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Oregon is losing major manufacturing projects, jobs, and tax revenue because companies cannot find 
suitable development-ready sites. 

MĺŽôŘĲĺŘϙ�ĖĲÍϙXĺťôħЍŜϙ�ŘĺŜŕôŘĖťƅϙ)ĺŪĲèĖī1 identified the lack of development-ready sites as a key 
constraint on recruiting and growing Oregon employers, making industrial site availability and readiness 
one of its ten main recommendations. 

�ēôϙiŘôČĺĲϙBŪŜĖĲôŜŜϙ)ĺŪĲèĖīϙϼiB)ϽϙēÍŜϙŘôŕôÍťôîīƅϙċĺŪĲîϙťēÍťϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙŜēĺŘťÍČôϙĺċϙÍϙŕĺŘťċĺīĖĺϙĺċϙ
industrial sites ϳ ordinary expansion sites, 100ϳ300-acre strategic sites, 500+ acre very large sites and a 
very small number of 1,000+ acre sites ϳ constrains growth. OBC has documented this problem since at 
least 2003.2 More recently: 

o GϙťĺŕϙċĖĲîĖĲČϙĺċϙ͑͏͑͑ЍŜϙiŘôČĺĲϙ�ôıĖèĺĲîŪèťĺŘϙ)ĺıŕôťĖťĖŽôĲôŜŜϙ�ÍŜħϙqĺŘèô3 was that the state 
lacked an adequate supply of sites across the site spectrum to fully capitalize on the boom in 
semiconductor investment. This finding was repeated in a June 2026 study by the University of 
Oregon4 for Business Oregon, which reported that limited industrial land is deterring new 
semiconductor investment in the state. Since 2020, the Semiconductor Industry Association 
(SIA)5 has tracked $640 billion of industry investment. At the time of the Semiconductor Task 
Force, Oregon had 15% of the national semiconductor workforce. Since then, Oregon has 
underperformed, receiving only about 5% of industry investment while Arizona has captured 
about 30%. 

o The Oregon Clean Tech Task Force6, convened in 2024, found that Oregon largely missed the 
first wave of federally supported clean-technology manufacturing investment. The 2024 Oregon 
Clean Tech Task Force, citing the Clean Investment Monitor, reported that of more than $100 
billion in privately led, federally supported clean-energy manufacturing investment tracked 
nationally, Oregon had received none as of July 2024. The Task Force documented that several 
large projects were missed because the state lacked the proper industrial site. 

o A forthcoming survey by the Oregon Business Council, Oregon Economic Development 
Association and League of Oregon Cities (detailed below), with respondents representing well 
ĺŽôŘϙēÍīċϙĺċϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙôèĺĲĺıĖèϙÍèťĖŽĖťƅϠϙċĺŪĲîϙťēÍťϙıĺŘôϙťēÍĲϙ͗͏҇ϙĺċϙŘôŜŕĺĲîôĲťŜϙŘeported 
missing economic development projects due to a lack of development-ready land. 

 
1ϙēťťŕŜϡϯϯſſſϟĺŘôČĺĲϟČĺŽϯČĺŽϯ0ĺèŪıôĲťŜϯiŘôČĺĲ҇͑͏�ŘĺŜŕôŘĖťƅ҇͑͏)ĺŪĲèĖī҇͑͏�ôŕĺŘť϶VŪĲô҇͑͏͑͏͕͑ϟŕîċϙ 
2ϙēťťŕŜϡϯϯèîĲϟĺŘæŪŜĖĲôŜŜèĺŪĲèĖīϟĺŘČϯîĺèŜϯŕĺīĖèƅϯ�ťôŕŕĖĲČ�ŕ͑͏͏͒ϟŕîċϙ 
3ϙēťťŕŜϡϯϯĺŘôČĺĲæŪŜĖĲôŜŜŕīÍĲϟĺŘČϯſŕϱèĺĲťôĲťϯŪŕīĺÍîŜϯ͑͏͑͑ϯ͏͗ϯ�ôıĖèĺĲîŪèťĺŘϱ�ÍŜħϱqĺŘèôϱ�ôŕĺŘťϱċĺŘϱ
�ôīôÍŜôϟŕîċϙ 
4ēťťŕŜϡϯϯſſſϟĺŘôČĺĲϟČĺŽϯæĖƏϯ�ŪæīĖèÍťĖĺĲŜϯBĺÍŘîŜϯBīĺČϯiŘôČĺĲ϶)W7��϶Íť϶Í϶)ŘĺŜŜŘĺÍîŜϯ�ťŘÍťôČĖè϶GŜŜôŜŜı
ôĲť϶�ôıĖèĺĲîŪèťĺŘ϶͕ϟ͔ϟ͕͑ϟŕîċϙ 
5ϙēťťŕŜϡϯϯſſſϟŜôıĖèĺĲîŪèťĺŘŜϟĺŘČϯèēĖŕϱŜŪŕŕīƅϱèēÍĖĲϱĖĲŽôŜťıôĲťŜϯϙ 
6ϙēťťŕŜϡϯϯèîĲϟĺŘæŪŜĖĲôŜŜèĺŪĲèĖīϟĺŘČϯîĺèŜϯŕĺīĖèƅϯiŘôČĺĲ϶)īôÍĲ϶�ôèēĲĺīĺČƅ϶�ÍŜħ϶qĺŘèô϶�ôŕĺŘťϟŕîċϙ 

https://www.oregon.gov/gov/Documents/Oregon%20Prosperity%20Council%20Report_June%202026.pdf
https://cdn.orbusinesscouncil.org/docs/policy/SteppingUp2003.pdf
https://oregonbusinessplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/Semiconductor-Task-Force-Report-for-Release.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/biz/Publications/Boards/Blog/Oregon_CHIPS_at_a_Crossroads/Strategic_Assessment_Semiconductor_6.5.26.pdf
https://www.semiconductors.org/chip-supply-chain-investments/
https://cdn.orbusinesscouncil.org/docs/policy/Oregon_Clean_Technology_Task_Force_Report.pdf
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These reports document the shortage but do not fully explain why Oregon repeatedly lacks industrial 
land, or which mechanisms produce the problem. 

Drawing on consultations with leading economic developers and jurisdictions, this report explains 
where state industrial-īÍĲîϙŕĺīĖèƅϙæŘôÍħŜϙîĺſĲϙÍĲîϙēĺſϙťĺϙċĖƄϙĖťϟϙ7ťŜϙèôĲťŘÍīϙċĖĲîĖĲČϙĖŜϙťēÍťϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙīÍĲî-
use system often makes it difficult or impossible for local governments to meet statutory mandates for 
the adequate provision of suitable industrial land. Without bold action, Oregon will face persistent 
shortages of development-ready sites. 

iŘôČĺĲЍŜϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍī-land challenge has three related dimensions: 

1. Supply: Rules can make it too difficult to justify urban growth boundary (UGB) expansions: 
industrial land inventories overstate the amount of marketable industrial land available today, 
ÍĲîϙĖťϙèÍĲϙæôϙîĖċċĖèŪīťϙċĺŘϙèĖťĖôŜϙÍĲîϙŘôČĖĺĲŜϙťĺϙæôϙЊÍŜŕĖŘÍťĖĺĲÍīЋϙƅôťϙŘôÍīĖstic in the land they 
project. 

2. Readiness: Rules determining land priority tend to put land in difficult and expensive places. 
�ēÍťϙèĺŪŕīôîϙſĖťēϙīĺèÍīϙČĺŽôŘĲıôĲťϙŘôŜĺŪŘèôϙèĺĲŜťŘÍĖĲťŜϙÍĲîϙťēôϙŜťÍťôЍŜϙīÍèħϙĺċϙĖĲŽôŜťıôĲťϙĖĲϙ
ŜĖťôϙŘôÍîĖĲôŜŜϙīôÍŽôŜϙıŪèēϙĺċϙťēôϙŜťÍťôЍŜϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîϙſĖťēĺŪťϙŜĖťôϙÍŜŜôıæīy, infrastructure or 
utilities.   

3. Regulation: Wetlands policy, and government capacity challenges create uncertainty, cost, 
and delay.  

This paper does not call for wholesale land-use reform. Oregon should modernize the system while 
preserving its core principles and ensuring enough industrial sites to support economic opportunity, 
wage growth, and public revenue. The paper lays out the requirements for any solution: 

What Solutions Must Do  
o Fund site readiness: Capitalize state programs that finance infrastructure, site assembly, and 

technical work. 

o Enable aspirational, strategic planning: Allow willing jurisdictionsϴand the stateϴto set 
goals above current trends and identify the land needed to achieve them. 

o OîîŘôŜŜϙЊŕēÍĲťĺıϙŜŪŕŕīƅЋϡ 

o GīĖČĲϙŜťÍťŪťĺŘƅϙîôċĖĲĖťĖĺĲŜϙĺċϙŜĖťôϙЊŜŪĖťÍæĖīĖťƅЋϙſĖťēϙıÍŘħôťϙŘôŗŪĖŘôıôĲťŜϙŜĺϙĖĲŽôĲťĺŘĖôŜϙ
do not keep accumulating land that is undevelopable, prohibitively expensive, or poorly 
located. 

o GîîŘôŜŜϙťēôϙīôČÍèƅϙЊŕēÍĲťĺıϙŜŪŕŕīƅЋϙÍīŘôÍîƅϙôıæôîîôîϙĖĲϙŘôČĖĺĲÍīϙĖĲŽôĲťĺŘĖôŜϟ 

o Make sure industrial expansions go where industry needs it. Ensure selecting land for UGB 
industrial expansions properly weighs the value of the economic opportunity and the cost of 
readying the land.  

o Move faster: Give the state and local governments faster, more flexible, and more predictable 
tools for responding to changing economic conditions. 
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Together, the changes proposed below to accomplish these objectives would expand high-value, high-
wage advanced-ıÍĲŪċÍèťŪŘĖĲČϙĤĺæŜϙſēĖīôϙŕŘĺťôèťĖĲČϙťēôϙŽÍŜťϙıÍĤĺŘĖťƅϙĺċϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙŕŘĺîŪèťĖŽôϙċÍŘıīÍĲîϟϙ
More taxpayers and higher wages would also strengthen public revenues amid mounting fiscal stress. 

Oregon must update its flagship policies, including its land-use system, for its economy to perform as 
intended. 

Report Structure 
The paper is structured as follows: 

o Background on industrial lands: why it matters, how much Oregon has, and how the system is 
supposed to work. 

o Problems and proposed solutions: where the system fails to work as intended, and how to fix it. 
The paper addresses these in roughly the order a city or region follows when adding industrial 
land to its UGB and then readying it. The paper begins with supply and the ways rules and 
statutes make it difficult for cities to add land. It then discusses the fundamental challenges 
cities face in readying that land, and concludes with other regulatory issues that need attention. 
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Background on Industrial Lands 

Why Industrial Land Matters 
Oregon has an acute need for more economic growth. iŘôČĺĲЍŜϙŪĲŜťÍæīôϙŘôŽôĲŪôϙıĖƄϙèŘôÍťôŜϙŜťŘŪèťŪŘÍīϙ
challenges for funding public services. Growth means more workers and businesses paying property 
and income taxes. Industrial land helps recruit and retain major employers, while an economic strategy 
can tarČôťϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖôŜϙÍīĖČĲôîϙſĖťēϙŜťÍťôϙſÍČôϙÍĲîϙŜħĖīīϙČĺÍīŜϟϙ7ĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîϙŕŘôŜôĲťŜϙĺĲôϙĺċϙťēôϙŜťÍťôЍŜϙ
best opportunities to spur needed growth; as the Prosperity Council and OBC Task Forces found, 
employers want to be and expand here, but are often thwarted simply by a lack of development-ready 
land. The Site Selectors MŪĖīîЍŜϙÍĲĲŪÍīϙЊ�ēôϙ�ťÍťôϙĺċϙ�Ėťôϙ�ôīôèťĖĺĲЋϙ͑͏͕͑7 report finds that lacking a 
suitable site is the top elimination factor for companies. 

 FIGURE 1: SITE SELECTOR GUILDЍS TOP FACTORS ELIMINATING A LOCATION FROM A SHORT LIST 

 

iŘôČĺĲЍŜϙīÍĲî-ŪŜôϙŜƅŜťôıϙôıôŘČôîϙÍťϙÍϙťĖıôϙſēôĲϙťēôϙŜťÍťôЍŜϙťŘÍîôî-sector economy depended 
heavily on natural resources. Oregon pioneered a state land-use planning system explicitly to slow the 
loss and conversion of farm and forestland to suburbanization. Protecting farm and forest land was not 
simply an environmental objective; it was also an economic one. State officials were concerned that 
rapid suburbanizationϴparticularly in the Willamette Valleyϴwould permanently convert the 
productive land base supporting agriculture and timber. At the same time, Oregonians were reacting to 
environmental degradation and the public costs of growth that outpaced roads, sewer and water 
infrastructure. The specter of Southern California-style development loomed large. 

Timber was an economic powerhouse. In the late 1960s and early 1970s, forest products employed 
roughly 9 percent of Oregon workers and generated about 13 percent of statewide labor income. 
aÍĲŪċÍèťŪŘĖĲČϙſÍŜϙÍīŘôÍîƅϙÍϙıÍĤĺŘϙŕÍŘťϙĺċϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙôèĺĲĺıƅϡϙťēôϙŜťÍte had roughly 172,000 

 
7ϙēťťŕŜϡϯϯŜĖťôŜôīôèťĺŘŜČŪĖīîϟèĺıϯŘôŜôÍŘèēϯŜťÍťôϱĺċϱŜĖťôϱŜôīôèťĖĺĲϱ͑͏͕͑ϯϙ 

https://siteselectorsguild.com/research/state-of-site-selection-2026/
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manufacturing jobs in 1970, and wood products and paper accounted for more than 40 percent of 
them. Agriculture was also an important traded ĖĲîŪŜťŘƅϙÍĲîϙÍϙîôċĖĲĖĲČϙŪŜôϙĺċϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙīÍĲîϙæÍŜôϠϙôŽôĲϙ
though direct farm employment had already fallen substantially by 1970.  

