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Statewide Land Use Layer Data Assessment
Phase 2 Project Report
This project report is a description of work performed during the period of January
through June of 2017 by Lane Council of Governments (LCOG) with funding from the
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD).

Executive Summary
Based on the findings of prior work performed for DLCD in 2015, LCOG re‐examined statewide taxlot
data for its usefulness as a primary input in the development of a statewide land use layer. Information
regarding potential use cases and data requirements was gathered from stakeholders at DLCD and other
state agencies. Alternatives to the previous approach (which was based on the statistical class or
building type) were explored and it was found that there were several ways to significantly improve
those earlier result and better meet the anticipated data user needs and use cases.
The primary change in approach was to use a different county tax assessor data field, known as property
class. Resulting land use classifications were similar to earlier results for some types of lands, but
resulted in better classification of other lands, especially in rural areas. A statewide land use coding
scheme was developed based on property class. The coding scheme was based on the detailed review
of five focus counties from various parts of the state. The coding scheme was applied with some success
to several additional counties. The coding scheme will be expanded to include additional counties as
part of statewide implementation.
Another improvement was the integration of public land ownership and management data from Oregon
Department of Forestry (ODF) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). This allowed for better
classification of rural public lands, especially in those counties which do not identify public ownership
through the property class. Other potential improvements were considered using data that may be
available in the future from Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) that could someday
improve the classification of public lands in urban areas (such as parks and schools).
A statewide approach based on acquisition of taxlot data in a county‐by‐county fashion would be costly
both in terms of time to acquire and to process the data. Fortunately the ORMAP program under the
administration of the Oregon Department of Revenue (DOR) provides a source of taxlot and property
class information in a standardized format and on an annual basis. While there are some issues with the
availability (a handful of counties do not participate in ORMAP), completeness, and consistency of that
data, it is a cost‐effective starting point. Starting from the ORMAP data, LCOG developed a proposed
implementation strategy, inventoried most of the issues that will need to be addressed, and produced
preliminary statewide dataset.
LCOG also developed recommendations for ongoing stewardship and maintenance of this data by DLCD.
The stewardship and maintenance plan recommends that DLCD work to foster partnerships that would
create data improvement feedback loops to DOR and the counties, as well as to ODF, BLM and other
partner agencies.
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Background
The need for a statewide land use data layer for the state of Oregon has been identified at both state
and local levels. The Oregon GIS Framework identifies Land Use/Land Cover as one of sixteen
Framework Themes, with Land Use identified as a high‐priority data element. Prior to 2015, significant
work to develop a standard and a statewide dataset had only occurred on the land cover side. In order
to develop a general‐purpose descriptive land use model with both statewide and local usefulness,
issues regarding definitions, data model, coding scheme, data sources, and the maintenance process
needed to be addressed.
A general‐purpose descriptive land use model with both statewide and local usefulness would need to
be able to be developed and maintained in a cost‐effective way. Local jurisdictions have the benefit of a
great deal of local knowledge, but often lack the resources to develop and maintain data. A statewide
land use data model would need to be based on commonly available data and require as little effort as
possible to assemble and maintain. It would also need to be simple enough to be easily integrated
across jurisdictions, but detailed enough to be useful for application to diverse tasks.
In June 2015, LCOG conducted for DLCD an analysis of the feasibility of using county assessor data to
develop a state‐wide parcel‐level land use layer for Oregon. That analysis (now referred to as the Phase
1 Assessment) focused on using the assessors’ categorization of structures (often referred to as
“improvements”) by building type or use (referred to here as “Stat Class”). It was found that an
approach based on Stat Class could provide a useful characterization of land uses in many areas, but
would have some systematic limitations. While the Stat Class approach works well for developed urban
lands, it does not work as well for undeveloped or lightly‐developed lands, including publicly‐owned
lands and resource lands, in rural areas and in what could be called the “urban fringe.” In addition,
development of a statewide land use classification scheme based on Stat Class would be complicated by
the variability of the building classification schemes used in different counties, as well as by the many‐
to‐one relationships that exist when a taxlot contains multiple types of improvements. Additional
information can be found in the Phase 1 Assessment Final Report .

Current Work
After review of the first phase of work in 2015, DLCD staff determined that further work was desired. It
was determined that, before extending the Stat Class‐based approach to the remainder of the state, the
methodology should be reviewed and improved upon, and both implementation and data maintenance
plans should be created. It was also decided that, in order to provide better guidance on
implementation choices and data requirements, an assessment of agency needs and a data quality
review were needed to help ensure that the resulting data will be as useful and reliable as possible to
key users across the State. This document describes the work performed in this second assessment
phase (hereafter called the Phase 2 Assessment). That work included refinement of the land use layers
developed for the five focus counties studied in Phase 1. A proposed implementation plan, extending
this work to the whole state in order to achieve a statewide land use layer, was developed as part of this
work, and is provided as a separate section of this document (see Task 4). A preliminary stewardship
and maintenance plan is also provided as a separate section of this document (see Task 5).

Statewide Land Use Phase 2 ‐ Project Summary.docx

2

Statewide Land Use Layer Data Assessment ‐ Phase 2 Project Report

Task 1: Outreach and Evaluation of Agency Needs/Use Cases
Briefly, Task 1 included the following activities:
 Worked with FIT Coordinator and DLCD staff lead to re‐convene the Land Use Work Group
under the Land Use/Land Cover FIT,
 Identified key stakeholders among state agency staff, Metro, others,
 Convened 1st Work Group meeting to discuss agency needs/use cases,
 Assembled and summarized agency needs/use cases,
 Convened 2nd Work Group meeting to review findings and discuss next steps.
Introduction
A Land Use Work Group had previously been formed under the umbrella of the Land Use/Land Cover
Framework Implementation Team (LU/LC FIT) in order to build support for, and help guide ongoing
efforts toward, the development of a statewide Land Use data layer. A key goal of these efforts is to
provide information well‐suited to a wide range of needs to characterize, analyze and monitor changes
to natural land cover and human uses of land. The observable data must be meaningful and at the same
time feasibly assembled and maintained through time.
The Land Use Work Group, consisting of staff from several state agencies as well as representatives of
local and regional governments, met for the first time in February 2016 to review and provide feedback
on the results of the 2015 Phase 1 (Stat Class‐based) work described above. The second phase of Land
Use data exploration, as described in this document, was undertaken in order to improve upon the
results of the Phase 1 work, and to develop a plan for statewide implementation. The Land Use Work
Group met again in early February 2017 in order to conduct a wide‐ranging discussion about potential
Use Cases and agency needs for Land Use information, and met for a third time in late February 2017 to
review and discuss the Task 1 findings, and to provide additional input to help direct and inform further
data development efforts.
This section of the Phase 2 project report summarizes the Work Group discussions about Use Cases and
data requirements. The narrative section below provides some definitions of terminology and a
summary of Task 1 findings related to Land Use data needs. Appendix A provides a tabular summary and
captures specific comments that were made as part of those Work Group discussions.
Discussion
The many important applications of LU/LC data identified by the Work Group (as documented in
Appendix A) highlight the significant challenges of defining land use in simple terms, and of one‐size‐fits‐
all data solutions. Land use data needs are both general and specific, and apply to natural as well as
developed settings. Valuable classifications of land use can differentiate forest or range lands from
urbanized areas but they can also distinguish single family residential structures from multi‐family or
commercial structure categories.
For resolving relevant land use differences, classification tools must be applied to continuums of spatial
scale (from large scale rasters to parcels or sub‐parcels, to discreet features like buildings and bus stops).
To support broad application, classification schemes must unambiguously support generalizations of the
landscape as well as discreet categorization of details necessary for clarity and meaningful analysis.
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These classification systems must also be adaptable over time to inevitable changes in human activities,
evolving data collection methodologies, and varying needs for data currency and specificity.
Ultimately, and in practical terms, the goal of the LU/LC FIT Work Group is to find workable solutions
that can supply needed data about land use and land use change. Use cases for the data will likely need
to be lumped or split to take advantage of the variable resolution, specificity, and timeliness of available
data sources. Combinations of broad remotely sensed land cover, parcel‐based uses, and detailed
structure or facility features will all be useful for statewide users of land use information.
Terminology

•

•

•
•

Land Use is the current use of a site or property (typically at a parcel or sub‐parcel level). The data
is usually in vector format, includes information that can’t be reliably determined from imagery,
requires supplemental information about human activities, and generally offers less detail in rural
areas and more detail within urban areas.
Zoning refers to the use allowed by local or other authorities on specific parcels of land. Zoned use
is not always the same as the existing use, and may reflect historical or anticipated future use. In
other words, land is not always used in the way it has been zoned. Additionally, a particular zone
may allow for a number of different uses that are considered compatible with the intent of the
zone.
Plan Designation is the long‐term ideal or desired future land use for a specified land area, and
expressed in a comprehensive plan which is intended to guide development according to adopted
policy.
Land Cover is typically a raster representation of the Earth’s surface based on biological and/or
physical characteristics derived from remotely sensed data, such as “broad leaf forest” or
“impervious surface”. It traditionally offers very little detail of land use inside urbanized areas, and
is generally more useful for landscape‐scale analysis.

Summary of Findings
1. There is a wide range of current and potential use cases for a statewide GIS layer of Land Use.
Numerous state agencies, as well as local and regional governments, have a need for Land Use
information that cannot be entirely met by the use of zoning, land cover, or other existing data layers. A
number of use cases are described in the matrix below, along with specific comments related to special
attribution requirements, and comments related to geometry, spatial resolution, and currency
requirements (update cycles).
2. Some use cases would benefit from having a layer of structures or building footprints.
Some use cases have specific data requirements which would be better met by having a layer of
structures or building footprints, perhaps in addition to a layer of land use polygons. For example,
detailed information about structure type and occupancy is critically important for damage and loss
assessments related to natural hazards. While a structures or building footprints layer is well beyond the
scope of this current phase of work on land use data development, it should be noted as something to
work toward. Structures or building footprints could someday be used in conjunction with parcel‐level
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land use, perhaps in order to derive land use polygons at the sub‐parcel level. The statewide address
point dataset known as the Oregon Multidisciplinary Address Repository (OMAR) could have future
potential to include land use information and/or be related to structures data or to land use data.
3. Some use cases would benefit from having land use information at the sub‐parcel level.
The data requirements for some use cases would be better met by having land use information at the
sub‐parcel level. Attempting to derive distinct polygons at the sub‐parcel level cannot be done reliably
using taxlot attributes, and is beyond the scope of the current phase of work on land use data
development, but should be noted as something to work toward. A sub‐parcel level of information can
also be achieved to some degree through a classification scheme which can reflect the presence (or
likely presence) of multiple (or “mixed”) uses, and achieving something like that is potentially within the
scope of the current phase of work.
4. Some use cases would benefit from having high‐resolution Land Cover information.
There are some use cases for which information about individual structures is less important, and the
more critical need is for detailed information about the natural and non‐structural features of the land,
such as specific crop type, vegetation community, or mix of species. Typically, that kind of information
cannot be readily derived from taxlot attributes, and might be better achieved through a high‐resolution
Land Cover dataset.
5. Other taxlot attributes may have relevance.
In several use cases, there appears to be a need for taxlot‐level attributes in addition to the current use
of the property, such as ownership and parcel size. While not part of the strict definition of “land use”,
these attributes could add significant value to a land use data layer derived from taxlot information, and
it may be possible to work them into the land use classification scheme in useful ways, such as creating
size‐based categories for rural residential lands, or applying ownership‐based categories to forest lands.
6. There is a particularly strong need for reliable Land Use information in “Transitional” areas.
There is an unmet need for reliable Land Use information in areas which lie outside the urbanized areas
but which are not traditional resource lands. While sometimes referred to as the “urban fringe”, these
“transitional” areas can extend well beyond the urban area and form a “semi‐rural” landscape.
Traditionally, land use data has provided more detail inside urbanized areas, and not as much detail in
rural areas, while land cover data has provided more detail about undeveloped areas and less detail
about developed areas. These “semi‐rural” areas are not well characterized by either traditional land
use or land cover data. Many of these areas are characterized by rural residential land use on taxlots
which range in size from 1 or 2 acres up to roughly 10 to 15 acres. As shown by the results of the
previous (2015) phase of work, relying solely on information related to structural improvements in these
areas tends to overstate the land area which is actually occupied by rural residential use, and ignores
the non‐structural land uses commonly found on these taxlots, such as small‐scale agriculture or small‐
woodlot forestry, which are important to certain use cases. Conversely, relying solely on available Land
Cover information in these semi‐rural areas tends to understate the extent of development and human
occupancy. Indeed, it is the mix of structure‐related and non‐structure‐related uses which is of critical
interest to many potential users of the data.
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7. More information is needed regarding the specific classification of land use types.
While a small number of specific land use types were identified in these discussions, such as surface
parking, or the distinction between agriculture, grazing, and timber, there remains a need for additional
input as far as identifying specific land use types that are needed. For example, while there appears to
be a clear need to break out “Rural Residential” from “Urban Residential”, should the classification
scheme attempt to derive multiple categories of Rural Residential, and how should they be defined?
Conclusions and Next Steps
The full range of potential use cases reflects a need for structure‐level information, as well as a need for
more specific kinds of land cover information, and a desire in some cases for representation at the sub‐
parcel level. However, the phase of work described in this document is focused primarily on deriving
useful land use information at the parcel level, using the kind of taxlot information that is typically
maintained by county tax assessors. An accurate and reliable representation of existing land use at the
parcel level would likely benefit, in some way, every one of the use cases listed in Appendix A, if for no
other reason than helping to identify specific sites of interest, or to eliminate areas of no interest, or to
enable comparisons to other datasets. Input from the Work Group helps to determine what a land use
classification scheme should look like, in order to be as useful as possible to the widest range of use
cases and applications.
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Task 2: Refinement/Improvement of Land Use Coding Algorithms
Briefly, Task 2 included the following activities:




