cargo to or from foreign ports.

▪
▪

▪

Deep sea freight transportation to or from foreign ports
Shipping freight to or from foreign ports, deep sea
Transporting freight to or from foreign ports, deep sea

483211 Inland Water Freight Transportation
This U.S. industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in providing inland water transportation of
cargo on lakes, rivers, or intracoastal waterways (except on the Great Lakes System).

▪
▪

10

Freight transportation, inland waters (except on Great Lakes system)
Shipping freight, inland waters (except on Great Lakes system)

Accessed January 2017, http://www.census.gov/cgi-bin/sssd/naics/naicsrch?chart=2012
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▪

River freight transportation

484230 Specialized Fr eight (except Used Goods) Trucking, L ong-Distance
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in providing long-distance specialized trucking.
These establishments provide trucking between metropolitan areas that may cross North American
country borders.
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Dry bulk carrier, truck, long-distance
Forest products trucking, long-distance
Grain hauling, long-distance
Bulk liquids trucking, long-distance
Waste hauling, nonhazardous, long-distance
Recyclable material hauling, long-distance

488210 Support Activities for Rail Tr ansportation
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in providing specialized services for railroad
transportation including servicing, routine repairing (except factory conversion, overhaul or rebuilding of
rolling stock), and maintaining rail cars; loading and unloading rail cars; and operating independent
terminals.
▪
Loading and unloading services at rail terminals11
▪
Grain leveling and trimming in railroad cars
▪
Railroad and railway terminals
▪
Locomotive and rail car repair (except factory conversion, factory overhaul, factory rebuilding)12
424510 Grain and Field Bean Merchant Wholesalers
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in the merchant wholesale distribution of
grains, such as corn, wheat, oats, barley, and unpolished rice; dry beans; and soybeans and other inedible
beans. Included in this industry are establishments primarily engaged in operating country or terminal
grain elevators primarily for the purpose of wholesaling.
▪
▪
▪

Grain elevators
Grain merchant wholesalers
Rice and soybean merchant wholesalers

493190 Other Warehousing and Storage
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in operating warehousing and storage facilities
(except general merchandise, refrigerated, and farm product warehousing and storage).
▪
▪

Bulk petroleum storage
Lumber storage terminals

11

These facilities are commonly located on port properties and in adjacency to marine cargo uses where rail cargo is
transferred to shipping vessels and vice versa.
12 Includes routine repair and maintenance.
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325193 Ethyl Alcohol Manufacturing
This U.S. industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in manufacturing non-potable ethyl
alcohol.
▪
▪

Ethyl alcohol, nonpotable, manufacturing
Ethanol, nonpotable, manufacturing

325311 Nitrogenous Fertilizer Manufactur ing
This U.S. industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in one or more of the following: (1)
manufacturing nitrogenous fertilizer materials and mixing ingredients into fertilizers; (2) manufacturing
fertilizers from sewage or animal waste; and (3) manufacturing nitrogenous materials and mixing them
into fertilizers.
▪

▪
▪
▪
▪

Ammonia, anhydrous and aqueous, manufacturing
Ammonium nitrate manufacturing
Anhydrous ammonia manufacturing
Nitrogenous fertilizer materials manufacturing
Fertilizers, mixed, made in plants producing nitrogenous fertilizer materials

325199 All Other Basic Organic Chemical M anufacturing
This U.S. industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in manufacturing basic organic chemical
products (except aromatic petrochemicals, industrial gases, synthetic organic dyes and pigments, gum
and wood chemicals, cyclic crudes and intermediates, and ethyl alcohol).

▪

Methyl alcohol (i.e., methanol), synthetic, manufacturing

321999 All Other Miscellaneous Wood Product Manufactur ing
This U.S. industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in manufacturing wood products (except
establishments operating sawmills and preservation facilities; establishments manufacturing veneer,
engineered wood products, millwork, wood containers, pallets, and wood container parts; and
establishments making manufactured homes (i.e., mobile homes) and prefabricated buildings and
components).
▪
▪

Kiln drying lumber
Wood Pellets

NAICS Analysis Commentary
This alternatives analysis uses a quantitative assessment of employment and trade data to establish need
for additional rural industrial land that is dependent on deepwater port facilities in Oregon. The NAICS
examples above were specifically selected to reflect uses that rely on large rural sites offering access to
multi-modal transportation and export facilities. For many of these industries, the linkage is obvious.
Marine Cargo Handling (488320) and Deep Sea Transport (483111) are clearly port-dependent uses. For
other uses, the connection to port facilities is related to the multi-modal transfer of goods. For example,
Specialized Freight Trucking (484230) and Support Activities for Rail Transport (488210) involve activities
that transfer goods from one mode of transportation to another, including vessels for import or export.
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Other uses co-locate with port facilities for safety, security, economic and logistical reasons. In the case
of chemical and other liquid bulk manufacturing (fertilizers, methanol, ethanol, etc.), proximity to port
facilities increases reliability and reduces cost and risk.
Because broadly-available quantitative data is organized around NAICS and by extension commodity
classifications, the NAICS representation of proposed uses allows us to draw conclusions from the data. It
is worth noting that this NAICS representation is a decidedly narrow range of uses. In all likelihood, PWW
would appeal to a much broader range of uses. For example, producers across a range of product types
including coal processing and storage, fabricated metals, lumber and engineered wood products, and
building materials, among others, could capitalize on PWW’s physical and locational attributes. However,
many uses within these sectors do not necessarily require rural locations, and were not considered here.
In its 2014 approval of the zone change, Columbia County specifically excluded the storage, loading and
unloading of coal, and the Port has not included coal in this modified application.

Shaffer Factor Analysis of Rural Proposed Uses
In its remand decision, LUBA noted that the findings adopted by Columbia County need to demonstrate
that the proposed industrial uses to be allowed via the zone change are rural in nature:
In Shaffer v. Jackson County, 17 Or LUBA 922, 931 (1989), we rejected an argument that industrial
uses are inherently urban in nature. Absent rule-making on the part of LCDC, we concluded that
whether a particular industrial use of rural land is urban or rural requires a case-by-case
determination, based on factors identified in case law. Id. To our knowledge, LCDC has not adopted
any rule-making that clarifies how to answer the highly problematic question of whether an
industrial use is urban or rural in nature.
Shaffer involved a decision that rezoned resource land to the county’s Rural Limited Industrial (RLI)
zone to allow development of an asphalt batch plant. The relevant factors discussed in Shaffer that
point toward a rural rather than an urban industrial use include whether the industrial use (1)
employs a small number of workers, (2) is significantly dependent on a site-specific resource and
there is a practical necessity to site the use near the resource, (3) is a type of use typically located
in rural areas, and (4) does not require public facilities or services. Id. at 933-40. None of the Shaffer
factors are conclusive in isolation, but must be considered together. Under the analysis described
in Shaffer, if each of these factors is answered in the affirmative, then it is relatively straightforward
to conclude, without more, that the proposed industrial use is rural in nature. However, if at least
one factor is answered in the negative, then further analysis or steps are necessary. In that
circumstance, the county will either have to (1) limit allowed uses to effectively prevent urban use
of rural land, (2) take an exception to Goal 14, or (3) adequately explain why the proposed use,
notwithstanding the presence of one or more factors pointing toward an urban nature, should be
viewed as a rural use. 70 Or LUBA 171, 211 (2014).

This section analyzes the Port’s proposed uses using the Shaffer factors specified above to demonstrate
that the proposed uses are rural. General discussion of the proposed uses as they relate to the Shaffer
factors is included below, while Table 4 presents the Shaffer analysis for each of the five proposed uses.
Small Number of Workers
The proposed uses identified in the Port’s modified application are characteristic of uses that employ a
relatively small number of employees per acre, due to the large amount of physical space dedicated to
the storage and movement of commodities and buffering from adjoining uses. These large outdoor areas
have a demand for only a limited number of employees.
H:\Projects\216046200\6_Final\RPT-Port Westward-Alternatives Analysis-170410.docx
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The Port of St. Helens provided Mackenzie a list of siting inquiries over the recent business cycle at PWW
(see Appendix 3). For 18 of the 40 reported inquiries, the data included both site size and estimated
employment levels. Taking this data, we have established an average employment density for those uses
that fall within the use categories proposed as part of this modified application.13 On average,
employment density for uses within the Port’s proposed uses totaled 1.5 jobs per acre, as presented in
Table 1, below. By comparison, urban industrial uses for suburban14 areas area generally average 18.1 and
5.9 jobs per acre for general industrial and warehousing uses, respectively.15
Table 1: Average Employment Density Among Port Westward Inquiries
Port Westward Proposed
Acres
Use Type
Use Category
Needed
Natural Gas/Energy
Natural Gas
20
Wood Products
Forestry/Wood Products
20
Chemicals/Liquid Bulk
Liquid Bulk
25
Chemicals/Liquid Bulk
Liquid Bulk
25
Solar Panels*
N/A
40
Chemicals/Liquid Bulk
Liquid Bulk
50
Chemicals/Liquid Bulk
Liquid Bulk
50
Chemicals/Liquid Bulk
Liquid Bulk
50
Natural Gas/Energy
Natural Gas
50
Chemicals/Liquid Bulk
Liquid Bulk
80
Natural Gas/Energy
Natural Gas
100
Chemicals/Liquid Bulk
Liquid Bulk
100
Wood Products
Forestry/Wood Products
100
Chemicals/Liquid Bulk
Liquid Bulk/Natural Gas
140
Coal*
N/A
150
Automobile
Breakbulk
193
Automobile
Breakbulk
200
Coal
N/A
300
AVERAGE DENSITY OF USES WITHIN THE PORT’S PROPOSED USES:

Estimated
Employees
25
24
25
30
500
140
120
200
44
72
60
250
75
140
100
250
200
200

Typical Urban Industrial Density:
Typical Urban Warehousing Density:

Density
(jobs/acre)
1.3
1.2
1.0
1.2
12.5
2.8
2.4
4.0
0.9
0.9
0.6
2.5
0.8
1.0
0.7
1.3
1.0
0.7
1.5 jobs
per acre
18.1 jobs
per acre
5.9 jobs
per acre

