
 

WASCO 
COUNTY 
2040 
OUTREACH 
REPORT 
(2019) 

 

 

4/30/2019 Outreach Results and Summary 

 
 

 



Wasco County 2040 Outreach Report (2019) 
 

 

 

Page 1 

 

 

In February 2018, the Wasco County Planning Department officially 

entered Periodic Review and commenced work on the 

Comprehensive Plan update, Wasco County 2040.  The process 

includes public outreach efforts to engage citizen involvement in 

updates.  This report is a summary of those efforts, including 

feedback received through online comments, email, mailed in 

comments, online surveys, and at workshop events. 

 

The Wasco County Citizen Advisory Group set a goal for total 

participation of 20% of the population, roughly 1,629 residents 

living outside UGBs (this number includes children). To date, over 

3,547 rural residents have engaged in this effort, exceeding our goal 

and reaching more than 43% of the population. 

 

In 2017, outreach efforts engaged 8901 people including 60 key 

stakeholders and over 830 residents.  Between the end of 2017 and 

June 2018, outreach efforts engaged an additional 1,014 people.  

From June 2018 until April 10, 2019, participation numbers totaled 

over 1,447 interactions.   

                                                
 

 

1 This number counts each interaction as unique (e.g., survey filled, meeting attendance, etc.).  Because many of the activities 
were anonymous, staff could not identify all interactions as discrete.  We also had some people participating separately as 
citizens and stakeholders.  Several property owners have participated at multiple work sessions both within one calendar year 
and across the years.  As such, the total percentage participation numbers are higher than they would be had individual 
participants been identified at every input point.  Staff estimates a margin of error of approximately 10%.  The same count 
method was used in 2018 and 2019.   
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This brings the total reach to over 3,547 people.  The total 

percentage of people in Wasco County who have participated, 

either through online, mail, or meetings is over 43%, exceeding the 

20% goal.  It is worth noting that in March 2019, all property owners 

in Wasco County were sent a postcard informing them of upcoming 

meetings and encouraging them to participate either in person or 

online.  The list of property owners was over 4,550 people.  A similar 

notice was sent in March 2017. 

 

Planning staff and the Citizen Advisory Group intend to continue 

increasing total public outreach over the next year and a half of the 

project and engage as many citizens as possible in the update 

process. 
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O U T R E A C H  R E S U L T S  A N D  S U M M A R Y  
 
Outreach for Wasco County 2040 has consisted of a diverse approach aimed at increasing total numbers of 
participation and input while continuing the mission to educate residents and property owners about 
Wasco County Planning, the Comprehensive Plan update process, and relevant topics.  To improve 
outreach, in July of 2018 Wasco County Planning Department staff distributed an online survey via social 
media, the project website, email contacts, inserts into land use planning action related mailers, and 
notification emails to solicit preferences about outreach methods.  
  
Twenty-nine people responded to the survey.  Over 40% of respondents expressed preference to 
participate by taking surveys and other quick feedback mechanisms.  Subsequently, additional polls have 
been added to the project website to add an immediate way for visitors to give input. 

The survey also asked for the preferences about the meeting format for the annual roadshow work session 
event series.  The priority was first for small group design style discussions, followed up a large group 
discussion with presentation overview given by staff.  Based on this feedback and lessons learned from 
previous event cycles, staff elected to pursue this format for the 2019 roadshow event series.  The survey 
also asked respondents to identify critical meeting locations.  This information, in combination with 
available public meeting spaces and attendance records from previous years, were used to determine the 
meeting locations. 

In addition, a summer event addressing RV regulations in Pine Hollow had record turnouts in response to a 
postcard mailer campaign.  As a result, Planning Department staff decided to replicate this strategy and 
send a highly visual postcard mailer to unincorporated Wasco County property owners to encourage 
continued participation.  The postcards shared upcoming roadshow event series dates and the project 
website, with teaser language about work task topics.  

The following report describes each aspect of citizen involvement and outreach, includes an analysis and 
recommendations based on results, and is supported by detailed appendices.  

 
Countywide Mailer 
 

A postcard (see below) was sent to 4,556 property owners in unincorporated Wasco County.  The goal of the 
postcard was to encourage participation in upcoming events and to remind community members that the multi-
year Comprehensive Plan Update process is still underway. 
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Online Survey Tool 
A short survey was developed to reflect many of the housing related topics being reviewed and discussed 
for revision and adoption in 2019.  The relevant work task, 10, was developed by staff and the Citizen 
Advisory Group during the Comprehensive Plan Update planning phase and in response to community 
input during the 2017 visioning phase.   

The purpose of the survey was to engage the public in thinking opportunities and challenges to housing in 
rural Wasco County and possible strategies to address housing need.  Questions were developed after an 
extensive evaluation of other jurisdiction’s survey implements.  The survey was limited to ten questions to 
increase participation and focus on critical principles necessary for decision making.  

The survey was posted online on September 28, 2018, and shared through links on the Wasco County main 
website, the Wasco County 2040 project website, Wasco County Planning social media, in signature lines of 
Wasco County planning staff, and through distributed printed materials at workshops and other meetings.  
The survey was also promoted through press releases and radio appearances.  The survey was closed on 
the morning of April 2nd to tabulate results. 

The survey received a total of 118 responses.  The full results from the online survey can be seen in 
Appendix A.   

A word cloud was produced from the final question, asking for additional feedback about Wasco County 
2040.  The larger size the word, the more frequently it appeared in the comments.  This is an illustrative 
tool to the types of challenges and opportunities community members feel face Wasco County and housing 
into the future.    

   

The larger size the word, the more frequently it appeared in the comments.   Full responses can be seen in 
Appendix A. 
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Online Polls 
In 2018, a poll function was added to the project website, wasco2040.com, to add additional feedback 
mechanisms for people.  This was as a result of a survey where respondents expressed an interest in 
additional, quick, online opportunities to participate in the long range planning efforts. 

The polls primarily asked questions related to Work Task 10. 
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Online Comment Submissions 
To make it easy for residents and businesses to submit comments, an online comment submission form was 
created and posted on the project website.  Many posts and other outreach shared this link to encourage 
the submission of feedback. 
 
4 comments were received from the online submission form for this cycle of outreach (July 2018-April 12, 
2019). Online comments can be read in Appendix B. 

 
Emailed Comments 
Community members were encouraged to email planning staff at any time during the Comprehensive Plan 
Update process to voice their hopes, concerns, and other feedback for Wasco County 2040. 
 
1 comment was received via email in 2019, to date, and can be read in Appendix C. 

 
Mailed Comments 
Community members were also encouraged to mail comments to planning staff at any time during the 
Comprehensive Plan Update process to provide feedback for Wasco County 2040. 
 
No mailed letters were received between June 2018 and April 2019.  

 
Written Comments 
One written comment was submitted during the 2019 Roadshow Events.  The letter can be seen in 
Appendix D.   

 
Phone Calls and Counter Visits  
Between July 2018 and April 1, 2019, staff received 6 inquiries by phone or at the counter related to Wasco 
County 2040.   
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March Work Session 
In March, staff presented Work Tasks 9 and 11, Chapters 5 and 12, to the Citizen Advisory Group for 
discussion.   
  
There were 12 members of the public in attendance.  Many of those expressed that they attended to 
discuss work task 10.   
   
Meeting minutes can be seen in Appendix E. 

 
2018 Roadshow Work Sessions 
 

         

For work task 10, staff and the Citizen Advisory Group held five community workshops to address topics of 
housing and land use planning concepts that could increase development opportunities.  Interested in 
understanding community visions for policy and implementation, the sessions were structured to be two 
hours long and consisted of a brief introductory presentation, four small group stations with exercises and 
information and a large group wrap up discussion. 

• The Dalles (March 20, 6-8pm) Attendance: 17 citizens, 4 CAG members, 2 BOCC, 2 staff 
• Tygh Valley (March 21, 6-8pm) Attendance: 32 citizens, 4 CAG members, 3 BOCC, 4 staff, 1 DLCD 
• Mosier (March 26, 6-8pm) Attendance: 23 citizens, 4 CAG members, 2 BOCC,  4 staff 
• Wamic (March 27, 6-8pm) Attendance: 36 citizens, 3 CAG members, 2 BOCC, 5 staff 
• Dufur (April 9, 6-8pm) Attendance: 36 citizens, 4 CAG members, 2 BOCC, 4 staff 

[CAG = Community Advisory Group; BOCC = Board of County Commissioners] 
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Notes from each meeting can be seen in Appendix F. 

 
 
D O T  E X E R C I S E S :  
 
Attendees were asked to rotate through four stations and review proposed options, contribute any 
feedback, ask questions and express their opinion by voting with dots for different questions.  The results 
are captured below: 
 
Housing 
 All Zones Residential None 
Do you think single wide mobile homes should be permitted 18 29 24 

 
 Yes No 
If state law changed to allow RV or tiny homes to be established as permanent should we 
allow?*, **,*** 

33 29 

If state law changed to allow ADUs in rural residential zones, should Wasco County 
permit? 

55 17 

If state law changed to allow ADUs in all rural zones, should Wasco County permit? 37 33 
Should Wasco County allow short term rentals?**** 43 26 
Should short term rentals be regulated?**** 60 16 
*A new box was created labeled “Tiny Homes Only” and four people but dots in this box. 
**A box was created labeled “No RVS” and seven people put dots in this box. 
***One person put a dot in between yes and no 
****Two people put a dot in between yes and no 
 
 All Zones Residential  RR, EFU, F2 
What zones should Wasco County allow short term rentals? 18 41 4 
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 B&B Home Biz Unique 
If regulated, short term rentals rules should be the same as: 16 8 24 
 
Non Resource Zone Concept 
 Yes No 
Is this option worth investment?** 30 26 
Will this option reduce housing issues?***** 20 32 
Can this option produce economic benefits?** 32 24 
 
Rural Service Area Change Concept 
 Yes No 
Is this option worth investment? 41 18 
Will this option reduce housing issues?******* 22 17 
Can this option produce economic benefits*** 25 15 
 
 Pine Hollow Wamic Tygh Valley 
Which rural service areas should be changed?**** 19 17 19 
 
Transfer Development Rights Concept 
 Yes No 
Is this option worth investment?*** 20 32 
Will this option reduce housing issues?* 20 27 
Can this option produce economic benefits?* 21 24 
**Two put dots in between Yes and No 
***Three put dots in between Yes and No 
****Wrote in Pine Grove and two people left stickers 
*****Four put dots in between Yes and No 
******Five put dots in between Yes and No 
******Six put dots in between Yes and No 
 
W R I T T E N  C O M M E N T S :  
 
Housing: 

• Don’t know the rules for B&B or Home Biz so can’t comment (three dots next to this comment). 
• Whatever best fits our county you should have had a short example of rules. 
• What are the rules for B & B and home biz? 
• Community should be a primary value 
• Infill good!!  Sprawl bad!! Huge need for affordable rentals near jobs (one dot was put next to this comment). 
• Impact to the core issue—how do short term rentals alleviate housing needs for Wasco County residents. 
• Lumping tiny homes and RVs together?  Big difference for me. 
• What consideration for the grounding decisions in resources inability to protect against fire, etc. 
• People, property owners, should be allowed to build what they want as long as building code allows 
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• ADU (tiny home ok)/RV - No 
 
ADUs in Wasco County: 

• Increasing fire risk 
• Many areas not in a fire district and inaccessible (long emergency response time) 
• Frequency and intensity of fires are increasing 
• Some roads are at capacity already 
• More people =more risk of fire 
• Water issues increasing (one dot was put next to this comment). 

