Friends of North Plains & CPO8 objections to City of North Plains response to 8/19/02 remand order
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1. Objections to Exhibit A (Remand Item #1)

We believe the submitted Work Product does not meet the requirements of the remand order, state Planning Goals, or Oregon State Statutes for the following reasons:

1.1 Prejudicial Language

This revision of the Comprehensive Plan contains prejudicial language that inappropriately limits the City’s choice of a direction for potential UGB expansion.  This violates the City’s Periodic Review work program, statewide Planning Goals, and is a preemption of statutory obligations under ORS 197.298.  For example, the language added to Vision Statement item 7 (p. 15.01-5) reads:

“The City will encourage, where possible, expansion to the north and east to maximize connectivity and availability of existing services.”

and the language added to section 15.02.105, objective 1, policy 4 (p. 15.02-29) reads:

“The City’s livability objectives require that transportation facilities supported by the City only be extended to areas north of Highway 26 in a manner that connects the downtown core…”

Our objection addresses a concern about process, rather than advocating for or objecting to a specific direction of growth.  The remand item directs the City “to develop specific comprehensive plan policies based on the concepts of livability…”  Such policies should neither preclude nor endorse growth in any specific direction.  Rather, the policies should be designed such that all growth alternatives can be given equal consideration by applying the statewide Planning Goals and state statutes.  That is the work of the direction of growth work task (#4).  The City has ample opportunity to make its case for a specific direction of growth at that time without placing prejudicial language into its Vision Statement or Comprehensive Plan.  The language in the proposed Comprehensive Plan revision must be re-worked to remove all such prejudicial language.

1.2 The TGM study does not constitute coordination

The Findings for Work Task 1 imply that the TGM study represents “coordination.”  We find this to be inappropriate.  The TGM study does not constitute coordination as defined by state statute (ORS 195.036).  All references to coordination that refer to the TGM study need to be removed from the City’s response to the remand order.  This issue is discussed further in our objections to Remand Item #2, which are included herein by reference.

We request that the City’s response to Remand Item #1 be remanded for correction of the above errors and deficiencies.

2. Objections to Exhibit B (Remand Item #2)

2.1 The submitted Work Product and Findings fail to meet the requirements for coordination with Washington County, specifically:

2.1.1 The County Board of Commissioners has not acted on coordinating the projection.  Specifically, the Board has not voted to accept the proposed population and employment projections.

The City has taken the position that Periodic Review is an iterative process and therefore, the final act of adoption of the revised Comprehensive Plan by the County will meet the requirements of coordination.   This argument places the very existence of the need that drives all subsequent Periodic Review Work Tasks at the mercy of the future action of a political body.  The political nature of the County Board of Commissioners makes predicting its future action very difficult and inherently unreliable.  Without action on the part of the County Commissioners, the city cannot be said to have reliably defined a need.  Absent such a reliably defined need, there is no basis for subsequent Periodic Review Work Tasks to proceed, since the tasks’ content and results could change dramatically should the Board fail to adopt the projections.

2.1.2 Removing the TAZ analysis from Work Product #2, as required by the remand order, constitutes a change in the factual basis for the City’s population projection, because it removes much of the justification for the projection.

Such a major change establishes the proposed projection as a new projection, which  requires new coordination with Washington County.  Even under the City’s interpretation of adequate coordination (see item 2.1.1 above) the City would be required to achieve the same level of coordination that the previous projection obtained (i.e., County staff acquiescence).  This coordination must take place without any reference to or reliance upon the TGM Study process or its conclusions, since they are also dependent on TAZ analysis (see item 2.3.3.3 below).

We request that the City’s response to Remand Item #2 be remanded for proper coordination with Washington County.

2.2 Using the TGM study as the primary basis for a population projection in the context of Periodic Review fails to meet the test of an adequate factual basis for the following reasons:
2.2.1 It contradicts the work program for the TGM Study itself, which states:

 “There is agreement between the City of North Plains and Metro that the forecasts to be used in this study are for evaluation purposes only.  That is, the forecast of a population of 3,000 persons within the City of North Plains by the year 2015…[is] proposed to be used in this study to understand the impacts of this rate of growth.  This is not a commitment to support this rate of growth by North Plains, METRO or Washington County.”

-- North Plains/METRO Neighboring City Study METRO/City of North Plains Consultant Team Work Program, July 19, 1996.

