CLATSOP COUNTY
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
NORTHEAST CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE
October 3, 2019
4:00 PM

KNAPPA FIRE STATION

43114 HILLCREST LOOP
Astoria, OR 97103

TOPIC LEAD

4:00 PM | Call to Order NECAC Chair
4:05 PM | Introductions All
4:10 PM | Review of September 5, 2019 Meeting Summary NECAC Members
4:15PM | Report from Countywide CAC Liaison Cheryl Johnson
4:30 PM | Goal 3 Overview Staff
4:35 PM | Goal 3 - Discussion: NECAC Members

e How does zoning affect farming in Clatsop Public

County?

e How will climate change affect farming in
Clatsop County?

e How can the County balance demand for
increased affordable housing with requirements
to preserve and protect agricultural resource
lands?

e Marijuana: Farm crop or noxious weed?

e NOTE: These are questions to create a
discussion. It is not intended that they be
addressed in one meeting.

5:35 PM | Public Comment and Input Public

5:45PM | ¢ Review of meeting dates and times NECAC Members / Staff
e Holiday schedule and preparation for Goal 5

5:50 PM | Distribute background materials for next meeting Staff

5:55 PM | Closing comments and adjournment NECAC Members

BACKGROUND MATERIALS PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED:
Goals 3 and 4 Workshop Notice

Goal 3 Summary Report

Statewide Planning Goal 3

Clatsop County Goal 3

2016-2017 Farm Forest Report (January 25, 2019)
Rural Resource Lands Research Report (May 16, 2019)
State Board of Agriculture Report (January 2019)

BACKGROUND MATERIALS FOR MEETING 5 PROVIDED:
e Goal 4 Summary Report
e Statewide Planning Goal 4




Clatsop County Goal 4

Goal 4 Performance Review Worksheet

Forest Practices Act Fact Sheet

Oregon’s Forest Protection Laws An lllustrated Manual

Oregon Global Warming Commission Forest Carbon Accounting Project Report (2018)
Timber Unity Public Comments

All Comprehensive Plan Citizen Advisory Committee meetings are open to the public. Community
members are welcome to observe and provide written comment at any time to comdev.co.clatsop.or.us.
As time allows, verbal comment is welcome during the time specified on the agenda.

NOTE TO CAC MEMBERS: Please contact the Community Development Department (503-325-8611) if
you are unable to attend this meeting.

ACCESSIBILITY: This meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. A request for an
interpreter for the hearing impaired or for other accommodations for persons with disabilities should be
made at least 48 hours prior to the meeting by contacting the Community Development Land Use
Planning Division, 503-325-8611.

Q@ClatsopCD

https://www.co.clatsop.or.us/landuse/page/comprehensive-plan-update
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Summary of September 5, 2019
Northeast Citizen Advisory Committee Meeting #3

Knappa Fire Station
43114 Hillcrest Loop
Astoria, OR 97103

The meeting was called to order at 4:02 p.m. by Jennifer Rasmussen, NECAC Chair.

NECAC Members Present NECAC Commissioners Absent  Staff Present Public Present

Kelly Huckestein Gail Henrikson  Myrna Patrick
Cheryl Johnson Barbara Fryer
Jennifer Rasmussen Carol Webster
Dirk Rohne Chris Farrar
Tallie Spiller John McKesson

Welcome and Introductions
The NECAC members, staff and members of the public introduced themselves.

Review of July 18, 2019, Meeting Summary:
No corrections, additions or deletions were provided.

Report from Countywide CAC Liaison:

Ms. Johnson discussed the composition of the Countywide CAC (CCAC), emphasizing the mix of
backgrounds. She stated that in the CCAC discussion on Goal 2, the hot topics were affordable housing and
the role of the citizen advisory committees. She stated that the July 31 workshop led by DLCD had
received good reviews. Ms. Johnson also reminded the committee members and the public of the Port of
Astoria meeting that would be held at 6pm that evening at the fire station to discuss the Port’s draft
strategic plan.

Goal 2 Overview:
Gail Henrikson, Community Development Director, provided a brief overview of the purpose of Goal 2 and
how it is applied in Clatsop County.

Discussion of Goal 2 — Land Use Planning:

Ms. Spiller asked whether policies should be specific or general. Ms. Henrikson stated that the policies
should be general and aspirational. She explained that the comprehensive plan is the foundation
document for guiding growth and the that land use and zoning ordinance would include specific regulations
to implement those guiding measures.

Ms. Huckestein stated that there should be policies in Goal 2 that would encourage sustainability and
discourage activities that contributed to climate change. She stated that Goal 2 should explicitly state that
climate change will be considered throughout all aspects of the land use process.

Mr. Rohne and Mr. McKesson discussed wind turbines and a previous proposal to place them at Aldrich
Point. Mr. McKesson stated that the County needs to find ways to pay for climate change mitigation and
emergency services. Mr. Rohne stressed that property owners need to be adequately compensated if a
government wants a property owner to restore wetlands, or leave their property, or stop certain activities
in order to counteract climate change.
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A question was asked regarding how much the temperature will increase in Clatsop County over the next
100 years. Mr. McKesson stated that temperature change was not the concern as much as sea level rise.
The group discussed how climate change might drive in-migration to Clatsop County from other areas.

Ms. Johnson stated that dikes and tide gates were the common denominator in this discussion. The group
discussed the impacts on policy and regulation from the Army Corps of Engineers following Hurricane
Katrina. Mr. Rohne stated that it was like paying for a bus wreck in Louisiana when our bus has never
wrecked.

Mr. McKesson, with Clatsop Drainage District #1, discussed deferred maintenance on the dikes and the
County’s permitting to repair dikes. He stated that the County does not have the right to require permits
for dike repair and that it is an Army Corps issue. He also discussed the need to locate fire apparatus in the
Brownsmead area.

Mr. Farrar stated that it would not be likely that land would be “taken” to restore wetlands.

Ms. Johnson stated that Oregon has worked very hard to protect its farm and forest lands. She added that
90% of the land within Clatsop County is forest land.

The group continued to discuss population trends for the next 20 years. Ms. Johnson pointed out that the
statistics provided indicate there is enough housing stock within the County.

Ms. Spiller asked whether there could be separate tax rates on second homes. Mr. Rohne stated that the
United States should not allow mortgage interest to be deducted on second homes.

Kelly Shipley stated that he had researched the real estate listings and that there was only one house on
the market in the Northeast planning area that was listed under $300,000.

Mr. Rohne discussed the density credit transfer procedure which is allowed in the Clatsop Plains planning
area. He stated that a similar system might help in the Northeast planning area. Mr. Shipley discussed
property he owns, which is in the Northeast planning area, and which is zoned KS-RCR.

Ms. Johnson stated that the issue of second homes had not been a topic at the Countywide CAC meeting.
She added that housing and transportation need to be considered together. The group discussed Pipeline
Road and the need for alternate routes. It was suggested that the old railroad be converted to a bike path.

Mr. McKesson complimented the County’s Assessment and Taxation Department and Public Works
Department. He discussed the tax exemption requirements for agricultural land and added that taxes on
wetlands are higher than on ag exempt lands.

Ms. Johnson discussed how tide gates and dikes are located in exception areas. Mr. McKesson stated that
the railroad is considered a levee. The group continued to discuss how the County can help with repair and

maintenance of the diking system.

Mr. Farrar stated that more politicians needed to be included on the discussions as these are more legal
issues that cross multiple jurisdictions.

Mr. Rohne emphasized the need for flexibility in regulations.
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Ms. Rasmussen stated that public health needed to be considered in conjunction with land use planning.
As an example, she stated that people need to be able to get to their public health facilities.

Mr. McKesson sated that the Northeast planning area needs internet access in order to book rides to access
treatments.

Ms. Huckestein discussed the need for residents to have access to open space, healthy food, places to walk
and safe route.

The committee and public agreed that language in the comprehensive plan needs to be enforceable. Ms.
Henrikson stated that the Department of Land Conservation and Development has an enforceability person
who has volunteered to read through the drafts of the comprehensive plan as it is updated.

Mr. McKesson stated that the plan needs to reflect what the Oregon resiliency plan recommends.

Ms. Spiller asked if the County has a mass shooting plan. If so, the committee asked that a representative
from the sheriff’s office or emergency management provide a talk to the Northeast CAC on this topic.

Mr. Rohne stated that there need to be incentives to encourage the construction of medical centers in rural
areas.

Mr. McKesson stated that the County has a building on Old Highway 30 that could become a community
center. He also stated that an alternate route needs to be developed so people don’t have to go out on
Highway 30 just to go to local businesses. He added that money needs to be funneled into planning efforts
for mitigation and resiliency, not unlikely events such as a mass shooting.

Distribution of Meeting #4 Materials:

Ms. Henrikson reviewed the materials that had been distributed to the committee members at the start of
the meeting. The next NECAC meeting will be on the topic of Statewide Planning Goal 3 — Agricultural
Lands.

Closing Comments and Adjournment:
The committee briefly discussed the Port of Astoria meeting that would be following this meeting.

The committee discussed how the County needs to negotiate better deals with companies and how the
County should livestream its meetings. Mr. Rohne provided background on the Charter Communications
and with agreement with the County.

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 5:26pm.
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IN THE BOBRD OF COUNTY CCMMISSIONERS
FOR CIATSOP COUNTY, OREGON
IN THE MATTER OF FCRMATION OF THE

)
BROWNSMEAD RURAI, FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT )
PURSUANT TO ORS 198.810 )

RESQLUTION AND ORDER

the Clatsop County Board of Camissioners approved the petition to
form a rural fire ion district to be known as the Brownsmead Rural Fire
Protection District at a public hearing pursuant to ORS 198.800 through 198.810
boundaries of which are set out in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated
herein; and

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS, afinalhaarinqonthefomaticnwasheldmcctuberg, 1991; and

WHEREAS, no written requests for an election were filed as provided by ORS
198.810(2); now therefore

1T IS HEREBY RESCLVED AND ORDERED that a rural fire protection district to be
}mWnasﬂmBrmmmadRmalFirerteclﬁ.onnistd.ctishembyfqmedwiﬂﬁn the
boundaries set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated-herein.

DATED this 9th day of October, 1991.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR CTATSOP COUNTY, ORBEGON
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Vickie Miner Barrett, Chair
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EXHIBIT A

Roundary Descriotion:

A tract of land in Sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 10 and 11, Township 8 North, Range 7
West, and Sections 26, 27, 33, 34, 35 and 36, Township 9 North, Range 7 West,
Willamette Meridian, described as follows:

at the intersection of the North bank of Blind Slough with the
centerline of the S. P. & S. Railroad;

Thence Northeasterly along said centerline, a distance of 550 feet, more or
less, to its intersection with the Long Island Dike;

Thence Northerly and Easterly along said Long Tsland Dike to its intersection
with the West line of said Section 26;

Thence North along caid West line to the South bank of the Columbia River;

Thence Easterly along said South hank to its intersection with the Northerly
right of way of said S. P. & S. Railroad;

Thence Southwesterly along said Northerly right of way to its intersection
with the centerline of the Aldrich Point Read;

Thence Scutherly along the centerlinie of said road to its intersection with
the Narth line of said Section 35; : i

Thence East along the North line of said Sections 35 and 36 to the North
quarterc::merofsaidSactimBE;

'I‘hencaScuﬂitothecanterqmrtermmerqf said Section 36;
'Ihmce?iesttothethstquartercomerof-shjd&ctim%;
ThHEESuuthtﬂthESmﬂmEstmmerafsaj.dSEc:im36,;
Thence East to the North quarter of said Section 1;

Thence South to the South quarter corner-of saJ.d.Secth:n L
mmcewesttaﬂiemrtheastmm&raf said"'Seﬁrimllg-
'IhemeScuthtoﬂieSmtheastcm:xErlof sald Secl:.m 11;

Thence West alang the South line of said Sections 11 and 10 o its
intersection with the East bank of Gnat Creek;

Thence Northerly along said East bank to its intersection with the North bank
of Blind Slough;

'mmdenbstalyalorgsaidmrmmktcthepnhmofbegimﬁng.



9 800 Exchange St., Suite 100
. Clatsop County Astoria, OR 97103

. . (503) 325-8611 phone
Community Development — Planning (503) 338-3606 fax

www.co.clatsop.or.us

TO: Countywide Citizen Advisory Committee Members
FROM: Gail Henrikson, AICP, Community Development Director
DATE: August 8, 2019

RE: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE - MEETING 4
SUMMARY

Enclosed are the agenda materials for the September 19, 2019, Clatsop Plains Planning Area Citizen
Advisory Committee (CPCAC) meeting.

Included are the following background materials related to Goal 3:

e Goals 3 and 4 Workshop Notice

e Goal 3 Summary Report

e Statewide Planning Goal 3

e Clatsop County Goal 3

e 2016-2017 Farm Forest Report (January 25, 2019)

e Rural Resource Lands Research Report (May 16, 2019)
e State Board of Agriculture Report (January 2019)

When reviewing Goal 3, there is a significant amount of statistical data within the Goal, but no policies
related to the goal. Some sample Goal 3 policies from Lane County are attached to this memo. As part
of the review and overhaul of the Comprehensive Plan, committee members should consider whether
policies should be added to Goal 3 and what those policies should be.



GOAL THREE: AGRICULTURAL LANDS

1;

10,

Encourage agricultural activities by preserving and maintaining agricultural lands through
the use of an exclusive agricultural zone which is consistent with ORS 215 and OAR 660
Division 33. '

In Agricultural Rent zones 1 and 2 preference will be given to Goal 3. In Rent Zone 3,
unless commercial agricultural enterprises exist, preference will be given to Goal 4.

Reserve the use of the best agricultural soils exclusively for agricultural purposes.

To insure that zoning districts applied to agricultural lands encourage valid agricultural
practices in a realistic manner; emphasis shall be placed on minimum parcel sizes which
are based upon a countywide inventory and which are adequate for the continuation of
commercial agriculture. As minimum parcel sizes decrease to accommodate more
specialized commercial agricultural activities, the burden of proof upon the applicant shall
increase in order to substantiate the proposed agricultural activity and restrictions shall
increase in order to obtain a residence on the commercial farm unit. Deviation from
minimum parcel sizes of the Exclusive Farm Use land for the creation of a parcel not
smaller than 20 acres may be allowed when at least 19 acres of the parcel being created are
currently managed or planned to be managed by a farm management plan for a farm
operation consisting of one or more of the following: berries, grapes or horticultural
specialties.

Use planning and implementation techniques that reflect appropriaté uses and treatment for
each type of land.

Encourage irrigation, drainage and flood control projects that benefit agricultural use with
minimum environmental degradation in accordance with existing state and federal
regulations.

Some agricultural land in the Countv is not suitable or available for agricultural use by
nature of built upon, committed to or needed for nonagricultural uses by using applicable
comprehensive plan policies and the exceptions process of LCDC Goal 2, Part II.

Provide maximum protection to agricultural activities by minimizing activities, particularly
residential, that conflict with such use. Whenever possible planning goals, policies and
regulations should be interpreted in favor of agricultural activities.

Agricultural lands shall be identified as high value farm lands and farm lands in other soil
classes in accordance with OAR 660 Division 33.

Such minimum lot sizes or land division criteria as are used in exclusive farm use zones



11.

12,

13.

14.

135,

16.

shall be appropriate for the continuation of the existing commercial agricultural enterprise
in the region. The commercial agricultural, minimum field or parcel sizes and
corresponding farming regions identified in Addendum to Working Paper: Agricultural
Lands shall be used to Determine the appropriate division requirements for lands zoned
Exclusive Farm Use (E).

Conversion of rural agricultural land to urbanizable land shall follow the process and
criteria set forth in LCDC Goals 3 and 14.

Regard nonagricultural uses within or adjacent to agricultural lands as being subject to the
normal and accepted agricultural practices of that locality.

No County policy shall be construed to exclude permitted and specially permitted nonfarm
uses, as defined in ORS Chapter 215.213 and OAR 660 Division 33, from the EFU zones.
Implementing ordinances shall provide for such uses, consistent with the statutory and
OAR 660 Division 33 requirements. Special permits for commercial uses in conjunction
with farm use shall have the same effect as making the use an outright permitted use on the
affected parcel.

Land may be designated as marginal land if it complies with the following criteria:
a. The requirements of ORS 197.247 (1991 Edition), and

b. Lane County General Plan Policies, Goal 5, Flora and Fauna, policies numbered 11 and
12. '

Lane County recognizes ORS 215.253 shall apply on land-zoned EFU.

Recreational activities in the Park and Recreation (PR/RCP) Zone District within
agricultural areas that are outside lands for which a built or committed exception to a
Statewide Planning Goal has been taken shall be limited to those uses consistent with
Statewide Planning Goals 3 and 4.



CLATSOP COUNTY
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
UPDATE

STATEWIDE
PLANNING
GOAL 3:

AGRICULTURAL
LANDS

To preserve and
maintain agricultural
lands.

Agricultural lands shall be
preserved and main-
tained for farm use, con-
sistent with existing and
future needs for agricul-
tural products, forest and
open space and with the
state’s agricultural land
use policy expressed in
ORS 215.243 and
215.700.

Background Report:

Agricultural Lands

Farmlands n Oregon

OVERVIEW

The statewide land use plan-
ning program in Oregon
works to protect working
landscapes in two ways. The
statewide planning goals work
to limit conversion of farm
and forest land to other uses
and to limit conflicts for these
resource industries. To limit
conversion, the program re-
quires an urban growth
boundary (or UGB) around
each city in the state and ur-
ban uses must to be con-
tained within the boundary.
To limit conflicts, counties
are required to apply strict
zoning to farm and forest
lands that permit only uses
that will sustainably coexist
with the farming and forestry

activities around them.

Oregon's farms and forests
are working lands, and are
sometimes referred to as
"resource lands." When plan-

Oregon’s Land Use Planning

System was established by
Senate Bill 100 in 1973.

ners and others talk about
"preserving" these areas, they
are referring to preservation
of the land for continued use
as a commercial farm or for-
est. Preserving these areas
for resource use also benefits
wildlife habitat conservation,
recreation opportunities, and
protection of the scenery
Oregon is so well known for.

AUGUST 2019

FARMLAND
PROTECTION

Preserving Oregon farmland
protects a key economic engine
in our state. Farming and related
industries, like food processing
and equipment sales, are major
employers and a chief source of
export in Oregon. State-level
guidance and requirements for
county planning and zoning of
farmland can be found in four
places: Statewide Planning Goal 3
- Agricultural Lands, Oregon
Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter
197 - Comprehensive Land Use
Planning, ORS Chapter 215 -
County Planning, Zoning and
Housing Codes, and Oregon
Administrative Rules

(OAR) chapter 660, division 33 -
Agricultural Land. A local govern-
ment writing or revising a com-
prehensive plan needs to refer to
these state regulations to devel-
op a plan that protects farms and
complies with law and rule.

https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/FF/
Pages/index.aspx

Farmlands mn Clatsop County

OVERVIEW

As shown on the charts on
the next two pages, while the
total number of farms in
Clatsop County has remained
relatively stable since 1978,
the total overall acreage of
farmland and average size of
farms has declined. As land
values rise and the shortage
of affordable housing units
remains, the pressure to con-

vert farmland to non-farm
uses will only increase.

In January 2019, the Depart-
ment of Land Conservation
and Development released its
2016-2017 Farm Forest Report,
which details how much farm-
land was converted to non-
farm uses during that period.
Clatsop County approved

one non-farm dwelling and six
replacement dwellings on
farmland. No primary farm
dwelling approvals were
granted by the County. Since
1994, Clatsop County has
approved 78 total dwellings
on farmland. Since 1978,
farmland in Clatsop County
decreased from 22,691 acres
to 15,070 acres—a loss of
7,621 acres.



The following data was compiled from the 2017 Census of Agricul-

ture conducted by the United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA). National Agricultural Statistics Service.

https://www.nass.usda.sov/Publications/AgCensus/2017/index.ph

The number of farms has
been relatively stable
since 1978, with the total
number of farms
decreasing slightly from
234 to 226.

The average farm size in
2017 was 85 acres, a |2-
acre decrease from

1978 when the average

farm size was 97 acres.

BACKGROUND REPORT: AGRICULTURAL LANDS




PAGE 3

AVERAGE MARKET VALUE Agl'i-T()urism

(includes land and buildings)

Clatsop County’s development
code defines agri-tourism as a
common, farm-dependent activity
that is incidental and subordinate
to a working farm and that pro-
motes successful agriculture and
generates supplemental income
for the owner.

Permissible Agri-tourism
Events and Activities

e Hands-on experience such
as educational camps

e Demonstration and dis-
plays such as animal hus-

AGE GROUPS bandry and cider pressing

* Farm-to-table meals

e Seasonally-themed festi-
vals

e Farm stands for the direct
sale of fresh or value-
added products

( *  The sale of incidental
items and fees from
promotional activities
shall not exceed 25%
of total annual farm

stand sales.
What Agri-tourism does NOT
INCLUDE:
m UNDER 25 YEARS w25 TO 34 YEARS m 35 TO 44 YEARS 45 TO 54 YEARS * Weddings
E55TO64YEARS  WES5TO74YEARS  M75 YEARS AND OVER * Celebratory gatherings
¢ Parties
REPORTED GENDER . ﬁérgélar, regularly-occurring

Agri-tourism is a conditional _
’tj's? in the following zoning dis-
ricts:

RA-1
RA-2
RA-5
RA-10
EFU
AF

= MALE « FEMALE

BACKGROUND REPORT: AGRICULTURAL LANDS
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Frequently Asked (uestions

What is considered “‘farmland’’?

Statewide Planning Goal 3 defines agricultural land using soil types and other factors. Land with soils capable of agricultural
production are considered "agricultural land" and are protected under Goal 3 and exclusive farm use (EFU) zoning. Other lands
may also be protected under Goal 3 and EFU zoning if they are suitable for grazing, used by farm and ranch operations, or nec-
essary to permit farm practices to be undertaken on adjacent or nearby lands.

What threats are there to farmland?

A vibrant local farm economy requires a critical mass of farmland. When too much residential development en-
croaches on farmland, a downward cycle of conversion can begin, in which farms experience conflicts with
neighbors, such as trespass, littering, pets chasing livestock and complaints about spraying, manure applica-
tion, hours of operation and other normal farming practices.

When conflicts become disruptive, farmers stop making investments in their operations and may seek to divide
and sell their land for development or use it for other purposes. The division and sale of farmland for non-farm
purposes drives up land prices, often putting it out of the reach of existing farms and new farmers wanting to
enter the market. As farm operations scale down or leave, farm infrastructure, such as feed stores, processing
facilities and irrigation districts may start to disappear, affecting the ability of the remaining farm community to
be successful, and driving the cycle of conversion.

Oregon's agricultural lands protection program has reduced many of these problems relative to other parts of
the country, but the threats still exist. Existing zoning, tax, and right-to-farm policies encourage continued farm
use, but new challenges continue to appear and growth pressures will likely continue in many parts of the state.

What are the primary components of Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoning?

Counties apply EFU zoning to agricultural lands protected under Statewide Planning Goal 3. EFU zoning is
based on local comprehensive plans, which are adopted in accordance with state requirements.

EFU zoning reflects the state's agricultural land use policies by seeking to preserve agricultural land for com-
mercial farming and ranching. This is accomplished by establishing large minimum lot sizes — typically 80 acres
on farmland and 160 acres on ranchland. Large lot sizes help prevent the division of farms and ranches into
smaller parcels that do not support commercial agriculture.

EFU zoning also helps prevent establishment of uses that are not compatible with agriculture. Widespread de-
velopment of houses and amenities that serve urban populations on farmland can result in increased conflicts
with agricultural practices. Agricultural practices like pesticide spraying, manure management, and movement
of farm machinery, while critical for maintaining farm operations, are not pleasant to live with as a residential
neighbor. EFU zoning helps ensure that farmers and ranchers can continue to operate by limiting the types and
intensity of other uses allowed.

EFU zoning has changed over the years. In 1973, only 12 uses were allowed in EFU zones. Today the list has
grown to more than 60. Although the primary use in EFU zones remains farming, the zone has been diversified
to include a variety of uses such as agritourism, dog training, and destination resorts. The types of uses al-
lowed often vary depending on the capability of soils for agricultural production. A complete list of uses allowed
is provided in OAR 660-033-0120. In order to approve many uses that are not directly related to agriculture, a
county must analyze whether the proposed use will significantly change or increase the cost of farming practic-
es on surrounding lands.

The legislature has recognized that EFU zoning limits the use of agricultural land. As an incentive, land in an
EFU zone that is primarily used to make a profit from farming qualifies for reduced taxes.
G@CIatsopCD

\ https://www.co.clatsop.or.us/landuse/page/comprehensive-plan-update

BACKGROUND REPORT: AGRICULTURAL LANDS



Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals & Guidelines

GOAL 3: AGRICULTURAL LANDS

OAR 660-015-0000(3)

To preserve and maintain agricultural
lands.

Agricultural lands shall be
preserved and maintained for farm use,
consistent with existing and future
needs for agricultural products, forest
and open space and with the state's
agricultural land use policy expressed in
ORS 215.243 and 215.700.

USES

Counties may authorize farm
uses and those nonfarm uses defined
by commission rule that will not have
significant adverse effects on accepted
farm or forest practices.

IMPLEMENTATION

Zoning applied to agricultural
land shall limit uses which can have
significant adverse effects on
agricultural and forest land, farm and
forest uses or accepted farming or forest
practices.

Counties shall establish minimum
sizes for new lots or parcels in each
agricultural land designation. The
minimum parcel size established for
farm uses in farmland zones shall be
consistent with applicable statutes. If a
county proposes a minimum lot or
parcel size less than 80 acres, or 160
acres for rangeland, the minimum shall
be appropriate to maintain the existing
commercial agricultural enterprise within
the area and meet the requirements of
ORS 215.243.

Counties authorized by
ORS 215.316 may designate

agricultural land as marginal land and
allow those uses and land divisions on
the designated marginal land as allowed
by law.

LCDC shall review and approve
plan designations and revisions to land
use regulations in the manner provided
by ORS Chapter 197.

DEFINITIONS

Agricultural Land -- in western
Oregon is land of predominantly Class |,
I, Il and IV soils and in eastern Oregon
is land of predominantly Class I, II, 11,
IV, V and VI soils as identified in the Soil
Capability Classification System of the
United States Soil Conservation
Service, and other lands which are
suitable for farm use taking into
consideration soil fertility, suitability for
grazing, climatic conditions, existing and
future availability of water for farm
irrigation purposes, existing land-use
patterns, technological and energy
inputs required, or accepted farming
practices. Lands in other classes which
are necessary to permit farm practices
to be undertaken on adjacent or nearby
lands, shall be included as agricultural
land in any event.

More detailed soil data to define
agricultural land may be utilized by local
governments if such data permits
achievement of this goal.

Agricultural land does not include
land within acknowledged urban growth
boundaries or land within acknowledged
exceptions to Goals 3 or 4.



Farm Use -- is as set forth in
ORS 215.203.

High-Value Farmlands -- are
areas of agricultural land defined by
statute and Commission rule.

GUIDELINES

A. PLANNING

1. Urban growth should be separated
from agricultural lands by buffer or
transitional areas of open space.

2. Plans providing for the preservation
and maintenance of farm land for farm
use, should consider as a major
determinant the carrying capacity of the
air, land and water resources of the
planning area. The land conservation
and development actions provided for
by such plans should not exceed the
carrying capacity of such resources.

B. IMPLEMENTATION

1. Non-farm uses permitted within farm
use zones under ORS 215.213(2) and
(3) and 215.283(2) and (3) should be
minimized to allow for maximum
agricultural productivity.

2. Extension of services, such as sewer
and water supplies into rural areas
should be appropriate for the needs of
agriculture, farm use and non-farm uses
established under ORS 215.213 and
215.283.

3. Services that need to pass through
agricultural lands should not be
connected with any use that is not
allowed under ORS 215.203, 215.213,
and 215.283, should not be assessed as
part of the farm unit and should be
limited in capacity to serve specific
service areas and identified needs.

4. Forest and open space uses should
be permitted on agricultural land that is
being preserved for future agricultural

growth. The interchange of such lands
should not be subject to tax penalties.
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Introduction

Farming in Clatsop County has declined in the last 15-30 years and the
future does not look particularly bright.

Small farm sizes interspersed with rural tracts, difficult terrain, a
wet climate, and competition frem other land uses all work against the
consolidation of large, efficient farm units which ara characteristic of
other areas of the state where agriculture is thriving. As pressure for
land for other uses increases, and the off-the~Ffarm employment becomes more
attractive, it is probable that farm acrsage and the number of farms will
decline below the present level. However, the pattern of small farms,
producing a low income stresm, with the operator working in other employment
for part of the year, is likely to continue. This compliments the seasonal
employment cycles of scme of the County's industries ang provides an
appezling way of life for some pz=ople. '

Findings

1. Clatsop County's total acreage in farm lang continues to be a very small
percentage of the State and the regional farm land. Also, the County's
acreags in farm land is a small percentage (5.1%) of its own total lang
area.

2. The average farm size in Clatsop County as of 1974 is 122 acres.

3. The number of farms in the County has declined to about one—guarter of
what existed in 1949.

4. The total acres in agriculture has declined nearly 50% since 1949,
5. Average farm size, however, has increased nearly 50% since 1949,

€. A rapid drop has occurred in the number of small firms consisting of 10-
49 acres. ‘ '

7. The majority of farms are owned by older, long-time residents.

8. Approximately two—thirds (2/3) of all farms are orerated on a part—time
basis.

9. The economic importance of farming in the Conty is minor compared to
other sectors. Farmers here must absorb additional transportation costs
to get local products to distant markets, primarily to Portland.

10. There are no agricul tural processing enterprises in the County.

11. The small scale of farming also supports very few farm related
businesses. This has led to increased costs to farmers for farm
equipment, supplies, and services.

12. Theres are 79,850 acres of Class I-IV soils in the County comprising
14.8% of the total land area. There are no Class I soils due to
climatic limitations. Over 90s of the total land area is forest lands
including the majority of areas having Class I-VI ‘soils.



2. New proposals shall requirs a zone change and an assessment of
public need and impacts of establishing additional wildlife refugas
Or game management areas adjacent to agricultural activities.

b. The State Wildlife Commission shall be officially requested to resolve
the existing adverse impacts on agricultural lands associated with elk,
including but not limited tos on2 or mors of the following measures:

1. revision of hunting laws to.sustained Tanagement levels.

2.rﬁmewedkmmhﬁminﬂﬂmp%mw.

3. indemnify the owners for damage on their Property resulting from
elk.

4. pay for and install adequate fencing.

"In land use changes involving a change from Conservation- ,
Forest Lands or Rural Agricultural Lands to Rural Lands
or Developnent designations an Exception to the
Agricultural Lands or Forest Lands Goals must be taken .

* Atnfsu(')'??o% 9”',% C{-&"ecl Mru] 131 1944,
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INTRODUCTION

The protection and preservation ot agricultural land is primarily for
the purpose of maintaining the soil resource and farm industry as a basis
of food and fiber production now and in the future.

The main tocls to accomplish this goal are farm zoning and land diﬁision
controls. Partially through the exercise of these controls, the agriculture
industry can be maintainsd. .

As part of the County Comprehensive Plan, this report describes the
history, problems and Timitations of agriculture in the County. It compares
agriculture in Clatsop County to the industry in the entire State and suggests
that this north coast area is distinguished from the rest of the state by the
small role that agriculture plays in the County.

In addition, policies are included which address the County's commitiment
to the preservation of agricultural lands and the means to protect them. The
commercial agricultural enterprises in the County are described and a minimum
parcel size for farm land divisions defined.

- The discussion of impacts of agriculture on air, water and land is con-
tained in the Air, Water and Land Quality Background Report. Policies which
relate to specitic community concerns about agricultural practices can be
found in the County Community Plans.



EFACTS AND TRENDS It AGPICULTURE

Agriculture had a poor beginning in Clatsop County. Livestock and a
variety of vegetable seeds were brought to the area by the ‘Astor Fur Company
in 1817, a few years after Lewis and Clark wintered here. Except for radishes,
potatoes and turnips, the crops failed to mature. According to one party
member, the turnips were huge, one measuring 33 inches around and weighing
15~1/2 pounds. But, due to mice infestation and other problems, all their
crops came to nothing. The farm was abandoned in 1813.

By 1850 the increased business of ccean and river traffic caused the
development of lumber miils, large Tivestock impart for dairy and beef
farms, and a Tishing export industry. Agriculture grew.

Farming in the County was also strong in the 1940's to the early 1960's.
There were 56 small pouitry farms with from 1,000 to 10,000 hens. There were
four milk processing plants. several raw milk distributors and many small
40 to 50 acre dairies. Other specialty crops and products that also
experienced growth were mink, cranberries, holly and Astoria bent grass lawn
seed,

Since 1949, agricuTtﬁre in the County has declined to its present Tevel.
Several factors may have been responsible. Among these are:

T. The local agricﬁTture processing industry and, conse-
quently, a ready market for farm products gradually
disappeared;

2. TFarming reguired continuing improvement of management
methods (i.e. mechanization);

3. The disappearance of very large farms (over 1,000 acres);
4, Increasing costs.

Since 1969, the amount of land in the County in farms has remained about
the same, as has the average size of & farm. '

Table 1. - Trends in Farm Humbers and Acreages
%4 lotal Total £ Average

Year Acres Land Area Farms Farm S5ize Median Farm Size
1948 57,000 11.19 837 68.1 acres --

1954 51,000 9.9% NA HA -

1959 55,082 10.77% 457 120.5 acres --

1964 39,501 6.69 486 81.3 acres --

1869 23,745 4. 67 258 82.0 acres -

1974 26,560 5.17 217 122.0 acres -
1978 22,681 4.2% 234 - 96.9 acres 60.5 acres

source: Census of Agriculture



The Census separates Tarins which have an income of $2500 or more from
all farms in the County. Of the 234 farms in the County, only 128 reportad
incomes of at least 32500. Only two counties, Curry and Wheeler, had a faower
number of Tarms in this category in 1978. In the case of Wheeler County the
average farm size was 8685 acres. Two of their farms would make up all the
tarm acreage in Clatsop County with incomes over $2500. Curry County had
122 farms with incomes over $2500 compared to Clatsop County's 128. Lincoln
County had only slightly more, at 132. These three coastal counties appear
similar in agricultural characteristics, although Tillamook and Coos counties
have many more farms earning at Jeast $2500 as well-as many more total
farms.