Worked with taxlot data acquired directly from five Oregon counties to develop a Land Use
classification scheme built primarily on Property Class,
Refined and improved the classification scheme by using a composite approach which
incorporates an existing statewide data layer depicting public lands ownership,
Convened 3rd Work Group meeting to review results and discuss next steps.

Introduction
While highly informative, the 2015 Phase 1 results, along with subsequent feedback received from
members of the Work Group, brought to light a number of challenges and shortcomings associated with
crafting a land use coding scheme based solely on Stat Class, including the following:





The many‐to‐one relationship that can exist between Stat Class and taxlots (due to presence of
multiple buildings or other improvements).
No characterization of undeveloped taxlots, which carry no Stat Class information.
No clear distinction between rural residential and urban residential use.
Lack of statewide standardization of a Stat Class coding scheme or data structure.

For this current Phase 2 of the effort to develop a statewide Land Use data layer, LCOG has focused on
the use of property class (hereafter referred to as “Prop Class”), as used by various county tax
assessment offices around the state, to derive Land Use polygons at the taxlot level. While it comes with
its own set of challenges, using Prop Class as a basis for developing a land use coding scheme does
address each of the shortcomings mentioned above with regard to Stat Class:





Each taxlot generally carries (by definition) a single Prop Class value.
Developed and undeveloped taxlots carry Prop Class information, and Prop Class codes often
indicate presence or absence of improvements.
Prop Class provides some distinction between rural residential and urban residential use.
Property Class is defined by Oregon Administrative Rule and application of it is relatively
standardized statewide (see below).

It is worth noting, however, that while a land use coding scheme based primarily on Prop Class can help
address some of the challenges and shortcomings inherent in a Stat‐Class‐based approach, there are
more detailed levels of land use information that can be provided only by characterization at the
structure level, such as Stat Class provides. Nevertheless, at this time a structure‐level or sub‐taxlot
determination of land use does not appear to be feasible within practical constraints of time and
budget. Through other FIT groups, the state is making progress in related areas, such as identification
and mapping of critical facilities, compilation of site address points, and possibly compilation of building
footprints, which may someday provide a feasible pathway to structure‐level or sub‐taxlot
determination of occupancy or use.
Taking the Work Group input from Task 1 into consideration, LCOG improved upon the June 2015 land
use categorization in a number of significant ways:
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A. The Tax Lot Property Class (Prop Class) was utilized to achieve better results on undeveloped
lands, where the Stat Class‐only approach did not work as well.
B. Additional land use categories were created for the urban fringe and lightly‐developed rural
areas, including Rural Residential , Agriculture , and Forest.
C. Other existing statewide datasets were examined which could be used to more accurately
reflect existing land use in certain specific areas or situations.
During Task 2, LCOG developed these improvements in methodology through application to the same
five Oregon counties for which maps were prepared for the June 2015 Phase 1 report, using the same
base data:







Deschutes County
Harney County
Josephine County

Lane County
Multnomah County

Discussion
Property Class as Used in Oregon
Property Class, as applied by tax assessors in every county in Oregon, follows a relatively (but not
universally) standardized three‐digit approach, as shown in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1 – Basic Property Classes in Oregon
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However, counties are given significant leeway in how they utilize this general scheme, and deviations
from the general system are observed from county to county. For example, some counties make no use
of the 9xx codes, opting instead to flag exempt properties in other ways within their respective property
tax assessment systems. Some of the more common Prop Class codes are found in nearly every county,
while others are found in relatively few counties. A large number of theoretically possible codes are not
used at all.
Advantages and Disadvantages of Prop Class vs Stat Class
As stated above, Prop Class enjoys the significant advantages of a) being relatively standardized from
county to county and b) avoiding the many‐to‐one relationships inherent in Stat Class. In addition, the
vast majority of undeveloped properties carry Prop Class even though Stat Class is blank, so Prop Class is
able to characterize both undeveloped and developed properties. In rural areas, where taxlots tend to
be large and only partially developed, Prop Class results also tend to characterize the land use more
accurately than Stat Class. On developed properties, however, whether or not the Prop Class results are
better than the Stat Class results can be somewhat subjective, particularly in urban areas, where taxlots
are smaller and more likely to be developed. Stat Class can, in theory, provide a more detailed
breakdown of structure type than can be determined from Prop Class. On the other hand, in many
counties, structure types such as warehouses and apartments are considered “commercial” in terms of
their Stat Class or structure type, so Prop Class may be more accurate in some of those situations.
In some situations, neither approach works as well as might be hoped. In Josephine County, for
example, a nursing home was classified as Public/Institutional based on Stat Class/Bldg Code, but was
assigned to multi‐family residential based on Prop Class. Neither of those is strictly “correct”, and while
it might be possible to somehow tease it out as Group Quarters, doing so would require delving into the
details of Stat Class/Bldg Code, which would mean dealing with the many‐to‐one and non‐standard‐code
issues. For the current phase of work, land use classification of both developed and undeveloped lands
will be based on Prop Class. In some future phase of data development, it may be possible to use some
mix or some combination of Prop Class and Stat Class, e.g., to show whether residential improvements
are present on rural lands, regardless of their Prop Class assignment.
Development of Initial Land Use Classification Scheme
For some counties, Prop Class descriptions were obtained along with the codes, and those descriptions,
along with elements of the basic 3‐digit scheme depicted above, provided the basis for the initial land
use groupings or classifications to which each Prop Class was assigned. Assignments were made in a
“master lookup table” which was then joined to each county’s taxlots, using the Prop Class attribute as
the join field. Building on those initial assignments, additional Prop Class codes were added to the table
as they were encountered in other counties. In some cases, additional insight gained from another
county’s use of a particular Prop Class code would lead to an assignment being changed in the table.
This process continued, applying the lookup table to yet another county, identifying and resolving gaps
created where new Prop Classes were encountered for the first time, adding each of those to the master
table, and perhaps reconsidering the initial assignment. Aerial imagery was used to help identify or
confirm specific underlying uses, such as electrical substations, mobile home parks, presence of rural
development, etc. Statewide zoning and other “external” datasets were not consulted during this
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classification process, and the resulting Land Use classifications are completely independent of the
statewide zoning layer.
The following paragraphs describe some of the data‐related challenges encountered during
development of a consistent Prop Class‐based land use classification system.
Data Structure and Non‐Taxlot Features
In Harney County, numerous instances were found where taxlot polygons carried a Prop Class code with
a trailing space, which meant they would not successfully join to the master lookup table. One possible
approach would be to simply extend the master lookup table to include every Prop Class value both with
and without a trailing space, but this would be overly redundant and it is possible that instances of more
than one trailing space could be encountered. Instead, a pre‐processing step can be added to remove all
trailing spaces from Prop Class codes. Pre‐processing steps such as this will certainly have to be
integrated into statewide implementation and ongoing maintenance.
The taxlot data obtained from some counties needs to be filtered in certain ways to screen out non‐
taxlot features and/or redundant “placeholder” features. In Harney County, for example, non‐taxlotted
areas were screened out with a Definition Query based on the “Taxlot” field. In the taxlot data obtained
from Multnomah County, the attribute field “Tl_Type” was found to have five possible values, and only
those records where TL_Type = “TAXLOT” were needed. The other “types” belong to subaccounts or
easements and are attached to replicate features. In Deschutes County, Prop Class is either blank or
coded as “000” on a large number of features, far more than in other counties examined. Some of these
features appear to be private roads while others appear to be common area around condos, but in
many cases it is not obvious why these taxlots would not have some other Prop Class or would be
considered unbuildable.
Note that some of these county‐specific data structure and format issues could be avoided if a
standardized dataset could be acquired for all counties. In fact, the standardized taxlot datasets
delivered by most Oregon counties to the Oregon Dept. of Revenue (DOR) as part of the ORMAP
program do include an attribute field for the Prop Class codes (as part of a table submitted with the
taxlots). The most feasible approach to statewide implementation likely relies at least in part on the use
of these ORMAP submissions to DOR (discussed in more detail under Task 4 below).
Prop Classes Applied to Non‐Farm/Non‐Forest Rural Lands
All five counties examined for this current phase of work, and presumably all counties in Oregon, use the
somewhat‐generic “Tract” category of Prop Class (4xx) for large numbers of rural taxlots. For the most
part, these tend to be in rural residential use, although there are some exceptions.
Residential Condominiums
Whether taxlots with condominiums should be considered as single‐family residential or multi‐family
residential uses seems to depend largely on setting and surroundings, but a consistent classification will
greatly simplify statewide implementation. At this time, residential condos have been classified as multi‐
family residential, based on the predominant observed usage.
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Utilities and Other Centrally Assessed Properties
Certain types of transportation‐, communication‐, and utility‐related properties are considered
“centrally assessed”, and the Oregon Dept. of Revenue (DOR) has responsibility for their tax assessment.
Taxlots which represent these centrally‐assessed properties are generally (but not always) assigned Prop
Class codes which begin with “0” and end in “3”, such as 003, 023, 033, 073, etc. Depending on the
county, these Prop Classes may include such properties as, for example, electric substations, portions of
railyards, and commercial buildings housing cable company offices. In other words, these properties
represent somewhat of a mix of uses and ownerships. They have been categorized here as
“Public/Institutional”. Some counties vary from the typical usage of these Prop Classes. For example,
some counties do not apply any of these Centrally Assessed codes to electric substations, instead
categorizing them based on the surrounding land use, variously commercial, residential, industrial, etc.
Recreation Use Codes
Various recreation uses such as timeshare condos, golf course homes, and resort dwellings, are
inconsistently coded, typically using 801, 808, and 818. In Deschutes County, some vacation‐style homes
and/or timeshares on golf courses are given one of these 8xx (Recreation) Prop Classes, while in other
cases they are given 4xx (Tract) Prop Classes. At this time, all of these have been classified as
“Recreation”. Assignment of these codes may need further refinement. Achieving a more consistent
classification may require the involvement of taxlot size and/or improvement value, which could get
very complicated. Alternately, it might be possible to use county‐specific “exception tables” to overwrite
some of the global assignments.
Publicly‐Owned Lands
As noted above, some counties do not use the 9xx (exempt) Prop Class codes. As a result, schools, parks
and open space lands of all kinds are not well characterized in these counties, and may carry various
residential, commercial or industrial Prop Class codes, as assigned by each county’s assessor’s office. In
Lane County, schools and parks are completely “ignored” by the county’s Prop Class assignments,
whereas in Multnomah County, the Prop Class does not capture schools and other public facilities, but
many parks are coded as Recreation so are not entirely missed.
In Lane County, most federal lands are classified by the assessor as “forest”, whereas in Multnomah
County, most of the National Forest land is Prop Classed simply as “undeveloped tract”. In other
counties, the public ownership of these lands is reflected by the more specific application of one of the
9xx (exempt) Prop Class codes. This major inconsistency can be alleviated by use of one of the
statewide datasets described in a later section of this report.
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Findings – Initial Land Use Classification Results
The land use classifications initially used for Prop Class based assignments are shown in Figure 2. Several
new classes were added to those used in the Stat Class based classification (Phase 1), informed primarily
by Work Group discussions around potential use cases, and in order to meet the need for better
characterization of rural and semi‐rural lands in particular. Providing separate classes for developed and
undeveloped lands (in most categories) gives the end user the
Land Use by Prop Class
flexibility to decide whether or not to lump all “undeveloped” lands
together, for example, or whether to lump commercial lands
Single-Family Residential
together regardless of development status. (Keep in mind that
Residential, Undeveloped
“development status”, in this context, depends on the Prop Class
Multi-Family Residential
assigned to each taxlot by the county assessor’s office, and can be
Multi-Family Res, Undeveloped
misleading. In the case of a large industrial facility, for example,
significant improvement value may span multiple taxlots, but all of
Mobile/Mfg Home Park
that improvement may be associated with just one of the taxlots.)
Commercial
This initial Land Use classification scheme was applied to each of
the five “focus” counties, and compared to the Stat Class‐based
Phase 1 results for urban, rural, and transitional areas in each
county. These initial results are illustrated by the maps on next
page showing Deschutes County and Lane County (Figures 3 and 4).
At this stage of work, all publicly‐owned lands were lumped
together into a single classification. The fact that Lane County
makes no use of the 9xx (exempt) Prop Class codes is immediately
apparent. Recall that the same is true in Multnomah County, and
was later found to be true in other counties, as well. This
inconsistency in practice poses a significant challenge to the
development of a consistent statewide land use dataset. In the
following section of this report, other statewide datasets are
considered, and a possible solution to this issue is presented, which
also resulted in a refinement of the initial land use classification
scheme shown in Figure 2.
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Industrial
Industrial, Undeveloped
Public/Institutional
Forest
Forest with Improvements
Agriculture
Ag with Improvements
Rural Residential
Rural Res., Undeveloped
Recreation
Not Classified