2.2.2 It contradicts the Study’s conclusions, which state that these projections are for study purposes only.  Furthermore, Study documents clearly state that all decisions arrived at during the Study apply only to the Study.  The Study’s authors go to great lengths to point this out, noting it in two different places:

 “It is important to emphasize that the forecasts are for study purposes only.”  (p. 15)

“The population and employment forecasts were adopted for study purposes only.  It is important to note that they are subject to refinement as the city updates its comprehensive plan in coordination with Washington County.”  (p. 25, emphasis in original)

The City’s Findings often refer to the “unanimity” of the Study’s participants, particularly when referring to the population projections.  As TGM Study participants, we assure you that such “unanimity” would not been achieved if all participants had not been repeatedly assured that the decisions we were making were “for study purposes only.”

We request that the City be directed to adopt findings that establish population projections without reliance on or reference to the TGM Study and its population projections.

2.3 The Findings for Work Product 2 lack an adequate factual basis and represent a faulty analysis of the evidence.

Specifically:

2.3.1 The Findings inconsistently apply two different mathematical formulas for determining growth rates and projecting populations.  The net effect of this faulty analysis of the evidence is to inflate the eventual population projection for the City.

In our discussion, we will first demonstrate the two different formulas.  Then we will show how inconsistent use of the two formulas has the effect of inflating the projection.

We will refer to the two formulas as the “DLCD formula” and “formula B.”  The remand order dictates that specific growth rates, calculated by DLCD, are to be used to update Table 3.  We derived the DLCD formula by examining the population data points and the resulting growth rates:

DLCD Formula: 
F = (RNP) + P
Solving for the rate:
R = (F – P) / NP


where
F = most recent population (or future population for projections)


P = past population (or present population for projections)


R = rate of growth


N = number of years

Formula B is a standard compound growth formula seen in many statistics and financial texts:

Formula B: 
F = (1 + R)N P
Solving for the rate:
R = (F /P)1/N – 1
The DLDC formula may be thought of as a “linear” growth formula, while formula B is an “exponential” or “compound” growth formula.  Applying the two formulas to any given set of data will yield different results.  For example, when using the starting and ending populations to obtain the rate of growth, the DLCD formula results in relatively higher rates (R values).  Likewise, when projecting future populations using the present population and a growth rate, formula B will yield larger numbers.

For example, in Table 3 on page 7 of the Findings DLCD has used the populations of 757 and 1605 (for the years 1970 and 2000 respectively) to calculate that the growth rate for the “current 30-year trend” is 3.7%.

R = (F – P) / NP   =   (1605 – 757) / (757 x 30)   =   848 / 22710   =   .037   =    3.7% 
Using formula B to calculate the rate for the same period yields a rate of 2.5%:

R = (F /P)1/N – 1   =   (1605 / 757)1/30 – 1 =   1.025 – 1   =   .025   =    2.5 % 
Thus we see that given the same data, the DLCD formula yields a higher growth rate.

Now let’s see what happens when formula B is used to project the population over the same 30 year time period.  We already know that the year 2000 population is 1605.  But applying formula B using the starting population of 757 and the DLCD growth rate of 3.7% gives a markedly different result:

F = (1 + R)N P   =   (1.037)30 x 757   =   2.974 x 757   =    2,251 
So we see that, compared to the DLCD formula, the use of Formula B overstates the actual population, in this case by 40% ((2251 – 1605) / 1605  =  .40  =  40%).

In its Findings, the City uses the DLCD formula to support a 4.5% growth rate.  It is the formula used in Table 2, Table 3, the regression analysis, and Table 4.  Since this formula yields higher rates, it would be in the City’s interest to use this formula in these instances.  To the City’s credit, this choice is supported by DLCD, the remand order (Table 3) and Oregon’s Office of Economic Analysis (the cited source for Table 4).

However, the City errs when it mixes methods by switching to Formula B to generate the 2021 projections.

We can show that the City used formula B by starting with the 2000 Census data and using the 4.5% growth rate and a 21-year time period:

F = (1 + .045)21 x 1605   =   (1.045)21 x 1605   =   2.52 x 1605   =    4044 
The above result agrees with the city’s calculations as shown on page 2 of the Findings.  However, using the proper DLCD formula yields the following result:

F = (RNP) + P   =   (.045 x 21 x 1605) + 1605   =    3121 
In this case, the overestimation is 30% ((4044-3121) / 3121 =  30%).