 
Permitting single wide mobile homes: 

• Only in municipal areas—mobile home parks (one dot was put next to this comment) 
 
Non Resource Zone Designation Concept: 
 
General Comments: 

• Why only looking at class of soils?  Why not also use water resource? 
• What is the look at the natural hazard mitigation plan in relation to this concept? 
• How would water resources be determined 
• Would scientific studies regarding water tables be conducted before zoning regulations change 

 
Positive Benefits: 

• This land is not useable now for farming may be good to change. 
• Our 38 acre piece is zoned AG, never has been cropped, not enough soil to grown anything and is dry land. 
• Seems like the only way to get more people/more taxes is to use smaller plots of land not good for agricultural 

anyway. 
• Small farms?! 
• Pine Grove would be a good place to consider for this option. 
• I agree, but more discussion is needed. 
• Suggest looking at Juniper Flat for development 

 
Negative Impacts: 

• 20 acre lots can’t produce income without water use, all would be on new wells, not sustainable 
• The designation itself calls for development on poor soils, so farming would be difficult without water.  Each lot 

would have to have a well for the house and/or irrigation.  Without knowing how this would affect the water 
table, this would be irresponsible.  More research needed! 

• Water?! Fire?! 
• Water is already a huge issue.  I’m concerned with global warming and the lack of water which equates to more 

Substation fires. 
• Parcelization leads to problems: water, fire, access 
• Encourage criteria, if considering, to take into account not just 7+ soils but also resource availability (esp. water) 

creating non-viable communities does damage to our economy. 
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• Will this benefit locals of people priced out of Bend and Portland who want a “ranch” experience 
• Added wildfire hazards. 
• I don’t think this adds affordable housing if parcel sizes are 20 acre. 
• Must assure adequate domestic and ag use water. 
• Fire and water. 
• Vacation home sprawl? 
• Water main problem?  How much? 
• Big game winter range being chopped up piece by piece (one dot by this comment). 
• Fire and water??? (one dot by this comment) 
• Urban growth boundaries are a pain…but they ensure our quality of life.  This proposal looks to create 1000-

2000 homes total---unclear economic benefit to communities?  Needs more analysis. 
• Not enough water to serve existing land owners  
• Huge fire danger from lack of wave 
• More people living in the area create more fire danger.  (Not knowing how to live in a dry land wheat area). 
• Water?  Fire? 
• Increased overcrowding issues at local schools. 

 
Rural Service Boundary Change Concept: 
 
Positive Benefits: 

• Diffuse development but contained 
• Great opportunities for just starting out family farmer to possibly higher value crops, just food  
• Can this lead to incorporation of communities? 
• Keep development in towns/urban areas, not Ag lands 
• This method could work with planned development, requiring that services be put in place – water, sewer, fire, 

law enforcement before any additional development takes place 
• Is there demand for housing out there? 
• Potential for economic growth 
• Small farms! (Two people put dots by this statement) 
• More room for community to grow with care 
• Convert Unused/unproductive land to productive land 

 
Negative Impacts: 

• Issues with services (fire, etc.) stretched too far? 
• Water availability in certain areas? 
• Infrastructure/services do not exist, who will play?  Ditto! 
• Could be setting a precedent to pressure other areas to do the same.  Where will it end?  Will pressure to 

expand the boundary continue?  Result could be continued encroachment on resource lands 
• Again, have you done any research on the water table and how it would be affected by 4 acre lots, each with a 

well and septic 
• How would all the additional septic affect the streams and groundwater quality 
• I’m so concerned about the demands on our water.  It’s getting hotter and dryer and with more development 

the demand on our water is going to be greater and we will have more deadly fires aka Substation Fire. 



Wasco County 2040 Outreach Report (2019) 
 
 

 

Page 14 

 

 

• Perhaps best of the 4 stations presented at this meeting but meeting but extremely concerned about how 
heavily it would impact already severely constrained water resource.  Pushing housing to incorporated 
communities is needed.  Not increasing density in any of our rural spaces. 

• One concern might be water—irrigation, all on wells or new wells needed?  Already at capacity.  Many people 
voiced this concern.  Two different aquifers in Tygh Valley.  Seeing reductions already. 

• Awareness of urban interface (forest boundary), fire hazards and progressions.  Buffer lands? (one dot next to 
this) 

• Water, water, water, both quantity and potential impacts to purity of water table. 
• Suburban sprawl….vacation homes…development that doesn’t support core communities. (One person put a 

sticker by this comment) 
• Who does this benefit?  Real estate developers? 
• Might be setting a precedent for attempting to apply to other areas that might not be appropriate. 
• Sewer and water 
• School overcrowding 
• Water shortages, more fire danger 
• I agree with the (above) comment 

 
Transfer Development Rights Concept: 
 
Sending Areas: 

• Depends on if it would create more M49 claims.  If does not tend to increase those, then moving development 
out of A-1/EFU is deal and further increasing the large acreage in A1/EFU to promote economically viable 
commercial scale ag. 

• This could relieve the pressures on buildable (M49) forest lands where development is not practical, needed or 
compatible with the surrounding uses or access. 

• I can create a conservation easement on my land without selling my development rights. 
 
Receiving Areas: 

• Incorporated communities if an agreement can be made with them. 
• I agree with the above. 
• How will receiving areas be decided?  Seems like those who would be rewarded are only those who can pay for 

it.  Why not just change the zoning requirement for cities (non-agricultural areas).  Keep ag the same.  No 
change. 

• Compare results with water/mineral right programs 
• Only incorporated cities that have the infrastructure (one dot next to this comment) 

 
Positive Benefits: 

• If it is designed to protect rural resource areas and A1/EFU then appreciate that protection.  Pair with strong 
continued zoning regs in A1/EFU. 

• This would seem to protect forest lands where there is more danger of fire and increased need and demand for 
services, more use of marginal aquifers and more pressure and demand on the road department.  This could 
eliminate those pressures on services and resources. 

• Deschutes County/La Pine did TDR in the mid-1990s?  Small undevelopable 1-2 acre city lots. 
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• Less encroachment on resource lands. 
• This could be good but the people that don’t want growth would be unhappy however people that are all about 

growth and money would find this a positive.  If done with careful planning and regulation it could be positive. 
• TDRs can have positive environmental outcomes if the thing being conserved is well defined and mapped. 
• If someone does not want their property developed, the option is to put it in a conservation easement. 

 
Negative Impacts: 

• If receiving area is not a city, creates increased pressure on services, resources. 
• I agree with above. 
• If it creates large parcels that transferred development rights that get surrounded by ones which have not then 

it makes those not viable.  Paired with a policy on large acre lot requirements in A1/EFU then it would work? 
• How will all this excess development in receiving areas change the character of the nice, quaint small towns we 

all enjoy. 
• Doesn’t likely help Wasco County housing development unless rights only need in Wasco County.  Are there any 

properties that qualify? 
• Leaves your neighbors with perhaps a log corp. owned area next door. 
• This is being done in Seattle, which I just left after 20+ years—Developers are using this concept to ride rough 

shod over wetlands and scenic areas.  They’ll declare a reciprocal area as far away as Chehalis—as a result 
former forest areas and wetlands are regraded, tiered off and houses built, beginning to look like California 
(with rain). 

• I think this plan adds hurdles to increasing density. 
• Senders who are sending only because their lands are physically hard to develop are not generating any 

environmental benefits because they won’t develop anyway. 
• Economic disparity.  These developers who have money to spend will be buying rights and may only sell high 

income properties. 
 
 
L A R G E  G R O U P  D I S C U S S I O N  P O I N T S :  

 
Meeting notes from the work sessions are in Appendix F. 
 
Over the five work sessions, attendees were invited to share with the large group any additional comments 
they had about topics of housing and flexible parcel sizes.  This was also an opportunity to ask questions.  
Staff took notes that were visible on the projector screen summarizing the feedback in the meeting minutes 
for each event.   
 
To demonstrate the similarities and differences in comments, staff has prepared a basic analysis chart that 
shows broad topics brought up during the large group discussion and the number of times that topic was 
broached during a work session: 
 

Broad Topic Number of responses 
Concerned about development impact on:  
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Ad Hoc Meetings 
The project website advertises the availability of staff for meeting requests and has a button function to 
make a request.   No ad hoc meetings were requested of staff. 

 
Social Media Engagement 
The Planning Department currently maintains four social media accounts, in addition to the project 
website, including YouTube, Facebook, Twitter, and Pinterest.  These accounts are used to push out 
material from the project website in order to increase audience engagement and capture.  All accounts 
have restricted comments in order to funnel comments through official methods. 

Facebook was instrumental in helping increase survey participation over the last year, with many people 
sharing links and helping promote the opportunity to participate.  Currently, the Wasco County Planning 
Facebook page has 210 followers.  Comments are disabled for social media. 

 
    

Followers 210 48 154 (views) 3 
Likes 117 11 1 NA 
Shares   25 1 0 NA 
Posts 60 100 2 102 

Media Coverage 

Water 9 
Fire 10 
Public facilities/services (includes sanitation) 9 
Roads/transportation 4 
Emergency services/response 5 
Commercial Agriculture 6 
Commercial forestry 1 
Habitat 4 
Do not want additional development 3 
Development would benefit:  
Housing 3 
Telecommunications 1 
Jobs 1 
Taxes (to fund things like water/sanitary) 1 

https://www.facebook.com/wasco.wasco.73
https://twitter.com/WascoCoPlanning
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCaWcgyXpQ0KAJDWqo8yIRjg?view_as=subscriber
https://www.pinterest.com/wascocounty/
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Staff sent a press release to all regional media, including the newspapers and radio stations.    

