
 

The 2016 legislative session was one of the most 
productive we’ve ever had.  A package of four  
housing-related bills passed, and in the process, we 
resolved several issues that had been plaguing us 
for decades and got ahead of a couple of others. 
More importantly, we were able to put some policies 
in place that might increase the supply of affordable 
housing and took several concrete steps towards 
elevating housing affordability as a matter of state 

policy. 

The four bills were: 

SB 1533SB 1533SB 1533SB 1533: This bill dealt with two issues -  
inclusionary zoning (IZ) and construction excise  
taxes (CET).  With regard to IZ, the bill allows cities 
and counties to adopt mandatory IZ ordinances on 
either for-sale or for-rent units, but only on multi-
family projects of 20 units or more, and with a  
maximum of 20% of the units being required to be 
affordable, with “affordable” defined as 80% or 
more of area median income. Jurisdictions that 
adopt mandatory IZ also have to provide tangible 
financial incentives (such as SDC waivers, property 
tax abatements, etc) and may also provide  
site-specific intangible incentives (such as density 
bonuses or expedited processing).  A fee-in-lieu  
option is also required, as is the use of clear and 

objective approval standards. 

As for the CET, we agreed to a local option  
residential CET of up to 1% of the building permit 
value, with the proceeds dedicated to the financial 
incentives listed in the bill (50%); other local  
affordable housing programs (35%); and  
down-payment programs administered by the state 
(15%).  CETs on non-residential construction are  
also allowed, but with no cap, and with ½ the  

proceeds being dedicated to affordable housing. 

With this bill, we put the issue of IZ to rest for the 
foreseeable future and by limiting it to larger multi-
family projects and requiring specific incentives, we 

did so in a way that might actually work but at 
least likely won’t do any harm.  On the CET front, 
we solved a problem that was going to confront us 
in 2017 in any event, as the current prohibition on 
local CETs was going to go away then; by agreeing 
to this formulation, we at least made sure that any 
CET on residential construction was put to a  
housing-related use rather than just going into the 

city or county general fund. 
 

SB 1573SB 1573SB 1573SB 1573: This bill dealt with our old friend  
annexation voting, and we finally succeeded in 
getting rid of it after 20 years of trying.  We took a 
fairly measured approach, not that you could tell 
from the level of opposition: voting is disallowed 
only in situations where 100% of the property 
owners agree, the property being annexed is  
inside the UGB and contiguous to the city limits, 
and all the city’s annexation requirements (other 
than the public vote) are met.  We didn’t affect 
hostage or island annexations and took pains to 
make sure that no one was being forced into  
anything, either the city or the property owners; 
there was still a lot of opposition, but the bill 
passed in any event.  In the 33 or so Oregon cities 
that had annexation voting requirements in their 
charters, development just got a lot less  

expensive and a lot more certain. 

 

HB 4079HB 4079HB 4079HB 4079: One of our points about affordable 
housing or the lack thereof is that the land use 
system bears some responsibility, as you cannot 
restrict the supply of land and not have that re-
flected in higher land prices.  While many don’t 
agree with that basic economic premise, we were 
able to get this bill passed even over the  
objections of 1000 Friends and the environmental 
lobby.  On its face, the bill might not seem to do 
much, but it creates an experiment that we’ve 
never been able to conduct before: it allows two 
pilot programs of up to 50 acres each, one in a 
city under 25,000 and one in a city over 25,000, 
whereby the UGB can be expanded to create  
affordable housing opportunities notwithstanding 
the laws governing farmland protection. The bill 
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A study by Health Canada found that 13% of all 
air infiltrating into houses came through the wall 
between the house and garage.  Another study by 
the Minnesota gas supplier, Minnegasco, found 
25% of the air leakage in houses they assessed 
came through the connection to the garage.  
When your customers learn this information they 

are going to ask what you are doing about it. 

Garages have all kinds of things in them we don’t 
want to breathe—carbon monoxide from car  
exhausts, lawn chemicals, insecticides, cleaners, 
gasoline.   Your customer will be glad when you 
tell them your house is built with special attention 

to keeping those pollutants out of their house. 

It’s easy to do, it just takes a little thought.  Good 
weatherstripping on the connecting door is  
important, but so is sealing all the tiny places 
were air can leak.  Garages generally have higher 
air pressure than the living space and this causes 
air and pollutants to be sucked in through any 
opening available.  Finding those places that leak 
is just common sense and observation, but too 

often those leaks are missed. 

Floor framing that passes over the connecting 
wall from an adjoining living space creates a huge 
leak potential unless the framing includes solid 
blocking between the joists which is caulked on 
all sides.  The tiny spaces between the top and 
bottom plates when added together create a  
surprisingly large hole for pollutants to be drawn 
through.  The top and bottom of the gypsum 
board may look tight, but to a molecule of carbon 

monoxide it looks like a freeway. 

The fix is easy.  Weatherstrip the door.  Caulk  
every framing connection.  Seal the gypsum board 
at the top and bottom.  Seal wiring, piping, duct or 
other penetrations in the adjoining wall.  If floor 
framing passes over the wall, block it at the wall 
and seal the blocking with caulk or foam.   
Attention to good air sealing is always important, 
but nowhere is it more important for the health of 
the occupants than at the garage/house  

connection. 

doesn’t apply to the Metro area, and also excludes 
cities in Marion, Polk and Jefferson counties, but 
even with those limitations, we think it will provide 
useful information about the effects of our UGB  

policies on housing affordability. 

HB 4143 HB 4143 HB 4143 HB 4143 : This was a bill dealing with tenant  
protections, and therefore not one we would have 
been working on absent it being part of the package, 
but the landlords and the housing activists agreed to 
its terms and we helped get it passed.  It states that 
for month-to-month tenancies, 90 day notice of rent 
increases has to be provided and also states that no 
rent increases can be imposed during the first year 
of a month-to-month rental.  It also increases the 
penalty for smoking in a non-smoking unit from $50 
to $250, and fixes a drafting error regarding egress 

requirements in apartment bedrooms. 

Taken as a group, these bills should put at least a 
small dent in the issue of housing affordability.   
Going forward, they set the stage for a more  
comprehensive discussion of this critical issue – as 
we reminded the legislature in every hearing, our 
fundamental problem is one of supply and demand, 
and until we make it a lot easier and faster to build 
housing of all types, and until we stop using the 
building and permitting process as a municipal ATM, 
we are going to have issues with affordability. Stay 
tuned, in other words… 
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When a worker needs medical attention for a serious 

injury (or any other medical condition), call 911.  Do 

not rely on self-assessments or medical assessments 

from well-intentioned co-workers. A number of work-

place medical emergencies have left workers waiting 

while co-workers discussed whether a 911 call was 

necessary.  In one case, co-workers loaded an injured 

worker – who unable to move – into a truck and 

drove him to an urgent care center only to discover 

that the facility was not equipped to deal with his  

injuries. 

There is nothing wrong with an  

emergency plan that relies on a 911 

call for serious medical events. In 

fact, it is a good idea! 