Figure 2 – Initial Classification Scheme

Statewide Land Use Layer Data Assessment ‐ Phase 2 Project Report

Figure 3 – Initial Classification Scheme Applied to Deschutes County

Figure 4 – Initial Classification Scheme Applied to Lane County
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Consideration of Other Statewide Datasets
The Scope of Work for the current phase of data included the consideration of additional statewide
datasets to “supplement” the county assessors’ data where practical and beneficial to do so. A number
of these external datasets have been considered, and are described below. Some could be used to
enhance the land use classification in certain categories and counties and could reduce the impacts of
inconsistent Prop Class coding. Others could be used to validate the land use classification as developed.
Zoning
Up to this point, these Land Use classifications have been developed completely independently of local
zoning information and of the statewide generalized zoning dataset, which means the two can be
compared with no danger of “circularity”. Comparisons between the two could yield some QA/QC
benefit, although some differences are to be expected, because land use does not always conform to
zoning.
Land Cover
These Land Use classifications have also been developed completely independently of the National Land
Cover Dataset (NLCD). As with zoning, comparisons between the two could yield some QA/QC benefit,
although again, some differences are to be expected. The visual “edge” separating urban areas from
rural areas in the NLCD could be examined, for example, to see how well it conforms to these land use
classifications based on Prop Class.
Parks and Schools
Parks and Schools are an important element in most land use classification schemes, even if they are
lumped in with other public and non‐profit ownership. In counties which do not utilize any of the 9xx
Prop Class codes, however, it may be impossible to identify the parks and/or schools without the added
complication of bringing in other information, such as taxlot ownership or possibly Stat Class. During
Task 2, this was seen most clearly in Lane County and Multnomah County, but the same issue will be
encountered in other counties during statewide implementation. Communication with Brady Callahan at
Oregon Parks and Recreation Dept. (OPRD) indicates that they plan to compile a statewide GIS layer of
parks at all levels, including city and county parks as well as state and federal recreation facilities, and
ideally even including school properties. Those efforts should be supported, and if successful, could
provide another key enhancement of statewide land use data.
Ownership/Land Management
For a number of years, the Oregon Dept. of Forestry (ODF) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
have collaborated on a statewide dataset depicting public lands ownership and management. Overall,
the spatial registration of that dataset with this taxlot‐based Land Use classification is not perfect, but is
quite good. Even though this ODF/BLM dataset is confined primarily to rural resource lands, it offers an
excellent opportunity to improve upon the initial Land Use classifications. Especially in those counties
where the 9xx Prop Class codes are not used, this dataset provides information about public ownership
without having to dig down into the actual taxlot ownership information, which can get complicated,
and ODF/BLM have already done this work. Assuming that ODF/BLM are willing to continue to act as
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compilers and stewards of the ownership/management dataset, this provides a way to compile a
reasonably consistent statewide land use data layer.

1: PropClass
2: ODF/BLM

3: Composite

Figure 5 – Illustration of Composite Approach Applied to Josephine County
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Composite Approach to Land Use Classification
In order to better and more consistently characterize rural publicly‐owned lands, a Prop Class‐based
classification scheme can be supplemented with the public land categories from the statewide ODF/BLM
dataset (described in the previous section), as illustrated in Figure 5 (above) for Josephine County.
As seen in the earlier Deschutes County map, the initial classification for
Josephine County based on Prop Class (Figure 5, upper left) lumps all
public ownership together, shown as light blue. In the ODF/BLM dataset
(Figure 5, upper right), the non‐public lands are generically lumped into
two categories: “Private” and “Industrial” (i.e., privately held forestland).
A definition query can be applied to screen out those values, and the
remaining polygons from the ODF/BLM dataset can be used to provide
additional information about the public lands, which the initial land use
classification scheme generically lumped together as “public”. As shown
on the composite result (Figure 5), all of the detailed land use
information about the privately‐owned lands, based on Prop Class, is
allowed to “show through”. In this sense, the two datasets are
complementary of each other in an extremely useful way.
As can be seen in the resulting Josephine County composite map,
however, some of the light‐blue “public” Prop Classes are also “showing
through”, indicating that the ODF/BLM dataset is missing some public
ownership, namely a number of county‐owned sections interspersed
with the BLM‐owned “checkerboard” commonly known as the O & C
lands (named for the defunct Oregon & California Railroad).

Land Use Classification
Single-Family Residential
Residential, Undeveloped
Multi-Family Residential
Multi-Family Res, Undeveloped
Commercial
Commercial, Undeveloped
Industrial
Industrial, Undeveloped
Forest
Forest with Improvements
Agriculture
Ag with Improvements
Rural Residential
Rural Res., Undeveloped
Recreation
Public - Federal
Public - State
Public - Local Govt.

This discovery suggested a valuable revision to the initial Prop Class
Public/Institutional - Other
classification scheme depicted in Figure 2. For those counties which do
Tribal
make use of the 9xx (exempt) Prop Class codes, the master lookup table
Water
was extended to break out the 9xx codes in a manner which corresponds
Not Classified
to the major ownership classes used in the ODF/BLM dataset. The
extended classification scheme is shown in Figure 6. The colors used for Figure 6 – Extended Classification Scheme
these new sub‐classes of public ownership match those used for the
ODF/BLM dataset in the previous maps. Note that other types of public/institutional ownership will
remain as previously depicted, such as schools, churches, other religious and charitable organizations,
and utilities. (Also note that final choice of colors may be revised, and ultimately is up to end users.)
The net result of this revision in the classification scheme is that, for the most part, in counties which
accurately apply the 9xx codes, overlaying the ODF/BLM dataset makes little difference, except for
breaking out the tribal lands more consistently (in some counties, at least, the Prop Classes used for
tribal lands appear to lump them in with other federal ownership). Where discrepancies are observed
between the 9xx Prop Class applied by the county and what is shown in the ODF/BLM dataset, such as in
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the Josephine County instance described above, an examination of those discrepancies could lead to
data quality improvements in the ODF/BLM dataset, or may reveal changes in ownership that are not
reflected in the county‐assigned Prop Class.
The entire extended master lookup table is attached as Appendix B, and includes a summary of Prop
Class usage in each of the five counties, as well as total counts. The table is also included in the data
bundle delivered to DLCD. Maps showing the results of the composite land use classification for all five
focus counties are included in Appendix C. These maps can be compared with the corresponding maps
which accompanied the Phase 1 report.
For purposes of these illustrations of the composite approach, the public‐land elements of the ODF/BLM
data were simply drawn on top of the Prop Class‐based Land Use classifications of taxlots. A better
approach might be to preserve the parcel geometry, using the taxlot centroids to capture the
appropriate classification from the ODF/BLM dataset. This would provide a more accurate depiction,
which would separate highway rights‐of‐way from surrounding public lands, for example, and which
would conform more closely to the county boundaries as depicted in the ORMAP data. This will need to
be tested during statewide implementation.
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Task 3: Quality Review
Briefly, Task 3 included the following activities:
 LCOG developed a data package to share with DLCD staff to review Task 2 work,
 DLCD staff reviewed the data and discussed applicability with internal stakeholders,
 DLCD staff shared findings at the 3rd meeting of the Land Use Work Group.
DLCD staff were tasked with reviewing LCOG’s results from Task 2 and comparing them to the results
from the Phase 1 (Stat Class only) approach. DLCD also assessed the overall quality of the results from
Task 2 by comparing them to other statewide datasets, such as zoning.
As part of Task 3, LCOG and DLCD convened a third meeting of the Land Use Work Group, in May 2017,
at which the results from Tasks 2 and 3 were presented for review and comment. Feedback was solicited
for inclusion in the summary report, and to help inform development of a statewide implementation
plan.
Overall, DLCD staff were satisfied with the results and with the Land Use classification scheme, although
some staff expressed a need to bring both Prop Class and Stat Class into the final product, specifically in
order to flag residential use on rural properties that might be classed as simply Agriculture or Forest.
While beyond the scope and budget of this current phase of work, that may be something to look at
during statewide implementation, or more likely, as a possible future enhancement.
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Task 4: Statewide Implementation Plan
Briefly, Task 4 included the following activities:
 Acquired taxlot data for additional Oregon counties through the ORMAP program,
 Tested classification scheme developed during Task 2 against additional counties,
 Used 3rd Work Group meeting to review preliminary results and discuss next steps,
 Developed a Statewide Implementation Plan.
Introduction
LCOG developed an Implementation Plan for expanding the Land Use classification developed in Task 2
to (ideally) all 36 Oregon counties. The implementation plan builds on the results of Task 2, and expands
on that work by applying the same land use classification scheme to other counties. In addition, the
implementation plan lays out a series of detailed steps to be taken in order to achieve the state’s goal of
having a statewide land use layer. In general terms, these steps will include the following:






Collection of available taxlot and prop class data from ORMAP and/or individual counties,
including prop class,
Clean up of any data issues,
Application of the land use categorization scheme developed in Task 2,
Quality assurance checks to look for outliers or missing assignments,
Overlay with ODF/BLM Ownership/Management for public lands.