Clatsop County had the highest number of farms in which all crops failed
of all coastal counties.

Farms are defined by the Census of Agriculture as including crop land
and pasture land but aiso include wood land, waste land, and land under houses,
roads and ponds. For Clatsop County:

Woodland not pastured: 5,037 acres
Land in house jots, roads,
ponds, etc.: 1,893 acres

6,930 acres
Total farm acres in County: ‘22,681 acres

Therefore, 30.5% of farm land acreage is not used at all for crops or
pasture land. This leaves 15,751 acres used as farm land in the County.

Reported farm acreage includes "all lands under the day-to-day contro?
or supervision of one person or partnership." This includes land rented from
others. For farm with incomes of over $2500 rented lands are a significant
amount of farm acreage. '

Tahle 2. - Land Rented from Others
Farms with Incomes over 52500 ONLY

Farm % of Farms Which Rent % of Acreage oun Farm
Acreaae # of Farms Land From Others Rented From QOthers
1-19 ac 13 7.7% n*

20-39 ac 15 13.3% . D+
403-79 ac 32 , 15.6% 11.5%
80-15%ac 35 31.4% . 18.3%
160-31%ac 23 : - 47.87 32.6%
320 or more 10 50% 38.9%

D*: Reported at District level only

For farms over 160 acres, an average of 1/3 or more of the acreage is
rented from others.



Table 3. shows the trends in farm acreage classes since 1959, Total
numbers of farms, as well as most categorios, dropped from 1959 to 1874.
Since 1974, though tihe total number of farms has increased. What s most
evident from the 1978 figures is the growth of small farms and the corre-
sponding drop in the number of large farms. It is impossible to make any
conclusiens from these figures on how agricultural activities are conducted
in Clatsop County. In combination, though, with figures listed later in
this section showing the large number of part-time farms in the County, the
figures may infer the growth of small, part-time farms replacing large farms.

Table 3. - Farms by Size 1958-1878

Size 1978 1674 1269 1964 1959
Under 10 acres 19 1 25 45 47
10-49 acras 80 68 100 232 203
50-179 acres 1065 a8 100 154 164
180-499 acras 26 3h 29 44 39
500-999 acres 4 o) 3 9 6
1000-1999 acres 0 1 1 1 1
2000+ acres 0 0 Q0 0 2

Total 234 217 258 486 457

A Census of Agriculture breakdown of farms in other size ranges is shown
in Table 4. 1Is is useful for finer breakdown of smaller size ranges.

Table 4. - Farms by Size - 1978 Only

' 'Acréaqe Number. of Farms

1-19 acres 46
20-39 36
40-79 61
80-159 51
160-318 ‘ 29
320+ 11

Total 234

From this table it can be determined that €1% of the farms in Clatsop County
are 79 acres or less. A minimum parcel size of 40 acres in the EFU zone

would require at ieast an 80 acie parcel bofore any farm use divicinn couid

take place. Therefore, the majority of farms in the County would not be
capable of any further division. ‘

" Table 5. comparts agriculture in Clatsop County with the industry in
the entire state. : '

In most cases, the trends for Clatsop County follow those of the state.
The number of farms is one area which shows a difference - with farm numbers
up almost 207 in the state but down 9% here. A drastic difference shows up
in the "other cropland" category. In Clatsop County, almost 1/3 of that
acreage was for crops which failed.



Table. 5. | o :

. L __wm:=mj rm:gmﬁn;mmnaw_mnm_<wgrmm Ammm-dmwm

Clatsop Conty

*Other crop land includes cro
wmm~:1ma crop dmza 43 summer;

fallow;

u=Hm=a;a+ﬁi¢mo<m1_n
‘crop land

Toum or soil aanxo<msm=w mxmmmm. which. is not harvested or
_kdzm qagm. and ¢rop _mza on which all crops failed.

el State of Oregon.
- ) N S ﬂ Ormzmm . " _:m‘wn...u_w
19781 1974 .. | 1969 -] 1969-1978 Amwm 1974 1969 19070278
‘Acres of Farm lLands 22,681.| 26,560 - 23,745 | -4.5% dm adp amh 18,247,455 | 18,017,850 | 4 .40
% of Total Area in ﬂmwz B G R IR A _
. Land 2 44.2% ] bR ) 406% ) - rmmhmm L 29,65} 0 29,37 o
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Acies. Pasture ozdz.  ,mu_mum e mow. b, 4b5 | +4.2% 814,484 | .~ BI5,197 } 1,077,257 e
Other Crop Land* =~ 1829 280 - bh.| 1407% . 1,152,998 | 1,045,392 | 1,226,631 | .+
Acres. of Yoodland, 1 S _ C C . _
Including zooa;m:a 1 Tl | . .
Pas ture 7,248 ) 8,618  |8,626. | -15.9% 1,786,919 | 1,730,245 | 2,037,077 -iL.
All Other Farm Land . DR T T
(Includés uniuniprroved -
pasture land, barn lots,| | - | i _ g .
ponds, wasteland, etc.) | 4,618} 5,393 4,925 6% 11,380,078 [11,436,212 {10.790,253 i e



Findings:

1.

10.

The amount of Tand in the County in farms and the acreage size of
a farm have stayed about the same since 19a9.

T coastal counties, Clatsop County had the highest number of farms
in 1878 in which all crops failed.

In 1978, Clatsop County ranked 34th out of 36 counties in the State
in the number of farms with incomes over $2500.

Over 30% of the 22,681 acres defined as farm land in the County are
in wood land or hause lots, rocads, ponds, etc.

For farms with incomes of over $2500, lands rented from others are
a2 significant amount of farm acreage.

In 1978, Clatsop County had a total of 234 farms; only 128 of these
had incomes of $2500 or more

~Since 1974, there has been an increase of small farms (49 acres or’

less) and a decrease of very large farms (500 acres or more).
In 1978, 615 of farms in Clatsop County are 79 acres or less.

The average size of a farm is 97 acres. The median, or middle sized
farm is 60.5 acres. Therefore, half of the farms in the County are
less than 60.5 acres, half greater (1978 data).

Between 1969 and 1978, Clatsop County had a decrease of 9% in the
total number of farms, whereas the entire State had an increase of
nearly 20%. )



THE PEOPLE WHQ ARE FARMIMG

This section is to provide some general census information on the farm
operators in the County.

Table 6.
Census of Farm Operators
1978 1974 1969 1964 1959

Days Reported All Farms w/sales All  Farms w/sales All Al All
Working Off Farm Farms of $2500+ Farms of $2500+ Farms Farms Farms

None 74 438 70 41 n/a n/a n/a

1-99 days 13 9 23 11 25 40 48

100+ days 143 68 106 32 144 237 223
Total Farms 234 128 217 a5 258 486 457
Principal
Occupation

Farming 81 61 %0 6] nfa  n/a  n/a

Other 153 67 125 32 n/a n/a n/a
Average Age 51.2 50.9 3.3 54,7 52.8 n/a n/a
Farms by Tenure

Full Owners 181 | 89 171 63 : 208 n/d n/a

Part Owners 45 35 38 30 37 n/a n/a

Tenants 8 4 8(3.7%) 2(2.1%) 13(5%} n/a n/a

Source: Census of Agriculture

The first category of Table 6. indicates the number oF days that farm
operators reporied working off their farms. As can be seen from the number
ot days worked off the farms since 1959, part-time farming has been the usual
in Clatcop County for many years. This category does not include spouses who
may work off the farm. ‘ )

It is interesting to note the difference between 1974 and 1978 in the
number of operaters of farms over $2500 income per year with a principal
occupation other than farming. The number of principal operators has remained
Ehe ;ame at 61, but the number of part-time cperators has incressed from 32

o 67.

In the next catesory, "Average Age"”, the Table shows that farmers on
an average are over 50 years old in Clatsop County, which is comparable with
the rest of the State.



Table 7.
Breakdown of Principal Gccupation by Type of Farm

Principal Dairy  Intensive Extensive Horticultural Total Al1l
Occupation  Farms Animal Husbandry  Animal Grazine Specialities Farmino 25
Farming 17 9 28 2 : 61
Non-farming 2 3 53 5 67

As would be-expected, more operators of grazing operations have other
principal occupations than in the other two major types of farming in the
County. A grazing operation involves less intensive maintenance than
dairying or mink ranching.

FINBINGS
1. The majority of farms are owned by older residents.
2. Almost 2/3 of all farms are operated on a part-time basis.
~ Even of those farms earning over 352500, over 1/2 are operated
on a part-time basis. -
3. Most operators of dairy farms and intensive animal husbandry farms

list farming as their principal occupation. For grazing operations,
only about 1/3 of the operators are principally employed by farming.



_IYPES. OF- AG-RICULTURE I CLATsnPf:.COUI_‘JTY '

Agriculture is hot diverse in Clatsop County. Gra41ng, mink farming and
dairying are predominant, with numerous m1rce1]aneous crops and 5pec1a1t1es
such as. cranberr1e holly, small fu1t5 and. berr1es

InLens1ve animal husbandry, a: category wh1ch WncTudes mink farm1ng,
comprises only 10.3% of the farms in-the. County but generales aimost 1/3
of the farm income. The.average_parceT size of a farm in this category-is:
32.6 acres. o R - L DA

Extens1ve animal g1az1ng, by contrast const1tutes 68 7 of the farms but
generates less than T/4 of the farm income. The average parce] s1ze of a
oraz1ng operation. is al. 5 acres. S

to- the south, with 190. These'19 da1r1es constitute only 8.1% of theurarms

in the County but generate 42.8% of the farm income. Characteristics of climate.

and soils are-similar for Clatsop. and Tillamook counties—as well-as- character15t1cs
- of the dairy operations themselves. T111amooP Dairy Cooperative is. the market

'ﬁ4mw“m—ibr_most_CJatsop.ﬁounty_mJ1k¢__Lt_15_neasonahle ~that planning provisions which

F1atsopwﬁountyﬂhaswjQﬁdaor1es1wcompanadwuLJhJJamooLmCouni;+mour_nﬁlohbor._______

have: been-found. tou-be adequate to: protect the dairy industry of Tillamcok County
wou]d also- protect ‘the’ WUCh smd11er dairy’ 1ndustry of Clatsop County ;

~In T111amooL County the So11 and Water Conservat1on Dlstr1ct and: a

“mejortty of the County's c1fT?@ﬁ”EﬁVﬁsé??”fﬁﬁﬁﬁrteé*“é“ﬁ““SMEQFéed thef“ﬂo“‘“”‘“““*“
or more acres are normally reéquired for a viable deziry. farm (;ource © Tillamook
County Plan). They stated that a 40 acre minimum Tot size requirement would

help protect conversian of commerc1a1 agr1cu]tuzu1 1and to- non- farm uses.

Clatsop Count" s Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zone. haa El 4b acre minimum
parcel size, 1denL1ca1 to the 40 acre paroe] 51ze for farms in T111amook

County

Table 8. Breakdown nf Farm Types.

% of Total % of Farms Qver % of Totol

”TFarms © - §2500+ Income - Income
Extensive Animal Graz ing '69.7' 63.3 | | 24
Intensive Animal Husbandry 10.3 8.3 29.3
Dairying 8.1 14.8 42.8
Horticultural Specialties 4.7 5.4 1.5

Findings

1.  Predominant agr1cu1rura1 activities in Clatsop rounty are grazing,
dairying and mink. farming.

2. The majority of farm-income in the County is derived from dairying
and frtensive animai husbandry (including mink Tarming).

3. Grazing it ithz saricultwral activity which cumpriczes the majorit
o7 fay ] 7 GERY

arme CEZ DY A oone Counly but aenpeanecn loao Dhan PAd o

[ ‘<



4.

A 40 acre minimum parcel size has been found to be sufficient to
protect the dairying industry of Tillamook County, the County adja-

cent to the south with: a dairy industry 10 times the size of Clatsop
County.

-10-



THE ROLE OF AGRICULTURE

Employment in the agricultural sector has steadily declined in the
County from 860 people in 1960 to 550 in 1570 to an estimated 182 (Input/
Output Analysis) for 1977. The 1974 Agriculture Census, however, shows a
gain in hired farm workers from 1962 to 1274, from 272 to 309 workers,
respectivaly. The Census also shows that these hired workers were working
for fewer days in 1974 than in 1964 and that the total dollar payroll went
from $211,000 to 5247,000. The 1977 estimate of 128 workers accounts for
1.6% of the total County empiloyment.

Oregon State University's Extension Service has conducted an Input/
Qutput Anelysis of the County's economy from which the estimated farm
employment for 1977 was derived. The Analysis also shows the Agricultural
sector as representing 0.6% of the total export sales (dollars into the
County) of Clatsop County.

The figures above place agriculture far down on the 1ist in comparison
with the County's top three industries: forestry, Tisheries, and tourism.
In export sales the lumber and wood products industry is 51.9%, the marine
resources industry is 18.0%, and the retail/whole products and services
sector (tourism) is 9.8% of the County's total.

The Tumber and wood products industry employs 2,092 people or 17.8%
of the total County employment (1977). This industry constitutes 474,000
acres of the County or 90% of the total land area.

There are no agricultural processing enterprises in Clatsop County
except for preliminary processing of milk and mink occurring on the site.

There are also very few supportive businesses for agriculture. For
example, there are only three slauohterhouse/butchers in the County for
‘peopie wanting to butcher their cattle for personal consumption. Cattle
operatars must ship the cattle to Portland to market adding a transportation
cost to expenses. There are no tractor sales or farm equipment repair shops
in the County.

There are four outlets for fertilizer and feed and seed in the County.
One outlet (Mayflower Farms, Inc.) adds $13.00 freight per ton of fertilizer
increesing the cost by 5-7% above the price in Portland.

Findings
1. . The economic importance of farming in the County is minor compared
to other sectors. Farmers here must absorb additional transportation
costs to get local products Lo distant markets, primarily to Portland.
2. There are no agricultural processing enterprises in the County.
3. The small scale of farming also supports very few farm related

businesses., This has led to increased costs to farmers for famm
equipment, supplies, and services.



ECONDMICS OF FARMING
This_sectiqn addrasses the economic status and health of farming in the
County--in recent years and the economic impartance of the agriculiural sector
in the County. e e i : .

The gross cash sales for specific farm items in. the County s shown in
Table 9. - The numbers. have increased since 1970 but this s deceptive since
inflation is not.taken into account . The mainstays of agriculture in.the
County inciude hay crops, small fruits and berries, particularly: cranberries,
specialty products such as holly and. farestry, cattle and calf operations,
dairy products, .and miscellaneous animal products, particularly.mink. . It
1is- expected that these items will continue to be the County's predominant
farm products. - = .. o R AR : SRR

___Table 9. shows overall gains in total farm sales. -However, in constant

1967 dotlars the amounts are nearly equal. Farm expenses. also increased. by
3-1/2 times more than the sales rdte, as shown on Table 10." The-events that
led to this situation of skyrocketing prices began with.the grajn crisis-in
1873-74.  The cost.of grain had a-dramatic. impact on feed for-cattle and
poultry operators as shown in the “Cattle and Calves" and "Chicken Eogs®.

‘categories in:Table: 9.: ‘Another factor increasing expenses: in. those years. o
was the price of ‘petroleum, including fuel and fertilizers. This example '
is fndicative: of the effects and uncertainty that is caused by the'lack of

diversity in the County's agriculture.

Tab]e.QL;aTSQWSHQwsfthe“gradua&mdﬁsappearance30F‘the:WGrassfandeegume
Seeds", "Field 'Crops". and "Tree Fruits and Nuts" categories. . Some field
crops were combined-into "Truck Crops". ~Astoria bent grass is no Tongsr -
grown in this County due to & combination of climate and Tluctuating ‘market
conditions. . . LR AT T S R o

It is not possible to directly correlate the informatian of Table @.
with the next chart, Table 10., which. shows. farm sales against farm. expenses

in the County. ‘This is because Tahle 10. includes only the Tarms-with sales
of $1000 or more. S _ : B

For total farm sales from 1969 to 1974 Table 10. shbvm*a”very”sdeT ’

; increase of 18.8% for the County compared.to the State's. increase of 93%.. . .. - -

This is due, partly, because 1974 was a poor year for cattle operations
in the'CounFy and the decrease in this one itemjpy 45% that year also
Stgniticantly decreased the total sales figures {by 15%).

Farm expenses -are also on the rise due to fencing neaded to protect
crops from elk damage. Total Tosses due to elk on farm land have not been
dacumented but are well known in farming communities.  For example, the
annual Brownsmead Corn Feed was cancelied in 1979 because the farmer lost
his entire crop %o the elk. ' -

The value of agricul tural products for the County in 1977 reprecsents
10% of the Tillamook-Clatsop-Columbia region's valtue of agricul tural pro-
ducts. Clatsop County ranked 34th in the State in 1977 for the total value
of farm sales, 35th in the percent of land in farm land and 36th in the
total number of acres in farm land. Unlile othey areas, 2 had vear in one

farm item pzane g siani“icant dron ir oreral soviculnpral oo oo Thace twoo
VLT L, g :.i'.. AR BT I."._ s, 1'?."-.' " I‘ll-._, R RN e [
mants In Yamiing, agricultural processing, anc related Lusiness in the Caunty

-y,



1.
2.

Findings

Clatsop County does not have a diverse agricultural base.

While the mainstays of agriculture have experienced a slight
increase in total farm sales, some producis are graduzlly
disappearing.

The increase in farm expenses spurred by the skyrocket1ng cost
of feed and fuel has decreased pro¥its and caused uncertainty
in farming in the County.

Clatsop County ranks very low in the state in total farm sales,
total amount of farm land, and percent of land in farm land.

T3
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* Clatsop noch--mm.@.rmﬁma ¢ross Farm Sales

. 1668-1977 (in $1300) . . _
1zzm . 1969 970 m;mwd 1972 1973 . 1974 1875 1976 197F
Ezy' 0 |23 23 32 A4 53 88 - 49 o
§rzss znd Legume Seads: 4 2 20 5 3 3 -- -- -~
Field Crops . m_ ”____m o 3 5 - - - - .
Zrze Fruits end Nuts ¥ 2 2 3 4 - -- - -
s211 Fruits and Barries . 66 s 7 12 580 32 T : O
SV Truck Crops - 8 9 6 .5 8 mo e 1 i
mwmnmmdﬂu Crops | 128 [ 118 52 162 175 315 425 500 I
~ (irclucing Tor estry) | o . o _ o

(2L CROPS 240|201 . | 154 252 294 414 583 618 77|

Cstile and Calves 598 1453 | 512 681 982 529" 507 665 59
Fzzs =nd Pigs 12 | a0 4 12 28 13 15 45 .
s-2ep and Larbs 9 00 10 g 15 14 13 - 23 L
fxiry Products 667~ | 387 a1 517 617 620 627- 949 51
TIrm nf.n..r:m 97 n.a. 17 1 1 i 1 1 ‘.
frickzn £53s 121 | n.a. 50 68 .106° 45 bl 29 '
wisc. Animals & Wﬁnncnwm_ 538 na. 333 338 18 55 781 683 1401
i AL LIVESTOCK AND, 2042 n.a. 11321 1626 2267 . 1770 1959 2395 2vil
| PRODYCTS :
ﬂ_ e . | |
| AL CROPS AND LIYESTOZK 2282 n.a. (1475 1878 2861 2181 2572 3013 3E¢”
e Ardann State Univarsity Extension Servicel ./ |7 *combinad into micc., animals and B




Total Farm Sales.
- {S1000)

><m1mumnum1.mmﬁa

mmdmm Uw Category
d + (51000

r-

Crops .including ::1mm1<
products m:a :mw

-Farms ’
$1000
Forest Products
Farms
$1000

. Livestack, Poultry,
- and products

Farms

31000

Tota2l Farm Expenses ($1000)

Source: - Census, of Agriculture

_ TABLE 10. | o
Farm Sales and Farm Expansas: 1974 and 1969
CLATSOP| COUNTY-1ALL FARMS © . STATE OF ORIGON--ALL FAZV3
1974 | 1969 | % of Change 1874 ' 1369 2o Crivn
2690 | 2136 | +18.9% 1,025,082 531,205 +33.7
11,705 . | $8,279 | - +41. 538,317 518,277 #110.77
65 56 15,457 16,825
227 189 +20.14 651,552 260,416 +130.%%
29 27 1,485 1,640
226 44 +413.6% 13,051 5,827 =31.%%
181 209 18,417 19,458
2,086 - |1,902 +9.7% 350,480 263,966 . =35.E:
2,225  |1,735 | +71.8% 784,6€3 456,545 ~22.C:
: A "y
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'm”fTSféﬁp”CDthy is pfeddminant]y afmouhtainous'ﬁpTéhd”érea with over 0%
of. the'. land area being forest land. Because of its topoaraphy and the
resulting high precipitation and runoff-experienced here the County continues

Over'time the erosion of sedimentary rock areas has formed dépdSits of
fine grained sediments that make up the soils of the alluvial floodplains
and river terraces in the County. When igneous rock areas have been eroded

then -deposits of sand and gravel are also likely to occur in these floodplain

Estuarine deposits are fine sand, silt, and clay intermixed with peaty
material that occur in the-estuarine tidal flats of the Columbia River. Many

of theSe:areas.have_been_protectedfby-dikes and drainage systems to create

FinaTTy;fpéat.éhdﬁofgénic materials intermi xed w{th-fihe:éand*make up

Together—these—deposits make-up-the-soits most-commonty-usecForagri==

© The peat soils, the:estuarine.depqéifs called the Coqui11e-ahd'CTat5szl B
s0ils,. the atluvial floodplain- depasits which are.usually Nehalem-soils, and-— - — - .

the river and’ stream terrace deposits most often being Knappa, Walluski and
Chiitwood seils have all been ranked by the Soil Comservation Service jnto.
"Land Capability Classifications" with the other soils of the County. Soil
characteristics such as permeability, water holding capacity, depth, inherent
fertility, texture, structure, wetness, acidity, overflow hazards, stope, and
also climatic conditions as they influence use, management, and productivity

of land are considered in the grouping of soil types into eight land capability

classes which are designated by Roman numerals. The Hazards and Timitations

of the use of the groups increase as the class number increases so- that Class

_ Table 11. shows the number of acres in each of the classes. for Clatsop. .

County. Classes I, II, IIT and IV soils are considered suitzble for agri- .
“culture. No Class I or Class™V s0ils oceur in Clatsop County. Each.capability

class is divided into subclasses that show the major cause of the limitations:
HH 0, - .

;ET s for erosion hazard, *w" for welness, "s" Tor rool cone Timitations, and
1] . - . * . . e . . . . ]
¢” for climatic Timitations. The definitions of each class are given below:

Class I soils have few Timitations that restrict their use and

Class II sofls have some limitations that reduce the choice of
plants or require special conservation practices and are good

Class ITI soils have severe limitations that reduce the choice
of plants or requirc special conservation practices, or both.

to have a very high potential for erosion.
and. terrace areas.
——sotls suitable foragricuttore:
the organic soils of the Clatsop Plains area.
culture in the County, -
VIII soils have the mos: Timitations.
are excellent for cultivated crops.,
for cultivated crops.
: They are fair for cultivated crops.



Class IV soiis have very severe lTimitations that restrict the
choice of plants, require very careful management or hoth. They
are poor for cultivated crops. A1l four of the above classes can
also be used for pasture or wood land. '

Class V soils. There are no Class V soils in the County.

Class VI soils have severe Timitations that make them generally
unsuited for cultivation and 1imit their use largely to pasture
and wood land. Physical conditions are such that pasture and
wood land improvements can be made if nesded. These soils are
often on steep siopes. :

Class VII scils have very severe limitations that make them
unsuited for cultivation and that restrict their use largely
to grazing, wood land or wildlife. Physica? conditions are
such that it is impractical to apply improvements.

Class VIII soils have Timitations that prohibit their use for
commercial plant production and restrict their use to recreation,
wildlife, water supply, and aesthetic purposes.

The mapping of sojls for EFU designations are based on detailed soils
maps compteted by the Soil Conservation Service. These maps were surveyed
primarily from 1964 to 1976 although earlier surveys from 1939 to 1950 were
done for the Necanicum River and Clatsop Plains areas. Not all of the County
nas been surveyed.

Beginning in November 1978, the Soil Conservation Service began examining
the unsurveyed areas of the County and correlating them with past surveys to
provide a complete detailed soils mapping of the County. Based on these revi-
sions the acreage estimates in Table 11. may change.

The 1978 Agricultural Census shows a total of 22,68] acres in Clatsop
County in farms. Some small percentage of these are probably in Clasces
VI-VIII, but most are on Class I-IV soils. Since there are almost 80,000
acres of Class I-IV soils in the County, and only about 1/4 are in farm use,
the remainder are in either “built or committed" to residential development or
in forest use.

Findinas

1. There are 79,850 acres of Class ‘I-IV soils in the County comprising
14.8% of the total land area. There are no Class [ so0ils due to
g?imatic limitations. Over 90Y of the total land area is forest lands
including the majority of the areas having Class II-IV soils.

2. QOver 3/4 of the land in.the County is in soil Class UIE which has
severe limitations for agricultural usec and is subject to wind and
water erosion.



TARLIT T, .
- Inveniory of. Acrcage

by 9011 Con;crvat;on Service Capability C11Fs and Ruhc1n"5

C]atsop Lounty, 1973
Class & Swbclass - Acreage % of_Tatal
» I _NDnE . -
BRI 45,170 8. 4%
——e --17,445-
iy --16,657
—C --11,070
— 111 — 27,130 5.0%
e - 6,150 .
-y ' -.4—'20 978
, v 7,550 1.4%
g 221080 SRR
- - 6 470
I Class oIV SoiTs 79,850 1478%
- v None -
VI 417,620 77.7%
- - --417,620 o
VIl 16,945 - 3.2%
- e 3,640 e
—-=W -- 1,520
s o= 11,785 o
VIII 93085 a3y
—— 2~ 3,855
-5 -- 19,228
TOTAL 537,500 100.0%
Source: U.5. S0j1 Conservation Service




*CLIMATE

Climatic conditions in the County have significantly Timited ‘the
patential and diversity of agriculture in the County. This Timitation
is reflected in the soils ratings described above. There are no Class I
soils in:the County because of a soi] temperature factor which is directly
related to the climate. - ' : . :

On the dther hand the mild ciiinate is beneficial for dairying, and_for
peas, lettuce, and other cool weather crops providing the excess: precipa-
tation can be drained. R - S ' o E

~.The twofc1imatic'1imitat10ns aré.the heavy precipation,'which-greatTy

shortens. the growing season and invariably ruins hay crops -each year, and.
~also the lack of sunshine which contributes to an adverse soil temperature

_ factor,
S The'heéyy-precipitation;doés suESfantTaTTy_redUCé a-need:forgifrigatjon
in the County whereas it is a necessary expense for. other areas... However,.
‘the lack of sunshine is-a Timitation that will always -plague: farmers and.

_ ‘gardeners-hereras;anyﬂneﬁwhgwhﬁ&mtﬂi9d4iﬂigtOW+¢Dmﬂ$9354iﬂ—$he;@9HﬂfY*eaﬂ —=
attest. - SRS T L

* Table 12. shows the cloud cover on an average day for different areas
. 0f the State over the summer monthc and indicatesythatjA:inrﬁagrﬁmainsnin¢

—the cloudy category forjthe.entire'summer.un]ike,anyfof.thé:o¢her areas
shown. "The year 1977 wa5=usedabecause-itﬁwas a;typicaI'year;“'Sﬁnce.]953,
the month of May has averaged 3.3 clear days; July averaged 6.0 clear days;
August averaged 6.5 clear days: and september averaned 2.7 clear davs,

_The difference in Astoria's amount of sunshine comparsd to other areas
1S significant when it is related to soil temperature and to the advantage
‘07 other areas that have successive days of sunshine. Also, it is signi-
Ticant that the difference in Astoria's 7.1 to Portland's 6.1 average cloud
cover (on-a'scale of 0-10) for the month 'of July is thé result of 6 clear,
8,part1yrc10udy,=and¢17 cloudy:days-in*Asturia'compared'tD'T4TcIearj‘8“”w
partly cloudy, and ¢ cloudy days in Portland. - '

‘A favorahle climatic factor for agriculture is the mild temperature in
Astoria which i very seldom cold enough to cause a concern about frgst.
The average duration of days with temperatures above 32 since 1953 i5 207
days Per year. These days generally. occur between mid-April to mid-November.
This factor can be advantageous, such as when focal sweet. corn-reaches: the
Portland fresh market after other areas have finished, or when livestock
require a mild climate., However, it is not. an indication of a long growing
Season because the ground is usually too wot due to the precipitation.

s



_ Table 13. shows the amount of rain that is stopped by the mountains
when a front passes from the Coast to the Willamette Valley. Generally

there is almost twice as much precipitation at Astoria than in the
WiTlamette Valley.

Findinas

1. A combined climatic condition of heavy precipitation and a lack of
sunshine in the County seriously hampers farming Because it limits

the diversity of agriculture in the County and shortens the growing
season.



Table 12.
Average Daily Cloud Cover (in tenths) From Sunrise to Sunset--1977

May June July Auaust "September Qctober
Astoria 8.1 7.7 7.1 7.3 7.2 7.0
Burns 7.6 5.4 3.1 5.3 5.0 4.6
Eugene 8.3 6.6 5.2 5.6 7.0 8.1
Medford 7.5 5.1 1.8 4.4. 4.3 5.9
Pendleton 7.6 5.6 4.7 4.4 5.8 5.5
Portland 8.3 6.7 6.1 5.1 6.7 7.3
Salem 8.0 6.1 5.2 4.4 6.5 7.1

Clear: 0-3 Cloudy: 8-10 Partly:

1
~f

Source: National Weather Service

Table 13.
Rainfall in Inches for 1977
January through December

Astoria Portland Newport Salem Eugene

January 3.20 1.07 2.31 .B8 1.77
February 5.22 . 2.49 7.08 2.83 5.05
March 9.74- 3.50 3.82 3.33 4.66
April 1.65 1.04 1.20 .62 1.47
May 6.00 4,30 6.21 - 3.76 2.84
June 1.36 .83 1.15 .73 .97
July A4 .39 .25 .26 R
August 3.85 3.26 3.07 1.70 1.70
September 5.44 3.33 5.38 2.36 2.39
October 4,38 2.28 4.18 2.37 2.87
November 12,37 5.56 11.94 6.19 c.14
Decembar 14,34 8.98 15.55 B.73 14.60

Total 67.99 37.03 67.15 33.76 46,91

Source: National Weather Service

REREY Y S



STATE AGRICULLTURAL [ANE USE POLICY

As part of ORS 2]5.the State Legislature adopted a policy on agricultural
lands. The County's Agricultural Plan element and Exclusive Farm Use zone
must be consistent with this policy.

215.243 Aaricultural Land Use Poiicy,
The Legislative Assemby finds and declares that:

(1) Open land used for agricultural use is an efficient
means of conserving natural resocurces that constitute an
important physical, social, aesthetic and economic asset
to all of the people of this state, whether 1iving in
rural, urban or metropolitan areas of the state.

(2) The preservation of a maximum amount of the 1imited
supply of agricultural land is necessary to the conserva-
tion of the state's economic resources and the preservation
of such land in large blocks is necessary in maintaining the
agricultural economy of the state and for the assurance of
adequate, healthful and nutritious food for the peopie of
this state and nation. '

(3) Expansion of urban development into rural areas is
a8 matter of public concern because of the unnecessary
increases in costs of community services, confiicts be-
tween farm and urban activities and the loss of open
space and natural beauty around urban centers occurring
as the rasult of such expansion.

(4) Exclusive farm use zoning as provided-by law, sub-
stantially Timits alternatives to the use of rural land
and, with the importance of rural lands to the public,
Justifies incentives and privileges offered to encourage
owners of rural lands to hold such lands in exclusive
farm use zones. (1973 ¢.503 §1).

The fo]lowihg section discusses minimum parcel size in the cFU zone. The

ggai;rﬁ m?n1Tgm p?rfeldsaze for EFU lands in Clatsop County complies witﬁ the
. Jgricultural Land Use Policy by conserving_land in ck

ma1nta?n the Comimercial agrfuu?Lu{d]yecunumy ofgthe Co;;t;?rge snough blocks to

Since 507 of the farms in the County are under 60.5 acres and 61% are under
79 acres, these farms would not be capable of any further divisian e;cemt uhdﬂr
the very limited critgria for non/farm developments. Only 397 of %arms Qou]d i
gggm?gi¥02e_§$pab;? qrnany Tand‘div?sicns.. any of the larger farms in the County
e “'rng me family own§r5h1p with no intentions of dividing up the commercial

Fprise. Lgrge encugh parcel sizes to maintain the four major types of

comiereial agricutture in the County will continue to exist. The followin section
further discusses the minimam parcel size of 40 acres. i ’ |

-

IaEa)l



FINTHUY PARCEL ST/ZE

Goal 3 requires that “such minimum lot sizes as are utilized for any
farm use 'zanes shall be appropriate for the continuation of the existing
commercial agricultural enterprise in the area."