The following chart visually illustrates the difference between the two methods:
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This is the only instance that the City chose to use formula B.  Doing so constitutes an artificial inflation of need.  In order to be consistent with the analysis supporting the 4.5% growth rate and the remand order, and in order to give the projection an adequate factual base, the projection to the year 2021 must use the DLCD Formula.  This would result in a population projection of about 3100 persons for the year 2021.

2.3.2 The regression analysis presented on page 11 of the Findings is not accompanied by sufficient facts to verify its validity.  Absent the supporting data (i.e., the specific data points used and analysis of alternative regressions that may have greater correlation coefficients), this analysis does not constitute a factual basis for the projection.

We should note that while attempting to duplicate the City’s analysis, we first performed a regression analysis of the historical (1969-2000) population data.  This is an essential first step, since it determines whether the historical data is sufficiently consistent to warrant the use of regression analysis to project future populations.  We found that the correlation coefficient of the historical data was only 0.782.  This is a relatively low coefficient for a regression analysis, and it indicates that the historical data probably does not lend itself well to extrapolation using the curvilinear regression analysis technique.  We would therefore be suspicious of any results obtained using this prediction method.

2.3.3 The TGM Study, in and of itself, lacks an adequate factual basis and therefore cannot function as an adequate factual basis in the context of Periodic Review for the following reasons:

2.3.3.1 To be scientifically valid, and therefore represent an adequate factual basis, Periodic Review projections must be based on a limited number of recognized demographic factors and must be specific to North Plains.

2.3.3.2 The TGM Study projection was based on geographic similarities, not on demographic factors such as fertility rates, life expectancy, population distribution by age and sex, and social attitudes affecting family size, work habits, and other social factors.  To achieve an adequate factual basis, the Study would have had to demonstrate that North Plains in the year 1997 had the same demographic makeup as did Sandy, Canby, Newberg, and Woodburn in 1960.  The only demographically valid analysis applied to the projections was the Metro TAZ analysis, which under the terms of the remand order, must be removed.

2.3.3.3 The TGM projection was primarily substantiated by TAZ analysis which, under the terms of the remand order, must be removed.  Refer to the 18 November 1996 memo from Ed Starkie of Leland Consulting Group to Joe Dills and Scott Siegel of OTAK included in the North Plains Neighbor City Study Technical Appendix, which clearly demonstrates that TAZ analysis was the primary demographically valid tool used to establish a factual basis for the 4.5% rate.

2.3.3.4 John Rankin, the City’s Planning Consultant during the TGM Study and early efforts on Periodic Review, stated at several public meetings (including November 24, 1997 and February 16, 1999) that he had “plucked the 4.5% rate from the air.”

2.3.4 The Findings are based in part on an attempt to capture growth already planned to occur in another jurisdiction.  On page 10 of its Findings, the City cites North Plains’ proximity to high tech jobs as a supporting factor for the chosen growth rate.  What the City fails to recognize is that these jobs and their associated population have been planned for by Hillsboro and METRO.  As the City found in 1000 Friends of Oregon v. City of North Plains (LUBA No. 93-154), the state has found this to be unacceptable.  In that decision, LUBA found:

“[this] analysis is flawed because it relies, in large part, upon growth otherwise planned to occur within the Metro UGB, of which the city is not a part. It is impermissible for one local government, such as the city, unilaterally to decide to capture growth otherwise planned to occur within another planning jurisdiction.

Because the city's proposed UGB amendment erroneously relies upon capturing growth otherwise planned for the Metro UGB, the city's decision must be remanded to allow the city either to coordinate its expanded UGB plan with Metro and other affected units of government or to attempt to justify the enlargement of its UGB without relying upon growth anticipated to occur within the Metro UGB.”

-- 1000 Friends of Oregon v. City of North Plains (LUBA No. 93-154)

The City has not engaged in coordination efforts with METRO as part of Periodic Review.

2.3.5 The Findings misinterpret DLCD V. Douglas County, 37Or LUBA (LUBA No. 98-119 November 11, 1999) resulting in the use of an inappropriate growth trend to predict future population (see page 8).  Just one paragraph prior to the quote provided in the Findings, the logic behind the conclusion quoted is explained:

“In essence, the County argues that it can reasonably rely upon recent employment data as a true indicator of the County’s long-term growth potential and need not take into account historical data from the 1980s when the county had a much less diversified economy based on the troubled timber industry.”