Newspaper: 1 editorial article in The Dalles Chronicle (March 16, 2019) 

Radio: 1 radio interview with Mark Bailey of KIHR radio, BiCoastal Media Columbia River (March 8, 2019) 

Websites:  Reprint of Press Release on GorgeRadio, KACI, KMSW, KIHR.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Wasco County Website 
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From July 2018 until February 2019, an image with links to the survey (top) was part of a rotating header of 
three images on the main page of Wasco County’s website.  Links were to the survey tool about housing 
and the project website.  This was effective in driving additional County visitors to the survey. 
From February until April 10th, a second image promoted the upcoming roadshow event series with links to 
the project website and the online comment function. 
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In addition, all event dates were advertised in the Wasco County event calendar which displays on the 
home page as well as specific calendar pages, including within the Planning Department menu. 
 
The Wasco County website home page had over 200,000 page views between July 2018 and April 10th.   
 
Project Website 

 

 

 

In 2017, a project website (wasco2040.com) was launched to house information about the Comprehensive 
Plan Update, including data and research about Wasco County, upcoming events, ways to participate, and 
results from public participation. 

In addition to sharing information, the project website’s main goal is to channel public participation into 
methods that could help support visioning efforts including promoting the survey, offering an online 
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comment submission form, links to social media pages, and offering a variety of ways to sign up for 
notifications on news and events. 

In 2017, the project website had a total of 2,494 views by 749 visitors.  Between January and July 2018, the 
website had 1,657 views by 509 visitors.  From July to April 10, 2019, the site had 2,912 views by 1,059 
visitors. 

The project website has 17 followers by email, 215 by social media and 11 by feed. 

March saw triple the average monthly traffic, likely as a result of other outreach methods including the 
mailers, Wasco County website headers and social media. 

 
Notification List  
Staff has compiled a list, through meetings and the website, of all citizens who have indicated that they 
want notifications about news and events related to Wasco County 2040.  To date, the list has 99 
individuals signed up.   

Staff sends out email notices for upcoming events and other news as they happen.  This included an 
announcement about the 2019 Roadshow sent on March 15th, a preview to events sent on March 5th, a final 
roadshow update on March 29th to include the added Dufur day/time and an update on the work tasks sent 
in July 2018. 

 
Analysis 
Work task 10 committed to developing more parcel size flexibility and alternative housing options.   

Flexible Parcel Size 

Based on previous expressed concerns of impacts to resources like water, emergency services, 
transportation, and public facilities/services, staff developed a list of possible land use planning tools 
focused development in or near urban and rural service areas.  These concepts are based on programs or 
models being applied in other jurisdictions within the state. 

To initially introduce the concepts and generate community feedback, planning staff released an 
infographic and associated blog post on the project website on July 17, 2008.  The mind map shows 
community identified needs or challenges and the way corresponding solutions may address them.  The 
back page of the hand out gives a brief overview of each concept. 
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After analysis, discussions with other jurisdictions and subject experts, staff developed three possible 
strategies to present to the public for increased flexibility and housing opportunities: non-resource zone 
designation, transfer development rights, and modifications of rural service boundaries. 

The non-resource zone designation concept was as a result of a project with the state and three counties, 
Douglas, Jackson and Josephine in 2013.  The project was called the Southern Oregon Regional Pilot 
Program.  Douglas County has continued to explore the concept which allows for 20 acre parcels within 2 
miles of a rural community or city’s urban growth boundary, and is aimed for people who want to live on 
parcels with small or hobby farming opportunities.  The properties cannot be high value farmland or 
forestlands, and would have to predominantly be made up of class 7 or higher soils.  The concept’s main 
benefit, it has been argued, is its ability to rezone property without meeting the State’s more stringent Goal 
Exception tests. 

The basic concept’s criteria and possible challenges/opportunities have been shared with community 
members at the roadshow events as well as on the project website. 

It’s worth noting that Deschutes County has been working on a similar concept since 2014, but with some 
key differences that might be worth future exploration.  The Deschutes County model similarly identifies 
lands that may be zoned agricultural but do not meet the definition of agricultural lands and therefore 
would not require a Goal Exception to rezone.  However, Deschutes County is looking to re-designate six 
residential areas platted prior to statewide land use planning rules to nonprime resource lands and enable 
10 acre residential development.  Deschutes County has also identified nonprime resource lands at a 20 
acre minimum parcel size for other eligible lands but don’t have the 2 mile radius requirement.   There are 
also several other counties exploring this concept including Crook, Klamath, Jackson and Lane. 

To develop this concept initially, staff and GIS staff did an analysis of relevant lands within the county to 
demonstrate where the non-resource criteria might be best met.  As a result, a limited map of sites was 
shown during the roadshow event series which concentrated attention on the rural service areas of Wamic 
and Tygh Valley.  Favorable soils and historic land use activity would make application of this concept near 
incorporated cities like The Dalles, Dufur, Mosier and Maupin very challenging.   

The concept, provided to audiences at a high level, was challenging for some members to engage with.  
Concerns over water, habitat, and other resources were expressed.  While this strategy received more 
positive than negative responses for future exploration, respondents were less optimistic about its abilities 
to address housing challenges.  There were limited responses that indicated concerns over the equity of 
this approach, as more respondents preferred generally to keep denser development near urban and rural 
service areas. 

Many of the communities that in 2017 expressed a desire for smaller parcel sizes or more small 
farm/residential development opportunities were mixed in response to this concept.  Communities that in 
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2017 had expressed a desire for increased parcel sizes or limiting future development were more strongly 
opposed to this concept, particularly related to concerns over water and fire risks.   

Another possible strategy shared with the community members was pursuing updates to rural service area 
boundaries.  Due to the lack of municipal sanitary waste systems in these unincorporated cities, ageing 
septic systems and small lots, as well as some soil/topography constraints on greenfield sites, the alteration 
of boundaries to accommodate redevelopment and development was presented as a possible solution.  
This option received the most positive feedback, with more respondents favoring future investment in 
analysis than respondents dismissing it as an option.  There were mixed, but trending positive responses on 
the ability of this solution to address housing needs and provide economic development opportunities. 

Written in comments liked the opportunities for smaller farm possibilities, concentrating development near 
services and public facilities, and increased opportunities for employment and housing.  Opponents 
stressed concerns about water, wildfire risk, and general impacts to public facilities and services.  Although 
the presentation of this concept stressed this option was more likely to be a modification of boundaries, 
rather than an expansion, a sizeable portion of Wasco County is concerned about any additional 
development or opportunities for development due to its impacts on resources. 

The third option to pursue one of the two Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) 
programs for Transfer Development Credits was met with the most disapproval.  The two current DLCD 
programs are for exchanges with forest lands or properties that have a Measure 49 claim. 

Feedback at the first meeting resulted in staff preparing a supplementary handout explanation of the two 
programs to provide more context as well as a real life example in the overview presentation.  Facilitators 
for this station indicated that despite this information and the station poster, the concept was confusing to 
participants; other expressed preference for pursuing conservation easements for resource protection over 
selling development rights.  Many were also confused about the process of identifying sending and 
receiving areas.  If this option is explored in the future, it will be important to clearly identify examples of 
sending and receiving areas.  Staff recommends a workshop be conducted that is solely focused on the 
concept if it is ever pursued. 

While the overall numbers reflected poorly on further investment of this options, written in comments 
clearly identified the value in protection of resources and transitioning development to incorporated areas.  
It was evident some respondents are against any development perceived to have any impact on resources 
or perceived to change rural character or sense of place. 

Housing 

Alternative housing options were presented through polls, the survey and at the roadshow event series.  
Staff pulled together a list of possible intermediary changes, beyond significant rezoning or other 
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modifications to the zoning maps that might help to address immediate housing needs.  Some of the 
questions are based on projections or anticipation of changes to state law. 

An immediate change that could be made to the Wasco County Land Use and Development Code was to 
relax or remove restrictions that prohibit placement of single wide manufactured homes.  Most of the 
regulations that prohibit them are related to the allowed width of manufactured homes which essentially 
prohibit single wide manufactured homes in all zones. 

Results from a poll and roadshow events on this issue were mixed.  During the roadshow large group 
session, some participants expressed concern about the rules allowing for a proliferation of old single wide 
manufactured homes and suggested that if allowed, a requirement be put in place to only allow for single 
wide homes ten years or newer.  Attendees responded to this suggestion favorably, as well as another 
suggestion that flat roofs be prohibited. 

Support of single wide mobile homes overall favored placement in rural residential zones rather than 
allowing for approval in all zones, including farm and forest.     

The second issue staff brought to the public was the idea of regulating short term rentals.  Input was sought 
through polls, a survey, and roadshow events.  Participants were asked if they thought Wasco County 
should regulate short term rentals and how they should be regulated. 

A clear preference, over all input, was for short term rentals to be allowed.  Responses favored short term 
rentals to be regulated through a set of unique criteria that could manage or mitigate impacts.  From the 
variety of feedback channels, there is a sizeable portion of the community that does not value or like any 
regulation or restrictions on land use/activity, but this was tempered by a larger number of participants 
who desired short term rental regulation. 

Accessory dwelling units were the third topic to be shared with participants of the survey and roadshow 
events.  Staff presented the option, available if Senate Bill 88 passes, to allow for accessory dwelling units in 
rural residentially zoned lands.    Over both mediums, a large number of respondents expressed the desire 
to see accessory dwelling units allowed in rural residential zones. 

Staff also asked, in case of future state law amendments, whether community members would like to see 
accessory dwelling units allowed in all zones.  There were mixed responses to this question, necessitating 
additional analysis if state law does change to allow accessory dwelling units in all rural zones. 

For the survey, staff took the opportunity to gauge community member preference for the location of farm 
labor housing based on previous input that suggested it might better meet community need to have labor 
housing in incorporated cities.  The majority of survey respondents expressed the preference for farm labor 
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housing to be located on the actual farm.  As a result, staff elected not to pursue this option during the 
roadshow event series.   