Data Availability and Acquisition
For the 2015 Phase 1 assessment, LCOG downloaded taxlot data from individual county web sites or
contacted county staff directly in order to acquire taxlot data. Five representative focus counties were
explored in detail. In each case, the Prop Class attribute was also available, and those same datasets
were also used for Task 2 of this Phase 2 assessment. The effort to collect data for each county
individually, however, is not likely to be cost‐effective as a future maintenance strategy, so another
option was explored during development of this statewide implementation plan.
LCOG staff contacted the Oregon Department of Revenue (DOR) and the Oregon Geospatial Enterprise
Office (GEO) to confirm that Prop Class information was being provided as per the Oregon taxlot data
specification. (Through the ORMAP program , DOR collects taxlot data from all but a handful of counties
in the state, and the adopted cadastral data standard provides for Prop Class codes to be included in
those ORMAP submissions.1 ) DOR staff confirmed that the Prop Class attribute is generally populated,
but is not a focus in the DOR workflow. In order to investigate the feasibility of using the ORMAP data
for the purpose of deriving land use information, LCOG staff worked with GEO staff to acquire sample
ORMAP data for all participating counties.
According to DOR staff, data typically becomes available from the individual counties over the first few
months of each calendar year following tax roll certification in the fall. As of May 2017, data reflecting
the 2016 tax roll certification was not yet available for some counties, so the “2017” data that had been
compiled by DOR as of May were still preliminary and incomplete. The work described here was focused
on the 2016 “statewide” ORMAP geodatabase. Data quality issues that were encountered in those 2016
data are described in the following sections of this report.
1

See the Oregon Cadastral Data Exchange Standard at the DAS‐GEO website.
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As can be seen in Figure 7, five counties were not participating in the ORMAP data sharing agreement in
2016: Douglas, Grant, Malheur, Sherman, and Wallowa. The remainder of this discussion pertains only
to the 31 counties which were included. Note that the taxlot shapefiles which DOR receives from each
county do not directly include any Prop Class attribution. The counties also provide a “real property”
table which DOR joins to the taxlot features, and that table includes Prop Class (field name PRPCLASS),
among many other assessment‐related attributes.

Figure 7 – 2016 ORMAP Data Availability and Completeness

Of the 31 counties that did participate in ORMAP in 2016, two (Curry County and Klamath County) did
not appear to include any Prop Class information in the data acquired from GEO. (In Klamath County,
the PRPCLASS field is blank on every feature, and in Curry County, the PRPCLASS field is NULL on every
feature.) Columbia County appears to be the only county with no blanks or nulls in PRPCLASS
information. Almost every other county appears to have at least some blanks in the PRPCLASS attribute.
Several counties have significant numbers of taxlots that do not carry Prop Class information (e.g.
Deschutes, Harney, Baker, Union, Benton, and Umatilla). It is particularly curious to see significant data
gaps in Deschutes County and Harney County, because complete Prop Class information was acquired
directly from those counties and was used in Task 2. Some of this missing attribution may be a result of
omissions in the datasets submitted to ORMAP, rather than data gaps in the source data at the county.
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LCOG was able to obtain the ORMAP data from DOR because LCOG was working on behalf of DLCD and
the data received has been cleared for data sharing among state agencies. To what extent these data, or
Land Use information derived from these data, can be shared more generally remains unknown at this
time. Perhaps if all identifying attribution aside from the assigned Land Use Group were dropped from a
“publication” dataset, it could be shared more generally without violating terms of applicable data
sharing agreements. Or perhaps certain other attributes could be included, such as Prop Class or Taxlot
number.
Recommendations
Despite observed gaps in Prop Class information, in terms of statewide implementation, the ORMAP
data appears to be an excellent starting point for development of a statewide land use layer.


DLCD, or another horizontal steward, can acquire the ORMAP data directly from GEO on an
annual basis. It is likely that the land use data acquisition and processing will need to wait until
at least the second half of the year in order to allow time for all of the taxlot data to be
submitted to DOR under the ORMAP agreement.



It is also recommended that DLCD, or another horizontal steward, work with GEO and DOR to
determine the source of the ORMAP data completeness issues noted above. In some cases, it
may be necessary to acquire the data directly from the county in question. It may also be
possible to get taxlot and prop class data directly from at least some of the non‐participating
counties.

Data Cleanup
Prior to processing with the statewide land use coding scheme, various data issues with the data from
the counties will need to be addressed. Not all issues are known at this time, but a number of issues
have been identified and are described below.
Issues Noted
Non‐Taxlot Features
Non‐taxlot features exist in the ORMAP data and need to be filtered out with a query that relies on the
presence of certain keywords in the Taxlot ID attribute field. The following query identifies these
features:
Taxlot NOT IN ( 'CANAL', 'GAP', 'NONTL', 'RAILS', 'ROAD', 'ROADS', 'WATER', 'X')

Different counties use those keyword values in different ways. Most counties use a mix of the keywords
'NONTL', 'RAILS', 'ROADS', and 'WATER'. Multnomah County uses only ‘NONTL’. Deschutes County is the
only county that uses 'CANAL', and that appears to be the only Non‐Taxlot value they use. In Wheeler
County, a single instance was observed of the singular form, 'ROAD', whereas otherwise Wheeler County
uses the plural 'ROADS'. The singular form ‘ROAD’, used only once, is almost certainly an error, but
illustrates the basic fact that a Land Use data layer derived from taxlot data will be affected by data
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entry errors occurring at the source. Benton County is the only county that uses 'X' and it is used once
only, so that may also be an error.
In theory, some of those non‐taxlot keywords could be used to create additional LU categories for Roads
and Water, but not every county uses those keyword values. (Another problem would be that the water
feature would be a “taxlotted” version of water, not the actual water bodies.) Because the stated
objective of this effort is to develop a land use layer at the parcel level, at this time the non‐taxlot
features are simply being screened out.
There are four non‐taxlot features with County = 0 and all have zero area. (3 'ROADS' , 1 'WATER'.)
There is one additional feature with County = 0 which does have length and area, but it does not display
in ArcMap. It is not clear if those features were submitted by one or more counties, or if they found
their way into the geodatabase during subsequent processing or conversion. In any event “County <> 0”
needs to be added to the filter query shown above.
Replicated Features Due to Special Interest Codes
In a number of counties, there are replicate (or “stacked”) features that represent multiple occurrences
of the same taxlot, apparently due at least in part to the presence of “special interest” tax account
records in the real property tables submitted by the counties. There are two attributes which can be
used to thin out these replicate features from some counties: “SpecialInt” and “SIMAPTAX”. The
attribute “SpecialInt” can carry a number of different values depending on the county (Y/N, “U”, “0”).
In Lane County, for example, some taxlots appear in the ORMAP geodatabase as many as 5 times or
more. On one of these duplicate records, the SIMAPTAX attribute will exactly match the 13‐digit maplot
number. The other instances appear to be copies of the same feature which have an additional 3‐digit
Special Interest Code appended to the Maplot number to create a 16‐digit SIMAPTAX number. The one
feature on which the SIMAPTAX does not include the addition of the Special Interest code (i.e., where
the SIMAPTAX matches the maplot number) carries a PropClass value which matches that observed on
the locally‐acquired taxlot data used for Task 2. So for Lane County, it should be possible to eliminate at
least most of those replicate features by filtering out those which have some value in the SIMAPTAX
field but where that value does not match the Maplot field.
Replicate features are also observed in Clackamas County, but in this case, one of them typically has
SIMAPTAX attribute which is “NULL” (as a text string, not actually NULL), and the others, as in Lane
County, have a SIMAPTAX number which is the map taxlot number with an SI code appended to it. So in
the case of Clackamas County, when SpecialInt = ‘Y’, the “real” taxlot is the one where SIMAPTAX is the
string “NULL” (rather than being the one where SIMAPTAX is equal to the maplot number, as in Lane
County). Such a query might look like this (in addition to filtering out the non‐taxlot features):
County = 3 AND (SpecialInt = 'N' OR SIMAPTAX = 'NULL')

When a filter such as that is applied, it does appear to get rid of some replicated features, but not all of
them. Some replicate features remain even after removal of Special Interest Codes, which may reflect
the existence of multiple tax accounts. In these cases, however, it appears that all of the remaining
replicate features have the same PropClass value. At this time, it is not clear why those exist in the data.
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In the case of Clatsop County, there are a lot of duplicate features, apparently due to presence of
multiple tax accounts. Usually the replicate features have the same PropClass, but not always, and that
may be a problem. At this time, there does not appear to be a way to filter out the replicate features
using either SpecialInt or SIMAPTAX.
There do not appear to be any replicate features in Marion County, and probably other counties. A
number of counties have yet to be examined, and that examination will have to be a part of statewide
implementation.
“Short Codes”
One‐ and two‐digit values for PRPCLASS, e.g., “0” or “3” or “05” or “20”, occur in 8 of the 31 counties for
which data was obtained:










Baker County
Clackamas County
Coos County
Hood River County

Lane County
Lincoln County
Tillamook County
Union County

Among the single‐digit values, “3” occurs more commonly than the others, suggesting that these short
codes are truncations of the Prop Class codes which are missing the leading zeros (because “003” is
more commonly used than other Prop Class codes starting with “00”). However, it is impossible to tell
for certain whether these one‐ and two‐digit values are simply truncations or are typos (or have some
other meaning as yet unknown). At least some of these “short codes” are associated with the replicate
Special Interest features described above, and are eliminated when those are filtered out. However,
some short codes remain in the dataset. The same truncation is not observed in corresponding locally‐
acquired data, so it may have happened during or after submission to DOR. It is not clear why leading
zeros did not appear to be dropped on the other 23 counties for which ORMAP data was acquired.
Further examination of this issue will also need to be part of statewide implementation.
Alphanumeric Codes
Marion County uses some “normal” 3‐digit Prop Class codes and some alphanumeric Prop Class codes.
Spot‐checking suggests all of those alphanumeric Prop Class codes are related to public, religious,
charitable, and non‐profit ownership (i.e., tax exempt ownership). Marion County apparently uses those
in place of using the usual 9xx Prop Class codes. Empirically, it appears they use ‘C’ for commercial, ‘R’
for residential, and ‘F’ for forest, and then a 2‐digit number for the type of ownership. For example,
‘C50’, ‘R50’, and ‘F50’ are all in some kind of charitable non‐profit ownership, such as Humane Society or
Boy Scouts, whereas 'C40', 'R40', and 'F40' are all State ownerships. For now, these can all be assigned to
the Public/Institutional Land Use Group, but this bears closer examination during statewide
implementation.
Four‐Character Codes
Washington County appears to use 4‐character codes. Empirically, it appears the fourth character is
used for some, but not all, categories of Prop Class, possibly to tack on some additional meaning for the
county assessor. For the purpose described here, these fourth characters can simply be ignored. For
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example, there appears to be no significant difference between 5401, 5403, 5404, etc. In many of the
major Prop Class categories, e.g., the 100s and 200s and 900s, the fourth character is always zero.
Morrow County consistently uses Prop Class codes which include a decimal point after the third digit,
which is followed by a fourth digit, but it appears that the additional digit is always zero and can also be
safely ignored. A simple truncation or trimming would be sufficient, even though it could leave a very
small number of short codes that are probably simply typos or data‐entry errors (only two instances in
the 2016 dataset).
Josephine County also uses a handful of codes with decimal points, but sometimes the decimal point
comes after the first digit and sometimes after the third digit. There were few enough of these that they
were simply accommodated in the master lookup table developed during Task 2.
Also, recall that during Task 2, numerous instances were found in Harney County where taxlot polygons
carried a Prop Class code with a trailing space, which meant they would not successfully join to the
master lookup table. One possible approach would be to simply extend the master lookup table to
include every Prop Class value both with and without a trailing space, but this would be overly
redundant and it is possible that instances of more than one trailing space could be encountered.
Instead, a pre‐processing step can be added to remove all trailing spaces from Prop Class codes. Pre‐
processing steps such as this will likely have to be integrated into statewide Implementation and
ongoing maintenance. Trimming the PRPCLASS attribute to 3 characters for the entire ORMAP dataset,
however, could disrupt those 4‐character codes found in Josephine County, so steps like this will need to
be taken with care.
Recommendations
The data issues for each county may be individual and require unique solutions or may be amenable to a
general solution. These solutions can be automated so that they can be repeated each year. The
following steps are recommended:



Review data for each county to identify issues. Look for issues such as those identified above.
Manually repair or develop automated tools to repair data for each county.

