










Bob Rindy - Comments of Urban Growth Boundary Amendments Rules 

  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed UGB amendment rules.  I appreciated the opportunity 
to be on the work group and participate in the rulemaking effort.  I have several comments on the November 16, 
2008 draft.  Will you please forward these to the Commission? 
  
Overall Progress 
This latest effort was the “Phase 2” effort to clarify and streamline the UGB amendment process.  While the draft 
rules do make some progress, there is still more to be done.  One area that I felt we made little progress was in 
identifying needs for non-residential land.  A safe harbor would be very useful in identifying need for commercial, 
industrial, and institutional lands.  I hope that DLCD continues to work on this area. 
  
Definitions 
The “attached housing” definition includes condominiums.  However, condominiums can be detached dwellings, 
or non-residential uses. 
  
The “buildable land” definition defines that term as only meaning residential land.  I think it would be better use 
the term “buildable residential land” to distinguish it from other types of buildable land. 
  
Definition (3) and (5) both define “Detached Single Family Housing. 
  
The definition of “Net Buildable Acre” also need not be restricted to residential land. 
  
Housing density and mix safe harbors 
The proposed safe harbor requires the jurisdiction to “determine the existing housing [sic] the percentage of both 
attached housing and single family detached housing on development land in the urban area at the time the local 
government initiated the evaluation or amendment of the UGB.”  I recommend adding “or at the last census.”  The 
census information is very easy to find and use – the percentage at date of UGB amendment initiation would take 
quite a bit of work to determine. 
  
I recommend that the housing density and housing mix safe harbors not be required to be linked.  Housing 
density and mix address different goals:  density primarily addresses efficient land use (Goal 14), and mix 
address housing types and affordability (Goal 8).  A local jurisdiction may have a very good idea and good data to 
support what it wants to do with one of those factors but not the other.  It should be allowed to use just the one 
that it feels is appropriate.  In the examples given at the work group of past UGB amendments, several of those 
jurisdictions could have qualified under on of the safe harbors but not the other.  Not using both would have 
disqualified them from using either. 
  
For the alternate housing mix safe harbor, the percentage should be percent decrease in single family detached 
units.  If the last census said the community was 80% SFD, then 80% x -15% = -12%.  Therefore, the community 
could plan for 68% single family and 32% other.   
  
  
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 
  
  
Barton Brierley, AICP     Planning and Building Director                  
City of Newberg             Ph:  503-537-1212 
P.O. Box 970                 Fax:  503-537-1272 
Newberg, OR  97132      e-mail:  barton.brierley@ci.newberg.or.us 
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Salem 503-362-3645 

Toll Free 800-252-9115 

Fax 503-362-9615 

oar@oregonrealtors.org 

2110 Mission St. SE #310 
P.O. Box 351 

Salem, Oregon 97308 

 December 1, 2008 
 
 
John Van Landingham, Chair 
Land Conservation and Development Commission 
635 Capitol St. NE, Suite 150 
Salem, OR  97301 
 
Chair Van Landingham and Commission Members: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in Phase 2 of the Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) administrative rulemaking project.  There certainly were a diverse array of groups 
and interests represented in the work group, and the discussions were quite in-depth.  A 
great deal of progress has been made in the work group; however, with a little more time, I 
feel the recommendations and proposals sent to the Commission would be even more 
refined.   
 
I apologize for being unable to attend your meeting in Tillamook, but would respectfully ask 
that any consideration of the proposed new and amended rules on urban growth boundaries 
be carried over to your next regularly scheduled meeting.  The Phase 2 workgroup has a 
final meeting scheduled for next week (December 10), which will allow a more thorough 
examination of all of the proposed changes by the entire group.   
 
Should you choose to move forward on the proposed new and amended rules, I would 
respectfully submit the following comments: 

1. Housing “Density” and “Mix”- A great deal of time was spent determining how best 
to provide guidance to local governments in determination of projected density and 
housing mix.  While the proposal calls for the safe harbors in proposed 660-024-
0040(8)(e)-(h) to be linked, each was considered separately on their merits, and 
stands up to scrutiny individually.  In order to best accommodate efficient local 
government planning, a local government should be allowed to use either of the 
density safe harbors or either of the mix safe harbors independently.   

2. Housing Mix- The percentage increase found in proposed 660-024-0040(8)(h) was 
proposed in order to reflect upon the existing character and makeup of communities.  
The 15% in attached housing is substantial, and should represent an increase in the 
overall percentage of attached housing units in the estimated 20-year housing need.  

3. Land Exchange Rules-As noted in the draft proposed new and amended rules, the 
work group did not discuss this proposal, and I would welcome the opportunity to 
examine this proposal with the confines of the December 10th meeting. 

4. LCDC Review Required for UGB Amendments-The proposed changes to 660-024-
0080 were merely in their infancy in the work group process.  While some members 
agreed in principal to certain elements of the proposal, there is still substantial 
disagreement over this proposed change taken as a whole.  The proposed language 
has not been thoroughly vetted by the work group, and there did not appear to be 
support for the proposition to further restrict the ability of local governments to 
responsibly use post-acknowledgement plan amendments.    

 
Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments and to participate in the 
work group process.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Shaun Jillions 
Legislative Policy Director 
































































	Item 7 - Public Comment (BEH).pdf
	Item 7 - Public Comment (Brierley)
	Item 7 - Public Comment (City of Madras)
	Item 7 - Public Comment (ECONorthwest)
	Item 7 - Public Comment (Eugene-Springfield)
	Item 7 - Public Comment (Jillions)
	Item 7 - Public Comment (LOC)
	Item 7 - Public Comment (Marion Co)
	Item 7 - Public Comment (OAR)
	Item 7 - Public Comment (ODOT)
	Item 7 - Public Comment (PerkinsCoie)
	Item 7 - Public Comment (Winterbrook)
	Item 7 - Public Comment (Winterowd)