FIGURE 2. VALUE OF OREGON EXPORTED GOODS AND SERVICES BY INDUSTRY, 20228 

 

What changed is not that Oregon went from agriculture to manufacturing, but the composition of 
iŘôČĺĲЍŜϙťŘÍîôîϙôèĺĲĺıƅϙÍĲîϙťēôϙŜĺŪŘèôŜϙĺċϙĖťŜϙèĺıŕôťĖťĖŽôϙÍîŽÍĲťÍČôϟϙ�ĺîÍƅϠϙŜôıĖèĺĲîŪèťĺŘŜϙÍŘôϙ
iŘôČĺĲЍŜϙıĺŜťϙŽÍīŪÍæīôϙôƄŕĺŘťϟϙ�ēôϙĺŘĖČĖĲÍīϙŜƅŜťôıϙſÍŜϙæŪĖīťϙĖĲϙŜubstantial part to protect economic 
ÍŜŜôťŜϙŘĺĺťôîϙĖĲϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙĲÍťŪŘÍīϙôĲîĺſıôĲťŜϴproductive soils and forests. Productive soils remain 
important. But Oregon has also spent decades building competitive advantages in industries such as 
semiconductors through private capital investment, specialized workers, supplier networks, research 
capacity and public infrastructure. Those advantages are no more automatic or permanent than 
productive farmland.  

The policy challenge, therefore, is not to choose manufacturing over agriculture. It is to ensure that a 
land-ŪŜôϙŜƅŜťôıϙîôŜĖČĲôîϙťĺϙŕŘĺťôèťϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙôèĺĲĺıĖèϙŜťŘôĲČťēŜϙèÍĲϙŘôèĺČĲĖƏôϙÍīīϙĺċϙťēôıϟϙ�ťÍťôſĖîôϙ
Planning Goal 9 exists for that reason. The system should continue protecting productive resource land 
while also ensuring that Oregon can provide appropriately located, development-ready sites for 
industries in which generations of public and private investment have created a durable competitive 
position. 

 
8ϙēťťŕŜϡϯϯŕĺŘťīÍĲîıôťŘĺèēÍıæôŘϟèĺıϯŘôŜĺŪŘèôŜϯ͑͏͔͑ϱŜťÍťôϱĺċϱĺŘôČĺĲϱťŘÍîôϯϙ 

https://portlandmetrochamber.com/resources/2025-state-of-oregon-trade/
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How Much Industrial Land Oregon Has 
Oregon has roughly 160,0009 ÍèŘôŜϙĺċϙīÍĲîϙƏĺĲôîϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙſĖťēĖĲϙ�MBŜϠϙÍæĺŪťϙ͏ϟ͔͑҇ϙĺċϙťēôϙŜťÍťôЍŜϙ
total land area.10 By comparison, Oregon has roughly 15.6 million acres11 zoned exclusive farm use, of 
which about 15.3 million acres are farmed12ϴroughly 25% and 24% of total land area, respectively.  

The policy question today is how much industrial land is vacant and available for development now and 
going forward. Because Oregon lacks a statewide inventory of available industrial land, OBC and its 
partners, the Oregon Economic Development Association (OEDA) and the League of Oregon Cities 
(LOC), surveyed jurisdictions about their available land and about projects missed because of 
insufficient development-ready sites.  

The survey13 yielded several key findings. Of the 28 responding jurisdictions, 82% reported missing 
economic development opportunities; on a population-weighted basis, the rate is 98%.  

Respondents from across the state, representing both large and small jurisdictions, reported just under 
͐͏Ϡ͏͏͏ϙÍèŘôŜϙĺċϙЊŽÍèÍĲťЋϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîϠϙæŪťϙĺĲīƅϙ͐Ϡ͔͗͑ϙÍèŘôŜϙſôŘôϙîôŽôīĺŕıôĲťϙŘôÍîƅϟϙ 

Much of this land faces common development barriers, including: 

o Lack of water, sewer, roads, wastewater or access to electrical power 

 
9ϙGŪťēĺŘϙèÍīèŪīÍťĖĺĲŜϙŪŜĖĲČϙ)īÍŪîôϙG7ϠϙæÍŜôîϙĺĲϙ0[)0ЍŜϙŜťÍťôſĖîôϙƏĺĲĖĲČϙīÍƅôŘϙϼiŘôČĺĲϙ¾ĺĲĖĲČϠϙ͑͏͑͒ϢϙiŘôČĺĲϙ
M%iWŪæϽϠϙèĺıŕŘĖŜĖĲČϙƏĺĲôϙèĺîôŜϙ7[Ϡϙ7WϠϙ7)Ϡϙ7iϠϙ�7ϠϙÍĲîϙ�)�7ϟϙ�ĺīƅČĺĲϙÍŘôÍŜϠϙĲÍťĖŽôīƅϙŘôŕĺŘťôîϙĖĲϙ®ôæϙ
aôŘèÍťĺŘϙŜŗŪÍŘôϙıôťôŘŜϠϙſôŘôϙèĺŘŘôèťôîϙæƅϙèĺŜφϼīÍťĖťŪîôϽϙťĺϙťŘŪôϙČŘĺŪĲîϙÍŘôÍϢϙťēôϙŜÍıôϙèĺŘŘôèťĖĺĲϙÍŕŕīĖôîϙťĺϙ
ťēôϙċŪīīϙīÍƅôŘϙŘôŕŘĺîŪèôŜϙťēôϙ)ôĲŜŪŜϙBŪŘôÍŪЍŜϙiŘôČĺĲϙīÍĲîϙÍŘôÍϙťĺϙſĖťēĖĲϙ͏ϟ͏͏͐ϙŕôŘèôĲťϟ 
10ϙGŜŜŪıôŜϙÍϙťĺťÍīϙīÍĲîϙæÍŜôϙĺċϙ͕͒ϟ͏͐͗ϙıĖīīĖĺĲϙÍèŘôŜϠϙÍŜϙŕŘĺŽĖîôîϙĺĲϙŜīĖîôϙ͓ϙēôŘôϟϙ 
11ēťťŕŜϡϯϯſſſϟĺŘôČĺĲϟČĺŽϯīèîϯ)ĺııĖŜŜĖĺĲϯ0ĺèŪıôĲťŜϯGťťÍèēıôĲť҇͑͏%϶0[)0҇͑͏qÍŘı҇͑͏qĺŘôŜť҇͑͏�ô
ŕĺŘť҇͑͏͑͏͑͑ϱ͑͒ϟŕîċϠϙŕϟϙ͖ 
12ϙ0[)0ϙīôČĖŜīÍťĖŽôϙŕŘôŜôĲťÍťĖĺĲϡϙ
ēťťŕŜϡϯϯĺīĖŜϟĺŘôČĺĲīôČĖŜīÍťŪŘôϟČĺŽϯīĖƏϯ͑͏͑͒7͐ϯ0ĺſĲīĺÍîŜϯ)ĺııĖťťôôaôôťĖĲČ0ĺèŪıôĲťϯ͔͕͔͑͗͑ϦŪťıϙ 
13ϙ�ŪæīĖŜēôîϙŘôŕĺŘťϙċĺŘťēèĺıĖĲČϟϙ 

https://geohub.oregon.gov/datasets/oregon-geo::zoning/about
https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2023I1/Downloads/CommitteeMeetingDocument/285652?utm_source=gemini
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Commission/Documents/Attachment%20E_DLCD%20Farm%20Forest%20Report%202022-23.pdf
https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2023I1/Downloads/CommitteeMeetingDocument/285652?utm
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o Land not for sale or difficult to aggregate 
o Wetland encumbrances  
o Lack of transportation infrastructure 

 

Respondents also reported very few large sites. Only eight of twenty-eight jurisdictions reported having 
at least one site 100 acres or larger. If the question had asked how many of these sites are development 
ready, the number of qualifying jurisdictions would almost certainly be smaller. Notably, respondents 
reported no large sites in the Metro area (where respondents included Hillsboro, Portland, Sherwood, 
Scappoose, Gresham and Clackamas County) and none in the Gorge area.  
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How the System is Supposed to Work  
iŘôČĺĲЍŜϙīÍĲî-use program has 19 statewide planning goals. One of them, Goal 9, addresses economic 
development and is balanced against the other 18. State land-use statute recognizes the importance of 
ôèĺĲĺıĖèϙČŘĺſťēϡϙi��ϙ͖͐͘ϟ͖͐͑ϙŜťÍťôŜϙťēÍťϙťēôϙЊ[ôČĖŜīÍťĖve Assembly finds and declares that, in 
carrying out statewide comprehensive land use planning, the provision of adequate opportunities for a 
variety of economic activities throughout the state is vital to the health, welfare and prosperity of all the 
peopīôϙĺċϙťēôϙŜťÍťôϟЋϙ 

To implement that recognition, ORS 197.712(2)(c) requires local governments to provide an adequate 
ŗŪÍĲťĖťƅϙĺċϙŜŪĖťÍæīôϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙÍĲîϙôıŕīĺƅıôĲťϙīÍĲîŜϡϙЊ)ĺıŕŘôēôĲŜĖŽôϙŕīÍĲŜϙÍĲîϙīÍĲîϙŪŜôϙŘôČŪīÍťĖĺĲŜϙ
shall provide for at least an adequate supply of sites of suitable sizes, types, locations and service 
īôŽôīŜϙċĺŘϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙÍĲîϙèĺııôŘèĖÍīϙŪŜôŜϙèĺĲŜĖŜťôĲťϙſĖťēϙŕīÍĲϙŕĺīĖèĖôŜϟЋ 

In principle, the system works as follows: 

o Cities complete an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA). They see significant growth 
opportunities ahead that break with past trends and compile the data and analysis necessary to 
demonstrate that this growth is reasonably likely to occur. As part of their EOA, cities inventory 
their existing industrial land. They check whether there are suitable sites in the sizes, locations 
and quantities needed to seize the EOA-defined opportunity. If they find there are not, they use 
the difference between projected need and current supply to justify and receive state approval 
for a UGB expansion. (Individual cities in Metro can complete their own EOAs, but Metro must 
use its own documentation of need, called the Urban Growth Report, to determine whether to 
amend its UGB.) 

o Under Division 24 of the Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR 660-024), they evaluate potential 
expansion areas. As the rules require (and as described more fully in the sections that follow), 
they avoid farmland, especially high-value farmland with prime and unique soils, treating it as 
ťēôϙīĺſôŜťϙŕŘĖĺŘĖťƅϙċĺŘϙôƄŕÍĲŜĖĺĲϟϙ�ēôƅϙťēôĲϙÍŕŕīƅϙÍϙЊŜŪĖťÍæĖīĖťƅЋϙťôŜťϙťĺϙîôťôŘıĖĲôϙſēĖèēϙ
expansion area prevails. If that test rules out non-farmland, expansion occurs on farmland.  

o Reaching this point requires a lengthy, rigorous process with extensive public involvement. 
Although disagreement is common, the local UGB expansion process is meant to build 
consensus, ensuring that agreed-upon growth is intentional and that the final product is durable 
and not appealed, which gives the public, government and private-sector actors certainty. 
Ideally, the process is completed in 2ϳ3 years with broad agreement and a growing economy.  

o Through state and local financial partnership, this process yields the required quantity of 
ЊŜēĺŘť-ťôŘıϙŜŪŕŕīƅЋϙĺċϙīÍĲîϠϙıôÍĲĖĲČϙīÍĲîϙťēÍťϙĖŜϙŜēĺŽôī-ready. 

What is Not Working 
Strictly speaking, Oregon does not have a shortage of industrial land. It has plenty of land, as evidenced 
æƅϙaôťŘĺЍŜϙ�ŘæÍĲϙMŘĺſťēϙ�ôŕĺŘťϠ14 which finds a regional surplus of more than 3,000 acres of industrial 
īÍĲîϟϙ�ēôϙŕŘĺæīôıϙĖŜϙťēÍťϙıŪèēϙĺċϙťēĖŜϙīÍĲîϙĖŜϙЊŕēÍĲťĺıϙŜŪŕŕīƅЋϡϙīÍĲîϙťēÍťϙČĺŽôŘĲıôĲťŜϙèĺŪĲťϙæŪťϙťēÍťϙ

 
14ϙēťťŕŜϡϯϯſſſϟĺŘôČĺĲıôťŘĺϟČĺŽϯŜĖťôŜϯîôċÍŪīťϯƱīôŜϯ͑͏͕͑ϱ͏͐ϯ͑͏͓͑ϱŪČŘϱŜŪııÍŘƅϱƱĲÍīϟŕîċϙ 

https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2026-01/2024-ugr-summary-final.pdf
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the private sector will not develop and employers will not locate on. More precisely, then, Oregon has a 
shortage of development-ready industrial land, especially large sites.  

Three primary causes, absent reform across all of them, effectively ensure the continued buildup of 
ŪĲîôŽôīĺŕÍæīôϙЊŕēÍĲťĺıϙŜŪŕŕīƅЋϡϙ 

1. Supply: Rules can make it difficult to justify UGB expansions. Industrial land inventories 
overstate the amount of marketable industrial land available today, and it can be difficult for 
èĖťĖôŜϙÍĲîϙŘôČĖĺĲŜϙťĺϙæôϙЊÍŜŕĖŘÍťĖĺĲÍīЋϙæŪťϙŘôÍīĖŜťĖèϙĖĲϙŕŘĺĤôèťĖĲČϙťēôϙÍıĺŪĲťϙĺċϙīÍĲîϙťēôƅϙĲôôîϟ 

2. Readiness: Rules determining land priority tend to put land in difficult and expensive places. 
�ēÍťϙèĺŪŕīôîϙſĖťēϙīĺèÍīϙČĺŽôŘĲıôĲťϙŘôŜĺŪŘèôϙèĺĲŜťŘÍĖĲťŜϙÍĲîϙťēôϙŜťÍťôЍŜϙīÍèħϙĺċϙĖĲŽôŜťıôĲťϙĖĲϙ
ŜĖťôϙŘôÍîĖĲôŜŜϙīôÍŽôŜϙıŪèēϙĺċϙťēôϙŜťÍťôЍŜϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîϙſĖťēĺŪťϙŜĖťôϙÍŜŜôıæīy, infrastructure or 
utilities.   

