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KPM #

Approved Key Performance Measures (KPMs)

1

EMPLOYMENT LAND SUPPLY - Percent of cities that have an adequate supply of land for industrial and other employment needs to implement their local economic development plan.

2

HOUSING LAND SUPPLY - Percent of cities that have an adequate supply of buildable residential land to meet housing needs.

3

PUBLIC FACILITIES PLANS - Percent of cities that have updated the local plan to include reasonable cost estimates and funding plans for sewer and water systems.

5

TRANSIT SUPPORTIVE LAND USE - Percent of urban areas with a population greater than 25,000 that have adopted transit supportive land use regulations.

6

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES - Percent of urban areas that have updated the local plan to include reasonable cost estimates and funding plans for transportation facilities.

9

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY EXPANSION - Percent of land added to urban growth boundaries that is not farm or forest land.

10

GRANT AWARDS - Percent of local grants awarded to local governments within two months after receiving application.

11

CUSTOMER SERVICE - Percent of customers rating their satisfaction with the agency’s customer service as “good” or “excellent”: overall customer service, timeliness, accuracy, helpfulness, expertise and availability of information.

12

BEST PRACTICES - Percent of total best practices met by the Board.

13

FARM LAND - Percent of farm land zoned for exclusive farm use in 1987 that retains that zoning. Accounts for the conversion of EFU lands resulting from expansion of urban growth boundaries and changes in zoning.

14

FOREST LAND - Percent of forest land zoned for forest or mixed farm/forest use in 1987 that remains zoned for those uses. Accounts for the conversion of forest lands resulting from expansion of urban growth boundaries and changes in zoning.
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KPM #1 EMPLOYMENT LAND SUPPLY - Percent of cities that have an adequate supply of land for industrial and other employment needs to implement their local economic development plan.
Data Collection Period: Jul 01 - Jun 30
* Upward Trend = positive result

actual

Report Year
EMPLOYMENT LAND SUPPLY
Actual
Target

target

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

71%
75%

81%
75%

71%
75%

73%
75%

74%
75%

How Are We Doing
This measure tracks the percentage of cities with a population over 10,000 that have updated their land use plans in the past ten years in order to provide a 20-year supply of land for employmentrelated uses. Planning and zoning a sufficient amount of commercial and industrial land, based on up-to-date Economic Opportunities Analyses (EOAs), helps ensure enough land of the right type and
amounts are available for the development of new employment uses in a community. Department staff and regional representatives provide regular technical and financial assistance to local
governments for evaluations of the supply of industrial and other employment lands.

For 2021, we report 74% of cities have updated land use plans within the previous 10 years. This represents a slight increase over 2020, during which we reported 73%. A significant cohort of nine
cities out of 49 adopted EOAs in 2018, representing a cyclical bulge in KPM 1. During the past year, EOA adoptions by Ashland, Klamath Falls, Silverton, and The Dalles fell below the compliance
schedule. On the other hand, we are pleased to report that Albany, Dallas, Newberg, and Redmond updated and adopted EOAs during this reporting period. Newberg’s EOA was funded through a
technical assistance grant by DLCD. In addition, Baker City recently passed the 10,000 population threshold. It adopted an EOA funded through the Eastern Oregon Economic Opportunities Analysis
(EOEOA) Project in early 2020.
While several other EOAs are in progress, they are not yet adopted, including Portland, Warrenton, and Canby. One notable success is the City of Newberg. Surrounded by high value agricultural
soils, the City of Newberg’s efforts to balance land conservation and growth accommodation has been both challenging and worth of commendation. For the past several years, the city has worked
with the support of DLCD staff to conduct key analyses that will inform updates to its comprehensive land use plan with planned urbanization of some surrounding farmland. Newberg completed work
on its EOA with assistance from DLCD’s Economic Development Specialist in 2020. The EOA was adopted in April 2021. This analysis identified that that Newberg will have a deficit of 152 acres of
industrial land during the next 20 year planning period, requiring the city to expand its UGB. This project was particularly successful in the context of prior efforts to update its employment land supply,

which resulted in a challenge to the city’s methodology in quantifying employment land supply. The EOA adopted this April is the result of a thoughtful and successful community engagement process
that closely involved advocates for land conservation and as well as business stakeholders.
The COVID-19 pandemic has prevented or delayed many cities from engaging in the robust community-driven process required to conduct an Economic Opportunities Analysis. Uncertainty about
timelines and capacity has prevented many cities from making progress on their EOAs. Cities also face limitations on staff capacity for long range planning updates such as these. The housing
affordability crisis continues to negatively affect cities throughout Oregon. To comply with recent statutory changes, many cities have needed to priorities their planning efforts on urgent housing needs
and compliance with state law.
Factors Affecting Results
Legislatively-appropriated technical assistance funding clearly facilitates cities completing an EOA. The department provided funding for EOAs by Newberg, Canby, and Warrenton in the 2019-2021
biennium. Many cities lack staff capacity and consulting resources to prioritize EOA projects among other planning demands.