Finally, participants in the roadshow were asked if State Building Codes were to change to allow for 
alternative dwellings (yurts, tiny homes, RVs, etc.) to become permanent dwellings was that something 
residents and others want the land use planning program to adopt.  Many respondents wrote in on 
exercises that they did not want to see more solutions allowing for RVs as permanent dwellings, whereas 
tiny homes (presumably non-mobile/RV types) were acceptable.   

 
Recommendations 
Work Task 10 specifically states the intent to: 

• Evaluate additional options for more flexible EFU parcel sizes, including evaluating part-of-parcel 
language in the LUDO. 

• Evaluate rural service areas to reassess their ability to support communities’ continued growth. 
• Develop a policy to support or limit alternative housing types 

Based on the feedback from 2019 and prior, there is interest from a portion of the population to increase 
opportunities for more flexible parcel sizes with farm land.  It’s important to note this is not a universally 
shared desire, and is more prevalent with populations in South Wasco County, south of Dufur. 

Due to limitations with state law on EFU minimum parcel sizes, including farm dwelling requirements, and 
the lack of activity that might qualify for an additional “go-below” area, staff evaluated and then presented 
three strategies for increasing development opportunities.  These were developing a non-resource zone 
designation, rural service boundary changes and the transfer development rights programs.  The clear 
preference among all participants was for modifying rural service area boundaries, followed by the non-
resource zone concept and transfer development rights.  More respondents felt negatively towards the 
transfer development rights option than in favor of it, suggesting that this option should be a very low 
priority for future exploration.  Likely in the future there may be other possible land use planning solutions 
that might be more appropriate to address housing and economic development goals.  Staff is 
recommending that policies be included in Chapter 10 (housing) and Chapter 14 (urbanization) of Wasco 
County 2040 to recommend the long term strategy of pursuing rural service area boundary modifications, 
followed by exploration of the non-resource zone concept. 

These policies, based on public input, should include alternatives analysis with a high, mid, and low to no 
range development options.  As some residents clearly expressed their desire for no development or 
modification to the land use planning program, it’s important to require all of these strategies include a “no 
development” alternative option. 
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Because of frequently expressed community concern over water resources, fire risk, and public 
facilities/services staff  recommends any work to further these concepts include an in depth ESEE analysis 
consistent with Goal 5’s analysis template and be accompanied by expert input on the land capacity to 
carry additional development.  It would also be beneficial to address those concerns with some creative 
approaches, like added fire and water protections for the newly created zone (non-resource concept) or 
expanded/modified area (rural service boundary). 

For housing issues, there was also mixed results suggesting an approach which creates opportunities for 
refined, specific and unique rules that apply to Wasco County, or parts of Wasco County. 

Single wide manufactured homes are evidently one perceived way of adding affordable housing options for 
Wasco County, but residents appeared to prefer to see them placed in residentially zoned lands.  
Therefore, the recommendation is that size limitations that prohibit mobile home placement in residential 
zones be eliminated from the Land Use and Development Ordinance (LUDO).  Due to concerns expressed 
by some community members, staff is also recommending that the LUDO provide additional standards for 
single wide mobiles, including Section 4.120 (Exterior Finishing of Mobile Homes), that includes 
requirements for manufactured date and style of roof.  These additions will be presented and evaluated at 
the time of LUDO update so that the public can respond directly to proposed regulations.  This should be 
codified into a policy and implementation strategy in Chapter 10. 

In the advent that Senate Bill 88 becomes law, Wasco County residents by in large expressed their approval 
for allowing accessory dwelling units (ADU) in rural residential zones.  Staff recommends adoption in 
Chapter 10 of a policy to allow for ADUs, contingent on state law, in rural residentially zoned lands.  Staff 
also advises the following considerations, based on public input and resource protection, to accompany the 
added residential use. 

First, that rural residential lands are clearly defined as to which zones are included.  According to the LUDO 
purposes sections, this would logically include all RR zoned lands, as well as Wamic residential, and Tygh 
Valley residential.  What is not clear is whether this would be a permitted use in FF-10, as an expressly low 
density residential zone, or AR, where the main intent according to the purpose is for agricultural and 
recreation activities.  Staff recommends that during the LUDO update, accessory dwelling unit language 
clearly state in both the individual zones and definitions section where ADUs are allowed in Wasco County. 

Second, due to known constraints with setback and septic setbacks, that there be a minimum lot size 
requirement to be determined during the LUDO update process.  That process will be public, with the 
opportunity for public comment. 

Finally, that impacts to roads, including development and maintenance, be evaluated during the LUDO 
update particularly as improvement to the road standards is traditionally triggered by housing 
development. 
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As a result of citizen input, staff is recommending that an additional policy for Chapter 10 be included to 
allow for tiny homes at such a time that they are permitted by State Building Codes for permanent 
occupancy.  Tiny homes should be clearly defined at that time.   

While regulation of short term rentals was divided, the majority of respondents felt regulations created 
specifically for the use would be the most effective.  The specific regulations would also be drafted and 
presented during a LUDO update.  For Wasco County 2040, staff is recommending that a policy in Chapter 
10 be drafted recommending adoption of a unique set of regulations allowing for short term vacation 
rentals in Wasco County.  During the time of drafting specific rules, staff should evaluate whether a permit 
should be required or whether it is an outright permitted use.  Additional procedures, including 
maintenance of roadways, relationship to code compliance/nuisance issues, and appropriate zones can also 
be added at the time of LUDO update. 
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Appendix A – Online Survey Tool
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Other: 

• Mail 
• Stumble upon it or by word of mouth 
• Multiple sources, not just one.  All of the above. 
• Mail. 
• Direct mail from County 
• Friends and neighbors, internet, mail 
• Flyer was sent to me 
• Mailer 
• Mail to permanent home in Sandy 
• County mailer 
• Mail 
• All of the above 
• WampinRock Monthly Paper 
• Leader email 
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• Internet 
• All of the above 
• Online 
• Various 
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Other: 

• With the lack of County services in the Pine Hollow residential development, additional housing would put a strain 
on this area and residents.  No road maintenance, length of time law enforcement can get to a call, water usage, 
lack of residential bylaws and enforcement would intensify an already existing problem in our community.  I do not 
think they should be allowed in rural areas. 

• As long as not used as a rental. 
• I don’t understand this language—you need to explain what these zones are in order to get an accurate survey.  I 

oppose any additional dwellings in farm use zones. 
• If added ADUs should be taxed at a rate that pays additional road maintenance, increase fire safety for roads and 

equipment, and mitigation costs for environmental impact. 



Wasco County 2040 Outreach Report (2019) 
 
 

 

Page 32 

 

 

• Allow only in rural residential zones that adjoin urban growth boundaries. 
• Yes, if the property is owned by the person wanting to put the dwelling there. 
• All lots that have primary dwelling including commercial. 
• Property owners should be able to do what they want on their property. 
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• No. 
• We need recycling!!! 
• I feel like the short term rentals help businesses in the community in the summer that help offset the winter 

months.  As for ADUs there are very few jobs year round for people in Wasco County so unsure how affordable the 
housing option would be and how and who would want additional dwellings on their property due to systems like 
utilities to accommodate. 

• New planing [sic] commission 
• Increasing housing and thereby the population in the rural areas of unincorporated city limits will put increased 

stress on the already stressed wells and water supplies.  Septic systems are not being adequately monitored to 
comply with regulations.  This problem will only be compounded by relaxing regulations as to allowing the 
development of residential structures for farm use or anything else.  The orchards should provide housing in areas 
that are currently zoned for residential use. 

• No. 
• Not at this time.  Thank You 
• This is an extremely simply survey.  None of these questions give background on the possible impacts of the 

proposals presented, or allow for impactful data to be collected.  Do you have a predetermined outcome you are 
trying to push with this survey.  Did you look at our water situation, it is both complex and we live in a DESERT?  
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Physical access to properties if split that are not adjacent to current roads?  Safety including increased risk of fire 
and severity of loss in the case of fire?  Impacts on already over crowded [sic] schools and school districts?  Safety 
concerns relating to increased traffic, especially traffic that is not agriculture savvy?  Increased pressure on 
emergency services?  History (look at what happened in the past when developments were added in and around 
the county in the last 4 decades) it is rarely something we want to replicate.  Also, agriculture other than that with 
major water and irrigation rights are not self sustaining [sic] financially or practically on small lots.  Finally, the 
proposals appear to be ones that will do more to benefit those from outside the county who want to move here 
and those that want to make money of those outsiders, than to address any of our current residents problems. 

• Thanks… 
• We need more affordable housing and a simpler permit process when dealing with the Gorge Scenic area. 
• Wasco County needs to allow people to live in trailers and rvs on friends property, family property, etc.  It helps 

people without other options have a place to live and also allows people to stay with older relatives that need a 
little help without making them feel like they can’t be independent. 

• Really appreciate your community meetings and on-line information. 
• Do not become California, because that is where you are headed when telling private land owners what they can 

or cannot do in the county.  There is a shortage of housing.  If I have 180 acres up a dirt road I should be able to 
have some housing for my caretakers 

• My family is in dire need of decent housing 
• I’m tired of our county filling up with manufactured homes 
• Not at this time 
• City slickers should stop trying to limit farm related dwellings and activities. 
• STOP rentals of small multi dwellings.  Example is Pine Hollow, multiable [sic] rvs, sheds, etc on properities [sic] 

designed for one structure used as full time rentals.  Septic and utilities issues not to mention crime and conflict 
with residents in the community. 

• Allows ADUs to have kitchen.  Maybe look at Hood River’s proposal for 800 square feet too.  Allow it to be an 
actual living unit, not reliant on the main dwelling unit. 

• I prefer density in cities which have fire protection.  Density in rural areas can be problematic given recent fire 
history in these areas. 

• A spread of dwellings across rural areas increase auto trips, reduce air quality, increase CO2 emissions, increase 
wildfire risk, make fighting fires more difficult and costly, reduce habitat, deplete groundwater, pollute 
groundwater 

• Wasco County needs to take a serious look at the land use laws for other counties around the state.  160acres is a 
ridiculous [sic] requirement.  Too much to afford housing, too little to make a livlihood [sic] off of. 