Data Processing
Statewide Land Use Coding Scheme
In Task 2 of this Phase 2 assessment, a revised land use coding scheme based primarily on Prop Class
was developed. A single lookup table was developed to assign Prop Class codes to a set of Land Use
Group categories informed by use case information provided by the Land Use Work Group, and based
on the range of Prop Class values observed in the five focus counties.
Due to limitations of Prop Class coding of public lands in many counties, additional data from ODF/BLM
was used to better characterize land use in those areas. Further refinements will likely be needed for
other public lands such as city and county parks, school yards, and government properties in urban
areas. Data which may be compiled in coming years by Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation
(ODPR) may be used to further augment the land use information for these particular uses. In theory, if
additional identification and refinement of the classification of public lands is still needed, taxlot
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ownership attributes in the ORMAP data could be used to identify public properties, but this would take
significantly more effort and require familiarity with the details of each county’s ownership information.
Statewide Lookup Table
As described above, the work done during Task 2 resulted in development of a single master lookup
table, which was applied consistently to all five focus counties. This lookup table is included as Appendix
B to this Project Report, and provides a common scheme that can be extended to other counties. A
single table was developed instead of a table for each county for two primary reasons:




In reviewing the data for the five focus counties and the statewide data found in the ORMAP
data, it was observed that counties appear to be using most of the common codes in generally
similar ways.
A statewide table is a cost‐efficient initial choice and there is also the option to develop
exceptions tables for some counties if the statewide table becomes too restrictive.

LCOG staff found some variation in how Prop Class data is coded across counties. As might be expected,
a few counties use coding schemes that are unique to them, while most others stick closely to the codes
as defined in the OAR, but with some variation in usage.
It was not difficult, in most cases, to assign land use codes to Prop Class codes. This is partly because the
land use classification scheme that has been developed is somewhat generalized. So far, unusual or
“outlier” usages of Prop Class have been accommodated within the lookup table. An alternate approach
would be to build a separate table for each county, as was done for the Stat Class work (Phase 1).
However, the Prop Class coding scheme is standardized to the extent that these county‐specific tables
would be largely identical. Another approach might be to build a single master table and apply it to all
counties, but then make use of county‐specific “exception” tables to re‐assign particular Prop Class
codes which are used in a given county in some way that doesn’t conform to the standard adopted by
most other counties. Use of these exception tables would need to be thoroughly documented, and
could complicate the process of constructing legends and layer files. The choice of one approach over
another may depend on how many significant exceptions are encountered among Oregon’s 36 counties,
or it could come down to making a fundamental decision about whether or not to impose a consistent
land use assignment, despite some variation in how some Prop Class codes are used from county to
county.
Application of Statewide Lookup Table to Other Counties
In order to test how successfully the lookup table derived from the five focus counties can be applied to
other counties, the table was joined to the ORMAP data for several additional counties and then
augmented with the ODF/BLM data for public lands, in accordance with the “composite approach”
described under Task 2. Some of those results are shown below in Figures 8 through 10.
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Figure 8 – Composite Land Use Map of Clackamas County
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Figure 9– Composite Land Use Map of Columbia County

Statewide Land Use Phase 2 ‐ Project Summary.docx

27

Statewide Land Use Layer Data Assessment ‐ Phase 2 Project Report

Figure 10– Composite Land Use Map of Polk County
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Statewide Data Generation and Augmentation
To generate a land use feature class for the state, a statewide feature class of taxlots with real property
info (acquired from GEO and originating via the ORMAP program) can be acquired and processed into a
land use feature class. The base land use feature class can be augmented by adding land management
information from ODF/BLM (and possibly (in the future with park and school information from ODPR).
Figure 11 below illustrates the preliminary results of the composite approach for the entire state.

Figure 11 ‐ Preliminary Statewide Results

Seven counties remain completely untouched, and there are many small details throughout the other
counties that cannot be seen at this scale. Work remains to be done to add missing Prop Class codes to
the lookup table. Coos County, in particular, appears to make widespread use of several codes which
were not encountered in any of the five focus counties examined during Task 2. This is undoubtedly
true in other areas, as well, and some of those affects are visible in Figures 8 through 10. For this
illustration, the 4‐character codes have been trimmed in both Washington County and Morrow County,
but replicate features are still present throughout the data, and are negatively affecting these
preliminary results. Also, significant gaps in Prop Class information in both Deschutes County and
Harney County, visible in Figure 7, have been smoothed over in Figure 11 by using the Task 2 results for
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those two counties, which were derived from locally‐acquired taxlot and Prop Class information. Data
gaps can still be seen as blank areas in other counties, such as Baker County and Union County.
As indicated previously, for purposes of these illustrations of the composite approach, the public‐land
elements of the ODF/BLM data were simply drawn on top of the Prop Class‐based Land Use
classifications of taxlots. A better approach might be to preserve the parcel geometry, using the taxlot
centroids to capture the appropriate classification from the ODF/BLM dataset. This would provide a
more accurate depiction, which would separate highway rights‐of‐way from surrounding public lands.
Geoprocessing Steps
The following are generalized processing steps proposed for statewide implementation. The specifics of
these steps will need to be refined as part of the implementation process.
1) Create a geodatabase to store land use data for the target year.
2) Create a single, statewide feature class in the target year land use geodatabase.
3) For each county:
a) Select the county out of the ORMAP taxlots‐with‐real‐property feature class as a separate land
use feature class and save in the target year land use geodatabase.
b) As Needed ‐ Some counties may need filtering for non‐taxlot features and replicate features.
c) Add a field for Land Use Group to the land use feature class.
d) Optional ‐ Do any required cleanup of the Prop Class format for that county.
e) Join the land use lookup table to the land use feature class using the Prop Class fields.
f) Calculate the land use group field on the land use feature class equal to the land use group field
on the lookup table.
g) Remove the join.
h) Generate frequency table by county, Prop Class and land use group.
i) Optional – Add the ODF/BLM land management layer as an overlay, but preserving the taxlot
geometry by using each taxlot centroid to capture a classification from the ODF/BLM dataset.
j) Future – Add ODPR park layer as another overlay.
k) Future – Calculate land use groups for parks based on ODPR park data values.
l) Optional – Drop fields deemed unnecessary or that impede the ability to share the data.
m) Append each county land use feature class to a single, statewide feature class in the target year
land use geodatabase.
As part of statewide implementation, a geoprocessing tool (or tools) could be developed to perform the
above steps consistently, and to automate future maintenance.
Review Results
In order to confirm that all Prop Class codes have been assigned, it will be helpful to visually review the
land use layers produced by the processing steps described above. The frequency tables are also useful
in identifying the number of Prop Classes by county that remain unassigned. This review stage will be an
iterative process, as previously unassigned Prop Class codes are identified and added to the lookup
table. It will be necessary to do the following:

Statewide Land Use Phase 2 ‐ Project Summary.docx

30

Statewide Land Use Layer Data Assessment ‐ Phase 2 Project Report

1. Add valid Prop Class codes to the lookup table (some codes may not be valid, e.g. data entry or
data processing errors).
2. Assign land use groups to new codes in the lookup table.
3. Repeat processing steps listed above.
4. Repeat visual review and review of frequency table for completeness.
Recommendations
The data processing steps taken for the five focus counties have been generalized above. The
assessment of the focus counties also resulted in a statewide‐lookup table that, while not complete, is
headed in that direction. The following data processing steps will be required for the complete
statewide implementation:


Apply the geoprocessing and review steps described above for all counties available.

External Review
In order to confirm the validity of the Prop Class assignments to land use groups, the assessors’ Prop
Class data must be compared to what is actually “on the ground.” There is no comparable land use
dataset to compare to, and field verification, even of a representative sample, would be cost‐
prohibitive. As a result, the best available option for quality review of the assignments is to look at aerial
imagery and to apply existing knowledge. Staff from the counties and other local jurisdictions, as well as
DLCD staff and other state agencies, could perhaps be enlisted to assist in further confirming the
assignments.
Recommendations
The following data review steps are recommended, following data processing, for each county:




Review all assignments with DLCD staff.
Review assignments with other interested parties at the state level.
Review assignments with county and local government staff.

Data Sharing
A land use feature class for the state should be provided to GEO for sharing with other state agencies.
Some issues may arise with the ORMAP data sharing agreements as they currently stand. Some counties
may prefer that a land use layer that is derived from tax lot data not be shared with the public and not
be made available for download. The ORMAP program, however, establishes public data sharing of the
taxlots as a goal and already shares them online to the public via a web viewer. They do not currently
allow direct download. In the end, data sharing issues will need to be worked out with DOR if the desire
is to have a publically available land use layer as part of Oregon GIS Framework.
Recommendations
The following data sharing steps are recommended:



Work with DOR to determine the restrictions on data sharing.
Work with GEO to establish the appropriate method of sharing, such as a web service and
various file download formats.
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Task 5: Preliminary Land Use Data Stewardship/Maintenance Plan
Introduction
The scope of work for the Phase 2 Assessment called for LCOG to develop an initial draft Stewardship
and Maintenance Plan for the purpose of providing guidance in maintaining this statewide Land Use
data layer.
Maintenance
Identifying specific maintenance steps is difficult to do at this stage, given the number of technical issues
yet to be fully resolved during statewide implementation. However, in general terms, ongoing
maintenance of the Land Use data will be a repetition of the Data Acquisition, Data Cleanup,
Geoprocessing, and Review steps outlined under the Statewide Implementation Plan (see Task 4 above).
Ideally, as issues are encountered and resolved, subsequent repetition of the steps should become
easier and easier, and more automated over time.
While ORMAP is an annual program and annual updates are certainly possible, it remains to be seen
whether an annual update cycle can be achieved with available resources. This will depend, in part, on
how many of the issues can be resolved and how many of the geoprocessing steps can be successfully
automated.
Stewardship
Stewardship of this layer will most likely fall to DLCD, as was already noted in early Framework
documents, and DLCD staff have expressed their willingness. In some ways, however, this is a kind of
“secondary stewardship”, given that the Land Use layer will be a derivative product of ORMAP cadastral
data, of which DOR is the steward. In addition, the recommended steps outlined in the Implementation
Plan call for integrating information the statewide Land Ownership/Management layer, which is
currently under the joint stewardship of ODF and BLM, and also call for possibly integrating a yet‐to‐be
developed dataset to be compiled by OPRD. Successful stewardship of this Land Use layer will depend
on maintaining partnerships between DLCD and these other agencies, working together to improve data
quality and availability.
In particular, the following partnership elements should be pursued:






DLCD should work with DOR to encourage the counties to more fully populate and standardize
the Prop Class information submitted to DOR. For example, data quality issues uncovered during
Statewide Implementation could be forwarded to DOR for inclusion in feedback to the
submitting county.
DLCD should work with ODF and BLM to verify the ownership status of publicly‐owned lands
where the existing statewide dataset and the Prop Class appear to disagree. Resolution of those
mis‐matches would ideally occur at the county level, where appropriate, as well as within the
ODF/BLM dataset.
DLCD should support future efforts at OPRD to compile a statewide layer of parks and schools,
as that will help fill an outstanding gap in the statewide Land Use data layer.
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Task 6: Project Wrap‐up and Deliverables
Final deliverables include:
A. This Project Report and Appendices including
a. summary of agency needs and use cases
b. description of classification methodology
c. the expanded land use categorizations,
d. master lookup table, as Appendix B
e. maps of sample areas, as Appendix C
B. Statewide Implementation Plan
C. Preliminary Data Stewardship/Maintenance Plan
D. An archived set of resulting GIS data including tax lots for the five counties with the enhanced
and expanded land use categorization applied, along with the Lookup Table itself.
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Appendices
This project report includes the following appendices.
A. The Use Cases and Data Requirements Matrix assembled during Task 1.
B. Lookup Table for Assigning Prop Class to Land Use Classifications (also included as a
geodatabase table in the data bundle provided to DLCD).
C. A set of sample maps for the selected project areas. These maps can be directly compared to
the corresponding maps in Appendix A of the Phase 1 (2015) report.
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Appendix A: Land Use Data Requirements and Use Case Examples
USE CASE

POTENTIAL
USERS

DESCRIPTION OF USE CASE,
APPLICATIONS OF LAND USE DATA

COMMENTS ON DESIRED
ATTRIBUTION

COMMENTS ON DESIRED
GEOMETRY AND RESOLUTION

DRIVERS OF
REFRESH CYCLE

Natural Hazard
Mitigation
Plans

DLCD
Cities
Counties
DOGAMI

Need to define change in development
(i.e., change and trends over time). Land
use baseline to identify where structures
are being developed relative to hazard
areas. Longitudinal data and baseline are
needed for the next State Plan in 2020.