3. Regulation: Wetlands policy, and government capacity challenges create uncertainty, cost, 
and delay.  
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Cause 1: Supply ± Challenges Justifying Expansions 
 

iŘôČĺĲЍŜϙŜŪŕŕīƅϙŕŘĺæīôıϙĖŜϙĲĺťϙťēôϙĲŪıæôŘϙĺċϙÍèŘôŜϙƏĺĲôîϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙæŪťϙťēôϙĲŪıæôŘϙĺċϙÍèŘôŜϙťēÍťϙÍŘôϙ
real supply: sites in the right places and of the right sizes that the market will actually develop. Two 
features of the system produce the gap: expansions are not driven by an economic development 
ŜťŘÍťôČƅϙÍĲîϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîŜϙĖĲŽôĲťĺŘĖôŜϙèĺŪĲťϙЊŕēÍĲťĺıϙŜŪŕŕīƅϟЋϙ 

Problem 1: Expansion justification is not based on an economic development 
strategy 
The supply problem begins, especially in small cities and in Metro, with the EOA process, which 
determines how much land will be needed based on projected opportunities. Many in the economic 
development community believe the land-use system does not encourÍČôϙèĖťĖôŜϙťĺϙæôϙЊÍŜŕĖŘÍťĖĺĲÍīЋϙĖĲϙ
their EOAs.  

Cities actually can be aspirational in their EOAs. The Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) has held that 
this is permissible as long as ÍŜŕĖŘÍťĖĺĲϙĖŜϙČŘĺŪĲîôîϙĖĲϙÍĲϙЊÍîôŗŪÍťôϙċÍèťŪÍīϙæÍŜôϠЋϙťēĺŪČēϙĲĺϙŜťÍťŪťôϙĺŘϙ
rule mentions aspirational planning. In practice, however, many find it difficult. Providing an adequate 
factual base can be onerous and invites legal challenge. Local governments that take this route must 
bear the time, consultant and legal costs of defending their EOAs. Faced with this reality, many 
resource-constrained localities default to the safe harbor route. OAR 660-024-0040(8) permits safe 
harbor approval for EOAs based on State Employment Department employment forecasts or Portland 
State University (PSU) population forecasts. These forecasts are by definition not aspirational; they are 
best guesses about the future based on existing policy and past trends. As a result, many localities that 
believe they could achieve more for their residents with more industrial land are locked into lower-
opportunity futures.  

Aspirational planning can be more limited for Metro, a major problem for state economic development 
æôèÍŪŜôϙťēôϙaôťŘĺϙŘôČĖĺĲϙĖŜϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙīÍŘČôŜťϙŘôČĖĺĲÍīϙôèĺĲĺıƅϟϙGĲƅϙôƄŕÍĲŜĖĺĲϙĺċϙĖťŜϙæĺŪĲîÍŘƅϙĖŜϙæÍŜôîϙ
on a 20-year population forecast (see OAR 660-024-0040(1)) that Metro then allocates among cities in 
the region. OAR 660-032-0030 outlines the requirements for the Metro area population forecast.  

�ÍŘťĖôŜϙîĖŜŕŪťôϙťēôϙîôČŘôôϙťĺϙſēĖèēϙŘŪīôŜϙÍīīĺſϙaôťŘĺϙťĺϙæôϙЊÍŜŕĖŘÍťĖĺĲÍīϟЋϙ�ēôϙîĖŜŕŪťôϙîôıĺĲŜťŘÍťôŜϙ
the problem: statutory clarity is needed to provide explicit authority ϳ and a mandate ϳ for aspirational 
planning in Metro and other cities. 

Solution 1: A statewide economic development strategy 
Land-ŪŜôϙŜťÍťŪťôϙĖŜϙīÍŘČôīƅϙŜĖīôĲťϙĺĲϙЊÍŜŕĖŘÍťĖĺĲÍīЋϙŕīÍĲĲĖĲČϟϙ�ēÍťϙÍıæĖČŪĖťƅϙŜēĺŪīîϙæôϙŘôŜĺīŽôîϟϙ 

)ĺĲŜĖŜťôĲťϙſĖťēϙťēôϙ�ŘĺŜŕôŘĖťƅϙ)ĺŪĲèĖīЍŜϙŘôèĺııôĲîÍťĖĺĲŜϙĺĲϙŘôĺŘČÍĲĖƏĖĲČϙBŪŜĖĲôŜŜϙiŘôČĺĲϙÍĲîϙ
developing an economic strategy, we recommend that statute require the Governor to create an 
economic strategy for the state. The strategy should establish a statewide growth target (similar to 
MĺŽôŘĲĺŘϙXĺťôħЍŜϙèÍīīϙťĺϙĖĲèŘôÍŜôϙŜťÍťôϙM0�ϙČŘĺſťēϙæƅϙ͏ϟ͔҇ϙÍĲĲŪÍīīƅϙĖĲϙēôŘϙ2025 Prosperity Roadmap), 
identify target industries and specify their growth opportunities and, among other non-land topics, 
establish the land supply, locational factors and site characteristics needed to compete to secure 
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those opportunities (compared with an inventory of current supply).15 In effect, aspirational should be 
whatever the Governor says it is. The Governor should be required to complete the strategy every four 
years (with more frequent updates allowed as conditions change), in consultation with local 
governments, business and cĺııŪĲĖťƅϙīôÍîôŘŜϠϙÍĲîϙĺťēôŘϙŜťÍħôēĺīîôŘŜϙŘôŕŘôŜôĲťĖĲČϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙ
geographic and economic diversity.  

Statutes pertaining to Goal 9, Goal 14 and the Division 24 administrative rules should also be amended 
ťĺϙČŘÍĲťϙŜÍċôϙēÍŘæĺŘϙťĺϙīĺèÍīϙÍĲîϙŘôČĖĺĲÍīϙČĺŽôŘĲıôĲťŜϙſēĺŜôϙ%iGŜϙèĺĲċĺŘıϙťĺϙťēôϙMĺŽôŘĲĺŘЍŜϙ
Economic Strategy in projecting economic opportunities, just as local governments now receive safe 
harbor when they conform to PSU population forecasts or State Employment Department forecasts. 

�ĲīĖħôϙťēôϙ�ŘĺŜŕôŘĖťƅϙ)ĺŪĲèĖīϙŘôŕĺŘťϙĺŘϙBŪŜĖĲôŜŜϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙŜťÍťôϙŜťŘÍťôČƅϙſĺŘħϠϙťēôϙŕŘĺŕĺŜôîϙŜťŘÍťôČƅϙ
would explain how Oregon will compete overall and in target industriesϴand would be owned and 
signed by the Governor.  

)ĖťĖôŜϙŜēĺŪīîϙĲĺťϠϙēĺſôŽôŘϠϙæôϙŘôŗŪĖŘôîϙťĺϙŪŜôϙťēôϙMĺŽôŘĲĺŘЍŜϙŜťŘÍťôČƅϙĖĲϙťēôĖŘϙ%iGŜϠϙÍĲîϙŜēĺŪīîϙŘôıÍĖĲϙ
free to pursue and justify their own aspirational paths, however they define them.  

Problem 2: Industrial lands inventories do not count what they appear to count 
Industrial lands inventories (ILIs), which are required in local plans and used to justify UGB expansions, 
do not inventory land suitable for particular target industries, or for industry in general.   

The Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) has adopted rules (OAR 660-024-0050) 
ťēÍťϙÍīīĺſϙÍϙ�MBϙôƄŕÍĲŜĖĺĲϙſēôĲϙÍϙèĖťƅϙĖŜϙîôťôŘıĖĲôîϙĲĺťϙťĺϙēÍŽôϙЊÍîôŗŪÍťôϙîôŽôīĺŕıôĲťϙèÍŕÍèĖťƅϙťĺϙ
accommodate 20-ƅôÍŘϙĲôôîŜϟЋ16 Determining adequate capacity requires comparing need with supply. 
Local governments must inventory existing industrial land and compare that with their projected 20-
year need. If supply is insufficient, a UGB expansion is justified. 

0ĖŽĖŜĖĺĲϙ͓͑ϙŘŪīôŜϙēĺīîϙťēÍťϙЊťēôϙĖĲŽôĲťĺŘƅϙıŪŜťϙĖĲèīŪîôϡϙŜŪĖťÍæīôϙīÍĲîϠϙŽÍèÍĲťϙīÍĲîϙÍĲîϙîôŽôīĺŕôîϙīÍĲîϠϙ
as defined in OAR 660-009-0005, designated for industrial or employment use, and must be conducted 
in accordance with OAR 660-009-͏͏͔͐ϟЋϙϙ 

The disconnect comes in OAR 660-009-0015. Subsection (2) of the rule requires inventories to identify 
ŜŕôèĖċĖèϙŜĖťôϙťƅŕôŜϙŘôŗŪĖŘôîϙŪĲîôŘϙťēôϙèĖťƅЍŜϙ%iGϙôıŕīĺƅıôĲťϙŕŘĺĤôèťĖĺĲϟϙ�ŪæŜôèťĖĺĲϙϼ͒ϽϠϙēĺſôŽôŘϠϙ
ŘôŗŪĖŘôŜϙťēôϙĖĲŽôĲťĺŘƅϙťĺϙèĺŪĲťϙĺĲīƅϙЊŽÍèÍĲťЋϙÍĲîϙЊîôŽôīĺŕôîЋϙīÍĲîϟϙ�ŪæŜôèťĖĺĲϙ͒ϼa) says inventories 
must only describe the site characteristics of the inventoried vacant and developed land, not count the 
supply of different sites and acreages the city has. As a result, vacant land is counted as industrial 
supply even when it lacks the characteristics employers require. This mismatch inflates inventories with 
ЊŕēÍĲťĺıЋϙŜŪŕŕīƅϙťēÍťϙĖĲîŪŜťŘƅϙſĖll not select but that is used to deny the need for UGB expansions. 

 
15ϙ�ēĖŜϙſĺŪīîϙŘôŗŪĖŘôϙŘôŜĺŪŘèĖĲČϙBŪŜĖĲôŜŜϙiŘôČĺĲϙťĺϙıÍĖĲťÍĖĲϙÍĲϙŪŕîÍťôîϠϙŜťÍťôſĖîôϙĖĲŽôĲťĺŘƅϙĺċϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙ
īÍĲîϙϼťēĺŪČēϙĖťϙèĺŪīîϙŕôŘēÍŕŜϙċĺèŪŜϙŕŘĖıÍŘĖīƅϙĺĲϙīÍŘČôϙŜĖťôŜϽϟϙ 
16ϙ�ēĖŜϙŘôŕĺŘťϙîĺôŜϙĲĺťϙôƄŕīĖèĖťīƅϙÍîîŘôŜŜϙťēôϙŕŘÍèťĖèÍīĖťƅϙĺŘϙſĖŜîĺıϙĺċϙťēôϙЊ͑͏ϱƅôÍŘϙŜŪŕŕīƅϟЋϙ®ôϙĲĺťôϠϙēĺſôŽôŘϠϙ
ťēÍťϙĖťϙĖŜϙôƯôèťĖŽôīƅϙĖıŕĺŜŜĖæīôϙťĺϙŕīÍĲϙŘôīĖÍæīƅϙôŽôĲϙƱŽôϙƅôÍŘŜϙĺŪťϠϙıŪèēϙīôŜŜϙťſôĲťƅϟϙ�ēôϙſĺŘīîϙÍĲîϙ
ôèĺĲĺıĖôŜϙèÍĲϙèēÍĲČôϙŗŪĖèħīƅϙÍĲîϙîŘÍıÍťĖèÍīīƅϠϙĲĺſϙıĺŘôϙťēÍĲϙôŽôŘϟϙ�īÍĲĲĖĲČϙċĺŘϙÍϙЊ͑͏ϱƅôÍŘϙŜŪŕŕīƅЋϙıÍħôŜϙ
ŜôĲŜôϙĺĲīƅϙĖċϙťēôϙĖĲŽôĲťĺŘƅϙĖŜϙèĺĲŜťÍĲťīƅϙŘôŽĖôſôîϙÍĲîϙŪŕîÍťôîϙťĺϙŘôƲôèťϙēĺſϙťēôϙſĺŘīîϙĖŜϙèēÍĲČĖĲČϟϙ 
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qŪŘťēôŘıĺŘôϠϙĲôĖťēôŘϙŜťÍťŪťôϙĲĺŘϙŘŪīôϙŘôŗŪĖŘôŜϙŜĖťôϙťƅŕôŜϙÍĲîϙЊŜŪĖťÍæĖīĖťƅЋϙťĺϙŘôċīôèťϙĖĲîŪŜťŘƅ-specific 
needs. �ēÍťϙĖŜϙôŜŕôèĖÍīīƅϙŕŘĺæīôıÍťĖèϙĖĲϙŘôČĖĺĲÍīϙĖĲŽôĲťĺŘĖôŜϙŜŪèēϙÍŜϙaôťŘĺЍŜϙæôèÍŪŜôϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîϙĖŜϙ
ĲĺťϙċŪĲČĖæīôϟϙ�ôıĖèĺĲîŪèťĺŘϙıÍĲŪċÍèťŪŘôŘŜϠϙċĺŘϙôƄÍıŕīôϠϙĺċťôĲϙĲôôîϙŕŘĺƄĖıĖťƅϙťĺϙ®ÍŜēĖĲČťĺĲϙ)ĺŪĲťƅЍŜϙ
supplier and talent cluster; a 500-acre site elsewhere in the region may not be competitive.17  

Solution 2.1: Modernize how industrial lands inventories are calculated 

Statutes authorizing the Division 9 rules (and, for Metro, OAR 660-024-0050(1)) should be amended to 
ensure that ILIs count only land that is ÍèťŪÍīīƅϙЊŜŪĖťÍæīôЋϙċĺŘϙĖĲîŪŜťŘƅϟϙ�ēĖŜϙèĺŪīîϙæôϙÍèèĺıŕīĖŜēôîϙæƅϙ
specifying in law which land characteristics ILIs must include. OAR 660-009-0015(2) requires EOAs to 
identify required site types, but subsection (3) does not require inventories to count them. Statute 
should require ILIs to count only the supply of land both vacant and matching the site types identified 
pursuant to subsection (2).  