• If a person owns property for summer use they should be able to have rv there for summer especialy [sic] if paying 
urilities [sic] year round that their [sic] not using they should not have a time limit 

• Need to lower the RR2 zoning to 1 or ½ acre 
• Part year resident, will retire there soon 
• Consider the impacts of increased people (short term rental or other) in rural areas.  Must we encourage these 

mini home rental/room rental businesses to flourish?  Does everyone want and need to live on top of each other in 
their modular homes like the rude city rats?  Why are these conversations even necessary to protect the saneness 
of individual privacy and relative freedom from over density of people?  Why must we change the current land use 
laws to suit those just wanting to line their pockets with the dollars they worship?  Farm land is farm land not to be 
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developed for housing tracts and units.  This is becoming a County of “Local Don’t Live Here No More” just like 
many other places we all once enjoyed.  Guess what we need here are more Land Developers!! Such a sad place 
we have come to with these surveys supposedly representing a real cross section of the community!!  We have 
neighbors dwelling on either side of us willing to stretch the current land use laws as far as they can…great that 
y’all want to help them out with making another buck or two as we all know the poor farmer saga here in the 
county. 

• Housing cost is way to [sic] high for people on disability who live in The Dalles and some parts of Wasco County.  
People who live on limited income housing rental or cost should be lowered.. 

• Please look into managing and overseeing the current responsibilities of the county government before adding 
more items that have minimal impact in this area 

• Tiny homes allowed! 
• Thank you for doing this survey. 
• No 
• Consistency in enforcing rules, regulations and laws already in place would be a brilliant beginning. 
• Single trailers, park model and other RV units, and tiny homes should be allowed on private land as long as they 

meet sanitary and health requirements, occupation safety requirements, electrical safety codes, density (spacing) 
and fire regulation requirements, and local requirements as related to control of junk and debris accumulated on 
the property. 

• Our property taxes are ridiculously high!! 
• The Columbia gorge scenic restrictions – need to be reexamined.  You drive through and urban growth boundary 

hit the scenic area and want the white tops of T-posts paint green seriously [sic]?  Some of the homes can only be 
viewed by plane. 

• Unused, unlawful structures and falling apart single wide mobile homes should be torn down and hauled away and 
only double wide manufactured homes should be allowed in Wasco County. 

• Many rural dwellers lived in these areas to escape all the b/s imposed in larger population areas. 
• Stop trying to control private property!  Let is [sic] be private! 
• Wasco County is in a housing crisis.  Something needs to be immediately done to alleviate the housing burden that 

is plaguing our area.  Housing shortages are driving rent in an already impoverished area, people can no longer 
afford to live here.  This arguably the biggest economic burden on our area, particularly in The Dalles.  We need to 
look at zoning and the urban growth boundaries and allow for more affordable, high density housing options 
downtown. 

• There needs to be smaller acres parcels allowed in town, ex 1-5 acre lots that are build-able for homes..all the lots 
here are to [sic] small ex 5k10k lot sizes..thats to [sic] close 

• I like how short term rentals like AirBnB bring in visitors and tourists that help our local economy. 
• Short term rentals and ADUs improve our economy – they bring people who visit our tourism sites, buy here, and 

promote our area. 
• Be sure no additional dwellings of any type be allowed in the big game winter range area. 
• There should be centralized farm labor housing and lager [sic] farms should develop housing on the actual farm. 
• Yes, please make this an open planning process.  There are many values that I care about in Wasco County.  

Natural resources, rural residential development, etc… 
• Thanks for working on our housing problems.  I appreciate you all and your hard work! 
• Think in terms of Wasco County’s rural population as of 1915.  Rural populations should be at least at that level. 
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• The Dalles proper cannot grow outward at this point, so we desperately need these kinds of options to increase 
affordable housing. 

• No 
• I am interested in where new proposed enlargements of the city boundaries are being looked at. 
• Living next to a developer with his own best interests in mind has been an eye opener on the need to be vigilant 

with land(over) development around us.  Doesn’t anyone crave privacy and space from other humans anymore??  
Very sad when this is the vision of progress embraced.  People are not meant to live like rats on top of one 
another.  Water is not renewable and must be protected as well.  Fire is a real issue and adding more humans to 
the rural equation doesn’t help either.  How disheartening this whole movement is.  All about greedy farmers 
lining their pockets and having an illusion that their wine is boutique fabulous. 

• No. 
• With the limited land available for additional housing, we should be able to include the land across the river as part 

of our housing needs.  Do not go into the agricultural area and rezone it for housing. 
• I’d like to see greater bicycle connectivity between communities in Wasco County.   Bicycle transportation is 

healthier and affordable for everyone, as well as attractive to visitors and those looking to relocate to Wasco 
County. 

• Keep development close to urban communities such as dufur or tygh valley where services are at least remotely 
available.  Also no more justason silly development schemes. 

• No. 
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Appendix B – Online Comment Submissions 

 

Name: DIXIE SHEARER 
 
Comment: I think the laws should change so at least one extra dwelling would be permitted on 
rural land. To permit people to have there aging parents close by or have a disabled child live on 
there own close by. With the cost of living raising, a lot of these people cant afford to live on there 
own. I do not think they should be used for short term rentals. 
 
 

Name: Jerry and Nancy Collell 
 
Comment: Nancy and I own 10.3 acres at 2150 State Road, Mosier up on 7 mile. We received 
your WASCO 2040 post card and desperately wish we could participate in your roadshow but I am 
currently Pastor of the Free Indeed prison congregation in Anamosa State Penitentiary in Iowa. 
Two years ago we looked into returning to Mosier and retiring. Our property was split into two tax 
lots by the county a decade or so ago and we hoped to essentially build an accessory dwelling unit 
on one of the lots. We wanted to allow our renters who've raised their children there to stay on the 
tax lot they occupy (several health issues). Current 10 acre minimum (on our side of State Road--
it's 5 acre minimum across the road) and only one dwelling per property forced us back into the job 
market. Your post card really caught our attention! The current well used to supply our neighboring 
property as well so we know it would supply the second accessory dwelling unit easily.  
p.s. We were shocked and amazed at the Rajneesh documentary and your part(s) in it! 
 
 

Name: Laura Klement 
 
Comment: I think short term rentals can help boost the local economy by bringing more people to 
the area. They can also provide temporary housing for current residents or people moving to the 
area since the current rental market is not really offering enough opportunities at affordable rates. 
Any ordinance should make it easy and affordable for residents to offer short term rentals. 

 

Name: Pete Dalke 
 
Comment: Thank you for the well conducted 2040 public meeting/open house held recently at the 
Mosier Grange. Our place is 5 miles out of Mosier, off Mosier Creek Road along Mosier Creek. The 
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single greatet threat to our property, we feel, is wildfire. Humans are the single greatest cause of 
wildfires. Similar to many residents of Wasco Cty, we have one road in and out - and in the event 
of a fire blowing up Mosier Creek between us and the Columbia River, we are in a tough spot to 
get out much less protect our property. In this regard, we strongly endorse existing planning codes 
and do NOT support changes that will allow more residential construction in forestlands - 
particularly in situations like ours where more residences bring with them more potential human 
sources of ignitions that put existing property and homeowners at greater risk of loss from 
inadvertent (or worse yet, careless) human caused fires.  
 

Thank you for your consideration. Please contact me at 503 341-5547 if further comment and 
clarification will be helpful. 

 

Appendix C – Emailed Comments 

 
 

Apr 14, 2019, 2:18 PM 
I attended the Wasco County Roadshow 2040 presentation in Dufur on April 9th. Thank you for 
a very informative presentation. Since having some time to process and reflect on the issues I 
learned about, I would like to offer my thoughts on 2 of them.  
 
1. Water - this is a significant concern to many of us. Wasco county is known to be in a dry part 
of the state. I would hope that impact studies of ground water availability & accessibility be 
thoroughly studied and mapped, BEFORE any zoning changes would be implemented. Has 
there been any consideration given to metered wells or establishing parameters that would 
warrant a moratorium on the drilling of new wells? Or any other measures that would monitor 
compliance with how a property owner uses their water - a limited resource? 
 
Orchards & vineyards have expanded into areas of Wasco county and they have had a 
significant impact on the ground water. Domestic wells have been negatively impacted by 
those new wells that irrigate the orchards and vineyards - without any oversight by those 
agencies who are responsible for managing our natural resources. Frequently, in the summer 
months (driest time of the year), irrigation water can be seen running out of the orchard. There 
have also been instances where an uncapped well resulted in water pouring out for WEEKS 
before they finally capped it. 
 
2. Affordable housing is a big problem in many areas of the state and indeed the entire 
country. I DO NOT think permitting single wide trailers or perhaps even double wide trailers is 
a viable solution to the housing shortage. In areas of trailer residency there is also an increase 
in unhealthy lifestyles and social problems that impact those who live in those communities - 
many who are trying to improve their lives but get caught up in that cycle of behaviors that 
perpetuate the poverty cycle. 
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Affordable housing needs to be actual housing or apartments that are within an incorporated 
town where there is easy access to services and resources that help people improve their 
lives. 
 
I hope the leaders of Wasco county and those who will be advising and implementing the 
zoning changes will first and foremost think about how those changes will impact the existing 
communities. 
 
Change is inevitable and hopefully can be achieved in a manner that brings healthy and 
equitable opportunities to all of the residents of Wasco county. 
 
Please keep me on your email list for future updates on this important topic. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nancy Hammel 
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Appendix D – Submitted Comments 
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Appendix E – March Work Session Meeting Minutes 

 

WASCO COUNTY CITIZEN’S ADVISORY GROUP 
March 12, 2019 

4:00 p.m.  
Wasco County Public Works 

Conference Room  
2705 E. 2nd Street 

The Dalles, OR  97058 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
ROLL CALL: 

Members Present: Chair Lynne MacIntyre; Mike Davis; Russell Hargrave; Kate Willis; LeRoy Booth   
 
Absent Members:  Vice Chair Vicki Ashley; Brad DeHart; Chris Schanno 
 
Staff Present:  Planning Director Angie Brewer; Long Range Planner Kelly Howsley Glover; Planning Coordinators 
Brenda Coleman and Jensi Smith 
 
Chair MacIntyre opened the hearing at 4:05 p.m.  

Chair MacIntyre called for roll call.  

APPROVAL OF PAST MINUTES: 

Chair MacIntyre asked for comment on the minutes for March 6, 2018. 

LeRoy motioned to approve as submitted Minutes for March 6, 2018. Mike 2nd.  

Chair MacIntyre called for the vote.  

Abstention: Kate, LeRoy 

All in favor 

Chair MacIntyre asked for comment on the minutes for August 7, 2018. 

Mike motioned to approve as submitted Minutes for August 7, 2018. LeRoy 2nd.  

Chair MacIntyre called for the vote.  

