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 May 8, 2014 

TO:  Land Conservation and Development Commission  
 
FROM: Carrie MacLaren, Deputy Director 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item 16, May 22-23, 2014, LCDC Meeting 
 

STRATEGIC PLAN: 
STATUS UPDATE 

 
I. AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY  
 
This item is a progress report regarding development of the department’s 2014-22 strategic plan. 
Department staff will provide an oral update to the commission at the May meeting. No action 
by the commission is required. 
 
The department originally projected completion of at least a draft Strategic Plan in March, but 
delayed work for several months to coordinate this effort with revisions to the Governor’s 10-
Year Plan, and to the budgeting process. That work is still continuing, but should be largely 
completed this month. Therefore, the department is recommending a new timeline which would 
allow for public comment over the summer and at the commission meeting in July, with a final 
product prepared in September.  
 
For additional information about this report, please contact Carrie MacLaren, Deputy Director, at 
503-934-0051, or by email at carrie.maclaren@state.or.us.  
 
II. ATTACHMENTS 
 
These document background and reference only. 
 

A. July 2013 Staff Report, introducing concept of a Long-Term Policy Agenda (now 
referred to as a strategic plan) 

B. November 2013 Status Update, describing the proposed construct and purpose of an 
updated strategic plan 

C. Governor’s 10-Year Plan http://www.oregon.gov/COO/Ten/Pages/index.aspx 
D. Department’s Current Strategic Plan http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/about_us.aspx 

mailto:carrie.maclaren@state.or.us
http://www.oregon.gov/COO/Ten/Pages/index.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/about_us.aspx
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 July 17, 2013 

TO:  Land Conservation and Development Commission  
 
FROM: Bob Rindy, Senior Policy Analyst 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item 9, July 25-26, 2013, LCDC Meeting 
 

LCDC POLICY AGENDA 
 

I. SUMMARY  
 
This item is the first of two scheduled opportunities for the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCDC) to discuss and make decisions about a policy and rulemaking agenda for 
the 2013-15 biennium.  Historically, the commission has approved a policy agenda at the 
beginning of each biennium, in the late summer or early fall, in order to guide policy work for 
the biennium. The department is recommending that the commission begin the discussion at its 
July meeting and reach a final decision on a policy agenda at its September 26-27, 2013, 
meeting.  
 
“Policy projects” for purposes of this report means efforts that are intended to cause new or 
amended land use policies, including but by no means limited to rulemaking or goal 
amendments.  Other types of policy projects include: task forces and workgroups established (by 
DLCD or others) convened to recommend or refine policy ideas; research projects to gather 
information to inform future policy development; efforts toward the development of future 
agency legislative proposals, and; other types of special projects that are expected to establish 
policy (such as the ongoing Southern Oregon Pilot Project regarding farm and forest land 
protection in that region).  
 
Previous policy agendas have established the commission’s policy priorities (and the 
department’s priorities) for the biennium only. The department is instead recommending that the 
overall policy agenda establish both a long-term and a near-term policy agenda. Initial 
department ideas for the policy agenda are summarized in Attachments A and B to this report. It 
is important to emphasize that these are preliminary proposals for discussion purposes. The 
department is recommending that the public and stakeholder groups be invited to participate in 
this discussion prior to and at the September meeting, and to submit comments and suggestions 
for the policy agenda.  
 
While recommending that this policy agenda provide a long term (five or ten-year) policy 
outlook in addition to a shorter (biennial) outlook, the department is also recommending that the 
policy agenda be informed by and, where possible, aligned with the ten-year outlook in the 
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Governor’s recommended budget for 2013-15. Following the Governor’s budget, the department 
recommends that the commission’s policy agenda establish long-term goals and strategies for a 
set of distinct, cross-cutting policy or program areas where continued policy improvements are 
critical to both the long-term and near-term success of the Oregon land use program.  
 
Along with the long-term view described above, this report recommends a near-term list of 
policy projects to guide department and commission work during the 2013-15 biennium. The 
recommended near-term projects include some that are already underway and several new policy 
projects that are required by laws enacted during the 2013 legislative session.  In addition, the 
department recommends consideration of several new near-term policy projects that, while not 
required by law, are of high importance and could be initiated this biennium if department 
resources permit.    
 
This item is also intended as a public hearing so that the commission may receive input from the 
public about the policy needs and priorities related to the land use program. Ideas not described 
in this report may be presented at the hearing or in writing. Due to the proximity of the 
legislative session with the preparation of this report, the department has not yet solicited input 
on the recommended policy agenda. The department will invite interested citizens and 
stakeholders to provide input before the September commission meeting.  
 
For additional information about this report, please contact Bob Rindy at 503-373-0050 ext 229, 
email at bob.rindy@state.or.us.  
 
II. DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION 
 
The department is recommending that the commission begin the discussion of the policy agenda 
at this (July) meeting, including public comment and a discussion about proposed policy 
priorities. The department requests that, in the July meeting, the commission attempt to provide 
more detailed direction to the department in framing a final policy agenda proposal for the 
September 26-27 LCDC meeting.  
 
The department’s recommendation is as follows:  
 

• Begin discussion of long-term policy goals that organize policy focus under broad cross-
cutting categories, such as program improvements, urban, rural, and coastal/natural 
resources;  

• Invite citizens and stakeholders to submit ideas and recommendations for policy projects, 
and to comment on the department proposal; 

• Align the long-term policy agenda with the governor’s 10-year plan, as well as with the 
department’s strategic goals; 

• Begin discussion of suggested near-term policy projects (i.e., for the 2013-15 biennium). 
The department has recommended a list (see Attachment A) that includes ongoing 
projects, legislatively required projects, and additional recommended projects if 
department resources are sufficient.  

 

mailto:bob.rindy@state.or.us
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III. OVERVIEW 
 
The commission began approving biennial policy agendas in 1993 in order to focus and schedule 
its policy response to outstanding issues and concerns. LCDC has continued that practice ever 
since. The statewide planning program faces unique policy challenges that tend to come into 
focus at the start of each biennium, often in response to new legislation but also due to:  recent 
court decisions interpreting the program, policy concerns that have surfaced in the course of 
LCDC reviews of local comprehensive plans and periodic reviews, and a variety of other 
circumstances. The new 2013-15 biennium is no exception and there are a number of pressing 
issues both ongoing and new.  
 
In accordance with state law, the commission and the department are charged with maintaining, 
improving and updating the state land use program through rulemaking and other actions such as 
legislative proposals. In this role, the commission periodically monitors and assesses the status of 
the land use program and responds to current land use planning issues based on input from the 
public, the department, the governor and the legislature. More specifically, under ORS 197.040 
LCDC must:  

• Adopt, amend and revise goals consistent with regional, county and city concerns; 
• Adopt and amend policies that the commission considers necessary to carry out state land 

use laws; 
• Prepare, collect, or provide land use inventories (or cause to be provided); 
• Appoint advisory committees to aid the commission in carrying out ORS chapters 195, 

196 and 197, and to provide technical and other assistance, as the commission considers 
necessary, to each such committee; and  

• Review the land use planning responsibilities and authorities given to the state, regions, 
counties and cities, review the resources available to each level of government and make 
recommendations to the Legislative Assembly to improve the administration of the 
statewide land use program. 

 
The approval of a policy agenda is not a mandatory exercise for the commission, but it does 
provide a way to fulfill the requirements in law described above. While the agenda is intended to 
help the commission and the department identify, schedule, and manage policy work tasks, the 
commission’s approval of a policy agenda does not necessarily bind the commission or the 
department to pursuing all the projects on the agenda, nor does it prevent the pursuit of 
additional projects that are not listed.  The intent of the agenda is to provide a road map for the 
commission, and to direct staff regarding policy activities. It also informs the public and 
stakeholders about policy work that is underway or intended. The commission typically revisits 
and updates its policy agenda halfway through the biennium.  
 
When considering its policy agenda, and as it carries out projects on the agenda, the commission 
follows its Citizen Involvement Guidelines for Policy Development (Attachment C). The 
commission also invites comments and recommendations from local governments and other 
stakeholders. In recommending a policy agenda, the department considers the agency’s budget 
and staff levels, its ongoing core responsibilities, and other needs and available resources.  
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IV.  PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATION FOR POLICY AGENDA 
 
Long-Term Outlook. The department is recommending that, for the first time, this policy 
agenda should establish both a long-term as well as a near-term plan for policy work. The 
department suggests that the commission’s policy agenda should begin with a long-term outlook 
with respect to state land use policy goals. Consistent with this long term look, the department is 
also recommending that the commission approve a list of near-term policy projects for the 2013-
15 biennium, and a list of individual projects for future subsequent biennia (see Attachment A).  
 
In recommending a long-term outlook, the commission should consider the current DLCD 
Mission and Strategic Goals (Attachment D). Further, the commission should align this outlook 
with the Governor’s recommended budget for 2013-15. That budget was presented in the context 
of a “ten year outlook,” which marked a significant departure from previous biennial budgets. 
The Governor’s budget “was prepared with a long-term framework to guide it, built on strategic 
priorities and outcomes rather than existing programs, and it aims to achieve ambitious goals 
over the next decade.”  The Governor’s budget emphasizes and is built around five “cross-
cutting priorities that Oregonians have identified as critical to securing a prosperous future,” 
concerning Education, Jobs and Innovation, Healthy People, Safety, and Healthy Environment. 
For each of these “priorities,” the budget establishes 10-Year Goals, Strategies & Metrics.  
 
The Governor’s 10-Year Goals, Strategies & Metrics. The Governor’s plan outlines five 
priorities or “outcome areas,” specifically:  Education, Jobs & Innovation, Healthy People, 
Safety, and Healthy Environment. For each of these areas, the plan establishes a 10-year Goal 
(“What we want to accomplish”), a Strategy (“How we get there”), and Success Metrics (“How 
we measure progress”).  Not all of these areas intersect with the state land use program and the 
work of the commission. However, the department recommends that the policy agenda be 
aligned with at least two of these outcome areas: Healthy Environment and Jobs and Innovation.  
 
The Governor’s plan for a Healthy Environment establishes a 10-year goal, that “Oregon’s 
environment is healthy and sustains our communities and economy.”  The plan recommends 
several “strategies” to achieve the goal and among those the following strategies seem to have 
the most relevance to the land use program:1  
 

• Simplify Oregon’s land use program and develop new tools to sustain working farms and 
forestland, 

• Help local governments invest in improved water and wastewater systems, 
• Increase access and availability to transit, rail, bicycle, and pedestrian travel, 
• Balance ecological and economic interests to improve the health of watersheds, and fish 

and wildlife habitat,  
• Implement Oregon’s Ten Year Energy Action Plan.  

 

                                              
1One of the statewide metrics to measure progress toward this goal is expressed as: “Wildland forest loss is limited 
to 2,500 acres per year and intensive agricultural land loss to 3,500 acres per year.” The department should consider 
ways to align with this metric in its key performance measures.  
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The Governor’s plan for Jobs and Innovation establishes the 10-year goal that “Oregon has a 
diverse and dynamic economy that provides jobs and prosperity for all Oregonians.”  
Under this goal, the plan recommends several “strategies” to achieve the goal, and among those, 
the following seem to have the most relevance to the land use program:   

• Grow Oregon’s traded sector and industry clusters, 
• Support regional solutions and align local, regional, and state economic development 

priorities,  
• Improve the regulatory environment for large and small businesses, and 
• Maintain a balance of sustainable timber supply and environmental protection on private 

and state forest lands. 
 
In summary, the commission’s long-term policy agenda should align with the governor’s 10-year 
outlook, especially those elements described above, including Goals2 (“What we want to 
accomplish”) and Strategies (“How we get there”). A preliminary way to accomplish this is 
outlined below.   
 
Recommended Long-Term Outlook for the LCDC Policy Agenda: The department is 
recommending that the commission follow the model of the governor’s budget in establishing its 
long-term policy agenda, and that this long-term agenda be aligned with the Governor’s ten year 
outlook to the extent possible. In other words, the LCDC policy agenda should be organized 
around a set of distinct, cross-cutting priority areas that both define the Oregon land use program 
and where clear goals and strategies are critical to the long-term success of the program. For 
each of these priority areas the policy agenda should express long-term goals, a set of strategies 
to achieve the long-term goals, and (ultimately but not now) a set of metrics to measure progress 
toward these goals, which may include new or revised performance measures.  
 
Preliminarily, it is recommended that these over-arching “priority areas” or “categories” with 
respect to the long-term policy agenda for the land use program should consist of the following:  

• Program Improvement 
• Urban and Urbanizable Land 
• Farm, Forest and other Rural Lands 
• Coastal and Natural Resources (including hazards and climate change initiatives). 

 
There are certainly other possible ways to organize the long-term agenda around cross-cutting 
priority categories and the department is open to suggestions in this regard. There has been some 
discussion about trying to organize around “urban” and “rural communities,” i.e., in the more 
traditional understanding of the terms “urban and rural” where smaller communities are 
considered “rural” and “urban” would apply to larger population centers. However, in part 
because of the distinctly different definitions of those terms in land use parlance, and because the 
goals for urban policy are generally no different inside the UGBs of smaller, more rural 
communities than for larger “urban communities,” the department is instead recommending the 

                                              
2 We should consider whether to use a different term than “goals” to avoid confusion with “the statewide planning 
goals.” 
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four categories bulleted above. For each of these categories, this report suggests – for discussion 
purposes – the following long-term goals and strategies:  
 

Program Improvement 
 
Recommended Long-Term Goals: Improve Oregon’s land use planning program and develop 
and coordinate strategic initiatives with other state agencies and local governments.   
 
Recommended Strategies: 

• Wind down periodic review and engage stakeholders to establish new viable methods to 
ensure local plans are kept up to date (including replacing periodic review as the trigger 
for key programs and outcomes).   

• Update state agency coordination rules and other tools and reinvest in efforts to update 
coordination agreements with agencies that operate programs that affect land use.   

• Continue to improve and streamline core procedures for land use notice, review and 
appeal.  

• Simplify, streamline, and improve the effectiveness of both regulatory and non-regulatory 
methods to achieve statewide, regional and local land use outcomes expressed by the 
statewide planning goals.   

• Maintain and improve citizen involvement in both state and local planning and advance 
public outreach and education with respect to the statewide land use program.  

• Provide local government with services and resources to support their comprehensive 
planning processes.   

 
Urban and Urbanizable Land 

 
Recommended Long-Term Goals: Promote sustainable, vibrant communities that provide a 
healthy environment, sustain a prosperous economy, and ensure a desirable quality of life. 
Encourage continued improvement in urban efficiency and assist cities to create well-functioning 
communities that are desirable places to live and work. 
 
Recommended Strategies:  

• Establish a new simplified process for UGB amendments as provided in HB 2254. 
• Continue to improve and clarify key provisions of agency rules regarding employment 

land planning (including processes for jurisdictions that choose to not use the new 
simplified UGB rules).   

• Improve procedures and requirements for urban reserve planning to improve clarity and 
avoid adversely affecting farm land.  

• Provide new, effective methods to encourage affordable housing in urban areas and to 
provide all citizens of the state housing choices to meet their needs with respect to 
housing type, location, and price. 

• Convene key stakeholders to advance land use and other strategies to ensure adequate 
public facilities are planned and provided to support urban development on urban and 
urbanizable land. 

• Increase access and availability to transit, rail, bicycle, and pedestrian travel. 



Agenda Item 9 
July 25-26, 2013 LCDC Meeting 

Page 7 of 17 
 

• Convene key agencies, stakeholders, and experts to identify barriers and develop policies 
to make it easier to carry out planned development within existing urban areas. 

• Reduce the time and expense of UGB amendments and make amendments more 
predictable, particularly for smaller cities. 

• Focus state and local planning on areas that are growing most rapidly. 
• Continue to participate in the Regional Solutions Centers to develop collaborative 

regional partnerships. 
 
(Note: Below are the governor’s long-term strategies; consider aligning with these in 
establishing LCDC strategies regarding urbanization) 

• “Grow Oregon’s traded sector and industry clusters; “Increase access and availability 
to transit, rail, bicycle, and pedestrian travel;  

• “Support regional solutions and align local, regional, and state economic development 
priorities; 

• “Improve the regulatory environment for large and small businesses.” 
 
 

Farm, Forest and other Rural lands: 
 

Recommended Long-Term Goal:  Steward the state’s working farm and forest land base, 
develop new tools to sustain working farms and forest management, and prevent sprawl.  
 
Recommended Strategies:   

• Maintain and enhance policies to preserve farm and forest land and resource management 
activities occurring on those lands, including standards for land divisions, dwellings and 
related uses. 

• Promote the use of new tools and techniques to achieve permanent protection of highly 
productive farm and forest land in key locations. 

• Explore innovative and flexible approaches to recognize regional circumstances that 
should be reflected in farm and forest protection methods.  

• Develop and implement measures to limit conflicts and cumulative impacts of nonfarm 
uses on farm and forest operations. 

• Prevent rural residential sprawl and its adverse impacts on UGBs, public facilities, 
resource management, wildlife habitat and wildfire.  

 
 (Note: below are the governor’s strategies to consider, align and include with LCDC strategies) 

• develop new tools to sustain working farms and forestland;  
• Maintain a balance of sustainable timber supply while sustaining environmental 

protections on public and private forest lands;  
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Coastal and Natural Resources 
 
Recommended Long-Term Goal: Protect ocean, coastal and natural resources for future 
generations and ensure that Oregon’s communities are resilient to natural hazards. 
 
Recommended Strategies:   

• Maintain and enhance Oregon’s estuary planning program through continued inventories 
and trend assessments and programmatic changes in response to new information.  

• Help communities be more sustainable in the face of natural hazards, including coastal 
erosion, tsunamis, earthquakes, flooding, and drought. 

• Build on the Climate Change Adaptation Framework and continue to monitor and 
improve Oregon’s response to the effects of climate change on communities, 
infrastructure, and the natural environment.   

• Protect natural resources in all areas of the state and conserve scenic, historic, and open 
space resources by guiding development to less sensitive areas.  

 
 
V.  PROPOSED NEAR-TERM POLICY PROJECTS 
 
In addition to, and consistent with the long-term goals and strategies, the department 
recommends that this policy agenda include a set of near-term policy projects for the 2013-15 
biennium. These are described in greater detail in the next section.  
 
For all the near-term projects described here, mandatory or otherwise, this report provides only a 
summary of the intent of the project. The department is prepared to provide additional detail at 
the commission meeting. Attachment A to this report, Proposed Policy Agenda Matrix, provides 
an at-a-glance summary of the recommended near-term (and long-term) projects.  
 
This report does not discuss specific ideas for future LCDC legislative proposals but the 
department is mindful of the limited opportunities for agencies to propose legislation and the 
lengthy required timelines in advance of the session for agencies proposing legislation. Agencies 
must propose legislation at the beginning of April 2014 in order for DAS and the Governor’s 
office to consider and approve such proposals. Policy work leading up to proposed legislation 
must begin well in advance of this mandatory deadline.  
 
To display near-term project proposals for the 2013-15 Biennium, the department has organized 
near term projects in two different ways. First, under the four cross-cutting focus areas 
recommended above for the long term. Second, the same projects, but organized under the 
following three categories: ongoing projects, mandated projects, and additional recommended 
projects.  In this second list (below) the department provides more detailed information about 
particular projects.  
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Near Term Subjects by Priority Area:   
 

• Programmatic:  
o Keeping plans up-to-date: Establish work group to consider periodic review (PR) 

and related issues, including need to replace current PR “trigger” for other issues 
and programs; new methods for keeping plans up to date; eventual phase-out of 
PR program due to HB 2254) 

o State agency coordination (SAC): Renew and update state agency coordination 
program, including SAC agreements with 2 to 4 particular agencies, and an 
assessment and evaluation of needed administrative rules updates (rulemaking to 
be pursued in the subsequent biennium).  

o Streamline PAPA notice provisions (electronic and other ideas) 
o Establish work group to develop improved processes for local “legislative land 

use decisions”3 
o Citizen involvement and land use program outreach improvements (with CIAC) 
o TPR “housekeeping” rule amendments.  