Solution 2.2: Modernize key inventory definitions  

Several definitions need revision.  

o 7ĲϙæĺťēϙèÍŜôŜϙÍæĺŽôϠϙЊŜŪĖťÍæīôЋϙÍĲîϙŜŕôèĖċĖèÍīīƅϙЊŜĖťôϙèēÍŘÍèťôŘĖŜťĖèŜЋϙŜēĺŪīîϙæôϙîôċĖĲôîϙĖĲϙ
industry-specific terms, because land is not always fungible across industries. Cities should 
therefore inventory land suitable for their target industries (this should be optional for cities 
under 10,000 population, and/or the state should provide technical assistance to help smaller 
cities comply). They should base these characteristics on an updated Business Oregon 
Industrial Development Competitiveness Matrix (tĺϙæôϙŪŕîÍťôîϙÍĲîϙĖıŕŘĺŽôîϙĖĲϙťēôϙMĺŽôŘĲĺŘЍŜϙ
Economic Strategy; see Appendix A for the current matrix).   

o �ēôϙîôċĖĲĖťĖĺĲϙĺċϙЊŜŪĖťÍæīôЋϙŜēĺŪīîϙÍīŜĺϙôƄèīŪîôϙſôťīÍĲîŜϙÍĲîϙīÍĲîϙſĖťēϙĺťēôŘϙŕēƅŜĖèÍīϠϙ
regulatory or geographic constraints. As discussed more fully below, wetlands are important 
ecosystems that provide environmental and societal functions (flood resilience, water 
filtration). Strict state and federal wetland policy also makes developing on wetlands uncertain, 
èĺŜťīƅϙÍĲîϙŜīĺſϟϙqĺŘϙæĺťēϙŘôÍŜĺĲŜϠϙſôťīÍĲîŜϙŜēĺŪīîϙĲĺťϙæôϙèĺĲŜĖîôŘôîϙЊŜŪĖťÍæīôЋϙċĺŘϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙ
development.   

o �ēôϙîôċĖĲĖťĖĺĲϙĺċϙЊŽÍèÍĲťϙīÍĲîЋϙĲôôîŜϙĖıŕŘĺŽôıôĲťϟϙ7ťϙŜôťŜϙÍϙıĖĲĖıŪıϙŕÍŘèôīϙŜĖƏôϙċÍŘϙťĺĺϙŜıÍīīϙ
to be meaningful for industrial land (though it is adequate, and should not be modified, for 
commercial uses). Discussions with market participants indicate that most view seven acres as 
the absolute minimum parcel size for industrial use and ten acres as the practical industry 
ŜťÍĲîÍŘîϟϙ7ĲîôôîϠϙBŪŜĖĲôŜŜϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙ7ĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙDevelopment Competitiveness Matrix defines 
five to ten acres as the minimum competitive site size for many state target industries. A 
minimum parcel size of 0.5 acres creates substantial aggregation challenges (for example, 
when an owner will not sell) that effectively ensure that much of the new supply is not 
îôŽôīĺŕıôĲťϙŘôÍîƅϙÍĲîϙèÍĲĲĺťϙæôϙèĺŪĲťôîϙÍŜϙЊŜēĺŘť-ťôŘıϙŜŪŕŕīƅЋϙċĺŘϙƅôÍŘŜϠϙĺŘϙſĖťēĺŪťϙ
significant additional cost. This is particularly pertinent because UGB expansion area selection 
does not account for an ownerЍŜϙſĖīīĖĲČĲôŜŜϙťĺϙŜôīīϟϙ 

 
17ϙ�ôıĖèĺĲîŪèťĺŘϙ�ÍŜħϙqĺŘèôϠϙŕϟϙ͑͏ϠϙôƄŕīÍĖĲŜϙſēƅϙŜôıĖèĺĲîŪèťĺŘϙƱŘıŜϙťôĲîϙťĺϙèīŪŜťôŘϙîôĲŜôīƅϟϙ 
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o �ēôϙîôċĖĲĖťĖĺĲϙĺċϙЊŜôŘŽĖèôÍæīôЋϙĖŜϙťĺĺϙæŘĺÍîϟϙGŜϙîôċĖĲôîϠϙŽĖŘťŪÍīīƅϙÍĲƅϙīÍĲîϙſĖťēϙŘôīôŽÍĲťϙŕŪæīĖèϙ
facilities nearby can be argued to be serviceable, regardless of the cost and time (including 
permitting) required to serve it. Given the substantial cost to ťÍƄŕÍƅôŘŜϙĺċϙŘôÍîƅĖĲČϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙ
īÍŘČôϙæÍèħīĺČϙĺċϙīÍĲîϙťēÍťϙĖŜϙĲĺťϙƅôťϙîôŽôīĺŕıôĲťϙŘôÍîƅϠϙÍĲîϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙèēŘĺĲĖèϙċĖŜèÍīϙèēÍīīôĲČôŜϠϙ
èĺŜťϙÍĲîϙťĖıôϙıŪŜťϙæôϙċÍèťĺŘŜϙČĺĖĲČϙċĺŘſÍŘîϟϙGŕŕīƅĖĲČϙèĺŜťϙſĖťēĖĲϙťēôϙîôċĖĲĖťĖĺĲϙĺċϙЊŜôŘŽĖèôÍæīôЋϙ
is more complex: the term is ambiguous, and redefining it to include cost may have unintended 
consequences. Because nearly any urban or near-urban land can be argued to be serviceable 
under the existing definition, the best way to factor in cost is through the statutes governing the 
Division 24 rules that determine which study areas are selected and which alternatives receive 
priority for UGB expansion (ORS 197A.285 and, for Metro, ORS 197A.355). Statute should be 
amended to give serviceability a cost and time-to-service component. It should be applied such 
that all else being equal, areas with lower costs to serve should receive higher priority for 
expansion. 

o Finally, several related changes fall outside the definitions: 

o Cities should be allowed to rezone land deemed unsuitable under the changes 
described here for other uses, such as housing or Goal 5 purposes. 

o Inventories of suitable industrial land should include an evaluation-period standard. If 
īÍĲîϙťēÍťϙĖŜϙЊŜŪĖťÍæīôЋϙĺĲϙŕÍŕôŘϙŪĲîôŘϙťēôŜôϙîôċĖĲĖťĖĺĲŜϙēÍŜϙĲĺťϙîôŽôīĺŕôîϙſĖťēĖĲϙÍϙ
specified period, local governments should be able to remove it from their ILIs or stop 
counting it. 

o ILIs should be updated regularly (for example, every five years), which would require 
state resources for resource-constrained cities. 
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Cause 2: Readiness 
 

iŘôČĺĲЍŜϙŜŪŕŕīƅϙŕŘĺæīôıϙĖŜϙÍīŜĺϙÍϙċŪĲèťĖĺĲϙĺċϙŘôÍîĖĲôŜŜϟϙGŜϙîĖŜèŪŜŜôîϙæôīĺſϠϙŜťÍťŪťôŜϙÍĲîϙŘŪīôŜϙŕŪŜēϙ
land to where itЍs hard and expensive to develop, even as local governments face severe fiscal 
constraints and the state underinvests in site readiness.  

Problem 1: Selecting land for UGB expansions does not weigh the value of the 
economic opportunity or the cost of servicing new land 
iŘôČĺĲЍŜϙŘôÍîĖĲôŜŜϙŜēĺŘťÍČôϙŕÍŘťīƅϙŘôċīôèťŜϙÍϙīÍĲî-use system that gives industrial land too little 
priority. Unless that changes, UGB expansions will continue placing industrial land where the market 
does not want it. 

Once an EOA justifies an expansion, statutes and rules guiding what land can be considered for 
expansion push industrial expansions away from optimal locations, even when doing so undermines the 
public value of the expansion. The land-use system does this in two ways.  

qĖŘŜťϠϙi��ϙ͖͐͘Gϟ͔͑͗ϙıÍħôŜϙċÍŘıīÍĲîϠϙôŜŕôèĖÍīīƅϙЊēĖČēϙŽÍīŪôϙċÍŘıīÍĲîЋϙÍŜϙîôċĖĲôîϙĖĲϙŜťÍťŪťôϠϙťēôϙīÍŜťϙ
option available to cities seeking to expand their UGBs; cities must prove that no other suitable 
alternatives exist, which is an onerous process. Second, [)0)ЍŜϙĖıŕīôıôĲťĖĲČϙŘŪīôŜϙıÍħôϙĖťϙīĖħôīƅϙťēÍťϙ
ЊŜŪĖťÍæīôЋϙÍīťôŘĲÍťĖŽôŜϙťĺϙċÍŘıīÍĲîϙſĖīīϙæôϙċĺŪĲîϙĺĲϙŕÍŕôŘϙôŽôĲϙſēôĲϙıÍŘħôťϙŘôÍīĖťĖôŜϙîĖċċôŘϟϙ 

®ēôĲϙôŽÍīŪÍťĖĲČϙīÍĲîϙťĺϙæŘĖĲČϙĖĲŜĖîôϙÍϙ�MBϙċĺŘϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙîôŽôīĺŕıôĲťϠϙ[)0)ЍŜϙ0ĖŽĖŜĖĺĲϙ͓͑ϙŘŪīôŜϠϙ
specifically OAR 660-024-0067(5), hold that cities must assume land is suitable for industrial use 
unless it is effectively impossible to develop. Many of the criteria for excluding land from consideration 
are sensible, such as land that is excessively parcelizedϠϙēÍŜϙЊèĺĲŜťŘÍĖĲĖĲČϙŕŘôôƄĖŜťĖĲČϙŘŪŘÍīϙŘôŜĖîôĲťĖÍīϙ
îôŽôīĺŕıôĲťϙŕÍťťôŘĲŜϠЋϙēÍŜϙÍϙŜīĺŕôϙČŘôÍťôŘϙťēÍĲϙ͐͏҇ϠϙĖŜϙĺŘϙſĖīīϙæôϙŜŪæĤôèťϙťĺϙMĺÍīϙ͔ϙŕŘĺťôèťĖĺĲŜϠϙĖŜϙ
subject to a conservation easement, or is committed to use by a park, school or cemetery. The 
problematic criterion is the clause providing that land is suitable for industrial development unless it 
ЊîĺôŜϙĲĺťϙēÍŽôϙÍĲîϙcannot be improved to provide, one or more of ťēôϟŘôŗŪĖŘôîϟŜĖťôϟèēÍŘÍèťôŘĖŜťĖèŜБ 
[emphasis added].  

This creates two key problems. First, almost any site can be improved given unlimited resources. The 
rule does not account for the expense of extending facilities such as roads and sewer lines to make land 
suitable, a highly relevant consideration amid chronic state and local fiscal stress. As described more 
fully in the following sections, the public bears some site readiness costs because the private sector 
will not bear them: which is itself because the land-use system tends to place industrial land in areas 
too difficult or expensive to ready for private developers to do the work profitably.  

�ôèĺĲîϠϙîĖŜťÍĲèôϙċŘĺıϙÍϙŜŕôèĖċĖèϙĖĲîŪŜťŘƅϙèīŪŜťôŘϙèÍĲĲĺťϙæôϙЊĖıŕŘĺŽôîϟЋϙ 

These two provisions tip the scales toward expansion land that is suboptimal for industry: land that is 
hard (i.e., expensive or time-intensive) to develop, or where industry will not locate. In effect, the land-
ŪŜôϙŜƅŜťôıϙèĺĲŜťŘÍĖĲŜϙīĺèÍīϙČĺŽôŘĲıôĲťŜЍϙôèĺnomic development strategies because it preselects 
farmland protection as the top priority. Land-use policy must better reflect the public cost of readiness 
and market location needs.  
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Solution 1.1: Enhance the priority given to the needs of traded-sector target 
industries in expansion area selection 
Oregon faces a particular challenge in making a portfolio of large sites ϳ 100ϳ300-acre strategic sites, 
500+ acre very large sites and a very small number of 1,000+ acre sites ϳ available in the locations and 
with the site characteristics industry requires. That is a problem because these projects tend to deliver 
the most transformational economic benefits for Oregon: they bring thousands of full-time jobs and 
many millions of dollars in property and income taxes, and they become anchors for regional 
ôèĺĲĺıĖôŜϟϙ�ŪŕŕīĖôŘŜϙÍŘôϙîŘÍſĲϙťĺϙťēôıϠϙťēôϙŜťÍťôЍŜϙĺŽôŘÍīīϙıÍĲŪċÍèťŪŘĖĲČϙæÍŜôϙČŘĺſŜϠϙÍĲîϙÍîîĖťĖĺĲÍīϙ
anchors follow.       

iŘôČĺĲϙŘŪīôŜϙèÍīīϙŜŪèēϙŜĖťôŜϙЊŕŘĖıôϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîϟЋϙiG�ϙ͕͕͏-009-0005(8) defines prime industrial land 
ÍŜϙīÍĲîϙſĖťēϙЊîĖċċĖèŪīťϙĺŘϙĖıŕĺŜŜĖæīôЋϙťĺϙŘôŕīĖèÍťôϙŜĖťôϙèēÍŘÍèťôŘĖŜťĖèŜϙċĺŘϙťŘÍîôî-sector industry.  

State law should expressly recognize the unique importance of providing these sites and require 
ĤŪŘĖŜîĖèťĖĺĲŜϙťĺϙŕŘĺŽĖîôϙťēôıϙſēôĲϙťēôϙMĺŽôŘĲĺŘЍŜϙ%èĺĲĺıĖèϙ�ťŘÍťôČƅϙĖîôĲťĖċĖôŜϙÍϙĲôôîϟϙGϙèĖťƅϙèĺŪīîϙ
satisfy or waive that obligation by participating in a voluntary regional program, such as the Central 
Oregon Large Lot program, that plans collectively for large sites (more on this below).  

�ĺϙıôôťϙťēĖŜϙŘôŗŪĖŘôıôĲťϠϙЊŕŘĖıôϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîЋϙŜēĺŪīîϠϙīĖħôϙЊŕŘĖıôϙċÍŘıīÍĲîϠЋϙæôϙČĖŽôĲϙŜŕôèĖÍīϙ
priority under the land-use system.  

This means amending ORS 197A.285 and ORS 197A.355 (the Metro provision) so that lands with prime 
industrial characteristics that lie outside existing UGBs and urban reserves, or in current rural reserves 
(for Metro, also ORS 197A.235 and 197A.250 and OAR chapter 660, division 27), be given first priority for 
inclusion in UGBs, subject to conditions such as: the land is reserved for advanced manufacturing 
and/or related R&D, and development of the land for these uses is expected to bring significant 
economic impacts to the state (through significant new job creation, wages well above area medians, 
large new tax collections, etc.).   