*N/A = Use is not part of the Port’s proposed list of uses at Port Westward

13

Not all of the site inquires in Table 1 or Appendix 3 would be permitted under the uses proposed as part of this modified
application (e.g., coal is excluded).
14 The word “suburban” refers to cities and associated urban growth areas excluding the City of Portland (e.g., Hillsboro, Gresham,
etc.).
15 Metro. 2014 Urban Growth Report, Appendix 6 (October 2015), http://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/ default/files/2014UGRAppendix-6-employment-land-demand-analysis-Final.pdf. Jobs per acre calculations created by Mackenzie using stated floor
area ratios (FAR) and square feet per employee assumptions.
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Based on the data in Table 1 and further examples detailed in Section IV, the Port’s proposed uses have
job densities well below that of urban industries and consistent with rural industries, so we conclude that
the uses employ a small number of workers.
Dependence on a Site-Specific Resource /Pra ctical Necessity to Site Nea r Resource
The proposed uses selected by the Port of St. Helens for the Port Westward zone change area are
dependent upon immediate proximity to a deepwater port. The port and its existing dock facilities are
necessary for transferring materials from one mode to another, for both domestic and foreign transport
(e.g., rail to marine) and for accommodating low-margin industrial operations which rely upon deepwater
access to maintain an economically viable business in current market conditions. Transportation costs are
minimized by placing storage yards and transloading facilities at a port. In the case of industrial uses
related to bulk commodities and natural-gas related products, which are primarily transported by tanker
vessel, such facilities can be located nowhere but at port facilities with sufficient depth to accommodate
the ships.
Uses with foreign trade markets and marine-served domestic markets for products that are shipped by
marine vessel are, by definition, reliant on deepwater port facilities. Table 2 demonstrates that each of
the five proposed uses for PWW involve foreign import/export operations and are thus dependent upon
a deepwater port. The proposed uses will achieve a significant operational advantage due to deepwater
port access with nearby storage yards. As the proposed uses are low-margin businesses, port proximity is
necessary to minimize operational costs for both import/export and domestic shipping operations. An
external benefit of these firms’ locations near port facilities is that locating their yards close to the port
minimizes impacts on offsite transportation infrastructure.

H:\Projects\216046200\6_Final\RPT-Port Westward-Alternatives Analysis-170410.docx
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Table 2: Use Reliance on Deepwater Port Facilities for Import and Export
Use

Forestry/Wood Products

Dry Bulk

Liquid Bulk

Natural Gas

Breakbulk

Product Examples
Sawmills
Pulp and paper mills
Wood pellets
Wood chips
Utility poles
Sawdust
Flat-pack furniture
Flooring
Logs
Lumber
Grain
Metals
Lumber
Potash
Aggregates
Sawdust
Petroleum
Ethanol
Methanol
Ammonia
Milk
Liquid fertilizers
Liquid chemicals
Natural gas
Fertilizer
Methanol
Bagged, boxed, or crated materials
Drums or barrels
Single units (wind turbine blades,
turbines, heat exchangers, etc.)
▪ Automobiles
▪ Containerized agriculture products
▪ Steel slabs
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Foreign Import/Export
from Oregon

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

Note: Deepwater ports are vital for items denoted by “YES.”
Typical Setting in Rural Areas
The Port’s proposed uses at PWW under this modified application are land-intensive uses that require
large sites, favoring rural areas due to lower land cost than urbanized areas. Additionally, these industries
are best sited with ready access to raw materials, which generally originate in rural areas (e.g., wood
products processors need access to timber, and grain shipment facilities need access to agricultural areas).
Another reason that the proposed uses favor rural sites is the need for buffering due to potentially
sensitive or hazardous operations. Table 3 identifies factors for each of the five proposed uses for PWW
to demonstrate how each use is reliant on a rural location.
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Table 3: Use Reliance on Rural Locations

Use
▪
▪
▪
▪
Forestry/Wood ▪
Products
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
Dry Bulk
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
Liquid Bulk
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
Natural Gas
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
Breakbulk
▪
▪
▪

Product Examples
Sawmills
Pulp and paper mills
Wood pellets
Wood chips
Utility poles
Sawdust
Flat-pack furniture
Flooring
Logs
Lumber
Grain
Metals
Lumber
Potash
Aggregates
Sawdust
Petroleum
Ethanol
Methanol
Ammonia
Milk
Liquid fertilizers
Liquid chemicals
Natural gas
Fertilizer
Methanol
Bagged, boxed, or
crated materials
Drums or barrels
Single units (wind
turbine blades,
turbines, heat
exchangers, etc.)
Automobiles
Containerized
agriculture products
Steel slabs

Proximity/Access
to Natural
Resource

Large Yard/Deck
Requirement

Significant
Buffering
Required

YES

YES

NO

SOME

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

YES

NO

YES

SOME

YES

NO

Note: Rural locations are vital for items denoted by “YES.”
Multiple examples of the Port’s proposed uses are found in Columbia County and other counties along
the M-84/Columbia River corridor. The most obvious examples are those already at PWW, such as the
Columbia Pacific Bio-Refinery’s ethanol processing facilities, and PGE’s power generation facilities utilizing
natural gas supplies. Other rural examples include mills; bark processors; wood product manufacturers;
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grain elevators; sand and gravel mines and associated bulk shipping operations; fertilizer plants; grain
shippers; fruit and vegetable wholesalers/exporters; and recyclable material wholesalers.
While there are some urban examples of the proposed uses, those examples largely stem from longestablished rural facilities which later became surrounded by urban areas (e.g., the Rainier log yard) and
are therefore best categorized as rural uses originally sited in rural areas that have urbanized over time,
or they stem from rural operations that rely on a port that currently only exists in urban areas (e.g.,
gasoline storage in Portland). In other words, such examples are indicative of traditionally rural uses with
surroundings that have changed over time or that have been required to site in urban areas out of
practical need, not that those uses are urban in character. Analysis of such examples under the other
Shaffer factors makes that much clear, and reinforces a conclusion under this factor that a particular use
tends to be rural in nature.
Independence from Public Facilities or Servi ces
The proposed uses selected by the Port are not dependent upon an urban level of public facilities. Like
the existing uses at PWW, the proposed uses do not require public water due to their low employee
density, and any process water needs could be satisfied from PWW’s existing water rights. Similarly, public
sewer systems are not necessary due to low wastewater levels generated by the low number of potential
employees, at approximately 35 gallons per day per person.16 The low employee count combined with the
large acreage requirements makes any on-site sanitary sewer systems a small portion of land needs or
development costs. The Port also operates a discharge system for tenants’ process water at PWW.
Marine and rail facilities are in place at levels sufficient for rural development at the site, and the proposed
uses can be appropriately served by Columbia County’s and the State’s existing network of arterial and
collector roadways. The proposed uses are anticipated to generate on the order of 10-40 average daily
trips per acre, compared to 50-150 average daily trips per acre for urban industrial uses (see discussion
and analysis of Table 7 in Section V). This Shaffer factor, applied prospectively to the Port’s proposed uses,
functions as a bar to siting urban uses at PWW, in addition to functioning as a guide for determining
whether a proposed use is rural in character and appropriate for future siting at PWW. Because the
provision of public facilities or services is not proposed by the Port or anticipated in the future, it will not
be feasible for users needing access to an urban level of such facilities or services to locate at PWW.
Shaffer Analysis Conclusions
Based on the discussion above and the detailed information in Table 4, the proposed uses are
appropriately characterized as rural uses. In the case of urban examples of the proposed rural uses, those
locations would more fittingly be considered rural industries located in an urban area. For instance,
facilities that store or process liquid bulk commodities transported by tanker ship can only be located
where there is adequate deepwater access, port facilities exist, and land is available for development; up
until this point, that has limited those businesses to urban locations. If deepwater facilities with
developable rural land were available, then such uses would be able to consider the rural locations.

16

Goldstein, Steven N. and Walter J. Moberg, Jr. Wastewater Treatment Systems for Rural Communities. Washington, D.C.:
Commission on Rural Water, 1973. http://www.ircwash.org/sites/default/files/301-73WA.pdf
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Table 4: Shaffer Analysis for Proposed Port Westward Land Uses
Proposed Land Use

Industrial use employs a small
number of workers

Forestry and Wood Products
processing, production, storage, and
transportation

▪

Examples:
▪ Sawmills
▪ Pulp and paper mills
▪ Wood pellets
▪ Wood chips
▪ Utility poles
▪ Sawdust
▪ Flat-pack furniture
▪ Flooring
▪ Logs
▪ Lumber
Dry bulk commodities transfer,
storage, and processing
Examples:
▪ Grain
▪ Metals
▪ Lumber
▪ Potash
▪ Aggregates
▪ Sawdust

▪

▪

▪

▪

Employment density is generally
low, ranging from 0.3-2.1 jobs
per acre based on Table 1 and
examples in Section IV
This land use utilizes large
storage areas (may be indoors or
outdoors)

Employment density is generally
low, ranging from 0.7-2.3 jobs
per acre based on Table 1 and
examples in Section IV
This land use utilizes large
storage areas (may be indoors or
outdoors)
Mechanization for materials
transfer limits the need for a
large number of employees

Industrial use is significantly dependent on a
site-specific resource and there is a practical
necessity to site the use near the resource
▪ Materials shipped by marine/rail as
much as possible and consolidated at
deepwater port facilities
▪ Low-margin business necessitates
proximity to port
▪ Industry hubs form around deepwater
port facilities
▪ Uses are dependent upon proximity to
natural resources found in rural areas

▪

▪

▪

▪
▪
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Materials shipped by marine/rail as
much as possible and consolidated at
deepwater port facilities
Immediate proximity to deepwater port
facilities is a prerequisite for marine
shipping from a dry bulk facility
Transportation costs are minimized by
placing storage yards and processing
facilities at a port
Low-margin business necessitates
proximity to port
Uses are dependent upon proximity to
natural resources found in rural areas

Shaffer Factors
Industrial use is a type of use typically located in rural areas

▪
▪
▪
▪

▪
▪

▪
▪

Industrial use does not require public facilities
or services.