 
• Urban and Urbanizable Land: 

o UGB rulemaking to implement new statutes (HB 2254) 
o Population forecast rules (in conjunction with PSU in response to HB 2253) 
o Transportation Planning (OSTI outreach and implementation) 
o Infrastructure planning and Finance: Public facilities service agreements forum 

with stakeholders  
o Industrial Lands Planning/Economic Development Planning policy improvements 

(Goal 9 rules “phase 2” and related tasks) 
 

• Farm, Forest and Other Rural Lands: 
o Youth Camps rulemaking 
o Southern Oregon Pilot project 
o Implementation of Metolius TDOs (workgroup to evaluate use at Aspen Lakes) 
o Housekeeping required by new farm and forest related legislation 
o Measure 49 transfer of development rights (TDR) refinement 
o Farmland protection program improvements (commercial activities, events, etc) 

 
• Coastal and Natural Resources (including hazards and climate change initiatives): 

o CZARA 
o Estuary Planning and development of tools 
o ESA and floodplain revisions (initiated at federal level) 
o Ocean Planning for non-territorial sea with BOEM 
o Development of statewide hazard plan  
o Participate in Sage Grouse Conservation Partnership (SageCon taskforce) 
o Solar facilities rulemaking 

                                              
3 This will include efforts to address local government concerns that appellants are not required to raise all issues 
with specificity in local “legislative” hearings.  
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Proposed Near-Term Policy Project List:  
 
A.   Ongoing Projects from 2011-2013 Biennium 
 
The list below includes projects that are already underway from the previous policy agenda:  
 
1. Southern Oregon Pilot Project: This was included in the 2009-2011 policy agenda as a 

pilot project consistent with 2009 legislation (HB 2229). That legislation was based on 
recommendations from the Big Look Task Force to explore regional decision making.  The 
project anticipated that a single county would reanalyze farm and forestland designations 
under current statewide planning goals, after rulemaking by the department and commission. 
The department began preliminary work on this project in the spring of 2011, but suspended 
work on it in response to (unsuccessful) 2011 legislation on similar topics focused on 
Southern Oregon counties. A subsequent Executive Order 12-07, supported by a legislatively 
approved funding package, transitioned this project into the Southern Oregon Regional Pilot 
Project focusing on Jackson, Josephine and Douglas counties. Work began in earnest on this 
project in December of 2012, and is expected to produce a petition for rulemaking to LCDC 
in the winter of 2013. 
 

2. Consider how ODOT’s Statewide Transportation Strategy for reducing Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions relates to Statewide Planning Program: HB 2001 – adopted by the 2009 
Legislature – directs state agencies to take a series of actions to help meet the state’s 
greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction goals. The commission adopted rules setting GHG 
reduction targets for the state’s metropolitan areas in 2011 and adopted rules guiding Metro 
in the development and adoption of a preferred land use and transportation scenario to meet 
its GHG reduction target in 2012.   Other provisions of HB 2001 direct the Oregon 
Transportation Commission (OTC) to adopt a statewide transportation strategy that outlines 
how the state can meet state GHG reduction goals for the transportation sector.  The OTC 
“endorsed” a draft strategy in spring 2013, and is now working on an “implementation plan” 
for the strategy that will identify more specific actions to carry out the strategy – including 
identifying other partner agencies to help implement the Statewide Transportation Strategy 
(STS).  The STS includes a number of land use and land use related strategies and actions – 
including reduced UGB expansions, an increase in compact development, significant 
increases in transit service in metropolitan areas and significant increases in walking and 
cycling for short trips.  While the land use planning program is generally supportive of these 
outcomes, it is likely that new or additional efforts would be needed to achieve the changes 
called for in the STS.  ODOT staff has indicated that they will be reaching out to affected 
agencies (including DLCD) to engage in dialogue about this work.  In the past, OTC and 
LCDC have convened a joint subcommittee to conduct such discussions.  That approach may 
be useful here.   
 

3. Electronic Submission of PAPAs: This rulemaking to authorize electronic submission of 
local government notices of proposed and adopted plan amendments is underway and 
scheduled for adoption at the commission’s September meeting.  
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4. Potential Sage Grouse Listing under ESA:  In early 2012, the Oregon Sage Grouse 
Conservation Partnership (SageCon) was convened by the Governor’s Office, BLM and the 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) to serve as an ongoing opportunity for 
interagency and inter-stakeholder coordination on issues related to sagebrush and sage grouse 
habitat conservation. The group has been broadly divided into state and federal teams with 
the state team directed to begin work on an “All Lands, All Threats” plan for nonfederal 
lands to complement efforts being conducted by the federal agencies. Four workgroups have 
been established to assist Oregon’s efforts: Fire and Invasives, Habitat Fragmentation, 
Mitigation and a Technical Team. Each group includes one or more core state agencies and is 
led by a member of the Governor’s Staff. The state’s goal is to demonstrate that listing the 
sage grouse as a threatened or endangered species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
is not necessary. (See LCDC Agenda Item 7) 
 

5. Estuary Planning: The department is in the midst of a major update of the estuary portion of 
the statewide planning program. Several projects are under way currently that will feed into 
future updates of estuary plans on the coast. Current projects include the Estuary Project of 
Special Merit that will update estuary inventory information available to local government 
and the public. The department also has a contract to begin an estuary trends assessment. The 
agency is also conducting an internal regulatory assessment to determine what types of 
streamlining or other improvements may be needed in the regulatory framework with regard 
to estuaries.   
 

6. Ocean Planning: Work with state and federal agencies and stakeholders to identify a 
geographic location description or area within the Oregon Ocean Stewardship Area where 
federal consistency will apply to renewable energy proposals. 

 
B.   New Policy Projects Required by the 2013 Legislature 
 
1. UGB Rulemaking (HB 2254): The legislation proposed by UGAC simplifies the UGB 

process, but is to be implemented through LCDC rules adopted within the next 18 months. 
This rulemaking will be very complex. The commission must design new UGB methods for 
small and large cities, and the new methods must meet certain performance standards 
ensuring an adequate supply of land for development over a 14-year period, ensuring that 
growth is efficient and that the rate of conversion of farm and forest lands does not increase 
in major regions of the state. The rules must require cities to show that they have at least 
seven years of serviceable lands within the UGB (rather than the current 20-year supply of 
land that is not necessarily serviceable), and that all lands added to the UGB under the new 
methods are suitable for urbanization.  The rules also must require cities to plan and zone 
lands to meet requirements for needed housing, and to avoid significant adverse effects on 
key transportation facilities.  
 

2. Population Forecasting Rulemaking (HB 2253): This legislation places the responsibility 
for population forecasting with the Population Forecasting Center at Portland State 
University and provides rulemaking responsibility to the university “in consultation with the 
department” to carry out this program. However, the legislation also requires LCDC, in 
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consultation with the State Board of Higher Education, to adopt rules to implement the 
population forecasting program and to regulate the “transition from population forecasts 
produced [under statutes in effect immediately before the bill] to the application of 
population forecasts produced [under the new legislation].” 

 
3. Rulemaking to Authorize Youth Camps on Farmland (HB 3098): This bill authorizes 

youth camps in EFU zones, and requires LCDC to engage in rule-making based on current 
rules authorizing youth camps in forest zones. This bill was in response to a request for 
expansion of the Younglife facilities in Jefferson County.  
 

4. Budget Note: As a result of a Central Oregon Cities Organization (COCO) legislative 
proposal (which did not pass), a budget note was adopted by the 2013 legislature requiring 
the department to convene stakeholders to study ways process improvements and appeals 
standards with respect to “legislative” amendments to local land use plans and ordinances, 
and to report back to the 2015 legislature. One such issue raised in the proposed legislation 
concerned the doctrine of “raise it or waive it,” which currently applies to quasi-judicial land 
use proposals at the local level, but not to “legislative” amendments.  For quasi-judicial 
amendments, appellants may only raise issues to LUBA that were raised in a local 
proceeding with enough specificity for the local government to address the concern. 
However, in such proceedings, local governments are required to provide notice that 
sufficiently describes proposals and standards that will be used to judge such proposals, and 
timelines are set to ensure adequate time to raise issues prior to final adoption. However, 
notice for “legislative proposals” (typically broad plan amendments such as UGB 
amendments) do not have such notice safeguards, so any proposal to provide for “raise it or 
waive it” would need to include significant adjustments to notice for such amendments.   

 
5. Housekeeping: Align DLCD Rules with New Legislation: This would combine rulemaking 

into a single project to address statutory changes, including the following:  
• HB 2393 – small-scale poultry processing;  
• HB 2441 – agricultural buildings in forest zones;  
• HB 2704 – transmission line review criteria;  
• HB 2746 – EFU replacement dwellings;  
• HB 3125 – forest land division changes; 

 
C.  New Policy Projects Recommended by the Department 
 
1. Revise “Wildlife Standard” for Solar Projects: In February 2013, the Co-Chairs of the 

2012 House Interim Committee on Energy, Environment and Water sent a letter to the LCDC 
chair requesting that the commission “undertake a rulemaking to amend the current wildlife 
standard that applies to the siting of solar projects on farmland.” The letter included an 
attachment with specific wording recommended by a workgroup appointed by the interim 
committee. The commission should convene a workgroup to consider and make 
recommendations regarding these or other proposed amendment to administrative rules on 
this topic (OAR-660-033-0130(38)(h)). 

 



Agenda Item 9 
July 25-26, 2013 LCDC Meeting 

Page 13 of 17 
 

2. Metolius TDO’s: HB 3536 authorizing significant new resort development at the existing 
Aspen Lakes golf course in Deschutes County did not pass. However, as a result of 
discussions with legislators and the Governor’s office during consideration of this bill, the 
department agreed to sponsor a stakeholder group discussion in the interim to evaluate 
options to transfer the previously authorized Metolius “transferred development 
opportunities” (TDO’s) to the current Cyrus family property at Aspen Lakes. These TDO’s 
were created through legislation in 2009 that protected the Metolius, and ultimately they 
may be exercised, somewhere, if not necessarily on this property. 

 
3. Urban Service Agreements: Legislation considered in the 2013 session (HB 3124) would 

have required urban service agreements between special districts and cities by a date-certain. 
The bill did not pass, but as a result of discussions the department agreed to reconvene the 
ad-hoc workgroup that was discussing this issue just prior to the session. While state law 
requires such agreements, that law is implemented through periodic review and compliance 
has been very spotty. The department’s legislation (HB 2254) requires service agreements for 
cities over 10,000 that opt to use the “new UGB process,” but special districts will continue 
to push for completion of these agreements for other cities that do not choose to use the new 
process. The department sponsored a discussion of these issues, as a facilitated subcommittee 
of the UGAC, at the end of 2012. The interests participating in that discussion generally 
agreed that they had made considerable progress in identifying issues and beginning to work 
on ideas to resolve them. 
 

4. Metolius TDOs: Legislation proposed in the 2013 session (HB 3536) would have authorized 
significant new resort development at the existing Aspen Lakes golf course in Deschutes 
County. It did not pass; however, as a result of discussions with legislators and the 
Governor’s office during consideration of this bill, the department agreed to sponsor a 
stakeholder group discussion in the interim to evaluate options to transfer the previously 
authorized Metolius “transferred development opportunities” (TDO’s) to the current Cyrus 
family property at Aspen Lakes. These TDO’s were created through legislation in 2009 that 
protected the Metolius, and ultimately they may be exercised, somewhere, if not necessarily 
on this property. 
 

5. Measure 49: Administrative rules are needed to define and clarify how counties can 
authorize transfer of development rights (TDR) programs for Measure 49 properties. 
Approximately 4950 new Measure 49 (M49) dwellings are authorized on EFU and Forest 
land. Some (or many) of these potential dwelling rights could be “transferred” to other lands 
if a functioning TDR program was established for M49 properties. Currently there is no such 
program, although M49 itself provides authorization for such a program.  

 
6. Periodic Review Replacement: Over the past ten to fifteen years, legislation has 

substantially narrowed the scope of periodic review (PR), ultimately by exempting small 
cities (less than 10,000 in population), and all counties, from the requirement to follow the 
statutory PR process. Legislation (HB 2254) on UGB simplification provides that cities using 
the new UGB methods are not required to go through periodic review. The phasing out of 
this process has many ramifications that need to be carefully considered:  
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• Local land use plans are increasingly out of date. Many land use plans have not been 
updated since acknowledgement in early- to mid-1980s. As this time period continues to 
lengthen, concern will only increase.  Lack of funding is likely the main reason local 
governments do not update their plans, but also the controversy and attention to other 
priorities funded by steadily decreasing local budgets. Periodic review has provided both 
funding and assistance, and requires that local governments prioritize update work. With 
diminished funding, and ultimately with the phasing out of periodic review, new 
strategies will be needed to ensure plans are updated.  

• Several rules and laws are triggered only by periodic review. Many LCDC rules and 
statutes name periodic review as the “trigger” for planning to implement a variety of 
particular requirements. As a result of the narrowed scope of PR, many of these 
requirements have not been implemented for most cities and counties. This includes some 
specific requirements for housing planning, transportation system plan updates, airport 
planning, and many types of natural and cultural resources under Goal 5. State laws 
mandating coordination agreements among districts and local governments are triggered 
only by periodic review, as are laws about buildable land inventories (land subject to 
open space tax assessment) and planning for manufactured dwelling parks. Remedying 
this, such as establishing new deadlines or other “triggers” for local compliance, would 
be complex and highly controversial, and would require a combination of new rules and 
laws, as well as funding and – most important – buy-in by local governments and the 
legislature. Some of these requirements could be revised or removed, either by the 
legislature or LCDC.  

• Phasing out periodic review. HB 2254 Periodic Review is replaced for some but not all 
cities by HB 2254: New legislation provides a more streamlined UGB process, and 
expressly waives periodic review for cities that use the new process. However, it is 
anticipated that some cities will not use the new process, and as such, those cities will 
still be required to enter periodic review. Also, the new legislation does not apply to 
Metro area cities. Over the long term, and perhaps even in the near term, a decreasing 
number of cities will enter PR. The department will thus be maintaining and operating a 
significant land use program (PR) that only applies to a relatively few cities in the state.  

 
7. State Agency Coordination: State agencies are increasingly seeking to update state agency 

coordination agreements. Under ORS 197.040(2)(e), LCDC must “Coordinate planning 
efforts of state agencies to assure compliance with goals and compatibility with city and 
county comprehensive plans.” Under ORS 197.180, State agencies shall carry out their duties 
with respect to programs affecting land use in compliance with statewide goals and rules and 
in a manner compatible with acknowledged comprehensive plans and land use regulations. 
The department last updated state agency coordination (SAC) agreements in administrative 
rules in 1989. Most SAC agreements for agencies that conduct programs that concern land 
use were adopted around 1990 and have not been updated since. The department proposed 
successful legislation in 2009 which modified statutes and indicated DLCD “should” update 
the SAC processes and revise related rules (OAR 660, divisions 30, 31). The department’s 
and related agencies’ budgets do not include funding for this project and therefore it has not 
been pursued. The work to update rules (OAR 660, div. 30 and div. 31) is substantial by 
itself. Work on particular agency agreements will generally require staff and other resources 
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for each agency. Several agencies have expressed an interest in updating their SAC 
agreement.  
 

8. Metro Area Boundary Issues: Metro has made a concerted attempt to follow streams and 
other natural features in establishing its UGB and its urban reserve boundaries. However, that 
tends to leave many properties with portions inside the boundary and portions outside. As a 
result, annexation and development is turning out to be difficult for the “urban” portion of 
lands that straddle the UGB or Reserve boundaries. In order to annex only part of the 
property, local governments generally conclude that such properties would need to be 
divided because the portion outside the UGB should not be included in the annexation. 
However, often the ‘remainder’ portion of a property outside the boundary is smaller than the 
required minimum lot size for farm (or forest) land. It is likely this will require a statute 
change, but the department should explore whether there are administrative rule options 
available.  
 

9. Citizen Involvement: The commission’s Citizen Involvement Advisory Committee (CIAC) 
has been tasked with recommending methods to further citizen involvement that do not cost 
local governments or that reduce costs for local government. A list of ideas and other 
recommendations are anticipated early in the 2013-15 biennium.   
 

10. TPR Housekeeping: Two “housekeeping” adjustments to OAR 660, div. 12, transportation 
planning rules should be considered:  
• Amend TPR to exempt Milton-Freewater from TPR’s requirements for metropolitan 

areas.   TPR requires newly designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) areas 
to develop “regional TSPs” that meet the TPR within 3 years of designation.   This year 
three new metropolitan areas will be designated.  In addition to Albany and Grants Pass, 
Milton-Freewater is (per federal rules) part of the Walla-Walla metropolitan area.   We 
faced a similar situation in 1991 because Rainier is part of the Longview-Kelso 
metropolitan area.   We addressed this by excluding Rainier from the definition of a 
“metropolitan area” in 0005(14).    The logical extension of this approach is to amend the 
rule to exempt Milton-Freewater as well.   (FYI, Milton-Freewater is roughly 7000 
population, Rainier 2000).  

• Change TPR references to MPOs for local governments in metropolitan areas: In 2006, 
the Commission amended the TPR to clarify requirements for planning in metropolitan 
areas.  A new rule was added to clarify how federally required planning should be done 
by MPOs related to TPR required planning done by cities and counties.  These changes 
recognized that the TPR doesn’t directly regulate MPOs (because they don’t make land 
use decisions).  The 2006 amendments called for but did not make corresponding 
amendments to certain rules in the TPR. As such, these rules include outdated references 
to “MPOs” that need to be corrected for consistency.     

 
11. Industrial Lands (Goal 9): Several new ideas for economic development planning, 

especially with regard to employment land in UGBs, were considered by UGAC. Some of 
these were included in HB 2254 and became law, but will need refining in the rulemaking 
process. In addition, several ideas were put forward in a separate piece of legislation, HB 
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2255, which did not pass. However, additional ideas for further policy refinements in Goal 9 
should be considered. When the commission completed major amendments to the Goal 9 
rules in 2005, they agreed that a “second phase” rulemaking should be considered “soon” 
with emphasis on resolving some Goal 9 questions in the context of the Metro UGB.  The 
recent Metro UGB and Metro urban reserve decisions by LCDC demonstrated that there is a 
considerable amount of disagreement as to how Goal 9 and “employment needs” should be 
applied in the Metro area. The commission should consider refining this policy and resolving 
this confusion.     
 

12. Farmland Protection Improvements. A range of possible activities is identified below, 
pending further analysis of work load, the department may only be able to address a near-
term need to clarify agri-tourism related rules. Depending resources, possible additional 
projects include:  
• Rulemaking to address commercial activities in conjunction with farm use” and provide 

additional clarification. Recent interpretations, bolstered by the lack of definition and 
court decisions, have provided unanticipated ways around safeguards in the “events” and 
“winery” statutes developed over the past several years.  

• Clarify allowed events and activities in EFU zones not related to on-site agriculture and 
not limited in number or type in a manner that minimize impacts on nearby agriculture.    

 
 
VI.  PREDICTED BASE WORKLOAD FOR THE DEPARTMENT 
 
The department’s capacity to pursue policy projects is constrained by the availability of staff and 
other resources. While the department is funded and directed to pursue policy work described 
above, the majority of the agency’s staff and resources are focused on the core work of the 
department, especially ongoing assistance and advice to local communities. The policy agenda is 
in large part intended to focus limited department policy staff and resources on the key projects 
the legislature and commission considers necessary or highest priority in order to maintain and 
improve state statewide land use policy.  
 