This standard is further explained in the Acricultural Lands Administrative
Rule (0AR 660-05-015). The size necded to maintzin the existing commercial
agricultural enterprise shall be determined by identifying the types and sizes
of commercial farm units in the area. Any divisions smaller than that minimum
parcel size are considered non-farm divisions and are evaluaied by the criteria
in ORS 215.21{(3)(3). Non-farm divisions are discouraged and the criteria will
be strictly interpretasd by the County. The minimum parcel size being discussed
in this section is for farm land divisions, not non-farm. Al] divisions of EFU
land for farm purposes must meet the minimum parcel size of 40 acres which is
consistent with the State Agricultural Land Use Policy. Dwellings must be
necessary to carry out the Agricultural aciivity on the parcel. Dwellings on
parcels less than 40 acres must meet the same criteria as creation of a parcel
less than 80 acres.

The Census of Agriculture describes certain agricultural characteristics
on a county-wide basis. MNo analysis of agriculture in -subareas of the County
has been done. This is because agriculture is such a minor portion of Clatsop
County's empioyment (1.6% - see Economic of Farming above) and total land area
(1.2% - see Facts and Trends in Agriculture above) that examining it on a
county-wide basiz makes more sense than further dividing up an already small
industry. . -

The Administrative Rule states that types and values of products produced
and how they are narketed are more important in determing a minimum Jot size )

mthanfcharacteristics~o{"partvtﬁme"and‘fu11¥tim9”fé?mﬁngf'ﬂPa?tliﬁﬁé‘¥afm3ng"’ -

1s presently, and has been for some time, a major factor in Clatsop County
agriculture. Figures Tisted above show that this category is a grcwing one.

. The activities which constitute the commercial agricultural activities
in Clatsop County are primarily:

Extensive animal grazing
Intensive animal husbandry
nﬂ"i \"\l'; lalad

Dairyin

b= .
Horticulturail specialties

——
g P —
e

The averags size of a farm in this County is 97 acres. Statistics
above show that this figure commenly includes land rented from others.
Farm acrzage also includes nnn-contiguous parcels, often fields managed
by one operator may be in different Tocutions in a part of the County.
The average size, then, of a farm which' is in one countiquous block must
be Tess than 97 acres. The median, or middie sized, farm in Clatsop County
is 60.5 acres.



-
-

A minimum 1ot size of 4C acres in the EFU zone would require at Teast an
80 acre parcel to be eligible for division. 61% of the farms in the County are
79 acres or less. Median parcel size of 60.5 acres shows that well over half of
Clatsop County farms would not even be eligible to request a farm land division.

Average Parcel Size

Extensive Animal Grazing 81.5 acres
Intensive Animal Husbandry 32.6 acres
Dairying 170.0 acres
Horticultural Specialties 83.4 Acres¥*

*This figure is very skewed by one large farm.
The median parcel size in this category is about
20 acres.

Median Parcel Size

A1l Farms in the County 60.5 acres

Under Types of Agriculture (page 8), the relative values of the cifferent
major agricultural enterprises are discussed. Dairying is the largest percentage
of total farm income with 42%. As discussed earlier, 40 acres hes been found to
be a reasonable minimum parcel size to pretect the much larger dairy industry ot
Tillamook County. Although Tillamook has 10 times the number of dairies of Clatsop
County, the other characteristics of the industries are similar. The average size
of ‘dairies is somewhat smaller in Clatsop County than Tillamock. In both counties
farm ?creage is often rented from others and farms commonly include non-contiguous
parcels.

In Clatsop County most dairies are farms that have been operated by one family
for quite some time. Some processing of milk occurs here but most 1s marketed
through Tillamook County dairy cooperative. That Co-op has limitations on new
dairies and on numbers of cows per dairy. This type of limited entry would make
1t difficult for a new dairy to become established.

Another limitation to dairies is the availability of adjacent land for ex-
pansion. The configuration of narrow river vallieys with timbered uplands requires
that, if more Tand is needed, it generally must be acquired a distance away from
the main varm. A 40 acre parce]l siZe preserves fields of o sizc nocescary to
maintain the dairying industry. '

For Extensive Animal Grazing, Intensive Animal Husbandry and Horticultural
Specialitiec, most of the farms would not be capable of further division for
farm purposes with a 40 acre minimum parcel size. This parcel size will protect
those agricultural enterprises.

For certain agricultural lands in the County where a block of parcels all
less than 80 acres exist, there is a limited amcunt of Agriculturc-Forestry 20
zoning. Since this zoning category often exists in {orest lands or areas of
mixed agricultural and forest uscs, a discussion of the zone is founa in the
Forestry Eiement of the Plan.
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AREAS [DOMINATED BY NEARLY LEV

EL, WELI:. TO POORLY DRAINED SDILS ON STREAM

SOIL SUITABILITY FOR

FARM CROPS
CLATSOP COUNTY, OREGON

JANUARY 1973

Cood s0il suitability for farm crops. These soil asiociations
have over 50 percent of their areas occupied by deraiied snll
NAPPIAL umits that are 1n land capability classes § or Il, and
less than 50 percent of thetr aress in classes IV, VI or ¥il.

Tne 301ls have siopes of Jess than 12 perTEnt, pood ar moderstely
yood drainsge, or, if somewnat Peor oT paer drainsge, good
Fexponie to underground drainage systems, not more than occasiopal
winter overfiow, surface layer texture of sandy losa to silry
clay loam, and depth to hard bedrock of aver 40 inches,

Fair soll suitability for fars eropi. {l] These soil sssociations
have less than 50 percont of their aresa Pecupied by detmiled

s0i] mapping umics that are in lamd capability classes ] or II,
and less then S0 percent of their zress in classes I¥, V1 or ¥11,
Up to 100 percent of their arsas asy be land capability clmas III.
The soils may have slopes of 12 to 20 percent, gond to poar
draznage, mderately good Tespanse to apen dirch or underground
dreinage aystems, occasional to frequent winter overflow, surface
texture of stlty clay or clay, or depth 1o hard bedrock of 20

™o 40 1nches,

" Poor apil suitability for farm crops, These soil assccistions
E have more than 50 percent of their areas occupied by detsiled
$ail mappiny mats that are in land capability classes IV, VI or
Yil. The soils may have slopes steeper than 20 percent, good to

poor draipags, wich poar reipanie to & drainage system, freguent
winter overflow, or depth to hard bedrock ef less than 20 inches,

{1} ©Only 3oils in seil association 3 that are prorcered
by dikes have fair suitability, Unprotecced areas
have poor suicability,

CLATS0F COUNTY GENERAL 5QIL MAP LEGENR

BOTTOM, AND MODERATELY WELL TO VERY POORLY DRAINED SOILS ON TIDE LANDS, THE CDAST RANGE.

Kehalem aasociation
Brenner-Nestucea associacion

OASTAL PLAIN,

AREAS DOMINATED BY WELL DRAINED, G

ENTLY SLOPING T0 VERY STEEP 501

9. Astoria-Winema anzaciation, 3 to 30 percent slopes

1.

2. . 10, Astoria-¥inema aazsociation,
3. Coquille-Tidal marsh {fresh)-Clatsop association Il. Svensen association, 0 to 30
4

+ Sauvie-Pear association 12, Svensen association,

30 to 60 percent slopex
percent slopes
30 to &0 percent slopes

* 13. Astoria-Hembre-Xlickitat association, 3 to 30 perces
\REAS DOHINATED BY EXCESSIVELY To VERY POORLY DRAINER SDILS ON THE . - , slopes
' ’ 14, Astoria-Hembre-Klickitar association, 30 to 60 perc:

. . . Slopes
3. Hcstp?rt-czarhlrt-ﬂune land association 15. Hembrs associarion, 3 to 30 percent slopes
6. Brallicr-Warrenton association : . 16. Hemhre association, 30 to &0 percent slopes

REAS COHINATED BY WELL TO POORLY BRAINED, NEARLY LEVEL TO MODERATELY 1B. Hembre-Klickitar association,

TEEP S01LS ON TERRACES,

7. ¥alluski-Knapps associstion
8. Chitwood-Hebo association

17, Hembre-f£lickitac association, 3 ta 30 percent slopes

30 to &0 percent slope

19, Rook ourcrop-Kilchis-Kllckirar asspcistion, 60 to 9C

percent slopcs

20. Tolovana association, % to 30 percent slopes
21. Tolavana sssociacion, 30 ro 60 percent 3lopes
22, Tolovana association, sandstone substratum, 3 to 30

percent slopes

23. Tolovana association, sandstone substracum, 30 ro 60

percent slopes

Svensen, Tolovana, and Walluskl are tentacive names subject to change in
correiation,



2016 - 2017 OREGON
FARM & FOREST REPORT

Source: Carney, S.

M OREGON
_A Department of
ey Land Conservation

' & Development

January 25, 2019




2016 - 2017 OREGON FARM & FOREST REPORT
January 1, 2016 through December 31, 2017

Contents
INEFOAUCTION ... bbbt b e bbbt et 1
Oregon’s Agricultural Land Protection Program..........ccceieereiienieninie e 2
Agricultural Land USe POLICY .......cccvoiiiiiieiice s 3
EXCIUSIVE FarmM USE ZONES .....ccveiieiiieiiieie ettt st nne e 4
Land Use Approvals on Agricultural Land............ccoceievieieniieniee e 5
DWETTINGS ..ttt ettt sttt e b b e se e reenbeenaeareenne e 5
NONFESTABNTIAI USES ...t 17
Land Divisions and Property Line AdJUSIMENTS.......c.coviiirieriieiiiie e 24
Oregon’s Forestland ProteCtion Program...........cccueoeiiereeiiesiesesieeseese e e sis e e e s 27
FOrest Land USE POIICY .......couiiiiieiiecce ettt 29
Forest and Mixed Farm-FOreSt ZONES. .........coeiiieieniiesineseeiee e 29
Land Use Decisions 0N FOrestland ............ocoiiiieiiiiiiie e 30
DWETTINGS ..ttt et e et e s et e e e e ereenteenaesseesaeeneenneas 30
NONIESIABNTIAI USES ...ttt ettt nneas 39
Land Divisions and Property Line AdjUSIMENTS..........cccevveieiiieirere e 40
Ballot Measures 37 and 49.........ooiiiiiii e 43
Urban Growth Boundary Expansions and Zone Changes ...........ccevveververeeriesieesesseesenns 45
2016-2017 Statutory and Rule Changes .........ccoiieeiieniiie e 51
CONCIUSION ...ttt bbb bbbt e e 53
List of Tables
Table 1. Dwelling approvals on Farmland, type and county, 2016—2017 ...........ccccccevuennen. 7
Table 2. Primary farm dwelling approvals, option and county, 2016-2017 ..............c........ 8
Table 3. Primary farm dwelling approvals on Farmland, parcel size and county,
20062017 1ottt st b re ettt eens 9
Table 4. Nonfarm dwelling approvals on Farmland, parcel size and county,
20062007 ..ottt b et e e es 12
Table 5: Dwellings approvals on Farmland, by county, 1994-2017.........ccccccevevevieivennnn, 15
Table 6. Nonresidential use approvals on Farmland, 2016-2017 ..........ccccceevevieineennenne, 17
Table 7. New parcel approvals on Farmland, parcel size and county, 2016-2017........... 25
Table 8. Dwelling approvals on Forestland by type and county, 2016-2017................... 33
Table 9. Template dwelling approvals on Forestland, parcel size and county,
20082017 ..ottt bt es 34
Table 10. Dwellings approvals on Forestland, by county, 1994-2017 .........c.cccceevvvvenenn. 37
Table 11. Nonresidential use approvals on Forestland, 2016-2017............cccceevveiveenene, 39
Table 12. New parcel approvals on Forestland, parcel size and county, 2016-2017 ....... 41
Table 13. Total Measure 49 authorizations, Dy COUNtY...........ccocveviiiiiiiii i, 44
Table 14. UGB expansions and zone changes on Farm and Forest Land, by county,
20162017 ..ottt ettt s 46
Table 15. Farm and Forest Land included in UGBs by Year, 1989 — 2017 ..................... 48
Table 16. Farmland zone changes, 1989—2017........ccccccoiiererinneeie e 49

2016 - 2017 Oregon Farm and Forest Report
ii



Table 17. Forest and mixed farm-forest zone changes, 1989-2017 .........cccccceveeveniennnnn. 50
Table 18. Acres of nonresource designations, DY COUNtY ..........ccccceieieeiencie e, 51

List of Figures

Figure 1. Types of dwelling approvals on Farmland, 2016-2017...........cccccevveninininennennn. 5
Figure 2. Dwelling approvals on Farmland, type and year, all counties, 1994-2017 ....... 13
Figure 3. Total dwelling approvals on Farmland, all counties, 1994-2017 ...........c.......... 14
Figure 4. Map of new dwellings approvals on Farmland, 2008-2017 ...........ccccccevvervenenn 16
Figure 5. Agritourism related approvals, by year, 2008-2017 ..........cccceverenienceenenienneens 20
Figure 6. Renewable energy approvals, by year, 2008-2017...........cccccvvvveviveienieesnerennnnns 21
Figure 7. Map of agritourism, lodging, and recreation use approvals on Farmland,
2008-2017 ...ttt bbb 22
Figure 8. Size of solar projects approved on Farm and Forest Land, 2008-2017............. 23
Figure 9. Map of Land Divisions on Farmland, 2008-2017 ..........cccccccevvverveiesieesnarensenns 26
Figure 10. Dwelling types on Forestland, 2016-2017..........cccooeiienirinneenenieseenesee e 30
Figure 11. Dwelling approvals on Forestland by year, all counties, 1994-2017.............. 35
Figure 12. Total dwelling approvals on Forestland, by county, 1994-2017 .................... 36
Figure 13. Map of new dwellings on Forestland, 2008-2017 ..........c.cccoeevevvevesieeseereesnnns 38
Figure 14. Map of land divisions on Forestland, 2008-2017.........ccccoooevverienienieennnienneens 42
Figure 15. Farm and Forest Land rezoned or added to UGBS, 1989-2017...........c..c....... 47
Figure 16. Acres of Farm and Forest Lands Converted to Low Density Residential and
UTDAN. bbb 53

2016 - 2017 Oregon Farm and Forest Report
iii



Introduction

Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 197.065 requires the Oregon Land Conservation and Development
Commission (LCDC) to submit a report every two years to the Legislature “analyzing applications
approved and denied” for certain land uses in exclusive farm use (EFU) and forest zones and “such other
matters pertaining to protection of agricultural or forest land as the commission deems appropriate.”

County Reporting of Land Use Decisions

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD or department) receives county land
use decisions in EFU, forest and mixed farm-forest zones. This report summarizes the information
provided by the counties for the two-year period from January 1, 2016 through December 31, 2017. For
each of the two years, tables and graphs include information on dwelling and land division approvals as
well as other approved uses on farm and forest land. In addition, the report provides information on the
acreage rezoned out of farm and forest zones to urban and rural zones in this time period. Additional
graphs, tables, and maps provide historic data on development trends and land conversion of farm and
forest land to other uses. Finally, this report also includes data on county land use decisions that are
based on waivers to state and local land use regulations under Ballot Measures 37 and 49. Most of these
decisions were in farm and forest zones.

Use of this Report

The department uses the collected information to evaluate the extent and location of development,
partitions, and zone changes on farm and forest lands. This information is used to continually assess the
effectiveness of farm and forest zones in implementing Statewide Planning Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands)
and Goal 4 (Forest Lands). The data may also be used by LCDC and the Legislature to shape statutory
and rule changes to enhance or clarify protections for farm and forest lands.
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Oregon’s Agricultural Land Protection Program

The preservation of agricultural land is one of the primary objectives of Oregon’s statewide planning
program. Oregon has determined that it is in the state’s interest to protect the land resource foundation of
one of its leading industries — agriculture.

The Land

Roughly 26 percent of Oregon’s land base — 16.3 million acres — is in non-federal farm use, according to
the 2012 USDA Census of Agriculture. This includes all places from which $1,000 or more is earned
annually from the sale of agricultural products. Farm acres have decreased by approximately five
percent (778,844 acres) since the 2002 Census of Agriculture while the number of farms has decreased
by 11 percent (4,594 farms). The average size of Oregon farms increased by 33 acres from 2002 to
2012.

The Economy

In 2015, Oregon’s agricultural sector produced a
farm gate value of $5.7 billion or approximately
11 percent of the net state product (Sorte & Rahe,
2015). Agriculture is linked economically to
approximately 13 percent of all Oregon sales and
11 percent of the state’s economy (Sorte & Rahe,
2015). Oregon agriculture has created 326,617
full and part time jobs or 14 percent of all
employment in Oregon (Sorte & Rahe, 2015).
Over 98 percent of Oregon’s farm sales are
generated by farms generating more than
$10,000 in annual gross sales (USDA, 2012).
These farms comprise 37 percent of all Oregon
farms and make up 89 percent of the state’s
agricultural land base (USDA, 2012).

Crops and Livestock

Oregon is one of the most agriculturally diverse states in the nation, boasting the production of more
than 225 different types of crops and livestock, and leading the nation in the production of 12 crops
(ODA, 2017, 2018). Oregon agriculture continues to diversify as crop types and farming practices
change. Increases in the production of hazelnuts, hemp, and marijuana are changing the agricultural
landscape as are trends toward implementing organic and sustainable farm practices.

There is growing interest in purchasing locally grown food. Farm income from the direct sales of local
food increased by 106 percent from 2002 to 2012 (USDA, 2002, 2012). Farmers markets, community
supported agriculture, u-picks, and agritourism provide opportunities for farmers to market their
products to local consumers. Locally grown food presents opportunities to combat hunger and nutrition
issues in Oregon communities. The Oregon Community Food Systems Network has prepared a series of
county food system assessments highlighting local needs (OCFSN, 2018).

2016 — 2017 Oregon Farm and Forest Report
Page 2



House Bill 3400 (2015) designated marijuana as a crop for the purposes of “farm use,” effectively
granting marijuana production the same protections provided to other crops grown in an EFU zone.
Unlike other crops, counties are allowed to adopt reasonable regulations regarding the time, place, and
manner of marijuana production. Regulations vary from county to county but typically include odor and
light control with a few counties limiting the size of marijuana grows. The comparatively high value of
marijuana crops to other farm products has resulted in conversion of existing farmland to marijuana
cultivation and has led to the establishment of marijuana grow sites in forest or rural residential areas
that traditionally have not been

used for agricultural purposes. -

Farm Ownership

Approximately 97 percent of
Oregon’s farms are family owned
and operated (USDA, 2012). This
may be changing. A Portland
State University study found that
less than half of all buyers of
farmland between 2010 and 2016
had a clear connection to
agriculture with many buyers
focused on estate/property
development, investing, or
manufacturing (Horst, 2018). The
average age of Oregon farmers is
60 years old which presents challenges in conveying land to the next generation of farmers and
highlights the need for farm succession planning (USDA, 2012). Retirements over the next several
decades will require the conveyance of over 10 million acres (64 percent) of Oregon’s agricultural land
(Brekken et al, 2016).

Agricultural Land Use Policy

Oregon’s agricultural lands protection program is based on statute and administrative rules as interpreted
by the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) and the courts. Statewide Planning Goal 3, “Agricultural
Lands,” requires identification of agricultural land, use of statutory EFU zones (ORS Chapter 215), and
review of farm and non-farm uses according to statute and administrative rule (OAR chapter 660,
division 33) provisions. These provisions also incorporate statutory minimum lot sizes and standards for
all land divisions.

Oregon’s “Agricultural Land Use Policy” was first established by the Oregon Legislature in 1973 and is
codified at ORS 215.243. There are four basic elements to this policy:
1. Agricultural land is a vital, natural and economic asset for all the people of this state;
2. Preservation of a maximum amount of agricultural land in large blocks, is necessary to maintain
the agricultural economy of the state;
3. Expansion of urban development in rural areas is a public concern because of conflicts between
farm and urban activities;
4. Incentives and privileges are justified to owners of land in EFU zones because such zoning
substantially limits alternatives to the use of rural lands.
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In 1993, the Oregon Legislature added two more important elements to this policy (ORS 215.700):
1. Provide certain owners of less productive land an opportunity to build a dwelling on their land; and
2. Limit the future division of and the siting of dwellings on the state’s more productive resource
land.

Goal 3 reinforces these policies as follows:

“Agricultural lands shall be preserved and maintained for farm use, consistent with existing and
future needs for agricultural products, forest and open space and the state’s agricultural land
use policy expressed in ORS 215.243 and 215.700.”

These policy statements clearly set forth the state’s interest in the preservation of agricultural lands and
the means for their protection (EFU zoning), and establish that incentives and privileges (e.g. tax
deferrals) are justified because of limitations placed upon the use of the land.

Exclusive Farm Use Zones

In Oregon, agricultural lands are protected from conversion to rural or urban uses and other conflicting
non-farm uses through the application of EFU zones. At present, about 16.1 million acres in Oregon are
in EFU zones. The EFU zone was developed by the Legislature in 1961 along with the farm tax
assessment program. Farm use is encouraged and protected within the EFU zone. A variety of nonfarm
uses are also allowed provided they are compatible with agriculture. Large minimum lot sizes and
dwelling approval standards limit the conversion of farmland to other uses.
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Land Use Approvals on Agricultural Land

The data in this report are for all local land use decisions on farmland, whether in EFU or mixed farm-

forest zones.

Dwellings

In EFU zones and agricultural portions of mixed
farm-forest zones, dwellings are allowed in seven
different circumstances: primary farm dwellings,
accessory farm dwellings, relative farm help
dwellings, nonfarm dwellings, lot of record
dwellings, replacement dwellings, and temporary
hardship dwellings. Counties approved 557
dwellings on farmland in 2016 and 565 dwellings
in 2017 (see Table 1). For comparison, 473 and
522 dwellings were approved in 2014 and 2015.

As shown in Figure 1 and Table 1, 43 percent of
the dwelling approvals in the two year period
were for replacement dwellings, 20 percent were
for nonfarm dwellings, 13 percent were for
temporary hardship dwellings, eight percent were
for farm dwellings, six percent for lot of record
dwellings, and five percent each for accessory
farmworker dwellings and relative farm help
dwellings.

Primary Farm Dwellings

Figure 1. Types of dwelling approvals on
Farmland, 2016-2017

Primary

Farm, 89  Accessory
Farm, 57

Relative
Farm, 53

Non-Farm,
221

Lot of Record,
67

There are four ways in which primary farm dwellings may be approved. On high-value farmland, the
farm operator must have earned $80,000 from the sale of farm products in the last two years or three of
the last five years. Farm dwellings on non-high-value farmland must either meet a $40,000 income
standard, be located on a parcel of 160 acres, or meet a potential gross farm sales (capability) test. This

latter test involves prior approval by DLCD.

The total number of primary farm dwelling approvals statewide was 40 in 2016 and 49 in 2017 for a
total of 89 dwelling approvals. This is a slight decrease from 2014-2015 when 96 primary farm
dwellings were approved. Table 2 shows what option was used to approve primary farm dwellings.
Fifty-one percent of the 2016-2017 approvals were based on the parcel size test, 38 percent were based
on the high-value income test, nine percent on the non-high-value income test, and two percent using the
capability test. Fifty primary farm dwellings were approved in eastern Oregon with 39 approvals in
western Oregon, primarily occurring in the Willamette Valley. Total statewide approvals of primary
farm dwellings have remained relatively stable since the decline in approvals from 2006-2010 (see

Figure 2).
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As shown in Table 3, 66 percent of all farm dwelling approvals were on parcels of 80 acres or more and
55 percent were on parcels of 160 acres or more. In some instances, primary farm dwellings have been
approved on parcels smaller than 20 acres based on income from high-value farm operations such as
nurseries and orchards.

Accessory farm dwellings

Accessory farm dwellings must be sited on a farm operation that earns the same gross income required
for a primary farm dwelling ($80,000 or $40,000). These approvals occasionally involve more than one
dwelling unit. Counties approved 26 accessory farm dwellings in 2016 and 31 in 2017 for a total of 57
dwelling approvals. A total of 231 housing units were approved in the 57 dwellings. Two-thirds of the
units approved were related to a large cherry operation in Wasco County.

Accessory farm dwelling approvals increased from 2014-2015 when 47 accessory farm dwellings were
approved. Over 60 percent of the 2016-2017 approvals were on parcels of 80 acres or more.

Relative farm help dwellings

The number of dwellings approved for relatives whose assistance is needed on the farm was 24 in 2016
and 29 in 2017 for a total of 53 dwelling approvals. This is a slight decrease from 2014-2015 when 66
dwellings were approved. A concern with this dwelling type is that, once built, there is no requirement
that it continue to be occupied by a relative or even that it will continue to be used in conjunction with
farm use.
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Table 1. Dwelling approvals on Farmland, type and county, 2016-2017

Primary

Accessory

Relative

Lot of

Replace-

Temporary

County Farm Farm Farm Non-Farm Record ment Hardship Total
2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017
Baker 1 2 1 1 1 4 4 7 3 2 15 11
Benton 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 6 4
Clackamas 5 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 18 18 26 | 23
Clatsop 1 6 6 1
Columbia 0 0
Coos 1 1 1 1 2 2
Crook 6 5 5 1 6 10 2 4 12 2 16 | 37
Curry 1 0 1
Deschutes 2 1 19 17 1 20 22 7 5 48 46
Douglas 1 2 2 9 5 18 4 2 22 | 25 1 5 35 | 61
Gilliam 1 1 1 1 1 3
Grant 1 1 1 1 4 6 3 12 5
Harney 4 4 1 1 2 2 8 1 16 7
Hood River 5 5 6 1 2 1 14 12 1 1 22 26
Jackson 1 1 1 1 11 3 9 4 1 2 2 2 25 13
Jefferson 2 2 1 1 1 1 4 3 6 3 11 14
Josephine 2 1 1 1 1 3 3
Klamath 1 1 4 9 3 8 10
Lake 4 1 1 1 21 17 2 1 6 8 30 | 32
Lane 2 3 2 7 4 2 13 4 1 16 22
Lincoln 1 0 1
Linn 2 3 1 5 4 24 22 7 13 37 | 44
Malheur 1 1 1 2 3 1 13 3 4 21
Marion 2 2 4 2 1 1 2 15 9 5 4 27 20
Morrow 1 2 1 3 2 2 4 8 7
Multnomah 1 1 1 1 2 2
Polk 2 1 1 1 3 13 12 2 5 18 | 22
Sherman 3 5 3 5
Tillamook 1 1 5 1 1 7
Umatilla 2 1 3 2 10 2 3 11 5 1 1 32 9
Union 1 2 3 1 7 8 1 9 14
Wallowa 3 3 2 1 3 1 2 3 1 10 9
Wasco 1 2 1 2 4 2 1 1 7 7
Washington 1 1 2 10 5 3 32 17 1 9 49 | 32
Wheeler 2 2 2 2 4
Yamhill 2 4 3 2 1 37 23 7 11 50 40
Total 40 | 49 26 31 24 29 | 112 | 109 | 39 28 | 252 | 234 | 64 85 | 557 | 565
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Table 2. Primary farm dwelling approvals, option and county, 2016-2017

County

HV Income

Non-HV Income

Non-HV Size

Non-HV
Capability

Total

2016

2017

2016

2017

2016

2017

2016

2017

[ep}

\l

Baker

1

2
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1

Clackamas
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[EEN

Crook
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Deschutes

Douglas

Gilliam
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Harney

Hood River

Jackson

Jefferson

Josephine

Klamath

Lake

Lane

Lincoln

Linn

Malheur

Marion

Morrow

Multnomah

Polk

Sherman

Tillamook

Umatilla

Union

[EEN
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Wasco

Washington

Wheeler

Yamhill

w
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16

19
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Table 3. Primary farm dwelling approvals on Farmland, parcel size and county, 2016-2017

County

0to 10
acres

11to 20
acres

21t0 40
acres

41to 79
acres

80 to 159
acres

160+ acres

Total

2016 | 2017

2016 | 2017

2016 | 2017

2016 | 2017

2016 | 2017

2016 | 2017

»
~

Baker

1

1 1

Benton

Clackamas

Clatsop

Columbia
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Crook

Curry

Deschutes

Douglas

Gilliam

Grant

Harney

Hood River

Jackson

Jefferson

Josephine

Klamath

Lake

Lane

Lincoln

Linn

Malheur

Marion

Morrow

Multnomah

Polk

Sherman

Tillamook

Umatilla

Union

Wallowa

Wasco

Pl Wk N
w

Washington

Wheeler

Yamhill

Total

23 26
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Nonfarm dwellings
Nonfarm dwellings may be approved on parcels or portions of parcels that are unsuitable for farm use.
There were 112 non-farm dwelling approvals in 2016 and 109 in 2017 for a total of 221 dwelling
approvals. This is a significant increase from
2014-2015 when 150 nonfarm dwellings were
approved.

Seventy-two percent of nonfarm dwellings were
approved east of the Cascades. This distribution
continues the trend begun in 1993 by House Bill
661 that shifted the number of non-farm
dwelling approvals away from the Willamette
Valley to eastern and southern Oregon. Counties
with the most nonfarm dwelling approvals
include Lake (38 dwellings), Deschutes (36
dwellings), and Douglas (23).

As shown in Figure 2, nonfarm dwelling approvals have been on the rise since 2015. The increase
follows a sharp decline from 2007-2014. The 112 nonfarm dwelling approvals in 2016 were the most
since 2009, when 111 nonfarm dwellings were approved.

Table 4 shows the size of parcels on which nonfarm dwellings were approved. Nearly half of all
nonfarm dwellings were approved on parcels containing less than five acres and 71 percent were on
parcels less than 10 acres. Sixty-four new parcels were created for nonfarm dwellings in 2016-2017.
Nonfarm dwellings on larger parcels are often approved if a portion of the parcel is found to be
unsuitable for farm use (e.g. shallow soil depth to bedrock).

In 2010, the Legislature passed House Bill 3647 which required DLCD review of soil assessments
prepared by a private soil consultant. Soil assessments prepared by private consultants may be used to
provide more detailed information than is shown on the USDA Natural Resources Conservation
Service’s soil mapping. Private soil assessments can be used to support nonfarm dwelling approval. In
2016-2017, DLCD reviewed 30 soil assessments related to nonfarm dwellings. Eighteen of those
reviews were involved parcels in Douglas County.

Table 4 shows 15 nonfarm dwelling approvals in Washington County and 11 approvals in Lane County.
Lane and Washington counties are subject to slightly different land use regulations than the rest of the
state as they adopted marginal land provisions prior to 1991. Most of the nonfarm dwellings in Lane and
Washington were approved using options only available in those counties.

Lot of record dwellings

Lot of record dwellings may be approved on parcels that have been in the same ownership since 1985
and, with some exceptions, are not on high-value farmland. In 2016-2017, 67 lot of record dwellings
were approved (39 approvals in 2016 and 28 approvals in 2017). This is an increase from 2014-2015
when 49 lot of record dwellings were approved. Jackson County had the most approvals with 13. Only
two lot of record dwellings were approved on high-value farmland statewide. Despite the increase in
2016-2017, it is anticipated that lot of record approvals will decline over time as existing parcels are
built out or conveyed to separate ownership.
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Temporary hardship dwellings

These dwellings are permitted for relatives with a medical hardship and must be removed at the end of
the hardship. A temporary hardship dwelling must be sited in conjunction with an existing dwelling.
DLCD does not track the removal of these dwellings when they are no longer needed.

In 2016-2017, 149 temporary hardship dwellings were approved (64 approvals in 2016 and 85 approvals
in 2017). This is a sharp increase from 2014-2015 when 111 hardship dwellings were approved. The 85
temporary hardship dwelling approved in 2017 were the most since 89 hardship dwellings were
approved in 2005. Clackamas County (36 approvals) had the most approvals in 2016-2017.

Replacement dwellings

A replacement dwelling is a new home that replaces an older dwelling on a parcel. New provisions were
added to statute in 2013 which allow owners to obtain a replacement dwelling when the original
dwelling no longer exists.

There were 252 replacement dwellings approvals in 2016 and 234 in 2017 for a total of 486 dwelling
approvals. This is similar to 2012-2013 when 476 replacement dwellings were approved. Yamhill
County had the most approvals in 2016-2017 with 60 approvals followed by Washington (49), Douglas
(47), Linn (46), and Deschutes (42) counties.

Established dwellings that are replaced must be removed, demolished or converted to another allowed
use within one year of completion of the replacement dwelling. Forty-eight percent of dwellings
approved for replacement were removed, 31 percent were demolished, and nine percent were converted
to non-residential use with 12 percent not specified.

Cumulative Dwelling Approvals

Between 1994 and 2017, nearly 18,000 dwellings of all types were approved on farmland across the
state. Figures 2 and 3 below illustrate the number of dwelling unit approvals for each year since 1994 for
the different dwelling types. The total dwellings approved over this timeframe are provided in Table 5.
Thirty-six percent of all dwelling approvals were replacement dwellings, 24 percent were nonfarm
dwellings, and 11 percent were temporary hardship dwellings. The three types of farm dwellings
(primary, accessory, and relative) combined constitute 20 percent of all dwelling approvals on farmland
from 1994-2017. Douglas County had the most dwelling approvals over this timeframe with 2,286
approvals, fifty percent of which were replacement dwellings. Deschutes County had the most nonfarm
dwelling approvals with 830 approvals. Crook County approved 149 primary farm dwellings, the most
in the state from 1994-2017.