To paraphrase, LUBA found that when choosing between long-term and short-term trends, one should rely on the trend that offsets mitigating factors that would otherwise skew the data.

The question for North Plains is whether long-term or short-term growth trends exhibit such anomalies.  As the following chart comparing growth in North Plains to growth in Washington County reveals, there were two anomalous years of growth in the City during the 1990s:

YEAR
North Plains growth
Wash. County growth
% N. Plains/Wash. Co.

1990-91
48
16,946
.28%

1991-92
5
11,500
.04%

1992-93
55
11,000
.50%

1993-94
80
8,500
.94%

1994-95
85
10,500
.80%

1995-96
225
6,500
3.46%

1996-97
185
8,500
2.17%

1997-98
105
12,600
.75%

1998-99
-5
7,150
-.07%

The most striking anomaly is that in the year the City experienced its largest growth (1995-96), the county as a whole had its lowest growth for the 9-year period.  In addition, the City’s second largest gain was in a year that tied for 3rd lowest growth in the county (1996-97).  These two years alone skew the data over the 9-year time frame enough to call into question the validity of using it for long-term projections. 

Furthermore, three trends also converged in the late 1980s and early 90s to create unusual growth in North Plains.  One is the fact that the City had recently completed a sanitary sewer system, which allowed for the partitioning of double lots in the city that prior to that had been needed to accommodate septic systems.  Second, the forest products industry began to recover (note that Oregon-Canadian Forest Products is the largest employer in the city).  And third, the final large vacant parcel in the city’s UGB was developed, which roughly corresponded to the “bubble” of growth seen in 1995-97.  In our opinion, the City erred by inadequately considering these factors and by not considering other longer-term trends that may have mitigated them.

Furthermore, the City fails to consider recent economic trends in the state, including the fact that we’ve had one of the highest unemployment rates in the country for the past three years.  It is more reasonable to look at the coming decade as being more analogous to the 1980s, than like the 1990s (as the City has done).  Failure to take this more realistic view of current economic conditions is another factor undermining the basis of the City’s chosen growth rate.

2.3.6 The Findings are internally inconsistent regarding the comparative analysis of large and small populations.  On page 4 of the Findings, the City clearly states the pitfalls of comparing the rates of growth between a large population and a relatively small population.  The City then goes on to make just that error on page 12 and on the chart labeled “Comparison of Annual Growth Rates, (1979-2021)” on page 13.  One can look at the absolute numbers involved to see the error.  From 1990 to 2000, the City grew by 633 people while the county grew by 133,788.  In other words, North Plains’ growth was less than one half of one percent  (0.47%) than that of Washington County as a whole!  This faulty analysis undermines the credibility of the City’s argument in favor of a 4.5% growth rate.  Neither the population trends nor the explicit anecdotes allow one to conclude that North Plains “is a growth engine in the region.”

2.3.7 The Findings rely on data that is not the most recent or accurate available.  Table 3 lists current 5, 10, 20, and 30-year trends whose end date is 3 years old.  Updated population figures for 2000 and 2001 are available from PSU’s Center for Population Research and Census (CPRC).  Figures for 2002 will be available in November.  These figures should be included in the City’s analysis.

2.3.8 The Findings contain numerous unsubstantiated statements and subjective interpretations that are presented as objective facts.  The net effect of these is to overstate need and the City’s ability to meet the proposed population projections.  The City must provide substantiation or remove these statements.  The Findings should also be re-worked to remove all subjective interpretations.  To meet the requirement of an adequate factual basis, the Findings must use only demonstrable objective facts.

The eight items above demonstrate that the City’s population projection has been created through faulty analysis.  As LUBA found in Johnson v Clackamas County (LUBA No. 98-216), when a decision is based on faulty analysis, it must be remanded.  We request that the Work Product and Findings be remanded for correction of the above flaws.

2.4 The Findings in support of Remand Item #2 do not meet the requirements of the remand order, specifically:
2.4.1 All references to TAZ data and analysis have not been removed.  At the June 14, 2002 LCDC meeting which resulted in the remand order now in question, Friends of North Plains representative James Just testified before the Commission in favor of removing all reference to TAZ data and conclusions from the Periodic Review Work Products and Findings.  That testimony focused on the role that TAZ analysis played in the TGM study as the factual basis for the Study’s 4.5% growth rate.