In recommending near-term policy work, the department is mindful of the resources needed for 
its core responsibilities, DLCD’s “base workload” for purposes of this report. DLCD’s base 
workload is described below very summarily through rough estimates of the amount of program 
staff and other resources necessary to perform periodic review, technical assistance and a large 
number of other mandated responsibilities. In general, this workload is borne by program staff 
assigned to support these responsibilities, but much of this work also demands time and effort by 
the commission as well as grant resources.  
 
A significant portion of the base workload (and a key constraint for the commission to consider 
in establishing its policy agenda) is indicated by the number of jurisdictions entering periodic 
review and the number of UGB decisions expected to be coming to LCDC for review over the 
next two years. For the 2013-15 biennium:  
 

• Nine jurisdictions are in periodic review currently. It is unknown how much time these 
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reviews will take, but some will be significant and several may come in around the same 
time later this biennium. The department does not expect to require any new jurisdictions 
enter into periodic review in the 2013-15 biennium.  

• DLCD regional representatives have identified at least 14 cities that are currently 
working on UGB amendments and that are likely to be submitted to the department for 
review during 2013-15.   

• Umatilla and Morrow counties are currently working on a re-use plan for the Umatilla 
Chemical Depot, a major plan amendment.  

• Damascus is still working on the development of its comprehensive plan and 
implementing regulations, due for review by the department in August. 

 
Core staff also manages periodic review and technical assistance grants and plan amendments, 
and given the current budget climate, DLCD staff’s “hands-on” technical assistance is crucial to 
some smaller cities and counties. The base workload also includes tasks managed by the Coastal 
and Planning Services divisions.  
 
VI. RECOMMENDATION 
 
The department is recommending that the commission begin the discussion of the policy agenda 
at this (July) meeting, including public comment and a discussion about proposed policy 
priorities. The department requests that, in the July meeting, the commission attempt to provide 
more detailed direction to the department in framing a final policy agenda proposal for the 
September 26-27 LCDC meeting.  
 
The department’s recommendation is as follows:  
 

• Begin discussion of long-term policy goals that organize policy focus under broad cross-
cutting categories, such as program improvements, urban, rural, and coastal/natural 
resources;  

• Invite citizens and stakeholders to submit ideas and recommendations for policy projects, 
and to comment on the department proposal; 

• Align the long-term policy agenda with the governor’s 10-year plan, as well as with the 
department’s strategic goals; 

• Begin discussion of suggested near-term policy projects (i.e., for the 2013-15 biennium). 
The department has recommended a list (see Attachment A) that includes ongoing 
projects, legislatively required projects, and additional recommended projects if 
department resources are sufficient. 

  
VI. ATTACHMENTS 
 

A. Proposed Policy Agenda Matrix 
B. Ideas for Policy Projects 
C. Citizen Involvement Guidelines for Policy Development 
D. DLCD Mission, Principles and Goals 

 



Attachment A:  Proposed Policy Agenda Matrix  
Key: 

Complexity: [C] complex, [M] moderate; [L] low                   Rulemaking: noted in bold type 

Category 2013-15 2015-17 2017-19 2019-21 
Programmatic     

Keeping Plans Up-to-Date • Consider periodic review and related issues 
(including replacement triggers and phase out of 
periodic review) [L]  

• Continuation of 9 jurisdictions in periodic review 

• Design replacement program for 
keeping plans up to date [M] 

  

State Agency Coordination • Update state agency coordination agreements 
with 2-4 agencies (Aviation, Parks, Water 
Resources, DAS)  [M] 

• Assess and evaluate needed administrative rule 
updates. [L] 

• Update/clean-up administrative 
rules.  [L] 

• Update state agency 
coordination plans with 2-4 
state agencies. 

• Continue update of 
state agency 
coordination plans 

Process Improvements & 
Housekeeping 

• Evaluate process improvements and appeals 
standards for legislative decisions from W&M 
note [L] 

• Housekeeping Rulemaking (2013 session) [L] 
• Citizen involvement and land use program 

outreach improvements with CIAC [L] 
• Electronic submission for PAPA and PR 
• TPR Housekeeping amendments (exempt Milton-

Freewater and TPR references for MPOs) [L] 

 • Housekeeping Rulemaking 
(2015 session) [L] 

 

Urban and Urbanizable Land     
UGB Streamlining • Rulemaking to implement new legislation for 

forecasting population growth (HB 2253] [L] 
• Rulemaking to implement new alternative 

urban growth boundary process (HB 2254) [C] 
• Evaluate and recommend strategy for addressing 

split-UGB issue in Metro area [L] 

   

Industrial Lands 
Planning/Economic 
Development Planning 

• Evaluate policy improvements and clarifications 
for Goal 9 rules “phase 2” related to Metro and 
possible rulemaking [M] 

• Metro Goal 9/14 clarification [M] 
• Placeholder for economic 

development planning initiative [C] 

  

Transportation Planning • OSTI and STS outreach and implementation [C]    

Housing  • Placeholder for affordable housing 
improvements [M] 

  

Infrastructure Planning & 
Finance 

• Convene public facilities service agreements 
forum [L] 

• Placeholder for development of 
infrastructure planning program with 
connection to financial planning [C] 
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Farm, Forest, and Other Rural 
Lands 

    

Farm and Forest Lands • Refinement of transferable development rights 
program for Measure 49 [M] 

• Southern Oregon Regional Pilot Project – 
regional planning for agricultural and forest lands 
[C] 

• Farmland protection improvements (e.g., 
commercial activities, events); may involve 
rulemaking [M] 

• Implementation of Metolius TODs – evaluating 
use at Aspen Lakes [L] 

• Rulemaking for Youth Camps in Eastern Oregon 
[M] 

• Placeholder for policy development 
for non-resource lands (.e.g, rural 
lands not subject to Goals 3 and 4) [C] 

• Rulemaking for public and private 
parks [M] 

• Placeholder for assessment and 
evaluation of forestland loss [M] 

• Potential rulemaking for 
nonresource lands [M] 

 

Coastal and Natural 
Resources 

    

 • ESA and floodplain revisions (initiated at federal 
level) [C] 

• Ocean Planning for Oregon’s ocean stewardship 
area (relating to renewable energy) [M] 

• Development of statewide hazard plan (C] 
• Participate in SageCon taskforce [L] 
• Revise wildlife standards for solar projects [L] 

• Placeholder for Goal 5 improvements 
[M] 

• Placeholder for development of Goal 
7 triggers; possible rulemaking [M] 

  



 

 Item 9, Policy Agenda, Attachment B 
 
Policy Project Ideas   
 
The projects described below represent a collection of proposals, primarily submitted by 
department staff.  Some of these ideas have been discussed before as part of previous policy 
agenda reports to the commission and some are new.  
 
PROGRAMMATIC 
 
The projects below are not pertinent to specific goals or policies. Rather, they pertain to the 
functioning of the land use program, and specific core processes that are essential to carrying out 
the land use program.  
 
1.  Periodic Review 

Over the past ten to fifteen years, legislation has substantially narrowed the scope of periodic 
review (PR), ultimately by exempting small cities (less than 10,000 in population), and all 
counties, from the requirement to follow the statutory PR process. A moratorium on new 
periodic review starts was in effect from 2003 through 2007, and when periodic review 
started up again funding was (and still is) significantly less than available prior to this 
moratorium. More recently, the department’s and governor’s office legislation (HB 2254) on 
UGB simplification provides that cities using the new UGB methods are not required to go 
through periodic review. The Governor’s office has indicated that PR is expected to “go 
away” over the next few years. The loss of this process has many ramifications that needs to 
be carefully considered by the department and the commission, as a public policy effort 
involving stakeholders. The diminishing efficacy of this process presents at least three 
concerns that should be considered in both the near-term and long-term:  

 
• Local Land Use Plans Are Increasingly Out of Date. Many land use plans have not 

been updated since acknowledgement in early- to mid-1980s.1  As this time period 
continues to lengthen, concern will only increase.  Lack of funding is likely the main 
reason local governments do not update their plans, but also the controversy and attention 
to other priorities funded by steadily decreasing local budgets. Periodic review has 
provided both funding and assistance, and requires that local governments prioritize 
update work. With diminished funding, and ultimately with the phasing out of periodic 
review, new strategies will be needed to ensure plans are updated.  

 
• Several Rules and Laws Are Triggered only by Periodic Review: several LCDC rules 

and statutes name periodic review as the “trigger” for planning to implement a variety of 
particular requirements. As a result of the narrowed scope of PR, many of these 
requirements have not been implemented for most cities and counties. This includes some 
specific requirements for housing planning, transportation system plan updates, airport 
planning, and many types of natural and cultural resources under Goal 5. State laws 
mandating coordination agreements among districts and local governments are triggered 

                                                           
1 While in general this applies to small cities and counties, especially east of the Cascades, research into these exact 
numbers will be difficult until the DLCD data base project is complete.  
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only by periodic review, as are laws about buildable land inventories (land subject to 
open space tax assessment) and planning for manufactured dwelling parks. Remedying 
this, such as establishing new deadlines or other “triggers” for local compliance, would 
be highly controversial and would require a combination of new rules and laws, as well 
as funding and – most important – buy-in by local governments and the legislature. Some 
of these requirements could be revised or removed, either by the legislature or LCDC.  
 

• HB 2254 Periodic Review is replaced for some but not all cities by HB 2254: New 
legislation provides a more streamlined UGB process, and expressly waives periodic 
review for cities that use the new process. However, it is anticipated that some cities will 
not use the new process, and as such, those cities will still be required to enter periodic 
review. Also, the new legislation does not apply to Metro area cities. Over the long term, 
and perhaps even in the near term, a decreasing number of cities will enter PR. The 
department will thus be maintaining and operating a significant land use program (PR) 
that only applies to a relatively few cities in the state.  

 
2.  State Agency Coordination  

State agencies are increasingly seeking to update state agency coordination agreements. 
Under ORS 197.040(2)(e), LCDC must “Coordinate planning efforts of state agencies to 
assure compliance with goals and compatibility with city and county comprehensive plans.” 
Under ORS 197.180, State agencies shall carry out their duties with respect to programs 
affecting land use in compliance with statewide goals and rules and in a manner compatible 
with acknowledged comprehensive plans and land use regulations. The department last 
updated state agency coordination (SAC) agreements in administrative rules in 1989. Most 
SAC agreements for agencies that conduct programs that concern land use were adopted 
around 1990 and have not been updated since. The department proposed successful 
legislation in 2009 which modified statutes and indicated DLCD “should” update the SAC 
processes and revise related rules (OAR 660, divisions 30, 31). The department’s and related 
agencies’ budgets do not include funding for this project and therefore it has not been 
pursued. The work to update rules (OAR 660, div. 30 and div. 31) is substantial by itself. 
Work on particular agency agreements will generally require staff and other resources for 
each agency. Several agencies have expressed an interest in updating their SAC agreement.  

 
3. Raise it or Waive it  

As a result of a Central Oregon Cities Organization (COCO) legislative proposal (which did 
not pass), a budget note was adopted by the 2013 legislature requiring the department to 
convene stakeholders to study ways to advance the concept of “raise it or waive it” with 
respect to “legislative” amendments to local land use plans and ordinances, and to report 
back to the 2015 legislature. The doctrine of “raise it or waive it” currently applies to quasi-
judicial land use proposals at the local level, but not to “legislative” amendments.  For 
quasi-judicial amendments, appellants may only raise issues to LUBA that were raised in a 
local proceeding with enough specificity for the local government to address the concern. 
However, in such proceedings, local governments are required to provide notice that 
sufficiently describes proposals and standards that will be used to judge such proposals, and 
timelines are set to ensure adequate time to raise issues prior to final adoption. However, 
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notice for “legislative proposals” (typically broad plan amendments such as UGB 
amendments) do not have such notice safeguards, so any proposal to provide for “raise it or 
waive it” would need to include significant adjustments to notice for such amendments.   

 
4.  Citizen Involvement  

The commission’s Citizen Involvement Advisory Committee (CIAC) has been tasked with 
recommending methods to further citizen involvement that do not cost local governments or 
that reduce costs for local government. A list of ideas and other recommendations are 
anticipated early in the 2013-2015 biennium.   
 

URBAN POLICY 
 
Due to successful legislation promulgated by the department and the governor’s office in the 
2013 legislative session (HB 2254), the department will be devoting a significant amount of staff 
time and resources toward new rules for urban growth boundary amendments. Additional ideas 
for urban policy work are described below.  
 
1. Housing Policy 

• Mixed use requirements: Clarify interaction of ORS 197.308 and Goal 10 rules at OAR 
660 divisions 7 and 8. The two questions:  
o How can cities count potential residential units in mixed use zones toward meeting 

needed housing requirements; and 
o What must cities do for clear and objective standards regarding mixed use 

developments? 
• Affordable housing and manufactured home parks: examine ideas such as a “jump the 

scrum” process for adding land to the UGB for one of these uses. These ideas have been 
examined in the past and have proved to be controversial. However, amendments to rules 
necessary to implement HB 2254 provide a new opportunity to consider these ideas. It 
may be that only a statutory provision would be sufficient to implement this, which may 
mean this proposal needs to be considered with respect to new legislation. 

 
2. Urban Reserve Process Reform: The Governor’s Urban Growth Advisory Committee 

(UGAC) discussed concerns with the process for urban reserves (UR) and considered but did 
not reach a consensus on proposals to amend the process. The Commission adopted 
administrative rules for urban reserve areas in 1996. Since that time, several local 
governments have adopted an urban reserve area. One of the concerns discussed in UGAC 
was data showing that designation as UR results in higher land values. This most likely 
represents a speculative land price, and has a negative impact on agriculture.  Another 
concern is that the UR process allows higher value farm and forest land that is placed within 
urban reserves to be added to a UGB as higher priority than exception land and lower quality 
resource land; in other words the UR may provide an “end around” the priority statutes in 
ORS 197.298. Finally, cities, counties and some other stakeholders have suggested that 
LCDC streamline and clarify urban reserve requirements in order to encourage broader 
application of the urban reserve planning process.   
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3. Economic Development 
Several new ideas for economic development planning, especially with regard to 
employment land in UGBs, were considered by UGAC. Some of these were included in HB 
2254 and became law, but will need refining in the rulemaking process. In addition, several 
ideas were put forward in a separate piece of legislation, HB 2255, which did not pass. 
However, additional ideas for further policy refinements in Goal 9 have been proposed:  
 
• Goal 9 rules (OAR 660, div. 9), Phase 2. When the commission completed major 

amendments to the Goal 9 rules in 2005, they agreed that a “second phase” rulemaking 
should be considered “soon” with emphasis on resolving some Goal 9 questions in the 
context of the Metro UGB.  The recent Metro UGB and Metro urban reserve decisions by 
LCDC demonstrated that there is a considerable amount of disagreement as to how Goal 
9 and “employment needs” should be applied in the Metro area. The commission should 
consider refining this policy and resolving this confusion.     
 

• Infill, redevelopment and brownfields. Useful information and guidance is needed by 
local governments to estimate and implement infill, redevelopment and brownfield sites 
into the employment land supply. Ultimately, a reasonable improvement in these 
programs would require a legislative solution to the finance gap these projects face in the 
market. The commission should consider whether to convene stakeholders to develop 
ideas for guidance and legislative concepts. 

 
4. Metro Area UGB: Metro has made a concerted attempt to follow streams and other natural 

features in establishing its UGB and its urban reserve boundaries. However, that tends to 
leave many properties with portions inside the boundary and portions outside. As a result, 
annexation and development is turning out to be difficult for the “urban” portion of lands that 
straddle the UGB or Reserve boundaries. In order to annex only part of the property, local 
governments generally conclude that such properties would need to be divided because the 
portion outside the UGB should not be included in the annexation. However, often the 
‘remainder’ portion of a property outside the boundary is smaller than the required minimum 
lot size for farm (or forest) land. It is likely this will require a statute change, but the 
department should explore whether there are administrative rule options available.  
 

5. Consider how ODOT Statewide Transportation Strategy relates to Statewide Planning 
Program: Consider how ODOT’s  Statewide Transportation Strategy for reducing 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions relates to Statewide Planning Program: HB 2001 – adopted 
by the 2009 Legislature – directs state agencies to take a series of actions to help meet the 
state’s greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction goals.   Pursuant to HB 2001 the commission has 
adopted rules setting GHG reduction targets for the state’s metropolitan areas (in 2011) and 
adopted rules guiding Metro in the development and adoption of a preferred land use and 
transportation scenario to meet its GHG reduction target (in 2012).   Other provisions of HB 
2001 direct the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) to adopt a statewide 
transportation strategy that outlines how the state can meet state Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 
reduction goals for the transportation sector.  The OTC “endorsed” a draft strategy in spring 
2013, and is now working on an “implementation plan” for the strategy that will identify 
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more specific actions to carry out the strategy – including identifying other partner agencies 
to help implement the Statewide Transportation Strategy (STS).   The STS includes a number 
of land use and land use related strategies and actions – including reduced UGB expansions, 
an increase in compact development, significant increases in transit service in metropolitan 
areas and significant increases in walking and cycling for short trips.   While the land use 
planning program is generally supportive of these outcomes, it is likely that new or additional 
efforts would be needed to achieve the changes called for in the STS.   ODOT staff has 
indicated that they will be reaching out to affected agencies (including DLCD) to engage in 
dialogue about this work.  In the past, OTC and LCDC have convened a joint subcommittee 
to conduct such discussions.  That approach may be useful here.   
 

6. Evaluate TPR requirements that relate to reduced reliance on the automobile: The 
Transportation Planning Rules (“the TPR” - OAR 660, div.12) indicate that the commission 
will periodically review TPR requirements that direct metropolitan areas to reduce reliance 
on the automobile and increase the availability and convenience of alternative modes of 
transportation (walking, cycling, transit).  The last evaluation was conducted in 2004 and led 
to TPR amendments in 2006. Staff is not aware of any call for a reevaluation.  
 

7. TPR Housekeeping:  
Two adjustments to OAR 660, div. 12, which should be considered, are:  
• Amend TPR to exempt Milton-Freewater from TPR’s requirements for metropolitan 

areas.   TPR requires newly designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) areas 
to develop “regional TSPs” that meet the TPR within 3 years of designation.   This year 
three new metropolitan areas will be designated.  In addition to Albany and Grants Pass, 
Milton-Freewater is (per federal rules) part of the Walla-Walla metropolitan area.   We 
faced a similar situation in 1991 because Rainier is part of the Longview-Kelso 
metropolitan area.   We addressed this by excluding Rainier from the definition of a 
“metropolitan area” in 0005(14).    The logical extension of this approach is to amend the 
rule to exempt Milton-Freewater as well.   (FYI, Milton-Freewater is roughly 7000 
population, Rainier 2000).  

 
• Change TPR references to MPOs for local governments in metropolitan areas: In 2006, 

the Commission amended the TPR to clarify requirements for planning in metropolitan 
areas.  A new rule was added to clarify how federally required planning should be done 
by MPOs related to TPR required planning done by cities and counties.  These changes 
recognized that the TPR doesn’t directly regulate MPOs (because they don’t make land 
use decisions).  The 2006 amendments called for but did not make corresponding 
amendments to certain rules in the TPR. As such, these rules include outdated references 
to “MPOs” that need to be corrected for consistency.     
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FARM AND FOREST AND OTHER RURAL LANDS 
 
Projects described below concern lands outside UGBs (“rural lands”), especially farm land.  
 
1. M49 TDR: Administrative rules are needed to define and clarify how counties can authorize 

Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) programs for M49 properties. Approximately 4950 
new Measure 49 (M49) dwellings are authorized on EFU and Forest land. Some (or many) of 
these potential dwelling rights could be “transferred” to other lands if a functioning TDR 
program was established for M49 properties. Currently there is no such program, although 
M49 itself provides authorization for such a program. Timing is critical – this biennium may 
be the last opportunity to make a significant difference in reducing M49 dwellings on 
resource lands.2   
 

2. Rural Reserves: Metro area counties continue to urge the department to consider allowing 
rezones of exception lands within the rural reserves. The Division 27 rule does not allow new 
uses in rural reserves and as such opportunities are very limited with respect to adjustments 
to land use approvals for existing exceptions areas in reserves. These rules were drafted in 
order to implement “an understanding” among stakeholders that proposed Metro rural and 
urban reserves in 2007: the rural reserve areas should function as an even stronger protection 
measure than typical EFU zoning for quality farmland in the Metro area. As such, land in 
rural reserves cannot be easily “upzoned” under LCDC rules. However, the large amount of 
land in rural reserves was unanticipated, and many preexisting exceptions areas in rural 
reserves are locked in to zoning restrictions that periodically need adjustment. The 
commission should consider convening a work group to make recommendations for 
changing these rules.  
 