The map in Figure 4 shows dwellings approvals on farmland from 2008-2017. More detailed mapping of
land use approvals on farmland in the northern Willamette Valley is available through a Portland State
University thesis available through Metroscape (Chun, 2017). The thesis maps land use approvals
submitted to DLCD by tax parcel and identifies areas with higher numbers of approvals.
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Table 4. Nonfarm dwelling approvals on Farmland, parcel size and county, 2016-2017

oty | 0010 | Lom [2o® [ 408 | g | 1o

2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017
Baker 1 0 1
Benton 0 0
Clackamas 0 0
Clatsop 1 0 1
Columbia 0 0
Coos 0 0
Crook 2 1 2 5 2 2 2 6 10
Curry 0 0
Deschutes 6 5 6 5 5 1 19 17
Douglas 3 16 2 5 18
Gilliam 0 1
Grant 1 1 1 1
Harney 1 1 1 1 2 2
Hood River 1 2 0
Jackson 8 1 2 1 11 3
Jefferson 0 1
Josephine 0 0
Klamath 2 1 1 1 5 4 9
Lake 10 8 5 1 2 21 17
Lane 1 1 4 1 1 1 7 4
Lincoln 0 0
Linn 3 4 0
Malheur 3 1 2 3
Marion 1 0 1
Morrow 1 2 2 3 2
Multnomah 1 0 1
Polk 0 0
Sherman 2 5 1 3 5
Tillamook 0 0
Umatilla 8 1 2 10 2
Union 0 1
Wallowa 0 0
Wasco 1 1 2 1 2 4
Washington 4 4 3 10 5
Wheeler 0 0
Yamhill 0 0
Total 50 48 32 27 18 19 3 5 9 10 | 112 | 109
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Figure 2. Dwelling approvals on Farmland, type and year, all counties, 1994-2017
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Figure 3. Total dwelling approvals on Farmland, all counties, 1994-2017
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Table 5: Dwellings approvals on Farmland, by county, 1994-2017

Primary | Accessory | Relative Lot of Temporary

County Farm Farm Farm | Nonfarm Record Replacement | Hardship Total
Baker 52 33 32 48 107 153 24 449
Benton 16 23 22 11 21 68 47 208
Clackamas 68 59 55 29 72 1 227 511
Clatsop 4 4 5 21 7 35 2 78
Columbia 8 8 1 6 9 14 5 51
Coos 9 9 30 4 25 111 24 212
Crook 149 65 14 483 44 201 28 984
Curry 5 1 8 11 1 0 6 32
Deschutes 44 17 19 830 72 181 89 1,252
Douglas 117 21 209 488 132 1,171 148 2,286
Gilliam 11 11 4 6 1 16 1 50
Grant 26 15 22 55 40 121 2 281
Harney 110 37 12 174 33 40 10 416
Hood River 22 111 11 30 25 194 26 419
Jackson 57 31 54 272 255 11 122 802
Jefferson 68 31 11 27 28 135 32 332
Josephine 7 7 5 60 9 1 6 95
Klamath 98 55 42 216 23 171 13 618
Lake 78 28 26 456 3 48 7 646
Lane 26 28 76 58 5 348 107 648
Lincoln 2 0 0 25 21 3 S5 56
Linn 29 40 34 55 54 136 283 631
Malheur 89 32 25 190 39 429 37 841
Marion 74 89 19 74 35 607 248 1,146
Morrow 28 46 17 68 22 94 8 283
Multnomah 7 9 11 3 5 39 3 77
Polk 65 32 39 22 92 425 118 793
Sherman 9 2 3 29 3 9 55
Tillamook 7 30 15 23 1 131 18 225
Umatilla 67 23 29 114 55 476 ol 815
Union 56 25 16 55 52 161 16 381
Wallowa 37 8 11 32 55 70 2 215
Wasco 66 24 14 69 14 53 16 256
Washington 82 28 27 63 11 514 an 866
Wheeler 15 8 2 79 3 24 1 132
Yamhill 65 46 67 35 132 280 189 814
Total 1,673 1,036 987 4,221 1,506 6,471 2,062 17,956
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Figure 4. Map of new dwellings approvals on Farmland, 2008-2017

® EFU dwelling approvals 2016-2017 EFU zone Mixed farm-forest zone
® EFU dwelling approvals 2008-2015 - Forest zone Zoning data unavailable
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Nonresidential uses

The Legislature has recognized that some farm-related and non-farm uses are appropriate in EFU
and mixed farm-forest zones. Some examples are farm-related commercial activities, utilities
necessary for public service and home occupations. In 1963, the first statutory EFU zone
included just six nonfarm uses. Today over 60 uses other than farm use are allowed in an EFU

Zone.

Nonfarm uses are subject to local land use approval and must demonstrate that they will not
force a significant change in or significantly increase the cost of accepted farm or forest practices
on surrounding lands devoted to farm or forest uses (ORS 215.296). Allowing some nonfarm
uses and dwellings assumes that farm zones can accommodate a nonfarm use or dwelling
without affecting an area’s overall agricultural stability. Small lots with such nonfarm uses and
dwellings do not qualify for farm use tax assessment.

As shown in Table 6, the most commonly approved nonresidential uses in 2016-2017 were solar
power generation facilities (57 approvals), home occupations (55 approvals), and farm
processing facilities (54 approvals). Renewable energy and agritourism related uses are discussed
further below. In 2014-2015, only nine farm processing facilities were approved statewide. The
increase in 2016-2017 is largely related to marijuana processing facilities.

Table 6. Nonresidential use a

provals on Farmland, 2016-2017

Use 2016 | 2017 | Total Approvals by County
Aggregate processing into 3 3 Baker (1), Morrow (1), Umatilla (1)
asphalt/cement
L Clatsop (1), Deschutes (1), Hood River (1), Lane (1), Umatilla
Agritourism events 12 4 16 (2), Yamhill (10)
Aguatic species/insect 1 1 Klamath (1)
propagation
Church 1 1 2 | Deschutes (2)
Crook (1), Deschutes (1), Douglas (3), Grant (1), Hood River
Commercial activities with farm 14 16 30 (1), Jackson (3), Jefferson (1), Linn (2), Marion (3), Polk (3),
use Tillamook (1), Umatilla (1), Union (1), Wasco (1),
Washington (2), Yamhill (5)
Dog bhoarding kennel 2 2 4 Deschutes (1), Jefferson (1), Lane (1), Polk (1)
Baker (1), Deschutes (1), Douglas (1), Hood River (1),
Communication facility 9 9 18 | Jackson (2), Linn (1), Polk (2), Sherman (1), Umatilla (3),
Wasco (1), Washington (3), Yamhill (1)
Community center 1 1 | Benton (1)
Dog training class/testing trial 1 1 | Deschutes (1)
Benton (2), Clackamas (2), Deschutes (4), Hood River (1),
. - Jackson (13), Josephine (5), Lane (7), Linn (1), Polk (5),
Farm processing facility 20 | 34 | 54 | Umatilla (1), Wasco (2), Washington (3), Yamhill (8)
Farm stand 3 1 4 Crook (1), Douglas (1), Marion (1), Yamhill (1)
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Table 6. Nonresidential use approvals on Farmland, 2016-2017

Use 2016 | 2017 | Total Approvals by County

Fire service facility 1 1 2 | Deschutes (1), Union (1)

Golf course 1 1 | Linn(1)
Baker (1), Benton (5), Clackamas (1), Clatsop (1), Crook (3),
Deschutes (3), Douglas (1), Hood River (5), Jackson (8),

. Jefferson (1), Lake (1), Lane (3), Marion (8), Morrow (1),

Home occupation 25 | 30 | 55 | pgik (2), Tillamook (1), Umatilla (1), Union (L), Wallowa (2),
Wasco (1), Washington (2), Yamhill (3)

Land application of reclaimed 1 1 Umatilla (1)

water

Landscape contracting business 1 2 3 | Jackson (2), Marion (1)

Log truck parking 1 1 | Marion (1)
Clatsop (1), Crook (1), Grant (1), Harney (1), Klamath (1),

Mineral and aggregate mining 8 2 10 | Tillamook (1), Umatilla (1), Union (1), Wallowa (1),
Washington (1)

Outdoor gathering 1 3 4 Deschutes (1), Jackson (1), Washington (2)
Crook (2), Lake (1), Linn (1), Umatilla (1), Washington (1

Personal-use airport 4 2 6 @) (1), Linn (1) Hla (1 ington (1)
Gilliam (1), Grant (1), Harney (2), Jackson (1), Jefferson (1),

Private park/campground 10 8 18 | Klamath (1), Lake (6), Morrow (1), Umatilla (4)

Public park 3 1 4 Lincoln (1), Washington (2), Yamhill (1)

Roads improvements, 3 3 Benton (1), Umatilla (1), Yambhill (1)

conditional

Roads improvements, outright 2 4 6 | Jackson (1), Umatilla (1), Washington (4)

School 1 4 5 Deschutes (1), Harney (1), Hood River (1), Marion (2)
Baker (1), Clackamas (14), Crook (4), Deschutes (2), Harney

Solar power generating facility 20 37 57 | (2), Klamath (7), Lake (4), Marion (15), Polk (1), Sherman
(1), Yamhill (6)

Solid waste disposal site 1 1 | Lake (1)
Baker (1), Benton (1), Hood River (1), Jackson (1), Klamath

Utility facility 11 5 16 | (1), Lake (1), Lane (1), Linn (1), Umatilla (3), Washington
(3), Wheeler (1), Yamhill (1)

Water extraction/bottling 1 Lake (1)

Wetland creation/restoration 2 Washington (2)

Wind power generating facility 1 1 Morrow (1), Umatilla (1)

. Jackson (2), Josephine (1), Polk (4), Umatilla (1), Yambhill
Winery 7 16 23 (15)
Total 169 | 186 | 355
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Agritourism

Agritourism can provide an alternate stream of income that helps farmers maintain agricultural
operations and promotes awareness of locally produced food. A variety of agritourism options
are allowed in EFU zones, including: u-picks, farm stands, wineries, cider businesses, guest
ranches, and events that are supportive of local agriculture.

Oregon has experienced substantial growth in its wine grape industry over the last 50 years. As
of 2017, Oregon has 1,144 vineyards and 769 wineries (University of Oregon, 2018). Many
vineyards are sited on lands that appear to be less capable for agriculture based on Natural
Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) ratings but are well suited
for growing grapes. These lands
were protected for agricultural use
under Statewide Planning Goal 3
and are major contributors to
Oregon’s agricultural economy.
Wineries are permitted to hold
winery related events, have cooking
facilities, and conduct other
commercial events not related to
agriculture such as weddings and
concerts. In 2016, the Legislature
added cider businesses as a use
allowed in an EFU zone with many
of the same permissions and
requirements as wineries.

Agritourism also presents opportunities for conflict with neighboring agricultural operations.
There have been some concerns about the effect of events and the cumulative impact of multiple
agritourism operations on farm practices, such as moving machinery on public roads or altering
spray schedules. Many agritourism uses are not required to address changes to farm practices or
cost increases as part of the land use approval process. Events allowed on farmland that are
permitted as an outdoor gathering or home occupation may not have a connection to local
agriculture (e.g. festivals, weddings). Providing agritourism opportunities for farmers and
ranchers while helping to mitigate impacts to neighbors is a challenge that should be considered
when changing land use regulations or approving land use applications.

Figure 5 shows approvals of agritourism related uses from 2008 to 2017. Approvals of
“commercial activities in conjunction with farm use” can vary from agricultural trucking and
processing operations to wine tasting rooms. Figure 5 only includes “commercial activities in
conjunction with farm use” that are tourism oriented, such as tasting rooms. Agritourism events
were added to the list of uses allowed on farmland following the passage of Senate Bill 960 in
2011.
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Figure 5. Agritourism related approvals, by year, 2008-2017
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Overnight accommodation options on farmland include room and board arrangements, home
occupations (e.g. bed and breakfasts), bed and breakfasts at wineries and cider businesses, and
public and private campgrounds. In 2016-2017, there were 14 approvals reported statewide for
overnight indoor accommaodations and 14 approvals for campgrounds on farmland.

Figure 7 shows the location of reported agritourism, lodging, and recreation uses on farmland
from 2008-2017. The concentration of approvals in Yamhill County is largely due to wineries.

Renewable Energy

Oregon has more than 3,000 megawatts (MW) of wind energy generation capacity, ranking
eighth in the nation in installed wind energy capability (American Wind Energy Association,
2018). Many wind energy installations are located on farmland and are clustered along Columbia
Gorge. Part of the attraction of wind energy to the state are the large open farm landscapes free
from conflicting uses that are made possible by EFU zoning.

Solar energy development is rapidly growing in Oregon. In 2017, Oregon’s installed solar
capacity was 462 MW with 220 MW added in 2017 alone (Solar Energy Industries Association,
2018). Utility scale solar facilities are the leading cause of growth. Many utility scale solar
facilities are opting to locate on land zoned EFU due to proximity to infrastructure (e.g.
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substations), lower acquisition costs,
availability of unobstructed sunlight, and
ease of development due to flatter slopes.

LCDC has limited the size of solar
facilities on EFU with the goal of
encouraging solar development on land
that is the lowest capability for agricultural
use rather than high-value farmland. Solar
development in eastern Oregon tends to
occur on larger parcels with less potential
for agricultural use. There has been a
sharp increase in the number of 12 acre
solar projects approved in the Willamette
Valley on high-value farmland,
specifically in Clackamas, Marion, and
Yamhill counties. Several large solar

4

Source: Manvel, E.

facilities (80+ acres) have been approved on more productive agricultural lands in Clackamas
and Jackson counties by taking an exception to exceed LCDC’s adopted solar facility size limits.
As shown in Figure 6, commercial solar approvals have been rising quickly compared to wind
power approvals. Figure 8 provides the locations and sizes of approved solar projects.

The rise in renewable energy production on farmland, together with new major transmission line
corridors to bring energy to market, has raised questions and concerns about potential impacts to
farm operations, wildlife habitat, scenic viewsheds, and tourism. Other concerns have been
raised about the need for a state energy policy and more proactive state and regional roles in the
siting of major transmission line corridors and energy facilities that may have regional impacts.

Figure 6. Renewable energy approvals, by year, 2008-2017
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Figure 7. Map of agritourism, lodging, and recreation use approvals on Farmland, 2008-2017

® Agritourism approvals EFU zone Mixed farm-forest zone

® Recreation or lodging approvals - Forest zone Zoning data unavailable
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Figure 8. Size of solar projects approved on Farm and Forest Land, 2008-2017
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Land Divisions and Property Line Adjustments

Ninety-one new parcels were approved on farmland in 2016 with 81 new parcels in 2017 for a
total of 172 new parcels. These numbers are consistent with 2014-2015 when 173 new parcels
were created. New parcels created in each county are shown in Table 7. Figure 9 shows land
divisions on farmland from 2008-2017.

Farm Divisions

Land divisions on farmland must meet the statutory minimum parcel size of 80 acres (160 acres
for rangeland) or be in counties that have approved “go-below” parcel minimums below these
sizes. A “go-below” is a parcel size below 80 or 160 acres that has been approved by LCDC as
adequate to protect existing commercial agriculture in an area. In 2016-2017, 47 percent of new
parcels created on farmland were over 80 acres. This is similar to 2014-2015 when 53 percent of
new parcels were over 80 acres. Over 60 percent of new parcels 80 acres or larger were created
east of the Cascades with the most approvals in Crook (11 approvals) and Umatilla (10
approvals) counties.

Non-Farm Divisions

State statute provides several options for creating new parcels smaller than the required
minimum parcel size. Up to two new nonfarm parcels (each containing a dwelling) may be
created if the new parcels are predominantly comprised of non-agricultural soils. In addition,
nonfarm land divisions are allowed for conditional uses that are approved on farmland.

In 2016-2017, 92 new parcels were created that contained less than 80 acres. This is a slight
increase from 2014-2015 when 82 parcels less than 80 acres were created. Some of these parcels
were created for farm use in counties with reduced “go-below” minimum parcel sizes. Seventy
percent of new parcels less than 80 acres were created east of the Cascades. Douglas County
approved 17 new parcels less than 80 acres followed by Klamath County with 14 approvals. The
most common reason for partitions in 2016-2017 was to create a new parcel for a nonfarm
dwelling (64 approvals).

Property line adjustments

Property line adjustments are commonly employed for a variety of reasons. However, they may
not be used to allow the approval of dwellings that would not otherwise be allowed. Property line
adjustments are sometimes used in serial fashion on a single tract to effectively move an existing
parcel to another location. Many of the reported property line adjustments involve more than two
tax lots. In 2016, 357 property line adjustments were approved and 275 were approved in 2017
for total of 632 property line adjustments. During 2014-2015, 593 property line adjustments were
approved.
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Table 7. New parcel ap

provals on Farmland, parcel size and county, 2016-2017

County
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2016 | 2017
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Figure 9. Map of Land Divisions on Farmland, 2008-2017

® EFU partition approvals 2016-2017 EFU zone Mixed farm-forest zone
®  EFU partition approvals 2008-2015 - Forest zone Zoning data unavailable
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Oregon’s Forestland Protection Program

The conservation of forest land is one of the primary objectives of Oregon’s statewide planning
program. Oregon has determined that it is in the state’s interest to protect the land resource
foundation of one of its largest industries — forestry — as well as to protect other forest values,
including soil, air, water and fish

and wildlife resources.

The Land

Approximately 19 percent of
Oregon’s land base — 11.9 million
acres — is in non-federal forest use
according to the Oregon Forest
Resources Institute (OFRI, 2017).
Oregon retains 98 percent of the
non-federal acreage that was in
forest or mixed farm-forest land
cover in 1984 (Gray et al, 2016).
All counties had adopted
comprehensive plans
implementing Statewide Planning
Goal 4 (Forest Lands) in 1984.

The Economy

Forestry products and services employ nearly 61,000 people directly in Oregon and are critical to
Oregon’s rural communities (OFRI, 2017). Global competition, environmental controls and
rising forest management costs have created serious challenges to the continued economic
viability of Oregon’s working forests. Large areas of industrial forestland have changed hands in
recent years and there is growing pressure to divide and convert forestland to residential and
other developed land uses. Many mills across the state have closed. As less federal and industrial
forestland is available to harvest, more privately owned woodlots are being harvested.

Oregon is the nation’s top producer of softwood lumber and plywood (OFRI, 2017).
Development of advanced wood products, such as cross-laminated timber, are opening new
market opportunities for use of wood in large commercial and multifamily residential buildings.

Wildfire

Oregon’s 2017 wildfire season was a challenge for emergency responders, landowners,
businesses, wildlife, and many other individuals who suffered negative health impacts. 665,000
acres of forest and rangeland burned, which is approximately the size of Tillamook County
(OFRI, 2017). The total cost of fire suppression was $454 million which does not include
negative economic impacts such as business closures, event cancellations, and highway closures
(OFRI, 2017). Large fires such as the Chetco Bar Fire in southwestern Oregon and the Eagle
Creek Fire in the Columbia Gorge were particularly damaging.
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Trends suggest that wildfires in
Oregon are becoming more severe.
The amount of acres burned in
three of the past four years have
exceeded the 10-year average
(Northwest Interagency
Coordination Center, 2017). A
combination of high fuel loads,
declining forest health, and a
warmer climatic outlook suggest
an unusually high level of fire risk
in the future (ODF, 2017).

I —— s AT Oregon requires residential and
‘Source: Wonderlane other developed uses in forest zones

to incorporate fire safety measures,
such as fuel-free breaks around buildings. Development in forest zones is still prone to wildfire
damage and increases the cost of emergency wildfire protection. The existence of structures,
particularly dwellings, can significantly alter fire control strategies and can increase the cost of
wildfire protection by 50 to 95 percent (Gorte, 2013). Isolated forest dwellings particularly
increase suppression costs. The cost of protecting two homes instead of one within six miles of
wildfire is over estimated to be over $31,000 (Gude et al, 2012). For comparison, the additional
cost of protecting 100 homes instead of 99 homes within six miles of wildfire is estimated at
$319 (Gude et al, 2012).

Recreation and tourism

Both public and private forest lands

have long provided a variety of
recreational opportunities. Interest in
outdoor activities continues to grow
across the state. Recreation and tourism
in and around forest areas provides
personal and societal benefits and
generates significant economic activity.
Many locations within Oregon,

including those near forests, serve as
appealing day and overnight

destinations for both Oregon residents
and out-of-state visitors who participate
in outdoor activities. Forest zones allow a
variety of recreation and tourism pursuits appropriate to a forest environment. Recreation and
tourism opportunities in and near forest areas can be expected to continue to grow in the future.
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Carbon sequestration

Oregon’s forests make an enormous contribution to carbon sequestration. Landowners
participating in established carbon markets may receive additional income by adopting practices
designed to increase carbon sequestration (e.g. delaying forest harvests). The Oregon Department
of Forestry is currently working with the U.S. Forest Service to provide a report on the storage
and flux of carbon in forest ecosystems for carbon accounting purposes.

Forest Land Use Policy

Statewide Planning Goal 4, “Forest Lands”, seeks to maintain Oregon’s forests to allow for tree
harvesting that is consistent with sound management of soil, air, water, fish, and wildlife
resources. Recreational opportunities and agriculture are also encouraged on forestland. Other
uses allowed on forestland (e.g. dwellings) are limited and subject to standards that make them
more compatible with forestry, agriculture, and preservation of natural resources. Large
minimum lot sizes are prescribed to help ensure land is used in accordance with the purposes of
Goal 4.

Forest and Mixed Farm-Forest Zones

Lands that are subject to Goal 4 are
zoned forest or mixed farm-forest by
counties. Approximately 11.7 million
acres in Oregon are included in forest
or mixed farm-forest zones. Mixed
farm-forest zones must comply with
Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands) and Goal 4
requirements.

A variety of uses are allowed in forest
and mixed farm-forest zones. Some
activities allowed under the Forest
Practices Act (e.g. logging,
reforestation) do not require county : ik
land use approval. Dwellings may be Source: US Forest Service
allowed under certain circumstances.

Counties may also permit nonresidential uses that are compatible with farm and forest practices.
Minimum lot sizes are typically 80 acres in order to prevent conversion of forestland.

Minimizing fire risk is a major concern in forest zones. New dwellings and structures are
required to have defensible fuel-free space around them. Dwellings must be in a fire protection
district or have other sufficient means of suppressing fire such as an onsite lake and sprinklers.
Fire retardant roofs and spark arrestors are required for dwellings. County road design
requirements for firefighting equipment also need to be met.

Forest zoning has been instrumental in maintaining working forests in Oregon. The Oregon
Department of Forestry reports that Washington’s loss of wildland forest between 1974 and 2014
was nearly three times the amount of wildland forest lost in Oregon (Gray et al, 2018).
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Land Use Decisions on Forestland

Dwellings

Five types of dwellings may be approved on
forestland: large tract forest dwellings, lot of
record dwellings, template dwellings,
replacement dwellings and temporary
hardship dwellings. In 2016, 216 dwellings
were approved in forest zones with 241
approvals in 2017 for a total of 457 dwelling
approvals (see Table 8). This is similar to
2014-2015 when 447 dwellings were
approved.

As shown in Figure 10, 56 percent of the
2016-2017 dwelling approvals were for
template dwellings, 21 percent were
replacement dwellings, 12 percent
temporary hardship dwellings, and less than
10 percent of approvals were for lot of
record and large tract dwellings.

Template Dwellings

Figure 10. Dwelling types on Forestland,
2016-2017

Large
Tract, 23
Hardship,
54
Replacement, 96
Template, 255

Lot of
Record, 29

Template dwellings are allowed on forestland that has already been altered by existing dwellings
and parcelization. Template dwellings may be approved where there is a certain amount of pre-
1993 dwellings and parcels established within a 160 acre “template” centered on the parcel.
Locating multiple dwellings in the same area provides greater opportunity for fire protection than
isolated forest dwellings.

In 2016-2017, 255 template dwellings were approved statewide (121 approvals in 2016 and 134
approvals in 2017). This is a decrease from 2014-2015 when 278 template dwellings were
approved. Lane County approved the most template dwellings in 2016-2017 with 39 approvals.
Other counties with at least 20 template dwelling approvals include: Coos (33 approvals),
Jackson (28), Clackamas (27), and Columbia (23). Eighty-five percent of the template dwellings
approved in 2016-2017 were on the most productive forest soils. As shown in Table 9, 66
percent of the template dwelling approvals occurred on parcels containing 20 acres or less.

Template dwellings have historically had the highest number of approvals in forest zones. Since
1994, 58 percent of all forest zone dwelling approvals were approved the template dwelling
option. As shown on Figure 11, template dwelling approvals have increased since the sharp
decline from 2008-2010.

There have been some concerns regarding the number of template dwellings approved. Statute
allows for one template dwelling per “tract” which is defined as “one or more contiguous lots or
parcels under the same ownership.” When a tract consists of multiple parcels, an owner may sell
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one of the parcels to a new owner which allows two template dwellings to be approved instead of
one. There have also been cases where a series of property line adjustments are used to relocate
forest parcels into areas where a template dwelling may be approved. These issues could be
addressed by requiring tracts and parcels to be created by a specific date in order to be eligible
for template dwellings. Fire risk is also a concern. Although template dwellings are limited to
areas that have existing residential development, the approval of new dwellings presents
additional fire risks and increase
structural protection responsibilities.

Large Tract Dwellings
Landowners with large amounts of
forest land may construct a dwelling
in a forest zone based on the acreage
owned. In western Oregon, large
tract dwellings must be on
ownerships of at least 160
contiguous acres or 200
noncontiguous acres. In eastern
Oregon, they must be on ownerships
of 240 or more contiguous or 320 or :
more noncontiguous acres. = ; . AR At

In 2016-2017, 23 large tract dwellings were approved statewide (8 approvals in 2016 and 15
approvals in 2017). This is a slight increase from 2014-2015 when 18 large tract dwellings were
approved. Nine of the approvals occurred in Jackson County.

Lot of Record Dwellings

Forest landowners and families who have owned the same property since 1985 may be eligible
for a lot of record dwelling. The property must have a low capability for growing merchantable
tree species and be located near a public road.

Twenty-nine lot of record dwellings were approved in 2016-2017 (21 approvals in 2016 and 8
approvals in 2017). This is an increase from 2014-2015 when 19 lot of record dwellings were
approved. Lot of record dwelling approvals are spread fairly evenly across the state and are on a
variety of parcel sizes.

Temporary Hardship Dwellings

Temporary hardship dwellings are approved for relatives with a medical hardship and must be
removed at the end of the hardship. A temporary hardship dwelling must be sited in conjunction
with an existing dwelling. DLCD does not track the removal of these dwellings when they are no
longer needed.

Nineteen hardship dwellings were approved in 2016 with 35 approvals in 2017 for a total of 54
approvals. This is a significant increase from 2014-2015 when 23 temporary hardship dwellings
were approved on forestland. Clackamas County had over half of the hardship dwelling
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approvals on forestland in 2016-2017. The 35 approvals in 2017 were the most since 41 hardship
dwellings were approved in 2002.

Replacement Dwellings

A replacement dwelling is a new home that replaces an older dwelling on a parcel. A total of 96
replacement dwellings were approved in 2016-2017 (47 approvals in 2016 and 49 approvals in
2017). This is a slight decrease from 2014-2015 when 109 replacement dwellings were
approved. Established dwellings that are being replaced must be removed, demolished or
converted to another allowed use within three months of completion of the replacement dwelling.
Thirty-five percent of dwellings approved for replacement were removed, 35 percent were
demolished, and 16 percent were converted to non-residential use with 14 percent not specified.

Cumulative Dwelling Approvals

Between 1994 and 2017, over 9,000 dwellings of all types were approved on forestland across
the state. Figures 11 and 12 below illustrate the number of dwelling unit approvals for each year
since 1994 for the different dwelling types. The total dwellings approved over this timeframe are
provided in Table 10. Fifty-eight percent of all dwelling approvals from 1994-2017 were
template dwellings, 21 percent were replacement dwellings, nine percent were lot of record,
seven percent temporary hardship, and five percent large tract dwellings. Lane County had the
most approvals during this timeframe with 1,414 dwellings approvals, 942 of which were
template dwellings. The map in Figure 13 shows dwellings approvals on forestland from 2008-
2017.
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Table 8. Dwelling approvals on Forestland by type and county, 2016-2017

County Large Tract | Template I;_e(?oig Tlflr;r%osmpr)y Replacement Total
2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017
Baker 1 3 2 3 3
Benton 1 2 2 2 3 4
Clackamas 1 13 14 3 2 8 23 24 40
Clatsop 2 5 2 5
Columbia 13 10 2 15 10
Coos 1 17 16 1 18 17
Crook 2 1 2 1
Curry 1 1 3 2 1 5 3
Deschutes 1 2 1 2 2 4 4
Douglas 2 3 4 8 3 11 9
Gilliam 0 0
Grant 1 2 2 1
Harney 0 0
Hood River 1 4 1 1 2 5
Jackson 5 4 10 18 3 3 1 21 23
Jefferson 0 0
Josephine 3 9 1 2 4 11
Klamath 4 2 0 6
Lake 0 0
Lane 24 15 2 1 2 2 5 30 21
Lincoln 5 3 5 3
Linn 1 1 3 4 3 6
Malheur 0 0
Marion 2 2 1 1 2 4 4
Morrow 2 1 1 3 1
Multnomah 1 1 3 1 4 2
Polk 2 7 7 1 3 9 9 17 21
Sherman 0 0
Tillamook 1 2 1 1 1 1 4 3
Umatilla 0 0
Union 2 3 6 3 8
Wallowa 4 3 1 2 1 9 2
Wasco 1 1 1 1 2
Washington 5 7 1 1 1 6 3 12 12
Wheeler 1 0 1
Yamhill 2 6 2 3 5 5 13
Total 8 15 121 | 134 21 8 19 35 47 49 216 | 241
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Table 9. Template dwelling approvals on Forestland, parcel size and county, 2016-2017

County Oto5acres | 6to 10 acres | 11 to 20 acres | 21 to 40 acres | 41 to 79 ac. | 80+ acres Total
2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 2016 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017
Baker 1 0 1
Benton 1 1 1 1 2
Clackamas 4 3 3 3 3 3 2 6 13 | 14
Clatsop 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 5
Columbia 2 1 3 4 6 2 1 3 1 13 | 10
Coos 5 3 1 4 5 5 4 2 2 1 1 17 | 16
Crook 0 0
Curry 1 1 1 1 1 3 2
Deschutes 1 1 2 0
Douglas 2 1 1 3 3 4
Gilliam 0 0
Grant 0 0
Harney 0 0
Hood River 1 1 1 2 1 4
Jackson 2 6 3 2 5 2 2 4 1 1 10 | 18
Jefferson 0 0
Josephine 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 2 3 9
Klamath 1 1 2 0 4
Lake 0 0
Lane 7 4 5 4 6 4 4 3 2 24 | 15
Lincoln 1 1 1 1 1 3 5 3
Linn 1 0 1
Malheur 0 0
Marion 1 1 1 1 2 2
Morrow 2 1 2 1
Multnomah 1 1 1 1
Polk 2 1 2 3 1 1 2 1 1 7 7
Sherman 0 0
Tillamook 1 1 1 1 2
Umatilla 0 0
Union 0 0
Wallowa 2 1 1 4 0
Wasco 0 0
Washington | 1 2 2 1 1 3 2 5 7
Wheeler 0 0
Yamhill 1 1 1 3 2 2 6
Total 30 27 27 25 28 29 21 32 11 12 4 9 | 121 | 134
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Figure 11. Dwelling approvals on Forestland by year, all counties, 1994-2017
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Table 10. Dwellings approvals on Forestland, by county, 1994-2017

Lot of | Temporary

County Template | Large Tract | Record | Hardship | Replacement | Total
Baker 2 8 17 0 17 44
Benton 39 8 17 7 25 96
Clackamas 647 18 112 195 0 972
Clatsop 54 2 20 6 31 113
Columbia 520 1 15 72 56 664
Coos 341 8 20 17 142 528
Crook 0 11 1 1 16 29
Curry 122 45 17 1 5 190
Deschutes 82 10 8 2 17 119
Douglas 146 39 53 24 403 665
Gilliam 0 0 1 6 29 36
Grant 44 20 21 0 32 117
Harney 0 0 5 0 5 10
Hood River 47 12 13 0 15 87
Jackson 547 94 164 68 30 903
Jefferson 0 3 0 0 1 4
Josephine 301 12 12 3 5 333
Klamath 126 14 50 8 80 278
Lake 1 0 0 1 11 13
Lane 942 15 20 59 378 1,414
Lincoln 192 7 32 8 18 257
Linn 184 4 32 91 37 348
Malheur 0] 0 0 4 0 4
Marion 91 0 12 5 37 145
Morrow 33 6 1 3 11 54
Multnomah 55 1 6 6 71 139
Polk 258 20 25 46 169 518
Sherman 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tillamook 49 2 4 5 15 75
Umatilla 3 8 5 1 14 31
Union 20 24 39 6 52 141
Wallowa 42 15 22 4 23 106
Wasco 1 2 2 2 4 11
Washington 189 4 39 22 174 428
Wheeler 1 1 0 2 3 7
Yamhill 258 15 25 19 42 359
Total 5,337 429 810 694 1,968 9,238
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Figure 13. Map of new dwellings on Forestland, 2008-2017
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Nonresidential uses

In addition to a range of traditional forest-related uses, the commission has recognized that some
nonforest uses are acceptable in forest areas. These uses are set forth in OAR 660-006-0025.
Nonforest uses are subject to local land use approval and must demonstrate that they will not
force a significant change in or significantly increase the cost of accepted farm or forest practices
on farm or forest land.