Later in the June 14 meeting, Commission members asked DLCD Staff member Meg Fernekees, specifically in reference to Mr. Just’s arguments, if she agreed that all references to TAZ data and conclusions drawn from their analysis should be removed.  She answered in the affirmative.

Therefore, all references to the 4.5% rate and its origins in the TGM study must be removed to fulfill the conditions of the remand order.  If the City wishes to use a rate of 4.5%, its factual basis must be established without reference to the TGM Study.

2.4.2 Table 3 (page 7), as presented, is inconsistent with the remand order.  The time periods must use 2000 as the recent endpoint.  Please see the May 24, 2002 staff report document, Appendix A, page 5 for the proper format and content.

2.4.3 The METRO population forecasts discussed on page 17 of the Findings are derived from TAZ data and analysis.  The remand order requires that they be removed.

2.4.4 The remand order requires data to be updated in response to the US 2000 Census.  Table 5 on page 19 has not been updated to reflect the 2000 Census data.  Data and conclusions contained in the TGM study must also be updated to verify their continued validity.  This work was not done.

We request that the City’s response to Remand Item #2 be remanded for correction of the above flaws.

3. Objections to Exhibit C (Remand Item #3)

3.1 Improper gross-to-net factor for residential lands

The Revised Land Need Calculations contained in Exhibit C lack a factual basis and are outside the scope of the remand order.  Specifically, the use of a 25% gross-to-net factor for residential lands represents a change from 20%.  This change was not required by the remand order, nor was it supported by any findings justifying the change.  This results in the land needs being overstated by 5.3 acres.

We request that the City be directed to reinstate the 20% rate, and further, be ordered to make no future changes of this sort without direction from the Commission.

3.2 Gross-to-net factors not permitted for certain land types

The Revised Land Need Calculations apply a gross-to-net ratio to schools, institutional, and park uses, despite being specifically directed by the remand order not to apply one.  (See the May 24 staff report, page 9, top paragraph.)  This results in the land needs being overstated by 6.4 acres.

We request that the City be directed to correct the land needs for these land types.

3.3 Land needs don’t account for mixed-use

The Revised Land Need Calculations fail to consider the potential for residential uses in commercial areas. The Land Need Calculations identify 6.25 acres of commercial use in the expansion areas.  Based on a typical density of 10 units/acre for mixed-use development, we estimate that this omission overstates the residential need by about 62 units, which would reduce the land need by about 7.4 acres.  When the 20% net-to-gross ratio is applied, the land need is reduced by about 8.8 acres.

We request that the City be directed to correct the land needs to account for this potential.

3.4 Land needs don’t account for accessory dwellings

The Revised Land Need Calculations fail to take into account new Comprehensive Plan provisions that increase potential dwelling units.  Specifically, the City must develop and substantiate a projection for the number of units that would be created under the recently adopted accessory dwelling unit provisions.  These additional units must then be subtracted from the residential need, and thus from the residential land need, similar to the above example.

We request that the City be directed to correct the land needs to account for this potential.

3.5 Infill and redevelopment opportunities omitted

3.5.1 The Revised Land Need Calculations fail to reconcile the large areas of potential mixed-use areas identified in the TGM study with those outlined in the Work Products and provided for in the Comprehensive Plan.

In order to comply with Goal 14’s requirement for efficient use of land within the UGB, all areas designated by the TGM study as “mixed use commercial corridor” and “commercial/mixed use nodes” must be studied by the City.  (See the map labeled Preliminary Town Plan East/North included in the TGM Study’s final report.)  The result of that study should be included in the City’s potential housing capacity or excluded by specific findings supporting their exclusion.  The City has not conducted this analysis nor developed such findings.

Friends of North Plains and CPO-8 conducted a lot-by-lot analysis of these areas in October, 1999 (see attached letter) and concluded that at 100% of their development potential these areas could accommodate 351 additional housing units.  Including these units in the existing inventory would reduce the residential land need by about 41.7 acres.  When the 20% net-to-gross ratio is applied, the land need would be reduced by about 50 acres.