3. Commercial Activities in Conjunction with Farm Use: “Commercial activities in 
conjunction with farm use” is a conditional use in EFU zones by law. However, this term is 
not defined in statute or rule. As a result, counties are continuing to explore new 
interpretations and increasingly authorizing a variety of uses and activities under the term. 
Court rulings from LUBA to the Oregon Supreme Court have provided some guidance on the 
intended meaning; however, considerable uncertainty remains and the term is likely to 
continue to be litigated unless LCDC provides additional clarification. Recent LUBA and 
court decisions about this tem create the potential for significant increases in nonfarm uses on 
farm land, and that appears to be happening already in some areas. Certain interpretations, 
bolstered by the lack of definition and court decisions, have provided unanticipated ways 
around the farm land safeguards in the “events” and “winery” statutes developed over the 

                                                           
2 Many M49 home site authorizations awarded to deceased claimants have a ten-year development limit that will 
expire between 2018 and 2020. In addition, relatives are inheriting M49 dwelling authorizations and most of these 
are subject to ten-year development limit. As such, holders of these properties must develop as soon as possible or 
lose their home site authorizations. Finally, many M49 claimants were in financial hardship when they received their 
home site authorizations and therefore sold their property as soon as they received their final orders. These 
properties will all have ten-year development limits.   
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past several years. LCDC rulemaking should be considered in order to provide an open, 
transparent means to address this important policy issue.3  
 

4. Events on Farmland: In 2011 legislation allowed events and activities on farms and at 
wineries in EFU zones, incidental to the retail sale of wine. These are limited in number and 
type with sideboards to minimize impacts on nearby agriculture. However, under different 
statutes, counties have been approving events and activities in EFU zones NOT related to  
on-site agriculture and NOT limited in number or type in a manner that minimize impacts on 
nearby agriculture.  These include private celebratory events and entertainment, such as 
weddings, birthday parties, concerts, movie nights and other activities that have little or no 
connection to agriculture. The authorizations used to permit these venues include:    
commercial activities in conjunction with farm use, private parks, public parks, home 
occupations, farm stands and filmmaking.  None of the authorizations currently being used 
for celebratory events and entertainment venues were originally intended to accommodate 
these uses. Proposal: all properties in EFU zones should abide by the same limits codified at 
ORS 215.213(11) and 215.283(4). 

 
5. Public Parks in EFU Zones: In 2012, the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 

sponsored a facilitated “Public Parks Forum” to explore several issues with agencies, park 
districts and other interests.  At its April 2013 meeting LCDC tentatively agreed to address 
issues identified in the forum during the 2013-2015 biennium. Public parks are an authorized 
conditional use in EFU zones under 1997 statutes (ORS 195.120 – 195.125). Those 
provisions directed LCDC to adopt rules for EFU zones that allow local parks without an 

                                                           
3 Historically, DLCD as well as counties have viewed commercial activities in conjunction with farm use fairly 
narrowly to include those uses that provide essential products or services to agriculture – farm infrastructure, if you 
will. However, in recent years, some counties have been interpreting the use broadly to include uses or activities that 
have only a tenuous connection to agriculture. Examples of such uses that have been approved include: tasting 
rooms with events but no winery, wineries with no limit on the type or number of events, wineries under 10 acres 
with tasting rooms and events, and cafes and restaurants at wineries and farm stands that don't comply with the farm 
stand statute. In many cases, uses or activities are approved as commercial activities in conjunction with farm use to 
avoid the limitations on events and food at wineries in ORS 215.452, or events that don't meet the events on 
farmland statute developed by AOC. There appears to be a significant expansion in these operations in Southern 
Oregon, the Willamette Valley and in Central Oregon. 
 
A clear definition of commercial activities in conjunction with farm use would reduce the likelihood of a 
proliferation of uses and activities that bear little relation to agriculture but that, cumulatively, could create 
significant impacts for nearby farm operations, particularly in certain regions of the state. A clear definition would 
provide greater certainty for landowners, counties and others, would reduce litigation, and would better protect 
working farmland over the long term. Besides event-related reasons to consider rulemaking for defining 
“commercial activities,” there are other reasons as well. Applicants are taking advantage of the broad rule definition 
of “preparation” of food products, which is part of the definition of farm use. Originally, this provision was intended 
to allow a farmer to prepare (not process) his farm product as well as farm products from other area farms. t believe 
it was intended 1) to allow a third party operation to qualify as a farm use or 2) to allow the subject farm to 
contribute only an incidental amount of farm product to the total being “prepared.” These larger-scale third-party 
operations that are only tangentially connected to agriculture on the subject farm need to be reviewed as commercial 
activities in conjunction with farm use. The scale of these businesses alone warrants a compatibility review under 
ORS 215.296.  
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exception provided they are subject to an adopted park master plan. LCDC adopted these 
rules (OAR 660, division 34) in 1998. Later, in response to a specific local controversy, 
LCDC amended the rules to clarify that “usual” agricultural activities are allowed in public 
parks. As it turns out, the wording chosen for this clarification was not sufficiently clear and 
may have created even more confusion in that it may unintentionally imply that “some” 
unspecified EFU uses may be allowed in a park without adoption of a master plan. This was 
not the intent of the wording, and LCDC should amend the rules to clarify the provision. 
Other issues discussed in the forum include:  

• The rules did not provide timelines or other ways to ensure that acknowledged local 
codes already in effect in 1997 would be amended to be consistent with the new 
statutes and rules. As such, many pre-existing codes are still being used by counties.  

• Based on pre-existing codes, or in response to the unclear wording of the rules, 
certain counties have authorized large-scale semi-commercial uses and activities as 
“public parks,” including large RV campgrounds, regional ball fields and concert 
venues, raising a particular concern for farmland protection. 

 
6. Private Parks in EFU Zones: Private parks are an authorized conditional use in EFU zones 

and in forest zones. Except for campgrounds, this term is not defined in statute or rule. 
Counties are increasingly authorizing a variety of uses and activities as private parks, some 
of which have been litigated. Court rulings repeatedly note that because there is no rule 
definition, private parks can include virtually any uses or activities. Rather than the 
traditional sense of parks as places that provide the public outdoor recreational opportunities, 
some counties have been interpreting the use broadly to allow private parks as a venue for 
entertainment or private celebratory events, including commercial wedding venues, venues 
for corporate retreats, birthdays or other celebrations, and venues for movie nights and 
concerts.  Counties, landowners, interest groups and others seek a meaningful definition of 
this use. A clear definition of private parks would reduce proliferation of uses and activities 
that include no public recreation component and could create significant impacts to nearby 
farm operations, particularly those close in to urban areas.   
 

6. Wildlife standard for Solar Projects: In February 2013, the Co-Chairs of the 2012 House 
Interim Committee on Energy, Environment and Water sent a letter to Marilyn Worrix, 
LCDC chair, requesting that the commission “undertake a rulemaking to amend the current 
wildlife standard that applies to the siting of solar projects on farmland.” The letter included 
an attachment with specific language recommended by a workgroup appointed by the interim 
committee. If the commission chooses to adopt the specific provisions into existing 
administrative rules on this topic (OAR-660-033-0130 (38) (h)), this would probably be a 
very simple rulemaking. 
 

7. Consider whether to “Sunset” current rules allowing built and committed lands 
exceptions: The commission should amend the administrative rules governing goal 
exceptions, OAR 660, division 4, to remove the provisions that allow for built and committed 
lands exceptions (i.e. no more, we’re done: what’s built and committed is already built and 
committed, door closed).  The rationale for such a change is that the conditions or 
circumstances that caused parcels to qualify as “built” or “committed” were things that were 
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(or should have been) in place and known about at time plans were acknowledged (circa 
1980-85).    Decisions since that time should be consistent with acknowledged plans that plan 
and zone such lands for resource use.   Alternatively, the commission might consider 
amending the rule to make it clear that any new/additional exceptions approved under this 
rule would have to show that there was essentially an error.   It may be useful to assess how 
many built and committed exceptions have been approved in the last 10 years and whether 
the decisions were reasonable or not.  (If the provision has not been used, it would suggest it 
is no longer needed.)   
 

8. Amend the exceptions rule to establish a 10-year limit for implementation of a reasons 
exception: Amend 004-0018(4) to require that comprehensive plan provisions adopting new 
reasons exceptions include provisions that require substantial development of uses authorized 
by a goal exception within 10 years.  A reason exception should sunset within 10 years 
unless the county finds that substantial development of the exception use has 
occurred.  Require counties to review existing adopted reasons exceptions within 10 years of 
adoption (or by 2018); where substantial construction has not occurred, county must repeal or 
adopt a new reasons exception.   
 

9. Non-Resource Land There are currently no statewide rules or other standards to guide 
counties in identifying and zoning “non-resource land” – land outside UGBs (and 
unincorporated communities)  – land that does not satisfy the definition of farm or forest 
land, and therefore is not subject to the farm or forest goals. A few counties have identified a 
process for identifying non-resource land in their acknowledged comprehensive plans and 
several counties have redesignated and rezoned extensive land areas for non-resource use. 
The concern is that there are no LCDC rules establishing 1) allowable land uses, 2) minimum 
lot sizes for land divisions, or 3) the proportion of land in a parcel that must be non-resource 
to permit the redesignation of the parcel to non-resource use.  
 
The pressure to designate non-resource land continues to increase in Southern, Central and 
Eastern Oregon. In the last several years, Baker, Crook, Jefferson, Malheur, Klamath, 
Josephine, Linn and Douglas counties have all expressed new or continued interest in 
designating non-resource lands.  A few of these rezonings have involved 1,000 acres or more 
and some counties rezone non-resource lands for parcels as small as five acres (e.g. 
Josephine, Douglas and Klamath counties).  While non-resource designated lands may lack 
commercial agricultural and forest potential, they possess many other resource values, and, 
with sufficient protections, can continue to safeguard important fish and wildlife habitats, 
cultural resources and recreational opportunities, water, air and soil, as well as mitigate 
against natural hazards, including fire. Sufficient protections can also reduce the potential for 
sprawl, the added burden of new road and utility infrastructure in rural areas and the 
undermining of the intent of UGBs and unincorporated community boundaries. A clear 
identification of allowable uses, minimum lot sizes (or size ranges) for land divisions and a 
process for determining how non-resource lands are identified is urgently needed and should 
be high priority. This could either be a stand-alone rulemaking proposal or could be 
combined with rulemaking for the Southern Oregon Regional Pilot Program.  
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COASTAL AND NATURAL RESOURCES AND SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 
 
A number of long-term and near-term policy proposals are either underway or planned.  
 
1. Natural Hazards: Agency staff is working on many fronts to help Oregon communities be 

more sustainable facing a range of natural hazards from coastal erosion and tsunamis, to 
earthquakes, flooding, and drought. Many of these hazards will be exacerbated by climate 
change (sea level rise, drought, flooding, etc.) so that adaption to climate change will be a 
major focus of the department.  
 
• A. Interagency Hazard Mitigation Plan (short term): The department’s role in hazard 

planning and mitigation is changing with our new role as coordinator of the statewide 
Interagency Hazard Mitigation Plan. DLCD has always been a part of the IHMP, but this 
is the first time that DLCD will be the coordinator.  
 

• Statewide planning Goal 7 directs DLCD to notify local governments if new hazard 
information requires a local response. The standard for this determination – presumably 
whether the local plan adequately reduces risk to people and property – is not specified in 
the goal. Goal 7 Section B.2 needs a clear standards and process to govern the 
notification of local governments when new hazard information requires a local response. 
Rulemaking may be required to establish these standards and processes. New information 
is expected to become available during this biennium for tsunami, landslides, and coastal 
erosion hazards, and it is not clear whether or not this would trigger a requirement for a 
local response. 

 
2. Coastal Resources: Agency staff will be working on a number of policy projects to ensure 

that city, county and state plans for coastal resources are up-to-date, relevant and continue to 
meet the needs of the state’s citizens. 
 
• Estuaries: The department is in the midst of a major update of the estuary portion of the 

statewide planning program. Several projects are under way currently that will feed into 
future updates of estuary plans on the coast. Current projects include the Estuary Project 
of Special Merit that will update estuary inventory information available to local 
government and the public. The department also has a contract to begin an estuary trends 
assessment. The agency is also conducting an internal regulatory assessment to determine 
what types of streamlining or other improvements may be needed in the regulatory 
framework with regard to estuaries.   

 
• Ocean Planning: The department is working with its state and federal partners to 

identify a “Geographic Location Description” or GLD for a portion of the outer 
continental shelf.  The GLD will be for a portion of the Oregon Ocean Stewardship Area 
that extends to the edge of the continental shelf. These are areas that are outside of 
Oregon’s territorial sea, but where activities could affect the coastal zone. The 
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department will identify areas outside of the territorial sea where federal consistency will 
automatically apply for marine renewable energy applications.  

 
3. Climate Change: Addressing natural hazards is one of the most direct ways for communities 

to begin to address climate change.4 Planning for climate change is an opportunity to evolve 
Oregon’s land use planning program from its origins in coordinated comprehensive planning 
to integrated planning for community resilience. Climate affects everything, and as such it 
represents a far more comprehensive and integrated substantive foundation for land use 
planning than our historic primary mission to conserve Oregon’s farmland. Successful 
planning for climate change would use all of the applicable Statewide Planning Goals to 
integrate various complementary objectives for land use, community vitality and community 
resilience. Planning for climate change could potentially influence policies and measures 
adopted under many statewide planning goals.  
 
After considerable discussion precipitated by a 2009 petition to the commission to adopt a 
statewide planning goal for sea level rise, DLCD’s goals for climate change were laid out in 
an Interim Strategy on Climate Change adopted by LCDC in 2009. The following essentially 
reiterates and reaffirms that Interim Strategy 
 
Long-term goal: Continue to build the foundation and framework for Oregon to be able to 
plan for the effects of future climate conditions on communities, infrastructure, and the 
natural environment. Work with the Governor’s office and key state agencies to build on the 
Climate Change Adaptation Framework by developing projections of future climate 
conditions for distinct regions of the state that have sufficient detail and certainty to support 
community-level planning for climate change. Provide technical and other resources for pilot 
and demonstration projects in different regions of the state for adapting to climate change. 
Integrate climate change into the department’s work on planning for natural hazards. 
Integrate information on future climate conditions into planning under Goals 7, 17 and 18. 
Continue to work with ODOT and communities to support changes in local plans necessary 
to meet or exceed state goals for reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
Near-term projects, as resources and opportunities permit:  
• Update the Interim Strategy on Climate Change in light of progress and changes in the 

national policy environment for addressing climate change.  
• Develop a report to LCDC on improving the effectiveness of Goal 7.  
• Complete regional-scale natural hazard risk assessments to identify priority areas for 

improved local planning for natural hazards, including climate-related hazards. 
• Provide resources to communities to assist them in reducing the risk of damage and loss 

from natural hazards.  

                                                           
4 It is important to maintain the distinction between planning for climate change and planning for natural hazards; 
the two are not synonymous. Planning for climate change is broader than planning to avoid natural hazards. In 
practical terms, though, climate-driven natural hazards are likely to be the most acute and costly evidence of 
Oregon’s variable and changing climate for many communities. 
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• Work with state agencies and institutes in the Oregon University System to improve the 
information available to communities on the potential economic consequences of a) 
different climate futures and b) different community responses to such futures.  

• Consider the need for and effectiveness of agreements with other state agencies that have 
a primary role in supporting local efforts to plan for natural hazards and/or climate 
change.  

 
4.  Natural Resource planning 
 

Proposal: Adopt a “date certain” for compliance with the Goal 5 rule regarding wetlands, 
habitat and riparian areas, or determine other measures that will encourage compliance. In 
addition, or alternatively, LCDC could improve rules and definitions regarding buildable 
land inventories to better ensure that estimated land supply is indeed buildable or suitable for 
planned development with respect to areas constrained by natural resources. Develop a safe 
harbor option or other streamlining measures for local implementation of programs to protect 
wildlife habitat that recognize species protection recovery strategies approved by USFWS or 
NMFS. This responds to two issues, outlined below:  
 
• Trigger for Goal 5 work Rules implementing Goal 5 (OAR 660, division 23) adopted in 

1995 require local jurisdictions to undertake various actions to address the fifteen 
categories of natural or cultural resources described under Goal 5. The “trigger” for these 
requirements is periodic review, yet periodic review no longer applies to counties or to 
cities below 10,000. As such, many local governments have not yet inventoried and 
protected these important resources.  ODFW has put significant resources into updating big 
game habitat inventories across the state developing robust inventories and habitat 
management plans for specific species. Despite this effort, ODFW-inventoried habitat is 
not recognized in most county comprehensive plans, because there is no trigger in the rule 
for counties to update their Goal 5 plan elements.   
 

• Goal 5 and the Endangered Species Act The current Goal 5 rules do not necessarily 
assist, and certainly do not streamline local efforts to implement protection strategies 
required for compliance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA). For instance, a local 
government that adopts protection or recovery strategies approved by US Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWF) or National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) must also go through a 
full Goal 5 process to justify the protection measures.  Also, the overlap between floodplain 
management and habitat protection is the central issue in the ongoing “ESA section 7 
consultation” between FEMA and NMFS on the National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP). One outcome will likely be a requirement that NFIP jurisdictions incorporate 
salmon habitat protection measures into their floodplain permit review criteria. Yet, under 
the current Goal 5 rules, implementation at the local level will require a separate Goal 5 
process review to adopt the new NFIP criteria.  The creation of a more streamlined Goal 5 
update strategy would also support Goal 6 compliance where riparian and wetland 
protections serve to maintain or restore surface waters to state and federal water quality 
standards. Updated Goal 5 inventories and local protection programs are also vital with 
respect to Goals 9, 10 and 14 inventories of land buildable and available for development. 
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Interest groups frequently raise this concern, since buildable land may be overestimated in 
jurisdictions with a substantial amount of uninventoried wetlands or habitat essential for 
the survival of state and federally listed species.  

 
• Aggregate Resources: In addition, ODOT requests work on aggregate rules. Since the 
1996 adoption of the division 23 rules and subsequent amendment to the aggregate rule 
(OAR-660-23-0180), ODOT has determined that the rule does not adequately provide for 
the “protection” of aggregate source areas owned by ODOT and that are critical for 
maintaining Oregon highways. ODOT has requested that LCDC consider amending the rule 
so that aggregate sites critical for supporting road maintenance programs can be protected 
even if they do not meet the quantity and, quality thresholds currently specified in rule.   
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This policy vision provides context and guidance for the 2013-2015 budget development process; the resulting two-year budget will define initial 10-Year Plan implementation actions. 
However, this document is not the 10-Year Plan which will identify outcomes, strategies and measures linked together over five budget cycles and connected to long-term financial goals. 

Healthy Environment Outcome: 
 
Manage Oregon’s air, water, land and wildlife resources to support a healthy 
environment that sustains Oregon communities, Oregon’s economy and the places 
Oregonians treasure 
 
 
Oregon’s farms, forests, rangelands, waters and other natural resources provide the basic building 
blocks that support Oregon’s communities and economy. Oregon is known as a national leader in 
protecting its environment and for fostering a special relationship between its people and its places –
natural resources also are key to Oregon’s economy. Agriculture, forestry and wood products are 
Oregon’s leading industries after high-tech manufacturing. Managing Oregon’s natural resources in a 
way that recognizes their critical role in providing jobs and supporting rural communities, while 
protecting the clean water and air Oregonians treasure, is fundamental to Oregon’s future. 
  