Large sites impose higher readiness and assembly costs that local governments cannot bear alone. 
Prime industrial land therefore requires a state-local partnership providing technical, planning, 
acquisition, and infrastructure support. This recommendation could be implemented through the 
proposed industrial land banks, described in more detail below.  

To support this recommendation, statute needs to revise the existing definition of prime industrial land 
in several important ways and require Division 24 rules (including OAR 660-024-0060 for Metro) to apply 
the concept when selecting and evaluating UGB expansion areas. Needed changes include: 

o A minimum site size (prime sites should be understood as large sites), defined by industry in an 
updated Business Oregon Industrial Development Competitiveness Matrix (see Appendix A). 

o �ēôϙîôċĖĲĖťĖĺĲϙŜēĺŪīîϙŘôċôŘôĲèôϙťēôϙĖıŕĺŘťÍĲèôϙĺċϙЊīĺèÍťĖĺĲÍīϙċÍèťĺŘŜЋϙÍŜϙîôċĖĲôîϙĖĲϙiG�ϙ͕͕͏-
009-͏͏͏͔ϠϙċĺŘϙôƄÍıŕīôϡϙЊŕŘĖıôϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîŜϙŕĺŜŜôŜŜϙŜĖťôϙèēÍŘÍèťôŘĖŜťĖèŜϙťēÍťϙÍŘôϙîĖċċĖèŪīťϙĺŘϙ
impossible to replicate in the planning area or region [such as the presence of locational factors 
for certain targeted industries like proximity to suppliers or workers] and/or [low cost of site 
ŘôÍîĖĲôŜŜϯŜôŘŽĖèôÍæĖīĖťƅϙÍĲîϙťĖıôϙťĺϙŘôÍîĖĲôŜŜЁϟЋϙ�ôČÍŘîĖĲČϙťēĖŜϙīÍťťôŘϙŕĺĖĲťϠϙĖťϙĖŜϙèŘĖťĖèÍīϙťēÍťϙÍϙ
îĖıôĲŜĖĺĲϙĺċϙЊŕŘĖıôϙīÍĲîЋϙæôϙťēôϙèĺŜťϙťĺϙŜôŘŽĖèôϙĖťϟϙ 
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o �ēôϙîôċĖĲĖťĖĺĲϙŜēĺŪīîϙÍīŜĺϠϙīĖħôϙťēôϙŜťÍťôЍŜϙîôċŪĲèťϙ�ôČĖĺĲÍīīƅϙ�ĖČĲĖċĖèÍĲťϙ7ĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙGŘôÍŜϙ
ŕŘĺČŘÍıϠϙŘôċôŘôĲèôϙťēôϙīÍĲîЍŜϙŜŪĖťÍæĖīĖťƅϙÍĲîϙŕĺťôĲťĖÍīϙťĺϙŕŘĺŽĖîôϙŜĖČĲĖċĖèÍĲťϙôèĺĲĺıĖèϙ
opportunity to the region as described above. 

Statutes governing the Division 9 inventory rules (and, for Metro, OAR 660-024-0050(1)) should also be 
amended to ensure that industrial lands inventories include prime industrial land. 

Solution 1.2: Encourage regional planning for prime industrial land 
Not every city needs its own supply of prime industrial land for every target industry. Some cities lack 
suitable sites or pursue different economic strategies, and labor markets and industry clusters operate 
regionally. Regional planning can identify the number and type of large sites the regional economy 
actually needs, avoiding duplicative local requirements. 

A related challenge is intense interjurisdictional competition for scarce state site readiness dollars. 
MĺÍīϙ͘ϙŘôŗŪĖŘôıôĲťŜϙÍĲîϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙŕŘĺŕôŘťƅϙťÍƄϙīĖıĖťÍťĖĺĲŜϙŕŪŜēϙèĖťĖôŜϙťĺϙèĺıŕôťôϙÍČČŘôŜŜĖŽôīƅϙċĺŘϙīÍŘČôϠϙ
capital-intensive employers that can generate substantial property tax revenue. 

The legislature should authorize voluntary regional programs modeled on the Central Oregon Large Lot 
Industrial Program. That program demonstrates how jurisdictions can coordinate large-site planning, 
although the model may not fit every region. Fiscally stressed cities may resist sharing opportunities to 
recruit revenue-positive projects, and some jurisdictions may lack capacity to negotiate agreements or 
amend comprehensive plans. Clever incentives may be needed to overcome these potential 
disinclinations. 

The program itself will require statutory amendments to operate as intended without creating new 
hurdles to aspirational growth. It is currently authorized under OAR 660-024-0040 and 660-024-0045, 
which impose a hard limit on the number of large sites regardless of what a state strategy may say. That 
limit, along with the arbitrary standards the rules set for the number of sites of different sizes a region 
may have, should instead be driven by strategy. 

�ĺīŪťĖĺĲϙ͐ϟ͒ϡϙaĺîôŘĲĖƏôϙēĺſϙЊŜŪĖťÍæĖīĖťƅЋϙĖŜϙèÍīèŪīÍťôîϙĖĲϙ�@cϙīÍĲîϙÍīťôŘĲÍťĖŽôŜϙ
analysis 

OAR 660-024-0067(5) (OAR 660-024-0060 for Metro) sets criteria for evaluating alternative expansion 
ÍŘôÍŜϠϙæŪťϙťēĺŜôϙèŘĖťôŘĖÍϙîĖċċôŘϙċŘĺıϙ0ĖŽĖŜĖĺĲϙ͘ЍŜϙîôċĖĲĖťĖĺĲϙÍĲîϙîĺϙĲĺťϙŘôċīôèťϙťēôϙċÍèťĺŘŜϙťēÍťϙıÍħôϙīÍĲîϙ
usable for particular industries.  

Division 9 and Division 24 should use the same definition. For an industrial UGB expansion, both should 
evaluate suitability against the needs of the target industries the expansion is intended to serve. 

As described above, statute and rule should be revised so that, when alternative UGB expansion areas 
are compared for industrial expansion, higher priority is given to areas with lower costs and/or shorter 
times to serve, as determined by the city.  

Solution 1.4: Elevate the importance of the cost of serviceability in selecting UGB 
expansion areas regardless of whether it implicates prime industrial land  
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Regardless of whether an expansion is seeking to add prime industrial land, it is critical that the land-
use system elevate the importance of the cost and time-to-service component of the expansion land. 
The best way to factor in these considerations is through the statutes governing the Division 24 rules (for 
Metro, ORS 197A.355 and OAR 660-024-0060) that determine which study areas are selected and which 
alternatives receive priority for UGB expansion. Statute should be amended to ensure that areas with 
lower costs to serve receive higher priority for expansion.  

Solution 1.5: An alternative option to enhance the priority given to the needs of 
traded-sector target industries in expansion area selection  

�ēĖŜϙĺŕťĖĺĲϙſĺŪīîϙôĲŜŪŘôϙťēÍťϙŪŘæÍĲϙŘôŜôŘŽôϙîôŜĖČĲÍťĖĺĲϙĖŜϙæÍŜôîϙĺĲϙťēôϙīÍĲîЍs suitability to host 
industrial employment (among other urban uses), the approach promoted by SB 1522 -1 (2026). Urban 
reserves are the first priority for UGB expansion, and existing statute (ORS 197A.245(6)) already requires 
that urban reserve designation be based on the suitability of the land to support dense urban 
development. SB 1522 -1 would go further, precluding decisions based on existing land uses or soil type 
and requiring that they rest solely on ťēôϙīĖŜťôîϙċÍèťĺŘŜϟϙ®ēĖīôϙÍĲϙĖıŕŘĺŽôıôĲťϙĺĲϙ0ĖŽĖŜĖĺĲϙ͓͑ЍŜϙ
suitability definitions, the factors described in ORS 197A.245(6) are not a perfect match for industrial 
development. If this policy advances as a way to support industrial expansions, the factors should align 
ſĖťēϙ0ĖŽĖŜĖĺĲϙ͘ЍŜϙЊŜŪĖťÍæĖīĖťƅЋϙîôċĖĲĖťĖĺĲŜϠϙÍŜϙîĖŜèŪŜŜôîϙôÍŘīĖôŘϙĖĲϙťēĖŜϙîĺèŪıôĲťϟϙϙ 

This alternative is slower. Even with existing but poorly located reserves, redesignation may take several 
years, followed by several more for UGB expansion ϴ æôċĺŘôϙÍĲƅϙÍŕŕôÍīŜϟϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙôèĺĲĺıƅϙıÍƅϙĲĺťϙ
be able to wait that long. 

Problem 2: Insufficient funding for site readiness  
The state has thousands of acres of industrial land within its UGBs without industrial users because the 
land is either (1) not development ready (e.g., the sites are fragmented, lack entitlements, or lack public 
water and sewer, roads, power or other service infrastructure) or (2) altogether undevelopable by 
market standards (e.g., tiny sites scattered across dozens of owners with little chance of aggregating 
them; sites on significant slopes; sites on wetlands or in floodplains).  

As described above, these backlogs exist in part because the land-use system pushes industrial land to 
excessively expensive places or to places where market demand is insufficient to cover the costs of site 
readiness. If enacted, the changes recommended above would allow cities to replace currently 
unsuitable industrial land with more suitable land, saving the public significant site readiness costs.  

qŪĲèťĖĺĲĖĲČϙıÍŘħôťŜϙĺċťôĲϙЊÍæŜĺŘæЋϙŜĖťôŜϙſēôĲϙťēôϙôèĺĲĺıĖèŜϙıÍħôϙŜôĲŜôϡϙŕŘĖŽÍťôϙîôŽôīĺŕôŘŜϙ
purchase sites and develop land speculatively, including working with utilities to bring services such as 
water, power and sewer to the site (though most sites still require some baseline public infrastructure 
investment, such as roads).  

�ēôŜôϙôèĺĲĺıĖèŜϙîĺϙĲĺťϙſĺŘħϙĺĲϙıŪèēϙĺċϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙƏĺĲôîϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîϟϙBôèÍŪŜôϙťēôϙŘŪīôŜϙťēÍťϙ
determine which lands are counted in inventories and where UGB expansions go do not adequately 
consider market suitability, much industrial land is unsuitable by market standards: it would be 
unprofitable for private actors to purchase and develop the sites. In practice, the investment required to 

https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2026R1/Downloads/ProposedAmendment/29918
https://oregon.public.law/statutes/ors_197a.245#f-includes-sufficient-land-suitable-for-a-range-of-housing-type
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ready these sites exceeds the lease or sale price developers can recover. Public subsidy is therefore 
required to ready many of these sites; otherwise, they will continue to lack tenants. 

For example, correcting topographical features such as slopes can be very expensive. Developers may 
still invest to ready the land if they expect the sale or lease premium to justify the cost, but the premium 
is unlikely to do so if the site is too far from the manufacturing cluster the intended end user needs 
proximity to. Most private developers lack the risk appetite or time horizon to spend what could be years 
aggregating sites across dozens of parcels, a serious issue in many localities. Localities sometimes 
require new road infrastructure to serve a new area, and the first user is often required to pay even 
though the entire area benefits. For an individual company, the cost is too high and the benefit too 
small. The same calculation applies to the costs of wetland mitigation and to navigating difficult and 
uncertain permitting regimes.  

aÍħĖĲČϙıŪèēϙĺċϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙƏĺĲôîϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîϙЊîôŽôīĺŕıôĲťϙŘôÍîƅЋϙſĖīīϙŘôŗŪĖŘôϙŕŪæīĖèϙŜŪŕŕĺŘťϠϙĺċťôĲϙ
in the form of subsidy. Even then, some sites may remain undevelopable; high-value employers will 
likely never locate there. It will also require public leaders to accept the time needed to bring services to 
sites. For example, aggregating a parcelized area into a single site can take years, even decades, and 
little can be done when sellers are reluctant or unwilling. Economic developers increasingly report 
multi-year waits for sites to secure adequate electrical load. Securing state and federal wetland permits 
can take three years.    

Developers consulted for this report suggest using $6 to $8 per gross square foot of land to approximate 
site readiness costs for public infrastructure (roads, sewer, stormwater, water). Applying that shorthand 
to the survey detailed above yields a rough estimate of Oregon site readiness costs between $2.06 
billion and $2.74 billion. These figures understate the total because they exclude the cost of purchasing 
land.  

The public may choose to cover these costs, but it should do so with a clear understanding of the 
tradeoffs involved, including the cost per unit of economic value the readiness work creates, which for 
some sites could be unacceptably high.  

Federal, state and local resources available to invest in industrial land readiness are severely limited. 
Oregon cities are increasingly cash-strapped and unable to take on development risk under Measures 5 
and 50. The state has financing programs to help cities take on that risk, including the Regionally 
Significant Industrial Site (RSIS) program and the Industrial Site Loan Fund (ISLF), but invests too little in 
them.  

The core challenge is intense competition for the very limited dollars the state reserves for economic 
development each biennium. Since the 2017ϳ2019 biennium, the state has authorized $1.79 billion in 
lottery bonds. In that time, only $210 million was used for purposes connected to industrial lands: $25 
million for the ISLF, $160 million for the Special Public Works Fund (which is not entirely focused on 
industrial site readiness), and the remaining $25 million for Brownfields. The legislature elsewhere 
appropriated $10 million to the Semiconductor Industrial Land Loan Program. At this pace, it would take 
the state roughly 100 years to address its current backlog of more than $2 billion in site readiness 
investments. Other states invest aggressively in site readiness. Ohio recenťīƅϙèŘôÍťôîϙĖťŜϙЊGīīϙiēĖĺϙ
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qŪťŪŘôϙqŪĲîЋϙťĺϙĖĲŽôŜťϙ$750 million18 in site readiness. Michigan has reported investing $580 million in 
site readiness since 2023.19 This year Pennsylvania invested $400 million in its Pennsylvania Strategic 
Investments to Enhance Sites (SITES) Program.20  

Far greater resources could be available through state general obligation (GO) bonds, but there is 
currently no constitutional authority to use GO bonds to prepare industrial sites that are not state-
owned or state-operated. 

Solution 2.1: Capitalize the Industrial Site Loan Fund (ISLF) and authorize creation of 
land banks 
The fastest way to increase the effective supply of industrial land is not a boundary change; it is 
converting existing planned industrial acreage into sites that employers can use. That means utilities, 
transportation, power, parcel assembly, environmental due diligence and other readiness work. 
Structural changes to inventories and UGB rules remain essential because ready sites eventually will be 
absorbed, but those reforms operate on a longer clock. 