3.5.2 As City Manager Don Otterman testified before the Commission in April, the City’s zoning ordinances were recently changed to allow residential uses in commercial zones.  The City needs to account for this increased residential housing potential within its current UGB.

We request that the City be directed to correct the land needs accordingly.

In summary, we have identified mathematical and other errors of omission that could reduce the City’s land needs by at least 70 acres.  We request that the City be directed to correct the land needs to account for these errors and omissions.

4. Objections to Exhibit D (Remand Item #4)

4.1 Flood plain can be used for parks and greenway

The Revised Land Need Calculations (see Exhibit C, Remand Item #3) include an Expansion Area Land Need Table, which includes 29.5 net acres of parks and greenways.  In Exhibit D, Section 15.02.120, this need is allocated to the East and North expansion areas.  However, it includes only the portion of exception land that is not in the flood plain.  The remaining flood plain area (5.4 acres in the East expansion area) 
 is suitable for use as parks or greenway, as stated in the “Open Space” and “Recreation” sub-sections.  Thus, the East expansion area should be reduced from 72.5 acres to 67.1 acres.

We request that the City be directed to reduce the size of the East expansion area accordingly.

5. Objections to Exhibit F (Remand Item #6)

5.1 Marginal lands not considered

On page 16 of Exhibit F, the City errs when it concludes, “The City further finds that the only land of potentially higher priority than the lands included in the North/East option is the South Exception Area.”

Summary findings without elaboration do not represent an adequate factual basis (Gonzales v. Lane County, 24 Or LUBA 251(1992)).  The above statement also ignores the potential for marginal lands as defined by ORS 197.247 that may exist in the vicinity of North Plains.

As LUBA found in the 1997 METRO Urban Reserves remand order:

“the term ‘marginal land’ …refers to a classification of lands pursuant to former ORS 197.247, a statutory provision adopted in 1983 and repealed in 1993.  (Or Laws 1993, ch 792, 55.)  During that period, only Washington County and Lane County exercised the option to designate certain lands as ‘marginal lands.’  It appears that Washington County designated approximately 41,000 acres of land as AF-20, a zone that identifies potential marginal lands.  Further, the county established a case-by-case process for the actual determination and designation of lands as ‘marginal’ under former ORS 197.247  (1991).  While that statute was repealed in 1993, ORS 215.316 recognizes the continuing validity of marginal lands designated by Washington County.” 

-- (LUBA 97-048)

We request that the City be directed to conduct an analysis of potential marginal lands in the vicinity of North Plains.
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Historical Trend

				YEAR		North Plains Population		North Plains growth		Washington County Population		Wash. County growth		% N. Plains/Wash. Co.

				1991		822		48		352,146		16946		0.0028

				1992		870		5		369,092		11500		0.0004

				1993		875		55		380,592		11000		0.005

				1994		930		80		391,592		8500		0.0094

				1995		1010		85		400,092		10500		0.008

				1996		1095		225		410,592		6500		0.0346

				1997		1320		185		417,092		8500		0.0217

				1998		1505		105		425,592		12600		0.0075

				1999		1610		-5		438,192		7150		-0.0007

		Census data		2000		1605				445,342
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		YEAR		Geometric Population		North Plains growth				Linear Population		North Plains growth

		1991		822		48				822		48

		1992		870		5				870		5

		1993		875		55				875		55

		1994		930		80				930		80

		1995		1010		85				1010		85

		1996		1095		225				1095		225

		1997		1320		185				1320		185

		1998		1505		105				1505		105

		1999		1610		-5				1610		-5

		2000		1605		n/a				1605		n/a

		2001		1677		72				1677		72

		2002		1753		75				1749		72

		2003		1832		79				1822		72

		2004		1914		82				1894		72

		2005		2000		86				1966		72

		2006		2090		90				2038		72

		2007		2184		94				2110		72

		2008		2282		98				2183		72

		2009		2385		103				2255		72

		2010		2493		107				2327		72

		2011		2605		112				2399		72

		2012		2722		117				2471		72

		2013		2844		122				2543		72

		2014		2972		128				2616		72

		2015		3106		134				2688		72

		2016		3246		140				2760		72

		2017		3392		146				2832		72

		2018		3545		153				2904		72

		2019		3704		160				2977		72

		2020		3871		167				3049		72

		2021		4045		174				3121		72

				4.5%/Yr						72 People/Yr



&CProjection Comparisons
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