Funding for the Eastern Oregon EOAs from the 2018 legislature, along with the 2019 legislature’s Senate Bill 2, has facilitated DLCD’s success in helping communities in Eastern Oregon plan for
economic opportunity and growth. This funding is critical to economically distressed rural communities. However, because most of these communities have fewer than 10,000 residents, their work is
not reflected in this KPM.
Several factors act as barriers to success in this KPM. Cities with populations below 10,000 outside metropolitan planning areas are not required to periodically review and update their comprehensive
plans. Combined with underfunded municipal budgets, this reduces the likelihood that cities are conducting economic opportunities analyses on a regular basis.

KPM #2

HOUSING LAND SUPPLY - Percent of cities that have an adequate supply of buildable residential land to meet housing needs.
Data Collection Period: Jul 01 - Jun 30

* Upward Trend = positive result

actual

Report Year
HOUSING LAND SUPPLY
Actual
Target

target

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

75%
90%

74%
90%

69%
90%

80%
90%

62%
90%

How Are We Doing
This measure tracks the percentage of cities with a population over 10,000 that have completed a major update of their local land use plans in order to provide a 20-year supply of buildable residential
land within the city’s urban growth boundary (UGB). Planning and zoning a sufficient amount of land, based on up-to-date housing needs analysis (HNA, but sometimes referred to as a “housing
capacity analysis,” or HCA), helps ensure that enough land is available for construction of new housing at various price ranges and rent levels in these communities. An increasing percentage of
lower- and middle-income households pay more than 30 percent of their income for housing costs. This emphasizes the importance of the department’s work with local governments to help ensure an
adequate supply of residential land in UGBs. Residential land supply is one factor that directly affects a city’s ability to provide for affordable housing needs. The department provides technical and
financial assistance to local governments for evaluation of the supply of residential lands.

The department has established a target for 90% of the subject cities to meet the standard. Unfortunately, progress towards the target has fallen significantly since last year. In 2020, 80% of the
subject local governments had updated their local land use plans related to housing. This year, only 62% of the subject cities meet the standard. There are a few reasons that may account for this
change. Although the passage of HB 2003 in 2019 establishes a requirement for regular HNA updates for all cities with a population above 10,000, the first update deadlines will not take effect until
2022. Although funding from HB 2003 supported work on twelve HNA updates for the biennium ending on June 30, 2021, the funding supported completion of “hearings-ready draft” documents, and
many of these cities have either adopted updates after the review period ending on June 30, 2021, or are still in the process of adopting an update.
Another consideration is that Metro has recently completed an expansion of the shared urban growth boundary in the Portland metropolitan region, which was informed by their 2018 Urban Growth
Report. In order to provide accurate data for the Growth Report, local governments in the region completed updates to their buildable land inventories and housing needs analysis prior to the
preparation of the report in 2018. ORS 197.299 requires Metro to complete a housing needs analysis for the region every six years. Because the current reporting period occurs in the midpoint

following the 2018 analysis, but prior to the next analysis, local governments in the region are less likely to have updated their housing plans within the past year. It should also be noted that local
governments within the Metro region must have adopted a BLI or HNA within the prior five year period in order to meet the target, as opposed to the ten year period for local governments outside the
Metro region. This is borne out by analysis showing that only 47% of the cities in the Metro region have updated their housing plans within the past five years. Many of the prior updates were
completed in 2015, which is just beyond the five year threshold. In contrast, 70% of the cities outside the Metro region have updated their housing plans within the past ten years.
Housing affordability has been a key concern of the Oregon Legislature in recent years, and the passage of a series of housing-related bills has reinforced the importance of housing planning. The
passage of HB 2003 in 2019 establishes a requirement for regular HNA updates for all cities with a population above 10,000. Because the HNA update requirements from the bill will begin to take
effect in 2022, we expect significant improvement in performance on KPM #2 in upcoming years.
Factors Affecting Results
There are a number of factors that affect performance on this measure. Perhaps one of the most significant barriers to more frequent Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) updates is the lack of staff
capacity and financial resources for the work. HNAs are highly technical documents, which are typically prepared with assistance from consultant experts. A typical HNA can cost $50,000 or more. It
should be noted that HB 2003 funding for HNA updates and other work only extended to cities with a population over 10,000, because they are subject to the new HNA update requirement. A higher
percentage of HNAs for smaller cities are likely out of date.