Kate and LeRoy, Rus abstained 
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All in favor 

Chair MacIntyre asked for comment on the minutes for February 5, 2019. 

Kate motioned to approve as submitted Minutes for February 5, 2019. Mike 2nd.  

Chair MacIntyre called for the vote.  

LeRoy Abstained 

All in favor 

Rus wanted to clarify what the audience members were here to speak to. Audience member stated they were 
interested in knowing what is happening. Angie – minimum parcel size notice that will be part of the roadshow. She 
noted it is not on tonight’s agenda but members can speak if they want.  

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

Chair MacIntyre asked for comments on non-agenda items.  

Q: Required acres. Angie responded to the question (tape) what the desire of the land owners are, as our code is 
30 years old. She noted we are looking for feedback for what folks want to see. No changes now, soliciting 
feedback now. She introduced Kelly as Project manager.  

There was …. Angie said there are four meetings set for that discussion. Angie reviewed other county resources 
that are available if they want to provide feedback.  

Audience: if someone lives in apartment, breaking up … 

Concern things change – 30 trailers moving in next door. (did not sign in) 

Rus: Angie said that we are listening, current plan is very old. While we are listening there is potential to make 
changes, we are still restricted by state laws, must conform to those rules. We don’t have broad latitude, but we do 
have some. 

Audience: The further there are not human beings, where we live there is wildlife, if smaller parcel sizes it will mean 
more people.  Woman – did not say name.  

Rus – would like the rules to stay the same. Yes. 

Audience: (did not sign in). Why are we required to follow the state rules? State passed a law that marijuana is 
legal, but not federal. States make their own decisions, that’s why it’s allowed. The state does that, so counties can 
do the same thing, cities can too. City of The Dalles can make it legal, even if Wasco county did not. That is the 
way the government works. Robert Thiese. 
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Angie – there are state requirements, we can be the same or more restrictive. No way to opt out of the basic 
requirements, we can add to them, make them more prescriptive. It’s the county’s choice. We can’t be less 
restrictive. As we are currently aware, there is no way to be less restrictive. 

Kelly – there is a may and there is a shall. Marijuana is one example, but not apples to apples with parcel size. 

Lynne announced the dates of the road show to let audience no there will be a forum for public comments. 

John Hickock: He heard this discussion was to be about minimum parcel size. He is in a minimum parcel size, he can’t 
add a farm dwelling. His hands are tied. He wants to go on record to say that doesn’t make any sense. He needs 
help, wants someone to say they are working on that. Not the limit thing, but is directly associated with it. 
Application fee, ….. Lynne – what is your parcel size (tape) 

Lynne stated we would move to facilitation: 

Angie introduced Marty….. Dane from Six River’s Mediation. She will provide training for the group to facilitate 
the roadshow events. 

Marty said there may have been some miscommunication for today. She is flexible to shift if that is helpful.  

Audience: Public testimony about Gorge Commission. 

Angie – can write comments. 

Mike – appropriate to let them to speak to this now. Marty said she is flexible.  

Mike suggested to let people speak. CAG is supposed to listen to the community.  

Lynne noted to five minutes. 

Audience – some have left because we told them….so ….. 

Mike proposed to give the opportunity to those who are here to give testimony. 

 2nd – Kate. All in favor. 

Lynne said five minutes limit for testimony. 

Audience …. Not signed in. To build a year round structure, is it Wasco County of the State. 

Kelly – 160 Exclusive , range land, also, exception area, high value – orchards their minimum is 40. 160 is a state 
requirement. We can make it down to 80 acres, hard to get a house on 80 acres. You really need 160 to get a 
house. She said it is state law.  

Vance Ellet - Purpose of this zoning. About thirty six years old. (tape) The reason for the update is it has outdated 
it’s use. Doesn’t reflect the realities of Wasco County. We went through a process with the state to update this. 
Scope our work plan and the goal is to put place policies to guide our land use planning. Things like our fire safety 
standards, how they manage land with concerns about wildfires. Get good feedback and implementation 
strategies….  
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Vance Ellet – track to rezone in the next five years. 

Kelly – that isn’t about individual zoning issues. Particular items, it is appropriate to talk to current planning. Can’t 
specifically address your issue. Can get it in the record.  

Angie – set an appointment, 

Vance Ellet – been there done that.  

John Hickock- paid fees before he learned it wasn’t going to fly. Got some back but felt someone should have told 
him before. Asked if it was a state law. Would have like to have been told because of the state law. 

Vance Ellet – (tape) what people do shouldn’t be held ….. he thinks there needs to be some recognition by the 
county ….. $80K before you can get a farm dwelling. It should be. Legal lot but can’t use it the way he wants to 
use it. He will put it in another letter and send it. 

Robert Theise- comment I have a hobby farm not sure where the $80K came up from, per acre it is only like 3500 
income you have to show to make it a legal farm, and assuming the county.  

Kelly – farm tax deferral? 

Robert – it sounds like the state won’t let him make a farm. 

Kelly – farm dwelling. 

Vance – minimum? 

Angie – don’t appreciate the state won’t let you have a farm dwelling…. 

Vance – Wasco county told me I had to do. My take away from dealing with Planning, build where we wanted. 
We have to meet that $80K with no rezoning. There are houses all around it. Meet the $80K or go home. Raising 
dope, raising fur, raising grapes.  

John Hickocks – no problem $60K, can do it if he had some help. He needs a farm dwelling partner. Can’t get the 
partner until he gets the minimum dollar amount. He has the dwelling already and they went away because he 
couldn’t get the approval.  

Marty – doc that exists that shows what is not negotiable from the state, some clear guidance, and not run into 
these barriers. 

Angie – we have that document, we have done an audit that shows what is required, what is county. …. (tape) the 
confusion had today’s date, the postcard has today’s date. Is there anyway to do a piece of the training. Marty 
said she can leave her card for individuals to …..  

Mike – let them speak.  
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Lynne – we do have some work tasks to get to 

Kate – there is a tool that compares the state and the county?  

Angie – large document, not simple. 

Mike – let them talk for five minutes. 

Marty – her role is to …. (tape) 

Mike – give them the opportunities.  

Kelly – we noticed this …..  

Lynne – anyone who wants to speak – we are doing Roadshows. She shared the dates again as well as the topics.  

Robert Larcell – two tax lots, if I divide those we had the ability to divide. Why and when did that change. Make 
this available at the roadshows. A sixty mile round trip is disappointing and enlightening.  

Audience Gabe Redcloud – (tape) 

Signed in as ? Frances Wood – (tape ) what do you do with it.  

Rus – zoning? A: Agriculture. 

Robert Diaz- he did get something from Wasco Co. about farm building, assuming it was… restricting the size of 
your barn… my other question – falls under – why do we not have anything for land owners, call it SFD and you 
want another dwelling. He has children and grandchildren, would be nice if the land in our families name was able 
to have more than one dwelling for family members. If it were sold, that would be different. It all owned by the 
same family, we aren’t allowed that. Something figured out so families can stay together. What if, what if??? They 
have to move away, they have to go away.  

Angie – minimum barn size. Talking about the postcard. Limits on accessory building size. Will come up with 
updates to the ordinance. Not to be confused with AG buildings, not the same limitations. There is a bit of semantic 
issues, … state and local law. In a couple years we will be updating rules. This could very well be one that comes 
up.  

Robert – (says….) 

Angie – trying to showcase the hard and fast lines we run into at the counter. Hey (tape) these are the things we 
run into them regularly. Want to hear what is working and not. 

Robert –?? 

Gabe – how much mirror the state? Other counties seem to have looser restrictions. 

Angie – staff has done an audit – completed document. …. 
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Gabe –who decided to add on to the state’s rule? 

Angie – (vision level conversations) Then we tip into the process to define the rules.  

Kelly demonstrated the location of the ….. on the big screen. Long range function. Recently completed project. Got 
a Grant from DLCD ?? to compare our rules. Only for a resource zone. The audits are available here. If it is 
confusing, you can reach out to staff to discuss.  

Lynne spoke again about the roadshows. 

Mike – the type of questions is not unfamiliar. Fundamentally issues of confusion. One – what is Wasco County 
planning verses the State. There are elements of other types of things we can change. There are tons of restrictions, 
that is how we plan. We need to be clearer on how we present it to the public. This takes a lot of time that we 
have to go through, a way to let the community to voice their concerns. Let us hear you, because if we have an 
opportunity to modify, we will take that into account. If there is a way as we introduce, a tool that says ‘this is what 
we…..’  

Kate – in the work that was done last year, as a citizen she attended. That might give them some background on 
what has already been talked about. To let them know where we are. 

Mike – acknowledge all the work Kelly had done and thanked her for her work and effort.  

Mike Metzenteen – Progressive or repetitive.  

Lynne – same issues, possibly different outcomes. 

LeRoy – going to each will give you an opportunity to see what people are saying, an opportunity to sway their 
opinion. 

Mike – (tape) other people will start coming in.  

Audience – like to see the one in Dufur. 

Angie – meeting have to be on public lands. Finding a location in Petersburg area has been a challenge. 

Mike – go to the last couple of them….. 

Audience - ?? 

Angie – notes – large parcel size, income, don’t appreciate forced to farm to live on property, desire two or more 
homes on the property, size restrictions on barns.  

John Hickock – thanked Marty Cantola Dane.  

Marty – path for family farm transitions is what she heard. Some plan as the family grows and ages.  
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Bob Racell – we could … from migrant workers. Please be prepared because you are going to get hammered. 
Don’t say email it in and make me wait for two years…. (tape) 

Rus – time check 4-6.  

Angie – six o’clock for Planning Commission. 

Angie – Marty to do mini version and individual calls. 

Marty agreed to continue with that format. She shared documents for the group to read. (Attachment A)  

Conversation – LeRoy & Rus: How do you…. Bad process.. need to listen and repeat back. 

LeRoy – we don’t speak up and they have gone back to another, how do we …. 

Rus – a method to manage that is to have someone to facilitate. Can’t have everyone repeat it back. Who is going 
to repeat it back? 

Marty – informal roles as a larger group. One is really good at rapore building. She will share the … road show. 
The small groups give an opportunity to … 

Kate – what she heard from today, she thinks there is an uphill battle. She would challenge us if we have a bad 
reputation, the roadshows will be incredibly important. 

Mike – Knows Bob from High school. He had some good comments. Historically the ‘body’ has … 

Frustration … restructure our language so they can listen. There are so many different ways to listen, not a 
reflection on us. From ten or fifteen years ago. Us as individuals are … we are representing a new planning 
Commission. Just a judicial platform, showing up twice a year for a vote. 