In response to environmental challenges during the 1960s and ’70s, Oregon became a national leader 
in land use planning, waste reduction and watershed protection. The quality of life made possible by a 
healthy environment continues to attract new people and businesses to Oregon. Between 1950 and 
2009, Oregon’s populations increased by 150 percent, while the U.S. population as a whole increased 
by 102 percent. Projections are that Oregon’s population will continue to grow more rapidly than the 
country as a whole adding about 50,000 people per year, about half a million people over the next ten 
years. Continued population growth brings with it pressures on the state’s environment. Environmental 
challenges linked to population include inadequate water supplies and poor water quality, especially in 
urban and agricultural areas. Water quality consistently ranks as the top environmental concern of 
Oregonians. 
 
Over the last decade, new environmental challenges have emerged in Oregon that are largely 
independent of population growth. These challenges include the emerging global crisis from a changing 
climate and the associated changes in Oregon’s snowpack-dependent water supplies, flooding, 
wildland fires and forest health, as well as the spread of invasive species and diseases. Climate change 
has become the second most important environmental issue to Oregonians, according to recent polling. 
Oregon has made significant strides toward reducing greenhouse gas emissions by increasing the use 
of renewable energy and driving less. Significant improvements in technology, cleaner fuels and more 
efficient use of materials will be needed to improve air and water quality, as well as to meet greenhouse 
gas reduction goals. 
 
Natural resource activities such as agriculture, forestry and fishing, as well as recreational activities and 
tourism, are major economic drivers in Oregon’s economy. Sustainable management of Oregon’s 
farms, forests and fisheries is not just an environmental issue, it is central to Oregon’s economic future.  
The total combined economic output of Oregon's natural resource industries amounts to over $55 billion 
– 37 percent of the state's annual domestic product. Approximately 550,000 Oregonians work in natural 
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resource-related fields or jobs supported by those industries, making up over one-third of the state’s 
employment. 
 
Achieving a healthy environment also means paying attention to what happens on Oregon’s federal 
lands. More than half of Oregon’s landscape is made up of federal lands, managed by the U.S. Forest 
Service and the Bureau of Land Management. During the last decade, the resources devoted to 
managing these lands have declined, resulting in the spread of disease in forests, a significant increase 
in wildfires and problems with forest roads.  
 
Finally, a key part of Oregon’s collective identity lies in the salmon that year after year return to Oregon 
rivers after their epic journeys to the sea. Oregon has seen many of the species of salmon in the state 
listed under the federal Endangered Species Act. More listings, including for lamprey and sage grouse, 
loom on the horizon – reflecting continued stress on Oregon’s rivers and streams as well as habitats in 
eastern Oregon and adjoining states. Putting salmon and other key species back on the road to 
recovery is also a central piece of this 10-Year Plan. 
 
The first four strategies for the Healthy Environment Policy Vision focus on major substantive outcomes 
that are important to Oregonians. The fifth strategy, and each of the following sub-strategies contained 
within it, addresses how Oregon can best deliver the substantive outcomes that are key to Oregon’s 
future: 

1) Improve water and air quality, fish and wildlife habitat.  
2) Revitalize Oregon’s forest products, agricultural and fishing industries as the economic 

drivers for rural Oregon.  
3) Reduce exposure to toxins.  
4) Build great communities for a growing population.  
5) Improve the effectiveness and efficiency of natural resources management in Oregon, and 

provide a stable base for addressing existing and emerging resource challenges: 
o Coordinate natural resources management plans to sustain the environmental, 

economic and social well-being of Oregon for current and future generations. 
o Develop new and more efficient ways to achieve desired environmental outcomes 

that complement traditional regulatory and enforcement approaches. 
o Empower communities to identify and act on environmental and economic challenges 

and opportunities associated with the state’s natural resources, and develop more 
effective decision-making tools that foster broader engagement in management 
decisions. 

o Develop sustainable funding for environmental and natural resources efforts and 
maintain the role of natural resource industries in Oregon’s economy.  

The strategies will guide budget investments in supporting Oregon’s healthy environment, and in 
fostering sustainable resource-based investments that are an important part of the state’s healthy 
economy. These strategies are focused on: 

 Keeping Oregon a great place to live, work and play. 
 Ensuring healthy habitats for fish, wildlife and people. 
 Making both the public and the private sectors smarter about where environmental 

conditions are improving and where they are not, so that Oregon can target limited 
resources to where they are most needed and where they will have the greatest benefit. 
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 Helping communities and businesses create places where people want to live, work and 
play, that Oregon will be proud to pass on to the next generation. 

 Maintaining Oregon’s competitive advantages in industries such as growing food, forestry, 
fiber, agriculture and fisheries.  

 Promoting the important role resource-based industries have in supporting the economic 
health of rural Oregon. 

 
The healthy environment strategies are interdependent. As an example, strategies to improve water 
quality depend, in part, on efforts to support sustainable agriculture and forest management. The 
healthy environment strategies also link closely to the Economy and Jobs and Healthy People 
strategies, particularly those related to air and water quality, water resources, forest, agriculture and 
fisheries. Efforts to utilize Oregon’s biomass resources link together economic development, energy, air 
quality, and forest health. Improvements in riparian condition benefits, both water quality and fish 
habitat, increasing overall watershed health. As Oregon more fully integrates budget and policy actions 
relating to a healthy environment, it will make it clear how funding choices will affect environmental 
conditions.  
 
The plan will focus on measuring results in Oregon communities so that citizens have the information 
needed to participate in and engage in decision-making about the environment. The new budgeting 
process requires ongoing evaluation of program effectiveness, results and data collection. Ongoing 
evaluation will inform the decisions of policy makers to fund the priorities that will result in a healthy 
environment. 
 
Each strategy describes how Oregon will sustainably manage Oregon’s natural resources to support a 
healthy environment that contributes to the state’s economy and local communities, while improving the 
quality of the water and air citizens depend on and protecting the lands Oregonians treasure. 
 

Strategy 1: Invest in programs that improve water quality and air quality  

From 1990 to 2004, water quality across Oregon improved dramatically. Today, roughly 50 percent of 
streams in Oregon have good to excellent water quality. However, the rate of improvement began to 
decline in 2001, has continued to do so, and the trend is now close to flat. In addition, the percentage of 
stream sites with significantly deteriorating water quality has begun to rise – now at around twenty 
percent. Also, there are emerging contaminants that have not been a part of previous monitoring 
programs that need to be evaluated. To continue to improve Oregon’s water quality, programs need to 
be focused in areas where trends are moving in the wrong direction. Temperature and sediment have 
been shown to be primary sources of impairment to aquatic life throughout the state. In many cases, 
this means working with urban, farming and forestry communities to address shade and runoff 
problems. Maintaining and restoring riparian vegetation provides a host of benefits including 
temperature and sediment reduction, and enhanced in-stream habitat for fish. 

Since the mid-1990s until 2005, all areas of the state met federal air standards. Now, three communities 
– Klamath Falls, Oakridge and Lakeview – are violating federal air quality standards. Over the next few 
years, more areas may violate federal standards, which are expected to become more stringent based 
on the latest health research. A more refined measure of air quality trends – the number of days 
sensitive populations (children and asthmatics) are breathing air that exceeds the federal standards – 



10 Year Plan for Oregon Project 
Healthy Environment Policy Vision 
April, 2012 
 

 
4 
 

   This policy vision provides context and guidance for the 2013-2015 budget development process; the resulting two-year budget will define initial 10-Year Plan implementation actions.  
However, this document is not the 10-Year Plan which will identify outcomes, strategies and measures linked together over five budget cycles and connected to long-term financial goals.  

continues to be of concern in many Oregon communities. In some areas airborne toxics also are at 
levels where chronic health may be affected. Clean diesel programs, wood stove change-out programs, 
renewable energy, energy conservation and focused improvements in vehicle efficiency and emissions 
are keys to further progress while the population continues to increases in Oregon. Targeted efforts, 
such as developing a plan to meet the federal fine particulate standard in Klamath Falls and an Oregon 
Solutions project in the Portland area to reduce air toxics, are important to address localized impacts on 
communities. 

Oregon has made progress in reducing greenhouse gas emissions, bringing an upward trend in the 
1990s to a relatively flat emissions trajectory in recent years. However, progress toward meeting 
Oregon’s 2020 and 2050 greenhouse gas reduction goals remains challenging, with substantial effort 
still necessary to bring emissions down to levels 10 and 75 percent below those in 1990, respectively. 

To alleviate increasing stress on groundwater resources, Oregon must continue to develop innovative 
policy solutions that limit or reduce groundwater pollutants from sources such as septic tanks and 
sumps. 

This strategy is designed to improve water and air quality in all parts of the state, and address key 
threats to threatened and endangered species:  

 

 Develop and sustain a coordinated monitoring system that provides a scientifically sound 
foundation for developing solutions that will provide the greatest return in environmental 
benefit. This information will provide feedback to managers and landowners, allowing them 
to concentrate conservation efforts in areas where conditions have not improved and on the 
causes of continuing problems.  

 Evaluate consolidation of environmental monitoring and analytical functions under a single 
laboratory. 

 Take Oregon’s forest, agricultural and water quality programs to a more strategic level, 
making the best use of limited resources to achieve Oregon’s environmental goals. 

 Implement Oregon’s existing plans in a strategic and coordinated manner to ensure that 
taxpayers get the most gain with limited resources. 

 Work more effectively with private and local partners to ensure cooperative conservation 
efforts are implemented as efficiently and effectively as possible. 

 Advance Oregon’s environmental stewardship by moving beyond traditional regulatory 
“command and control” approaches. For example, local governments are paying farmers 
and forest land owners to plant and maintain trees and vegetation along streams and rivers, 
achieving the same levels of cooling that expensive mechanical treatment would. Similar 
approaches can be used to pay for forest health work to reduce fire risks and costs, and for 
habitat improvements in areas of new energy development. 

 Take a comprehensive, multi-pollutant approach to air and water quality programs – 
including the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions – to avoid unintended consequences 
and maximize overall effectiveness. 
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10-Year Outcomes for Strategy 1: Invest in programs that improve water quality and air quality  
 

 Reduce the percentage of streams with declining water quality over the next five years, and 
eliminate areas of decline within ten years – resulting in improving or stabilizing water quality 
in all parts of the state. 

 Focus analytical resources to identify river segments and riparian areas that provide the 
greatest benefit for protecting beneficial uses and restoring threatened and endangered 
species.  

 Target water quality improvement actions to the specific factors that present the greatest 
impairment to aquatic life. This will vary by geographic area, but in many areas it is sediment 
and temperature. 

 Reduce the risk of toxic exposure from contaminated lands that pose a threat to water 
quality by accelerating redevelopment and clean-up. 

 Develop and implement clean air plans for all areas that violate federal air quality standards. 
Reduce the number of days sensitive populations are exposed to air pollution exceeding 
federal standards over the next five years. Cut the number of days that exceed federal 
standards by half within ten years. 

 Reduce air toxics levels in urban areas for all pollutants that exceed health benchmarks. 
 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to climate change. 

 

Strategy 2: Invest in programs that conserve, protect and restore key watersheds, 
stabilize populations of fish and wildlife species and improve forest and rangeland 
health 

Oregon state government currently spends approximately $45 million dollars every two years on 
protecting and restoring habitat, primarily through programs administered by the Watershed 
Enhancement Board and the Department of Fish and Wildlife. The Oregon Parks and Recreation 
Department also invests in preserving key natural areas and parks, roughly about $33 million this 
biennium. The Oregon State Police Fish and Wildlife Division assures compliance with laws that protect 
and enhance the long-term health and equitable utilization of Oregon’s fish and wildlife resources and 
the habitats upon which they depend. Additional investments are made by non-governmental entities, 
like the Nature Conservancy, and the federal government. Nevertheless, degraded habitat is a key 
factor leading to declines of salmon as well as terrestrial species such as sage grouse and the Northern 
spotted owl. Improving and protecting habitat is, of necessity, a long-term effort.  

Positive changes can take decades to emerge. Recently, the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board 
has begun an effort to develop more targeted investments in habitat restoration. The Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife has completed its Oregon Conservation Strategy to guide investments 
in habitat and species restoration, and the Water Resources Department is finalizing the first Oregon 
plan for use of our water resources – the Integrated Water Resources Strategy (IWRS). Coordinating 
these efforts will help assure that limited resources are spent in areas where they have the most 
benefit, and often in ways that have multiple benefits such as water quality improvements, job creation 
and forest health. 

The term “restoration economy” describes the substantial job creation resulting from these investments. 
Several recent studies show that the employment created through investment in restoration is 
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substantial, yielding a higher return on investment than many other public job creation programs, while 
also delivering environmental benefits. 

While investment in restoration is critical, it should not come at the expense of programs or incentives 
focused on maintaining existing high quality habitats and well-managed farm and forestland. It is more 
efficient and less costly to maintain quality lands than to restore them after they have been degraded.  

This strategy will reduce threats to key habitats of species of concern, and improve the quality of 
watersheds and terrestrial habitat in key areas of the state. This strategy links directly with strategy 4.  

The abundance of wild salmon in Oregon and the Pacific Northwest generally has improved over the 
past ten years. However, many salmon species still are not at spawning levels that significantly alter the 
level of extinction risk, and many salmon and steelhead species remain listed as threatened or 
endangered in Oregon. Non-federal lands make up a large proportion of the habitat of these species, 
and state, local and private actions are needed to achieve recovery. Federal recovery plans have been 
completed for most of the salmon and steelhead populations, and state funds should be targeted to 
implement key actions identified in those recovery plans.  

Hatchery management and the operation of the federal Columbia River Power System play important 
roles in the survival and recovery of salmon passing through the main stem of the Columbia River 
above Bonneville. Changes in both may be needed, in addition to improvements to habitat, in order for 
some species to survive. Elsewhere, management of scarce water resources is key both to fisheries 
and water quality, as well as to Oregon’s agricultural industries. Implementation of the Integrated Water 
Resources Strategy, along with habitat improvements and changes in hatchery and hydrosystem 
management, will continue the trends of improving the status of federally-listed fish species.  

Decades of active fire suppression, combined with a lack of management over the past twenty years 
has led to increases in disease and the risk of catastrophic fire, particularly on federal lands in eastern 
and southern Oregon. More recently, a large-scale forest collaborative has started to yield increases in 
timber production while improving forest health. Supporting and scaling up these collaborative efforts is 
a strategy both to improve forest health and to provide economic benefits in these parts of Oregon. The 
Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board provided limited start-up funding for some of these activities in 
the 2011-13 biennium, but a long-term business model is needed to get to sustained improvements in 
forest health, along with increases in timber production and preservation of mill infrastructure. 

In western Oregon, management of the federal Oregon and California Revested Grantlands (O&C 
lands) by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is critical, not just because of forest health issues, but 
because the timber from these lands is a major source of revenue for local government and a key driver 
of local employment. The Oregon Department of Forestry and the Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife will play important roles in determining how the O&C lands are managed in the long-term. 
Currently, proposals for management change are pending in Congress, and the BLM has restarted an 
administrative planning process for these lands that emphasizes “ecological forestry,” where the 
proportion of trees left after harvest is increased significantly. 

In eastern Oregon, Oregon’s rangelands are threatened by the spread of invasive plant species. 
Invasive plant species, fire and large-scale development are in conflict with the conservation of habitat 
for key species, leading to potential additional listings under the federal Endangered Species Act. 
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Developing a landscape-level approach to conserving the most important habitat, while accommodating 
development opportunities, is a major focus for the eastern part of the state. 

The strategies for a healthy environment will ensure Oregon’s forest products, agricultural and ranching 
industries play an important role in the economic future of rural communities – creating jobs and 
investment. These strategies link closely with the Economy and Jobs 10-Year Plan outcome area:  

 

 Increase levels of timber harvest from federal lands to take pressure off of private and state 
forest lands, allowing Oregon’s timber infrastructure to thrive and adapt. This strategy is 
particularly important in eastern Oregon where private lands are not sufficient to supply the 
mill capacity established around federal timber supply; today only eight operating lumber 
mills remain from the 42 that were running in 1988. 

 Expand opportunities for biomass production as a means of supporting the forest products 
industry and forest health. 

 Continue Oregon’s state and local land use programs that have been effective in conserving 
working forest and farm lands. Data from the Oregon Department of Forestry shows that 
close to 98 percent of lands in western and eastern Oregon that were in active forest or farm 
use in the 1980s remain productive. Nevertheless, changing ownership patterns where 
forest lands are increasingly held as real estate investments, rather than for timber revenue, 
threaten to undermine this key industry. 

 Hold the proportion of non-federal lands in active timber and agricultural use steady, 
avoiding the trend in other states where rural lands have been sold and developed largely for 
absentee owners, exacerbating already costly fire protection and other public service 
demands. The Board of Forestry has identified current and future risks of forest 
fragmentation and the conversion of forests to non-forest use as the primary, overarching 
challenge to sustainable forestry and keeping working forests working. 

 Leverage emerging market opportunities for Oregon forestry and agriculture. 
 Continue to manage commercial fisheries to sustain long-term levels of value. Oregon’s 

diverse marine habitat supports commercial fisheries that annually contribute more than 
$398 million in personal income to Oregon – about 7 percent of all income earned along the 
Oregon coast.  

 Recognize and promote the value to local communities from recreational uses, such as 
hunting, fishing and wildlife viewing, which brings about $2.8 billion a year to Oregon, mostly 
in rural areas. 

  

10-Year Outcomes for Strategy 2: Invest in programs that conserve, protect and restore key 
watersheds, stabilize populations of fish and wildlife species, and improve forest and rangeland health 
 

 Demonstrate how investment in habitat restoration and protection correlate with federal 
recovery plans, or applicable state conservation plans within five years. 

 Develop a statewide monitoring plan that would allow cross-jurisdictional sharing of habitat 
and watershed improvement data. 

 Show improving trends in the 11 at-risk habitats identified in the Oregon Conservation 
Strategy. 

 Show improving trends in the quality of habitat in a majority of key watersheds within ten 
years. 
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 Manage critical or key habitat for terrestrial species of concern under landscape plans that 
meet federal or state guidelines.  

 Increase in the percent of time in-stream flows, protecting fisheries and water quality are 
met.  

 Improve the population trends for keystone species – salmon, sage grouse and Northern 
spotted owl. 

 Take federal, state, tribal, local or private action to address major threats to species survival 
within five years.  

 Delist some species currently listed as threatened or endangered under the State 
Endangered Species Act within ten years. 

 Continue to increase the acreage of large-scale forest collaborative in eastern and southern 
Oregon over the next five years. Pursue a new, stable plan for management of the O&C 
lands.  

 Address large areas of extreme fire risk or forest health problems within ten years. 
 Develop collaborative forest projects on a sustained basis to support Oregon mills and 

employment. A co-benefit of this strategy is job creation and retention. Develop a landscape 
level plan for conserving key habitat in eastern Oregon, and securing the ability to continue 
key existing economic activity and allow new development. 

 Enhance ballast water protection to reduce the risk of introducing new invasive species. 
 Reduce conversion of commercial forestlands to non-forest uses through transfer of 

development rights and other strategies. 
 
 
Strategy 3: Reduce Oregonians’ exposure to toxics 

Toxics are a concern to Oregonians because of the risks they pose to human and ecological health. To 
effectively reduce those risks, Oregon needs to understand what the relative risks are and where and 
how those risks are occurring. This includes identifying which toxics are present in Oregon’s 
environment and people, and what the exposure pathways are. Once Oregon understands these and 
other factors strategies can be developed that can effectively reduce risk, including greater emphasis 
on prevention, which is the most cost-effective way of reducing toxics in the environment. 