Another factor that affects performance on KPM #2 is the requirement for a city to address any identified deficit of land necessary to accommodate needed housing concurrent with adoption of the
HNA. One example is the City of Salem, where a 2015 HNA identified a deficit of 207 acres of land for multifamily housing. The City is currently working through a process to identify and rezone land
to meet this need, but the issue has delayed adoption of the HNA for several years.
Regardless of these circumstances, the new requirement in HB 2003 for cities with a population above 10,000 to update their HNAs every six years if within Metro, and every eight years if outside
Metro, will improve performance on KPM #2. Performance will be improved even more significantly if state funding is continued to support this local government work in the future.

KPM #3 PUBLIC FACILITIES PLANS - Percent of cities that have updated the local plan to include reasonable cost estimates and funding plans for sewer and water systems.
Data Collection Period: Jul 01 - Jun 30
* Upward Trend = positive result

actual

Report Year
PUBLIC FACILITIES PLANS
Actual
Target

target

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

83%
70%

77%
80%

80%
80%

80%
80%

74%
80%

How Are We Doing
Planning for the timely provision of public facilities is a prerequisite for urban development, allowing for the development of affordable housing and market-ready industrial sites, among other uses.
This measure tracks the percentage of cities with a population over 10,000 that have completed an update of their local plan for water, stormwater, or sewer system facilities needed to serve future
land development within the urban growth boundary (UGB), including cost estimates and funding plans.

The passage of House Bill 2001 in 2019 may lead to a slight increase in frequency of updates to public facility plans due to the additional infrastructure demand created by middle housing
development enabled by the bill for cities with a population over 10,000. HB 2001 also included provision for the Infrastructure-Based Time Extension Request (IBTER) process, which allows local
governments to delay enactment of middle housing provisions in areas with significant infrastructure deficiencies. Because the IBTER process requires local governments to develop plans to
ultimately address the identified deficiencies, there may be a slight increase in facility master plan updates in future years to address this requirement.
The number of jurisdictions meeting the standard was 39, or 80% of the 49 jurisdictions within the dataset. Performance meets the target of 80%, up from 70% in 2018. Performance last year was the
same (80%), and has remained relatively constant between 2015 and 2020, fluctuating between 75% and 83% within that time span. Many cities have independent revenue sources from rates derived
from their water, stormwater, and sewer utilities to complete and update facility master plans, enabling cities to grow as capacity expands.
Factors Affecting Results
Factors leading to a positive outcome include: (1) a city is in periodic review, and its periodic review work program includes a task to do or update a public facilities plan; (2) state grant funds are
available for public facilities plans, either during periodic review or otherwise; and (3) evolving federal regulations and legal opinions regarding water quality standards have compelled some recent

master plan updates to address new requirements. Additional factors include: (1) water and sewer master plans often have independent funding sources derived from utility rates that allow for
preparation and adoption of these plans; (2) stormwater master plans are mandated in order to meet federal clean water standards, and thus cities have strong incentives to prepare and adopt such
plans; and (3) cities experiencing significant growth must plan for infrastructure expansions to serve growth in underserved or new areas. Additionally, it is possible that the passage of House Bill 2001
in the 2019 legislative session will increase the frequency of updates to public facility plans by cities with a population above 10,000 in order to accommodate additional and more intensive
development that may result from the required adoption of “middle housing” provisions.

Barriers to a positive outcome include: (1) historically, state grant funds have not covered all qualified and needed local projects, and the department's ability to provide financial assistance to cities
decreases each biennium; (2) cities that are not experiencing significant growth would not collect significant systems development charges that could support necessary infrastructure plans and
improvements, placing the local funding burden on existing rate-payers (who have limited financial capacity); (3) public facilities master plans are sometimes adopted by resolution by local
governments, which does not require going through a comprehensive plan amendment process and subjecting the adopted plan to legal challenge as a land use decision (Such decisions are not
captured in this database); and (4) some cities receive utility services from special districts, private service providers, or regional service providers, and thus have less incentive to complete public
facilities plans for the area within the city boundaries.