Table 11 shows nonresidential uses approved on forestland in 2016-2017. The most commonly
approved use in 2016-2017 was home occupations (14 approvals). There were 17 approvals for
utility related uses, 10 approvals for recreation related uses, and nine approvals for mineral and
aggregate uses.

Table 11. Nonresidential use approvals on Forestland, 2016-2017
Type of use 2016 | 2017 | Total County approvals

Commercial power generating
facility 3 3 Clackamas (2), Polk (1)

Clatsop (1), Douglas (1), Hood River (1),
Communication facilities 5 3 8 Lincoln (2), Linn (1), Tillamook (1),
Washington (1)

Exploration for minerals/aggregate 2 2 | Lake(2)
Fire station 2 2 Lane (1), Wheeler (1)
Benton (1), Clatsop (1), Coos (1),
Home occupation 10 4 14 | Jackson (2), Lincoln (1), Polk (4), Union

(1), Wallowa (3)
Logging equipment repair/storage 2 1 3 Jackson (1), Tillamook (2)

Jackson (1), Klamath (2), Lincoln (2),
Wallowa (1)

Mineral & aggregate 4 2 6

Private hunting & fishing without 1 1 Wheeler (1)

lodging

Private parkdcampground 3 | 3 | 6 | gyackamas () Jackson (), Klamath (1)
Public park 1 2 Benton (1), Multnomah (1)
Reservoirs/water impoundment 1 2 Clackamas (1), Tillamook (1)

Road improvements, conditional 1 2 Jackson (1), Washington (1)

Road improvements, outright 3 3 Coos (1), Umatilla (1), Washington (1)
Temporary batch plant 1 1 Klamath (1)

Water intake facilities 1 4 Clackamas (1), Clatsop (1), Polk (2)
Youth camp 1 1 Clackamas (1)

Total 34 26 60
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Land Divisions and Property Line Adjustments

Twenty-six new parcels were approved in 2016 with 22 new parcels in 2017 for a total of 48 new
parcels (see Table 12). These numbers decreased from 2014-2015 when 63 new parcels were
created. Figure 14 shows land divisions on forestland from 2008-2017.

Forestland divisions

In 2016-2017, 24 parcels met the minimum parcel size of 80 acres. This is similar to 2014-2015
when 25 parcels met the minimum parcel size. In 2016-2017, forest land divisions occurred
fairly evenly across the state with highest number of approvals in Grant County (six new
parcels).

Nonforest land divisions

Nonforest land divisions are allowed in only a few circumstances, including the creation of a
parcel or parcels to separate one or more existing dwellings on a property. In 2016-2017, 24 new
nonforest parcels were approved, a decrease from the 38 non-forest parcels created in 2014-
2015. The majority of these parcels are five acres or smaller. The most common reason for
creating smaller parcels in 2016-2017 was to divide a parcel that has multiple dwellings (11
approvals).

Property line adjustments

Property line adjustments on forest land may occur for a variety of reasons. Occasionally they
are used to adjust parcels to areas where they can be approved for dwellings. Many of the
reported property line adjustments involve more than two tax lots. In 2016, 107 property line
adjustments were approved and 114 were approved in 2017 for total of 221 adjustments on forest
land. This is an increase from 2014-2015 when 175 property line adjustments were approved on
forest land.
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Table 12. New parcel approvals on Forestland, parcel size and county, 2016-2017

0to5 6t010 | 11to20 | 21to40 | 41to79 | 80to159 | 160 to 320+
County acres acres acres acres acres acres 319 ac. acres Total
2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017 | 2016 | 2017
Baker 0 0
Benton 0 0
Clackamas 4 1 2 4 3
Clatsop 0 0
Columbia 1 1 1 2 1
Coos 1 0 1
Crook 0 0
Curry 0 0
Deschutes 2 2 4 0
Douglas 1 3 2 1 5
Gilliam 0 0
Grant 1 2 2 1 2 4
Harney 0 0
Hood River 0 0
Jackson 1 1 1 1
Jefferson 0 0
Josephine 0 0
Klamath 0 0
Lake 0 0
Lane 1 1 1 1
Lincoln 1 0 1
Linn 1 1 1 2 1
Malheur 0 0
Marion 1 1 0
Morrow 2 2 0
Multnomah 0 0
Polk 2 1 3 0
Sherman 0 0
Tillamook 0 0
Umatilla 0 0
Union 2 0 2
Wallowa 0 0
Wasco 1 1 1 1 3 1
Washington 0 0
Wheeler 0 0
Yamhill 1 0 1
Total 10 6 0 1 0 2 3 0 0 2 6 4 6 5 1 2 26 | 22
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Figure 14. Map of land divisions on Forestland, 2008-2017
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Ballot Measures 37 and 49

If a state or local government enacts a land use regulation that restricts a residential use or a farm
or forest practice, and reduces the fair market value of a property, then the landowner may
qualify for compensation under Ballot Measure 49. Oregon voters initially passed Ballot
Measure 37 in 2004, which was later modified by the Oregon legislature and approved by the
voters in 2007 as Ballot Measure 49. Enactment of Measure 49 retroactively voided some
Measure 37 claims.

Measure 49 relief for former Measure 37 claims ended in 2011. DLCD received 4,960 Measure
49 claims and authorized 3,542 claims for residential development (Table 13). The difference
between claims received and authorizations issued is partly due to multiple claims being filed for
contiguous properties. Under Measure 49, contiguous properties were combined into single
claims.

Table 13 shows the number of new dwellings and new parcels authorized under Measure 49 for
each county. A total of 6,238 new dwellings and 3,953 new parcels were authorized.
Approximately 90 percent of Measure 49 approvals are on land in farm and forest zones.

Property owners who desire to construct new dwellings or create new parcels must apply to the
county for approval subject to the terms of their Measure 49 order. For the first time, this report
contains information on county land use approvals for new dwellings and parcels authorized by
Measure 49 claims. However, the number of Measure 49 dwellings approved by counties is
underrepresented. While statute requires counties to send notice of Measure 49 land use
decisions to DLCD, some counties only require a building permit to place a Measure 49 dwelling
on an existing parcel. Counties are not required to send notice of building permits.

On farmland, counties sent approvals for 115 Measure 49 dwellings and 94 new Measure 49
parcels in 2016-2017. For comparison, counties approved 221 nonfarm dwellings and 172 non-
Measure 49 parcels in the same period on farmland. On forestland, counties reported approvals
for 58 Measure 49 dwellings and 53 new Measure 49 parcels in 2016-2017. For comparison,
counties approved 255 template dwellings in the same period and 48 new non-Measure 49
parcels on forestland.

Due to the variability in receiving notice of Measure 49 development from counties, DLCD
periodically estimates the total numbers of Measure 49 dwellings built and parcels created since
2009, when the first authorizations were issued. This is accomplished by analyzing county tax
assessor’s data for counties that share this data. DLCD estimated that by 2016, 12 percent of new
dwellings and 28 percent of new parcels authorized by Measure 49 had been completed.

Measure 49 authorizations are tied to a specific property and may be conveyed to a new owner
when the property is sold. Unless the new owner is a spouse or revocable trust, all authorized
Measure 49 development must be completed within ten years of the property conveyance. DLCD
anticipates that Measure 49 development will increase in the coming years as properties
conveyed in 2009 and 2010 near the ten year deadline.
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Many claimants who had completed development or who were vested in their Measure 37
projects on the date Measure 49 was enacted did not file a Measure 49 election. County
approvals of Measure 37 developments are not included in this report. DLCD is working on
tracking these developments and intends to provide that information in future reports.

Table 13. Total Measure 49 authorizations, by county

County Claims Claims Autsg\xzed Authorized
Authorized . New Parcels
Dwellings

Baker 97 66 112 54
Benton 80 57 91 53
Clackamas 863 673 1,158 810
Clatsop 52 29 45 27
Columbia 79 50 90 62
Coos 135 96 182 104
Crook 33 21 44 27
Curry 75 48 99 48
Deschutes 116 83 130 93
Douglas 168 124 208 148
Gilliam 1 0 0 0
Grant 5 3 5 5
Harney 0 0 0 0
Hood River 160 117 168 113
Jackson 349 265 445 306
Jefferson 142 86 185 113
Josephine 124 82 142 106
Klamath 139 92 195 78
Lake 1 1 1 1
Lane 327 237 466 292
Lincoln 78 62 110 49
Linn 270 182 331 222
Malheur 19 11 16 10
Marion 322 211 361 223
Morrow 0 0 0 0
Multnomah 72 50 84 39
Polk 247 168 302 184
Sherman 0 0 0 0
Tillamook 67 40 78 46
Umatilla 34 25 55 30
Union 31 19 28 20
Wallowa 38 29 63 37
Wasco 31 26 44 21
Washington 485 360 607 390
Wheeler 2 0 0 0
Yamhill 318 229 393 242
Total 4,960 3,542 6,238 3,953
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Urban Growth Boundary Expansions and Zone Changes

Urban growth boundaries (UGBSs) help prevent conversion of irreplaceable farm and forest lands,
while limiting the cost of services associated with expansion of urban infrastructure into rural
areas. Cities must have a 20 year supply of land within UGBs to meet their residential,
commercial, and industrial needs. Periodically it is necessary to expand UGBs onto rural lands to
meet those needs. Lands zoned EFU, forest, and mixed farm-forest are given lower priority for
inclusion in UGBs than lands already zoned for rural development or nonresource lands.

Rural zone changes are usually approved in order to allow land uses that otherwise would not
permitted in an EFU, forest, or mixed farm-forest zone. Examples include clustered rural
residential parcels, mineral and aggregate quarries, and institutional uses such as schools serving
an urban population. A zone change typically includes an exception to Statewide Planning Goals
3 or 4 based on existing development, development patterns on surrounding lands, or other
reasons. A goal exception is not required if it can be demonstrated that a parcel does not qualify
as agricultural or forest land and is nonresource land.

2016-2017 approvals

Table 14 shows that 1,417 acres brought into UGBs in 2016-2017 were formerly zoned EFU and
135 acres were zoned forest or mixed farm-forest. A total of 4,450 acres were added to UGBs in
2016-2017 (see Table 15). Lands zoned EFU accounted for 32 percent of the total acreage while
forestland was only 3 percent. This demonstrates that state rules prioritizing the inclusion of
Goal 3 and 4 exception areas and nonresource lands in UGBs continue to be effective.

The largest UGB expansions were for the cities of Bend, Eugene and Sandy. Bend’s 2,380 acre
UGB expansion did not include any land zoned EFU, forest, or mixed farm-forest. The City of

Eugene’s expansion included 939 acres of EFU for employment land. Less than half of Sandy’s
652 acre expansion was zoned EFU or forest.

Table 14 also shows acres rezoned for rural development. In 2016-2017, 825 acres of EFU land
and 336 acres of forest and mixed farm-forest land were rezoned for rural development. Mineral
and aggregate uses led to rezoning of 276 acres. Solar development accounted for the rezoning of
167 acres. Over 50 percent of the 470 acres rezoned in Lane County for rural development
occurred as a result of a marginal lands designation, which is process allowed only in Lane and
Washington counties. Five zone changes encompassing 128 acres were approved based on
nonresource land findings rather than a goal exception (see Table 18).

In 2016-2017, 432 acres of EFU land were rezoned to forest or mixed farm-forest zones and 76
acres were rezoned from forest to EFU. A zone change from EFU to forest or vice versa does not
require a goal exception. These zone changes are often pursued to facilitate development that is
allowed in one rural zone but not another. As an example, it is easier to get template dwelling
approval than nonfarm dwelling approval in the Willamette Valley, prompting rezonings to
forest use in this area. Outside the Willamette Valley it can be easier to get nonfarm dwelling
approvals instead of forest zone template dwelling approvals.
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Table 14. UGB expansions and zone changes on Farm and Forest Land, by county, 2016-2017

Exclusive Farm Use Forest & Farm-Forest

county | To | TOOMEN| 1o | 00T | et | To | TROUST | 1o | O | e

Forest Zone UGB EFU Total | EFU Zone UGB Forest Total
Baker 0 0
Benton 8 8 0
Clackamas 5 202 207 4 4
Clatsop 0 49 49
Columbia 0 0
Coos 71 71 71 -71
Crook 160 160 0
Curry 0 0
Deschutes 58 58 0
Douglas 0 32 32
Gilliam 0 0
Grant 279 279 279 -279
Harney 0 0
Hood River 0 0
Jackson 77 77 20 20
Jefferson 2 2 0
Josephine 0 39 39
Klamath 107 13 94 0
Lake 61 58 3 0
Lane 82 258 939 1,280 212 82 130
Lincoln 0 0
Linn 0 1 1
Malheur 0 0
Marion 12 12 0
Morrow 13 9 22 0
Multnomah 0 0
Polk 42 42 0
Sherman 100 100 0
Tillamook 0 0
Umatilla 184 184 16 16
Union 0 16 16
Wallowa 0 0
Wasco 0 0
Washington 0 82 82
Wheeler 2 2 0
Yamhill 76 -76 76 76
Total 432 825 1,417 147 2,527 76 336 135 432 116
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Cumulative UGB expansions and zone changes

Between 1989 and 2017, a total of 50,570 acres of EFU land has been added to UGBs or rezoned
for rural development. In forest and mixed farm-forest zones, 17,016 acres were removed due to
UGB expansions and zone changes to allow rural development during this timeframe. As shown
in Figure 15, UGB expansions on EFU account for nearly the same acreage as zone changes to
rural development. On forestland, rural zone changes have accounted for more than double the
acreage added to UGB:s.

Figure 15. Farm and Forest Land rezoned or added to UGBs, 1989-2017
30,000
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5,000

0
To UGB To Other Rural To EFU or
Zone Forest

Table 15 shows UGB expansions from 1989 to 2017. Over 66,000 acres of land were added to
UGBs statewide during this timeframe. Forty-one percent (27,300 acres) of the acres added was
for the Portland-area Metro UGB. More than one-third of the new acreage added to UGBS in this
period originated from farm zones, while eight percent was from forest or mixed farm-forest
zones. As UGBs continue to expand fewer non-resource lands will be available to be brought
into the boundaries, and more farm and forest land will come under pressure to be added to
UGB:s.

Tables 16 and 17 show rural zone changes from 1989-2017. Nearly 38,000 acres were rezoned
from EFU, forest, or mixed farm-forest zones to other rural zones during this timeframe. A net of
21,034 acres were rezoned from EFU during 2001-2017. On forestland, a net of 6,541 acres were
rezoned during 2001-2017.
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Table 15. Farm and Forest Land included in UGBs by Year, 1989 — 2017

Acres from Acres from
Year | Number | Acres Forest
EFU Zones

Zones
1989 25 1,445 259 100
1990 9 2,737 1,734 17
1991 21 1,480 177 70
1992 15 970 297 120
1993 22 2,277 1,390 448
1994 20 1,747 201 20
1995 15 624 219 143
1996 19 3,816 2,466 16
1997 12 668 508 40
1998 21 2,726 493 2
1999 10 927 587 72
2000 8 624 0 0
2001 4 140 11 0
2002 55 17,962 3,281 1,659
2003 10 385 124 85
2004 7 3,391 2,090 176
2005 10 739 70 8
2006 15 3,231 670 27
2007 19 292 105 65
2008 6 972 949 0
2009 7 782 686 4
2010 5 58 37 2
2011 6 2,738 1,662 699
2012 6 4,941 757 1,272
2013 7 894 559 0
2014 8 4,188 3,262 350
2015 7 1,028 79 1
2016 5 2,605 225 0
2017 10 1,845 1,192 135

Totals 384 66,232 | 24,090 (36%) | 5,531 (8%)
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Table 16. Farmland zone changes, 1989-2017

To To To To Other Net total
From EFU Commercial* | Industrial** | Residential SsllE! Forest Z(I)Enlfljo char:zgscjrom
1989 - 2000 614 1,370 5,986 7,970 2,410 944,670 934,290
2001 11 31 283 325 67 148 -244
2002 18 69 147 234 202 10 -426
2003 21 2 283 306 90 77 -319
2004 25 1,681 220 1,926 269 52 -2,143
2005 479 772 414 1,665 988 21 -2,632
2006 31 539 1,468 2,038 311 777 -1,572
2007 2 342 1,704 2,048 1,115 2,020 -1,143
2008 79 10 1,011 1,100 73 -1,173
2009 6 375 396 777 459 53 -1,183
2010 30 439 402 871 546 41 -1,376
2011 288 270 558 199 -757
2012 57 1,075 42 1,174 517 -1,691
2013 380 380 1,316 -1,696
2014 22 55 2,987 3,064 6 916 -2,154
2015 640 569 10 1,219 204 8 -1,415
2016 103 167 206 476 93 -383
2017 8 157 184 349 432 54 =727
Total 2,146 7,941 16,393 26,480 9,204 | 948,940 913,256

*Public zones are counted as commercial; **Mineral and aggregate zones are counted as industrial
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Table 17. Forest and mixed farm-forest zone changes, 1989-2017

To To To To Other Net total
From Forest Commercial* | Industrial** | Residential Slsioil EFU zoneto | change from
Forest Forest
1989 - 2000 16 275 3,692 3,983 8,517 36,854 24,354
2001 232 232 -232
2002 113 113 109 -222
2003 520 520 113 -633
2004 82 95 177 50 -227
2005 31 101 132 44 50 -126
2006 3 292 295 163 -132
2007 2 5 1,269 1,276 90 -1,186
2008 3 212 5 220 131 509 158
2009 56 2,451 2,507 27 -2,480
2010 215 185 489 889 10 378 -521
2011 2 53 55 162 -217
2012 5 74 79 80 1
2013 18 129 147 288 -435
2014 4 159 163 11 -152
2015 197 164 361 204 -157
2016 32 120 152 35 -187
2017 16 136 32 184 41 432 207
Total 276 1,348 9,861 11,485 9,500 38,798 17,813

*Public zones are counted as commercial; **Mineral and aggregate zones are counted as industrial

Table 18 shows acres rezoned using a nonresource lands process. Rural resource lands
(commonly referred to as nonresource lands) are rural lands that do not meet the state’s
definition of agricultural or forest lands. Rural resource lands are not subject to Statewide
Planning Goals 3 and 4 and may be zoned by counties for other uses. These lands are commonly
rezoned for rural residential development with minimum parcel sizes of 10 acres or less.

In 2009, the Legislature adopted provisions that allow counties to designate land for nonresource
use (see ORS 215.788 — 794). This process requires coordination with state agencies to ensure
such lands are truly nonresource and that future development would not conflict with wildlife,
water quality, or increase the costs of public facilities and services. Counties and landowners
have not used this process but rather continue to designate rural resource lands on a case by case
basis through comprehensive plan amendments.

Ten counties have designated rural resource lands as shown in Table 18. Several counties have
recently expressed interest conducting countywide evaluations of land that could be rezoned for
nonresource use.
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Table 18. Acres of nonresource designations, by county

Acres _Acres _
County designated designated in
2016-2017

Clatsop 2,351
Crook 23,261
Deschutes 416 36
Douglas 3,341
Jackson 525 20
Josephine 15,534 39
Klamath 34,797
Linn 121 1
Lane 527 32
Wasco 7,047
Total 87,920 128
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2016 - 2017 Statutory and Rule Changes
for Farm and Forest Lands

Statutory amendments

SB 1517 (2016) — Makes wetland creation and restoration a conditional use in Tillamook
County.

SB 1598 (2016) — Clarifies that both recreational and medical marijuana are a crop as
used in the definition of “farm use.”

HB 2179 (2017) — Allows onsite treatment of septage prior to land application of
biosolids

HB 2730 (2017) — Allows golf courses west of Highway 101 to be permitted on high-
value farmland when the land is only considered to be high-value based on water rights
for irrigation or location within an irrigation or diking district.

HB 3456 (2017) — Allows photovoltaic solar facilities to be located on high-value
farmland in the Columbia Valley American Viticultural Area under certain
circumstances.

SB 644 (2017) — Mining of significant non-aggregate resources is exempt from
compliance with certain EFU regulations in seven eastern Oregon counties.

SB 677 (2017) — Allows cider businesses to be established on agricultural land.

Rule amendments

OAR 660-006-0005 (2016) — Clarifies that the definition of “forest land” includes
forested areas that maintain soil, air, water and fish and wildlife resources.

OAR 660-006-0026 and 660-033-0100 (2016) — Clarifies that a property line adjustment
may not be used to separate uses where land divisions are prohibited.
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Conclusion

Oregon’s farm and forest land protection program has provided a significant level of protection
to the state’s working landscapes over the last several decades. As shown in Figure 16, the acres
of farm and forest lands converted to low density residential and urban uses in Oregon has
slowed considerably since the adoption of county comprehensive plans in 1984.

Figure 16. Acres of Farm and Forest Lands Converted to Low Density Residential and
Urban (Gray et al, 2018)

1994 — 2013 (19 Years)
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Over the years, the Legislature and LCDC have continued to refine the state’s agricultural and
forest land protections to accommodate changing needs and regional variation. As Oregon
continues to change, it is important to remember the valuable role that agricultural and forest
lands provide to the food needs and health of all Oregonians. Agricultural and forest lands are
also critical for the various industries that depend on Oregon produced farm and forest products
and businesses that thrive on recreation and tourism opportunities. Maintaining the land base
necessary to support agricultural and forestry operations is a critical component of a prosperous
Oregon.
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Introduction

Problem Statement

The preservation of agricultural and forest land is a primary objective of Oregon’s land use
planning system. However, since the inception of Oregon’s statewide land use planning
program in 1973, there has been concern that there are lands currently protected for exclusive
farm use (EFU), forest, or mixed farm-forest under Statewide Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands) and
Goal 4 (Forest Lands) which have actually been mis-zoned due to low quality soils and limited
potential for agricultural or forestry use. The rural resource land issue has been approached in
several iterations over the years through extensive public review, work sessions, and pilot
studies by the Oregon State Legislature and the Land Conservation and Development
Commission (LCDC or the commission). These lands have been difficult to define and identify
due to policy, technical, and jurisdictional issues.

” ow

Historically, these lands have been termed “marginal,” “secondary,” “small-scale resource,”
“nonresource,” and “rural resource” in an attempt to describe their rural nature and lower
production value. Most recently “nonresource” has been replaced by “rural resource” to
underscore the land’s function as a resource in some capacity. Rural resource land will be used
within this document to refer to this grouping of less productive resource lands. It should be
noted that rural resource lands do not require a goal exception from Statewide Planning Goals 3
or 4 and thus are not considered to be “exception” lands. Exception lands are typically
designated due to the existing development patterns (e.g., platted subdivisions) that preclude
viable farm and forest use while rural resource lands could be hundreds or even thousands of
acres with no existing settlement pattern.

As Oregon faces continued growth, how to approach land development in an intentional and
proactive manner while balancing resource protection has become an increasingly critical and
challenging question. There is existing concern that Oregon’s agricultural and forest economies
are under threat from expanding development which can cause fragmentation of large parcels,
conversion of land use and land cover, and degradation of critical habitat.! Furthermore, there
is concern that other resource values such as protecting open space to maintain soil, air, water,
and fish and wildlife resources and for recreational opportunities are not given adequate
consideration. Concerns about preserving private property rights and bolstering local revenue
has created political pressure to continue land conversion.? This report seeks to create a fact-
based foundation to inform future productive discussion of the issues surrounding rural resource
lands. With the current collection of new and evolving issues in land use planning, now is a
critical time to move forward in addressing the rural resource lands issue.

This document synthesizes the rural resource lands issue by providing a synopsis of the history
of the problem, outlining the best available scientific and technical data that can inform related
policy and planning efforts, and summarizing options to further address the issue. Efforts to
address the rural resource lands issue should be integrated with other resource lands protection
strategies by creating standards which will serve to guide counties in identifying and zoning rural

1 MacLaren, C.; Kimball, K.; Holmes, G.; and Eisenbeis, D., 1000 Friends of Oregon. (undated). Too
Many Homes on the Range. <http://www.friends.org/sites/friends.org/files/reports/too_many_homes.pdf>.
2 Hansen, T. M.; Francis, C.; Esseks, J. D.; and Williams, J. A. Jr., "Multifunctional Rural Landscapes:
Economic, Environmental, Policy, and Social Impacts of Land Use Changes in Nebraska," (2007).
Theses, Dissertations, and Student Research in Agronomy and Horticulture. 45.
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lands which do not meet the definition of agricultural or forest resource lands and do not warrant
protection under other Statewide Planning Goals.

Impetus for Project

A strategy identified in the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development’s
(DLCD or the department) 2014-2022 Strategic Plan is development of a “nonresource/rural
resource lands” policy. LCDC'’s 2017-2019 Policy Agenda also includes “nonresource/other
resource lands” and specifies a need for additional research and possible rulemaking:

“Consider development of a “nonresource/other resource lands” policy that is integrated with
resource lands protection strategies, including consideration of carrying capacity,
environmental and habitat protection, infrastructure requirements and availability, and other
factors. There are currently no standards to guide counties in identifying and zoning lands
which do not meet the definition of agricultural or forest resource lands. To date, several
stakeholder conversations have helped further define the issue. State agencies, in
particular, are identifying issues of mutual interest.”

DLCD is approaching the project by first researching the issue to provide an overview of past
efforts and current interests as well as what and how data can best inform rural resource
designations. The department may utilize information and data gathered during the research
phase to conduct additional research or to make policy recommendations during a future
rulemaking phase or it may be determined that rulemaking is unnecessary. All policy decisions
will be based on best available scientific and technical data and information while being
balanced with the state’s goals for resource land protection. This report is the result of the
research phase of the project.

Sources of Information

This report synthesizes current available information regarding rural resource lands from DLCD
internal documentation and reports. Additionally, GIS data and information was collected along
with accompanying relevant technical and policy context. Geospatial data collection focused on
coordinating with state agencies which house information and data most pertinent to addressing
rural resource land designation and carrying capacity considerations. Data provided herein was
obtained primarily from DLCD, Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA), Oregon Department of
Forestry (ODF), Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), Oregon Department of State
Lands (ODSL), Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ), and Oregon Water
Resources Department (OWRD).

Data Gaps and Limitations

The level of accurate and applicable technical and scientific data and information available is a
factor in determining the scope of department and commission efforts to protect Oregon’s
resource lands. This document provides a foundational rather than exhaustive list of data and
information which the department and commission could apply to the rural resource lands issue.

DLCD focused on gathering statewide GIS datasets which are primarily coarse scale. Attempts
were made to identify data that can be used at finer, parcel-level scales, but this data was not
always available or did not exist at a consistent scale across the state, with data gaps being a
common occurrence. The availability of finer scale or parcel-level data often coincides with
funding associated with interest and necessity for program-based goals. Due to inherent gaps

2
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and limitations, the datasets listed herein should serve as a basis for LCDC to make informed
decisions on if and how to proceed with rural resource land policy. In many cases, qualified
practitioners may need to make site specific investigations to establish accurate conditions at
the parcel level.

Background

History of Issue

This section outlines an abbreviated history of the rural resource lands issue to establish the
historical context for this report’s analysis as well as subsequent options and recommendations.

Establishment of the Oregon Land Use Planning System

1973 SB 100 is passed, establishing the statewide Oregon land use planning program
through the creation of LCDC, and its administrative branch, DLCD. Additionally,
SB 101 is passed, creating statewide protections for farmland through further
amendments to the EFU zone (ORS Chapter 215). One of the Oregon land use
planning system’s primary goals has been to protect Oregon’s agricultural and
timber economy and accompanying farm and forest land base through a
combined strategy of tax incentives and development restrictions. From the
passage of this bill came 19 Statewide Planning Goals, of which Goals 3 and 4
are most pertinent to the concept of rural resource lands. Goals 3 and 4 refer to
agricultural and forest lands respectively, often referred to collectively as
“Resource Lands.” Oregon’s resource lands protection is based on statute and
administrative rules as interpreted by the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA)
and the courts.

Statewide Planning Goal 3, “Agricultural Lands,” requires identification of
agricultural land, use of statutory EFU zones (ORS Chapter 215), and review of
farm and non-farm uses according to statute and administrative rule (OAR
chapter 660, division 33) provisions. These provisions also incorporate statutory
minimum lot sizes and standards for all land divisions.

Statewide Planning Goal 4, “Forest Lands,” seeks to maintain Oregon’s forests to
allow for tree harvesting that is consistent with sound management of soil, air,
water, fish, and wildlife resources.

Marginal Lands

1983 Legislature adopts the Marginal Lands Act that established trade-off between
less regulation of lower quality marginal lands and improved protection for the
best or primary resource lands. Only Lane and Washington counties adopt the
system.

1985 Legislature does not adopt a proposed trade-off to restrict nonfarm dwellings in
return for expanded lot-of-record provisions in EFU zones. Instead, the
Legislature directs the Commission to “[c]Jonsider adoption of rules, amendments
of the goals and recommendations for legislation that will provide a practical
means of identifying secondary resource land and allow specified uses of those
lands.”

3
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Commission establishes Rural Lands Advisory Committee to “review whether the
application of the EFU, marginal lands and lot-of-record statutes are effective in
achieving the purpose of Statewide Goal 3, to ‘preserve and maintain agricultural
lands.™

Secondary Lands

1987

July 1988

Oct 1988

1989

1990

1991

1992

1993

Legislature requires Commission to “[a]dopt and submit a definition of secondary
resource lands and uses permitted on secondary resource lands.”

LCDC adopts definition of “Secondary Lands” and draft proposal for the
identification and the uses and densities allowed for primary and secondary
resource lands.

LCDC begins process to amend Statewide Goals 3 and 4 to designate “primary”
and “secondary” agricultural and forest lands and establish appropriate uses and
densities for such lands.

Legislature directs DLCD through budget notes to fund a Pilot Program for the
testing of criteria to identify “secondary lands.” Part of the notes requires that the
Commission will not adopt any proposed rules as part of this program until after
they are presented to the “appropriate legislative review agency.”

Statewide Goal 4 is amended after many public meetings, workshops, and
hearings that began in October 1988. Work on Goal 3 is postponed pending
completion of the “Farm and Forest Research Study.” The Study will be an
independent analysis of Oregon’s productive farm and forest lands and will
determine what actions or conditions may diminish the quality and quantity of
these farm and forest lands.

LCDC transmits to the Legislative Assembly the “Farm and Forest Research
Study” that concluded that Oregon’s current system of land use planning was
failing to provide adequate protection for farm and forest lands.

LCDC amends Goals 3 and 4 to distinguish between small-scale resource lands,
high-value and important farm land, and forest land. LCDC adopts new
administrative rules for the identification of small-scale resource lands, high-value
and important farm land and forest land as well as the specific uses allowed on
such lands.

Legislature adopts HB 3661 establishing new lot-of-record provisions for farm
and forest zones and directs LCDC to repeal goal and rule provisions regarding
small-scale resource lands, closing the option for designation of marginal lands
by any county other than Lane and Washington.

The Big Look and Regional Problem Solving

2005

The Big Look Task Force was created as a result of Senate Bill 82 to review the
state’s land use planning program. Primary conclusions included the need for a
more flexible system, more responsiveness to regional variations, greater
regional cooperation, a move toward a more adaptive planning model, and
greater simplicity.

4
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The Big Look Task Force Report was released to the 2009 Oregon Legislature.
Chapter 3 of the Report focuses on issues related to appropriate zoning of non-
productive farm and forest land as well as the re-designation of these lands for
other rural uses. The Big Look Task Force brought attention to the need to better
define and set quantifiable limits for carrying capacity. As a result of The Big
Look, the 2009 Legislature passed House Bill 2229. HB 2229 provided counties
with a process for corrective remapping of rural land zoning to ensure
sustainable development of rezoned lands and for prompting updates of natural
resource protections. The bill created the structure for a regional problem-solving
process that allowed counties to remap rural lands based on the results of
regional problem solving. See ORS 215.788—794.

Governor Kitzhaber signed Executive Order 12-07, known as the Southern
Oregon Regional Pilot Project (SORPP), establishing a Pilot Program for
Regional Farm and Forest Land Conservation. Douglas, Jackson, and Josephine
counties began a regional process to develop a plan that allowed for regional
variation in what lands must be planned and zoned for farm and forest use. The
executive order focused specifically on the parameters and measures that should
be used in determining what was, and was not, "nonresource land."

Final SORPP reports were submitted to LCDC. Ultimately, participating counties
were unable to reach consensus on the difficult topics included in the scope of
the executive order, and were not able to establish a regional planning
framework to address them.

Existing Regulatory Framework

Agricultural Land

Statewide Planning Goal 3, “Agricultural Lands,” requires identification of agricultural land, use
of statutory EFU zones, and review of land uses according to statute and administrative rule
(OAR chapter 660, division 33) requirements.

Agricultural lands are defined in OAR 660-033-0020(1):

(1)(a) "Agricultural Land" as defined in Goal 3 includes:

(A) Lands classified by the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) as
predominantly Class I-1V soils in Western Oregon and I-VI soils in Eastern Oregon;

(B) Land in other soil classes that is suitable for farm use as defined in ORS 215.203(2)(a),
taking into consideration soil fertility; suitability for grazing; climatic conditions; existing and
future availability of water for farm irrigation purposes; existing land use patterns;
technological and energy inputs required; and accepted farming practices; and

(C) Land that is necessary to permit farm practices to be undertaken on adjacent or nearby
agricultural lands.
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(b) Land in capability classes other than I-IV/I-VI that is adjacent to or intermingled with
lands in capability classes I-IV/I-VI within a farm unit, shall be inventoried as agricultural
lands even though this land may not be cropped or grazed,

(c) "Agricultural Land" does not include land within acknowledged urban growth boundaries
or land within acknowledged exception areas for Goal 3 or 4.