Land-intensive use that requires large sites, favoring rural areas
due to lower land cost than urbanized areas
Facilities are sited near raw materials, which originate in rural
areas (e.g., Coast Range)
Rural Columbia County has mills, bark processors, and wood
product manufacturers, many of which transport goods by ship
The Teevin Bros. log yard on the Columbia River is within
Rainier city limits. However, the log yard is on the site of a
former Crown Zellerbach mill in a community that has had mills
since the mid-nineteenth century, long before Oregon adopted
a statewide planning system

▪

Land-intensive use that requires large sites, favoring rural areas
due to lower land cost than urbanized areas
Grain elevators and similar facilities are located in rural
communities along the Columbia River that serve rural
agricultural areas
Facilities need ready access to sources of raw materials which
typically originate in rural areas
Aggregate companies predominate in rural areas along the
Columbia River (including Columbia County) where they can
mine sand and gravel and ship material by water

▪

▪
▪

▪
▪

Land use does not require public water or
sewer infrastructure due to low employee
density
Process water, if any, could be obtained
from existing PWW water sources
Transportation infrastructure (roadway,
marine, and rail) is already in place at a
level sufficient for rural development

Land use does not require public water or
sewer infrastructure due to low employee
density
Process water, if any, could be obtained
from existing PWW water sources
Transportation infrastructure (roadway,
marine, and rail) is already in place at a
level sufficient for rural development
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Proposed Land Use

Industrial use employs a small
number of workers

Liquid bulk commodities processing,
storage, and transportation

▪

Examples:
▪ Petroleum
▪ Ethanol
▪ Methanol
▪ Ammonia
▪ Milk
▪ Liquid fertilizers
▪ Liquid chemicals

Natural Gas and derivative products,
processing, storage, and transportation
Examples:
▪ Natural gas
▪ Fertilizer
▪ Methanol

Breakbulk storage, transportation, and
processing
Examples:
▪ Bagged, boxed, or crated materials
▪ Drums or barrels
▪ Single units (wind turbine blades,
turbines, heat exchangers, etc.)
▪ Automobiles
▪ Containerized agriculture products
▪ Steel slabs

▪
▪

▪

▪
▪

▪

▪

Employment density is generally
low, ranging from 0.9-4.0 jobs
per acre based on Table 1 and
examples in Section IV
This land use utilizes large
storage areas for tanks
Mechanization for materials
transfer limits the need for a
large number of employees

Industrial use is significantly dependent on a
site-specific resource and there is a practical
necessity to site the use near the resource
▪ Vast majority of materials shipped by
deepwater tanker ships
▪ Need to locate near deepwater port
facilities to minimize piping and other
unnecessary infrastructure, permitting,
hazards, expenses, etc.
▪ Locating facilities near deepwater
marine terminals enables secure and
efficient operations
▪ Uses may be dependent upon proximity
to natural resources or end users found
in rural areas

Employment density is generally
low, ranging from 0.6-1.5 jobs
per acre based on Table 1 and
examples in Section IV
This land use utilizes large
storage areas
Mechanization for materials
transfer limits the need for a
large number of employees

▪

Employment density is generally
low, ranging from 1.0-2.3 jobs
per acre based on Table 1 and
examples in Section IV
This land use utilizes large
storage areas (may be indoors or
outdoors)

▪

▪

▪
▪

▪

▪

▪

Materials almost exclusively shipped by
deepwater tanker ships
Need to locate near deepwater port
facilities to minimize piping and other
unnecessary infrastructure, permitting,
hazards, expenses, etc.
Locating facilities near marine terminals
enables secure and efficient operations
Uses may be dependent upon proximity
to natural resources found in rural areas
such as those in close proximity to PWW
Materials shipped by marine/rail as
much as possible and consolidated at
port facilities
Industry requires minimizing transfer
distance from one mode of transport to
another and access to multiple
transportation modes
Significant operational advantage
provided by deepwater port access with
nearby storage yards
Breakbulk needs significant space close
to deepwater port facilities to store
materials until a sufficient quantity has
accumulated for shipment

Shaffer Factors
Industrial use is a type of use typically located in rural areas

▪
▪

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

▪
▪

▪

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
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Industrial use does not require public facilities
or services.

Land-intensive use that requires large sites, favoring rural areas
due to lower land cost than urbanized areas
Some uses, while safe in practice, may present potential
hazards which are best suited to rural areas to minimize
potential impacts
Some facilities are sited near raw materials, which originate in
rural areas (e.g., dairy producers)
Facilities are in rural areas with proximity to raw materials
and/or transportation infrastructure
Ethanol facilities are located in rural areas at PWW and in
Morrow County
Ammonia fertilizer plant is in rural Columbia County
Other Columbia River counties have rural fertilizer processors
Some sites are within urban areas (e.g., Portland’s fuel tank
farms) due to the presence of marine facilities and lack of
available sites in rural areas
Land-intensive use that requires large sites, favoring rural areas
due to lower land cost than urbanized areas
Some uses, while safe in practice, may present potential
hazards which are best suited to rural areas to minimize
potential impacts and/or security risks
Facilities are sited near raw materials, which originate in rural
areas (e.g., PGE’s power generation facilities at PWW capitalize
on the Mist-Birkenfeld natural gas fields and underground
natural gas storage facilities in Columbia County)

▪

Land-intensive use that requires large sites, favoring rural areas
due to lower land cost than urbanized areas
Facilities are ideally located at the intersection of multiple
modes of transportation
Facilities are sited near raw materials, which typically originate
in rural areas (e.g., agricultural products)
Columbia County and other Columbia River counties produce
and export agricultural products
Deepwater ports allow for economical export of materials from
rural areas while minimizing transport costs
Rural laydown yards are ideal for bulky products such as wind
turbine blades and towers
Products can be transloaded from deepwater to shallow water
vessels to allow transport farther up the Columbia River
Some sites are within urban areas due to the presence of
marine facilities and lack of available sites in preferred rural
areas

▪

▪
▪

▪

▪
▪

▪
▪

Land use does not require public water or
sewer infrastructure due to low employee
density
Process water, if any, could be obtained
from existing PWW water sources
Transportation infrastructure (roadway,
marine, and rail) is already in place at a
level sufficient for rural development

Land use does not require public water or
sewer infrastructure due to low employee
density
Process water, if any, could be obtained
from existing PWW water sources
Transportation infrastructure (roadway,
marine, and rail) is already in place at a
level sufficient for rural development

Land use does not require public water or
sewer infrastructure due to low employee
density
Process water, if any, could be obtained
from existing PWW water sources
Transportation infrastructure (roadway,
marine, and rail) is already in place at a
level sufficient for rural development
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IV.

EXISTING EXAMPLES OF RURAL IN DUSTRIES

Mackenzie surveyed a representative sample of precedent uses in the State of Oregon along the
M-84/Columbia River corridor to demonstrate typical site location characteristics of potential uses.
Information about individual businesses was derived from Mackenzie surveys, as well as third-party data
sources including Dun & Bradstreet, Hoover’s, and ESRI. This section describes characteristics of the
precedent uses as a means of identifying common characteristics.

Columbia Pacific Bio-Refinery
Ethanol plant that shifted its business model to export crude oil, then shifted back to process and export
ethanol.
Industry: Ethyl Alcohol Processing
Location: Rural Clatskanie, Oregon
Rail: Yes
Water Access: Yes
Port Access: Yes, Port of St. Helens, Port
Westward facility
Employees: < 20
Acreage: 43 acres
Maximum Employment Density: 0.5 jobs/acre

Figure 5: Columbia Pacific Bio-Refinery

Pacific Ethanol
Pacific Ethanol is a leading producer of low-carbon renewable fuels. Its Columbia Ethanol Plant at the Port
of Morrow in Boardman, Oregon produces corn ethanol for export.
Industry: Ethyl Alcohol Processing
Location: Boardman, Oregon
Rail: Yes
Water Access: Yes
Port Access: Yes, Port of Morrow (not deepwater
access)
Employees: < 50
Acreage: 25 acres
Maximum Employment Density: 2.0 jobs/acre

Figure 6: Pacific Ethanol
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Dyno Nobel
Chemical manufacturing plant processing ammonia/nitrogen-based fertilizer. The project is Oregon’s
largest fertilizer plant.17
Industry: Ammonia Fertilizer Processing
Location: Deer Island, Oregon
Rail: Yes
Water Access: Yes
Port Access: Yes, private (not deepwater access)
Employees: < 75
Acreage: 62 acres
Maximum Employment Density: 1.2 jobs/acre

Figure 7: Dyno Nobel

Astoria Forest Products
Astoria Forest Products exports over 75 million board feet of logs annually. It operates at Pier 1 and Pier
3 at the Port of Astoria.
Industry: Wood Products Processing and
Transport
Location: Astoria, Oregon
Rail: No
Water Access: Yes
Port Access: Yes, Port of Astoria
Employees: < 10
Acreage: 37 acres
Maximum Employment Density: 0.3 jobs/acre

Figure 8: Astoria Forest Products

17

The Oregonian. Oregon’s Largest Fertilizer Plant Dyno Nobel has Low Explosion Risk, Firefighters Say. April 25, 2013.
http://www.oregonlive.com/environment/index.ssf/2013/04/oregons_largest_fertilizer_pla.html
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Auto Warehousing Inc./Honda
Processing and transport of wholesale automobiles for import/export.
Industry: Break Bulk Transport (Automobiles)
Location: Portland, Oregon
Rail: Yes
Water Access: Yes
Port Access: Yes, Port of Portland
Employees: < 75
Acreage: 75 acres
Maximum Employment Density: 1.0 jobs/acre

Figure 9: Auto Warehousing Inc./Honda

Port of Portland Terminal 4
Multiple businesses involved in the transport and processing of mineral bulk materials, automobiles, and
liquid bulks. Firms include Kinder Morgan and Toyota Logistics.
Industry: Deep Sea Transport, Bulk and Liquid
Bulk Materials, Marine Cargo Handling
Location: Portland, Oregon
Rail: Yes
Water Access: Yes
Port Access: Yes, Port of Portland
Employees: Est. 600 workers
Acreage: 262 acres
Maximum Employment Density: 2.3 jobs/acre

Figure 10: Port of Portland Terminal 4
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Columbia Grain
Grain transfer and export facility at Terminal 5 at the Port of Portland
Industry: Dry Bulk Commodities Transfer, Grain
Location: Portland, Oregon
Rail: Yes
Water Access: Yes
Port Access: Yes, Port of Portland
Employees: < 50
Acreage: 41 acres
Maximum Employment Density: 1.2 jobs/acre

Figure 11: Columbia Grain
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V.

SITE NEED CHARACTERISTICS

The preceding examples have a shared commonality, access to deepwater ports with existing facilities. In
some cases, proximity to natural resources (i.e. logging, agriculture) and lack of regional deepwater
facilities highlights the importance of rail or river marine linkages. For example, eastern Oregon grain
production is transferred via barge or rail to deepwater export facilities in and along the M-84/Columbia
River corridor. Building on the examples in Section IV, this section catalogs the range of potential site
characteristics required for the proposed uses.