KPM #5 TRANSIT SUPPORTIVE LAND USE - Percent of urban areas with a population greater than 25,000 that have adopted transit supportive land use regulations.
Data Collection Period: Jul 01 - Jun 30
* Upward Trend = positive result

actual

Report Year
TRANSIT SUPPORTIVE LAND USE
Actual
Target

target

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

86%
91%

85%
91%

85%
91%

85%
91%

83%
90%

How Are We Doing
This performance measure demonstrates whether local governments in metropolitan areas or other larger cities have adopted transit-supportive development regulations (i.e., assure that land use and
public transit systems are integrated and mutually supportive). Transit-supportive regulations are necessary to allow development at densities adequate to support transit service and to ensure that
pedestrian and transit facilities are provided as part of new developments.

The department assists local governments in adopting land development regulations intended to improve transportation options and enhance the efficiency of public transportation systems.
Government partners include local governments, transit districts, and the Oregon Department of Transportation through the joint Transportation and Growth Management Program. Other partners
include property owners, developers, and realtors who participate in planning and outreach efforts to promote transportation-efficient land use patterns.

The department is currently working on amendments to the Transportation Planning Rules (Oregon Administrative Rules, chapter 660, division 12) that will require cities in metropolitan areas to
“climate-friendly areas” that are appropriate for higher levels of development because transit is available. The new rules will require cities to amend development regulations to allow higher densities to
reduce driving, and thus reduce the pollution that causes global climate disruption. Therefore, we expect performance on this indicator to improve in future years.

Factors Affecting Results
Many smaller jurisdictions do not have funding or planning staff to make significant changes in the applicable development standards from year to year. Previously the department provided grants for
periodic review of comprehensive plans and development standards. Those grants funds are significantly reduced and no longer support periodic review. The level of compliance has flattened
accordingly in the past few years. Funds provided to local governments appropriated by the Legislature in 2021 will help some jurisdictions to chart a path to better compliance.

KPM #6 TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES - Percent of urban areas that have updated the local plan to include reasonable cost estimates and funding plans for transportation facilities.
Data Collection Period: Jul 01 - Jun 30
* Upward Trend = positive result

actual

Report Year
TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES
Actual
Target

target

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

92%
92%

92%
92%

92%
92%

92%
92%

92%
92%

How Are We Doing
This measure indicates the percentage of cities with a population over 2,500 that have an acknowledged Transportation System Plan (TSP), as required by LCDC's Transportation Planning Rules
(OAR chapter 660, division 12) and Statewide Planning Goal 12. These TSPs address transportation facilities and services, including pedestrian, bicycle, public transportation, and roads, streets and
highways. TSPs are intended to guide local and state efforts to improve transportation facilities and services.

These plans are coordinated at the city, county, and state level. They contain lists of major transportation projects which are needed to support compact, urban development for the next 20 years. The
department assists local governments in adopting TSPs and related land development regulations. Government partners include local governments, transit districts, and the Oregon Department of
Transportation through the joint Transportation and Growth Management Program. Other partners include property owners, developers, and realtors who participate in planning and outreach efforts to
promote efficient transportation systems and supportive land use patterns.

The department is currently working on amendments to the Transportation Planning Rules (Oregon Administrative Rules, chapter 660, division 12) that will require cities in metropolitan areas to put
more emphasis on reducing driving when updating transportation system plans, thus reducing the pollution that causes global climate disruption.

Most cities that are counted under this measure have adopted Transportation System Plans. There has not been a lot of change in the past few years. For the 2021 report, there are 98 cities with a
population above 2,500 that have acknowledged TSPs and nine cities with a population above 2,500 that do not have acknowledged TSPs.
Factors Affecting Results
The slow rate of completion in recent years is not surprising because there are very few cities that have not already adopted a TSP. Most of the remaining cities are small, with less than 4,000 in
population. For these cities, the barriers are a lack of funding and a lack of staff for transportation planning. We expect funds associated with the Climate Friendlly and Equitable Communities grant
program to help with some further compliance.