Many cities are satisfied with at least some of the land they have; they simply need financial support to 
ready it before a transformational employer arrives. As a land-use principle, though perhaps not an 
economic one, it also makes sense to maximize use of the land already within UGBs to reduce pressure 
to expand them.  

>ĖŘŜťϦϟťēôϟīôČĖŜīÍťŪŘôϟıŪŜťϟŜŪċċĖèĖôĲťīƅϟèÍŕĖťÍīĖƏôϟoŪŜĖĲôŜŜϟiŘôČĺĲГŜϟIĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϟ�Ėťôϟ[ĺÍĲϟ>ŪĲî and find 
ſÍƅŜϙťĺϙŜŪŜťÍĖĲϙťēÍťϙīôŽôīϙĺċϙĖĲŽôŜťıôĲťϟϙ�ēôϙ�ŘĺŜŕôŘĖťƅϙ)ĺŪĲèĖīЍŜϙщ͔͑͏aϙŘôèĺııôĲîÍťĖĺĲϙĖŜϙťēôϙ
appropriate scale.21 The legislature should also consider allowing a portion of the income tax generated 
by employment on supported sites to recapitalize the program so that growth pays for itself.  

In the medium to long term, the state should establish constitutional authority for general obligation 
bond sales to capitalize tools such as the ISLF. 

Second, the legislature must authorize one or more industrial land banks. Fragmented ownership, 
wetlands approvals, limited local capacity, and acquisition costs keep many large sites unready. 
Dedicated entities should assemble and prepare sites in coordination with prime-industrial-land and 
regional-planning programs, while working only with the consent of the relevant city or county and not 
displacing successful local efforts. 

 
18ϙēťťŕŜϡϯϯîôŽôīĺŕıôĲťϟĺēĖĺϟČĺŽϯèĺııŪĲĖťƅϯôèĺĲĺıĖèϱîôŽôīĺŕıôĲťϯÍīīϱĺēĖĺϱċŪťŪŘôϱċŪĲîϙ 
19ϙēťťŕŜϡϯϯſſſϟıĖèēĖČÍĲæŪŜĖĲôŜŜϟĺŘČϯıĖϱŜĖťôŜϱŕŘĺČŘÍıϯϙ 
20ϙēťťŕŜϡϯϯîèôîϟŕÍϟČĺŽϯĲôſŜŘĺĺıϯČĺŽôŘĲĺŘϱŜēÍŕĖŘĺϱÍĲĲĺŪĲèôŜϱĲôſϱŕÍϱŜĖťôŜϱÍſÍŘîŜϱĖĲŽôŜťĖĲČϱĺŽôŘϱ͒͐ϱ
ıĖīīĖĺĲϱĖĲϱŜôŽôĲϱŕŘĺĤôèťŜϱÍèŘĺŜŜϱťēôϱèĺııĺĲſôÍīťēϱťĺϱèŘôÍťôϱēŪĲîŘôîŜϱĺċϱĤĺæŜϱÍĲîϱæŪĖīîϱıĺŘôϱŜēĺŽôīϱ
ŘôÍîƅϱŜĖťôŜϱċĺŘϱæŪŜĖĲôŜŜôŜϯϙ 
21ϙ7ťϙĖŜϙèŘĖťĖèÍīϙťēÍťϙſôťīÍĲîϙıĖťĖČÍťĖĺĲϙèĺŜťŜϙæôϙÍĲϙÍīīĺſÍæīôϙŪŜôϙĺċϙťēôŜôϙċŪĲîŜϟϙ 

https://development.ohio.gov/community/economic-development/all-ohio-future-fund
https://www.michiganbusiness.org/mi-sites-program/
https://dced.pa.gov/newsroom/governor-shapiro-announces-new-pa-sites-awards-investing-over-31-million-in-seven-projects-across-the-commonwealth-to-create-hundreds-of-jobs-and-build-more-shovel-ready-sites-for-businesses/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
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Cause 3: Regulation 

3.1: Wetlands 
Oregon has a severe shortage of available wetland mitigation bank credits, a major impediment to 
industrial (and other) development. Prior work has documented the causes;22 23 the shortage ultimately 
reflects state wetland policy and the requirements it imposes on development.  

Overview of Wetland Mitigation  
iŘôČĺĲЍŜϙČŪĖîĖĲČϙſôťīÍĲîϙŘôČŪīÍťĖĺĲŜϙÍŘôϙôŜťÍæīĖŜēôîϙŪĲîôŘϙťēôϙŜťÍťôЍŜϙ͕͖͐͘ϙ�ôıĺŽÍī-Fill Law (ORS 
196.795-990), which requires a permit before any wetland in the state is removed or filled. The state, 
through the Removal-qĖīīϙ[ÍſϠϙıÍĖĲťÍĖĲŜϙÍϙЊĲĺϙĲôťϙīĺŜŜЋ principle for wetlands, meaning any 
development that cannot avoid displacing an existing wetland must ensure an equivalent and 
concurrent24 ŘôŜťĺŘÍťĖĺĲϠϙıÍĖĲťôĲÍĲèôϙĺŘϙèŘôÍťĖĺĲϙĺċϙĲôſϙſôťīÍĲîϟϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙ�ôıĺŽÍī-Fill Law was 
èŘôÍťôîϙĖĲϙŘôèĺČĲĖťĖĺĲϙĺċϙſôťīÍĲîŜЍϙèŘĖťĖèÍīϙŜĺèĖÍīϙÍĲîϙôĲŽĖŘĺĲıôĲťÍīϙæôĲôċĖťŜϡϙſôťīÍĲîŜϙċĖīťôŘϙÍĲîϙèīôÍĲϙ
water while increasing flood resilience, among other services. They are also critical ecosystems, 
providing critical habitat for flora and fauna. The Removal-Fill Law was created to halt the further loss of 
wetland resources in the state.  

When triggering a removal-fill permit, the first option for developers is to purchase either a mitigation 
èŘôîĖťϙċŘĺıϙÍϙèôŘťĖċĖôîϙæÍĲħϙŘôŕŘôŜôĲťĖĲČϙŘôŜťĺŘôîϙĺŘϙèŘôÍťôîϙſôťīÍĲîϙĖĲϙťēôϙŜÍıôϙŜŪææÍŜĖĲϙĺŘϙťēôϙæÍĲħЍŜϙ
approved service area, and able to replace the same type and functions of wetland, or an in-lieu fee 
(ILF) credit which satisfies US Army Corps of Engineers mitigation requirements for wetlands under 
ċôîôŘÍīϙĤŪŘĖŜîĖèťĖĺĲϟϙ0ôŽôīĺŕôŘŜϙıÍƅϙÍīŜĺϙŕôŘċĺŘıϙЊĺĲ-ŜĖťôЋϙĺŘϙЊĺċċ-ŜĖťôЋϙıĖťĖČÍťĖĺĲϙĺĲϙīÍĲîϙťēôƅϙèĺĲtrol 
(though under federal rules, for wetlands under federal jurisdiction they can do so only if no mitigation 
bank or ILF credits are available), paying to do the mitigation themselves rather than purchasing a credit 
representing already certified mitigation work. Under OAR 141-085-0680(3)(c), only if an insufficient 
ŗŪÍĲťĖťƅϙĺċϙèŘôîĖťŜϙĖŜϙÍŽÍĖīÍæīôϙèÍĲϙťēôϙîôŽôīĺŕôŘϙŪŜôϙ0�[ЍŜϙ�ÍƅıôĲťϙĖĲϙ[ĖôŪϙϼ�7[ϽϙŕŘĺČŘÍıϠϙŕÍƅĖĲČϙ0�[ϙ
to take responsibility for creating or restoring wetlands and maintaining them; this option applies only to 
wetlands solely under Oregon jurisdiction. For decades, Oregon and the federal government used 
nearly identical definitions of regulated wetlands, so removing or filling a wetland almost always 
required permits from both the state and the US Army Corps of Engineers. Only with the US Supreme 
)ĺŪŘťЍŜϙŘôèôĲťϙSackett îôèĖŜĖĺĲϙîĖîϙťēôϙîôċĖĲĖťĖĺĲŜϙîĖŽôŘČôϠϙŘôŜťŘĖèťĖĲČϙċôîôŘÍīϙĤŪŘĖŜîĖèťĖĺĲϙťĺϙЊĲÍŽĖČÍæīôϙ
ſÍťôŘſÍƅŜЋϙÍĲîϙſôťīÍĲîŜϙèĺĲĲôèťôîϙťĺϙťēôıϙæƅϙÍæĺŽô-ground water sources.  

 
22ϙ�ôôϙЊ®ôťīÍĲîŜϙ�ôèĺııôĲîÍťĖĺĲŜЋϙGϙÍĲîϙ)ϙîĺèŪıôĲťŜϙèĺıŕīôťôîϙċĺŘϙťēôϙMĺŽôŘĲĺŘЍŜϙWĺŪŜĖĲČϙ�ŘĺîŪèťĖĺĲϙ
GîŽĖŜĺŘƅϙ)ĺŪĲèĖīϡϙēťťŕŜϡϯϯſſſϟĺŘôČĺĲϟČĺŽϯČĺŽϯŕĺīĖèĖôŜϯŕÍČôŜϯēĺŪŜĖĲČϱŕŘĺîŪèťĖĺĲϱÍîŽĖŜĺŘƅϱèĺŪĲèĖīϟÍŜŕƄϙϙ 
23ϙЊ®ôťīÍĲîϙaĖťĖČÍťĖĺĲϙiŕťĖĺĲŜϙċĺŘϙťēôϙ)Ėťƅϙĺċϙ[ôæÍĲĺĲϠϙiŘôČĺĲϠЋϙŘôŕĺŘťϙæƅϙ%èĺb®ϡϙ
ēťťŕŜϡϯϯſſſϟīôæÍĲĺĲĺŘôČĺĲϟČĺŽϯ0ĺèŪıôĲť)ôĲťôŘϯ«Ėôſϯ͓͐͘ϯ%)ibĺŘťēſôŜťϱ®ôťīÍĲîϱaĖťĖČÍťĖĺĲϱiŕťĖĺĲŜϱ
�0q 
24ϙiG�ϙ͓͐͐ϱ͏͔͗ϱ͏͕͗͏ϼ͒ϽϼîϽϙēĺīîŜϙťēÍťϙèĺıŕôĲŜÍťĺŘƅϙıĖťĖČÍťĖĺĲϙЊôÍŘťēſĺŘħϙıŪŜťϙæôϙèĺıŕīôťôîϙſĖťēĖĲϙťēôϙ
ŜÍıôϙèĺĲŜťŘŪèťĖĺĲϙŜôÍŜĺĲϙÍŜϙťēôϙÍŪťēĺŘĖƏôîϙŘôıĺŽÍīϱƱīīϙŕŘĺĤôèťϟϙ�ēôϙ0ôŕÍŘťıôĲťϙıÍƅϙÍŕŕŘĺŽôϙĲĺĲϱ
èĺĲèŪŘŘôĲťϙ)aϙĖċϙťēôϙÍŕŕīĖèÍĲťϙèīôÍŘīƅϙîôıĺĲŜťŘÍťôŜϠϙĖĲϙſŘĖťĖĲČϠϙťēôϙŘôÍŜĺĲϙċĺŘϙťēôϙîôīÍƅϙĺŘϙťēÍťϙťēôŘôϙĖŜϙ
æôĲôƱťϙťĺϙťēôϙÍŗŪÍťĖèϙŘôŜĺŪŘèôŜϙĖĲϙîĺĖĲČϙŜĺϟЋ 

https://www.oregon.gov/gov/policies/pages/housing-production-advisory-council.aspx
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Problem 1: ťēôŘôЍŜϙÍϙŜôŽôŘôϙŜēĺŘťÍČôϙĺċϙſôťīÍĲîϙıĖťĖČÍťĖĺĲϙèŘôîĖťŜϙ 
Credits are extremely scarce and, when available, expensive (usually around $90,000, though 
developers report that prices can be significantly higher). Only 86.67 mitigation credits are currently 
available statewide25 (one credit equals one acre of restoration). For example, in 2019 the City of 
Lebanon alone needed 134.32 wetland mitigation credits for its industrial sites, but only 15 credits were 
immediately available.26  

There is a structural timing challenge to building up a meaningful supply of credits. Suppose $500M 
became available overnight to capitalize mitigation banks to create wetlands (i.e., generate credits). 
ORS 196.620(5) and OAR 141-085-0725 to 0735 require that credits be released for purchase only after 
verification (though up to 30% of credits can be released before performance standards are met). 
Creating or restoring wetlands and then certifying new credits for purchase takes 5ϳ10 years. Even a 
large hypothetical capitalization, therefore, would not help industrial development seeking to break 
ground now. 

Problem 2: there are insufficient alternatives to wetland mitigation credits when 
credits are in short supply 
®ēôĲϙèŘôîĖťŜϙèÍĲĲĺťϙæôϙŕŪŘèēÍŜôîϠϙîôŽôīĺŕôŘŜϙēÍŽôϙťſĺϙĺŕťĖĺĲŜϡϙŕôŘċĺŘıϙЊŕôŘıĖťťôô-responsible 
ıĖťĖČÍťĖĺĲϠЋϙŜŪèēϙÍŜϙĺĲ-site mitigation, or make a payment in lieu of permittee-responsible mitigation so 
that DSL assumes responsibility for the mitigation work.  

As mentioned above, for wetlands outside federal jurisdiction, PIL is, by rule (OAR 141-085-0680(3)(c)), 
available as a second option after mitigation credits. The problem is that DSL rarely uses PIL. As the 
Housing Accountability and Production Office (HA�iϽϙŘôèôĲťīƅϙŘôŕĺŘťôîϠϙ�7[ϙĖŜϙĺċťôĲϙŽĖôſôîϙÍŜϙÍϙЊīÍŜťϙ
ŘôŜĺŘťϟЋ27 That can leave developers with no option other than permittee-responsible on- or off-site 
mitigation. Many developers will not undertake on-site mitigation because (1) it may consume roughly 
͔͏҇ϙĺċϙťēôϙŜĖťôЍŜϙîôŽôīĺŕÍæīôϙīÍĲîϠϙŪĲîôŘıĖĲĖĲČϙťēôϙŕŘĺĤôèťЍŜϙôèonomics, and (2) mitigation work is 
complex, challenging, costly and risky. It requires a full mitigation plan, monitoring, maintenance and 
perpetual site protection. Assuming this risk is untenable for most developers.   