The agricultural land definition includes land based on soil capability but also requires an in-
depth analysis of whether the land is suitable for farm use, which typically requires the use of
discretion by local decision makers. OAR 660-033-0030 provides additional guidance on
identifying agricultural land and provides an option for the use of soil assessments that are more
detailed than NRCS mapping. In addition, there is substantial case law which has served to
further refine how suitability for farm use should be addressed.

Forest Land

Statewide Planning Goal 4, “Forest Lands,” seeks to maintain Oregon’s forests for tree
harvesting that is consistent with sound management of soil, air, water, fish, and wildlife
resources.

OAR 660-006-0005(7) defines forest lands as:

(7) “Forest lands” as defined in Goal 4 are those lands acknowledged as forest lands, or, in
the case of a plan amendment, forest lands shall include:

(a) Lands that are suitable for commercial forest uses, including adjacent or nearby lands
which are necessary to permit forest operations or practices; and

(b) Other forested lands that maintain soil, air, water and fish and wildlife resources.

OAR 660-006-0010 provides additional requirements for identifying forest land for a
comprehensive plan and zone change amendments. NRCS is the primary source for wood
production capability data. If NRCS mapping is unavailable or proven to be inaccurate, alternate
data sources may be considered in the following order:

1. Oregon Department of Revenue (DOR) site class maps for Western Oregon
2. USDA Forest Service plant association guides
3. Other information determined by the State Forester to be of comparable quality.

The rule does not establish a minimum threshold for wood production capability that constitutes
commercial forest use. In Just v. Linn County (60 Or LUBA 74 (2009)), the Land Use Board of
Appeals (LUBA) found:

“Our cases suggest that land with a productivity of less than 20 cf/ac/yr may be unsuitable
for commercial forest use unless there are factors that compensate for the land’s relatively
low productivity. But land in a middle range from a low of approximately 40 cf/ac/yr to a high
of approximately 80 cf/ac/yr is unlikely to be unsuitable for commercial forest use unless
there are additional factors that render those moderately productive soils unsuitable for
commercial forest use. Rural land with a wood fiber productivity of over 80 cf/ac/yr is almost
certainly suitable for commercial forest use, even if there are limiting factors.”
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The portion of the forest lands definition that addresses maintaining “soil, air, water and fish and
wildlife resources” has not been further defined in rule. LUBA has determined that a lack of Goal
5 resources in a county comprehensive plan is not adequate justification, if such lands are
needed to maintain soil, air, fish and wildlife resources (DLCD v. Curry County, 33 Or LUBA 728
(2997)).

Rural Resource Land

Found in ORS 215.788, the current definition for rural resource lands exists in statute by the
term, “nonresource land,” and is defined by what it is not:

215.788 Legislative review of lands zoned for farm and forest use; criteria.
(4) A county must plan and zone land reviewed under this section:

(a) For farm use if the land meets the definition of “agricultural land” in a goal relating to
agricultural lands;

(b) For forest use if the land meets the definition of “forest land” used for comprehensive
plan amendments in the goal relating to forestlands;

(c) For mixed farm and forest use if the land meets both definitions;

(d) For nonresource use, consistent with ORS 215.794, if the land does not meet either
definition; or

(e) For a use other than farm use or forest use as provided in a goal relating to land use
planning process and policy framework and subject to an exception to the appropriate goals
under ORS 197.732 (2).

Presently, counties may designate rural resource lands through two methods. The first, and to
date only process utilized, is by identifying land that does not meet the definition of “Agricultural
Land” or “Forest Land” and thus is not subject to Goal 3 or 4 protection. These lands are
typically designated in the county comprehensive plan as “nonresource lands” and may be
developed for residential or other uses not allowed in farm and forest zones. Counties permit
creation of new parcels in nonresource land zones that are smaller than typically is allowed in
EFU or forest zones. Rural resource lands are still subject to the other Statewide Planning
Goals which, among other matters, preclude the establishment or extension of public sewer
systems and urbanization. Uses allowed on rural resource lands must also be compliant with
county adopted Goal 5 inventories (e.g. wildlife habitat, wetlands, riparian corridors).

Ten Oregon counties have utilized this method to rezone land from EFU and forest. The primary
purpose for nonresource designations appears to be the creation of rural residential parcels. 2
Between 2008 and 2018, DLCD identified 24 zone changes associated with nonresource
designations. These zone changes did not require an exception from Statewide Planning Goals
3 or 4. Two zone changes were to rural commercial zones. Twenty-two zone changes were
from EFU or forest zones to zones that list single-family residential dwellings as an outright
allowed use. Residential minimum parcel sizes varied between 5, 10, and 20 acres.

3 Clatsop, Crook, Deschutes, Douglas, Jackson, Josephine, Klamath, Linn, Lane, Wasco
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The second path to rural resource land designation, which has not been used by counties,
requires a more comprehensive evaluation and direct DLCD participation. Found in ORS
215.788 — 794, this option was created in 2009 as a result of the “Big Look.” If used, this
process would provide counties with an opportunity for corrective remapping of rural lands while
considering the carrying capacity of those lands for development.

To begin the Big Look process, a scope of work for the reacknowledgement must be approved
by DLCD. The process would then proceed as a legislative review of county lands to determine
whether lands currently zoned farm and/or forest are consistent with the definitions of
“agricultural lands” or “forest lands” as stated in the respective goals. Lands which are subject to
a goal exception under ORS 197.732 must also be reviewed. After making determinations
regarding what farm and/or forest lands do and do not meet the definition and analyzing
carrying capacity, counties must submit findings to DLCD which will then be reviewed by LCDC
in coordination with ODA and ODF.

Rural resource land designations do not require a goal exception from Statewide Planning
Goals 3 or 4. However, the land is still subject to compliance with the other Statewide Planning
Goals unless an exception is taken. For example, Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services)
prohibits extension of sewer service to rural areas, including rural resource lands, without an
exception.

Analysis and Findings

A robust rural resource lands policy will consider: capability, suitability, and carrying capacity.
Capability refers to the ability of the land to produce an agricultural or forest product. This factor
is primarily governed by soils and water availability.  Agricultural land capability class and forest
productivity thresholds are useful tools for determining at what level of capability an agricultural
or forest operation is deemed feasible. Suitability, another significant factor, refers to the ability
to conduct viable farm or forest operations and is intimately related to the size and position of
the operation’s land base in relation to surrounding uses as well as accompanying
infrastructure.® Carrying capacity refers to the level of use which can be accommodated and
continued without impairment of natural resources productivity, the ecosystem and the quality of
air, land, and water resources.® Additionally, carrying capacity, in relation to rural resource
lands, should account for impacts to water supply, energy use, transportation facilities, risk and
cost of wildfire, cost of public facilities and services, and the fiscal health of local government as
outlined in ORS 215.791. Finally, state land use policy ensures that rural lands remain sparsely
settled and are not utilized for urban levels of development and services consistent with Goals
11 (Public Facilities and Services), 12 (Transportation), and 14 (Urbanization).

The following section of the report will address the above considerations through a (1) Farm and
Forest Resource Evaluation and (2) Carrying Capacity Evaluation. To begin, the Farm and
Forest Resource Evaluation considers what lands might qualify as rural resource lands based
upon the land’s potential agricultural capability and woody biomass productivity. The Carrying

4 Johnson, J. Oregon Department of Agriculture. (2007). Identification and Assessment of the Long-Term
Commercial Viability of Metro Region Agricultural Lands. < https://multco.us/file/27992/download>.

5 Ibid.

6 Department of Land Conservation and Development, Statewide Planning Goals: Definitions.
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Capacity Evaluation considers how available geospatial data can inform questions of if or how
to proceed with development on rural resource lands.

Two basic methodological frameworks exist for using the carrying capacity analysis. One
framework would use this analysis to exclude lands from rural resource redesignation so that
they would remain as farm and forest lands. The other framework would use this analysis not to
exclude lands from rural resource designation but instead to limit the resulting increases in non-
farm and non-forest development activity that local governments could approve on such lands. It
is possible that these two methodological frameworks might be used in conjunction as well—for
example, using location within an urban reserve to exclude lands, while using existence of a
wildlife habitat overlay to allow less development on designated rural resource lands than on
similarly-designated lands not within the wildlife habitat overlay.

Regional differences were taken into consideration due to the substantial climatic differences in
lands east versus west of the Cascades. For this report, Eastern Oregon includes all the
counties east of the Cascades: Baker, Crook, Deschutes, Gilliam, Grant, Harney, Jefferson,
Klamath, Lake, Malheur, Morrow, Sherman, Umatilla, Union, Wallowa, Wasco, and Wheeler. All
other counties are considered to be in Western Oregon.

Consulting with state agencies has been and will continue to be a critical part of the process in
creating a robust rural resource lands policy. Additional stakeholder conversations will be
necessary to round out an informed discussion.

Farm and Forest Resource Evaluation

As rural resource lands are primarily defined by their exclusion from definitions in Statewide
Planning Goals 3 and 4, analysis was first conducted to determine which lands are agricultural
or forest lands.

Farm and Forest Resource Evaluation goals:

1) Identify currently zoned farm and forest lands that meet capability and productivity
thresholds.

2) Identify additional suitability factors that require further analysis to determine potential rural
resource land designation qualifications.

9
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Area of Analysis

Geospatial analysis began by narrowing the area of analysis to those lands which are potentially
eligible for rural resource land designation. The initial area of analysis includes land currently
zoned EFU, forest, and mixed farm-forest (see Figure 1).” Federal lands not subject to the
Statewide Planning Goals were subsequently removed from the farm and forest zoning layer.
Additionally, because local governments often retain farm and forest zoning as an interim
measure for urbanizable lands within an urban growth boundary (UGB), such lands were also

removed from the layer. The resulting narrowed layer formed the extent of the area analyzed in
the following processes.

Figure 1: Exclusive Farm Use, Forest, and Mixed Farm-Forest Zoning on Non-Federal Lands

Mixed farm-forest zone Forest zone Zoning data unavailable

Urban Growth Boundary areas EFU zone Federal and tribal land

7 Digital zoning data was unavailable for Gilliam County.
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Agricultural Land

Agricultural Capability Classification

“Agricultural land” as defined by OAR 660-033-0020(1) is land composed of Class I-1V sails in
Western Oregon and Class I-VI in Eastern Oregon as determined by Natural Resource
Conservation Service (NRCS) soils data. Per this definition, the NRCS Gridded Soil Survey
Geographic dataset for Oregon was used to determine agricultural soil capability classes for
both irrigated and nonirrigated classifications. The NRCS Gridded Soil Survey Geographic is the
most detailed level of soil geographic data developed by the National Cooperative Soil Survey
depicting information about the types and distribution of soils across Oregon. Soil map units are
linked to attributes in the National Soil Information System relational database, giving the
proportionate extent of the component soils and their properties. Large areas, particularly in
Eastern Oregon, have not yet been surveyed yet, although NRCS is actively working on private
land in these areas which should be done in the next five years.

For the purposes of this analysis, lands were considered to be agricultural land if they had either
an irrigated or nonirrigated capability class of I-1V/I-VI due to lack of consistent statewide data
regarding existing, former, or potential future irrigation rights. See Figure 2 for results. The
ability to irrigate soils requires a more detailed analysis when lands are proposed for rural
resource designation.

Figure 2: NRCS Agricultural Capability Classes on Non-Federal Lands

No Soils Data I 1i=rcs soil Capability Class 1-4 I 1=cs soil Capability Class 1-6
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Suitability for Farm Use

In addition to NRCS soil capability classes, OAR 660-033-0020(1) further defines agricultural
land as land in other soil classes that is suitable for farm use, taking into consideration soil
fertility, suitability for grazing, climatic conditions, existing and future availability of water for farm
irrigation purposes, existing land use patterns, technological and energy inputs required, and
accepted farming practices. Land may also be suitable for farm use if it is necessary to allow
farm practices to occur on nearby lands or if it is intermingled with lands in capability classes I-
IV/1-VI within a farm unit. A property specific evaluation is most likely necessary to definitively
ascertain whether or not a specific parcel meets the agricultural lands definition by these
additional criteria, if the definition is not met by NRCS soil capability class.

Figure 3: Animal Unit Months (AUMs) for Western Oregon
on Non-Federal Lands

Animal Unit Months (AUMSs): Animal Unit
Months are a measure of carrying
capacity and land suitability for grazing
and livestock production. AUMs are
computed from the NRCS soils database
as a way to assign pasture yields on a per
acre basis for both irrigated and non-
irrigated lands. Specifically, a single AUM
unit denotes the amount of forage
required to sustain one mature 1,000
pound cow and a calf up to 6 months of
age, or equivalent (five sheep or goats,
one bull or one horse), for one month.
Two AUMs per acre has been considered
suitable for grazing by ODA, which
correlates with being capable of
sustaining two cow/calf pairs, with the
above stipulations, for an entire growing
season. As AUMs are based on pasture
yields, it is important to consider that the
definition of pasture includes a high level
of management which includes “periodic
renovation and/or cultural treatments such
as tillage, fertilization, mowing, weed
control, and may be irrigated.”® For this
reason, AUMs are generally considered
only applicable to Western Oregon,
although there are some lands on the
eastside which might have a level of
management appropriate for AUM
threshold application. For Eastern Oregon, pounds of forage per acre is the appropriate

2AUMs or greater

8 United States Department of Agriculture. NRCS Range and Pasture Handbook: Glossary.
<https://directives.sc.egov.usda.gov/OpenNonWebContent.aspx?content=17746.wba>.
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measure but there has been no definitive determination as to what is a reasonable productivity
threshold for grazing operations. However, ten acres per AUM is considered excellent pasture
for native rangeland in Eastern Oregon. Many commercial livestock producers depend on
seasonal pasture that is less productive than ten acres per AUM. Additional criteria outside of
productivity threshold metrics are necessary to maintain viable livestock operations including a
minimum number of acres and a variety of land types to accommodate seasonal changes.
These factors may require additional consideration by counties. See Figure 3 for analysis
results.

Questions also remain regarding the development of appropriate eastside threshold
parameters. It will likely be necessary to work with ODA and NRCS to identify beneficial forage
and determine a suitable quantitative metric threshold for eastside range productivity.
Conclusions would need to be verified through on-the-ground field analysis and stakeholder
input.

Prime and unique farmland: Prime and unique farmland soils are considered to be high-value
farmland soils per ORS 215.710.° In a limited number of circumstances, land that is classified
as prime or unique farmland does not have a capability class that would automatically make it
agricultural land. However, these areas may be suitable for farm use. It should also be noted
that NRCS has not mapped unique soils across Oregon as has been done in other states. For
the purposes of this report, farmland was considered to be prime or unique regardless of
whether it needs to be irrigated or drained to receive those soil designations.

High-value farmland portions of American Viticultural Areas: Portions of Oregon’s American
Viticultural Areas are considered to be high-value farmland per the definition in ORS
195.300(10).° High-value American Viticultural Area data is derived from United States
Geological Survey ten-meter digital elevation models processed to identify cells with aspect,
slope, and elevation values meeting certain criteria and falling within specific viticultural areas. If
land falls within high-value farmland portions of the specified American Viticultural Areas, it may
be suitable for farm use.

Irrigation Districts: Irrigation is critical to consider as irrigated agriculture uses an estimated 86
percent of the water diverted from surface water or pumped from groundwater sources in the

° Prime farmland is defined by NRCS as “land that has the best combination of physical and chemical
characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and is available for these uses.”
Unique farmland is “land other than prime farmland that is used for the production of specific high-value
food and fiber crops, such as citrus, tree nuts, olives, cranberries, and other fruits and vegetables.”

10 ORS 195.300(10)(e) and (f): (10) “High-value farmland” means: (e) Land that is in an exclusive farm
use zone and that is at an elevation between 200 and 1,000 feet above mean sea level, with an aspect
between 67.5 and 292.5 degrees and a slope between zero and 15 percent, and that is located within: (A)
The Southern Oregon viticultural area as described in 27 C.F.R. 9.179; (B) The Umpqua Valley viticultural
area as described in 27 C.F.R. 9.89; or (C) The Willamette Valley viticultural area as described in 27
C.F.R. 9.90. (f) Land that is in an exclusive farm use zone and that is no more than 3,000 feet above
mean sea level, with an aspect between 67.5 and 292.5 degrees and a slope between zero and 15
percent, and that is located within: (A) The portion of the Columbia Gorge viticultural area as described in
27 C.F.R. 9.178 that is within the State of Oregon; (B) The Rogue Valley viticultural area as described in
27 C.F.R. 9.132; (C) The portion of the Columbia Valley viticultural area as described in 27 C.F.R. 9.74
that is within the State of Oregon; (D) The portion of the Walla Walla Valley viticultural area as described
in 27 C.F.R. 9.91 that is within the State of Oregon; or (E) The portion of the Snake River Valley
viticultural area as described in 27 C.F.R. 9.208 that is within the State of Oregon.
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state, with 40 percent of Oregon’s farms relying on some level of irrigation.!! The state requires
irrigation districts to measure and report water use. Water rights in irrigation districts are
managed by the district and are subject to frequent changes. The current irrigation districts GIS
data layer available, provided by OWRD, is incomplete due to a lack of reporting. Further
development of this dataset would provide decision makers with a better understanding of
where governmental and physical water infrastructure may currently exist for agricultural uses. If
land is inside an irrigation district, it may be inappropriate to designate it as rural resource land.

Irrigated Places of Use: The OWRD Places of Use dataset provides basic information on where
the water right is being used and what it is being used for (e.g., irrigation, construction,
recreation). All current and individually held water rights are included in the dataset except
where held by irrigation districts, applications, temporary transfers, instream leases, and limited
licenses. This data, updated on a regular basis, gives decision makers an understanding of
where water is currently being reported as used for agricultural and forest uses. If land holds an
irrigated water right, it may be inappropriate to designate it as rural resource land.

Forest Land

Woody Biomass Productivity Capability

OAR 660-006-0005(7) defines “forest lands” and 660-006-0010 provides a data hierarchy for
evaluating biomass productivity capability. Productivity capability data was evaluated in this
order, with data sources lower in the hierarchy used only when the primary data was
unavailable:

1. NRCS productivity data

2. DOR Western Oregon site class data

3. USDA Forest Service plant association guides

4. Other information determined by the State Forester to be of comparable quality. In this
case, U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Historic Vegetation was utilized as recommended by
ODF.

NRCS productivity: Annual woody biomass production capability was determined through
analysis of a layer provided by ODF, which contains NRCS Statewide Forest Productivity data.
To compute annual wood production, productivity in cubic feet per acre per year was calculated
as a weighted average, based on the percentage makeup, of the productivity ratings for the soll
components which comprise a map unit from NRCS soils data. Where productivity calculations
were available for multiple different tree species, the highest value was used. Unmapped areas
are those that did not have a productivity rating available. A lack of productivity rating often, but
not always, corresponds to non-forest areas. Non-forest areas may be capable of producing the
minimum capability threshold even if they were not evaluated by NRCS for forest productivity.

Annual woody biomass production capability thresholds, 50 cubic feet per acre per year (cfay)
or greater based on NRCS soils data using a weighted average calculation in Western Oregon
and 20 cfay in Eastern Oregon, were selected based on information gathered during the
SORPP process, input from ODF staff, and review of case law. The State of Oregon has

11 Oregon Water Resources Department. (2017). Oregon’s Integrated Water Resources Strategy.
<https://www.oregon.gov/owrd/wrdpublications1/2017 IWRS_Final.pdf>.
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consistently used a threshold of 20 cfay to define commercially viable forestland in Eastern
Oregon and has either used a 20 or 50 cfay threshold to define commercial viability in Western
Oregon. Current Forest Practices Act Reforestation Rules (OAR 629-610-0010) requires
reforestation on any land capable of producing 20 cfay after a timber harvest has occurred.
Land with a NRCS productivity rating of 20 cfay or greater for Eastern Oregon and 50 cfay or
greater for Western Oregon is most likely “forest land” and not eligible for designation as rural
resource lands.

DOR site class maps: For the purposes of property taxation, Oregon DOR assigned values to
forestland in Western Oregon by classifying land into eight productivity classes. Oregon DOR’s
land productivity classifications, provided by ODF, indicate the average productivity class for 40-
acre blocks of land in Western Oregon, as surveyed in the 1960s and 1970s. This data only
exists for the west side and thus is not applicable to Eastern Oregon. DOR data has only been
utilized when NRCS productivity data is unavailable. Land that falls within a DOR Forest
classification capable of producing 50+ cfay in Western Oregon are most likely forest land as
defined in OAR 660-006-0005(7) and subject to Goal 4 protection.

USDA Forest Service plant association guides: The use of USDA Forest Service plant
association guides requires a field survey of plants within a specific parcel or area. The field
observations would be cross-referenced with the guide in order to determine the “association
type” of the field site. Using the guide, productivity could be inferred from the survey results.
Plant association guides are not available statewide. Plant association guides may be useful
when evaluating property specific zone change applications but have not been utilized as part of
this analysis due to the need for field verification.

USFS Historic Vegetation: The U.S. Forest Service layer for Historic Vegetation comes from a
1930s forest resources survey which was later digitized.!? The original vegetation types were
sorted by ODF into “forest” and “non-forest” categories, where juniper was treated as “non-
forest” for these purposes. Although this dataset does not quantitatively assess productivity,
ODF considers the 1930s forest resources survey to be a high-quality data source which
identifies lands that were historically capable of sustaining productive forest. USFS Historic
Vegetation data should only be utilized when NRCS productivity data and DOR data are
unavailable. Land that has a USFS Vegetation category of “forest” may be capable of forest
productivity meeting the thresholds utilized in evaluating NRCS and DOR data.

See Figure 4 for results.

Suitability for Forest Use

Suitability for forest use is tied to woody biomass productivity but also includes “adjacent or
nearby lands which are necessary to permit forest operations or practices.” Adequately
addressing the suitability aspect of forest land reinforces the need for a detailed local analysis
due to the inherent data gaps and limitations present in geospatial analysis such as was
conducted for this report.

12 United States Forest Service. “The 1930s Survey of Forest Resources in Washington and Oregon.”
<https://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/pnw_gtr584.pdf>.
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Figure 4: Non-Federal Forest Lands Derived from NRCS, DOR, and Historic Vegetation Data

L
I 1:Rcs Productivity - 50 cfay and above DOR Productivity - 50 cfay and above
I 1RCs Productivity - 20 clay and above USFS Historic Vegetation - Forest only selection

Natural Resources

The definition for “forest lands” in OAR 660-006-0005(7)(b) includes “other forested lands that
maintain soil, air, water and fish and wildlife resources.” To address this portion of the definition,
data presented under the following Carrying Capacity Evaluation section should be considered.
Additionally, agricultural lands may provide similar natural resource benefits but this
consideration is not addressed within the current definition of agricultural land.

Conclusions from the Farm and Forest Resource Evaluation

DLCD has identified several datasets that are useful in determining which lands should continue
to be protected under Statewide Planning Goals 3 and 4. NRCS-derived capability and
productivity data is particularly useful due to the extent and quality of the data for determining
both farm and forest land, with improvements being made continuously. As stated above, the
NRCS soils data will be updated within the next five years to include areas where data does not
currently exist, most notably in Eastern Oregon.

Regarding grazing potential, the 2 AUMs and greater threshold denoting viable pastureland on
the westside is a useful metric for analysis, although the high level of management defining
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pastureland may allow for some application of this metric to lands on the eastside meeting the
pasture definition. A significant data omission is eastside forage productivity threshold data. This
will likely consist of working with ODA and NRCS to determine beneficial forage species and
productivity levels associated with soil capabilities. Consideration should also be given to
whether AUM or beneficial forage thresholds should be added to the definitions of agricultural
and forest lands.

A significant opportunity exists to incorporate natural resource data into farm and forest
definitions to account for the considerable benefits provided by Oregon'’s vital natural resources.
Information in the Carrying Capacity Evaluation section may be useful in this endeavor.

Carrying Capacity Evaluation

A carrying capacity evaluation requires analysis of multiple factors to determine whether
potential rural resource land should continue to be protected as resource land in order to meet
other Statewide Planning Goals or whether potential rural resource lands are suitable for
development and in what form and density. Unless the process in ORS 215.788-794 is utilized,
counties are not required to conduct a formal carrying capacity evaluation when designating
rural resource lands although they do have to demonstrate compliance with the other Statewide
Planning Goals.

The rural resource lands approval option in ORS 215.788-794 does require a formal carrying
capacity analysis and is the basis for evaluation of potential rural resource lands under this
section. DLCD has reviewed available data that can be used to evaluate the effect of
development on:

o Fish, wildlife habitat, and other ecologically significant lands;
o Water quality or the availability of water supply; and
e Natural hazards including wildfire, flooding, and landslides.

In addition, ORS 215.791 requires consideration of:

e Ensuring that development will be rural and not urban in character;

e Impacts to farm and forest uses or practices;

e Impacts to development in urban areas;

e Energy use;

e State or local transportation facilities; and

e The cost of public facilities or services and the fiscal health of a local government.

Spatial data is not readily available or easily analyzed for these factors on a statewide scale.
However, possible considerations for evaluation are discussed in this section as these issues
are critical to evaluating the type and form of development on rural lands.

Fish, Wildlife Habitat, and Other Ecologically Significant Lands

The protection of natural resources is considered in the definition of Forest Lands in the phrase:
“other forested lands that maintain soil, air, water and fish and wildlife resources” as well as in
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Statewide Planning Goal 5. Due to the wording in both the Forest Lands definition and Goal 5
there is variation in how counties apply these rules—regarding what resources should be
considered, how they should be evaluated, how to determine resource significance, and how to
secure protections. In addition, many comprehensive plans and the accompanying Goal 5
resource inventories across the state have not been updated since LCDC'’s original
acknowledgement in the 1980s. As a result, the best available natural resource data is not
always included in local comprehensive plans or utilized when making land use decisions. Thus
rural resource designations may create conflicts between newly allowed uses and natural
resources. Due to these circumstances, it may be appropriate to evaluate rural resource lands
using the best available data to avoid or minimize these potential conflicts, which may include a
consideration of data beyond the outdated acknowledged Goal 5 inventories. In addition, it may
be appropriate to consider conservation values, including restoration of natural resources, when
determining the appropriate density and location of development.

Oregon Conservation Strategy

As ODFW is the agency responsible for developing the Oregon Conservation Strategy, DLCD
worked with ODFW in assessing which natural resource GIS data would be most useful to
address the rural resource lands issues. Although ODFW is charged with the protection and
enhancement of fish and wildlife species, the agency has very limited authority over the habitat
on which fish and wildlife depend. To address these cross-boundary management issues
ODFW updated the Oregon Conservation Strategy'® in 2016 using the best available scientific
information to inform fish and wildlife conservation planning efforts statewide. This statewide
strategy provides a shared set of priorities with corresponding recommended voluntary actions
and tools. The natural resource geospatial data referenced in this section has been selected in
consultation with ODFW, using the Conservation Strategy as guidance.

Conservation Opportunity Areas (COA): A component of the Oregon Conservation Strategy,
Conservation Opportunity Areas (see Figure 5), encompass 206 priority conservation areas
across the state. These areas are places where broad fish and wildlife conservation goals would
best be met. COAs are generally either areas of high biodiversity, areas with unique habitat
values, or areas with known restoration needs. All COAs have an associated COA profile,
providing details about the area’s Conservation Strategy priorities, recommended actions
consistent with local priorities and ongoing conservation efforts.'* For example, Crater Lake’s
COA profile details recommended conservation actions: “maintain or enhance wetland and wet
meadow habitat” and “work with national and regional partners to provide Conservation Strategy
outreach.”

Although COAs were primarily developed to focus investments, there is precedent for using this
data in making land use decisions. ORS 215.791, developed as part of “The Big Look” in 2009,
requires counties designating rural resource lands to consider the 2006 version of the Oregon
Conservation Strategy when evaluating whether such lands contain ecologically significant
natural areas or resources. As previously mentioned, counties have not utilized “The Big Look”
option when designating rural resource lands. Consideration of the current version of the
Oregon Conservation Strategy when designating rural resource lands would help ensure that
lands of ecological significance not identified in adopted Goal 5 inventories are zoned

13 The Oregon Conservation Strategy site. <http://www.oregonconservationstrategy.org/>.
14 Find COA profiles here: <http://oregonconservationstrategy.org/conservation-opportunity-areas/>.
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appropriately for natural resource conservation. COAs may also be useful as a screening tool
which may allow for those lands which fall inside a COA to trigger on-the ground site-specific
natural resource analysis in consultation with ODFW before development may be considered.
An on-site ODFW evaluation may be useful in determining the appropriate density and form of
development (e.g. require large minimum lot sizes or clustering of structures to avoid sensitive
habitat).

Figure 5: Conservation Opportunity Areas and Sage Grouse Habitat

I conservation Opportunity Areas .. Sage Grouse Habitat

Strategy Habitats: The 2016 Oregon Conservation Strategy identifies 11 Strategy Habitats®®
which focus on native habitats of conservation concern that are essential to many Strategy
Species within the state. Strategy Species identifies 294 species of greatest conservation need
and are defined as having small or declining populations, are at-risk, and/or are of management
concern. For each Strategy Habitat and Strategy Species, information is provided in the
Strategy that includes a conservation overview, data gaps, limiting factors to the species or
habitat, recommended conservation actions, and available resources. To support the 10 year
Oregon Conservation Strategy revision in 2016, the Institute for Natural Resources’s (INR)
Oregon Biodiversity Information Center (ORBIC) at Portland State University was contracted to

15 “Oregon Conservation Strategy: Strategy Habitats.” <http://oregonconservationstrategy.org/strategy-
habitats/>.
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use best available data and analyses to update the mapped extent and distribution of the
Oregon Conservation Strategy Habitats. The objective was to comb existing data sources and
use the most up-to-date and highest resolution maps available in Oregon for each Strategy
Habitat, within their associated ecoregion. The results of this effort are presented in this
Strategy Habitat dataset as a 30m pixel raster grid.

Strategy Habitats are useful tools to identify where potential rural resource lands may have
conflicting uses with habitat that support sensitive fish and wildlife habitat (e.g., Strategy
Species). Strategy Habitats may be evaluated during the consideration of eligible rural resource
lands to identify those lands no longer qualifying as farm or forest land but that may have a
significant conservation priority to address. This dataset can also be evaluated as part of any
potential updates to existing Goal 5 resource maps and, based on the specific habitat or
species, a more programmatic assessment of conflicting uses can be evaluated based on the
rural resource lands proposed allowed uses. Additionally, ORBIC data, which informs much of
the Conservation Strategy’s geospatial data, could be useful in making more detailed spatial
inquiries, although it is only available behind a $5,000 paywall, making it substantially more
difficult to gain access to. Strategy Habitat data is intended to provide a broad view for these
habitat types using the best available geospatial data. However, conditions may vary by site,
watershed, or ecoregional level based on differences in soil, climate, and management history.
Therefore, local conditions will need to be considered when determining site-appropriate
conservation actions.

Oregon Fish Habitat Distribution

Oregon Fish Habitat Distribution maps provide data on the distribution of high priority fish
species habitat. This data describes areas of suitable habitat believed to be used currently or
historically by native or non-native fish populations. The term "currently" is defined as within the
past five reproductive cycles. Historical habitat includes suitable habitat that fish no longer
access and will not access in the foreseeable future without human intervention. This
information is based on sampling, the best professional opinion of ODFW or other natural
resources agency staff biologists or modeling. Historical habitat distribution data is not
comprehensive.

While most comprehensive plans include a riparian buffer for perennial and intermittent streams,
there are varying datasets and analysis used to apply appropriate protections. Assessment of
current fish distribution, through the evaluation of this dataset, is a useful tool to gauge potential
conflicts for streams that may have state or federally listed aquatic resources. Rural resource
lands with aquatic habitats necessary for sustaining those aquatic resources for high priority fish
species could apply more protective riparian protections (i.e., larger riparian buffers to avoid or
minimize conflicts as a result of the new allowed uses). This dataset is useful in identifying
important fish bearing streams and applying appropriate riparian buffers (i.e., Goal 5 Riparian
Corridors) to avoid and minimize impacts to those aquatic resources, including many that may
be listed as threatened or endangered.
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Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat

Greater Sage-Grouse habitat is a distinctive wildlife resource subject to a multiplicity of threats
across a wide landscape spanning several states on both public and private land. Due to the
cross-boundary nature of sage-grouse management, partnership and cooperation among
diverse stakeholders with accompanying voluntary conservation measures is key. In response
to collaborative conservation planning for sage-grouse and the need to encourage responsible
economic development, the Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy,
Oregon Sage-Grouse Action Plan, and Sage-Grouse Mitigation Program were developed.
Through these planning and program efforts data were derived to map significant sage-grouse
habitat and improved representation of vegetative components within sage-grouse habitat that
can both be used to prioritize locations for proposed development, conservation, restoration,
and mitigation actions. Specifically, the goal of these datasets is to protect essential sage-
grouse habitats to meet habitat and population objectives. These data were derived based on
proximity to sage-grouse leks!® and as such may exhibit bias towards breeding and nesting
areas.