Building type, URMs, other
construction types.

Building Footprints would be
ideal

5‐year NHMP
update cycle

Damage and Loss estimations at the
individual building level, using FEMA’s
Hazus risk assessment software.
Integration of building footprints, address
points, and Assessor data (among other
sources).
Hierarchical coding schemes for scaling
land use data across varying levels of
specificity. For example, the distinction
between two forms of residential uses—
mobile homes versus stick‐built homes—
used in Hazus to clarify loss impacts.

Some types of risk assessments,
e.g., HAZUS EQ and Flood, require
detailed information about each
building, more than can be gleaned
from assessment records.

Individual Buildings. In some
cases, if building information is
not available, the assessment
cannot proceed.

Refresh cycle may
depend in part on
the specific type
of hazard being
assessed.

Sub‐parcel in order to identify,
quantify, and spatialize
partially‐vacant taxlots, which
are especially important.

Periodic Review

Risk
Assessments

Buildable Land
Inventories
(aka Buildable
Land Studies)

DOGAMI
DLCD
OEM
DEQ
Cities
Counties

DLCD
Metro
COGs
Cities
Counties

Provides basis for determining available
development capacity, need for UGB
expansion. Used in conjunction with
constraints data, zoning/plan designation.

Changes in land use, development
trends.
Presence of dams/reservoirs.

Building class (military, public
owned, religious, etc.), occupancy
type/land use, specific occupancy
(multi‐family, mobile home, etc.),
year built, building material,
foundation type, square footage,
value, replacement cost.
Haz mat storage.
Existing uses. Key information is
buildable vs not buildable.
Redevelopment analysis requires
additional information. Need
information about Ag uses in
potential UGB expansion areas.
Vacant and Partially‐vacant lands.
Institutional ownership.

Transit System
Planning

ODOT
MPOs
Cities

What are the land uses in proximity to
transit lines or proposed transit lines.
Used to establish baseline, or to plan
transit system expansions.
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USE CASE

POTENTIAL
USERS

DESCRIPTION OF USE CASE,
APPLICATIONS OF LAND USE DATA

COMMENTS ON DESIRED
ATTRIBUTION

COMMENTS ON DESIRED
GEOMETRY AND RESOLUTION

DRIVERS OF
REFRESH CYCLE

Transportation
Modeling and
Planning

ODOT
MPOs
Cities?

Used to model trip generation and
attraction, housing types and
employment, generally aggregated to TAZ
(Transportation Analysis Zone). Also used
to constrain land use allocation forecasts
for future transportation network. Zoning
is sometimes used now as proxy for
existing land use.

Surface parking is of particular
interest. Need to break out
different types of Institutional
Land Use, and ideally to break out
vacant institutional land. Some
institutional uses are considered
high trip generators/attractors,
such as hospitals and medical
centers. Ideally would include data
on Floor Area Ratio (FAR).

Parcel or sub‐parcel Polygons.

TSPs ‐
Transportation
System Plans

Often associated with Stormwater permit
renewals. Provides basis for applying
impervious surface factors, and for
modeling runoff generation and
characteristics arising from interaction
with land use.

Relatively general categories used
in runoff models. Zoning is
commonly used now.

Stormwater
Modeling and
Permitting

Cities
DEQ

Building footprints.
Points (e.g., attribute of site
addresses)

Parcel or sub‐parcel Polygons.
Need to also characterize
ROW.

Best Management Practices

RTPs ‐ Regional
Transportation
Plans

5‐year permit
renewal cycle
MS4 discharge
permit cycle

Low impact development, Green
streets management plans
Development runoff, Construction
permits.

Infrastructure
Capacity
Assessments
Facilities
Planning

Cities
Utilities
Metro
COGs

Provides basis for quantifying existing
housing units and estimating potential
future housing units (and other types of
users?). Used in conjunction with
constraints data, zoning/plan designation.

Boundaries of Utility systems.

Need for cross‐jurisdictional
county‐level analysis

Public Facilities
Plans

Future Locations of Wastewater
Treatment Plants

Provides basis for allocation of resources.
Land
Consumption
Monitoring

Metro
Others?

Annual vacant land inventories dating
back to the 1990’s. Very good single
family data, industrial lands, and multi‐
family data at the sub‐taxlot level (drawn
from Assessor’s data, imagery
interpretation and field work).
Maintaining reliable data on commercial
uses is more problematic.
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Conversion of industrial to
commercial uses.

Utility Master
Plans

Sub‐building level change
tracking

Resource
Allocation
Annual update

Have used Assessor Property Class
to derive land use.
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USE CASE

Land Use
Change
Tracking

POTENTIAL
USERS

DESCRIPTION OF USE CASE,
APPLICATIONS OF LAND USE DATA

DLCD

Agencies have traditionally used
farm/forest land cover data for rural areas,
but need to track conversion to non‐
resource use, and need to track land use
changes in ways that go beyond the
classifications typically used for property
tax assessment.
Digitization of fields and attributing crop
types from statewide imagery. Used to
assess upstream aquatic impacts.

Protection of
Resource Lands
Crop Type
Studies

ODA
DEQ

Buildings/structures are not being
mapped.

Ag Land Impact
Assessments

Natural
Resources
Protection

System
Development
Charges (SDCs)
Revenue
Calculations
Brownfields
Redevelopment

DLCD, DEQ,
DSL, ODFW
OWEB, ODF,
Cities,
Counties,
Metro, COGs
Cities

Provides basis for evaluating potential
threats to natural areas and habitats of
concern, such as wetlands, fish‐bearing
streams, etc. Used in conjunction with
wetland inventories, other data pertaining
to habitats and natural resources.
Water rates that depend on land use.

DEQ
Cities

Identification/location of candidate sites.
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COMMENTS ON DESIRED
ATTRIBUTION

COMMENTS ON DESIRED
GEOMETRY AND
RESOLUTION

Statutory
requirements?

Mix of rural residential with
small‐scale ag, as distinct from
rural residential without ag, and
from rural residential accessory to
ag as primary use.
Crop types, crop rotations.
Ag practices, tillage, nutrient and
pesticide management, BMPs.
Rural Residential with some
small‐scale Ag use. Breaking out
animal vs crop is a key distinction
re: potential impacts.
Mixed uses on ag lands could be
addressed in part through the
classification scheme, e.g., Rural
Res > 5 ac vs Rural Res < 5 ac., etc.
Conversion to non‐resource uses.
Ag use and crop rotation.
Conservation easements.
Riparian areas.
State‐owned lands.

DRIVERS OF
REFRESH CYCLE

Urban fringe is particularly
important. Sub‐parcels are
needed to fully describe
mixed uses on ag lands.
There may be need in
rural/range lands for
greater resolution in the
land use classes, similar to
urban lands.

TMDL
Farm Bill 5‐yr cycle
ODA AGWQ
Management plan
cycle (2‐yr)

Historical land use information
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USE CASE

POTENTIAL
USERS

DESCRIPTION OF USE CASE,
APPLICATIONS OF LAND USE DATA

COMMENTS ON DESIRED
ATTRIBUTION

Forest Land
Classification

ODF and
Counties

Informs fire response. Can impact tax
assessments, must be verified and
publically vetted, requires public meetings.

Identification of
Leaking Septic
Systems

DEQ

Policy Impact
Assessments

All types of
agencies

Fire Risk
Assessment

ODF

Transition‐zone urban/rural fringe an area
of particular interest, where a lot of rural
residential use is concentrated but where
urban services are not provided.
Identification of landowners who could be
affected or what other impacts might
occur due to change in rules or new
regulations, for example, stream side
setbacks.
Helps evaluate costs of potential losses
due to wildfire, as well as costs of
suppression efforts in different areas,
depending on human use of the area as
well as natural conditions.
Support for responding to queries
pertaining to availability of land, for
example, undeveloped residential land.
These are inquiries made outside of a
specific public process, e.g., a UGB
expansion study.

Characterizes lands as Ag,
Grazing, or Timber. Need to
distinguish “industrial forest land”
from other types of forest land.
Size of property, age of system,
year built.

Fire Behavior
Analysis
Public inquiries

Current
Planning

General Public

COMMENTS ON DESIRED
GEOMETRY AND
RESOLUTION
Requires some fieldwork to
achieve reliable
information at sub‐parcel
level.
Location of system on
property if possible.

DRIVERS OF
REFRESH CYCLE
Ongoing basis,
statewide by county.
Takes 1‐2 years to
get through a county.

Privately‐owned vs publicly‐
owned, value of improvement
and timber.

County assessments
of prop class and
improvement value
sometimes lag 1 or 2
years before being
updated to reflect
new development.

Cities
Counties

Land Use Code
Enforcement
Spatial
Surrogate
Development

DEQ

Forest plots

DEQ

Provides basis for allocating county‐wide
air emissions to sub‐county levels.
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Zoning, roadway and roadway
surface, vegetation, building
footprint, crop type, fallow fields,
pipelines.
Species composition

As high‐resolution as
possible.

NW Forest Plan
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Appendix B: Lookup Table for Assigning Prop Class to Land Use Classifications
PropClass
000
001
003
005
007
009
010
011
011
013
014
015
019
020
021
023
024
026
028
030
031
032
033
038
040
043
053
055
060
063
070
073
080

PropClassDescription
UNBUILDABLE
IMPROVEMENT ONLY
MISCELLANEOUS, CENTRALLY ASSESSED PCM
OPEN SPACE ‐ TRACT LAND
TIMESHARE
PERS PROP MANUFACTURED HOME
MISCELLANEOUS, RESIDENTIAL, UNBUILDABLE
MISCELLANEOUS, RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVEMENT ONLY
IMPROVEMENT ONLY ‐ RESIDENTIAL
MISCELLANEOUS, CENTRALLY ASSESSED PCM
RESIDENTIAL HISTORIC
GOLF COURSE
PERSONAL PROPERTY MS
MISCELLANEOUS, COMMERCIAL, UNBUILDABLE
IMPROVEMENT ONLY, COMMERCIAL
MISCELLANEOUS, CENTRALLY ASSESSED PCM
COMMERCIAL HISTORIC
WATER COMPANY
COMMERCIAL ENTERPRISE ZONE
MISCELLANEOUS, INDUSTRIAL, UNBUILDABLE
INDUSTRIAL COUNTY APPRAISED MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT
INDUSTRIAL MINERAL INTEREST
INDUSTRIAL STATE APPRAISED MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT
INDUSTRIAL ENTERPRISE ZONE
MISCELLANEOUS, TRACT, UNBUILDABLE
MISCELLANEOUS, CENTRALLY ASSESSED PCM
MISCELLANEOUS, CENTRALLY ASSESSED PCM
GOLF COURSE
FOREST ZONE UNBUILDABLE
MISCELLANEOUS, CENTRALLY ASSESSED PCM
MISC, MULTIFAMILY, UNBUILDABLE
MISCELLANEOUS, CENTRALLY ASSESSED PCM
MISC, RECREATIONAL, UNBUILDABLE