Administering the PIL program is complex and labor-intensive: developers pay DSL to take on the real 
estate, development and maintenance risk of wetland mitigation. DSL needs considerably more funding 
for (1) staff who can find land within the same watershed that provides the same functions and secure 
rights to it, and (2) engineers and designers to perform the technical work of wetland mitigation. DSL 
also appears to avoid accepting a payment in lieu without a mitigation project lined up, both to meet its 
ÍČôĲèƅϙŕôŘċĺŘıÍĲèôϙıôÍŜŪŘôϙťĺϙŪŜôϙЊ�7[ϙċŪĲîŜϙĺĲϙÍϙſôťīÍĲîϙŕŘĺĤôèťϙſĖťēĖĲϙ͐ϙƅôÍŘϙĺċϙèĺīīôèťĖĲČϙťēĺŜôϙ

 
25ϙ0ôŕÍŘťıôĲťϙĺċϙ�ťÍťôϙ[ÍĲîŜϙGŗŪÍťĖèϙ�ôŜĺŪŘèôϙaÍĲÍČôıôĲťϙ�ŘĺČŘÍıϙGĲĲŪÍīϙ�ôŕĺŘťϙċĺŘϙq´ϙ͑͏͔͑Ϡϙ�Íæīôϙ͗ϡϙϙ
ēťťŕŜϡϯϯſſſϟĺŘôČĺĲϟČĺŽϯîŜīϯſÍťôŘſÍƅŜϯ0ĺèŪıôĲťŜϯG�a϶GĲĲŪÍī�ôŕĺŘťϟŕîċϙ 
26ϙЊ®ôťīÍĲîϙaĖťĖČÍťĖĺĲϙiŕťĖĺĲŜϙċĺŘϙťēôϙ)Ėťƅϙĺċϙ[ôæÍĲĺĲϠϙiŘôČĺĲϠЋϙŘôŕĺŘťϙæƅϙ%èĺb®ϡϙ
ēťťŕŜϡϯϯſſſϟīôæÍĲĺĲĺŘôČĺĲϟČĺŽϯ0ĺèŪıôĲť)ôĲťôŘϯ«Ėôſϯ͓͐͘ϯ%)ibĺŘťēſôŜťϱ®ôťīÍĲîϱaĖťĖČÍťĖĺĲϱiŕťĖĺĲŜϱ
�0q 
27ϙWG�iϙϳϙ�Bϙ͔͖͐͒ϙ�ôŕĺŘťϡϙ7ıŕÍèťŜϙĺċϙ�ťÍťôϙ�ĺīĖèĖôŜϙĺĲϙWĺŪŜĖĲČϙ�ŘĺîŪèťĖĺĲϠϙŕϟϙ͔͐ϟϙ
ēťťŕŜϡϯϯſſſϟĺŘôČĺĲϟČĺŽϯīèîϯWG�iϯ�ēÍŘôî҇͑͏0ĺèŪıôĲťŜϯ�B϶͔͖͐͒϶�ťÍťô϶7ıŕÍèťŜ϶�ŪııÍŘƅ϶�ôŕĺŘťϟŕîċϙ 

https://www.oregon.gov/dsl/waterways/Documents/ARM_AnnualReport.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/HAPO/Shared%20Documents/SB_1537_State_Impacts_Summary_Report.pdf
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îĺīīÍŘŜЋ28 and to avoid temporal loss, which is good practice (losing a wetland can disrupt a 
èĺııŪĲĖťƅЍŜϙċīĺĺîϙŘôŜĖīĖôĲèôϠϙċĺŘϙôƄÍıŕīôϽϟϙ 

When PIL is allowed, however, the payment tends to be expensive, often around the same price as 
credits from certified mitigation banks.  

Permitting timelines are also challenging. Wetlands under federal jurisdiction require permits from the 
US Army Corps of Engineers. According to developers and economic developers, these permits can 
take a year to obtain, or 2ϳ3 years when appealed. 

Problem 3: Many local government ILIs count wetlands 
GŜϙťēôϙMĺŽôŘĲĺŘЍŜϙWĺŪŜĖĲČϙ�ŘĺîŪèťĖĺĲϙGîŽĖŜĺŘƅϙ)ĺŪĲèĖīϙϼW�G)ϽϙċĺŪĲîϠ29 industrial lands inventories are 
inflated in part because the land-use system recognizes neither the fundamental reasons to avoid 
developing on wetlands nor the severe challenges of doing so. Furthermore, many wetlands in areas 
covered by current comprehensive plans were not mapped when those plans were created. Local 
governments, especially smaller cities, have very limited capacity to fund and conduct local wetland 
inventories and comprehensive plan updates, a gap that needs to be addressed.  

Proposed Changes 
As HPAC and now HAPO have found, wetland policy is not without solutions.  

Solution 1: Make it easier and less costly for developers to meet wetland mitigation 
requirements  

A. Resource mitigation banks to start generating credits. Over the long term (10 years), the 
state could increase the supply of mitigation credits by funding wetland mitigation banks 
upfront to proactively develop new credits for sale. Because those credits would not materialize 
in full for nearly a decade, however, this is not a short-term solution, and it may not be the best 
use of scarce resources. 

B. Leverage the Oregon Watershed Restoration Inventory. One way to stock banks with credits 
now without waiting a decade is to allow wetland creation or restoration projects captured in 
the Oregon Watershed Restoration Inventory (OWRI) to be officially certified as saleable 
wetland mitigation credits, with proceeds returning to the jurisdiction that did the work. This 
ŘôèĺııôĲîÍťĖĺĲϙÍŕŕôÍŘôîϙĖĲϙťēôϙMĺŽôŘĲĺŘЍŜϙW�G) Recommendations.30 Local Watershed 
Councils do substantial work to restore and improve watershed functions for societal and 
ecological benefit. That work is captured in the OWRI, which includes about 76,000 acres of 
restored watershed. Even if only a small fraction has potential for wetland mitigation, it could 
help address the severe credit shortage and reduce credit prices. Using the OWRI would, 
ēĺſôŽôŘϠϙīĖħôīƅϙŘôŗŪĖŘôϙÍϙЊċĺŘôĲŜĖèϙôŽÍīŪÍťĖĺĲЋϙĺċϙŕÍŜťϙôĲēÍĲèôıôĲťŜϠϙĖĲèīŪîĖĲČϙôŜťÍæīĖŜēĖĲČϙÍϙ

 
28ϙ0�[ϙıôıĺϙťĺϙW�G)ϙϼGŪČϟϙ͓͐Ϡϙ͑͏͑͒ϽϠϙĖĲϙW�G)ϙ�ôèĺııôĲîÍťĖĺĲϡϙ®ôťīÍĲîŜϙϼGϽ 
29ϙW�G)ϙ®ôťīÍĲîŜϙ�ôèĺııôĲîÍťĖĺĲŜϙϼGϽϙϼŕϟϙ͔Ͻϟϙ
ēťťŕŜϡϯϯſſſϟĺŘôČĺĲϟČĺŽϯČĺŽϯŕĺīĖèĖôŜϯ0ĺèŪıôĲťŜϯ[ÍĲî҇͑͏GŽÍĖīÍæĖīĖťƅ҇͑͏ϱ
҇͑͏®ôťīÍĲî҇͑͏�ôèĺııôĲîÍťĖĺĲ҇͑͏G҇͑͏��0G�%0ϟŕîċϙϙ 
30ϙ7æĖî 

https://www.oregon.gov/gov/policies/Documents/Land%20Availability%20-%20Wetland%20Recommendation%20A%20UPDATED.pdf
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baseline against which to measure them. It may also require policy changes, as it could conflict 
ſĖťēϙťēôϙЊĲĺϙĲôťϙīĺŜŜЋϙŕŘĖĲèĖŕīôϟϙ 

Solution 2: Scale the use of the Payment in Lieu program  
The state should make it simple for developers to use PIL without having to wait for DSL to find a 
suitable project. The recent Sackett decision creates a significant opportunity for Oregon on this front. 
By substantially narrowing the wetlands under federal jurisdiction, the decision left many wetlands 
solely under state purview, which creates an opportunity to expand use of the PIL program. DSL should 
be statutorily directed to scale up its use of the program. Implementing that directive, however, will 
require significantly more resources for DSL (which should also help it process more ILF requests for 
wetlands under Army Corps jurisdiction). That would include more staff coordinating with Local 
Watershed Councils, Soil and Water Conservation Districts and other entities to find suitable projects 
with the same attributes in the same basin, including working with property owners to secure rights and 
protective easements. Statute should ensure (at least on a temporary basis) that a mitigation project 
need not be in hand before DSL can approve PIL. This would mean relaxing the rule that mitigation 
earthwork be completed in the same construction season as the permitted project. 

�èÍīĖĲČϙŪŕϙ�7[ϙĖĲŽĺīŽôŜϙťŘÍîôĺċċŜϠϙēĺſôŽôŘϡϙťēôϙЊťôıŕĺŘÍīϙīĺŜŜЋϙŘŪīôϙôƄĖŜťŜϙċĺŘϙÍϙŘôÍŜĺĲϟϙ®ôťīÍĲîŜϙ
provide important services: they help with flood resilience and filter water. Losing a wetland to 
development without a concurrent and equivalent replacement could leave a community exposed to 
flooding, or increase demands (and costs) for water treatment plants. Although this change should 
proceed, these tradeoffs are why, as discussed below, wetlands should not be treated as candidates 
for developable land (at least where alternatives, including farmland, exist).  

Solution 3: In recognition of the societal and ecological value of wetlands, high-value 
wetlands should be removed from inventories and replaced with unencumbered 
lands 
Local governments should not count wetland-encumbered sites in ILIs, or should at least have the 
option not to. Implementing this recommendation will require giving small and low-resource local 
governments the financial capacity to conduct wetland inventories and perform comprehensive plan 
updates to replace encumbered land with unencumbered land in their ILIs. 

Some state-ŕŘĺťôèťôîϙſôťīÍĲîŜϙÍŘôϙĺċϙЊīĺſϙŽÍīŪôϠЋϙıôÍĲĖĲČϙťēÍťϙťēôƅϙÍŘôϙĲĺťϙŘôıĲÍĲťŜϙĺċϙôƄĖŜťĖĲČϙ
wetlands and could not be restored without substantial, ongoing public investment. Development 
without compensatory mitigation should be allowed on these low-value, low-function wetlands, which 
can be engineered to function only at great public expense. To implement this approach, we 
recommend creating a taxonomy that classifies wetlands from low to high value and function.  

3.2: Local Government Capacity 
Solution: Invest in local government capacity to update comprehensive plans 
in accordance with the changes outlined 

Nearly every recommendation in this paper will create opportunities for local governments to undertake 
ĲôſϙŕīÍĲĲĖĲČϙſĺŘħϙťēÍťϙČĖŽôŜϙťēôıϙťēôϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîϙťēôƅϙĲôôîϙťĺϙŕŘĺŜŕôŘϟϙbôſϙîôċĖĲĖťĖĺĲŜϙĺċϙЊŽÍèÍĲťϠЋϙ
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ЊŜŪĖťÍæīôϠЋϙЊŜôŘŽĖèôÍæīôЋϙÍĲîϙЊŕŘĖıôϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîЋϙıôÍĲϙŘôèÍīèŪīÍťôîϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîŜϙĖĲŽôĲťĺŘĖôŜϢϙ
aspirational planning means new Economic Opportunities Analyses; stripping wetland-encumbered 
acreage out of ILIs means local wetland inventories that in many jurisdictions have never been done; 
regional large-lot planning means intergovernmental agreements and comprehensive plan 
amendments in every participating city. None of this is free, and Oregon has spent decades asking local 
governments to plan without meaningfully supporting their ability to pay for it.  

%ŽôĲϙÍϙŜĖĲČīôϙŕīÍĲĲĖĲČϙŕŘĺèôŜŜϙĖŜϙèĺŜťīƅϟϙ7ĲϙiB)ϙÍĲîϙťēôϙ[ôÍČŪôϙĺċϙiŘôČĺĲϙ)ĖťĖôŜЍϙċĺŘťēèĺıĖĲČϙ͑͏͕͑ϙ
survey of city UGB and comprehensive plan experiences (33 jurisdictions responding), six of the thirteen 
cities able to estimate put the external cost of a typical UGB expansion above $250,000 and one above 
$1 million; seven of nineteen put a comprehensive plan amendment above $250,000; and ten of 
seventeen reported spending a person-year or more of staff time on a UGB expansion, which does not 
count costs of appeals. A reform package that doubles the planning workload without funding it will 
widen the gap between large and small cities.  

We therefore recommend that the legislature fund implementation at the scale of the mandate it is 
creating: a dedicated appropriationϴperhaps distributed as formula-based implementation grants 
rather than through a competitive application processϴsufficient to cover the comprehensive plan, 
EOA, industrial lands inventory and local wetland inventory updates these changes require. This funding 
should be paired with state technical assistance, including inventory templates and standardized 
methodologies, so that small cities are not each separately buying the same work at consultant rates.  

