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1. It is unfair to landowners adjacent to Measure 37 claimants by depriving them of protections against uses that could threaten the value of their land.
2. Clackamas County has suspended the right of adjacent landowners to make public comment about the impending waivers that threaten the value of their property.
3. In calculating the monetary amount of the lost value of their land due to state and local land use plans, Measure 37 claimants are making that calculation based on the artificially inflated value due to the fact that other properties do not have the right to develop.  Had land use restrictions not been in place, the claimants' assessed value would be much lower than they are claiming. 
4. The Measure creates two classes of Oregonians with different sets of rights--those who owned their land before a certain date and those who did not.
5. There are environmental concerns about many of the proposed waivers, including runoff of water and decreased absorption of water due to increased paving; straining underground aquifers in rural areas beyond their recharge rate; increased traffic congestion in areas that lack adequate transportation infrastructure; loss of wildlife habitat. 
6. There are health impacts to the potential urban and suburban sprawl that the undoing of our land use protections would introduce:  The Centers for Disease Control lists urban sprawl as one of the major contributors to the obesity epidemic in Americans, given the increased amount of time people spend in their cars instead of walking.  This is a risk factor for cardiovascular disease, diabetes, and a host of other illnesses associated with decreased exercise. 
7. There is a potential harmful psychological impact on the population of loss of open spaces and green spaces in their communities.  Psychological research has yielded mounting evidence of this effect in overdeveloped areas. 
8. The aesthetic impact of open spaces, including undeveloped farm and forest land, is a substantial community asset.  One of the reasons new employers, such as Google, are attracted to Oregon is due to the quality of life Oregonians have achieved through their decades of land use planning.  Measure 37 threatens to unravel this community asset.

9. Measure 37 arrived on the ballot as a state statute, not a constitutional amendment.  Nothing prohibits legislators from making changes.

10. The issue takes an inordinate amount of county commissioners' and

planning departments' time and resources throughout Oregon. It

engulfs personnel at the state Land Conservation and Development

Department. The circuit courts bulge with Measure 37 cases, 11 from

Yamhill County alone. Decisions from those cases will apply only to

the jurisdictions from which they originated, making the patchwork of

legal interpretations even more inconsistent.
11. When voters approved Measure 37, they voted to protect property owners against draconian and overly restrictive zoning laws that prevented owners from adding an additional house on their property.  They did not intend to equate elderly widows such as Dorothy  English with giant timber companies such as Plum Creek, which is filing a claim to develop 32,000 acres on coastal lands.

12. Measure 37 unfortunately takes an absolutist approach, equating development rights with property rights.  Once a property with a Measure 37 claim is sold to another party, such as a developer, that developer should not have rights different from other land owners who did not own their property before the date on which the Measure 37 claim was based.  In other words, Measure 37 rights should not be transferable when property is sold.

13. Measure 37 proponents wrongly assume that a property investment should have special protections against loss not afforded to other investments.  For example, bonds lose value with a rise in interest rates, but no one is saying that the Federal Reserve should compensate bond owners for its actions.

14. The Big Look Committee was commissioned by law in the 2005 legislative session to initiate a two-year conversation with Oregonians about how we want the Oregon landscape to look decades into the future.  This 30-year review of state land use planning goals should be allowed to run its proper course and make its recommendations to the legislature and governor.  Measure 37 claims should be frozen pending this review.

15. An out-of-state logging corporation, Plum Creek Timber, filed more than 100 applications to allow development on 32,000 acres of coastal forest.  Plum Creek is demanding a $94.8 million in compensation from taxpayers unless it is allowed to build on the land, most of which is zoned for forestry.  Other timber companies followed suit.  Another out-of-state company, RY Timber, demanded $8 million unless it is allowed to develop its holdings above Wallowa Lake.  And Stimson Lumber Company filed 135 separate claims to allow development on its forestlands.   These companies are transforming their corporate missions from being timber companies to development companies.  Their claims are not surprising given that $1.2 million--which was the lion's share of the money spent to pass Measure 37--was donated by timber companies in the first place.