Dependency on a Site-Specific Resource
The use profiles and industry classifications identified in Section III represent a cross-section of economic
functions primarily engaged in the final transport, distribution, and processing of products for final export.
These functions have a critical shared site need. Specifically, these functions require proximity and direct
access to deepwater transportation infrastructure, where there is typically an intermodal connection to
rail and highway transportation facilities. These uses were deliberately chosen for PWW’s deepwater port
and existing facilities to comply with OAR 660-004-0022(3), the state administrative rule allowing an
Exception to Goal 3 for uses “significantly dependent on a unique resource located on agricultural land”
including “river or ocean ports.” Additionally, the proposed uses at this location are consistent with the
very similar Shaffer factor specifying that, in order for a particular use to be deemed a rural industrial use,
it must be significantly dependent on a site-specific resource and there is a practical necessity to site the
use near the resource (in this case, the deepwater port and existing facilities at PWW).
For identified transport and distribution uses involved in the export or import of goods via deep sea
loading and transport and marine cargo handling, this dependency is clear and by definition a requisite
and essential function. These uses clearly require dock facilities capable of handling foreign export/import
vessels, as well as an efficient and cost-effective network for inbound/outbound distribution across a
range of commodity types. The viability and profitability of individual companies depends on efficient
operations and reliable service.18 Low margins and high cost competitiveness make access and reliability
(provided by multi-modal access) an economically-dependent function of the industry.
For processors that manufacture, alter, or package value-added products, users will seek sites that
balance access to process inputs as well as transport/export of finished products. For producers of goods
with domestic markets, in some cases deepwater access may be less critical. However, the uses identified
in the Port’s modified land use application are highly driven by foreign trade and the associated ocean
marine transport, and Oregon’s largest trading partners are along the Pacific Rim.19 Table 5 lists the state’s
top export partners in 2016. This list accounts for 90% of Oregon’s export value. Among the top 20 export
partners, 14 are Pacific Rim countries, including Canada and Mexico. These 14 markets account for 82%
of all of Oregon’s export value.

18

Dun & Bradstreet. Profile on Port, Harbor and Marine Terminal Management, accessed January 2017
http://www.hoovers.com/industry-facts.port-harbor-marine-terminal-management.1613.html
19 U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Import and Export Merchandise trade statistics, accessed January 2017,
https://usatrade.census.gov/
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Table 5: Top 20 Oregon Export Partners (2016, through November)
Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
13
14
15
17
19

10
11
12
16
18
20

Trading Partner
Pacific Rim Countries
China
Malaysia
Canada
Vietnam
Japan
South Korea
Taiwan
Singapore
Philippines
Australia
Thailand
Mexico
Hong Kong
Indonesia
Total Export Value:
Other Trading Partners
Germany
United Kingdom
Israel
Netherlands
Switzerland
Ireland

Export Value (in Millions)
$5,227.7
$2,188.4
$1,997.1
$1,718.7
$1,452.4
$988.2
$739.2
$530.1
$371.0
$294.4
$290.7
$289.6
$250.0
$191.1
$16,528.6
$350.8
$319.3
$303.8
$254.6
$224.0
$172.0

In this context, multi-modal access at deepwater port sites, alongside the minimization of transport
distance, is an essential operational and economic function as firms look to improve reliability of supplychain inputs and product delivery.
This is consistent with the Port’s modified zone change application in which it has identified the deepwater
port and its existing facilities at PWW as the single reason for taking an Exception to Goal 3, per Oregon
Administrative Rules.20 The uses that the proposed zone change and Goal 3 Exception would allow are
significantly dependent on the deepwater port and facilities, which is one of only five public deepwater
facilities in Oregon and one of only two rural public deepwater ports in the state. In addition, it would be
the only deepwater port along the M-84/Columbia River corridor with capacity for large-lot industrial
development if the Port’s modified application is approved. The Port of St. Helens’ Port Westward facility
is approximately 50 miles closer to the Pacific Ocean than the Port of Portland, which has important
implications regarding the site’s economic potential and gives the site a locational advantage over
Portland. The advantages and potential to site large-lot rural industrial development at PWW is contrasted

20

OAR 660-004-0022(3)(a) is reproduced below:
(3) Rural Industrial Development: For the siting of industrial development on resource land outside an urban
growth boundary, appropriate reasons and facts may include, but are not limited to, the following:
(a) The use is significantly dependent upon a unique resource located on agricultural or forest land.
Examples of such resources and resource sites include geothermal wells, mineral or aggregate deposits,
water reservoirs, natural features, or river or ocean ports.
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with the inability to site such uses at the Port of Portland, which lacks the necessary acreage with
deepwater port access or facilities necessary to site the uses proposed by the Port, as described in Section
VII.

Demand for Large, Flat, Contiguous Sites
The Port’s original zone change application observed that heavy rural industrial uses require large lots
(Record at 112). As described in Section III, the Port’s proposed uses have low employment density,
correlating to their need for large sites and consistent with the Shaffer factor specifying that rural uses
employ a small number of workers. Furthermore, rural industrial uses have a need for flat, contiguous
sites to accommodate their facilities while allowing for efficient operations.
For uses defined in this report, a large share of physical space is required for the storage and movement
of commodities in a rural industrial setting. Bulk commodities including aggregates, steel, logs, wood
chips, liquid bulks, and automobiles, for example, all require extensive space for circulation, storage and
laydown yards. In the case of uses involving the presence of hazardous materials or other externalities,
required buffering increases users’ overall site needs. Another contributing factor to large site needs is
land banking. Because the proposed uses’ storage needs for products and cargo is quite high, uncertainty
about future space needs leads firms to locate on sites with the flexibility and scale to accommodate
future growth. The PGE leasehold at Port Westward is a classic example of this kind of land banking, and
is clearly explained by PGE in its 2016 letter in Appendix 2.

Preference for a Rural Location
For the proposed uses identified in the Port’s modified land use application, several considerations impact
a firm’s preference for a rural as opposed to urban location. As previously discussed, proximity to rural
production inputs, rural destinations, and raw materials provide considerable cost advantages. In many
cases, natural resource inputs are heavily concentrated in rural areas, leading to rural location preferences
where other factors are equal. Common examples of this condition in Oregon include the seafood, timber,
and wood products industries. Within the proposed PWW uses, local examples dependent on natural
resources include mills, bark processors, wood product manufacturers, and sand and gravel mines and
their associated bulk shipping operations. The Port’s proposed uses for PWW have been selected in
recognition of the types of industries that prefer rural locations, consistent with the Shaffer factor
specifying that the industries appropriate for rural areas should be those typically located in rural areas.
Low employment densities translate into a reduced need for proximity to a deep labor pool, consistent
with the Shaffer factor specifying that rural uses employ a small number of workers. This allows firms to
seek locations with other cost advantages, namely rural locations with lower land costs that do not require
a competitive labor advantage.
Another consideration includes the operational cost advantages with respect to labor and real property.
Specific to labor, rural locations do not command the price premium for units of land and labor. Outlined
in Table 6 as an example, the marginal cost of labor inputs is one-third cheaper in Columbia County
compared to the Portland metro area.
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Table 6: Average Annual Wage by Industry
Industry
Total Average Wage
Manufacturing Sector
Wholesale Trade Sector
Transportation & Warehousing Sector

Portland MSA
$55,523
$79,140
$69,935
$46,681

Columbia
County Alone
$36,892
$52,175
$50,246
$37,080

Source: Oregon Employment Department, Quarterly Census of Employees and Wages
(QCEW), 2015 https://www.qualityinfo.org/ed
An additional consideration for a firm’s rural location decision is the presence of potential externalities on
neighboring properties or the broader community. This commonly leads to sites that include adequate
buffers between the use and neighboring uses, a condition that is cost-prohibitive in urban markets where
land costs are high, suitably large sites are scarce or nonexistent, property is generally encumbered in
some way (e.g., environmental issues, title and/or zoning restrictions, etc.), sites are in proximity to
conflicting uses, or some combination of the above.
In the case of identified liquid bulk and natural gas products (ammonia, ethanol, fertilizers, methanol),
where the likelihood of a hazardous event is exceptionally low, firms will still generally not consider
locating in densely populated areas or near schools, housing, or other sensitive receptors. This assessment
is consistent with the Shaffer factor specifying that the industries appropriate for rural areas should be
those typically located in rural areas.
While these factors are certain to be on the list of site selection criteria, we conclude that access to the
rural deepwater port and associated facilities is the most significant factor for Port Westward’s
considerable development potential. Certainly, the deepwater port is the most appropriate reason under
OAR 660-004-0022 for taking an Exception to Goal 3 for the proposed expansion area at Port Westward.
It is exactly the situation envisioned by the Administrative Rule for allowing a “Reasons” Exception for
uses “significantly dependent upon a unique resource located on agricultural or forest lands” including
“river or ocean ports.”
Other port facilities (even some located within an urban growth boundary) may offer some of these
characteristics, and in fact we do find some of the Port’s proposed uses located within urban growth areas.
However, in most of those cases, these sitings pre-date the state’s growth management system.
Furthermore, where this is true, the proposed uses largely opt to locate in port areas that offer land and
site characteristics like those typically available in rural locations, as well as proximity to markets. Further,
Port Westward is the state’s only rural deepwater port in Oregon serving the M-84/Columbia River
corridor, and the only such deepwater port with existing facilities in place for deepwater marine transport
and acreage available to site the uses proposed by the Port as part of this modified application. Thus, if
the Port’s modified application were not approved, all future rural industrial uses dependent on
deepwater port access along the M-84/Columbia River corridor would need to locate in urban areas (if
suitable sites could be found at all), thereby exacerbating the existing urban industrial land deficit and
continuing the existing trend of forcing rural industrial uses to locate in urban areas.
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Limited Need for Public Facilities
Rural industrial uses generally have a low demand for public facilities such as municipal water systems
due to their low employment density and low floor area per acre. Given that rural industrial uses generally
have limited access to municipal water systems, the types of industries that choose to locate at rural sites
will therefore have limited needs for potable water for industrial processes, which is consistent with the
Shaffer factor specifying that rural uses do not require public facilities or services. In addition, because the
Port does not intend to provide urban services or facilities at PWW, the existing level of facilities acts as a
natural barrier to industrial uses that are urban in nature.
Industry may have a need for industrial process water (such as cooling water), which can be obtained from
the Columbia River rather than from a public water system. Access to Columbia River water and
groundwater for industrial process needs is a valuable resource for some industrial users. These water
needs can be provided under the available water rights and private on-site water intake infrastructure.
Similarly, rural industrial uses generally have a low demand for municipal sanitary sewer systems due to
their low employment density and low floor area per acre. For instance, employees at rural factories may
generate approximately 35 gallons of wastewater per day per person,21 which equates to approximately
55 gallons per day per acre based on the average employment density of 1.5 jobs per acre tabulated in
Table 1. Total flows would be the sum of 55 gallons per day per acre and the specific wastewater flows
generated by the industrial process itself, which vary depending on the use. Cooling water or other
industrial discharges may require significantly less treatment than municipal wastewater treatment
systems, and the Port operates and maintains a discharge system for tenants’ process water at PWW.
The transportation demands posed by rural industrial uses in general, and port terminals in particular, are
generally lower than urban industrial uses, as demonstrated by the data from the Institute of
Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition.