To supplement this data, the Sage-Grouse Development Siting Tool'” is an interactive
application that allows prospective developers to input project data in order to get a coarse level
perspective of potential project impacts to sage-grouse and their habitats. The tool utilizes best
available remotely-sensed data on existing development, vegetation condition, and other land
uses to provide information to help developers site projects within and adjacent to sage-grouse
habitat. Prospective developers should contact the ODFW to discuss results of the Sage-
Grouse Development Siting Tool and other important avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
requirements contained within the Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Strategy for Oregon
(OAR 635-0140). The Oregon Sage-Grouse Data Viewer and Sage-Grouse Development
Registry Viewer are also tools available through the Oregon Explorer website that are aimed at
providing information about sage-grouse to help conservation and development action
placement and track development actions in and around sage-grouse habitat. Additional tool(s)
may be developed to provide landscape level information to help strategically place mitigation
actions to increase potential benefits to sage-grouse.

Greater Sage-Grouse habitat (see Figure 5) is already considered a Goal 5 resource in the
DLCD rule (OAR 660-023-0115). Maps are directly applied in county reviews unless a local
jurisdiction goes through Goal 5 process, which has not yet occurred in any counties with such
habitat.

Big Game Habitat

Big Game Habitat, including winter range, is already protected as a Goal 5 resource in local
comprehensive plans across the state. However, many counties have not updated their big
game maps since comprehensive plan acknowledgment. Additionally, comprehensive plans
often do not specifically identify sensitive migration corridors. Protecting these areas is critical to
maintaining habitats which sustain viable big game populations in Oregon. ODFW is working on

16 (j) “Lek” means an area where male sage-grouse display during the breeding season to attract females
(also referred to as strutting-ground). OAR 660-023-0115(3)

17 Oregon Explorer: Sage-Grouse Development Siting Tool.
<https://tools.oregonexplorer.info/OE_HtmlIViewer/index.html?viewer=sage_grouse_dev_siting>.
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habitat connectivity mapping which will be available within the next three years which will further
identify key conservation areas to support deer and elk in Oregon.

Big Game Habitat data is broken into Western Oregon Big Game Habitat and Eastern Oregon
Big Game Habitat. Western Oregon Big Game Habitat contains two datasets: 1) Columbian
White-tailed Deer (CWTD) — Occupied Habitat 2015 and 2) Western Oregon Deer and Elk
Habitat. Columbian White-tailed Deer (CWTD) — Occupied Habitat 2015 covers critical, year-
round habitats including brushy deciduous trees and shrubs and/or oak savanna habitats
providing functions and values necessary to satisfy all CWTD life history needs. Much of these
habitat areas, although impacted by anthropogenic development, are the only remaining
available habitat for Columbian White-tailed Deer in Oregon. Western Oregon Deer and Elk
Habitat is not inclusive of all big game species but it further categorizes habitat based on how
Columbian black-tailed deer, Columbian white-tailed deer and Roosevelt elk use the habitat.
Generally, deer and elk need habitat which provides a combination of food, water, and security
to survive and reproduce. Abundance, distribution, and connectivity of these habitats are crucial
to species survival and may vary seasonally depending on a specific species dependence on
migratory or non-migratory behavior to fulfill life history requirements. Habitats supporting Black-
tailed deer exhibiting a predominately migratory life history are subdivided into Summer
Concentration Habitat and Winter Concentration Habitat. Habitats supporting Black-tailed deer
and Elk exhibiting a predominately non-migratory life history are subdivided into Year-around
Major Habitat and Year-round.

Western Oregon Deer and Elk Habitat are broken down as follows:

o Peripheral Habitat are those areas where the presence of deer and elk are considered in
conflict with primary land uses and are described as Impacted Areas.

o Winter Concentration Areas are seasonal concentration areas providing essential and
limited functions and values (e.g. thermal cover, security from predation and
harassment, forage quantity, adequate nutritional quality, escape from disturbance, etc.)
for concentrated migratory deer or elk typically from November through April.

e Summer Concentration Areas are seasonal concentration areas providing essential and
limited functions and values (e.g., thermal cover, security from predation and
harassment, forage quantity, adequate nutritional quality, calving and fawning areas,
etc.) for concentrated migratory deer or elk typically from May through October.

e Year-round Major Habitat includes areas identified and mapped as providing essential
functions and values (e.g., thermal cover, security from predation and harassment,
forage quantity, adequate nutritional quality, calving and fawning areas, etc.) for non-
migratory deer or elk.

e Year-round Peripheral Habitat includes areas identified and mapped as providing
important but not essential functions and values (e.g. cover, forage, etc.) for deer or elk.

e Impacted Areas are identified by anthropogenic development such as areas within
UGBs, city limits, otherwise determined to be less suitable habitat for deer or elk
because of conflicts with proximity to humans, disease, damage, or public nuisance
resulting from use by local or resident deer or elk.
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Eastern Oregon Big Game Habitat is comprised of two datasets: Eastern Oregon Deer Winter
Range and Eastern Oregon Elk Winter Range.® Eastern Oregon Deer Winter Range includes a
single set of polygons which encompass the general outline of deer winter range for eastern
Oregon, east of the crest of the Cascades. ODFW considers Winter Range to be that area
normally occupied by deer from December through April. Data are current to 2009 except for
updates made in 2012 to portions of The Dalles and Heppner Districts. Eastern Oregon Elk
Winter Range includes a single set of polygons which encompass the general outline of elk
winter range for eastern Oregon, east of the crest of the Cascades. The Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife considers Winter Range to be that area hormally occupied by deer from
December through April. The data were assembled in 2009 with updates for The Dalles District
in 2012.

Big game habitat data maps were not provided as part of this report due to the complexity and
overlap of big game data layers. However, this data remains available for county use and it
would be beneficial for DLCD to continue working with ODFW on appropriate application
methods. While most comprehensive plans include Goal 5 considerations for big game, the
acknowledged maps and implementing ordinances have typically not been updated to use the
best available data and apply necessary protections to avoid conflicting uses. Utilizing the most
recent big game data would help support the life history needs for big game and avoid or
minimize conflicts with increased development densities.

Wetlands

Wetlands provide vital ecosystem services including flood storage and water supply, water
guality improvement, food-web support, wildlife and fish habitat, as well as aesthetics,
recreation, education. Oregon has lost a significant portion of its wetlands to other land uses,
however these habitats remain of critical importance across the state and are identified as a
Strategy Habitat in the Oregon Conservation Strategy.'® Wetlands are already identified as
significant Goal 5 resources in many local comprehensive plans across the state. However,
many counties have not updated wetland inventories since original adoption in the 1980s and
significant wetlands on acknowledged Goal 5 maps may not reflect current data related to water
quality or wildlife habitat. 2° Improved geospatial data is available to assist in evaluating priority
wetland areas and how the proposed new uses from development in rural resource zones may
conflict with many of the ecosystem services they provide. Datasets which should be utilized in
evaluating wetland considerations includes a combination of the National Wetland Inventory
(NWI), Statewide Wetland Inventory (SWI), and Local Wetland Inventories (LWI). Using more
recent data in rural resource designations would help avoid conversion of wetlands and direct
development to suitable locations.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has developed a National Wetland Inventory as the principal
agency tasked with national wetland management. The NW!I delineates the areas of wetlands
and surface waters based on an aerial data gathering methodology where wetlands were
identified by their vegetation, visible hydrography and geography. The NWI dataset is

18 ODFW Data Clearinghouse. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. “ODFW Deer and Elk Winter
Ranger for Eastern Oregon (2012).”

19 Oregon Department of State Lands. “Wetland Planning and Conservation.”
<https://www.oregon.gov/dsl/WW/Pages/WetlandConservation.aspx

20 hid.
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supplemented by the U.S. Geological Survey’s National Hydrography Dataset, primarily for
linear wetland and water surface features. Although they may be key, certain types of “farmed
wetlands” are excluded from the dataset by policy. Due to the limitations and gaps inherent in
this data gathering methodology, detailed on-the-ground site inspection is recommended. This
dataset is to be integrated with the Oregon Department of State Lands’ Statewide Wetland
Inventory.

The Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) is currently developing a Statewide Wetland
Inventory which is an amalgamation of the NWI and DSL-approved LWI as well as the U.S.
Geological Survey’s National Hydrological Dataset and the U.S. Department of Agriculture
National Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey data. Again, due to the limitations and
gaps inherent in this data gathering methodology, detailed on-the-ground site inspection is
recommended.?!

The DSL SWI should be evaluated along with other geospatial datasets referenced above, such
as Strategy Habitat or COAs, to assist in prioritizing and protecting significant wetlands, such as
those providing a local watershed need or critical wildlife function. Prioritizing wetlands that are
of particular importance to conservation actions should be considered and those conflicting uses
be avoided or minimized to reduce potential conflicts (e.qg., larger buffer around significant
wetland). Consideration of this dataset with the COA overlay, for example, may also provide
opportunities to develop incentives to either avoid or minimize development impacts to
significant wetland areas or develop incentives to address or implement the conservation
priorities.

Other Goal 5 resources

Goal 5 inventories also include natural areas, open space, scenic views and sites, federal wild
and scenic rivers, Oregon scenic waterways. These areas may also be ecologically important.
DLCD has not identified any new data layers that would better define these areas but they
should be protected in accordance with current Goal 5 requirements in state rules and county
comprehensive plans and land use ordinances.

Conclusion for fish, wildlife habitat, and other ecologically significant lands

A diversity of natural resource geospatial data exists across the state, although the extent,
scalability, and applicability can vary considerably. It is likely beneficial to incorporate a subset
of natural resource data into farm and forest definitions to appropriately recognize the
conservation values provided by these resources. It will likely be beneficial for DLCD to
institutionalize collaboration and communication with ODFW and other natural resource
management agencies to determine how to best integrate their data for policy implementation.
DLCD can utilize current natural resources data in consultation with the respective agencies
while working with these same agencies to improve data for land use planning application.

21 Oregon Department of State Lands. “Statewide Wetlands Inventory.”
<https://www.oregon.gov/dsl/WW/Pages/SWI.aspx>.
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Water Quality and Quantity

Healthy watersheds and working lands are intimately connected. Degraded watersheds can
negatively impact the economic viability of rangeland, farms, and forests. When sustainable
management practices are employed, agricultural and forest lands provide valuable services
and assets related to maintaining adequate water quality and quantity by supporting critical
watershed functionality. Additionally, conversion of working lands to development can adversely
influence water quality and quantity.?> Rural development primarily affects water quality by
increasing nutrient and bacterial inputs via faulty septic systems and increased road traffic.

Listed in this section are GIS datasets which may be of particular use when considering rural
resource land designations.? Additional water availability considerations can be found in the
“Agricultural Lands” section above. Development on lands which falls within multiple layers may
have a greater chance of negatively impacting water quality and/or quantity and will likely trigger
greater scrutiny in finer scale analyses.

Figure 5: Groundwater Management Areas and Groundwater Restricted Areas

Groundwater
Management Areas

Oregon revised statute
468B.180 requires DEQ
to declare a Groundwater
Management Area
(GWMA) when DEQ
groundwater
assessments reveal
area-wide groundwater
contamination problems
at consistently high
levels. Oregon currently
has three groundwater
management areas
(Northern Malheur
County, Lower Umatilla
Basin, and Southern I Grounawater Managementareas [l Grounwater Restacted Areas
Willamette Valley) which
exhibit widespread nitrate
contamination (see Figure 6). Each area has developed a voluntary action plan to reduce nitrate
concentrations in groundwater. This dataset gives decision makers an understanding of where
widespread groundwater contamination currently exists and should likely trigger additional
analysis regarding negative impacts on water quality indicators based on land use type and
water quality issues.

22 Sjerra Nevada Alliance. (2008). Planning for Water-Wise Development in the Sierra: A Water and Land
Use Policy Guide. <https://sierranevadaalliance.org/wp-
content/uploads/2014/02/PlanningforWaterwWiseDevelopment.pdf>.

23 Merenlender, A. M. and Lohse, K. A. Planners Guide: Chapter 9: Impacts of exurban development on
water quality. <https://ucanr.edu/sites/merenlender/files/143668.pdf>.
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Groundwater Restricted Areas

The Oregon Water Resources Department has classified several areas where groundwater
uses are restricted in order to prevent excessive groundwater decline, restore aquifer stability,
and preserve aquifers with limited storage capacity for designated high public value uses.
Limitations usually apply only to the specific aquifer that has had water-level declines or other
documented issues, allowing for some occasions where groundwater may still be available at a
different depth from a different aquifer. It is critical to note that water availability is dynamic as
new uses for water are permitted. Even if water is shown to be unavailable, there may be
conditional allowance for a limited number of specific uses to be permitted. Additionally, water
availability is based on estimates with variable data reliability.?* This dataset gives decision
makers an understanding of where development may further strain water availability. Figure 6
shows the locations of groundwater restricted areas.

Natural Hazards

Local mitigation planning is vital to creating a disaster resilient Oregon. The 2015 Oregon
Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan identifies eleven natural hazards in the state. For this review,
natural hazards were considered based upon availability of relevant datasets. Wildfire,
floodplains, and landslides were determined to be the most pertinent hazards to consider in
relation to rural resource land designations. Other natural hazards such as tsunamis,
earthquakes, and volcanic hazards might be useful for local planners to evaluate, depending on
their respective location. Data and information associated with this section should be used to
inform how to most appropriately locate and cluster rural development to avoid lands subject to
natural hazards while minimizing effects on farm and forest uses and reducing costs of public
facilities and services.

Wildfire Risk

Large, highly destructive wildfires are becoming increasingly common across the western
United States including Oregon, extracting heavy economic, ecological, and social costs.?®
Additional rural development can increase vulnerability to wildfires at a time when wildfire risk is
already at record heights.2® Fire suppression is a costly endeavor with structural defense being
by far the most significant of these costs.?” The US Forest Service estimates that between 50
and 95 percent of its firefighting spending is used to defend residential structures.? In 2017
alone, $454 million was spent fighting wildfires across 665,000 acres statewide, with $38 million
coming from state coffers.?® Increasing development in high and very high risk areas will only
serve to exacerbate rising suppression effort costs.*® Wildfire not only causes these direct

24 Oregon Water Resources Department. (2002). Determining Surface Water Availability in Oregon.
<https://www.oregon.gov/OWRD/WRDPublications1/DeterminingSurfaceWaterAvailabilityinOregon.pdf>.
25 Fox, A., 1000 Friends of Oregon. (2018). A New Vision for Wildfire Planning: A Report on Land Use
and Wildfires. <https://www.friends.org/sites/friends.org/files/images/1kf wildfire_paper_pdf -_final-
1.pdf>.

26 |bid.

27 Fox, A., 1000 Friends of Oregon. (2018). A New Vision for Wildfire Planning: A Report on Land Use
and Wildfires. <https://www.friends.org/sites/friends.org/files/images/1kf wildfire_paper_pdf - final-
1.pdf>.

28 |bid.

29 |hid.

30 |hid.
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impacts, damaging structures and valuable resources, but can lead to secondary hazards
including floods and landslides. Soil can become impermeable post-burning, increasing runoff
and ultimately the risk of post-wildfire floods and landslides.®!

Figure 6: Overall Wildfire Risk

Overall Wildfire Risk
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Pyrologix, an organization contracted by the USFS to provide specialized fuel characterization
and wildfire modeling services, has developed the most up-to-date, comprehensive quantitative
data regarding wildfire hazard and risk to highly valued resources and assets as part of the
USFS Pacific Northwest Region Quantitative Wildfire Risk Assessment. In consultation with the
Oregon Department of Forestry, Pryrologix’s Overall Wildfire Risk data, which can be found on
Oregon Explorer, was deemed to be the most appropriate to consider in planning for rural
development patterns. This dataset is the product of the likelihood and consequence of wildfire
on all mapped highly valued resources and assets combined: critical infrastructure, developed
recreation, housing unit density, seed orchards, sawmills, historic structures, timber, municipal
watersheds, vegetation condition, and terrestrial and aquatic wildlife habitat. This dataset
considers the likelihood of wildfire events encompassing more than 250 acres, the susceptibility
of resources and assets to wildfire of different intensities, and the likelihood of occurrence of
wildfires of each intensity. The data values reflect a range of impacts from a very high negative

31 Oregon Post-Wildfire Flood Playbook. (2018).
<https://silverjackets.nfrmp.us/Portals/O/doc/Oregon/PostFireFloodPlaybook_2018-09-30.pdf?ver=2018-
10-04-203119-453>.
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value—where wildfire is detrimental to one or more resources or assets (for example,
structures, infrastructure, early seral stage and/or sensitive forests)—to positive, where wildfire
will produce an overall benefit (for example, vegetation condition/forest health, wildlife habitat).3?
The Overall Wildfire Risk dataset, shown in Figure 7, can be used to determine areas where
wildfire risk is high or very high. The risk of loss of life and property from wildland fire or the cost
of fire suppression may be too high to justify locating additional rural development in these
areas. An additional consideration in managing fire risk for rural development is Rural Fire
Protection Districts (RFPDs), which delineate areas where fire and emergency medical services
are provided to rural areas outside city limits. The Oregon Department of Forestry and the State
Fire Marshal keep record of the state’s rural and urban fire protection districts, respectively.
Rural fire protection districts provide fire and emergency medical services in rural areas outside
city limits. RFPDs do not always translate to adequate fire protection due to limited resources
and the size of territories. These districts can also be expanded to include new developments,
potentially causing further strain on existing capacity issues. Limiting rural resource land
development to areas within existing RFPDs would concentrate fire protection efforts, which is
critical in a time of growing wildfire threats. More information is needed to determine whether
existing fire districts are currently functioning and if they have the capacity to expand.

Special Flood Hazard Areas

Historically, Oregon has experienced extensive flooding events, fluctuating in intensity and
duration in tandem with local variability in weather, climate, and geophysical characteristics.
Climate change models indicate a projected rise in extreme precipitation, resulting in an
elevated flooding risk in specific basins, particularly in Western Oregon.*® Floods alone cause
property damage and loss of life but may also precipitate landslides, causing additional losses.>*

The National Flood Hazard Layer for Oregon was developed by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency’s National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The layer contains current
effective flood hazard data to support the NFIP including flood insurance zones, base flood
elevations, floodways, and flood fringe areas. The majority of flood studies were conducted in
the late 1970s and early 1980s and, although map updates have occurred in some locations,
data gaps and limitations persist. Flooding probability is stated as a percent chance that a flood
of a certain magnitude or greater will occur at a specific location in any given year. This
probability is measured as the average recurrence interval of a flood in a given size and place.*®
A one percent chance of flooding at a location in any given year is commonly known as the 100-
year flood and is the standard for flood regulation under the NFIP. The floodway and flood fringe
together comprise the Special Flood Hazard Area (see Figure 8) which is the regulatory
floodplain under the NFIP.

32 Advanced Oregon Wildfire Risk Explorer.
<https://tools.oregonexplorer.info/OE_HtmlIViewer/index.html?viewer=wildfireplanning>.
33 Oregon Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan. (2015).
<https://drought.unl.edu/archive/plans/GeneralHazard/state/OR_2015.pdf>.

34 |bid.

35 bid.
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The National Flood Hazard layer for Oregon can be used to determine the areas most and least
likely to flood. Flood hazard vulnerability and associated flood insurance costs can be mitigated
by (a) not locating development inside the floodway; (b) avoiding building inside the Special
Flood Hazard Area; or if building cannot be avoided, (c) building to NFIP minimum, or higher
(more protective), standards in the Special Flood Hazard Area. Development includes building
structures, filling, and grading.

Figure 7: Special Flood Hazard Area

Urban Growth Boundary areas - Special Flood Hazard Area

Landslide Susceptibility

Landslides are one of the most common and devastating geologic hazards in the state.
Vulnerability to and costs from this hazard increase as population growth pushes development
into more landslide-prone terrain. Landslides are typically triggered by ground saturation from
heavy rainfall or rapid snowmelt, earthquakes, volcanoes, and human activity. Landslide
susceptibility is influenced primarily by slope geometry (steepness), geologic material, and
water. Due to strong correlation between precipitation and landslides, the projected increase in
extreme precipitation accompanying climate change will likely result in an increase in landslide
occurrence.*®

36 bid.
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DOGAMI has developed a statewide landslide inventory layer (see Figure 9) at a coarse scale
to inform regional planning and analysis. The intended use of this data is to help identify regions
that may be more or less regionally at risk for future landslides which public agencies can then
prioritize as areas for more detailed studies to be done. This coarse scale data is derived from
elevation data converted into slopes which was then analyzed along with generalized geology
and mapped existing landslides. Spatial statistics were then derived from the preceding analysis
to create four susceptibility classes: Low, Moderate, High, and Very High.3’

Figure 8: Landslide Susceptibility

Although the statewide
landslide inventory layer is
useful for regional planning
and analysis, landslide risk
is best evaluated using
detailed landslide
susceptibility data. This
finer scale data is available
in a few select locations.
DOGAMI is continuing to
develop shallow and deep
landslide susceptibility
maps as resources become
available. Finer scale data
should be used where
available.®® Shallow
landslides involve i
movement of a relatively Landslide Susceptibility

thin layer of slope material Low wigh
Moderate I ey High

and have a shallow failure

plane while deep landslides

involve movement of a relatively deep layer of slope material. Although there is no widely
accepted depth boundary between shallow and deep landslide susceptibility, DOGAMI selected
4.6m (approximately 15 feet) as the depth boundary for their shallow and deep landslide
susceptibility mapping.*® The Shallow and Deep Landslide Susceptibility maps can be used to
locate new rural developments outside of areas categorized as having high and very high
susceptibility to shallow or deep landslides. This data is not appropriate for site-specific
evaluations but can be used to provide regional and community-scale land use planning
information.“°

37 Burns, W. J.; Mickelson, K. A.; and Madin, I. P. Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries.
(2016). Open-file Report O-16-02: Landslide Susceptibility Map of Oregon. <
https://www.oregongeology.org/pubs/ofr/p-O-16-02.htm>.

38 |bid.

39 Burns, W. J.; Mickelson, K. A. Protocol for Deep Landslide Susceptibility Mapping. (2016).
<https://www.oregongeology.org/pubs/sp/SP-48.pdf>.

40 Burns, W. J.; Madin, I. P.; and Mickelson, K. A. Protocol for Shallow Landslide Susceptibility Mapping.
(2012). <https://lwww.co.washington.or.us/lut/planningprojects/area93/upload/sp-45-protocol-for-shallow-
landslide-susceptibility-mapping-web.pdf>.
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Conclusions for Natural Hazards

Wildfire, floods, and landslides are likely the most useful datasets to use in addressing carrying
capacity questions as they pertain to natural hazards. Depending on location, other natural
hazards might be useful for local planners to consider in considering rural resource lands
designation. Data and information associated with this section should be used to inform how to
most appropriately locate and cluster rural development to avoid lands subject to natural
hazards and associated negative cost impacts to public facilities and services. Site specific
evaluation will inform what measures can be taken to appropriately mitigate natural hazards.

Rural Character of Development

LCDC's Statewide Planning Goals and rules help ensure that rural resource land remains rural.
This is generally accomplished through thresholds on the type, size, and intensities of available
uses, the application of parcel sizes, and limitations on the extension of sewer systems.

While not directly applicable to rural resource lands, the administrative rule regulating newly
created rural residential exception areas (OAR 660-004-0040) illustrates one tool for
maintaining rural lands. The rule requires a minimum parcel size of at least ten acres unless an
exception is taken to Statewide Planning Goal 14 (Urbanization).The commission concluded, for
the purposes of rural residential exception areas, that ten acres is the minimum parcel size to
ensure fulfillment of the state’s land use policy of maintaining rural land as sparsely settled with
few public services. Depending on carrying capacity constraints (e.g., big game habitat), a
parcel size larger than ten acres may be appropriate in some areas.

Statewide Planning Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services) and OAR 660-011-0060 limit the
establishment or extension of sewer systems on rural lands. For rural resource lands, sewage
disposal requires an on-site treatment system serving a single parcel. On-site sewage disposal
systems typically require larger parcel sizes which is consistent with the parcel size limitations
described above.

One technique which could be implemented in order to retain rural character would be the use
of open space conservation. Open space conservation is a key piece of retaining rural
character. Conservation design or open space development design standards can be used in
planning by structuring development around natural features. Planning begins by designating a
significant percentage, at least a quarter, of otherwise buildable land to open space in a pattern
conducive to a set of prioritized goals such as preserving agricultural and outdoor recreation
uses as well as protecting environmental, scenic, and cultural assets.** Conservation design
can be incentivized through offering density bonuses, reduced fees, and/or a streamlined
permitting process.*?

41 Horst, M. et al. Portland State University. (2018). Analysis of Expanding Rural Residential Housing in
Malheur County, Oregon.
42 |bid.
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Impacts to Farm and Forest Uses or Practices

Development in rural areas may increase conflicts with or hinder neighboring agricultural and
forestry operations. Examples of potential conflicts include complaints about spray and odor or
increased traffic on public roads needed to move agricultural and forest machinery and
products. For uses that may impact farm or forest uses in EFU and forest zones, property
owners must demonstrate that the proposed use will not force a significant change to farm or
forest practices or significantly increase their cost.*® The rural resource designation process in
ORS 215.791 similarly requires consideration of conflicts with farm and forest uses and
practices.

The rural resource designation method that has been used by counties does not require these
findings. Demonstrating general compliance with Goal 3 and Goal 4 may partially address
impacts to neighboring farm and forest operations but it typically does not provide the level of
detail that is currently required for approving conditional uses in EFU and forest zones.

Impacts to Urban Areas

Rural resource land designations may currently occur within urban reserves surrounding UGBs.
Establishing new rural resource areas in close proximity to urban areas may provide some
benefits when compared to isolated development (e.g. more efficient access to public services).
However, such designations may interfere with the orderly and efficient development of urban
areas if they are located within urban reserves. Urban reserves are intended for future UGB
expansions and rural development in those areas may negatively affect the ability of cities to
efficiently plan those lands for urban use following UGB expansion.

Additionally, most Oregon cities have not adopted urban reserves, and thus expand onto rural
exception lands or farm and forest lands when adding to their UGBs. Allowing additional
development associated with rural resource lands within close proximity to an existing UGB may
hinder the ability of a city to expand its UGB in the most efficient manner possible when needed
to assure a 20-year supply of urban land. Therefore, it may be appropriate to limit new
development on rural resource lands within a certain distance from an existing UGB boundary.

Energy Use

Statewide Planning Goal 13 (Energy Conservation) is primarily concerned with conserving
energy through proper land use planning. Goal 13 guidelines discuss promoting energy efficient
development, reuse of vacant land, minimizing use of nonrenewable energy sources, and
increasing density along high capacity transportation corridors.

Rural resource designations may conflict with Goal 13 when located in isolated rural areas.
Isolated development may require an increase in vehicle miles traveled, inefficient extensions of
energy facilities, and overall lacks the energy efficient compact design allowed in UGBs.
Consideration of energy impacts is necessary when designating rural resource areas to ensure
these impacts are minimized.

43 ORS 215.296, OAR 660-033-0130(5) and OAR 660-006-0025(5)
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Impacts to State or Local Transportation Facilities

Rural resource designations have potential to increase traffic on state and local roads and may
even utilize private roads for access. Evaluating potential impacts to transportation systems is
vitally important for public safety and is a consideration in determining the fiscal impacts of
development which are associated with needed transportation facilities. Counties have adopted
road standards which may dictate when a traffic impact study is required and requirements for
road improvements. Counties have also adopted fire safety design standards for roads to
ensure that adequate access is provided for firefighting equipment, although these standards
may not apply outside of forest and mixed farm-forest zones. The application of county road and
fire standards, in conjunction with consideration with the fiscal impact of rural resource land
development, would help ensure that development on rural resource lands benefits counties
and future landowners.

Impacts to Other Public Facilities

Rural resource designations also have the potential to increase other public facilities costs on a
myriad of public services, such as fire protection, primary and secondary schools, public water
service (in areas within special districts providing water service), storm runoff, and waste
disposal. It is unclear how a local government would include such considerations in its analysis
of carrying capacity issues.

Conclusions and Policy Options

This report provides a summary of issues pertinent to rural resource lands policy. The report
documents the availability of spatial data that can be utilized at a statewide scale and highlights
areas where additional data would be useful. DLCD intends to utilize the report as a basis for
future research and possible rulemaking.

Regulatory application of geospatial data is challenging due to unavoidable statewide data gaps
and scale limitations on the use of data. Also there are frequent updates to datasets which
restrict the ability to utilize current data when relying on static date references in statute and
rule. Perfect data is never an option. Policy development should consider the best available
data, focus on development of new data where essential, and recognize that some issues can
only be addressed upon consideration of local conditions.

Prior to 2017, DLCD began discussions with a few key stakeholders regarding rural resource
policy. During the preparation of this paper, several parties expressed interest in the rural
resource lands issue but, due to DLCD capacity, only a select few public agencies were able to
provide input on the contents of this report. If further work on this issue is pursued, the
department and commission should begin broader outreach on this issue to ensure citizen
involvement. Further discussion of these issues could occur during a formal rulemaking advisory
committee. However, it may be more appropriate to continue less formal discussions using this
report as a reference document. Additional discussions would be most profitable if there were a
set timeline for reaching conclusions and proceeding with a formal rulemaking process.
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Discussion of Policy/Tool Options

Below are several policy options or tools which the department and commission could use to
address rural resource lands. The department will be reviewing these policy options before
presenting any recommendations for future work on this issue to the commission.

Pursue additional research

The department could conduct additional research on several aspects of the rural resource
lands issue. Prioritized recommendations for further research include:

Citizen involvement: Undertake stakeholder engagement process to solicit and integrate
stakeholder input to bolster implementation feasibility.

Eastern Oregon grazing: Develop eastside forage threshold data to delineate farm
and/or forest zones from rural resource zones. However, this is complicated because
grazing requires an extensive land base to sustain an economically viable operation.
Animals are rotated among a variety of land types based on changing environmental
conditions such as weather, forage, topography, and season. Thus, lands with less
capable soils and water constraints often play a crucial role in ranchlands management.

Economic considerations: ORS 215.791 requires consideration of the costs of public
facilities and services and impacts to government fiscal health in designating rural
resource lands.** A methodology for performing this analysis would help the state and
counties better understand the impacts of rural resource designations.

Cumulative impacts: Research cumulative impacts of development patterns on
agriculture, forestry, water quality/quantity, fish and wildlife, and/or costs of public
services/infrastructure.

Future potential resource uses: It is critical to note that the agricultural economy is in a
state of constant evolution, especially recently with expanding technologies, emerging
markets and trends, and a changing climate. A significant example is seen in the
Oregon’s now booming viticulture industry taking hold in soils and landscapes once
thought to be agriculturally insignificant and unproductive. Aside from valuable
agricultural industries, these lands could be important for renewable energy resource
production such as solar arrays for energy capture as well as biomass production from
current invasive species (e.g., western juniper). Further research should be done to
determine what burgeoning technologies and markets are on the horizon for which rural
resource lands could be used.

Natural resource considerations: Work with ODFW and other natural resource
management agencies to determine how to best integrate their data for policy
implementation. ODFW is continuing to develop geospatial data at more refined scales
to support regional land use planning, which can be evaluated for updates to Goal 5

44 ORS 215.791
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acknowledged inventories. In addition, ODFW and DLCD could evaluate opportunities to
enhance conservation values on lands subject to rural resource designation.

¢ Climate change considerations: Carbon sequestration is a contributor to keeping excess
carbon-based greenhouse gases out of our atmosphere. Forest and agricultural lands
provide a unique opportunity to withdraw atmospheric carbon through biological
sequestration in soil and biomass carbon sinks.* Forests, particularly, play a crucial role
in sequestering carbon—with U.S. forests offsetting approximately 10 to 20 percent of
the nation’s carbon emissions from burning fossil fuels annually.*® Consideration of
carbon storage opportunities may be beneficial in evaluating rural resource lands.

e [Ecosystem service valuation: Ecosystem service valuation refers to the financial value of
the measurable productivity of natural systems.*” Ecosystem service valuation provides
tools for decision-makers and policy-makers to evaluate management implications
through rate of return on investment calculations and cost-benefit analyses of potential
policies. There is an evolving understanding worldwide that the value of ecosystems
increasingly can and should be taken into account in land use planning, yet efforts to do
so are in their infancy.*® Currently, ecosystem service valuation is primarily enacted
through markets and payments for ecosystem services (PES) such as sulfur dioxide
trading, wetlands mitigation banking, and nutrient trading. Research should be done to
determine how ecosystem service valuation can be integrated into Oregon’s land use
planning system and how it can be applied to rural resource lands.

o Irrigation districts: The current OWRD irrigation district GIS data layer could be updated
to provide statewide coverage.

Rulemaking

Require the process in ORS 215.788-794 to be used for all rural resource land designations.

As previously mentioned, this process currently exists and provides a thorough framework for
review of rural resource lands by requiring a more comprehensive evaluation of the carrying
capacity of potential rural resource lands, an assessment of impacts to the cost of public
facilities or services, and includes direct DLCD involvement. This option would most likely
require an amendment to rule with a potential need for an amendment to statute to update the
current reference to the 2006 Oregon Conservation Strategy in ORS 215.791 to the 2016
version. It may be necessary to clarify whether the entire county needs to be evaluated or only a

45 United States Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service. “Agriculture and Climate
Change.” <https://lwww.ers.usda.gov/topics/natural-resources-environment/climate-change/agriculture-
and-climate-change/>.

46 Oregon Forest Resources Institute. “Forests, carbon and climate change.”
<https://oregonforests.org/Carbon_Capture>.

47 Davis, A. |. “Ecosystem Services and The Value of Land.” Duke Environmental Law and Policy Forum.
20.
<https://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://www.google.com/&httpsredir=1&arti
cle=1045&context=delpf>.