LandUseGroup

Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Multi‐Family Residential
Residential, Undeveloped
Single‐Family Residential
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Single‐Family Residential
Recreation
Single‐Family Residential
Commercial, Undeveloped
Commercial
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Commercial
Public/Institutional
Commercial
Industrial, Undeveloped
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Rural Undeveloped
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Recreation
Forest
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Multi‐Family Res, Undeveloped
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Recreation
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Deschutes
3,414
13
85
52
85
6

Harney

Josephine
32

Lane

Multnomah

37

186

37

2,435

1
1
111
30
5
61
6
7
6
21
39
10

1
1
56
2

97

1

66
3

131

3
7

58

282
1,379
19
1

6
13
8
67
265

55

Totals
3,446
13
308
52
85
6
2,472
1
1
111
30
5
61
104
8
187
8
21
0
106
13
0
285
0
1,444
19
1
6
13
0
8
67
320

Counties
2
1
3
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
2
2
2
1
0
3
2
0
2
0
3
1
1
1
1
0
1
1
2
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PropClass
083
087
100
101
102
104
106
106.1
108
109
111
116
118
119
120
121
122
126
126.1
129
130
131
132
139
151
190
191
192
196
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
206.1

PropClassDescription
MISCELLANEOUS, CENTRALLY ASSESSED PCM
RECREATIONAL TIMESHARE
RESIDENTIAL, VACANT
RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVED
RESIDENTIAL, CONDOMINIUM
RESIDENTIAL PARTIALLY EXEMPT
RESIDENTIAL, WATERFRONT, IMPROVED
RESIDENTIAL, WATERFRONT, IMPROVED
RESIDENTIAL VACANT LAND ‐ GOLF COURSE FRONTAGE
RESIDENTIAL, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
H & B USE RESIDENTIAL DUPLEX THROUGH FOURPLEX
RESIDENTIAL IMPROVED WATERFRONT
RESIDENTIAL IMPROVED ‐ GOLF COURSE FRONTAGE
RESIDENTIAL, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
RESIDENTIAL VACANT COMMERICAL ZONE
RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL ZONE, IMPROVED
RESIDENTIAL, CONDOMINIUM
RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL ZONE, WATERFRONT
RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL ZONE, WATERFRONT
RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL ZONE, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
RESIDENTIAL VACANT INDUSTRIAL ZONING
RESIDENTIAL, INDUSTRIAL ZONE, IMPROVED
RESIDENTIAL, CONDOMINIUM
RESIDENTIAL, INDUSTRIAL ZONE, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
RESIDENTIAL, AG ZONE, IMPROVED
RESIDENTIAL, POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, VACANT
RESIDENTIAL, POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, IMPROVED
RESIDENTIAL, POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, CONDOMINIUM
RESIDENTIAL, WATERFRONT, VACANT
RESIDENTIAL LAND IS POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT W/MS
COMMERCIAL, VACANT
COMMERCIAL, IMPROVED
COMMERCIAL, CONDOMINIUM
COMMERCIAL, STATE APPRAISED ACCOUNT
COMMERCIAL PARTIALLY EXEMPT
COMMERCIAL CELL TOWERS
COMMERCIAL, WATERFRONT
COMMERCIAL, WATERFRONT

LandUseGroup
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Recreation
Residential, Undeveloped
Single‐Family Residential
Multi‐Family Residential
Single‐Family Residential
Single‐Family Residential
Single‐Family Residential
Residential, Undeveloped
Single‐Family Residential
Single‐Family Residential
Single‐Family Residential
Single‐Family Residential
Single‐Family Residential
Residential, Undeveloped
Single‐Family Residential
Multi‐Family Residential
Single‐Family Residential
Single‐Family Residential
Single‐Family Residential
Residential, Undeveloped
Single‐Family Residential
Multi‐Family Residential
Single‐Family Residential
Single‐Family Residential
Residential, Undeveloped
Single‐Family Residential
Single‐Family Residential
Residential, Undeveloped
Single‐Family Residential
Commercial, Undeveloped
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
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Deschutes

Harney

Josephine

4,544
33,284
8
1
58

491
1,719

839
11,602
438

Lane

Multnomah
16

5,923
76,233
2,499

11,981
188,051
804

541

66

5,065

89

257
113
1,252
1,735
428
863

332

753
3
124

260

1,500

4,306
88

1
14
2
2
42

16
25

1

112

498
9

9
3

457
439

11
541
2,146
205

104
265

97
347

270
1,279
1

702
810
88
43
1,233
4,924
122
6

2,997
12,073
30

96
4
71
16

6

Totals
16
0
23,778
310,889
3,749
1
665
257
113
6,738
1,735
428
863
753
3
6,190
88
1
14
18
2
677
9
10
3
1,263
1,514
0
88
54
5,138
20,769
358
6
96
4
77
16

Counties
1
0
5
5
4
1
3
1
1
4
1
1
1
1
1
4
1
1
1
2
1
4
1
2
1
3
3
0
1
2
5
5
4
1
1
1
2
1
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PropClass
207
209
210
211
212
216
221
230
231
232
239
240
241
251
271
296
2.300
2.301
2.311
2.321
300
301
302
303
304
305
306
308
309
311
313
321
323
333
340
341
343
396

PropClassDescription
MOBILE HOME PARK
COMMERCIAL, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
COMMERCIAL, RESIDENTIAL ZONE, VACANT
COMMERCIAL, RESIDENTIAL ZONE, IMPROVED
COMMERCIAL, CONDOMINIUM
COMMERCIAL, RESIDENTIAL ZONE, WATERFRONT
COMMERCIAL, IMPROVED
COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL ZONE, VACANT
COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL ZONE, IMPROVED
COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL ZONE, CONDOMINIUM
COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL ZONE, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
COMMERCIAL, UNZONED FARM LAND, VACANT
COMMERCIAL, UNZONED FARM LAND, IMPROVED
COMMERCIAL, EFU, IMPROVED
COMMERCIAL, IMPROVED
COMMERCIAL, VACANT WATERFRONT
COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL ZONE, VACANT
COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL ZONE, IMPROVED
JUNKYARD
COMMERCIAL
INDUSTRIAL, VACANT
INDUSTRIAL, COUNTY APPRAISED, IMPROVED
CONDO/WAREHOUSE BLDG ‐ ZONED INDUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL, STATE APPRAISED , IMPROVED
INDUSTRIAL PARTIALLY EXEMPT
INDUSTRIAL, LEASED
INDUSTRIAL, WATERFRONT
INDUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
INDUSTRIAL, RESIDENTIAL ZONE, IMPROVED
INDUSTRIAL, STATE APPRAISED , IMPROVED
INDUSTRIAL, COMMERCIAL ZONE, IMPROVED
INDUSTRIAL, COMMERCIAL ZONED, STATE APPRAISED, IMPROVED
INDUSTRIAL STATE RESPONSIBILITY
INDUSTRIAL, UNZONED FARM LAND, VACANT
INDUSTRIAL, UNZONED FARM LAND, IMPROVED
INDUSTRIAL, UNZONED FARM LAND, STATE APPRAISED, IMPROVED
INDUSTRIAL, POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, WATERFRONT

LandUseGroup
Mobile/Mfg Home Park
Commercial
Commercial, Undeveloped
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial, Undeveloped
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial, Undeveloped
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Industrial, Undeveloped
Industrial
Industrial
Commercial
Industrial, Undeveloped
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial, Undeveloped
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
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Deschutes
128

Harney

Josephine
51

14
5
71

45

Lane

Multnomah

15
9
770

2,862
4

19
134
5

56

23
375

980

1
3
4
7
13
1

467
848
171
23
9
53

22
32

142
270
5
2
2

32

1,060
1,638
2
181

1
2
193

8
1
1
1

20
25
25
1
34
15
2
1

3
1
21

Totals
179
29
14
3,748
4
19
134
23
1,416
0
1
3
4
7
13
1
142
270
5
2
1,552
2,520
173
429
9
53
8
1
21
26
3
26
22
0
34
15
2
1

Counties
2
2
2
4
1
1
1
1
4
0
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
5
4
2
4
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
2
2
0
1
1
1
1
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PropClass
400
401
404
406
406.1
408
409
416
418
421
426.1
429
431
439
450
451
456
459
460
461
469
470
471
479
490
491
496
496.0
499
500
501
506.1
509
540
541
546.1
549
550

PropClassDescription
TRACT, VACANT
TRACT, IMPROVED
TRACT LAND ‐ RIPARIAN PARTIALLY EXEMPT
TRACT, WATERFRONT, IMPROVED
TRACT, WATERFRONT, IMPROVED
VACANT TRACT LAND ‐ GOLF COURSE FRONTAGE
TRACT, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
TRACT LAND IMPROVED ‐ WATERFRONT
TRACT LAND IMPROVED ‐ GOLF COURSE FRONTAGE
TRACT, COMMERCIAL ZONE, IMPROVED
TRACT, COMMERCIAL ZONE, WATERFRONT
TRACT, COMMERCIAL ZONE, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
TRACT, INDUSTRIAL ZONE, IMPROVED
TRACT, INDUSTRIAL ZONE, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
TRACT LAND VACANT ‐ EFU ZONING
TRACT LAND IMPROVED ‐ EFU ZONING
TRACT LAND IMPROVED ‐ WATERFRONT EFU ZONING
MS IMPROVED TRACT LAND ‐ EFU ZONING
VACANT TRACT LAND ‐ F2 ZONING
IMPROVED TRACT LAND ‐ F2 ZONING
MS IMPROVED TRACT LAND ‐ F2 ZONING
VACANT TRACT LAND ‐ PERMANENT EFU DISQ
IMPROVED TRACT LAND ‐ PERMANENT EFU DISQ
MS IMPROVED TRACT LAND ‐ PERMANENT EFU DISQ
TRACT, POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, VACANT
TRACT, POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, IMPROVED
TRACT, WATERFRONT, VACANT
TRACT, WATERFRONT, VACANT
MS IMPROVED TRACT LAND ‐ POTENTIAL DIVIDABLE
VACANT FARM LAND ‐ NOT RECEIVING FUV
IMPROVED FARM LAND ‐ NOT RECEIVING FUV
FARM, WATERFRONT, IMPROVED
MS IMPROVED FARM LAND ‐ NOT RECEIVING FUV
FARM, UNZONED FARM LAND, VACANT
FARM, UNZONED FARM LAND, IMPROVED
FARM, UNZONED FARM LAND, WATERFRONT, IMPROVED
FARM, UNZONED FARM LAND, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
FARM, EFU, VACANT

LandUseGroup
Rural Undeveloped
Rural Developed
Rural Undeveloped
Rural Developed
Rural Developed
Rural Undeveloped
Rural Residential
Rural Residential
Rural Residential
Rural Commercial
Rural Commercial
Rural Commercial
Rural Industrial
Rural Industrial
Ag
Ag with Improvements
Ag
Ag with Improvements
Forest
Forest with Improvements
Forest with Improvements
Ag
Ag with Improvements
Ag with Improvements
Rural Undeveloped
Rural Developed
Rural Undeveloped
Rural Undeveloped
Rural Developed
Ag
Ag with Improvements
Ag with Improvements
Ag with Improvements
Ag
Ag with Improvements
Ag with Improvements
Ag with Improvements
Ag
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Deschutes
4,038
13,527
4
390

Harney
1,269
192

Josephine
1,595
12,984

Lane
4,588
13,852

Multnomah
999
1,436

1,687
519

61
4,977
1,202
105

242

282
655
3
20
43
66
5
159
624
21
105
82

4,123

170
5

38

39

15
1
52
115

41
95
449
1

11
534
16

253
497
36

3
99
321

4
6

6
708

1
3,462

59
147
13
65

24
26

315
567

116
360

101
1,147

198

Totals
12,489
41,991
4
2,077
519
61
9,342
1,202
105
208
5
0
54
1
334
770
3
20
43
66
5
159
624
21
146
177
449
1
11
811
539
36
3
593
1,401
13
108
5,580