21

Goldstein, Steven N. and Walter J. Moberg, Jr. Wastewater Treatment Systems for Rural Communities. Washington, D.C.:
Commission on Rural Water, 1973. http://www.ircwash.org/sites/default/files/301-73WA.pdf
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Table 7: Trip Generation by ITE Land Use Code

ITE Land Use Code
010 Waterport/
Marine Terminal
110 General Light
Industrial
130 Industrial Park
140 Manufacturing

770 Business Park

Description
Areas used for the transfer of materials
between land and sea and possibly for the
storage of these materials
Facilities devoted to a single use with an
emphasis on activities other than
manufacturing
Mix of manufacturing, service and warehouse
facilities
Areas where the primary activity is the
conversion of raw materials or parts into
finished products
Group of flex-type buildings, may include 2030% office/commercial and 70-80%
industrial/warehousing

Average
Daily Trips
per Acre
11.93

Rural or
Urban
Rural

51.80

Urban

61.17

Urban

38.88

Rural

149.79

Urban

Land Use Codes 010 and 140 correspond to industrial uses typical in rural areas, while Land Use Codes
110, 130, and 770 correspond to industrial uses typical in urban areas. As detailed in Table 7, the rural
industrial uses have lower trip rates than the urban industrial uses, resulting in a lower transportation
demand due to lower employee density.
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VI.

NEEDS ASSESSMENT

The needs assessment in this section identifies market trends among uses in the Port’s zone change
application and potential to capture future growth.

Geographic Market Area
The Port Westward site is an inherently unique site, offering a rare mix of affordable land, access to rail,
transportation, and a deepwater port with existing port facilities. Port Westward is of statewide
significance and strategic economic focus. Specifically, ORS 777.065 states that
…development and improvement of port facilities suitable for use in world maritime trade at the
Ports of Umatilla, Morrow, Arlington, The Dalles, Hood River and Cascade Locks and the
development of deepwater port facilities at Astoria, Coos Bay, Newport, Portland and St. Helens is
declared to be a state economic goal of high priority.

Demand for the proposed uses at Port Westward will be driven predominately by global trade and the
flow of goods from, to, and through the State of Oregon, specifically along the M-84/Columbia River
corridor. Given the statewide significance of the site, the geographic market area for the subject site is
defined as counties along, in adjacency, or with direct connectivity to the M-84/Columbia River corridor.
This geographic area represents the downstream linkages of domestic production, as well as the corridors
for out-of-state commerce the proposed site would serve.

Growth in Demand: Trends in Foreign Trade Volume
The State of Oregon is strategically positioned to capitalize on growth in purchasing power in emerging
foreign markets, specifically countries in the Pacific Rim. The potential and strategy for export expansion
has been heavily studied in recent years in the Portland Metropolitan Area.22, 23 While foreign trade may
be facing new headwinds in a strengthening dollar and shifting political climate, opportunities for Oregon
remain strong and comparatively stronger than other states and regions.
This dynamic is demonstrated in the trend of Oregon’s marine export market. Table 8 displays the change
in export volume (by vessel shipping weight) for key vessel export commodities. These eight commodities
represent 95% of all marine export volume (excluding containerized vessels). Table 8 highlights extensive
growth in key emerging sectors, including timber, specialty foods, miscellaneous agricultural products,
and chemicals/fertilizers.

22

The Brookings Institute. Greater Portland Export Plan (2012). https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/
02_export_overview_portland.pdf
23 The Brookings Institute. Greater Portland Global, Global Trade and Investment Plan (2014).
https://www.greaterportlandinc.com/assets/documents/Resources/GPG%20Trade%20and%20Investment%20Plan.pdf
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Table 8: Marine Vessel Export Volume, State of Oregon (2005-2015)
Industry
1111 Oilseeds & Grains
1119 Other Agricultural Products
1133 Timber & Logs
3114 Fruits & Veg Preserves &
Specialty Foods
3211 Sawmill & Wood Products
3221 Pulp, Paper & Paperboard
Mill Products
3251 Basic Chemicals
3253 Pesticides, Fertilizers &
Other Agr. Chemicals
1111 Oilseeds & Grains

Volume (in millions)
2005
2010
2015
7,471.4 6,867.0 3,655.9
676.2
847.1
693.3
95.4
104.1
399.4

Percent Change
’05-‘10
’10-‘15
’05-‘15
-8%
-47%
-51%
25%
-18%
3%
9%
284%
319%

69.3
1,410.7

123.3
1,690.9

165.1
1,587.0

78%
20%

34%
-6%

138%
12%

446.5
24.4

344.0
141.2

289.0
552.5

-23%
478%

-16%
291%

-35%
2,163%

1.7
7,471.4

2,484.0
6,867.0

2,000.1 147,553%
3,655.9
-8%

-19% 118,790%
-47%
-51%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Import and Export Merchandise Trade Statistics.
https://usatrade.census.gov/

Demonstrated Demand: Local Deal Velocity
Perhaps the most compelling evidence of demonstrated need for marketable industrial sites at Port
Westward lies directly in the interest and inquiries for sites at the subject property. As noted in Section
IV, the Port of St. Helens and Business Oregon maintain an inventory of recent site inquiries and economic
development leads at the Port (see Appendix 3). There have been many more inquiries that did not
develop to the point of being listed in Appendix 3. Details about individual prospects is limited to size
demand and general industry description (and in some cases expected investment and employment) to
protect the confidentiality and proprietary nature of business decisions.
As illustrated in Figure 12 and Figure 13, since 2007 there have been over 40 active prospects seeking land
at Port Westward totaling over 2,800 acres of rural industrial land. These prospects have been heavily
concentrated in energy production (solar, biomass, other); chemical/liquid bulk (ethanol, fertilizer,
methanol, crude oil, other) processing and transport; and dry bulk products (iron, coal, grain) transport.
While sitings have been prohibited by regulatory (e.g., PA-80 zoning) and physical constraints (e.g.,
wetlands and existing leaseholds), this velocity is reflective of the site’s economic development potential.

H:\Projects\216046200\6_Final\RPT-Port Westward-Alternatives Analysis-170410.docx

33

900

800
700

Acres

600
500
400
300
200
100
0
Automobile Chemicals/
Liquid Bulk

Grain

Iron/Coal

Natural
Gas/ Energy

Other

Other Dry
Bulk

Wood
Products

SOURCE: Port of St. Helens, Business Oregon
Figure 12: Port Westward Acreage Inquiries by Industry, 2007-2016
Within these sectors, the site need profile is consistent with what we observed across existing firms in
peer locations, previously reviewed in Section IV. Site needs ranged from 10 to over 300 acres in size. The
most common request was for sites between 50 and 100 acres, as illustrated in Figure 13. Over just a 10year period, an interval that included the worst economic downturn in a generation, there were 11
potential deals at Port Westward of 100 acres or larger.

14

Site Inquiries

12
10
8

6
4
2
0
11-24

25-49

50-99

100-199

200+

Site Need (in acres)

SOURCE: Port of St. Helens, Business Oregon
Figure 13: Port Westward Inquiries by Site Need, 2007-2016
Collectively, this prospect list represents over 2,800 acres of potential demand over a 10-year period. This
amounts to more than three times the size of the zone change area. Because the data to calculate this
rate was observed over a period that included a severe recession and tepid recovery, we can assume that
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this rate of business activity represents a conservative assessment of future velocity, all else being equal.
At this rate of demand velocity, capturing 15% of similar inquiries would fully absorb the PWW zone
change area over a 20-year period. Given observed market interest and recent activity in similarly
configured areas, we would consider this to be a completely feasible scenario. However, the economic
outlook for Columbia County and PWW is likely to be more favorable in the context of emerging supply
and demand factors discussed here.
Limited Supply of Competitive Sites
As detailed in Section VII, the supply of adequately sized, rural properties with deepwater access and port
facilities in Oregon is increasingly limited. A growing lack of supply will increase Port Westward’s potential
market capture of future market growth and development opportunities. See Section VII for further
discussion demonstrating that alternative sites lack available developable land.
Improved Marketability
Marketability of the Port Westward property would improve considerably with regulatory entitlements in
place. The top site selection criteria for major project sitings is time to market. Historically, this has been
a barrier for Port Westward. The removal of the zoning barrier would provide certainty to the market,
reduce development timelines, and encourage investments that also further promote readiness and
exposure.
Continued Strong Growth in Foreign Demand
The economies of Oregon’s primary trading partners are expected to exhibit continued economic growth
over the coming decade. Among these nations, average annual growth in real gross domestic product is
expected to range from 6.5% (Vietnam) to 1.0% (Japan) over the next 10 years (see Table 9). Strong
economic growth in these economies will translate into growth in demand for all goods and services.
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Table 9: Projected Growth in Pacific Rim Economies24
Nation
Australia
Canada
China
Indonesia
Japan
Korea
Mexico
Hong Kong
Malaysia
Philippines
Thailand
Vietnam

2016-2026 GDP Growth (annual)
3.4%
2.0%
4.9%
5.6%
1.0%
2.9%
2.8%
3.3%
4.5%
5.2%
3.6%
6.5%

Deteriorating Trade Advantage of Foreign Producers
Incomes in foreign markets that produce similar goods as the United States are increasing at faster rates
than domestically.25 Over time, this condition will have the dual impacts of increasing foreign demand
(due to more wealth in foreign markets that purchase U.S. goods) and deteriorating the labor cost
advantage of foreign production. In other words, the labor cost advantage of foreign markets that led to
the offshoring trend over the last 20 years will begin deteriorating. With transportation costs stabilizing,
it is hypothesized26 that a U.S. production “reshoring” trend is emerging. This in turn will place greater
pressure on the demand for sites suitable for domestic production, processing, and export capacity.
Commodity Market an d Trade Outlook
Despite near-term headwinds resulting from a strong U.S. dollar, the outlook for U.S. export market
growth remains strong over the intermediate term. A recent report from Oxford Economics detailed the
intermediate-term outlook for U.S. foreign trade.27 Some excerpts on export demand growth include:
▪

Through 2030, total export growth is expected to average 5% annually. The largest contributors to
growth include transportation equipment, machinery, and chemicals. See Figure 14.