Recent testing provides data to show why there are public health concerns relating to toxics in drinking 
water in rural private wells. In the Department of Environmental Quality groundwater testing, 24 percent 
of 1156 wells sampled for arsenic exceeded the Environmental Protection Agency’s established 
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 10 parts per billion. 67 percent of wells sampled in Malheur 
County contained the pesticide Dacthal with concentrations up to 32 times the Health Advisory level. 
Another recent U.S. Geological Survey study revealed that 33 percent of rural wells in the Willamette 
Valley contain pesticide contamination, with 15 different pesticides detected.  

Oregonians are exposed to toxics through the air, water, products and other sources. There is a lack of 
comprehensive data about Oregonians’ exposure to toxins. However, some studies have shown 
concern about exposure from consumer products and the use of pesticides. There also have been 
studies indicating localized levels of exposure to airborne toxics of concern in Portland and other areas. 
Certain airborne toxics such as benzene and diesel exhaust are of statewide concern, and localized 
toxic algae blooms are of concern in particular areas.  
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This strategy will seek to:  
 

 Improve Oregon’s collective knowledge of what toxins pose the greatest risk to human and 
ecological health. 

 Give communities and individuals better information so that they can make informed choices 
in their use of products and develop strategies to control localized airborne toxics. 

 Establish collaborative partnerships, as has been done in the pesticide stewardship 
partnerships, to bring parties and stakeholders together so that they are informed by better 
information to develop and implement practical and effective solutions. 

 Identify and keep track of emerging contaminants and their potential adverse effects on 
humans and the environment.  

The key actions for successfully implementing Strategy 3 include:   

 Understand risks from toxics in Oregon. Use all available information and expertise, and fill 
data gaps through assessments and monitoring. 

 Prioritize the toxic chemicals that pose the greatest risk. 
 Communicate risks from toxics to stakeholders and the public to build a common 

understanding for the need to reduce the risks. 
 Develop and expand collaborative partnerships, such as the pesticide stewardship 

partnerships and related technical assistance programs, to encompass more watersheds, 
land use diversity, water media (e.g., groundwater), and additional assistance and outreach 
tools.  

 Implement state programs to reduce toxics, such as the Department of Environmental 
Quality’s (DEQ) toxics reduction strategy and the Oregon interagency toxics reduction 
strategy by building the supporting policies, infrastructure and resources agencies need. 

 Implement federal programs to reduce toxics in a manner that supports the other strategies 
in the Healthy Environment Policy Vision. 

 Provide incentives and innovation tools to accelerate investments in “green chemistry” and 
to strengthen the demand for safer alternatives to toxic chemicals.  

 Monitor results and adapt by doing more of what is working or doing less of what is not 
working.  

 Seek co-benefits by reducing toxics in a manner that also reduces conventional pollutants 
and greenhouse gases, supports livable communities and addresses environmental justice 
concerns. 

 

10-Year Outcomes for Strategy 3: Reduce Oregonians’ exposure to toxics 

 Reduced use of chemicals on DEQ’s Focus list for toxics in common consumer products. 
 Developed and implemented risk reduction and outreach plans in fifteen areas determined to 

have highest potential for human health exposure to Focus List chemicals through domestic 
drinking water wells.  

 Doubled the percentage of Oregonians that have access to hazardous waste disposal within 
50 miles of their homes. 

 Decreased the number of incidents reported for suspected environmental exposures to 
toxics in 2008, by 50 percent.  
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Strategy 4: Build great communities for a growing population 

Oregon is projected to add another half million people over the next ten years. To maintain quality of 
life, Oregon needs to reinvigorate existing communities and develop new areas for people to live and 
work. Building great communities means different things in different parts of the state, but in the parts of 
Oregon that are growing it will require investment in both physical and “green” infrastructure. 
Transportation facilities, water supply, sewage treatment systems and parks are all key elements to the 
backbone of Oregon’s communities. 

The systems for planning, financing and maintaining Oregon’s urban areas are under severe stress, 
and are close to frozen. The process for management of urban growth boundaries is in need of 
significant simplification, while continuing to direct growth in efficient ways to make the best use of 
limited public funds. Local government tools to finance public systems have been limited significantly by 
state tax policy. Federal support for these systems also has declined rapidly, both for capital and 
operating dollars.   

One of the things that makes Oregon unique is its magnificent scenic and recreational resources. The 
Columbia River Gorge Scenic Area, and other recreational lands and facilities, give Oregon its special 
character of close association between its people and its landscapes and vistas.  

Maintaining and preserving these landscapes is key to Oregon’s environmental and social future, and 
also plays an important role in Oregon’s tourism industries: 

 Continue to invest in new recreational areas and facilities. Seek investments that provide 
multiple benefits and that strengthen the links between Oregonians and their lands. 

 Simplify Oregon’s regulatory systems and improve the level of public engagement in the 
decision-making process for managing urban growth. Develop new tools to coordinate 
planning with infrastructure investments. 

 Assure that new urban development is designed to maintain or enhance water quality and 
riparian conditions.  

 
Recent federal census information shows that Oregon communities have grown more efficiently than 
cities in other states, reducing public service costs and helping create positive places for people to live, 
work and play:  

 

 Continue to support great places to live in Oregon – 7.5 percent of lottery revenues in 
Oregon are dedicated to state and local parks. This is leading to new park acquisitions and a 
reduced backlog of maintenance at existing parks. Nevertheless, Oregon ranks 30th in the 
nation in state park acreage per 1,000 people, at the same time it ranks second nationally for 
the number of park visitors per acre – indicating that the state’s limited area of parks are 
intensively used. 

 Simplify Oregon’s regulatory systems and improve the level of public engagement in the 
decision-making process. Although trends are generally positive, paying for infrastructure 
and an overly complex regulatory system, both pose challenges for the next ten years. 
Oregon’s plan for a healthy environment will help focus and coordinate resources for 
growing communities to create desirable places to live, work and play, while conserving 
working farms and forests.  
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 Utilize resources from new urban growth and development to maintain or enhance water 
quality and riparian conditions, instead of having new development contribute to additional 
environmental problems.  

 Increase the use of green infrastructure in urban areas to improve quality of life and 
environmental outcomes. Forestlands in the urban areas maintain green infrastructure, 
mitigate climate by deflecting reflection in cities, and provide clean water. Urban farms 
provide open space and locally-sourced foods. Natural swales can be used to manage storm 
water discharge. 

 
10-Year Outcomes for Strategy 4: Help to build great communities for a growing population 
 

 Oregon’s funding for investment in new parks and recreational facilities is guided by a 
strategic plan that focus on meeting the recreational needs of a growing population, while 
also helping to preserve special landscapes that are threatened by development.  

 The process for managing urban growth boundaries has been simplified, so that 
communities can focus on planning for their future and understand the costs and benefits of 
their choices. 

 State investments in transportation, sewer, water and parks has been coordinated with land 
use plans so that costs are minimized and benefits are maximized. 

 The efficiency of urban growth in Oregon continues to increase at least the same rate that it 
did between 2000 and 2010 in terms of land area per resident. 

 Deploy small-scale, on-site distributed energy generation at the community level to 
demonstrate the feasibility of moving to greater energy resilience and reduced need for 
large-scale generation and transmission. 

 Growing Oregon communities are planning their future development patterns to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions and reduce reliance on the automobile. 
 

Strategy 5: Improve the effectiveness and efficiency of natural resources management 
in Oregon, and provide a stable base for addressing existing and emerging resource 
challenges 
 
The first four strategies for the Healthy Environment policy vision focus on major substantive outcomes 
that are important to Oregonians. The fifth strategy, and each of the following sub-strategies contained 
within it, addresses how Oregon can best deliver the substantive outcomes that are key to Oregon’s 
future: 
 
Strategy 5.1 Coordinate natural resources management plans to sustain the environmental, 
economic and social well-being of Oregon for current and future generations 

For generations, the natural resources of Oregon have sustained its people. The streams, forests, 
ocean, grasslands and geologic features of Oregon have been a source of food, shelter, warmth, 
livelihood and recreation. The quality of the land, waters and air has made Oregon a desirable place to 
live and work. Much of the direction needed to guide the work of state agencies already exists in plans 
developed over the past ten years. However, these plans, and efforts to implement them, need to be 
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coordinated, prioritized and aligned so that limited resources are used more strategically in areas where 
trends are moving in the wrong direction. 

State-adopted natural resource plans include the: 

 Oregon Conservation Strategy 
 Oregon Strategy for Greenhouse Gas Reductions  
 2011 Forestry Program for Oregon 
 Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds 
 The Integrated Water Resources Strategy 
 Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 
 Wetland Conservation Strategy 
 Oregon Climate Change Adaptation Framework 
 Water Quality Management Plans 
 Columbia River Gorge Management Plan 
 Oregon’s Ten-Year Energy Plan 
 Species Management Plans  
 Invasive Species Management Plans 
 Oregon Environmental Literacy Plan  

These plans were or are being developed through extensive public processes and stakeholder input 
and have been adopted by various governing boards and commissions.  

This strategy directs agencies to link plans, align implementation efforts and develop interagency 
opportunities to support local, regional and statewide partnerships. Additionally, this strategy reinforces 
the need to fund implementation (see Strategy 5.4) as well as the development of tools and monitoring 
systems to support decision-making. 

Strategy 5.2 Develop new and more efficient ways to achieve desired environmental outcomes 
that complement traditional regulatory and enforcement approaches 
 
Environmental compliance has a direct effect on whether Oregon will achieve its desired healthy 
environment outcomes. Improving compliance rates not only helps ensure healthy people and a healthy 
environment, but also levels the playing field for Oregon businesses and the regulated community. A 
level playing field promotes business growth in Oregon. A focus on facts and data that reveal the 
sources of environmental problems will ensure that businesses are treated fairly and that environmental 
outcomes are achieved through appropriate compliance strategies. Through effective enforcement, 
compliance is gained which directly relates to desired environmental and natural resource outcomes.  

 
Water quality is an area where compliance is complex. Large “point-sources” of discharges are more 
easily controlled than thousands of individual “non-point sources,” such as individual farms, homes and 
roads. Compliance also is of concern in the state’s fish and wildlife laws, and in terms of water rights, 
where one land owner’s actions can directly affect their downstream neighbors. Continued investment 
in environmental compliance including outreach, education and technical assistance, can help maintain 
the social contract that makes Oregon a special place to live, work and play. 

Getting to the environmental outcomes Oregonians’ desire is not going to happen if the only tools used 
are regulatory. While regulatory standards and controls get Oregon part of the way there, they do not 
effectively address problems that result from widespread actions that are not well understood to be the 
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source of an environmental problem. For example, when people fertilize their lawns and wash their cars 
in their driveway, they don’t associate those actions with water quality problems, but non-point source 
pollution from urban runoff is a major continuing cause of water pollution. 

The traditional command and control approach to environmental problems are often not the least 
expensive way to fix the issue. For example, rather than spending tens of millions of dollars to upgrade 
sewage treatment plants, or build water treatment plants, communities and industries have paid land 
owners to plant trees or protect lands in ways that achieve the same, or better results. As Oregon 
reaches the limits of what water and air pollution controls can accomplish, Oregon needs to develop 
new tools which support small actions that result in big environmental impacts.  

Oregon has a long and well-deserved reputation for using innovative approaches for natural resource 
management. Under this strategy, Oregon will seek new and more efficient ways to reach 
environmental outcomes to complement traditional regulatory methods. Oregon will continue to support 
strong local and regional coordination, and leadership in its resource stewardship. 

For example, Oregon has implemented thousands of incentive-based, voluntary environmental 
restoration projects with local landowners across the state. In addition, numerous entities subject to 
monetary penalties for environmental law violations have elected instead to do supplemental 
environmental projects to improve air and water quality and in-stream flows, reduce hazardous waste or 
assist with environmental emergency preparedness. Oregon is also a leader in the development of 
policies and metrics needed to implement payment for ecosystem services approaches that offer 
significant alternatives for natural resource management. 

Oregon enjoys a national reputation for including citizens in critical public decision-making processes. 
As part of its commitment to include citizens in public natural resource decisions, the state provides 
mechanisms to quickly and consistently resolve conflicts. Oregon’s conflict resolution forums include 
the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA), the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC), 
the Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC), and the Columbia River Gorge Commission (Gorge 
Commission). 

These bodies are empowered to resolve disputes on a wide range of natural resource and economic 
development issues. They provide fast, consistent and inexpensive alternatives for parties that would 
otherwise be forced to resort to litigation. Without these strategic “solution forums” conflicts would 
further strain the limited resources of Oregon courts and would lead to increased costs and time frames 
for Oregon businesses and property owners.  

This strategy will consider alternative approaches to help attain desired environmental outcomes that 
effectively balance environmental, community and economic needs. Potential actions to carry out this 
strategy include: 

 Improving the efficiency of existing regulatory programs and processes.  
 Expanding the use of supplemental environmental projects in lieu of penalties.  
 Focusing priorities for incentive-based approaches to support local conservation efforts.  
 Capturing the value of land and water conservation improvements as a means of avoiding 

hard equipment costs for treatment of air and water discharges.  
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Strategy 5.3 Empower communities to identify and act on environmental and economic 
challenges and opportunities associated with the state’s natural resources, and develop more 
effective decision-making tools that foster broader engagement in management decisions  

Natural resource issues and challenges require fact-based science and information to guide decision- 
making. At the same time, Oregon’s future depends on broadly engaging all Oregonians, including 
traditionally underrepresented communities, in understanding environmental challenges and 
opportunities and participating in decisions about how to respond to them. Information technology has 
evolved to provide interactive spatial information that is available to, and understandable by, every 
Oregonian. By using emerging decision support tools, communities affected by natural resources 
decisions can engage in decisions more effectively and have a direct role in determining their future. 

Engaging citizens will help state and local policy-makers better focus their efforts and resources on 
outcomes that are valued by the communities directly affected by management decisions.  

This strategy directly affects the outcome of having Oregon's natural resources managed sustainably in 
support of a healthy economy and environment. It also supports the Economy and Jobs, Healthy 
People, Safety and Improving Government outcomes. As Oregonians become more engaged and 
focused on this key strategy, the state will be more successful in achieving its goals. 

Oregonians hold a passion for the state’s natural resources. Often that has led to conflict over 
management of natural resources resulting in acrimonious relationships, costly regulatory programs and 
reduced economic output of Oregon's natural resource base. The goal of this strategy is to engage 
communities in developing a shared vision of what environmental outcomes they want to focus on, and 
to provide resources and support to those communities to achieve results. One model that may be used 
is the Regional Solutions Teams currently based around the state. This strategy will involve working 
more closely with co-managers in particular parts of the state – tribal and local governments, as well as 
federal agencies – so that the outcomes are the result of collaboration and a common vision, without 
regard to lines on a map.  

Oregon, with its rich natural resource economies, strong conservation ethics, but declining funding for 
resource management, must invest in the tools to engage people in sound strategic decisions. This 
strategy links to Strategies 1 and 2, as the monitoring and decision-support tools are critical if Oregon is 
to assure water and air quality is improving in all parts of the state, and the state is conserving and 
protecting key habitats.  

Implementing this strategy requires: investment in applied research and monitoring of earth systems 
and natural resources; maintenance of data and information (including demographic information using 
US Census data); and sharing information in a transparent and user-friendly way. This work is broad-
reaching and involves all natural resource agencies as well as the Oregon Department of 
Transportation, the Department of Administrative Services, the Oregon University System, and non-
governmental organizations such as The Nature Conservancy and Ecotrust. 
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Strategy 5.4 Develop sustainable funding for environmental and natural resources efforts and 
maintain the role of natural resource industries in Oregon’s economy  

The preceding strategies all depend on having adequate resources for implementation, including public 
engagement. At the same time, since the 1999-2001 biennium, while general fund investment in all 
state agencies has risen just over 31 percent, the investment in natural resource agencies has declined 
by 2.5 percent. 

CHANGE IN SPENDING 

1999-2011 

Natural Resources All Other Oregon Programs 

Fund Type Dollars in Millions 

     1999       2011 

Percent 
Change 

Fund 
Type 

Dollars in Millions 

      1999       2011 
Percent 
Change 

General Fund – 
NR 151 147 -2.5percent 

General 
Funds – 
All 

10,126 13,298 +31.33percent 

Lottery Funds – 
NR 84 182 +116.7percent 

Lottery 
Funds – 
All 

504 957 +89.9percent 

Other Funds – 
NR 685 1,112 +62.3percent 

Other 
Funds – 
All 

13,200 27,687 +109.8percent 

Federal Funds – 
NR 145 305 +110.0percent 

Federal 
Funds – 
All 

5,700 14,021 +146percent 

Total 1,065 1,745 +64percent Total 29,530 55,963 +90percent 

Total Adjusted 
for Inflation  

(CPI 1999-
2011=35percent) 

  +29percent 

 

  +55percent 

The shift away from the general fund to lottery and federal funds is leading to structural problems in 
achieving desired environmental outcomes. Lottery funds are constitutionally dedicated to restoration 
and parks, and federal funds are beginning to decline rapidly. Several program areas dependent on the 
general fund are at risk as the allocation of these funds to environmental and natural resources program 
area continues to decline. This strategy seeks to achieve a diversified and sustainable way to pay for 
the environmental and resource outcomes that Oregonians desire.  
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Oregon’s natural resource programs receive less than one percent of the state’s general fund revenues, 
yet oversee the economic sector that generates almost 40 percent of Oregon’s gross domestic product 
and value. This narrow and downward-trending funding is combined with non-general fund sources 
including fees, commodity revenues and federal funds which can only be used for specific purposes – 
creating a funding environment that frequently limits success in achieving Oregon’s desired 
environmental outcomes. 

Without stable funding, state agencies are cobbled in their ability to deliver long-lasting solutions to 
Oregon’s many natural resource challenges. By diversifying funding for natural resource agencies to 
include a balance of general fund, federal, lottery and other investments, natural resource agencies can 
better assist communities in achieving long-lasting environmental and economic outcomes.  

The state’s ability to leverage its work together with non-governmental sources (foundations and other 
non-profits) is also increasingly important in achieving the outcomes Oregonians want for their 
environment, economy and communities. With stable, long-term funding, agencies can better 
participate in ongoing public and private investments to restore, protect and maintain a healthy 
environment. 

Evidence of the importance of achieving diverse and sustainable funding sources is visible today in the 
challenges facing Oregon’s natural environment, communities and the state agencies that deliver 
natural resource services. Best practice demonstrates that when funding sources can be diversified and 
made sustainable over the long-term, particularly when collaboration is involved, results are more 
effective and long-lasting. Multiple examples exist of other states’ approaches to sustainable funding for 
environmental programs and how that funding has led to the achievement of broadly-shared 
environmental priorities. 

While this strategy is not necessarily going to solve the near-term fiscal challenges, it is fundamental to 
the long-term success of achieving the higher level outcomes. Non-governmental resources are also an 
increasingly important part of the overall societal effort in these areas – making collaboration and 
coordination (see Strategy 4) all the more important. Achieving sustainable funding requires and allows 
for a public conversation about environmental values and the ability to be strategic in the long-term. 
Sustainable funding also provides a social and political environment that encourages additional and on-
going private and public investment in restoring, protecting and maintaining a healthy environment. 

The current funding levels and trends for programs in the healthy environment area are shown in the 
“Change in Spending” table on page 15. The agencies that are particularly dependent on general fund 
dollars for support are the Water Resources Department, the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development, the Columbia River Gorge Commission, and the Land Use Board of Appeals. The 
Department of Forestry and the Department of Environmental Quality also receive substantial general 
fund support. Agencies that receive significant federal funding as a percentage of their total budgets 
include the Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Department of Land Conservation and Development, 
and the Watershed Enhancement Board. 

Through this strategy, Oregon will examine two main potential courses of action. First, the state will look 
at certain limited opportunities to reorganize the work of these agencies. Initial investigation indicates 
that cost savings would not be a driving force for such efforts, but that there may be some ways to 
increase effectiveness. Second, the state will explore other board-based means to provide a portion of 
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the funding for these programs, one that is related to the values and outcomes the programs are 
designed to deliver. 
 