3.3: A Statewide Industrial Land Inventory 
Oregon does not maintain a statewide inventory of available industrial land; the survey described in the 
Background section was an attempt to fill that gap. The state should fund Business Oregon to maintain 
an updated statewide inventory of industrial land, which could focus primarily on large sites. That 
ĖĲŽôĲťĺŘƅϙſĺŪīîϙÍīŜĺϙŕŘĺŽĖîôϙťēôϙæÍŜôīĖĲôϙťēôϙMĺŽôŘĲĺŘЍŜϙ%èĺĲĺıĖèϙ�ťŘÍťôČƅϙϼîôŜèŘĖæôîϙÍæĺŽôϽϙĲôôîŜϙťĺϙ
compare the land supply required to compete in target industries with what is currently provided. 
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Conclusion 
Oregon does not have a shortage of industrial land on paper. It has a shortage of land employers will 
actually use. The gap between the two is wide: jurisdictions responding to the OBC, OEDA and LOC 
ŜŪŘŽôƅϙŘôŕĺŘťôîϙĤŪŜťϙŪĲîôŘϙ͐͏Ϡ͏͏͏ϙÍèŘôŜϙĺċϙЊŽÍèÍĲťЋϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîϠϙæŪťϙĺĲīƅϙ͐Ϡ͔͗͑ϙÍèŘôŜϙſôŘôϙ
development ready, and only eight of twenty-eight reported even one site of 100 acres or more. That gap 
is not an accident of the market. It is the result of a land-use system whose rules make it difficult or 
ĖıŕĺŜŜĖæīôϙċĺŘϙīĺèÍīϙČĺŽôŘĲıôĲťŜϙťĺϙıôôťϙťēôϙıÍĲîÍťôϙi��ϙ͖͐͘ϟ͖͐͑ϙŕīÍèôŜϙĺĲϙťēôıϡϙťĺϙŕŘĺŽĖîôϙЊÍťϙ
least an adequate supply of ŜĖťôŜϙĺċϙŜŪĖťÍæīôϙŜĖƏôŜϠϙťƅŕôŜϠϙīĺèÍťĖĺĲŜϙÍĲîϙŜôŘŽĖèôϙīôŽôīŜЋϙċĺŘϙĖĲîŪŜťŘƅϟ 

The three causes described in this paper compound one another. For many jurisdictions, safe harbor 
forecasts anchor projected need to past trends, not future opportunities. Industrial lands inventories 
count phantom supply and use it to deny that need. When an expansion is justified anyway, priority 
rules push it toward land that is expensive to serve, slow to assemble or far from the industry clusters 
employers need to be near. The state then invests too little to ready that land, and wetland 
encumbrances, scarce mitigation credits and thin local capacity add cost, delay and uncertainty at 
ôŽôŘƅϙŜťôŕϟϙ�ēôϙŘôŜŪīťϙĖŜϙÍϙŜƅŜťôıϙťēÍťϙħôôŕŜϙÍèèŪıŪīÍťĖĲČϙЊŕēÍĲťĺıϙŜŪŕŕīƅЋϙſēĖīôϙıÍĤor projects 
locate elsewhere. 

The costs for Oregon are real. When the Semiconductor Task Force reported, Oregon had 15% of the 
ĲÍťĖĺĲÍīϙŜôıĖèĺĲîŪèťĺŘϙſĺŘħċĺŘèôϟϙ7ťϙēÍŜϙŜĖĲèôϙŘôèôĖŽôîϙĺĲīƅϙÍæĺŪťϙ͔҇ϙĺċϙťēôϙĖĲîŪŜťŘƅЍŜϙĖĲŽôŜťıôĲťϠϙ
while Arizona has captured about 30%. More than 80% of the jurisdictions responding to the survey 
reported missing economic development projects for lack of development-ready land. Every one of 
those projects represents jobs, wages and tax revenue that a fiscally stressed state can ill afford to 
forgo. 

Because the causes reinforce one another, the solutions must move together. Funding site readiness 
without fixing inventories and expansion rules will make it difficult to replenish land. Fixing inventories 
without funding readiness would produce a new generation of phantom supply. Aspirational planning 
without changes to how expansion areas are selected would add acres where industry will not locate. 
And none of these reforms will reach small cities unless the state pays for the planning work they 
require. 

This paper opened by laying out the requirements for any solution. Taken together, its 
recommendations accomplish each of them: 

o Fund site readiness: The report calls for capitalizing the Industrial Site Loan Fund at the $250 
million scale the Prosperity Council recommended and potentially allowing a portion of the 
income tax generated by employment on supported sites to recapitalize it. Industrial land banks 
would take on the site assembly, acquisition and wetland work that fragmented ownership and 
limited local capacity now leave undone. In the medium to long term, constitutional authority 
for general obligation bonds would make far greater resources available. And because the 
reformed expansion rules would favor land that is cheaper and faster to serve, each public 
îĺīīÍŘϙſĺŪīîϙČĺϙċŪŘťēôŘϟϙ�ēôϙĲôôîϙĖŜϙŪŘČôĲťϡϙÍťϙťēôϙŜťÍťôЍŜϙèŪŘŘôĲťϙŕÍèôϙĺċϙĖĲŽôŜťıôĲťϠϙèīôÍŘĖĲČϙ
iŘôČĺĲЍŜϙıĺŘôϙťēÍĲϙщ͑ϙæĖīīĖĺĲϙŜĖťôϙŘôÍîĖĲôss backlog would take roughly a century, while Ohio, 
Michigan and Pennsylvania are each committing hundreds of millions of dollars to the same 
work. 
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o Enable aspirational, strategic planning: GϙMĺŽôŘĲĺŘЍŜϙ%èĺĲĺıĖèϙ�ťŘÍťôČƅϠϙŘôŗŪĖŘôîϙæƅϙŜťÍťŪťôϙ
and completed every four years, would set a statewide growth target, identify target industries 
and specify the land supply, locational factors and site characteristics Oregon needs to 
compete for them, measured against a statewide industrial land inventory maintained by 
Business Oregon. A new safe harbor for EOAs that conform to the strategy would give willing 
cities and Metro a defensible path to plan above current trends without bearing the full cost of 
æŪĖīîĖĲČϙÍĲîϙîôċôĲîĖĲČϙÍĲϙЊÍîôŗŪÍťôϙċÍèťŪÍīϙæÍŜôЋϙĺĲϙťēôĖŘϙĺſĲϟϙ)ĖťĖôŜϙťēÍťϙŕŘôċôŘϙťēôĖŘϙĺſĲϙ
aspirational path would remain free to pursue it. Voluntary regional programs would let 
jurisdictions plan for large sites together, with the number of sites driven by strategy rather than 
fixed limits in rule, and dedicated implementation funding and technical assistance would let 
small cities, not just large ones, do this work. 

o OîîŘôŜŜϙЊŕēÍĲťĺıϙŜŪŕŕīƅЋϡϙGoing forward, industrial lands inventories would count only land 
ťēÍťϙĖŜϙæĺťēϙŽÍèÍĲťϙÍĲîϙıÍťèēôŜϙťēôϙŜĖťôϙťƅŕôŜϙÍĲϙ%iGϙĖîôĲťĖċĖôŜϟϙЊ�ŪĖťÍæīôЋϙſĺŪīîϙæôϙîôċĖĲôîϙĖĲϙ
industry-ŜŕôèĖċĖèϙťôŘıŜϙČŘĺŪĲîôîϙĖĲϙBŪŜĖĲôŜŜϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙ7ĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙ0ôŽôīĺŕıôĲťϙ
Competitiveness aÍťŘĖƄϙÍĲîϙſĺŪīîϙôƄèīŪîôϙſôťīÍĲîŜϙÍĲîϙĺťēôŘϙèĺĲŜťŘÍĖĲôîϙīÍĲîϠϙÍĲîϙЊŽÍèÍĲťϙ
īÍĲîЋϙſĺŪīîϙèÍŘŘƅϙÍϙıĖĲĖıŪıϙŕÍŘèôīϙŜĖƏôϙťēÍťϙŘôċīôèťŜϙſēÍťϙĖĲîŪŜťŘƅϙÍèťŪÍīīƅϙŘôŗŪĖŘôŜ. Division 9 
and Division 24 would share one definition of suitability, so UGB alternatives analysis would 
judge land against what target industries need rather than presuming it suitable whenever it 
could, at some cost, be improved. For the legacy phantom supply already in inventories, cities 
could rezone unsuitable land for housing or Goal 5 purposes, stop counting land that has not 
developed within a set evaluation period, update inventories regularly and replace high-value 
wetlands with unencumbered land. 

o Make sure industrial expansions go where industry needs it:  Prime industrial land would 
receive first priority for inclusion in UGBs, subject to conditions such as a requirement that it be 
reserved for advanced manufacturing or related R&D and that its development be expected to 
bring significant new jobs, wages well above area medians and large new tax collections. That 
pairing mirrors the test this paper set out. Prime industrial land is, by definition, land whose site 
characteristics are difficult or impossible to replicate elsewhere in the planning area or region, 
ſēĖèēϙĖŜϙťēôϙŕŘÍèťĖèÍīϙıôÍĲĖĲČϙĺċϙЊĲĺϙŜŪĖťÍæīôϙÍīťôŘĲÍťĖŽôЋϢϙťēôϙèĺĲîĖťĖĺĲŜϙôĲŜŪŘôϙťēÍťϙťēôϙ
expected statewide benefits justify the tradeoff. Regional planning would avoid duplicative local 
requirements for large sites, so the system would ask only for the land the regional economy 
actually needs. 

o Move faster: The quickest gains would come from readying land already inside UGBs, which 
requires no boundary change at all. The recommendations would also make expansions faster 
and more predictable by removing attack vectors for appeal. A safe harbor for EOAs that 
coĲċĺŘıϙťĺϙťēôϙMĺŽôŘĲĺŘЍŜϙ%èĺĲĺıĖèϙ�ťŘÍťôČƅϙſĺŪīîϙťÍħôϙīÍŘČôīƅϙĺċċϙťēôϙťÍæīôϙťēôϙŗŪôŜťĖĺĲϙĺĲϙ
which aspirational EOAs are most exposed to challenge: whether a forecast rests on an 
ЊÍîôŗŪÍťôϙċÍèťŪÍīϙæÍŜôϟЋϙ%ƄŕīĖèĖťϙŜťÍťŪťĺŘƅϙÍŪťēĺŘĖťƅϙſĺŪīîϙŜôťťīôϙťēôϙîĖŜŕŪťôϙover how far Metro 
may plan ÍŜŕĖŘÍťĖĺĲÍīīƅϟϙ)īôÍŘϙŜťÍťŪťĺŘƅϙîôċĖĲĖťĖĺĲŜϙĺċϙЊŜŪĖťÍæīôϠЋϙЊŽÍèÍĲťϠЋϙЊŜôŘŽĖèôÍæīôЋϙÍĲîϙ
ЊŕŘĖıôϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙīÍĲîϠЋϙŜēÍŘôîϙæƅϙ0ĖŽĖŜĖĺĲϙ͘ϙÍĲîϙ0ĖŽĖŜĖĺĲϙ͓͑ϠϙſĺŪīîϙīôÍŽôϙċôſôŘϙŗŪôŜťĖĺĲŜϙĺŕôĲϙ
to litigation. Everything else equal, an expansion that presents fewer contestable issues will 
face fewer appeals and fewer remands, and will reach the ground sooner. Beyond appeals, a 
strategy that can be updated as conditions change, regularly refreshed inventories, a PIL 
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program that does not wait for DSL to line up a mitigation project, and priority for land that can 
be served quickly would all shorten the time between identifying an opportunity and offering a 
site. 

bĺĲôϙĺċϙťēĖŜϙŘôŗŪĖŘôŜϙÍæÍĲîĺĲĖĲČϙťēôϙŕŘĖĲèĖŕīôŜϙťēÍťϙēÍŽôϙîôċĖĲôîϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙīÍĲî-use system for more 
than half a century. Land zoned industrial inside UGBs accounts for roughly a quarter of one percent of 
iŘôČĺĲЍŜϙīÍĲîϙÍŘôÍϢϙīÍĲîϙƏĺĲôîϙôƄèīŪŜĖŽôϙċÍŘıϙŪŜôϙÍècounts for about a quarter of it. The reforms 
ŕŘĺŕĺŜôîϙēôŘôϙſĺŪīîϙŕŘĺťôèťϙťēôϙŽÍŜťϙıÍĤĺŘĖťƅϙĺċϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙŕŘĺîŪèťĖŽôϙċÍŘıīÍĲîϟϙ 

iB)ϙēÍŜϙîĺèŪıôĲťôîϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙŜēĺŘťÍČôϙĺċϙīÍŘČôϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙŜĖťôŜϙŜĖĲèôϙÍťϙīôÍŜťϙ͑͏͏͒ϟϙ�ēôϙ
�ôıĖèĺĲîŪèťĺŘϙ�ÍŜħϙqĺŘèôϠϙťēôϙ)īôÍĲϙ�ôèēϙ�ÍŜħϙqĺŘèôϠϙťēôϙ�ĲĖŽôŘŜĖťƅϙĺċϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙ͑͏͕͑ϙÍŜŜôŜŜıôĲťϙċĺŘϙ
BŪŜĖĲôŜŜϙiŘôČĺĲϙÍĲîϙťēôϙMĺŽôŘĲĺŘЍŜϙ�ŘĺŜŕôŘĖťƅϙ)ĺŪĲèĖīϙēÍŽôϙŜĖĲèôϙŘôÍched the same conclusion. 
Employers want to locate and expand in Oregon; too often, they are thwarted simply by a lack of 
development-ready land. Without legislative action, Oregon will keep counting acres employers will not 
use while the projects that wouīîϙēÍŽôϙæŪĖīťϙēôŘôϙČĺϙôīŜôſēôŘôϟϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙīÍĲî-use system was built to 
ŕŘĺťôèťϙťēôϙċĺŪĲîÍťĖĺĲŜϙĺċϙťēôϙŜťÍťôЍŜϙŕŘĺŜŕôŘĖťƅϟϙ7ťϙĲôôîŜϙťĺϙæôϙŪŕîÍťôîϙŜĺϙĖťϙèÍĲϙîĺϙŜĺϙÍČÍĖĲϟ
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Appendix A: Business Oregon Industrial Development Competitiveness Matrix 
BŪŜĖĲôŜŜϙiŘôČĺĲЍŜϙ7ĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙ0ôŽôīĺŕıôĲťϙ)ĺıŕôťĖťĖŽôĲôŜŜϙaÍťŘĖƄϙŜôťŜϙĺŪťϙťēôϙŜĖťôϙèēÍŘÍèťôŘĖŜťĖèŜϙťēÍťϙĖĲîŪŜťŘĖÍīϙŪŜôŘŜϙĖĲϙċĺurteen industry profiles 
typically require, including site size, slope, transportation access, utility service levels and other special considerations. The current version (revised 
October 14, 2025) is reproduced below. As recommended in this paper, the matrix should be updated and improved as part of the MĺŽôŘĲĺŘЍŜϙ%èĺĲĺıĖèϙ
Strategy. 

 
Source: Business Oregon, Industrial Development Competitiveness Matrix (rev. 10/14/2025); consultant team: Mackenzie, Glumac, ECOnorthwest. 
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