LeRoy – what I heard, the lack of common expectation, when they come in, they were expecting something. 
Everyone is on the same page. What are the issues, what are the methods to break down the barriers. 

Rus – give Marty her time. 

Marty – the document gives you all the words you need. If you take time to read it, it will give you an example. 
She shared ….develop that relationship where they feel they are being heard. A sense of connection with those 
who have a challenge. Reframing….examples in handout.  

Mike – community relations…(tape) 

Marty passed out her card so members can contact her with particular issues and questions. 

 

 

Facilitation Training - above 
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Historic Inventory Update (Wasco County 2040 Work Task 9) 

She presented Power point (Attachment B)  

LeRoy asked how ….keep it secret when cultural site (tape) 

Found some site that are (grey area) wants some guidance from the group.  

Mike – what is the advantage of putting it on? 

Kelly – restrict certain types of activity. 

Mike – state park (tape) power plant. 

Rus – under mikes rules. 

Lynne – operate by consensus. She is looking for feedback to include the items. 

Rus – we should not lead on this. We should follow leadership if it has merit. Should be championed by someone in 
the county, not government. If we direct them to look into this, that is what they will do, might not be the best use of 
staff time.  

Mike – agrees – each one will need an action that will take time. We should focus on other things. 

Rus – others that are … 

Angie – Kelly, are we obligated by state to 

Kelly – no, since we are going through the inventory, state historic preservation … what is eligible, what is 
contributing. That is all this is. We can add if you want to. She just needs some direction. 

Kate – we are wearing a hat on the commission, we are in a process on visioning. She thinks these are important 
pieces. Can this body make a recommendation to have other bodies within their roles to set more…. What benefit 
do we get. What happens if we don’t. It’s important to ask. 

Mike – not our role to say this is what we are going to do.. other to look at this. 

Kate – can we make a  

LeRoy- over reach. 

Angie – want more education, less regulation. Explore strategies in the comp plant to encourage, … without 
naming, non-action. 
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Rus – Response to Angie – I agree what we heard is less regulation. Everyone tonight, in the opposite direction of 
the roles and regulations. Tone deaf to embrace things to regulate. Any of the meetings that asked us to look at 
historic sites. 

Kate – we haven’t but we have heard for more economic development, not to be short-sided to not figure a way 
…. This could help bring people to Wasco County to spend the night.  

Rus – leap from historic … to economic development. 

Angie – 15 mile bridge…. State owned or maintained. The real risk is on …cabin. To Rus …. 

Kelly – might be on ….I’m hearing to not do anything with these.  

Aggregate Inventory Update (Wasco County 2040 Work Task 9) 

Goal 12/Chapter 12 Update (Wasco County 2040 Work Task 11) 

The most current of the comp plan. We took from TSP and put in Comp Plan. Got details from Road Master, 
outdated references to MCOG, MCEED is doing it now.. Also, during the visioning process we heard frustration a 
few things. Things were happening on the road that were conflicting with AG process, Encourage …. Right of way, 
or Cycle Oregon, through the road department, not Planning. Suggesting improved coordination between the 
departments. 

Dividing property …. Not automatic to  …. County road. The road gets bad and ask county to do things, cost 
money, restrictive funds. Adding in some policy and implementation policies. Local assess road,.  But in the future, 
we ask the county to do it, waiving the right … for that improvement, it is in other jurisdictions. 

Kelly – restricted covenant, planned unit development, with their deed that states who is maintaining the road. 
When I sign my paperwork, it is clearly.  We also had a lot of interest in recreation, also adding some policy and 
implementation. We are looking at recreation and how it impacts the transportation system. Making sure it’s looked 
at in the future. 

Discuss March 2019 Roadshow events/scheduling 

Increase flexibility. Not creating new zones. Looking for options to solve some problems. Heard a lot about the 
housing issue. Key questions, where do we want to expand… how should we go about doing that. That will be a 
ways out, and lots of resources.  

Updates to housing policies. The format of this meeting will be  a brief presentation with info that we are going to 
talk about that evening. States clearly what state law allows and what it doesn’t. Set some goals for – four stations 
they will be manning, cycling people through them. About ten minutes where they can do dot exercises. They will 
be able to write actual opinions. Maybe offering them on where to go. 

Minimum parcel size – not recommending to do that. She will present the best options they have come up with . 
Douglas  Co. Non-resource - …. Changed the language to…. We have stayed. They defined a process through 
state law, service areas. There are criteria, not a free for all. This is only for private land. 20 acres is the 
smallest..?? Primarily talking about South County. Those properties would not be eligible for tax deferral. It would 
have ….. 160 acres, wouldn’t be eligible. She noted  
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Kate – does Kelly have any sense of what the response will be? Kelly has no idea. People who have expressed 
their opinion…. 

Rus – most maintaining minimum parcel….same ones that wanted more homes on those properties.  

Kelly – couple of years to figure out, may think it is inequitable. Rural service areas….(tape) don’t meet the need, 
changing the boundaries, non-resource zones.  

State has been murky and there is an appeal risk. This is to start the conversation with folks. They can draw on 
them if they want. 

Bottom line to …. Public process, could allow for more residential, …. Could be an opportunity for specialty farm 
or starter farms. Some will be like winning the lottery because they are next to the  

Transfer development right – move no development (tape) id bounds the sending area to where you sending the 
development rights. The state has one for measure 49 properties, and forest lands?? The trick is market demand is 
tricky. The conversations in the urban areas, density is mixed bag at best. 

Rural sense of place, large lots. Id receiving areas, someone want to buy ….. 

Kelly will send PPT to members that includes the links for specifics of these. Goal is to make folks comfortable and 
find their preferences. 

House options: immediate application in our rules. Popularity of short term rentals. HR has regulated short term 
rentals. … Regulation is one way to ease some of that pressure. Do they want us to regulate. Split down the 
middle. Ask the department – we treat it as a home occupation or a B&B. Survey wants unique set of rules to. 

ADUs – senate #88 will allow for accessory units – what does that mean if this law passes, RR zoning, be able to 
build accessory dwellings. (tape) public process – want direction. Because this has been popular, we want to 
understand if new laws come up will allow for us to these all over the place, how do people feel about that. ?? 
how many – Angie – one. 

Single wide mobile home, size constraints. That has implications for tiny homes as well. Asking the public how do 
they feel about the regulation. Do we want to make SW available. Preference in what zones?  

Alternative dwelling types: RVs, tiny homes. The building codes rules are usually what prohibit that, not land use 
rules. If state law changes, are they things that people want us to incorporate. The housing stuff could go through 
in… 2021. Rules written and react to …. Housing issues could happen more rapidly.  

What happens to the input: Collect and compare, why it is important to write it down. That info goes into those 
reports and collect info, interviews with Road master, etc. It is not a popularity contest. Consensus basis for CAG. 
The rules govern permitting won’t be changing tomorrow or next year. With the bigger flexible parcel sizes, 
….staff do analysis with, the bottom line is taking these solutions seriously. They will still need a lot of work. 

May 7 – first evidentiary hearing, also CAG for the Road show stuff. They will have that report, so they can start 
working on policy (tape) 
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PC – June 4, July … due to state in August.  

Lynne – recommendation  

6:19 

Reopened 6:29 

LeRoy – through the presentation wants to get cost out of the equation, but there are lots of places that refer to the 
cost. In the proposed chapter (12) the transportation.  

Lynne – modified TSP overview, pipeline… and transmission systems? Why is that in there and are we required to 
have any policies with it. Kelly - It was in the transportation plan (tape)  

Lynne – doesn’t make sense it is in the transportation section. It’s in the overview. Why are we adding that?  

Kelly – it is a summary with the transportation system plan … and what the process was, the nexus between. This is 
an overview, not making policy. 

Lynne – comp plan? 

Kelly – it’s in the comp plane 

Lynne – restrictive covenant, local access road? Do we want to pub public. Kelly – they are private. 

Lynne – local access is … (tape) 

Lynne?  (tape)  

Kelly – there are private road and local access roads. There are two different roads. 

Lynne – local access roads are permitted, private roads are different. 

Kelly – have to think about maintenance and improvements. 

Mike – they expect county to deal with it. 

Kelly – has seen this in other. 

LeRoy – assure transparency ---- future development. Not sure why we are talking about…  

Kelly – trying to remove… public works department.  

LeRoy – add that it would indicate for the maintenance local …. Say you are getting rid of cost, referring…. 
Better clarification. 

Kelly – hear what you are saying.  

Kelly – questions on historical and cultural. 
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Lynne – motion move goal 12 forward to PC. 

Kate motion to move work task 9 & 12 amendments to the PC. LeRoy Second. 

All in favor – Kate, LeRoy, Mike & Lynne. 

Discussion of other business / Planning Director comments: 

Angie left.  

Mike motioned to adjourn. LeRoy second. All in favor. 

Chair MacIntyre adjourned hearing at 6:39 p.m.  

 
_______________________________  ________________________________ 
Lynne MacIntyre, Chair     Angie Brewer, Director 
Wasco County Planning Commission    Wasco County Planning & Development 
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Appendix F – March and April Roadshow Event Dot Exercises and Notes 

 

The Dalles Dot Exercises: 

 



Wasco County 2040 Outreach Report (2019) 
 
 

 

Page 54 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Wasco County 2040 Outreach Report (2019) 
 

 

 

Page 55 

 

 

     WASCO COUNTY 2040 Roadshow 
March 20, 2019 

6:00PM 
Columbia Gorge Community College 

 

Members present: Lynn McIntire, Brad DeHart, Chris Schanno, Leroy Booth 

Staff present: Kelly Howsley Glover, Angie Brewer 

BOCC present:  Scott Hege, Kathy Schwartz 

Audience Count: 17 

CALL TO ORDER (6:00pm): 
 
Long Range Planner Kelly Howsley Glover called the meeting to order. Howsley Glover then gave introductions, 
went over the agenda for the meeting, and presented the Wasco County 2040 PowerPoint presentation. 
Please see Attachment A for Planner Howsley Glover’s presentation. 

The meeting broke up into small group sessions. 