48 Goldstein, J. H., Caldarone, G., Duarte, T. K., et al. (2012). “Integrating ecosystem-service tradeoffs
into land-use decisions.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of
America. (2012) <https://www.pnas.org/content/109/19/7565>.
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portion of the county. In addition, it may be necessary to adopt further rules to define or clarify
statutory requirements.

Develop additional rule requirements for rural resource land designations that do not utilize the
process in ORS 215.788-794.

Under this option, land could still be designated rural resource if it did not meet the definitions of
agricultural and forest land. Rulemaking could clarify undefined terms in rule, establish new
standards and criteria regarding which rural lands are eligible for redesignation, and address
carrying capacity issues. Possible amendments include:

e Further defining land that is suitable for agriculture. This could include:
0 Land suitable for grazing
0 High-value farmland portions of the American Viticultural Areas identified in ORS
195.300.
o Land in an irrigation district or place of use for agricultural water
0 Prime or unique farmland

e Further defining “Other forested lands that maintain soil, air, water and fish and wildlife
resources” in OAR 660-006-0005(7).

e Further addressing areas important to fish and wildlife. This could potentially require a
Goal 5 update before designating rural resource lands, or use of current ODFW data

and/or consultation with ODFW for site-specific evaluations.

e Addressing carrying capacity issues discussed in this report such as natural hazards,
groundwater impacts, and cost of services.

¢ Consideration of cumulative impacts of rural resource designations, and other
surrounding development, on agriculture, forestry, and wildlife.

Provide guidance to counties

Rural resource lands has long been an interest of local planners. Considering current
development pressures, giving additional guidance at the state level could be of assistance to
counties as they develop land use planning policy. A rural lands guidance document could be
provided to counties could offer clarity regarding methodology and criteria for rezoning resource
lands in to a new Rural Resource Lands zone. The document could provide an outline of
recommendations for how to identify and appropriately develop Rural Resource Land. This type
of document could be used to supplement new rulemaking or provide guidance on the current
rural resource framework. However, the positive impact of a guidance document using the
current framework may be limited, especially where vague language exists in state rule.

36

Rural Resource Lands Research Report
ATTACHMENT A - Page 38 of 54



ltem 6
Attachment A
Research Report

Appendix

Appendix A: Oregon Revised Statutes related to Rural Resource
Lands

215.304 Rule adoption; limitations. (1) The Land Conservation and Development Commission
shall not adopt or implement any rule to identify or designate small-scale farmland or secondary
land.

(2) Amendments required to conform rules to the provisions of subsection (1) of this section
and ORS 215.700 to 215.780 shall be adopted by March 1, 1994.

(3) Any portion of a rule inconsistent with the provisions of ORS 197.247 (1991 Edition),
215.213, 215.214 (1991 Edition), 215.288 (1991 Edition), 215.317, 215.327 and 215.337 (1991
Edition) or 215.700 to 215.780 on March 1, 1994:

(a) Shall not be implemented or enforced; and
(b) Has no legal effect.

(4) Notwithstanding subsection (3) of this section, the uses authorized by ORS 215.283
(2)(x) or (2)(n) may be established on land in exclusive farm use zones, including high-value
farmland. [1993 ¢.792 §28; 2001 c.672 8§19; 2012 c.74 84]

(NOTE: This section was added in 1993 following LCDC adoption of “secondary lands”
rules, which were effectively repealed.)

215.316 Termination of adoption of marginal lands. (1) Unless a county applies the
provisions of ORS 215.705 to 215.730 to land zoned for exclusive farm use, a county that
adopted marginal lands provisions under ORS 197.247 (1991 Edition), 215.213, 215.214 (1991
Edition), 215.288 (1991 Edition), 215.317, 215.327 and 215.337 (1991 Edition) may continue to
apply those provisions. After January 1, 1993, no county may adopt marginal lands provisions.

(2) If a county that had adopted marginal lands provisions before January 1, 1993,
subsequently sites a dwelling under ORS 215.705 to 215.750 on land zoned for exclusive farm
use, the county shall not later apply marginal lands provisions, including those set forth in ORS
215.213, to lots or parcels other than those to which the county applied the marginal lands
provisions before the county sited a dwelling under ORS 215.705 to 215.750. [1993 ¢.792 §29]

(NOTE: Marginal lands designations are only allowed in Lane and Washington counties.
Land uses allowed in Exclusive Farm Use zones for those counties are found in ORS
215.213 while the rest of the state uses 215.283.)

215.788 Legislative review of lands zoned for farm and forest use; criteria. (1) For the
purposes of correcting mapping errors made in the acknowledgment process and updating the
designation of farmlands and forestlands for land use planning, a county may conduct a
legislative review of lands in the county to determine whether the lands planned and zoned for
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farm use, forest use or mixed farm and forest use are consistent with the definitions of
“agricultural lands” or “forest lands” in goals relating to agricultural lands or forestlands.

(2) A county may undertake the reacknowledgment process authorized by this section only if
the Department of Land Conservation and Development approves a work plan, from the county,
describing the expected scope of reacknowledgment. The department may condition approval
of a work plan for reacknowledgment under this section to reflect the resources needed to
complete the review required by ORS 197.659 and 215.794. The work plan of the county and
the approval of the department are not final orders for purposes of review.

(3) A county that undertakes the reacknowledgment process authorized by this section shall
provide an opportunity for all lands planned for farm use, forest use or mixed farm and forest
use and all lands subject to an exception under ORS 197.732 to a goal relating to agricultural
lands or forestlands to be included in the review.

(4) A county must plan and zone land reviewed under this section:

(a) For farm use if the land meets the definition of “agricultural land” in a goal relating to
agricultural lands;

(b) For forest use if the land meets the definition of “forest land” used for comprehensive
plan amendments in the goal relating to forestlands;

(c) For mixed farm and forest use if the land meets both definitions;

(d) For nonresource use, consistent with ORS 215.794, if the land does not meet either
definition; or

(e) For a use other than farm use or forest use as provided in a goal relating to land use
planning process and policy framework and subject to an exception to the appropriate goals
under ORS 197.732 (2).

(5) A county may consider the current land use pattern on adjacent and nearby lands in
determining whether land meets the appropriate definition. [2009 ¢.873 85]

Note: 215.788 to 215.794 were enacted into law by the Legislative Assembly but were not
added to or made a part of ORS chapter 215 or any series therein by legislative action. See
Preface to Oregon Revised Statutes for further explanation.

215.791 Review of nonresource lands for ecological significance; inventory and
protection of ecologically significant nonresource lands; criteria. (1) If a county amends its
comprehensive plan or a land use regulation mapping zoning designations under ORS 215.788
to 215.794, the county shall review lands that are planned or rezoned as nonresource lands to
determine whether the lands contain ecologically significant natural areas or resources. The
county shall consider appropriate goals and the “Oregon Conservation Strategy” prepared in
September of 2006 by the State Department of Fish and Wildlife.

(2) The county shall maintain an inventory in the comprehensive plan of nonresource lands
that contain ecologically significant natural areas or resources and establish a program to
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protect the areas or resources from the adverse effects of new uses allowed by the planning or
zoning changes. The county may use nonregulatory programs to protect the resources
including, but not limited to, programs for the transfer of severable development interests to
other lands that do not contain ecologically significant resources.

(3) If a county amends its comprehensive plan or a land use regulation mapping zoning
designations under ORS 215.788 to 215.794, the county shall review lands that are planned or
rezoned as nonresource lands to determine that the uses allowed by the planning or zoning
changes are consistent with the carrying capacity of the lands. The county shall ensure that:

(a) The amount, type, location and pattern of development on lands redesignated as
nonresource lands:

(A) Will be rural in character and will not significantly interfere with orderly and efficient
development of urban areas in the vicinity;

(B) Will not significantly conflict with existing or reasonably foreseeable farm or forest uses
or with accepted farm or forest practices; and

(C) Will not lead to significant adverse effects including, but not limited to, adverse effects
on:

(i) Water quality or the availability or cost of water supply;

(i) Energy use;

(i) State or local transportation facilities;

(iv) Fish or wildlife habitat or other ecologically significant lands;
(v) The risk of wildland fire or the cost of fire suppression;

(vi) The cost of public facilities or services; or

(vii) The fiscal health of a local government.

(b) Additional residential development on nonresource lands is, to the extent practicable,
located and clustered to:

(A) Minimize the effects on farm and forest uses;
(B) Avoid lands subject to natural hazards; and

(C) Reduce the costs of public facilities and services. [2009 ¢.873 86]

Note: See note under 215.788.

215.794 Review of county rezoning designations; rules. (1) A county shall submit
decisions on planning and rezoning designations under ORS 215.788 to 215.794 to the
Department of Land Conservation and Development for review pursuant to the procedures set
forth in this section and ORS 197.659.
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(2) The department shall coordinate with:

(a) The State Department of Agriculture in reviewing decisions on planning and rezoning
designations for lands planned for farm use or mixed farm and forest use.

(b) The State Forestry Department in reviewing decisions on planning and rezoning
designations for lands planned for forest use or mixed farm and forest use.

(3) The Land Conservation and Development Commission has exclusive jurisdiction for
review of a county’s decision made under ORS 215.788 to 215.794.

(4) A person who participated in the proceedings leading to the county’s decisions under
ORS 215.788 to 215.794 may not raise an issue on review before the commission that was not
raised in the local proceedings.

(5) The commission may adopt rules implementing ORS 215.788 to 215.794. [2009 c.873
87]

Note: See note under 215.788.

Appendix B: Oregon Administrative Rules related to Rural Resource
Lands

Agricultural Lands (OAR Chapter 660, Division 33)

660-033-0020
Definitions

(1)(a) "Agricultural Land" as defined in Goal 3 includes:

(A) Lands classified by the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) as
predominantly Class I-1V soils in Western Oregon and I-VI soils in Eastern Oregon;

(B) Land in other soil classes that is suitable for farm use as defined in ORS 215.203(2)(a),
taking into consideration soil fertility; suitability for grazing; climatic conditions; existing and
future availability of water for farm irrigation purposes; existing land use patterns; technological
and energy inputs required; and accepted farming practices; and

(C) Land that is necessary to permit farm practices to be undertaken on adjacent or nearby
agricultural lands.

(b) Land in capability classes other than I-IV/I-VI that is adjacent to or intermingled with lands in
capability classes I-IV/1-VI within a farm unit, shall be inventoried as agricultural lands even
though this land may not be cropped or grazed;

(c) "Agricultural Land" does not include land within acknowledged urban growth boundaries or
land within acknowledged exception areas for Goal 3 or 4.
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660-033-0030
Identifying Agricultural Land

(1) All land defined as "agricultural land" in OAR 660-033-0020(1) shall be inventoried as
agricultural land.

(2) When a jurisdiction determines the predominant soil capability classification of a lot or parcel
it need only look to the land within the lot or parcel being inventoried. However, whether land is
"suitable for farm use" requires an inquiry into factors beyond the mere identification of scientific
soil classifications. The factors are listed in the definition of agricultural land set forth at OAR
660-033-0020(1)(a)(B). This inquiry requires the consideration of conditions existing outside the
lot or parcel being inventoried. Even if a lot or parcel is not predominantly Class I-1V soils or
suitable for farm use, Goal 3 nonetheless defines as agricultural "Lands in other classes which
are necessary to permit farm practices to be undertaken on adjacent or nearby lands." A
determination that a lot or parcel is not agricultural land requires findings supported by
substantial evidence that addresses each of the factors set forth in 660-033-0020(1).

(3) Goal 3 attaches no significance to the ownership of a lot or parcel when determining whether
it is agricultural land. Nearby or adjacent land, regardless of ownership, shall be examined to
the extent that a lot or parcel is either "suitable for farm use" or "necessary to permit farm
practices to be undertaken on adjacent or nearby lands" outside the lot or parcel.

(4) When inventoried land satisfies the definition requirements of both agricultural land and
forest land, an exception is not required to show why one resource designation is chosen over
another. The plan need only document the factors that were used to select an agricultural,
forest, agricultural/forest, or other appropriate designation.

(5)(a) More detailed data on soil capability than is contained in the USDA Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) soil maps and soil surveys may be used to define agricultural
land. However, the more detailed soils data shall be related to the NRCS land capability
classification system.

(b) If a person concludes that more detailed soils information than that contained in the Web
Soil Survey operated by the NRCS, would assist a county to make a better determination of
whether land qualifies as agricultural land, the person must request that the department arrange
for an assessment of the capability of the land by a professional soil classifier who is chosen by
the person, using the process described in OAR 660-033-0045.

(c) This section and OAR 660-033-0045 apply to:

(A) A change to the designation of a lot or parcel planned and zoned for exclusive farm use,
forest use or mixed farm-forest use to a honresource plan designation and zone on the basis
that such land is not agricultural land; and

(B) Excepting land use decisions under section (7) of this rule, any other proposed land use
decision in which more detailed data is used to demonstrate that a lot or parcel planned and
zoned for exclusive farm use does not meet the definition of agricultural land under OAR 660-
033-0020(1)(a)(A).
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(d) This section and OAR 660-033-0045 implement ORS 215.211, effective on October 1, 2011.
After this date, only those soils assessments certified by the department under section (9) of this
rule may be considered by local governments in land use proceedings described in subsection
(c) of this section. However, a local government may consider soils assessments that have
been completed and submitted prior to October 1, 2011.

(e) This section and OAR 660-033-0045 authorize a person to obtain additional information for
use in the determination of whether a lot or parcel qualifies as agricultural land, but do not
otherwise affect the process by which a county determines whether land qualifies as agricultural
land as defined by Goal 3 and OAR 660-033-0020.

(6) Any county that adopted marginal lands provisions before January 1, 1993, may continue to
designate lands as “marginal lands” according to those provisions and criteria in former ORS
197.247 (1991), as long as the county has not applied the provisions of ORS 215.705 to
215.750 to lands zoned for exclusive farm use.

(7)(a) For the purposes of approving a land use application on high-value farmland under ORS
215.705, the county may change the soil class, soil rating or other soil designation of a specific
lot or parcel if the property owner:

(A) Submits a statement of agreement from the NRCS that the soil class, soil rating or other soil
designation should be adjusted based on new information; or

(B) Submits a report from a soils scientist whose credentials are acceptable to the Oregon
Department of Agriculture that the soil class, soil rating or other soil designation should be
changed; and

(C) Submits a statement from the Oregon Department of Agriculture that the Director of
Agriculture or the director’s designee has reviewed the report described in paragraph (a)(B) of
this section and finds the analysis in the report to be soundly and scientifically based.

(b) Soil classes, sail ratings or other soil designations used in or made pursuant to this section
are those of the NRCS Web Soil Survey for that class, rating or designation, except for changes
made pursuant to subsection (a) of this section.

(8) For the purposes of approving a land use application on high-value farmland under OAR
660-033-0090, 660-033-0120, 660-033-0130 and 660-033-0135, soil classes, soil ratings or
other soil designations used in or made pursuant to this definition are those of the NRCS Web
Soil Survey for that class, rating or designation.

Forest Lands (OAR Chapter 660, Division 6)

660-006-0005
Definitions

(7) “Forest lands” as defined in Goal 4 are those lands acknowledged as forest lands, or, in the
case of a plan amendment, forest lands shall include:
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(a) Lands that are suitable for commercial forest uses, including adjacent or nearby lands which
are necessary to permit forest operations or practices; and

(b) Other forested lands that maintain soil, air, water and fish and wildlife resources.

660-006-0010
Identifying Forest Land

(1) Governing bodies shall identify “forest lands” as defined by Goal 4 in the comprehensive
plan. Lands inventoried as Goal 3 agricultural lands, lands for which an exception to Goal 4 is
justified pursuant to ORS 197.732 and taken, and lands inside urban growth boundaries are not
required to planned and zoned as forest lands.

(2) Where a plan amendment is proposed:

(a) Lands suitable for commercial forest uses shall be identified using a mapping of average
annual wood production capability by cubic foot per acre (cf/ac) as reported by the USDA
Natural Resources Conservation Service. Where NRCS data are not available or are shown to
be inaccurate, other site productivity data may be used to identify forest land, in the following
order of priority:

(A) Oregon Department of Revenue Western Oregon site class maps;
(B) USDA Forest Service plant association guides; or
(C) Other information determined by the State Forester to be of comparable quality.

(b) Where data of comparable quality under paragraphs (2)(a)(A) through (C) are not available
or are shown to be inaccurate, an alternative method for determining productivity may be used
as described in the Oregon Department of Forestry’s Technical Bulletin entitled “Land Use
Planning Notes, Number 3 April 1998, Updated for Clarity April 2010.”

(c) Counties shall identify forest lands that maintain soil air, water and fish and wildlife
resources.
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Appendix C: Full-Size Maps

Figure 1: Exclusive Farm Use, Forest, and Mixed Farm-Forest Zoning on Non-Federal Lands
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Figure 2: NRCS Agricultural Capability Classes on Non-Federal Lands
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Figure 3: Animal Unit Months (AUMs) for Western Oregon on Non-Federal Lands
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Figure 4: Non-Federal Forest Lands Derived from NRCS, DOR, and Historic Vegetation Data
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Figure 5: Conservation Opportunity Areas and Sage Grouse Habitat
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Figure 6: Groundwater Management Areas and Groundwater Restricted Areas
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Figure 7: Overall Wildfire Risk
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Figure 8: Special Flood Hazard Area
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Figure 9: Landslide Susceptibility
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OREGON AGRICULTURE FACTS & FIGURES
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REGIONAL FACTS & ECONOMIC IMPACT BY COUNTY

Coastal

Southern Oregon

Total land area:
4.0 million acres

Willamette Valley

Number of farms:
1,692

Land in farms:
303,996 acres

Irrigated land:
22,698 acres

2012 market value
of agricultural
products sold:
$206 million

Total I_apd area:
9.0 million acres
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Columbia Plateau

Number of farms:
18,114

Land in farms:
1.7 million acres

Irrigated land:
235,676 acres

2012 market value
of agricultural
products sold:
$2.2 billion

Total land area:
6.6 million acres

Total land area source: Oregon Secretary of State, 2014

Number of farms:
3,584

Land in farms:
5.2 million acres

Irrigated land:
287,000 acres

2012 market value
of agricultural
products sold:

~ $1.3 billion

All other data source: USDA NASS, 2014

Total land area:
6.1 million acres

DOUGLAS
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Southeast Oregon

Number of farms:
4,266

Land in farms:
624,721 acres

Irrigated land:
60,132 acres

2012 market value
of agricultural
products sold:
$148 million

Total land area:
22.2 million acres

Central Oregon

Number of farms:
2,938

Land in farms:
3.9 million acres

Irrigated land:
657,400 acres

2012 market value
of agricultural
products sold:
$715 million

Total land area:
5 million acres
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Northeast Oregon

Number of farms:
2,308

Land in farms:
1.8 million acres

Irrigated land:
137,000 acres

2012 market value
of agricultural
products sold:
$128 million

Total land area:
9.4 million acres

Number of farms:
2,547

Land in farms:
2.9 million acres

Irrigated land:
230,000 acres

2012 market value
of agricultural
products sold:
$248 million



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Oregon’s farmers, ranchers, fishers,
and food processors are the heart
of one of the state’s most important
economic sectors. With a $50 billion
annual economic impact, Oregon
agriculture not only plays a huge
role in the state’s economy, but also
in the everyday lives of Oregonians
by providing food, beverages,
agricultural products and services.

This report serves as an opportunity
for the State Board of Agriculture

to highlight facts and figures about
Oregon agriculture, economic impact
by regions of the state, and share
some of the key issues in Oregon
agriculture.

The Board of Agriculture plays

an important role for Oregon
agriculture. Board members bring
broad perspectives and expertise to
discussions of key agricultural issues,
provide connections to industry
sectors, and serve as advocates for
the agriculture industry in general.
The board tours the state to become
familiar with all aspects of Oregon
agriculture and develops resolutions
to clarify and define policy positions
on issues related to agriculture in the
state.

Water quantity and quality, a vibrant
agricultural workforce, market access
and co-existence, agricultural land
use, and investments in value-added
agriculture are priorities for the
board.

We encourage you to contact board
members to learn more about these
important issues.

RESOLUTIONS

Barbara Boyer
McMinnville

Bryan Harper
Junction City

Sharon Livingston
Long Creek

Luisa Santamaria
Canby

Pete Brentano
St. Paul

Stephanie Hallock
Lake Oswego

Grant Kitamura
Ontario

Shantae Johnson
Portland

Marty Myers

Tyson Raymond
Boardman

Helix

Alan R. Sams
Ex-Officio member
OSU Dean of
Agricultural Sciences

Alexis M. Taylor
Ex-Officio member
ODA Director

The State Board of Agriculture (BOA) creates and maintains policy statements, known as
resolutions, on topics and issues facing the agricultural industry. The board recently completed a
review of all existing resolutions and established a new resolution regarding the siting of energy

transmission and generation facilities on agricultural land.

Addressing issues related to agricultural labor, food safety, land use, marketing, pesticide use,
predator control, renewable energy and water remain a high priority for the board.

To download the full resolution packet, visit https://oda.direct/BOAresolutions



KEY ISSUES

Water for Agriculture

Water is the lifeblood of agriculture. Without an adequate supply of safe,

clean water, Oregon agriculture would look very different in terms of what can

be produced as well as the economic contribution. The Oregon Department

of Agriculture collaborates with other agencies to monitor and evaluate
conditions on agricultural lands that can affect water quality and quantity. Continued support
of programs to identify and address the current and future needs for water in Oregon is

critical for agriculture.

Oregon’s agricultural workforce is vital to Oregon’s economy. Finding and
maintaining skilled, qualified agricultural labor is a growing challenge
nationally and for Oregon’s farmers, ranchers, fishers, and food processing

Agricultural Workforce

industry. To ensure worker availability, the Board of Agriculture supports
changes to existing laws such as the H-2A Temporary Agricultural Workers
Program, so all agricultural sectors have the opportunity to secure a qualified workforce.

Agricultural Land Use

Protecting agricultural working lands across Oregon is essential for current and future
generations. The majority of Oregon’s agricultural lands will be changing hands over the next
several decades as farmers and ranchers retire, and many of these land owners do not have
succession plans. The Oregon Agricultural Heritage Program is designed to help ensure the
future of agriculture in Oregon, and the OAHP Commission should continue to work with the
Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board, the Oregon Department of Agriculture and others to
assist with succession planning and protection of threatened working lands for agriculture.

Conversion of high-value and highly productive farmland to non-
agricultural uses is of great concern to the Board. For example, the board
has requested Oregon’s Land Conservation and Development Commission
to review administrative rules related to the siting of solar facilities on lands
zoned for exclusive farm use. The board also developed Resolution #318
to recognize the importance of energy produced from renewable sources, but not at the
expense of ongoing and future agricultural operations.

Market Access and Co-existence

Access to markets and promotion of Oregon agriculture, food, and
beverages in local, domestic and international markets is vital for
Oregon’s agricultural future. Local farmers, fishers, and ranchers
produce or harvest much more than Oregonians can consume. Exploring
options to develop a food and beverage brand for Oregon, and creating
and maintaining demand for Oregon food and agriculture in new as well as
existing markets is essential to the economic viability of Oregon agriculture.

Some of the world’s most productive agricultural land can be found within Oregon’s
diverse geography. While this diversity has many benefits there are also challenges. One
of those challenges is co-existence between different agricultural and land uses. Board
Resolution #3071 addresses the challenges of coexistence by supporting stewardship of
natural resources; ongoing communication; choice of production technologies, practices and
business structures; best management practices to minimize conflict, and state and federal
programs that support a variety of production systems.



ABOUT THE STATE BOARD OF AGRICULTURE

The State Board of Agriculture advises the Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) on policy
issues, develops recommendations on key agricultural issues, and advocates for the state’s
agriculture industry in general. The board is comprised of 10 members, nine of whom are
appointed by the Governor. The tenth member is the chair of the Oregon Soil and Water
Conservation Commission. Both the Director of ODA and the Dean of the College of Agriculture at
Oregon State University serve as ex-officio members. The board meets quarterly across the state

to discuss relevant issues.

State law requires that seven of the appointed board members be actively engaged in the
production of agricultural commodities and two members are to be representative of consumer
interests in the state. Each member term is four years with the ability to be reappointed for a

second four-year term.

THE BOARD AT WORK

Every year, the Board of Agriculture holds meetings throughout the state to stay abreast of

the opportunities and challenges facing Oregon agriculture. The board tours local agricultural
operations and meets with local producers to hear their issues and concerns. Opportunity for
public comment is provided at all board meetings, and the board often will develop a policy
resolution or communicate with other agencies in response to an issue of concern that has

been raised during these statewide meetings. Statewide site visits introduce the board to new
industries such as cannabis production and processing, growing olives in wine country, or
Tilapia farming in the Klamath Basin, and provide the opportunity to see food processing and
packing operations, farm worker housing, and on-the-ground projects to protect water quality on

agricultural lands.
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The State Board of
Agriculture provides
a quarterly briefing
on issues the board
is working on and
discussing, as well
as input they receive
from stakeholders.
The briefing also
includes highlights
and photos from
Board of Agriculture
meetings.

Receive the quarterly
report via email by
signing up online

at: https://oda.fyi/

WHY THIS REPORT?

ORS 561.378 State Board
of Agriculture Report

The State Board of Agriculture
shall report as provided in
ORS 192.230 to 192.250
on a biennial basis to the

Governor and the Legislative

Assembly regarding the status
of the agriculture industry

in this state.
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GOAL 4: FOREST LANDS

POLICY REVIEW

GOAL MET | RETAIN GOAL RECOMMENDATIONS
STATEWIDE PLANNING GOAL CLATSOP COUNTY GOALS AND POLICIES (Y/N) (Y/N) STAFF CAC PC
1. To conserve forest lands by GOAL1
maintaining the forest land base and | To conserve forest lands for forest uses.
to protect the state's forest economy
by making possible economically
efficient forest practices that assure
the continuous growing and
harvesting of forest tree species as
the leading use on forest land
consistent with sound management
of soil, air, water, and fish and
wildlife resources and to provide for
recreational opportunities and
agriculture.

2. POLICY 1
Forest lands shall be conserved for forest uses, including the production of trees and the processing of
forest products, open space, buffers from noise, visual separation from conflicting uses, watershed
protection, wildlife and fisheries habitat, soils protection from wind and water, maintenance of clean
air and water, outdoor recreational activities compatible with these uses, and grazing land for
livestock.

3. POLICY 2
Forest Lands shall be designated Conservation-Forest in the County's Comprehensive Plan. When
considering a zone change to a forest zone, the Planning Commission or other reviewing body shall
review the proposal against the acreage, management, and other approval criteria in County-wide
Forest Lands Policies #19, #20 and #21.*

4, POLICY 3
Forest practices on lands designated Conservation-Forest shall conform to the Oregon Forest Practices
Act and Oregon Forest Practice Rules, as revised.

5. POLICY 4
Division of forestlands will be permitted only upon a finding that the proposed division meets the
following criteria:

a. the proposed division will not diminish the potential for timber production, watershed protection
and fish and wildlife habitat, and

b. the creation of new parcels will not materially alter the overall stability of the area's land use
pattern.

6. POLICY 5 The AF-20 and F-38 zones no
The clustering of non-forest residences on forestlands may be permitted in the AF-20 and F-38 zones, longer exist and references to
subject to non-forest use siting standards. This non-forest development is permitted conditionally them should be deleted. Update
because, properly designed and sited, it does not result in the loss of forest lands nor does it diminish language to reference Measure
or interfere with forest uses. 49 requirements.

POLICY 6
The designation of new park and recreation areas (campgrounds, etc.) on forestlands shall require an
assessment of public need for these facilities and their potential impact on adjacent forestlands. The




FOREST LANDS

POLICY REVIEW

STATEWIDE PLANNING GOAL

CLATSOP COUNTY GOALS AND POLICIES

GOAL MET
(Y/N)

RETAIN GOAL
(Y/N)

RECOMMENDATIONS

STAFF

CAC

PC

productive capacity of the land shall be evaluated and considered when siting these developments.
These developments, if allowed, shall be sited and designed so as not to preclude forest management
wherever possible.

POLICY 7
The County will do the following in order to minimize conflicts between the use of forestland for elk

habitat and for commercial timber production.

a. Wildlife refuges:
Existing wildlife refuges which are owned/leased and managed by the Oregon Department of

Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) or by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) shall be
designated Conservation-Other Resource and zoned Open Space, Parks and Recreation (OPR).

Proposed wildlife management areas which are managed and either owned or leased by the
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) located in areas designated Conservation Forest
or in other lowland areas under any plan designation shall be reviewed by the County for
compliance with the approval standards listed below. Such hearings shall be conducted according
to a Type IV procedure at a time and place convenient to residents of the affected planning area.
ODFW shall provide an evaluation of the economic, social, environmental and energy
consequences of the proposal and** information sufficient to support findings with respect to the
following approval criteria:

1. Identification of the need for the proposed new wildlife management area. "Need" means
specific problems or conflicts that will be resolved or specific ODFW objectives that will be
achieved by establishing the proposed area.

2. Alternative lands and management actions available to the ODFW, and an analysis of why
those alternatives or management actions will not resolve identified problems or achieve

objectives.

b. The State Fish and Wildlife Commission shall be officially requested to resolve the existing
adverse impacts on forestland resulting from elk browse. The following measures are suggested:

revision of hunting laws.

reduce the elk population in Clatsop County to sustained management levels.
compensate land owners for damage to forest crops resulting from elk.

where appropriate, provide technical and financial assistance to forestland owners for

the installation of fencing.

c.  The County shall take the necessary action through the State Legislative Assembly to revise the
laws governing the action of the State Fish and Wildlife Commission for the provision of
acceptable methods of relief to property owners from damage due to elk.

POLICY 10
Forestry activities within watersheds in areas designated Conservation-Forest in the Comprehensive

Plan will be conducted in accordance with the Oregon Forest Practices Act and the Oregon Forest

Original document jumps from
Policy 7 to Policy 10. Renumber
final draft correctly.
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Practice Rules, as revised. Additional protective measures negotiated between forest landowners and
water users are encouraged.

POLICY 11

The productive capacity of the land will be considered before land designated Conservation-Forest is
changed to another plan designation. The impact of the proposed new use on adjacent lands shall also
be evaluated and considered before such a plan change is made.

POLICY 12

Off-road vehicles (ORVs) shall be strictly confined to established rock roads in order to prevent
erosion, stream degradation, damage to young trees and seedlings, and disturbance of wildlife and its
habitat.

POLICY 13
Existing utility right-of-ways shall be utilized to the maximum extent possible before new right-of-ways
are created.

Correct “right-of-ways” to
“rights-of-way” in final draft.

POLICY 14
Roads in forest areas shall be limited to the minimum width necessary for traffic management and
safety.

POLICY 15
Forest landowners shall be encouraged to actively pursue methods of complete utilization of wood
fiber left on the ground after harvesting.

POLICY 16

Where forestlands of suitable management size occur in the interior of rural residential areas, or are
completely surrounded by residential development, small woodland management and farming is
encouraged. Over time these areas may be needed for housing and in future comprehensive plan
updates shall be considered ideally situated for conversion to residential uses prior to conversion of
other forestlands.

POLICY 17
Expansion of existing non-forest developments and uses in forest zones may be permitted under a
Type Il procedure only when such expansion is substantially confined to the existing site.

POLICY 18

Partitioning of forest lands under the provisions of Clatsop County's forest zones which serve to
increase forest management efficiency by allowing one or more forest owners to consolidate their
land holdings is encouraged.

POLICY 19
Clatsop County will rely on the following acreage criteria when reviewing a proposed zone change to a
forest zone:

AF-20: Lands in the AF-20 zone shall be comprised predominantly of ownerships smaller than 40 acres.
Ownerships 40 acres and larger may also be placed in an AF-20 zone if they are generally surrounded
by ownerships smaller than 40 acres.

F-38: Lands in the F-38 zone shall be comprised predominantly of ownerships smaller than 76 acres.
Ownerships 76 acres and larger may also be placed in an F-38 zone if they are generally surrounded by
ownerships smaller than 76 acres.

The AF-20 and F-38 zones no
longer exist and references to
them should be deleted. All F-80
zoned-lands, regardless of size,
have an 80-acre minimum lot
size.
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F-80: Lands in the F-80 zone shall be comprised predominantly of ownerships 76 acres and larger.*

POLICY 20
Clatsop County will rely on the following management criteria when reviewing a proposed zone
change to a forest zone:

AF-20 and F-38: lands in these forest zones are characterized by both agricultural and forestland uses.
Management of these lands is often done on a low-intensity, part-time basis.

F-80: Forestlands in the F-80 zone include areas where timber production is the primary land use.
These lands are often intensively managed by full time professional foresters.*

The AF-20 and F-38 zones no
longer exist and references to
them should be deleted.

POLICY 21

A zone change from the F-80 zone to any other zone, including the AF-20 or F-38 zone, shall require a
plan amendment. The purpose for such a plan change is to assure that primary forest lands in the F-80
zone are not converted to mixed use forest lands in the F-38 or AF-20 zones, or to any other plan
designation without appropriate review by the County.*

The AF-20 and F-38 zones no
longer exist and references to
them should be deleted.

POLICY 22

Partitioning of land in the AF-20 zone and F-38 zone shall be approved only upon a finding that such
newly created parcels shall be used only for forest uses. This policy does not apply to the small lots
resulting from a cluster partition.*

POLICY 23

In land use changes involving a change from Conservation-Forest Lands or Rural Agricultural Lands to
Rural Lands or Development designations an Exception to the Agricultural Lands or Forest Lands Goals
must be taken.*

*Amended 84-9, May 23, 1984

**Amended 84-10, June 27, 1984