KPM #9

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY EXPANSION - Percent of land added to urban growth boundaries that is not farm or forest land.
Data Collection Period: Jan 01 - Dec 31

* Upward Trend = positive result

actual

Report Year
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY EXPANSION
Actual
Target

target

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

91%
55%

28%
55%

43%
55%

52%
55%

100%
55%

How Are We Doing
Statewide Planning Goal 14: Urbanization requires establishment of an urban growth boundary around each urban area to separate urban land from rural farm and forest land, and to assure that
urban areas have sufficient land for long-term growth while providing for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use. Land included in an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) must be
selected consistent with priorities set forth in ORS 197A.320 (ORS 197.298 for Metro) and Goal 14 intended to conserve farm and forest land as much as possible. Those priorities require that farm or
forest lands are the last priority for inclusion in UGB expansions.

This Key Performance Measure documents the percentage of land added to UGBs annually that was previously zoned exclusive farm use (EFU), forest, or mixed farm-forest.

In 2020, 236.5 acres were added to UGBs statewide. All 236.5 acres (100 percent) added to UGBs in 2020 were previously zoned for resource use (EFU, Forest & Mixed Farm-Forest). No lands
added to UGBs were from rural zones not subject to Statewide Planning Goals 3 and 4. The 55 percent target was not met in 2020.

Performance on this measure has varied widely from year to year over the past decade reaching a low of 8% converted resource lands in 2015 and reaching a high of 100% of converted resource

lands this year. The 10-year average, however, has been at target. Since 2011, 55% of lands added to UGBs have been converted from resource lands.

In the past biennium there have been several UGBs expansions involving exchanges that have resulted in net positive additions to resource lands or a neutral impact. In 2020 all but one of the UGB
expansions involved such ‘swaps’ that involved removing an amount of land from the UGB to be re-designated as resource land equivalent to the amount of resource land being added to the UGB and
converted to urban uses. Due to the use of this tool, in 2020 236.5 acres of resource land were added to UGBs and 231.2 acres were removed from UGBs and designated as resource lands. These
types of exchanges encourage preservation of agricultural and forest lands for resource uses while also ensuring the most appropriate areas have been urbanized for residential and industrial uses.

As noted above, performance under this target can vary widely from year to year and is heavily influenced by larger UGB expansions. For example, in 2016, the City of Bend accounted for 91 percent
of the land added to UGB’s statewide and did not contain any land subject to Goals 3 or 4. In 2017, the City of Eugene’s UGB expansion accounted for 52 percent of the land added to UGB’s
statewide and was 97 percent composed of land previously zoned EFU. As a result, the target was met in 2016 but not in 2017. The 10-year average, however, has been at target. Since 2011, 55% of
lands added to UGBs have been converted from resource lands. Adopting a KPM based on average performance over a 10-year period may provide a more accurate assessment of statewide
performance in this area.
Factors Affecting Results
Land use decisions are subject to state statutes, planning goals, and rules design to limit the conversion of agricultural and forest lands to urban use. Decisions to include Exclusive Farm Use (EFU),
forest, or mixed farm/forest zoned land in a UGB expansion are made by local elected officials. Such decisions are subject to appeal, which helps ensure that land use decisions comply with
applicable statutes and rules. Oregon’s Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) has some authority to remand UGB amendments that do not follow statutory priorities regarding
agricultural and forest land back to local governments for reconsideration.

The number of UGB expansions and the previous zoning of lands included in the expansion have potential to vary considerably from year to year. Many UGB amendments occur in areas surrounded
by lands zoned EFU, forest or mixed farm-forest. In some areas, rural lands not subject to Statewide Planning Goals 3 and 4 are unavailable adjacent to existing UGBs, so cities have no choice but to
include lands zoned EFU, forest or mixed farm-forest as the urban area expands. In these situations, DLCD may wish to consider how we can incentivize the use of the types of ‘swaps’ previously
mentioned that reduce the net acreage of converted resource land.

KPM #10

GRANT AWARDS - Percent of local grants awarded to local governments within two months after receiving application.
Data Collection Period: Jul 01 - Jun 30

* Upward Trend = positive result

actual

Report Year
GRANT AWARDS
Actual
Target

target

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

100%

93.94%
100%

100%

0%
100%

0%
100%

How Are We Doing
This measure reflects technical assistance and periodic review grant awards. The grant program operates on a biennial basis, with the planning grants are awarded at the start of each biennium. This
report therefore includes the grant awards made by the department during the fiscal year July 1, 2019 through June 30, 2020.