24

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) Estimates for these countries were derived from the OECD
long-range economic forecast data.
OECD (2017), GDP long-term forecast (indicator). doi: 10.1787/d927bc18-en (Accessed on 01 February 2017)
https://data.oecd.org/gdp/gdp-long-term-forecast.htm
Data for non-OEDC countries was aggregated from the International Macroeconomic Data Set and published by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture.
US Department of Agriculture (February 2017), USDA Agricultural Projections to 2025. (Accessed on 01 February 2017)
https://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/pub-details/?pubid=37818
25 OECD (2014), “Shifting Gear: Policy Challenges for the next 50 Years”, OECD Economics Department Policy Notes, No. 24 July
2014. https://www.oecd.org/eco/growth/Shifting%20gear.pdf
26 There is a comprehensive body of research and analysis covering U.S. reshoring prospects. A broad library of literature is
compiled by “The Reshoring Initiative”. http://reshorenow.org/main-reshoring-library/
27 Oxford Economics. “United States Trade Report”. HSBC Research Report. (December 2016)
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Mineral Fuels
Raw Materials
Agricultural Products
ICT Equipment
Total Goods
Other Manufacturing
Chemicals

Machinery
Transportation Equipment

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

7%

Source: Oxford Economics. https://globalconnections.hsbc.com/global/en/tools-data/trade-forecasts/us
Figure 14: Average Annual Export Growth by Sector (2016-2030)
▪

“U.S. Exports are expected to increasingly find their way to markets in developing economies, as
their medium-term growth prospects remain bright. In particular, the economies of Asia
(excluding Japan) are expected to grow in importance as export destinations, increasing their
share of U.S. merchandise exports from 20% in 2015 to 23% by 2030.”

▪

“The U.S. shale gas ‘revolution’ has also triggered significant investments in the capacity of many
energy-intensive industries. In particular, chemicals and plastics that benefit from proximity to
feedstock supplies of oil and gas are expected to continue to contribute strongly to overall growth
in merchandise exports in the decade to 2030.”

▪

The fastest growing export markets include several of Oregon’s most strategic trading partners
(see Table 10).
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Table 10: Fastest Growing Export Trade Routes, Average Annual Export Growth (2016-2030)
Country
Vietnam
UAE
India
Mexico
Malaysia
Turkey
Canada
Singapore
Japan
Australia

2016-2020
9%
7%
6%
5%
5%
4%
4%
3%
3%
3%

Country
Vietnam
China
India
Malaysia
Turkey
UAE
Saudi Arabia
Canada
Korea
Mexico

2021-2030
9%
9%
9%
8%
8%
6%
6%
6%
6%
5%

Source: Oxford Economics https://globalconnections.hsbc.com/global/en/tools-data/trade-forecasts/us
Port Westward Share of Oregon ’s Economic Outlook
The Oregon Employment Department produces long-range economic forecasts by industry every two
years to assist in long-range planning and revenue forecasting. In its most recent forecast,28 Oregon’s
manufacturing, wholesaling, and transportation sectors are expected to add over 35,000 jobs over the
next 10 years alone. Most growth at PWW will fall within these sections. Assuming an average job density
of 1.5 jobs per acre as reported earlier in this assessment, build-out of the Port Westward zone change
area would represent 3.8% of the ten-year total. Extrapolated over a 20-year period, build-out of the Port
Westward zone change area, at a facility considered to be a strategic economic asset, would comprise
1.6% of statewide industrial employment growth.
These captures represent an exceedingly small share of projected growth in commerce relating to the
production and movement of goods in Oregon. Given PWW’s identified role of significance in
accommodating future growth, coupled with the scale of known recent opportunities (see Appendix 3), it
is reasonable to expect that the full site could be absorbed within a 20-year period.

28

Oregon Employment Department. “Oregon Industry Employment Projections, 2014-2024”. (June 2016).
https://www.qualityinfo.org/documents/10182/92203/Oregon+Industry+Employment+Projections+2014-2024?version=1.5

H:\Projects\216046200\6_Final\RPT-Port Westward-Alternatives Analysis-170410.docx

38

VII.

ALTERNATIVE SITES ANALYSIS

OAR 660-004-0020 specifies that new exception areas are allowed with adequate justification, including
demonstration that “areas that do not require a new exception cannot reasonably accommodate the use.”
This section presents an alternative sites analysis to demonstrate the appropriateness of the requested
zone change for the Port Westward site and to illustrate why other sites in the M-84/Columbia River
corridor are not viable for the proposed uses.
The Port’s modified application would limit the proposed uses to those rural industries which require
access to deepwater port facilities. The alternatives analysis is predicated on this fundamental site need,
which limits the range of site alternatives to port facilities with deepwater access. Any alternatives that
do not offer this significant use-dependent resource are not competitively valid for the proposed set of
uses and, as a result, are eliminated from further consideration. As stated in LUBA’s remand decision, “…if
the county had limited the proposed uses to port-dependent uses that require deep-water access, then
the county could easily reject alternative sites that do not provide deep-water access.” In response, the
Port has modified its request to reflect that guidance.

Port of St. Helens Properties
The Port owns land at Port Westward and at other locations in Columbia County, discussed below.
Existing Vacant Port Westward Property
As detailed in Section II, the existing PWW industrial park has multiple development constraints, including
expansive long-term leaseholds; wetlands that cover half the land area and, as explained in Section II,
would be cost-prohibitive to fill; floodplain; transmission lines; roadways; utilities; drainage facilities;
levees; conservation easements; and so forth. These site constraints divide the property into small areas
that are not conducive to large-scale rural industrial development which needs large, flat, contiguous
sites, as noted in Section V. We have identified that the southeast corner of the Port’s existing PWW
property could provide one small contiguous development site outside PGE’s lease area. While that area
has value and is available for development, its size is insufficient for addressing the land needs targeted
by the Port in its modified application or for competing on a national scale for large-lot industrial
businesses (Record at 93). Additionally, that last single site will not satisfy the economic demand for rural
industrial sites in Columbia County, the M-84/Columbia River corridor, or Oregon as a whole, as
demonstrated in Section VI which noted that over a 20-year period, build-out of the Port Westward zone
change area (if this application is approved) would comprise just 1.6% of statewide industrial employment
growth. Furthermore, as this is the last remaining vestigial portion of PWW available for development,
the Port and Columbia County have a responsibility to plan for the future by providing developable land
with appropriate zoning that can accommodate rural industrial uses. Therefore, the existing Port
Westward site by itself is inadequate to serve an economic development need.
Other Port of St. Helens Properti es
As noted in the original application (Record at 94), there are several other sites owned by the Port of St.
Helens, including the Columbia City Industrial Park, McNulty Creek Industrial Park, Milton Creek Industrial
Park, Multnomah Industrial Park, Railroad Corridor Park, Scappoose Bay Marine Park, and Scappoose
Industrial Park. None of these sites has deepwater port access or related facilities and is therefore
inappropriate for the proposed PWW uses in the Port’s modified application.
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Oregon’s Deepwater Ports
Among Oregon’s 22 ports with marine access, cataloged in Appendix 4, only five ports offer the unique
site characteristic of deepwater access (see Table 11 and Figure 15). Of the nine ports with Columbia River
access, only three are deepwater facilities (Port of Astoria, Port of Portland, and Port of St. Helens’ Port
Westward site) and, as discussed above, Port Westward provides the only non-urban deepwater port
access along the state’s entire M-84/Columbia River corridor.
As detailed in Table 11, Oregon’s five public deepwater ports include the Port of Astoria, the Oregon
International Port of Coos Bay (Port of Coos Bay), the Port of Newport, the Port of Portland, and the Port
of St. Helens (Port Westward site). The Ports of Astoria, Newport, and Portland are located within urban
growth boundaries, the Port of St. Helens’ Port Westward site is outside an urban growth boundary, and
the Port of Coos Bay has deepwater facilities both inside and outside an urban growth boundary. Neither
the Port of Newport nor the Port of Coos Bay serve Columbia River commerce. The only other rural Port
is the Port of Tillamook Bay, which lacks marine access entirely (see Appendix 4).
Table 11: Oregon’s Deepwater Ports
Port

Location

Columbia River
Access
Yes

Rail Access

Urban or Rural1

Port of Astoria
Astoria
Yes
Urban
Oregon International Port of
Coos Bay
Coos Bay
No
Yes
Urban & Rural
Port of Newport
Newport
No
No
Urban
Port of Portland
Portland
Yes
Yes
Urban
Port of St. Helens (Port
Columbia
Westward site)
County
Yes
Yes
Rural
Note:
1. “Urban” means the port is in city limits or in an urban growth boundary, while “rural” means the
port is outside an urban growth boundary.
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Port of Astoria
The Port of Astoria has deepwater facilities at Central Waterfront and Tongue Point, each of which is
discussed in turn below.
Central Waterfront
The deepwater port facilities at the Port of Astoria’s Central Waterfront includes three piers. The main
industries served out of the Port of Astoria include log exports, U.S. Military ships and research ships,
cruise boats, and seafood processing. Astoria Forest Products is the main tenant occupying space at Pier
1 and most of Pier 3.