The large group resumed at 7:15 pm 

Public Comments: 

• No change to EFU, does not support additional density (water constraints) 
• Water constraints not understood yet 
• Fire risk concerns (powerlines, bonfires/fire pits, residential fire risks) 
• Limited fire personnel to respond to increased risk 
• Rural by design, the result of good planning and implementation of that plan 
• Always going to be pressure to develop, doesn’t mean that’s what we need or want (do we want it to be 

like Sportsman’s Paradise, etc.) 
• Densities need to evaluate access to city services 
• Increase in density concerns: road access, transportation infrastructure  
• Emergency response times and limited services 
• Fire risk impacts 
• Roads, especially in winter 
• STR compatibility with commercial scale agriculture (conflicts)  
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Tygh Valley: 
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     WASCO COUNTY 2040 Roadshow 
March 21, 2019 

6:00PM 
Tygh Valley Community Center 

 

Members present: Vicki Ashley, Leroy Booth, Mike Davis, Kate Willis 

Staff present: Kelly Howsley Glover, Angie Brewer, Daniel Doughtery, Lisa Johnson 

BOCC present: Steve Kramer, Scott Hege, Kathy Schwarz 

Audience Count: 32 

CALL TO ORDER (6:00pm): 
Long Range Planner Kelly Howsley Glover called the meeting to order. Howsley Glover then gave introductions, 
went over the agenda for the meeting, and presented the Wasco County 2040 PowerPoint presentation. 

Please see Attachment A for Planner Howsley Glover’s presentation. 

The meeting broke up into small group sessions. 
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The large group resumed at 7:15pm 

Public Comments: 

- Transfer of development rights – what do they mean, do they remove development rights from the 
community? 

-  Cell tower but no reception in our area, why is it not working? Follow up requested. 
- Inventory of residential property – what is available for housing and development now? Are people 

aware of the rights they have now? 
-  TDRs are we giving our development away to other counties? 
- Buildable lands inventory? Most recent in Wasco County in 2009 
- Bottling plant in Tygh Valley was told they can’t do it. 
-  Farm use program (farm labor help dwelling) 
- Solar farm status updates 

 

Mosier: 
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     WASCO COUNTY 2040 Roadshow 
March 26, 2019 

6:00PM 
Mosier Grange Hall 

 

Members present: Leroy Booth, Mike Davis, Lynne McIntire, Kate Willis  

Staff present: Kelly Howsley Glover, Angie Brewer, Brent Bybee, Lisa Johnson 

BOCC present: Scott Hege, Kathy Schwartz 

Audience Count: 23 
 

CALL TO ORDER (6:00pm): 
 
Long Range Planner Kelly Howsley Glover called the meeting to order. Howsley Glover then gave introductions, 
went over the agenda for the meeting, and presented the Wasco County 2040 PowerPoint presentation. 

Please see Attachment A for Planner Howsley Glover’s presentation. 

The meeting broke up into small group sessions. 

The large group resumed at 7:15pm 

Public Comments: 

- We need lands for housing, please look at marginal lands 
- Transfer of development rights  what does the timeline look like? When would it become a 

possibility? (5-10 years; long term options) 
- Development should be near urban areas, near emergency services; landscape is very high risk for 

wildfire; water issues/constraints; roads not equipped to serve; 
- Houses on all marginal lands would change the way our landscape looks, could harm beauty of 

landscape; highest and best use may be the pristine nature 
- Big game winter range is very important; wildlife needs to be considered 
- Endemic and sensitive plant species need to be protected, keep in mind they are important resources 
- Define marginal lands. The land seems viable for timber harvest and has been harvested…What is truly 

marginal land? 
- Orchard land in Hood River is being replaced with housing. Housing is needed, but it permanently 

removes farmland 
- What is marginal land? It would be better to build on that than prime farm land 
- Oak woodlands are a valuable resource, no such thing as “scrub oak” it is all Oregon White Oak 

o Being lost to farming, housing, firewood, but is valuable as a natural resource 
- Important to balance these concerns 
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- ADU is a good concept in principal, but how would they interact with existing housing regulations 
(hardship dwellings, farm dwellings, etc.)(how will we prevent “double dipping” for accessory dwellings) 

- Higher densities in existing developed areas instead of developing raw land 
- Oak woodland partnership recently released preliminary report with findings related to balancing 

development with resource protection 
- Rural Service Area boundaries – water and sewer are critical assets, water most critical for next 20/50 

years 
- Water has changed, you can only take so much out 
- Class 7 soils are “worse”? Please provide definition 
- Wasco County soils maps provides classifications and soils types 
- Housing should be near jobs, or at least considered  

o Transportation system plan (addresses this in some ways) 
- Spot zoning can create conflicts with farm and forest practices 
- Forests are not suitable for housing; fire risk; EMS access; water; wetlands; development should occur 

close to the cities – close to the amenities housing needs 
- ODF does not fight structure fires – will not save houses (CA has dealt with this, resulting in year round 

fire departments, OR may need to follow that model especially if more housing occurs in the forest) 
- Forest fire risk, property maintenance is key to allow for access in emergency; there are exceptions 
- Out of fire district, how does that fit in with M49 claims?  
- Hard to get fire insurance 
- Water is not available to store onsite  
- Can you annex into a fire protection district? There is a process, but it’s tough 
- Fire districts are still mostly volunteer, not as robust of protection that you might need or demand 
- If you’re in a district, your insurance rate may go down 
- Mosier Fire is usually about 20 volunteer, with a new chief 
- Mosier Fire Volunteer shared there’s about 13 volunteers, a national shortage 

o Training requirements are higher than they used to be; money for new used equipment; tax 
district pays for chief and facilities;  

- Medical side is taking over volunteer fire departments 
- Mutual aide agreements recently updated at Mosier Fire 
- Emphasize community as number priority (without community, we don’t have fire, schools, etc.) – 
- Vacation homes do not add value to the underlying communities. 
- Infill may add to the community, more so than sprawling vacation homes 
- How does this enhance our communities? 
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     WASCO COUNTY 2040 Roadshow 
March 28, 2019 

6:00PM 
Wamic Community Center 

 

Members present: Vicki Ashley, Mike Davis, Kate Willis 

Staff present: Kelly Howsley Glover, Angie Brewer, Will Smith, Lisa Johnson, Daniel Doughtery 

BOCC present: Scott Hege, Kathy Schwartz  

Audience Count: 36 

 

CALL TO ORDER (6:00pm): 
 

Long Range Planner Kelly Howsley Glover called the meeting to order. Howsley Glover then gave 
introductions, went over the agenda for the meeting, and presented the Wasco County 2040 PowerPoint 
presentation. 

Please see Attachment A for Planner Howsley Glover’s presentation. 

The meeting broke up into small group sessions. 

The large group resumed at 7:15 

Public Comments: 

- Water constraints or concerns for new housing? 
- Sanitation system constraints? 
- Access to doctors and other medical services? 
- Fire department capacity constraints – need more money and more volunteers to meet expanded 

housing needs 
- Is it possible to combine the fire departments into one department to share resources? 
- Water constraints further complicate fire suppression efforts 
- Travel trailers, mother-in-law houses, single-wide mobile or manufactured homes, care-giver housing, 

temporary housing to help someone in need, movable homes that could be evacuated in an 
emergency event,  

- Application process is too complicated for existing hardship dwelling tools 
- Make it easier for the average person to prepare a site plan and application to get a permit 
- Appreciated the fee waiver  
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- Single wide mobile homes should be limited by the manufactured date – newer ones only. In 1984, 
they had to be built with 6 inch walls. 

- Sewage concerns. A lot of do-it-yourself solutions out there that are concerning. A central sewage 
system for communities would be helpful if new housing is being considered. 

- Pine Hollow drain fields – it all has to go somewhere 
- Rain barrels and purification system on each development – may be an option, being used in Portland 

on big structures 
- Could the recently approved wind and solar projects provide funds to sewage treatment facilities? 
- If there was more money to address community constraints with water, sewage, - would that alleviate 

local concerns with more housing or development? 
- Sewer and water concerns most of the folks in the room; more homes will need expanded facilities. 
- The technology exists, but it is costly. Incorporation could provide more tools (grants, taxes, etc.) 
- Most people move here to get away from taxes and regulations – don’t want more of it 
- Sewer has to go somewhere too.  
- Many residents are retired. 
- Connecting a community water/sewer system would be cost prohibitive 
- System development charges required for future treatment facilities? Would like to be provided more 

information if that were to be that case.  
 

Dufur: 
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     WASCO COUNTY 2040 Roadshow 
April 9, 2019 

6:00PM 
Dufur School Cafeteria 

 

Members present: Leroy Booth, Mike Davis, Brad DeHart, Chris Schanno  

Staff present: Kelly Howsley Glover, Angie Brewer, Daniel Doughtery, Brent Bybee 

BOCC present: Steve Kramer, Scott Hege 

Audience Count: 36 

CALL TO ORDER (6:00pm): 
 
Long Range Planner Kelly Howsley Glover called the meeting to order. Howsley Glover then gave introductions, 
went over the agenda for the meeting, and presented the Wasco County 2040 PowerPoint presentation. 
 
Please see Attachment A for Planner Howsley Glover’s presentation. 
 
The meeting broke up into small group sessions. 
 
The large group resumed at 7:15 
 
Public Comments: 

-  Water is a huge concern; there is a shortage and additional demand will increase the problem. Also 
impacts ability to fight fires. 

- People are buying land they know they can’t farm, and know how many acres they purchased, but now 
they want rule changes to accommodate them. Their request would affect others already in the area. 

- No point in putting more housing in if we don’t have the water to support it 
- Right to Farm – there are conflicts between farm uses and non-farming residences 
- Keep the lot sizes large to minimize new/increased conflicts with farm uses; don’t go to smaller lot sizes 

unless there is a critical need for it, and it doesn’t appear that it is 
- Studies show that smaller parcel sizes don’t pay for themselves in the tax base (extension and 

maintenance of roads, schools, services, etc.) 
- Travel trailers – Powell Butte in Deschutes County – look into it.  
- Exceeding state law requirements and the constitution (unconstitutional?) 
- Would hate to see sprawl happen on farm lands 
- Smaller parcel sizes would negatively impact farmers 
- Smaller parcels would result in the loss of the character of the community  
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- How do ensure you have a strong agricultural economy moving forward; this process should evaluate 
housing impacts to the agriculture community and economy  

- A lot of small parcels (farmed and not farmed) intermixed with the large farms; they need options for 
housing – not be lumped into the same category as large farms 

- Existing water rights are limited 
- Need to address infrastructure impacts that additional residences could bring (school districts could 

become overcrowded, emergency services, roads, etc.) 
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