10-Year Outcomes for Strategy 5: Improve the effectiveness and efficiency of natural resources 
management in Oregon, and provide a stable base for addressing existing and emerging resource 
challenges 
 

 Complete a high-level framework that identifies the linkages and interaction between the 
natural resource plans, and provides a single source for identifying agencies and strategies 
for key issues.  

 Provide overall prioritization for implementation actions and identify areas where 
coordination must occur. The Natural Resources Cabinet, with oversight from the Governor 
will provide this guidance. 

 Using the high-level framework, integrate the plans within ten years to create a unified 
“living” plan that is updated regularly through engagement with Oregonians about their 
priorities as well as scientific input to identify areas of multiple benefits and key risks across 
resources. 

 Provide funding to implement the strategies. 
 Collaborate on climate-specific research and the development of adaptive strategies for the 

risks associated with changes in coastal systems, fire and flooding, water quality and 
quantity, and for aquatic and terrestrial habitats over the 10-year budget cycle. 

 Develop at least four new initiatives for incentive-based environmental improvements over 
the next five years.  

 Demonstrate over the next ten years that these incentive-based systems, along with more 
traditional regulatory systems, are effectively delivering the environmental outcomes 
described in Strategies 1 and 2, and that the overall cost of achieving these outcomes has 
been reduced. 

 Create a coordinated approach to conservation easements that meets best management 
practices and prioritizes state investments in high priority areas. 

 Develop at least two specific programs that help create markets for ecosystem services, and 
that support private landowners producing those services over the next five years. 

 Encourage innovative strategies such as water quality trading to focus on restoring riparian 
areas rather than investing in expensive treatment plant infrastructure. 

 Streamline regulatory processes to foster participation in voluntary cooperative conservation 
efforts over the next five years. 

 Explore better integration of a strong recreation and tourism economy with efforts to 
preserve key natural, cultural and historic resources. 

 Evaluate several specific alternatives for reorganization to improve the effectiveness of 
programs. Cost savings are not expected to be a significant outcome. 

 Maintain the percentage of general fund dollars going to the environment and natural 
resources within 10 percent of its average for the last ten years. 

 Evaluate other broad-based sources of funding for programs to protect the environment, 
including sources used in other states, and a wide range of interests. If the outcome is 
positive, move to transition a portion of the funding for this program area from the general 
fund, and other or federal funds, to the new source. 
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 Seek the participation of co-managers to participate in state natural resource planning and 
priority-setting. 

 Evaluate alternate sources of funding for natural resource agencies linked to ecosystem 
services. 

 Develop a single system for monitoring water and habitat quality within five years. 
 Regularly assess the status of species of concern, in cooperation with federal agencies and 

Oregon tribes.  
 Provide public access to information and mapping of critical fish and wildlife habitats and 

connectivity at a landscape scale, to inform landowners, local communities, businesses and 
decision makers on opportunities to balance conservation objectives with economic 
investments. 

 Develop a system over the next five years for regularly engaging communities in identifying 
key environmental outcomes that reflect the community’s local conditions and values, and 
work to align state and local efforts to achieve those outcomes.  

 Work with federal agencies to develop and implement a coordinated all lands approach that 
improves community influence over federal forest management and allocation of federal 
incentives. 

 Provide decision support tools to evaluate landscape-level opportunities and challenges. 
 Evaluate several specific alternatives for reorganization to improve the effectiveness of 

programs. Cost savings are not expected to be a significant outcome. 
 Seek the participation of co-managers to participate in state natural resource planning and 

priority-setting. 
 



LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT GUIDELINES FOR POLICY DEVELOPMENT 

Approved by LCDC on April 23, 2004 
 

I.  Purpose  
 
The purpose of these guidelines is to provide and promote clear procedures for public involvement 
in the development of Commission policy on land use. The Commission values the involvement of 
the public and interested parties in all phases of planning, including development of Commission 
policy.  These guidelines are intended to provide the Commission and the Department with practical 
guidance on public involvement during policy development, consistent with and in some cases 
beyond the legal requirements of the Attorney General’s Model Rules of Procedure, state law, and 
the Commission’s administrative rules. 
 
The Commission and the Department shall follow these guidelines to the extent practicable in the 
development of new or amended statewide planning goals and related administrative rules, and in 
other significant policy development activities related to the statewide land use program. 
 
II.  Public Involvement Objectives in Development of Commission Policy 
 

• To provide meaningful, timely, and accessible information to citizens and interested parties 
about policy development processes and activities of the Commission and the Department.  

 
• To promote effective communication and working relationships among the Commission, the 

Department, citizens and interested parties in statewide planning issues. 
 
• To facilitate submittal of testimony and comments to the Commission from citizens and 

interested parties and the response from the Commission to citizens and interested parties 
about issues of concern with regard to policy proposals. 

 
III.  Public Participation and Outreach Methods 
 

A.   Citizen Involvement Guidelines 
In order to guide the Commission and the Department in planning for and conducting procedures 
and activities that will result in a significant new or amended statewide land use policy, such as a 
new or amended statewide planning goal or an administrative rule, the Commission and the 
Department shall adhere to the following guidelines to the extent practicable: 
 

1.  Consult with the CIAC on the scope of the proposed process or procedure to be followed 
in the development of any new or amended goal, rule or policy; 

 
2. Prepare a schedule of policy development activities that clearly indicates opportunities 

for citizen involvement and comment, including tentative dates of meetings, public 
hearings and other time-related information; 

 
3. Post the schedule, and any subsequent meeting or notice announcements of public 

participation opportunities on the Department’s website, and provide copies via paper 
mail upon request;  
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4. Send notice of the website posting via an e-mail list of interested or potentially affected 
parties and media outlets statewide, and via paper mail upon request; and 

 
5. Provide background information on the policy issues under discussion via posting on the 

Department’s website and, upon request, via paper mail.  Such information may, as 
appropriate, include staff reports, an issue summary, statutory references, administrative 
rules, case law, or articles of interest relevant to the policy issue. 

 
6. Develop a database of names of citizens interested in participating in LCDC land use 

policy development on general or on specific issues. The department shall maintain this 
database. In addition, information should be provided on the department’s website to 
notify the public of opportunities to serve on advisory committees or workgroups.” 

 
B. In establishing committees, workgroups, and processes for the development of new or 

amended goals, rules or policies, the Commission and the Department shall consider the 
complexity of the issues, diversity of interests among interested parties, availability of 
expertise, potential effects of resolution of the issue on local communities, tribes, citizens and 
interested parties, and the degree of expressed citizen interest. Depending on these 
considerations with respect to a particular policy issue, the Commission may: 

 
1.   Appoint an advisory committee that includes citizens, local officials, tribal 

representatives, experts, and other affected or interested parties in order to provide advice 
and assistance to the Commission on a particular policy issue, prepare options or 
alternatives and perform other tasks as appropriate. Information about meetings and 
actions of the advisory committee shall be made available in a variety of media, including 
the Department’s website. The Commission shall indicate whether an advisory committee 
may make recommendations to the Commission through testimony of individual 
members, or make recommendations as a single body, including minority opinions.   

 
2.   Authorize the Department to establish an advisory committee that includes affected 

parties, technical experts and other knowledgeable individuals in order to provide advice 
and assistance to the Director and the Department on a particular policy issue, prepare 
options or alternatives, and provide advice and information on the political, practical, 
technical, and scientific aspects of a potential new or amended policy. Such advisory 
committees to the Department are referred to as “workgroups” and their meetings shall be 
open to the public. While these meetings are not necessarily subject to the requirements 
of the Open Meetings Law, the Department shall strive to comply with the provisions of 
that law with respect to notice and other requirements. The Department shall report to the 
Commission when it appoints a workgroup in order to provide an opportunity for the 
Commission to consider and, if necessary, amend the group;  

 
3.  Choose to not establish an advisory committee or workgroup, provided LCDC and the 

Department shall explain its reasons for not doing so, either in the public notice 
advertising the start of a goal, rule, or other policy making project or by means of 
Commission minutes.  
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C. The Commission, when establishing an advisory committee, or the Department, when 
establishing a workgroup, shall:  

 
1. Clearly define the task or role of the committee or group, including the authority of an 

advisory committee to provide the Commission with recommendations independent from 
the Department staff; 

2. Assure that Department staff provides adequate support, within the limitations noted 
below;  

3. Require minutes of committee meetings to be prepared and drafts of proposed goals or 
rules be distributed prior to subsequent committee or workgroup meetings, when 
timelines permit, and within the limitations noted below;  

4. Assure the involvement of local government staff or elected officials and affected tribes, 
where warranted, with notice to local elected officials that employ local staff appointed to 
a committee or workgroup; and 

5. Consider geographic representation in appointing committees or workgroups. 

6. Provide information to members of advisory committees and workgroups, and an 
opportunity for discussion, to ensure that there is a common understanding about (a) how 
recommendations will be developed: (b) opportunities to present minority opinions and 
individual opinions; (c) the time commitment necessary to attend workgroup meetings 
and related activities and to read background materials; (d) opportunities to discuss 
background and technical information with department staff; and (e) any potential 
liability or exposure to litigation as a result of serving on a committee or workgroup. 

7. In evaluating the particular interests to be represented on particular advisory committees 
or workgroups, the commission should consider appointment of a workgroup member not 
affiliated with any of the groups affected by or otherwise interested in the matter at hand. 
This member would be charged with determining and representing the very broad 
interests of citizens in general, rather than the interests of any particular person or group 
that may otherwise advocate for or against a policy proposal. 
 

D. The Commission shall encourage flexibility and innovative methods of engaging the public 
in its policy activities and shall seek the assistance and advice of citizens affected by or with 
an interest in the proposed policy issue.  To this end the Commission may convene short -
term technical panels or focus groups (real or virtual), hold conferences, conduct on-line 
surveys, and carry out other means of gathering information. Where a goal, rule or significant 
policy process primarily affects a certain region, and where advisory committee or 
workgroup meetings are confined to that region, notice and opportunities to comment shall 
also be made available to citizens and interested parties in other regions of the state. Where 
appropriate, the Commission shall consider collaborative rulemaking under ORS 183.502.  

 
E. The Commission is cognizant that the level of public involvement and outreach described in 

these guidelines will be difficult or impossible without adequate staff support from the 
Department, and that the scope of efforts to promote and facilitate public participation and 
outreach will be limited based on the adequacy of staff and funding resources.  
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F. None of the activities described herein are intended to conflict with or replace any of the 
public notice or comment opportunities provided under state law or administrative rules. 

 
G. The Commission may waive or modify these guidelines, as necessary and reasonable, 

including emergency circumstances or when a rulemaking issue is not significant. When the 
commission chooses to waive or modify these guidelines, it shall explain its reasons for 
doing so. 

 
IV. Communication with Citizens 
 

A. Understandable Information 
 

The Commission and the Department shall provide to citizens information that is essential to 
understanding the policy issues at hand and shall endeavor to make this information easily 
understood and readily accessible. The Commission and the Department shall identify 
Department staff or other experts who shall be available to answer questions and provide 
information to interested citizens. 

 
B. Notice of Decisions 

 
The Commission and the Department shall provide notice of decisions to citizens who have 
requested information and/or participated in the development of policy. This notice shall be 
by e-mail except paper mail when specifically requested.  Notice shall direct citizens to the 
Department’s website where the decision, background information, staff reports, rationale for 
the decision, and other information will be available.   
 

C. Costs 
 

Paper copies of items may be mailed upon request subject to fees that may be established by 
the Department to recover costs (the Commission has established copy fees under OAR 660-
040-0005).  

 
D. Appeal Information 

 
Information on appeals procedures shall be available on the Department’s website and shall 
be referenced, when appropriate, in notices to citizens, above.  
 

E. Electronic Communication 
 

While the Commission and the Department recognize that not all citizens presently have or 
desire direct home access to electronic communications or the agency website on the 
Internet, the Commission also recognizes the numerous advantages of electronic 
communication.  The Commission is committed to using this medium as a primary means of 
communication and distribution of information of interest to citizens and shall encourage the 
Department to employ web-based communication technologies to provide a broad range of 
information to citizens and to facilitate communication between the Commission and 
citizens. 
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V. Applicability 
 
These guidelines are effective April 26, 2004, and supercede the previously adopted Citizen 
Involvement Program adopted October 7, 1977 and Public Involvement Policy adopted May 4, 2001. 
The Department is directed to consult with CIAC with regard to new and ongoing projects, including 
advisory committees and workgroups appointed for those projects, at the earliest scheduled CIAC 
meetings. However, in the event the meeting schedule of those committees will not allow timely 
consultation on policy projects intended to begin in accordance with the schedule adopted by LCDC, 
the Department is directed to proceed with those projects and to consult with CIAC at the earliest 
opportunity.   
 



Mission:  
To help communities and citizens plan for, protect and improve the built 
and natural systems that provide a high quality of life. In partnership with 
citizens and local governments, we foster sustainable and vibrant  
communities and protect our natural resources legacy. 

Guiding Principles: 
 Provide a healthy environment; 
 Sustain a prosperous economy; 
 Ensure a desirable quality of life; and 
 Provide fairness and equity to all Oregonians. 

Strategic Goals: 
    Secure Oregon’s Legacy 

 Conserve coastal, farm, forest, riparian and other resource lands. 
 Promote a sense of place in the built and natural environments. 
 Protect unique and threatened resources by guiding development to less sensitive 

areas. 
 

    Promote Sustainable, Vibrant Communities 
 Integrate land use, transportation and public facilities planning. 
 Provide for housing choices. 
 Encourage economic development. 

 
    Engage Citizens and Stakeholders in Continued Improvements of  
    Oregon’s Land Use Planning Program 

 Support regional perspectives and strengths. 
 Ensure equitable application of regulatory programs. 
 Develop strong, collaborative partnerships with citizens and communities. 

 
    Provide Timely and Dynamic Leadership 

 Develop and coordinate strategic initiatives with other state agencies and local 
governments. 

 Seek solutions that address immediate and long-range challenges including        
climate change, in collaboration with local governments, community and academic 
partners. 

 
    Deliver Resources and Services that are Efficient, Outcome-Based and  
    Professional 

 Provide local government with services and resources to support their                
comprehensive planning process. 

 Communicate with the public in a timely and transparent manner. 
 Focus on communications, staff training and administrative systems to ensure  

continued improvement of customer service. 

Oregon Department of Land  
Conservation and Development 



I Oregon 
John A. Kitzhaber, M.D., Governor 

Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 

Salem, Oregon 97301-2540 
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 October 30, 2013 

TO:  Land Conservation and Development Commission  
 
FROM: Bob Rindy, Senior Policy Analyst 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item 10, November 14-15, 2013, LCDC Meeting 
 

LONG TERM POLICY AGENDA 
 

I. SUMMARY  
 
This item is a progress report regarding development of the department’s long-term policy 
agenda. At its meeting September 27, 2013, the commission approved a near-term policy agenda 
for the 2013-2015 biennium (Attachment A), but continued its consideration of the long-term 
policy agenda. The commission directed the department to work on a second draft of the long-
term agenda, consider suggestions from the commission and the public, and provide a progress 
report to the commission at its November meeting.  
 
For additional information about this agenda item, please contact Bob Rindy at 503-373-0050 
Ext 229, email at bob.rindy@state.or.us.  
 
II. SUMMARY OF DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION 
 
No action is required at this meeting. The department will brief the commission on progress 
toward a long-term policy agenda. The department will suggest a timeline that provides for 
issuance of a revised draft in January and final adoption at the commission’s March meeting.  
 
III. OVERVIEW  
 
The LCDC policy agenda has historically consisted of a list of policy projects to be pursued 
during a particular biennium. “Policy projects” are efforts by the department and the commission 
intended to result in new or amended statewide land use program policies, such as rulemaking or 
goal amendment efforts, workgroups to refine policy ideas, research projects to gather or process 
land use information necessary to inform policy, efforts to develop DLCD legislative proposals, 
and special projects such as the Southern Oregon regional pilot project.  
 
This biennium the department recommended that the commission also consider a “long-term 
policy agenda” in addition to a near-term biennial agenda. As proposed in the department’s 
report to the commission issued July 17, 2013, the purpose of the long-term agenda is to 
establish a set of major objectives and associated strategies that will provide long-term guidance 
to the department and the commission in determining future needs for policy work and other 
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department projects and initiatives. The long-term agenda could also include a list of particular 
policy projects to be pursued in future biennia in order to achieve these objectives.  
 
At its meeting on September 27, 2013, the commission approved a near-term policy agenda, 
which described particular policy projects to be pursued during the 2013-2015 biennium 
(Attachment A).  LCDC received additional comments about the first draft of the long-term 
policy agenda, discussed various aspects of the proposal and provided additional input to the 
department.  It was agreed that the long-term agenda will require more time to prepare than had 
been initially proposed and consideration should be continued to future meetings.  
 
IV. PROJECT UPDATE 
 
The department is continuing its effort to develop a long-term policy agenda that is aligned with 
the Governor’s 10-Year Plan and also aligned with the department’s current (2010) Strategic 
Plan.1 The purpose of the long-term policy agenda is to provide a road map regarding long-term 
program goals and objectives for the commission and staff as well as local governments, citizens, 
and other stakeholders, and to identify strategies and activities necessary to achieve these goals 
and objectives. 2  Once completed, the long-term policy agenda will “roll out” to division work 
plans and ultimately individual work plans.  
 
The department is proposing to establish a process to complete the agenda by March of 2014. In 
order to align to the Governor’s 10-Year Plan, the department is proposing an eight-year plan 
(through 2022), with a re-evaluation in the fourth year (2018). As currently envisioned, the long-
term policy agenda will include ongoing work, not only new strategies and activities. However, 
such ongoing work must be tied to a long-term goal or objective, that is, the plan should 
articulate the purpose of ongoing activity even if it is statutorily required. 
 
The long-term policy agenda will also serve as a tool for the development of the department’s 
budget.  Last biennium, the department was assigned to only one of the Governor’s “funding 
teams” – Healthy Environments – even though much of the department’s work is tied to other 
program funding teams (e.g., Jobs and Innovation; possibly Healthy People). This biennium 
DLCD hopes to be assigned to more than one funding team, better reflecting the breadth of the 
department’s work. We do note that the Department of Administrative Services is re-evaluating 
the budgeting process and that the 2015-17 budget instructions and process could be different.   
 
V. ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Approved Near-Term (2013-2015) Policy Agenda (and associated “Matrix”) 
B. Current Strategic Plan (2010) 

                                              
1 The Governor’s 10-Year Plan can be found at: http://www.oregon.gov/COO/Ten/Pages/index.aspx.  A copy of the 
department’s current strategic plan can be found at:  http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/about_us.aspx. 
2Reflecting on comments made during the September meeting, particularly questions as to whether the policy 
agenda serves as a work plan or a list of rulemaking activities, whether and how the policy agenda incorporates 
other activities of the department, and how the long-term policy agenda relates to the existing Strategic Plan, the 
department believes the current effort is more appropriately labeled a “strategic plan,” encompassing (as described 
in the July staff report) both long-term objectives and associated strategies.  

http://www.oregon.gov/COO/Ten/Pages/index.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/about_us.aspx
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 Approved LCDC Policy Agenda for 2013-2015 

 
In October 2013, the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) approved the 
following list of policy projects it intends to pursue in the 2013-15 biennium. These projects are 
intended to improve statewide land use policies and rules and respond to recent legislation, 
executive orders, and court opinions. 
 
A.   Complete Ongoing Policy Projects Underway from 2011-2013 Biennium 
 
Policy projects listed below were initiated in the previous (2011-2013) biennium and are still 
underway – work on these projects will continue this biennium:  
 
1. Provide for Electronic Submission of Post-acknowledgement Plan Amendments 

(PAPAs): In 2011, while adopting new rules to implement 2011 legislation intended to speed 
up the PAPA process, LCDC instructed the department to consider methods that would 
authorize electronic submission of local government notices of proposed and adopted plan 
amendments. Final adoption of these rules occurred at LCDC’s September 2013 meeting.  
 