Source: Port of Astoria
Figure 16: Port of Astoria’s Central Waterfront
There is no vacant land available at the Port of Astoria Central Waterfront deepwater facilities.
Accordingly, the Port of Astoria Central Waterfront is not a viable candidate for the PWW proposed uses.
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North Tongue Point
The Port of Astoria owns the approximately 34-acre paved parcel at the northern portion of the city limits,
zoned S1 Marine Industrial Shorelands. Per the Port of Astoria, Tongue Point facilities are a former military
installation used by the Navy in World War II. Per the Port of Astoria, existing facilities include:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Five finger-piers with 15,000 linear feet of dock space
30 acres of paved tarmac surface
Roughly 130,000 square-feet of existing built warehouse space
Deepwater rail access
An industrial boat ramp

Tongue Point activities include seafood processing (Del Mar Seafoods) fabricated metal products (J&H
Boatworks), and marine environmental and construction services (J.E. McAmis Inc., NRC Environmental
Services, WCR Marine & Construction Inc.).29 The parcel currently has several smaller warehouse spaces
available for lease.30
The southern portion of North Tongue Point, Lot 5800, is a 15-acre vacant parcel of land owned by the
Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL). A two-acre landfill was discovered in 1983 on the extreme
southern portion of the DSL site; 1992 sampling found groundwater beneath the landfill contaminated
with heavy metals and PCBs above drinking water standards. Landfill remedial activities commenced in
2003. The site is still undergoing various monitoring and remedial activities.31 Given the insufficient
acreage available for development and the level of remediation that remains, the property is unable to
site the uses proposed by the Port and additionally is unlikely to be marketable from both an economic
and a time-to-market perspective. This assessment was confirmed by the Oregon DSL property manager
for the site. 32

29

A full list of tenants can be found at http://portofastoria.com/Tongue_Point_Tenants.aspx
Rates for North Tongue Point Moorage can be found here: http://portofastoria.com/Tongue_Point_Moorage.aspx
31 http://www.deq.state.or.us/lq/ECSI/ecsidetailfull.asp?seqnbr=171#actions
32 Phone Interview with Amber Ross, Property Manager for Oregon Department of State Lands, March 1, 2017
30
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Source: Port of Astoria
Figure 17: Port of Astoria’s North Tongue Point
In light of the insufficient acreage available to accommodate the uses proposed by the Port in its modified
application, and in the context of the other factors discussed above, the North Tongue Point area is not
considered available for siting any of the proposed uses.
South Tongue Point
South Tongue Point consists of approximately 137 acres in four parcels, three of which are owned by the
Oregon Department of State Lands, and one of which is owned by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The
area is zoned S1 Marine Industrial Shorelands and S2 General Development Shorelands Zone. Clatsop
Community College is currently in negotiations to acquire all three state-owned parcels for its use and has
a purchase and sale agreement in place. The U.S. Army’s Joint Base Lewis-McChord is proceeding with
investigations to repurpose the Army Corps of Engineers’ property for use as an Army training facility.
According to an Oregon Department of State Lands Property Manager, industrial developers have
previously inquired about developing these parcels of land, and have received extensive negative
feedback from the community about developing this area for industrial purposes. 33 The area is home to
wetlands and other environmentally sensitive areas that provide crucial tidal habitat for threatened
salmon to acclimate before heading to the ocean, as well as habitat for other wildlife.
In light of the insufficient acreage being available to accommodate the uses proposed by the Port in its
modified application, and in the context of the other factors discussed above, the South Tongue Point
area is not considered available for siting any of the proposed uses.

33

Phone Interview with Amber Ross, Property Manager for Oregon Department of State Lands, March 1, 2017
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Source: Port of Astoria
Figure 18: Port of Astoria’s South Tongue Point
Port of Portland
The Port of Portland is Oregon’s largest export area, offering multiple terminals with access on both the
Columbia and Willamette Rivers. The primary export/import terminals, Terminals 4, 5, and 6, measure
262, 159, and 419 acres, respectively. Primary commodities processed at these facilities include grain,
automobiles, mineral bulk products, steel slab, and liquid bulks. These terminal facilities are largely built
out.
The Port of Portland has previously pursued development of additional port facilities at West Hayden
Island. However, after concluding that development was not possible, future West Hayden Island
development has been indefinitely placed on hold. In 2014 the Port of Portland withdrew its annexation
proposal from further consideration by the City of Portland in light of significant development obstacles
that the Port of Portland deemed to be insurmountable. The January 8, 2017 letter from the Executive
Director of the Port of Portland to the Mayor of the City of Portland, included in Appendix 5, demonstrates
that the Port of Portland has determined that it is economically infeasible to develop West Hayden Island
given the regulations it would be facing at the federal, state, and local levels.
In the letter, the Executive Director states that “[T]he [Portland] Planning and Sustainability Commission
(PSC) has recommended annexation, but on terms that render the development of the 300-acre marine
terminal parcel impossible.” The letter also states, “From our conversation, I understand that you believe
the Council is unwilling to take action on a modified proposal. Based upon your assessment that the
Council’s policy choice is to not bring forward a package that is viable in the market, the Port will not
continue with the annexation process at this time and withdraws its consent to annexation” and “The city,
unfortunately, will now have to deal with the consequences of a severe shortfall in industrial land.” The
letter elsewhere explains that, given the regulatory burdens West Hayden Island faces, development will
be economically infeasible. As the Executive Director explains, “The Port is enterprise funded: only 4
percent of our revenues come from taxes. Any development at WHI must meet basic, sustainable market
requirements. The PSC recommendations put the development cost of the property at about double its
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value in the market.” Further, as the Executive Director makes clear, it is not only the local regulations
that make development of West Hayden Island infeasible:
“Furthermore, the PSC recommendations exceed what is required by Goal 5 by obligating us to go back at
the time of development for further review for any docks or other in water development that would be
integral to the development of a water dependent use (on top of the lengthy and contentious, federal and
state permitting processes). This type of approach does not give us any assurance that we'll have the
opportunity to actually develop the property once annexation occurs.”
Finally, West Hayden Island currently has no deepwater port dock facilities and would require dredging to
construct such facilities. Given these conditions, the Port of Portland’s statement in Appendix 5, and the
fact that circumstances have not changed since 2014, we conclude that development of West Hayden
Island is not economically or practically feasible and therefore not viable for PWW proposed uses.

Source: Port of Portland
Figure 19: Port of Portland Terminals
The Port of Portland facilities are approximately 50 miles upriver from the Port Westward site. As noted
earlier, the Port of St. Helens’ Port Westward facility therefore has a locational advantage over Port of
Portland. As the Port of Portland deepwater facilities are largely built out without the necessary acreage
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to site any of the kinds of uses proposed by the Port of St. Helens, the Port of Portland is not a viable
candidate for PWW proposed uses.
Port of Newport
The Port of Newport is a deepwater port along Oregon’s central coast. The Port of Newport is located 115
nautical miles from the mouth of the Columbia River. Over 60% of Oregon’s manufacturing, warehousing,
and transportation-based economy is located along the Columbia River corridor (M-84 Marine Highway
Corridor), based on employment data from 2015.34 For commerce beyond Oregon, the confluence of
national or regional waterways (Columbia River/Snake River system), freeways (I-5, I-84), and rail
networks (Union Pacific and BNSF Class I rail lines) occurs at the Portland metropolitan area only 50
nautical miles from PWW, but over 200 nautical miles from Newport. In this respect, properties in
Newport are not economically comparable to PWW to serve the M-84/Columbia River corridor economy.
Accordingly, the Port of Newport is not a viable candidate for PWW proposed uses as it does not serve
the M-84/Columbia River corridor or the Portland metropolitan area.
Oregon International Port of Coos Bay
The Oregon International Port of Coos Bay is a deepwater port which serves the southern Oregon market.
The Port of Coos Bay facilities are located 200 nautical miles from the mouth of the Columbia River and
over 300 nautical miles from Portland. For the reasons noted in the discussion of the Port of Newport, the
Oregon International Port of Coos Bay is not a viable candidate for PWW proposed uses as it does not
serve the M-84/Columbia River corridor or the Portland metropolitan area.

Alternative Sites Raised by Objectors
During prior proceedings, objectors suggested several sites as alternatives to the proposed exception area
and zone change at Port Westward. The record contains extensive analysis of these sites based on the
original proposed uses. As stated in LUBA’s remand decision, “…if the county had limited the proposed
uses to port-dependent uses that require deep-water access, then the county could easily reject
alternative sites that do not provide deep-water access.” Now that the Port has modified the application
to restrict the proposed uses to rural industries dependent on deepwater port access, the alternative sites
are each analyzed based on this requirement. Port facilities in Astoria and Portland are addressed above
while the remaining sites are addressed below.
Prescott
Objectors suggested that the site of the former Trojan nuclear power plant, south of Prescott, and
additional property north of Prescott should be assessed as alternatives. According to the record, both of
these sites are owned by PGE (Record at 95). As neither site has deepwater port access, they are
inappropriate for the proposed PWW uses.

34

Oregon Employment Department. Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) (2015).
https://www.qualityinfo.org/ed
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Columbia City
There is no property within or near Columbia City limits with deepwater port access, so this area cannot
reasonably accommodate the proposed uses.
St. Helens Boise Casca de P aper Mill
The paper mill site has no deepwater port access, so this area cannot reasonably accommodate the
proposed uses.
Mayger
There is no property near Mayger with deepwater port access, so this area cannot reasonably
accommodate the proposed uses.
Portland Area Urban Growth Boundary
The Portland area Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) has only one deepwater port that could be considered
an alternative to the Port Westward site. However, as documented above, the Port of Portland’s facilities
are largely built out, lack available developable land, or are unable to develop in the foreseeable future
(e.g., West Hayden Island). Consequently, the Portland area UGB cannot reasonably accommodate the
proposed uses.
Rainier
The City of Rainier and nearby unincorporated Columbia County have industrially-zoned land along the
Columbia River near the Lewis and Clark Bridge. Some of this land is utilized by the Teevin Bros. log yard
and the United States Gypsum wallboard manufacturing plant, both of which make use of private
waterfront access. Excluding these two facilities, the site is highly parcelized (as noted in the record),
which poses an economic and timing hurdle for potential industrial users seeking large, contiguous sites
without having to purchase multiple properties. The degree of lot consolidation required to yield a large
developable site would take longer than many industrial users are willing to endure due to the need to
complete multiple real estate transactions following repeated negotiations. Most significantly, Rainier
does not have deepwater port facilities (Record at 101), so it cannot reasonably accommodate the
proposed uses.