DLCD failed to meet the KPM target during this reporting period, 0 of the 48 applications getting a response within 60 days. The most recent KPM measures for this matter were: 94% of the
applications got a response within 60 days for the 2017-2019 biennium, and 78% of the applications got a response within 60 days for the 2015-2017 biennium.
As a mitigating factor, in 2019 DLCD actually notified all but two of the 48 applicants of our funding decision prior to December 11, 2019, which was the date the department informed all applicants in
2017. The department foresaw the complications in coordinating among the three grant funds and moved the application deadline up from 2017 (October 1, 2019 vs. October 13, 2017) to plan for this
contingency.
Factors Affecting Results
Explanation for DLCD’s failure to satisfy this Key Performance Measure: The Legislature funded separate technical assistance grant programs for cities to comply with two new housing-related laws
passed during the 2019 Legislative Session, HB 2001 and HB 2003. Several of the applications for this TA grant program were also potentially eligible for grants in the housing technical assistance
grant programs, so department staff had to complete extra coordination to make sure which grants were qualified for which programs, make funding decisions accordingly, and then also develop a
“contingency list” of applications that might be eligible for funding depending upon legal interpretation of the legislature’s adopted statutory language and potential legislative action in the February,
2020 session to modify that language.

The department expects that this needed coordination between three different technical assistance grant programs is a unique situation, and will not recur in future biennia.
Facilitators: The department has a streamlined system for review of applications based upon criteria set by the department with advice from our Grants Advisory Committee. The review involves the
community services division manager and the department’s regional representatives. The department grades and ranks projects in a streamlined manner, and then makes decisions based upon the
amount of funding appropriated by the legislature for the biennium.
Barriers: As discussed above, the unusual situation this year that required coordination between three different technical assistance grant funding sources resulted in enough delay so that the
department was unable to satisfy the 60-day deadline for any of the grants. However, the department was able to respond from between 62 and 68 days to 44 of the 48 grant applications received.
The department would have been able to meet the 60-day requirement, but for the unique situation involving the three different technical assistance grant funding sources.
Only one of the applications, from McMinnville, greatly exceeded the 60-day target. McMinnville’s application, which pertained to its very controversial urban growth boundary policies, was the subject
of extensive negotiations between the city and the department, which greatly exceeded the 60-day standard.

SERVICE - Percent of customers rating their satisfaction with the agency’s customer service as “good” or “excellent”: overall customer service, timeliness, accuracy,
KPM #11 CUSTOMER
helpfulness, expertise and availability of information.
Data Collection Period: Jul 01 - Jun 30

actual

Report Year
Timeliness
Actual
Target
Accuracy
Actual
Target
Availability of Information
Actual
Target
Overall
Actual
Target
Helpfulness
Actual
Target
Expertise
Actual
Target
How Are We Doing

target

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

89.82%
83%

83.92%
83%

83%

80%
83%

80%
90%

88.56%
83%

88.14%
83%

83%

79%
83%

79%
90%

82.31%
83%

80.20%
83%

83%

75%
83%

75%
90%

88.17%
83%

87.13%
83%

83%

81%
83%

81%
90%

89.94%
83%

88.12%
83%

83%

82%
83%

82%
90%

95.83%
83%

91.96%
83%

83%

86%
83%

86%
90%

The 2005 Legislature approved Statewide Customer Service Performance Measures and required all state agencies to survey and report on customer satisfaction. The survey is
conducted biennially. The department conducted its seventh survey in 2018. Previous surveys were conducted by the Oregon Progress Board in 2006 and 2008. The 2020 survey was
the sixth department biennial survey conducted online, rather than by telephone. The last survey was done in August 2018. As the survey is biennial, a survey did not occur in 2019.

The Customer Service performance measure assesses “customer” satisfaction with DLCD services. To conduct this survey, DLCD uses a strategy of direct outreach to and feedback
from key audiences. Due to COVID-related workload impacts, we changed our methodology to surveying our subscriber groups in GovDelivery. This was a distinct change in
methodology. In past years, we used a very specific list of local government, state agency partners, rules advisory committee members and others who were more directly involved as
“customers” of the department’s statutory mission and associated services.

This year, using an online survey, the customer service questions are posed to those who have signed up on the Gov Delivery email list as opposed to necessarily having direct
interaction with agency services, either through its website, over the phone, on an advisory committee, in a public hearing, or otherwise over the last two years. In contrast, the past two
surveys have been conducted through direct email messages sent from the office of the Director to lists of known users. No legislative changes affected the strategy.
Factors Affecting Results
Using the Gov Delivery survey methodology, we sent the survey to 6,561 recipients. In 2018, the sample size was 1,172 – an 82% increase in sample size.