Counties
5
5
1
2
1
1
3
1
1
2
1
0
2
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
3
3
1
1
5
5
1
3
5
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PropClass
551
556.1
559
560
561
570
571
574
575
576.1
579
580
581
589
600
601
609
610
611
619
640
641
646.1
649
660
661
680
681
689
700
701
702
707
711
712
717
721
722

PropClassDescription
FARM, EFU, IMPROVED
FARM, EFU, WATERFRONT, IMPROVED
FARM, EFU, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
FARM, FOREST ZONE, VACANT
FARM, FOREST ZONE, IMPROVED
VACANT LAND ‐ PERMANENT EFU DISQ
IMPROVED LAND ‐ PERMANENT EFU DISQ
VACANT LAND ‐ WILDLIFE HABITAT ‐ PERM EFU DISQ
IMPROVED LAND ‐ WILDLIFE HABITAT ‐ PERM EFU DISQ
IMPROVED LAND ‐ WILDLIFE HABITAT ‐ PERM EFU DISQ, WATERFRONT
IMPROVED WITH MANF. HOME ‐ PERMANENT EFU DISQ.
FARM, MULT. SPEC. ASSMTS, VACANT
FARM, MULT. SPEC. ASSMTS, IMPROVED
FARM, MULT. SPEC. ASSMTS, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
FOREST LAND HIGHEST AND BEST USE, VACANT
FOREST LAND HIGHEST AND BEST USE, IMPROVED
FOREST LAND HIGHEST AND BEST USE, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
FOREST LAND, RESIDENTIAL ZONED, VACANT
FOREST LAND, RESIDENTIAL ZONED, IMPROVED
FOREST LAND, RESIDENTIAL ZONED, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
FOREST, DEFERRAL BY APPLICATION, VACANT
FOREST, DEFERRAL BY APPLICATION, IMPROVED
FOREST, DEFERRAL BY APPLICATION, WATERFRONT
FOREST, DEFERRAL BY APPLICATION, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
FOREST, VACANT
FOREST, IMPROVED
FOREST, MULT. SPEC. ASSMTS, VACANT
FOREST, MULT. SPEC. ASSMTS, IMPROVED
FOREST, MULT. SPEC. ASSMTS, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
MULTIFAMILY, VACANT
MULTIFAMILY, IMPROVED
CONDOMINIUMS ‐ MULTI FAMILY ZONING
MULTIFAMILY CONFORMING MANUFACTURE STRUCTURE PARK
MULTIFAMILY, RESIDENTIAL ZONE, IMPROVED
CONDOMINIUMS ‐ LEASED LAND
MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONED MANUFACTURE STRUCTURE PARK
MULTIFAMILY, COMMERCIAL ZONE, IMPROVED
MULTI FAMILY, CONDOMINIUMS

LandUseGroup
Ag with Improvements
Ag with Improvements
Ag with Improvements
Ag
Ag with Improvements
Ag
Ag with Improvements
Ag
Ag with Improvements
Ag with Improvements
Ag with Improvements
Ag with Improvements
Ag with Improvements
Ag with Improvements
Forest
Forest with Improvements
Forest with Improvements
Forest
Forest with Improvements
Forest with Improvements
Forest
Forest with Improvements
Forest with Improvements
Forest with Improvements
Forest
Forest with Improvements
Forest
Forest with Improvements
Forest with Improvements
Multi‐Family Res, Undeveloped
Multi‐Family Residential
Multi‐Family Residential
Multi‐Family Residential
Multi‐Family Residential
Multi‐Family Residential
Mobile/Mfg Home Park
Multi‐Family Residential
Multi‐Family Residential
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Deschutes
1,429

Harney
1,357

22
27
4

430

Josephine
359
5

Lane
1,721

Multnomah
413

356

10
70
27
70
5
2
12

15
94

138
70

128
4

70
70

8
20
1
8
8

2

1

5
3
100
197
2,177

1,124
2,885
35

93
226
39
5,496
31
3

2,138
2,358

444
620

688
250
400
9
47
31
384

74
145
33
250
1,014

30

14
94

57

134
140

86
125
29
82
497
2,323
2
71
508

411
9
723
1

Totals
5,279
5
808
27
4
10
70
27
70
5
0
110
332
39
5,762
105
3
8
20
1
3,784
5,941
35
691
336
525
117
277
33
878
3,918
2,179
85
632
411
143
920
1

Counties
5
1
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
3
3
1
3
3
1
1
1
1
5
5
1
3
2
2
4
4
1
4
4
2
2
3
1
2
3
1
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PropClass
727
731
737
740
741
781
790
791
799
800
801
806
806.1
808
809
816
818
820
821
830
831
890
896
900
910
911
912
920
921
922
929
930
931
940
941
942
943
949

PropClassDescription
MULTIFAMILY COMMERCIAL ZONED MANUFACTURE STRUCTURE PARK
MULTIFAMILY, INDUSTRIAL ZONE, IMPROVED
MULTIFAMILY INDUSTRIAL ZONED MANUFACTURE STRUCTURE PARK
MULTIFAMILY, UNZONED FARM LAND, VACANT
MULTIFAMILY, UNZONED FARM LAND, IMPROVED
LOW INCOME HOUSING (SEE LEAD BEFORE USING THIS CODE)
VACANT POTENTIAL DIVIDABLE ‐ MULTI‐FAMILY ZONING
IMPRVD 5 OR MORE,POTENTIAL DEVELP, ZONED MULTI‐FAMILY
H & B USE MULTI‐FAMILY POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT MS IMPROVED
RECREATION, RESORT, VACANT
RECREATION, RESORT, IMPROVED
RECREATION, WATERFRONT, IMPROVED
RECREATION, WATERFRONT, IMPROVED
RESORT VACANT ‐ GOLF COURSE FRONTAGE
RECREATION, MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
RESORT IMPROVED ‐ WATERFRONT
RESORT IMPROVED ‐ GOLF COURSE FRONTAGE
VACANT GOLF COURSE
IMPROVED GOLF COURSE
RESORT COMMERCIAL VACANT
RESORT COMMERCIAL IMPROVED
RECREATION, POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, VACANT
RECREATION, WATERFRONT, VACANT
EXEMPT ACCOUNTS ‐ NO TREND
CHURCH ‐ VACANT
CHURCH ‐ IMPROVED
CHURCH ‐ PARTIALLY EXEMPT
SCHOOL ‐ VACANT
SCHOOL ‐ IMPROVED
COMMUNITY COLLEGE
SCHOOL ‐ MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
CEMETERY ‐ VACANT
CEMETERY ‐ IMPROVED
CITY ‐ VACANT
CITY ‐ IMPROVED
CITY/COUNTY
CITY ‐ TAXABLE LEASED
CITY ‐ MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE

LandUseGroup
Mobile/Mfg Home Park
Multi‐Family Residential
Mobile/Mfg Home Park
Multi‐Family Res, Undeveloped
Multi‐Family Residential
Multi‐Family Residential
Multi‐Family Res, Undeveloped
Multi‐Family Residential
Single‐Family Residential
Recreation
Recreation
Recreation
Recreation
Recreation
Recreation
Recreation
Recreation
Recreation
Recreation
Recreation
Recreation
Recreation
Recreation
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public ‐ Local Govt.
Public ‐ Local Govt.
Public ‐ Local Govt.
Public ‐ Local Govt.
Public ‐ Local Govt.
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Deschutes

Harney

Josephine
4

10
1
2

2

838
4,251
41

394
28

3
1

Lane
42
2
6

Multnomah
16
19
4

53

49

10
16
11

1,457
471

1
556
3
129
1,627
11
167
10
57
6
44
2
35
125

9
20

50
49

50
54

3
1
333
81

4
7
4
26
32

1
1

12
106
15
21
75
4
9
6
133
94
7
9

Totals
58
25
10
0
0
114
1
2
0
2,702
4,767
52
1
556
3
129
1,627
11
167
10
57
6
44
2
56
251
15
121
178
4
4
19
11
492
207
7
10
1

Counties
2
3
2
0
0
4
1
1
0
5
5
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
3
1
3
3
1
1
3
3
3
3
1
2
1
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PropClass
950
951
952
953
957
959
960
961
963
970
971
975
976
979
980
981
982
989
990
991
992
995
998

PropClassDescription
COUNTY ‐ VACANT
COUNTY ‐ IMPROVED
COUNTY
COUNTY ‐ TAXABLE LEASED
COUNTY
COUNTY ‐ MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
STATE ‐ VACANT
STATE OWNED ‐ IMPROVED
STATE ‐ TAXABLE LEASED
FEDERALLY OWNED ‐ VACANT
FEDERALLY OWNED ‐ IMPROVED
FEDERAL ‐ TEMPORARY (DVA‐FHA FORCL)
FEDERAL ‐ NATIVE AMERICAN HOLDINGS
FEDERAL ‐ MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
BENEVOLENT, FRATERNAL OWNERSHIP ‐ VACANT
BENEVOLENT, FRATERNAL OWNERSHIP ‐ IMPROVED
CHURCH, NON‐PROFIT ORGANIZATION
BENEVOLENT, FRATERNAL OWNERSHIP ‐ MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE
OTHER MUNICIPAL PROPERTIES ‐ VACANT
OTHER MUNICIPAL PROPERTIES ‐ IMPROVED
OTHER MUNICIPAL PROPERTIES ‐ PARTIALLY EXEMPT
OTHER MUNICIPAL PROPERTIES
OTHER MUNICIPAL PROPERTIES

LandUseGroup
Public ‐ Local Govt.
Public ‐ Local Govt.
Public ‐ Local Govt.
Public ‐ Local Govt.
Public ‐ Local Govt.
Public ‐ Local Govt.
Public ‐ State
Public ‐ State
Public ‐ State
Public ‐ Federal
Public ‐ Federal
Public ‐ Federal
Public ‐ Federal
Public ‐ Federal
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public/Institutional ‐ Other
Public ‐ Local Govt.
Public ‐ Local Govt.
Public ‐ Local Govt.
Public ‐ Local Govt.
Public ‐ Local Govt.

Totals by County

Deschutes
722
57
3

287
27
11
591
11

6
37

B‐7

316
1
430
24
1,265
80
4
12
5
6
15

Josephine
529
85
2
2

Lane

Multnomah

100
20
840
35

14
114
34

1
326
229

95,942
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Harney
65
4

15
27
1
1
2
12,935

40,904

150,480

237,870

Totals
1,316
146
2
5
316
1
817
71
11
2,696
126
4
12
5
26
166
34
1
341
256
1
1
2
538,131

Counties
3
3
1
2
1
1
3
3
1
3
3
1
1
1
3
3
1
1
2
2
1
1
1

Statewide Land Use Layer Data Assessment ‐ Phase 2 Project Report

Appendix C: Maps
Josephine

Deschutes
C‐2
C‐3
C‐4
C‐5
C‐6
C‐7
C‐8
C‐9

County Land Use
County Air Photo
Rural Land Use
Rural Air Photo
Transitional Land Use
Transitional Air Photo
Urban Land Use
Urban Air Photo

County Land Use
County Air Photo
Rural Land Use
Rural Air Photo
Transitional Land Use
Transitional Air Photo
Urban Land Use
Urban Air Photo

C‐34
C‐35
C‐36
C‐37
C‐38
C‐39
C‐40
C‐41

County Land Use
County Air Photo
Rural Land Use
Rural Air Photo
Transitional Land Use
Transitional Air Photo
Urban Land Use
Urban Air Photo

Lane

Harney
C‐10
C‐11
C‐12
C‐13
C‐14
C‐15
C‐16
C‐17

C‐18
C‐19
C‐20
C‐21
C‐22
C‐23
C‐24
C‐25

Multnomah

County Land Use
County Air Photo
Rural Land Use
Rural Air Photo
Transitional Land Use
Transitional Air Photo
Urban Land Use
Urban Air Photo
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C‐27
C‐28
C‐29
C‐30
C‐31
C‐32
C‐33

County Land Use
County Air Photo
Rural Land Use
Rural Air Photo
Transitional Land Use
Transitional Air Photo
Urban Land Use
Urban Air Photo
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