Alternatives Analysis Summary
As documented above, the four other deepwater ports in Oregon have constraints on available land, rail
access, nearby incompatible uses, and market factors. Only two of the five public deepwater port
locations, Coos Bay and Port Westward, are in rural areas, and each of these serves different markets,
with only the Port Westward facility serving the M-84/Columbia River corridor and Portland metropolitan
region. The other alternative sites analyzed here lack deepwater port access entirely. As a result, none of
the alternative sites is higher-ranked for PWW’s proposed uses.
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VIII.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This report offers a technical evaluation of the proposed goal exception, comprehensive plan amendment,
and zone change proposed by the Port of St. Helens for property at Port Westward, as modified in
response to the LUBA remand. This analysis provides evidence that the five proposed uses in this modified
application are rural in nature, have a demonstrated need and are dependent on deepwater port access.
This evaluation demonstrates that other sites that do not require a new exception cannot reasonably
accommodate the proposed uses, as required by administrative rule. Finally, this investigation has
determined that the existing Port Westward Industrial Park has insufficient developable area to satisfy
local and statewide economic demand for the proposed rural export industries, but that increasing the
developable area would capitalize on the site’s locational advantages.
As noted in Columbia County’s supplemental findings for Ordinance 2014-1 approving the Port’s original
application, “Port Westward and the proposed expansion land benefits from existing infrastructure and
services that need only be extended to a new development site (rather than developing all new
infrastructure) and an existing deep-water port and multi-modal transportation support.” Expanding the
footprint of the Port Westward Industrial Park allows for efficient use of existing facilities at current levels,
such as power, gas, transportation, and other systems that may currently be underutilized, rather than
requiring additional investment at other locations.
Based on this evidence, we recommend that the Port proceed with the modified application seeking
authorization from Columbia County for an exception area and zone change to RIPD to accommodate the
following specific uses:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Forestry and Wood Products processing, production, storage, and transportation;
Dry Bulk Commodities transfer, storage, production, and processing;
Liquid Bulk Commodities processing, storage, and transportation;
Natural Gas and derivative products, processing, storage, and transportation; and
Breakbulk storage, transportation, and processing.
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APPENDIX 1

PGE MAP OF BEAVER
– PORT WESTWARD
GENERATION
PROJECT PROPERTY
BOUNDARY LINES,
LEASE BOUNDARY
LINES, EXISTING AND
PROPOSED
EASEMENTS

APPENDIX 2

LETTERS FROM
PORTLAND GENERAL
ELECTRIC TO PORT
OF ST. HELENS

APPENDIX 3

INVENTORY OF
RECENT PORT
WESTWARD SITE
INQUIRIES AND
ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
LEADS

Port Westward Prospects 2007‐present
Type of Business
Acreage
Investment $ No. Jobs
Biomass
Bioenergy
Energy
Methanol
Power Plant
Waste to Energy
Fertilizer
Wood Chips
Bio Refinery
Iron Ore/Coal
Ethanol/Crude Oil
Ethanol & Co‐Products
Fertilizer
Bulk Wood Products
Pellets
Automobile
Grain
Biodiesel
LPG
Ethanol
Coal
Dry Bulk
Metals Recycling
Power Plant
Ethanol/Crude Oil
Power Plant
Ethanol/Crude Oil
Biodiesel
Synthetic Biodiesel
Solar Panels
Solar Farm
Solar
Power Plant
Grain
Coal
Renewables
Automobile
Ethanol & Co‐Products
Pellets
Coal

20
100
50
140
25
50
100
10
2
50
50
10
50
100
20
193
50
50
25
50
300
40
20
80
50
50
25
25
10
40
20
200
124
10
200

$
$

120,000,000
300,000,000

25
60

$

1,500,000,000

140

$

1,300,000,000

250

$

10,000,000

$
$

127,000
550,000,000

$
$

40,000,000
200,000,000

120
75
24
200‐300

$

500,000,000

200

$
$
$

300,000,000
25,000,000
91,000,000

44
25
30

$

500,000,000

500

$

1,500,000,000

200
80
20
150

$

200,000,000

200
72

$

100,000,000

100

2,789

$

7,236,127,000

1,865

APPENDIX 4

OREGON PORT
CHARACTERISTICS

Appendix 4: Oregon Port Characteristics
Columbia
Deepwater
Urban or
Port
Location
River Access Port Access Rail Access
Rural1
Port of Alsea
Waldport
No
No
No
Urban
Port of Arlington
Arlington
Yes
No
Yes
Urban
Port of Astoria
Astoria
Yes
Yes
Yes
Urban
Port of Bandon
Bandon
No
No
No
Urban
Port of Brookings
Harbor
Brookings
No
No
No
Urban
Port of Cascade Locks Cascade Locks
Yes
No
Yes
Urban
Oregon International
Urban &
Port of Coos Bay
Coos Bay
No
Yes
Yes
Rural
Port of Coquille River Myrtle Point
No
No
No
Urban
Port of Garibaldi
Garibaldi
No
No
No
Urban
Port of Gold Beach
Gold Beach
No
No
No
Urban
Port of Hood River
Hood River
Yes
No
No
Urban
Port of Morrow
Boardman
Yes
No
Yes
Urban
Port of Nehalem
Nehalem
No
No
No
Urban
Port of Newport
Newport
No
Yes
No
Urban
Port of Port Orford
Port Orford
No
No
No
Urban
Port of Portland
Portland
Yes
Yes
Yes
Urban
Port of Siuslaw
Florence
No
No
No
Urban
Port of St. Helens
(Port Westward site)
Columbia County Yes
Yes
Yes
Rural
Port of The Dalles
The Dalles
Yes
No
Yes
Urban
2
Port of Tillamook Bay Tillamook
No
No
Yes
Rural
Port of Toledo
Toledo
No
No
Yes
Urban
Port of Umatilla
Umatilla
Yes
No
Yes
Urban
Port of Umpqua
Reedsport
No
No
No
Urban
Notes:
1. “Urban” means the port is in city limits or in an urban growth boundary, while “rural” means the
port is outside an urban growth boundary.
2. The Port of Tillamook Bay does not have marine facilities.
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APPENDIX 5

LETTER FROM PORT
OF PORTLAND TO
CITY OF PORTLAND
REGARDING WEST
HAYDEN ISLAND

January 8, 2014
The Honorable Charlie Hales, Mayor
City of Portland
1221 SW 4th Avenue
Portland, OR 97204
Dear Mayor Hales:
Thank you for taking the time to meet with me on December 20, 2013 to
discuss West Hayden Island and potential annexation into the City of Portland.
The Port of Portland (Port) Commission has been clear about the principles to
which we must adhere if we are to proceed with annexation. In essence, those
principles require agreements which would actually enable development of 300
acres of West Hayden Island as a marine terminal. As explained in my October
7, 2013 letter to you, the Planning and Sustainability Commission (PSC) has
recommended annexation, but on terms that render the development of the
300 acre marine terminal parcel impossible.
From our conversation, I understand that you believe the Council is unwilling to
take action on a modified proposal. Based upon your assessment that the
Council’s policy choice is to not bring forward a package that is viable in the
market, the Port will not continue with the annexation process at this time and
withdraws its consent to annexation. We will continue to manage WHI as we
have for decades, for uses supporting our strategic objectives, including the
eventual development of marine terminal facilities. The city, unfortunately, will
now have to deal with the consequences of a severe shortfall in industrial land.
We have been clear throughout this lengthy and expensive process that we can
and will support an annexation package that addresses reasonable city
mitigation over and above state and federal requirements, so long as they are
proportional to the impact from development and not unique to this plan
district. The fact that we agreed to consider development on only 300 of the
800 available acres clearly reflects that commitment. We were within range of
an agreement in November of 2012, but additional demands by the PSC
eliminated regulatory certainty and expanded mitigation well beyond anything
proportional to expected impacts. Through the PSC process, we were required
to stand by and watch as the PSC invented new forms of mitigation for
application to this site alone.

The Port is enterprise funded: only 4 percent of our revenues come from taxes.
Any development at WHI must meet basic, sustainable market requirements.
The PSC recommendations put the development cost of the property at about
double its value in the market.
Furthermore, the PSC recommendations exceed what is required by Goal 5 by
obligating us to go back at the time of development for further review for any
docks or other in water development that would be integral to the development
of a water dependent use (on top of the lengthy and contentious, federal and
state permitting processes). This type of approach does not give us any
assurance that we'll have the opportunity to actually develop the property once
annexation occurs. In order to capture the opportunities available at West
Hayden Island – both environmental and commercial – the Port needs the city
as a willing partner.
We are, of course, very disappointed that the process has ended in this way.
We are also concerned about its implications for the city, region and state. The
city is significantly short of industrial land; the region has counted 422 acres of
West Hayden Island in their UGB inventory, and there is great opportunity for
industrial marine development on the Columbia, as witnessed
by the nearly $1 billion of maritime investment over the course of the last few
years ($200 million of that by our own tenants) with significant benefit to the
small and medium sized businesses in the city and the market access interests
of the state.
The loss of this industrial land expansion opportunity for the city and the region
will be difficult to contend with, and frankly calls into question the role of land
use planning here. It would suggest that some of the land use goals apply and
others do not. That's unfortunate.
The potential opportunities lost from this decision include the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

900+ direct family wage jobs and associated $45-65 million in wages
from the three terminals plus value-added activities from the
development.
2000+ indirect and induced jobs and $200-300 million in wages for
residents associated with the development – largely from small and
medium sized business in the city
Annual state and local tax revenue of $18-30 million
A future location for Portland harbor grain elevators looking to expand in
the community they grew up in
500 acres of recreation and improved habitat – an area larger than the
Zoo, Hoyt Arboretum and Washington Park combined – in a parkdeficient area of the City of Portland.
The chance to set the standard (again) for a world class sustainable port
facility complex
More than $100 million in investment by the Port for land readiness and
habitat improvement, and up to half a billion by the terminal developers.
A substantial contribution to the industrial land shortfall in meeting the
Goal 9 and comprehensive plan requirements.
Ensuring land supply to meet a range of employment opportunities for
family wage jobs per your adopted Economic Opportunities Analysis.
A constrained Urban Growth Boundary, which will now need to be
modified by the 422 acres of industrial assumed on West Hayden Island.

We take a long view at the Port. One of the benefits we bring to the region is
an ability to acquire and hold land in the public interest with an eye toward
developing it to its best and highest use in terms of jobs, the environment and
recreational opportunity. Case in point: some of our recent work in Troutdale
that brought new recreational amenities and hundreds of new industrial jobs to
that city, bolstering their tax base and providing living wages to local residents.
We'll find a way to move forward at our property on West Hayden Island. It is
part of our mission and our promise to the public, as it has been for nearly 125
years, so let’s keep the door open to future conversation and the creative
solutions for which Portland is known.
Sincerely,
Bill Wyatt
Executive Director
cc:

Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner

Nick Fish
Amanda Fritz
Steve Novick
Dan Saltzman