Survey response increased this biennium, from 324 respondents in 2018 to 441 respondents in 2020. Response rate for 2020 was 6%. This is a significant decrease from the 28%
response rate when DLCD used a more customized approach. With COVID-related staff impacts and associated pressures, such customization was not possible this year.

Regardless, the overall trend is that those who responded – as a universe – were on the whole less satisfied than in 2018. In objective terms as context, the global pandemic,
associated unemployment and budget pressures may also be a factor.

According to the customer service targets set by DAS, DLCD met and exceeded the Knowledge goal. We did not meet our targets in the other areas.

Finally, as the Oregon Legislature, to help solve the $4B budget deficit in August, 2020, reduced DLCD’s previously adopted budget by 34%. This resulted in laying off of four critical
staff in an agency of 6. This decreased staff capacity, including in communications and legislative services will certainly have an impact on DLCD’s ability to deliver services as well to
our local government and associated customers as they have grown accustomed to in the past.

KPM #12

BEST PRACTICES - Percent of total best practices met by the Board.
Data Collection Period: Jul 01 - Jun 30

* Upward Trend = positive result

actual

Report Year
BEST PRACTICES
Actual
Target

target

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

100%
100%

100%
100%

100%
100%

98%
100%

100%
100%

How Are We Doing
The 2007 Legislature approved a Statewide Best Practices Measure and required certain boards and commissions to report on their ability to meet established criteria. Implementation of this
performance measure for affected boards and commissions includes an annual commission self-assessment of the state best practices criteria. To meet this requirement, the Land Conservation and
Development Commission (LCDC) defined how it will meet the established criteria. Each member of LCDC rates the commission against 15 best practices criteria established by the Department of
Administrative Services and the Legislative Fiscal Office. In September 2021, the commission completed its best practices scorecard for fiscal year 2021. One of the seven commissioners did not
complete the scorecard as they are out on medical leave.
Factors Affecting Results
Department policies and workflows ensure appropriate commission review and/or oversight of department mission, communication, policymaking, budget development, financial reporting, etc. The
commission has proven to operate efficiently for some time. The success of this measure is largely due to the commission itself, although staff resources and support also play a role.

LAND - Percent of farm land zoned for exclusive farm use in 1987 that retains that zoning. Accounts for the conversion of EFU lands resulting from expansion of urban growth
KPM #13 FARM
boundaries and changes in zoning.
Data Collection Period: Jan 01 - Jan 01
* Upward Trend = positive result
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Farm Land
Actual
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target

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

99.80%
99.95%

99.80%
90%

99.80%
90%

99.80%
90%

99.76%
99%

How Are We Doing
The state’s Agricultural Land Use Policy in ORS 215.243 and Statewide Planning Goal 3: Agricultural Lands call for the preservation of a maximum amount of the limited supply of agricultural land.
Exclusive farm use (EFU) zoning limits the conversion of agricultural land to non-farm uses. KPM #13 documents how much land has been removed from protective EFU zoning or added to urban
growth boundaries (UGBs) during the previous year and since 1987.

In 2020, 941.11 acres of exclusive farm use land were rezoned or added to urban growth boundaries as summarized in the table below. The majority of conversion was to other natural resource uses
with 265 acres redesignated as forest land and 315 acres protected under Goal 5 for mineral and aggregate use. 131 acres were converted to rural residential or industrial use and the remainder were
involved in UGB expansions.

From a base of 16.1 million acres of EFU-zoned land in 1987, a total of 38,609 net acres have been rezoned from EFU to other urban and rural uses through 2019. This means that 99.76 percent of
land zoned EFU in 1987 was still zoned EFU in 2020. The 2019 KPM target also was met.
All of the EFU land added to UGBs (231 acres) in 2020 were part of ‘UGB swaps’ and were replaced by a commensurate amount of land removed from UGBs and rezone to EFU. Similarly, a 2020

zone change in Umatilla ‘swapped’ 91 acres of industrial land for 91 acres of EFU land resulting in a net zero loss of farmland. These types of exchanges encourage preservation of agricultural and
forest lands for resource uses while also ensuring the most appropriate areas have been urbanized for residential and industrial uses. DLCD may wish to consider how we can further encourage the
use of zoning exchanges rather than conversion in the DLCD Oregon Administrative Rules in Division 4 rules for goal exceptions.
Factors Affecting Results
Land use decisions are subject to state statutes, planning goals, and rules which reflect the goal of preserving the maximum amount of agricultural land as set forth in the Agricultural Land Use Policy
in ORS 215.243. Decisions to include EFU zoned land in a zone change or UGB expansion are made by local elected officials at the request of landowners. Such decisions are subject to appeal,
which helps ensure that land use decisions comply with applicable statutes and rules.