2. Determine how ODOT’s Statewide Transportation Strategy for Reducing Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions Relates to the Statewide Planning Program: The 2009 Legislature enacted 
legislation (HB 2001) directing state agencies to take a series of actions to help meet the 
state’s greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction goals. In 2011, LCDC adopted rules setting GHG 
reduction targets for the state’s metropolitan areas and in 2012, LCDC adopted rules to guide 
Metro in meeting its GHG reduction target. HB 2001 also directed the Oregon Transportation 
Commission (OTC) to adopt a Statewide Transportation Strategy (STS) that outlines how the 
state can meet state GHG reduction goals.  The OTC “endorsed” a draft strategy in spring 
2013, and is now working on an “implementation plan” that will identify more specific 
actions. The STS includes a number of land use strategies and actions and it is likely that new 
or additional efforts would be needed to achieve the changes called for in the STS. ODOT 
staff will be reaching out to affected agencies (including DLCD) to engage in dialogue about 
this work and OTC and LCDC may consider a joint subcommittee for such discussions.    
 

3. Potential Sage Grouse Listing Under the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA):  The 
Oregon Sage Grouse Conservation Partnership (SageCon) was convened by the Governor’s 
Office, the Federal Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the U.S. Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) to ensure interagency and stakeholder coordination on issues 
related to sage grouse habitat conservation. The group is working on an “All Lands, All 
Threats” plan for nonfederal lands to complement efforts already being conducted by the 
federal agencies. Four workgroups have been established to assist Oregon’s efforts, including 
a Fire and Invasives team, a Habitat Fragmentation team, and a Mitigation and a Technical 
Team. Each group includes one or more core state agencies and is led by a member of the 
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Governor’s Staff. The state’s goal is to provide alternatives to listing the sage grouse as a 
threatened or endangered species under the Endangered Species Act.  

 
4. Southern Oregon Pilot Project: This pilot project began with 2009 legislation (HB 2229) 

and is continued through an Executive Order 12-07 and a legislatively approved funding 
package. The Southern Oregon Regional Pilot Project includes Jackson, Josephine and 
Douglas counties and may result in a petition for rulemaking to LCDC in 2014.  
 

5. Oregon Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan Update: The Oregon Natural Hazards 
Mitigation Plan (NHMP, Plan) assesses risks from 11 hazards statewide, sets goals and 
establishes actions for mitigating risk and protecting people, property and natural resources. 
The updated Plan will include an introduction to climate change and a discussion of how 
climate change is expected to impact each hazard. While DLCD has long been a principal 
participant in the statewide natural hazards mitigation program, this biennium marks the first 
time the department has taken on the role of coordinator for the Oregon NHMP update. The 
update began in March 2013 and will be completed in February 2015.  
 

6. Endangered Species Act (ESA) Consultation Concerning Floodplains: Floodplain 
management and habitat protection is the central issue in the ongoing “ESA section 7 
consultation” between the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) regarding the National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP). One outcome of this process that seems increasingly likely would be a requirement 
that NFIP jurisdictions in Oregon (many cities and counties) incorporate salmon habitat 
protection measures into their floodplain permit review criteria. If so, the department may 
propose changes to the Goal 5 implementing rules (OAR 660, div. 23) to help synchronize 
state planning requirements with habitat protection measures required under the ESA.  
 

7. Renewable Energy Planning for the Oregon Ocean Stewardship Area: The department is 
working with state and federal agencies and stakeholders to identify a geographic location 
description of an area within the Oregon Ocean Stewardship Area where federal consistency 
requirements will apply to renewable energy proposals.  
 

8. Oregon Estuary Planning: The department is in the midst of a major update of the estuary 
portion of the statewide planning program. Several projects are currently under way that will 
feed into future updates of estuary plans. Current projects include the Estuary Project of 
Special Merit, which will update estuary inventory information available to local 
governments and the public. The department also has completed a contract to begin an 
estuary trends assessment. In addition, the department is conducting an internal regulatory 
assessment to determine what types of streamlining or other improvements to the regulatory 
framework may be needed with regard to estuary management.   

 
B.   New Policy Projects Required by the 2013 Legislature 
 
The following policy projects will be pursued in response to legislation enacted in the 2013 
session or legislatively adopted budget notes suggesting specific DLCD action:  
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1. Local “Legislative Plan Amendments” Budget Note: A “budget note” by the 2013 Natural 
Resources Ways and Means subcommittee asks the department to convene stakeholders to 
develop recommendations for improving the process and criteria for “legislative 
amendments” to local land use plans and ordinances, and report to the 2015 legislature.1      

 
2. UGB Rulemaking (HB 2254): A new law enacted by the 2013 legislature is intended to 

simplify the UGB process and must be implemented through LCDC rules. DLCD must 
design a new UGB process, which must meet certain performance standards intended to 
ensure that urban growth is efficient and that the rate of conversion of farm and forest lands 
does not increase in major regions of the state. A rule advisory committee (RAC) was 
appointed by LCDC in October and is working with the department to propose these rules.   
 

3. Population Forecasting Rulemaking (HB 2253):  New legislation repeals statutes assigning 
forecasting to counties and instead assigns the responsibility for population forecasting 
(outside of Metro) to the Population Forecasting Center at Portland State University (PSU). 
The law requires new rules for implementation, both by DLCD and PSU. The university 
must adopt rules in consultation with the department and LCDC must also adopt new rules in 
consultation with PSU. The department will propose rules after PSU has completed its 
rulemaking.  PSU rules will regulate the process for forecasting, while LCDC rules will 
clarify the “phasing in” of new PSU forecasts that will replace previous forecasts made under 
the repealed statutes.  

 
4. Youth Camps on Farmland (HB 3098): A bill enacted in the 2013 session authorizes youth 

camps in EFU zones, and requires LCDC to adopt rules to provide for this use. The LCDC 
rules must be based on current rules authorizing youth camps in forest zones. This legislation 
was proposed in response to a request for expansion of the Younglife development in 
Jefferson and Wasco Counties.  

 
5. Housekeeping – Align Farm and Forest Rules to New Legislation: Several existing rules 

for farm and forest land must be updated to conform to new legislation, including: HB 2393 
(small-scale poultry processing), HB 2441 (agricultural buildings in forest zones), HB 2704 
(transmission line review criteria), HB 2746 (EFU replacement dwellings), and HB 3125 
(forest land divisions). These will be minor and technical amendments to conform existing 
rules to the new laws. 

 
C.  New Policy Projects Recommended by DLCD 
 
In addition to the projects described in sections A and B, above, LCDC will consider the 
following policy projects in the 2013-2015 biennium, provided sufficient staff and other 
resources are available. These projects are not numbered to suggest any particular priority:  
 
1. State Agency Coordination (SAC): ORS 197.040 requires that state agencies carry out 

programs affecting land use consistent with statewide goals and in a manner compatible with 

                                                 
1After the session it was determined that this budget note was not adopted by the full legislature and as such, this is 
not a “required task” for the department.  Nevertheless, the commission directed the department to convene 
stakeholders on this topic and provide a report to the legislature as per the recommended budget note.  
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acknowledged local comprehensive plans. LCDC last updated state agency coordination 
administrative rules in 1989; most existing SAC were approved by the commission around 
1990 and have not been updated since.  Legislation in 2009 modified this law and provided 
that DLCD “should” update SAC processes and revise related rules (OAR 660, divisions 30, 
31). However, so far the department’s budget has not provided sufficient funding for this 
project and therefore it has not been pursued.  This biennium the department will be working 
with one or two agencies that currently wish to pursue updates to their SAC programs; 
rulemaking may be initiated later, based on lessons learned through these updates.   
  

2. Updating Local Plans: Over the past decade a series of legislative measures have 
substantially narrowed the scope of periodic review by exempting small cities and all 
counties from the requirement to periodically review local land use plans. As a result, many 
local land use plans have not been updated since acknowledgement in the early- to mid-
1980s. With diminished funding, and ultimately with the phasing out of periodic review, new 
strategies are needed to ensure plans are updated and remain in compliance with statewide 
goals. Related to this, many state laws and LCDC rules use periodic review as the “trigger” 
for particular requirements. As a result of the reduced scope of periodic review, many of 
these land use requirements have not been implemented and therefore have no effect. Finally, 
HB 2254 provides that cities using the new UGB methods (see B2, above) are not required to 
go through periodic review. However, LCDC must “…by rule, specify alternate means to 
ensure that the comprehensive plan and land use regulations of [a city that uses the new 
method] comply with the statewide land use planning goals and are updated over time to 
reflect changing conditions and needs”  The department will convene a forum this biennium 
to consider ideas and recommendations for ensuring local plans are maintained and updated.  
 

3. Citizen Involvement and Engagement: The commission’s Citizen Involvement Advisory 
Committee (CIAC) has been tasked by LCDC with recommending methods to improve 
citizen involvement that do not impose new costs on local governments. CIAC has also been 
tasked with evaluating and recommending improvements to current methods intended to 
notify and involve the public in LCDC activities such as policy work.  

 
4. Industrial Land Planning: The commission will continue to discuss ways to improve the 

statewide industrial siting and economic development processes (Goal 9), both for urban and 
rural areas of the state. This project will likely take more than one biennium and will include:  
• A workgroup to consider direction and clarity for Goal 9 planning by jurisdictions within 

the Metro UGB. The recent Metro UGB and Metro urban reserve decisions by LCDC 
demonstrated that there is not sufficient clarity as to how “employment land needs” 
should be considered and provided for within the Metro area. This workgroup could 
recommend rulemaking, but not necessarily.   

• The department will continue to study the availability of developable industrial sites 
throughout the state and ensure adequate development-ready sites are being provided in 
both large and small cities.  

• The department will continue to explore ideas toward a faster land use process for so-
called “Big Fish” employment opportunities.  The department’s legislation developed for 
the 2013 session failed to achieve a consensus on this concept, but many ideas from that 
effort merits continued discussion.  
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5. Transportation Planning Rules (TPR) Adjustments: Two minor adjustments to OAR 660, 

div. 12, the transportation planning rules (TPR), will be considered this biennium:  
• Amend the TPR to exempt Milton-Freewater from TPR requirements pertaining to 

metropolitan areas.  The rules currently require newly designated Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) areas to develop “regional TSPs” within three years of designation.  
Recently the city of Milton-Freewater was included in an MPO that straddles the Oregon-
Washington border (the Walla Walla Valley MPO).  The department will propose a TPR 
amendment to exempt this city from this requirement, as previously done for Rainier. In 
both cases the major cities in the MPO are in Washington.  

• Change TPR references to MPOs for local governments in metropolitan areas: In 2006, 
the commission amended the TPR to clarify requirements for planning in metropolitan 
areas.  A new rule was added to clarify how federally required planning should be done 
by MPOs, related to TPR required planning done by cities and counties. These changes 
recognized that the TPR doesn’t directly regulate MPOs (because they don’t make land 
use decisions). The 2006 amendments called for but did not make corresponding 
amendments to certain rules in the TPR. As such, the rules currently include outdated 
references to “MPOs” that need to be corrected for consistency.   

 
6. Urban Service Agreements: While state law requires urban services agreements (for 

jurisdictions in UGBs over 2,500), this requirement is implemented through periodic review 
and compliance has been spotty, especially since periodic review has been considerably 
reduced in scope over the last decade. Recent legislation on UGBs (HB 2254) requires such 
service agreements for cities over 10,000 that opt to use the new UGB process, but does not 
pertain to cities that do not choose to use the new process. The department sponsored a 
discussion on service agreements in 2012 which explored expanded requirements for cities 
not using the new UGB process. The department will reconvene this discussion and explore 
consensus toward new legislation for the 2015 legislative session.   
 

7. Metro Area Annexation Issues: Metro made a concerted attempt to follow streams and 
other natural features in establishing its UGB and urban reserve boundaries. However, that 
has resulted in many properties with portions inside the boundary and portions outside. An 
unintended consequence is that the planned “urban” portions of properties that straddle the 
Metro UGB or Reserve boundaries are difficult to annex and urbanize because the portion of 
the property outside the UGB is smaller than the required minimum lot size for farm and 
forest land. Under this policy project, the department will explore first whether this can be 
resolved by new or amended administrative rules. If rule solutions are not possible this 
project may propose new legislation for the 2015 legislature.  
 

8. Farmland Protection. There is a growing need to clarify agritourism related rules on 
farmland in order to prevent unintended cumulative impacts to farming. Counties report that 
applicants have circumvented statutory standards intended to regulate agritourism uses by 
instead applying for other related uses allowed on farmland that lack clear definitions and 
may therefore be interpreted to allow agritourism uses.  For the near-term, the department 
will recommend administrative rule changes to align LCDC rules with recent agritourism 
statutes (SB 960).  Longer term, the department will continue to explore ways to better define 
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“commercial activities in conjunction with farm use,” private parks, home occupations and 
farm stands. 
 

9. Wildlife Standard for Solar Projects: In February 2013, the Co-Chairs of the 2012 House 
Interim Committee on Energy, Environment and Water sent a letter to the LCDC chair 
requesting that the commission “undertake a rulemaking to amend the current wildlife 
standard that applies to the siting of solar projects on farmland.” The letter included an 
attachment with specific wording recommended by a workgroup appointed by the interim 
committee. The department will convene a workgroup to consider this proposal and make 
recommendations regarding amendments to administrative rules on this topic (OAR-660-
033-0130(38)(h)). 

 
10. Measure 49 Transferred Development Rights (TDRs): Approximately 5,000 new 

Measure 49 (M49) dwellings are authorized on EFU and Forest land. Many of these potential 
dwelling rights could be “transferred” to other lands if a functioning transfer of development 
rights (TDR) program was established for M49 properties. Currently there is no such 
program, although M49 itself provides authorization for such a program. The department will 
convene an advisory committee to help define and clarify how counties could authorize local 
TDR programs for M49 properties.   
 

11. Metolius Transfer of Development Opportunities (TDOs):  A bill in the 2013 legislature 
(HB 3536) was proposed to authorize significant new residential and commercial 
development at the existing Aspen Lakes golf course in Deschutes County; it did not pass. It 
proposed using previously authorized Metolius “transferred development opportunities” 
(TDOs) created through legislation in 2009 to protect the Metolius River.  As a result of 
discussions with legislators and the Governor’s office, the department agreed to sponsor a 
stakeholder work group to evaluate options to use the TDOs on the Cyrus family property at 
Aspen Lakes. If this project results in reasonable proposals that have a consensus, new 
legislation may be developed for the 2015 legislative session.  
 

12. Ocean Shoreline Protection: The department will work with Oregon Parks and Recreation 
Department by jointly sponsoring a Coastal Fellow to conduct a preliminary analysis of the 
location of shoreline protection structures and the spatial distribution of properties that are 
eligible or ineligible for future armoring. This analysis will enable a comprehensive overview 
of locations where balancing competing uses will be especially challenging in coming years, 
and be used to inform future policy making. 

 
 
 
For questions or additional information about LCDC’s 2013-15 Policy Agenda, contact Bob 
Rindy at 503-934-0008, or email at: bob.rindy@state.or.us    

mailto:bob.rindy@state.or.us
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A.     Ongoing Policy Projects Underway from 2011-13 Biennium
Programmatic

1.  PAPA Electronic Submission H CSD Rulemaking [L] Adopt

Urban/Urbanizable
2.  Transportation Planning OSTI Review H PSD Outreach and 

Implementation [C].
Metro rpt to 
LCDC

Farm/Forest/Rural
3.  Sage Grouse Protection H CSD Interagency Planning 

[L]
Fed. Rpt. 
Due

4.  Southern Oregon Pilot Project H CSD Interagency 
Multijurisdictional 
Planning [C]

Phase I Phase III

5.  Statewide Hazard Plan H PSD Interagency Planning 
[M]

6.  ESA and Floodplain Revisions H PSD Outreach and 
Planning [M]

Coastal/Natural Resources
7.  Renewable Energy Plan for OR Ocean 
Stewardship Area

H OCSD Interagency Planning

8.  Estuary Planning H OCSD Analysis and update 
of existing plans

Programmatic
1. Local Legislative Amendments* H CSD Analysis [L] Begin Rpt to 

LCDC
Rpt to Leg

Urban/Urbanizable
2.  UGB Rulemaking (HB 2254) H DO Rulemaking [C] Initiate Adopt

3.  Population Forecasting (HB 2253) H DO Rulemaking [L] PSU 
Begin

Initiate Adopt

Farm/Forest/Rural
4.  Youth Camps on Farmland (HB3098) H CSD Rulemaking [M] Begin Initiate Adopt

5.  Housekeeping - Farm/Forest Legislation 2013 H CSD/
DO 

Rulemaking [L] Initiate Adopt

Programmatic
1.  State Agency Coordination H DO Update agmts [L] Begin Report

2.  Keeping Plans Up to Date H DO Analysis [L] Begin Rpt to 
LCDC

3.  Citizen Involvement H DO Recommendations [L] Begin CIAC Rpt 
to LCDC

Urban/Urbanizable
4.  Industrial Lands (Goal 9) H DO/ 

CSD
Analysis + possible 
Rulemaking [M]

5.  TPR Housekeeping H PSD Rulemaking [L] Initiate Adopt

6.  Urban Service Agreements M DO Convene Forum [L] Begin

7.  Metro Area Boundary Issues H CSD Possible Rule [L] Begin

Farm/Forest/Rural
8.  Farmland Protection (SB 960) H CSD Rulemaking [M] Initiate

9.  Solar Siting H CSD Rulemaking [L] Initiate

10.  M49 TDR M CSD Possible Rulemaking 
[M]

Begin

11.  Metolius TDO's M CSD Participate in 
workgroup [L]

Begin

12. Ocean Shoreline Protection M OCSD Study + outreach [M]

A.     Ongoing Policy Projects Underway from 2011-13 Biennium

B.     New Policy Projects Required by the 2013 Legislature

C. New Policy Projects Recommended by the Department

Phase II

*DAS later determined that this project was not "required" as the budget note was not adopted.  However, for ease of reference with prior materials, the department elected to not show the change from "required" to "recommended" on this matrix.
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Mission:  
To help communities and citizens plan for, protect and improve the built 
and natural systems that provide a high quality of life. In partnership with 
citizens and local governments, we foster sustainable and vibrant  
communities and protect our natural resources legacy. 

Guiding Principles: 
 Provide a healthy environment; 
 Sustain a prosperous economy; 
 Ensure a desirable quality of life; and 
 Provide fairness and equity to all Oregonians. 

Strategic Goals: 
    Secure Oregon’s Legacy 

 Conserve coastal, farm, forest, riparian and other resource lands. 
 Promote a sense of place in the built and natural environments. 
 Protect unique and threatened resources by guiding development to less sensitive 

areas. 
 

    Promote Sustainable, Vibrant Communities 
 Integrate land use, transportation and public facilities planning. 
 Provide for housing choices. 
 Encourage economic development. 

 
    Engage Citizens and Stakeholders in Continued Improvements of  
    Oregon’s Land Use Planning Program 

 Support regional perspectives and strengths. 
 Ensure equitable application of regulatory programs. 
 Develop strong, collaborative partnerships with citizens and communities. 

 
    Provide Timely and Dynamic Leadership 

 Develop and coordinate strategic initiatives with other state agencies and local 
governments. 

 Seek solutions that address immediate and long-range challenges including        
climate change, in collaboration with local governments, community and academic 
partners. 

 
    Deliver Resources and Services that are Efficient, Outcome-Based and  
    Professional 

 Provide local government with services and resources to support their                
comprehensive planning process. 

 Communicate with the public in a timely and transparent manner. 
 Focus on communications, staff training and administrative systems to ensure  

continued improvement of customer service. 

Oregon Department of Land  
Conservation and Development 
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