In addition to zone changes and UGB expansions, land zoned EFU is also converted to nonfarm uses that are allowed by statute within an EFU zone or through development rights established by
Measures 37 and 49. Those conversions are not documented by this KPM.

While this performance measure provides insight into the longevity of EFU zoning over time, the modest amount of land rezoned or added to UGBs from EFU over the past 40 years is relatively
minimal compared to the large amount of agricultural land in Oregon. The state’s agricultural land use policy as stated at ORS 215.243 includes the preservation of agricultural land in large blocks
through the application of exclusive farm use zoning and also the goal of maintaining the agricultural economy of the state for the assurance of adequate, healthful and nutritious food for the people of
the state and nation. KPM 13 offers only a partial insight into our progess under this policy. It is estimated that several times as much acreage is converted to nonfarm use within EFU zones as is
rezoned out of EFU zones each year. Insight into the type and level of development and land division activity that may occur on lands zoned for exclusive farm use is provided in the biennial Farm and
Forest report prepared in accordance with ORS 197.

LAND - Percent of forest land zoned for forest or mixed farm/forest use in 1987 that remains zoned for those uses. Accounts for the conversion of forest lands resulting from
KPM #14 FOREST
expansion of urban growth boundaries and changes in zoning.
Data Collection Period: Jan 01 - Jan 01
* Upward Trend = positive result
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FOREST LAND
Actual
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99.91%
99.92%

99.90%
90%

99.90%
90%

99.90%
90%

99.90%
99%

How Are We Doing
Statewide Planning Goal 4 (Forest Lands) calls for maintaining the forest land base and protecting the forest economy by assuring that the continuous growing and harvesting of trees is the leading
use of forest land. Forest and mixed farm-forest zoning provides limits on the conversion of forest and agricultural land to nonresource uses. KPM #14 documents how much land has been removed
from forest and mixed farm-forest zoning and/or added to urban growth boundaries (UGBs) during the previous year and since 1987.

Since 1987, a total of 10,548 net acres of forest land have been rezoned to other urban and rural uses through 2020. 99.9% of the nearly 11.8 million acres of forest lands in Oregon have been
maintained under the protective forest zoning designation for over 30 years. In 2020 a net total of 265 acres were converted to forestland in 2020 representing a positive gain in designated forestland
over 2019. This is the result of land being coverted from EFU to Forest and Mixed Farm-Forest in 2020. The most likely reason for this conversion is to qualify the properties for uses or dwelling types
that are allowed in the Forest zone but not allowed in the Exclusive Farm Use zone. The 2020 KPM target of maintaining 90% of the 1987 forest land base under protective zoning designation was
met.

There was only one application in 2020 involving the redesignation of forestland. It was a UGB ‘swap’ for the City of Newport involving the exchange of land inside the UGB for forestland and resulted
in a zero net conversion of forestland. These types of exchanges encourage preservation of agricultural and forest lands for resource uses while also ensuring the most appropriate areas have been
urbanized for residential and industrial uses. DLCD may wish to consider how we can further encourage the use of zoning exchanges rather than conversion in the Oregon Administrative Rules

Division 4 rules regarding the goal exception process.
Factors Affecting Results
Land use decisions are subject to state statutes, planning goals, and rules. Statewide Planning Goal 4: Forest Lands calls for protecting forest land for the contiuous growing and harvesting of trees.
Decisions to include forest or mixed farm-forest zoned land in a zone change or urban growth boundary (UGB) expansion are made by local elected officials. Such decisions are subject to appeal,
which helps ensure that land use decisions comply with applicable statutes and rules.

In addition to zone changes and UGB expansions, land zoned forest or mixed farm-forest is also converted to nonforest uses that are allowed by statute or rule within a forest or mixed farm-forest
zone or through development rights established by Measures 37 and 49. Those conversions are not documented by this KPM.

While this performance measure provides an assessment of the longevity of forest and mixed farm-forest zoning over time, the modest amount of land rezoned or added to UGBs compared to the
very large base of current forest and mixed farm-forest zoning is relatively minimal. This measure offers only a partial assessment of the type or level of development and land division activity that may
occur on lands zoned forest or mixed farm-forest. DLCD staff estimate that several times as much acreage is converted to other statutorily allowed uses within forest and mixed farm-forest zones as is
rezoned each year.

