MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: Summary of PAPA Submission, Wasco County file number 921-19-000126
TO: DLCD
FROM: KELLY HOWSLEY-GLOVER, LONG RANGE PLANNER
DATE: 11/12/20
The proposed amendments (local file 921-19-000126) include revisions to Goals 4 & 8 of the Wasco
County Comprehensive, including the adoption of a destination resort eligibility map.
The purpose of the amendments were to work with Periodic Review to fully update the Wasco County
Comprehensive Plan.
The destination resort eligibility map followed the criteria outlined in Goal 8. Modifications to policies
and implementation measures in Goal 8 were made in support of this map. Other revisions to Goal 8
included formatting changes, the addition of findings, references, and notation of some of the key
conflicts facing recreation uses/activities with other land uses in Wasco County.
Goal 4 updates predominantly focused on updated implementation measures to be consistent with
natural hazard planning that has happened in Wasco County over the last several decades.

MEMO: Goals 4 & 8 Follow Up

IN THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE STATE OF OREGON
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF WASCO
IN THE MATTER OF THE WASCO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION’S REQUEST TO APPROVE PROPOSED PERIODIC
REVIEW LEGISLATIVE AMENDMENTS TO UPDATE THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN RELATED TO LAND USE PLANNING
GOALS 4, 5, AND 8 IN CHAPTERS 4, 5, AND 8 OF WASCO COUNTY 2040, THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (FILE
NUMBERS 921-18-000221, 921-19-000126) AND REVISIONS TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ZONING MAP EPD-8
AND EPD-12
ORDINANCE # 20-001

NOW ON THIS DAY, the above-entitled matter having come on regularly for consideration, said day being one duly
set in term for the transaction of public business and a majority of the Board of Commissioners being present; and
WHEREAS, the Wasco County Planning Commission and the Wasco County Board of Commissioners directed the
Wasco County Planning Department to pursue Voluntary Periodic Review to update the Wasco County
Comprehensive Plan on 5 October 2016; and
WHEREAS, Wasco County entered Periodic Review on 20 February 2018 with approval from the Department of
Land Conservation and Development’s (DLCD) approval of a work plan; and
WHEREAS, the eighteenth task on the work plan was to make amendments to Goal 5 to make the language
consistent with current Wasco County Planning Department practice, update language to be consistent with state
law, and reformat the language in to the new Wasco County 2040 (Comprehensive Plan) format; and
WHEREAS, the eighteenth task on the work plan was to make amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Zoning
Map Environmental Protection Districts 8 (Sensitive Wildlife) and 12 (Sensitive Birds) with information provided by
the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife as required by Oregon Administrative Rules 660-023; and
WHEREAS, to support modifications to sensitive wildlife protections amendments were made to the Wasco County
Land Use and Development Ordinance Chapter 3.920 ; and
WHEREAS, the Wasco County Planning Commission reviewed proposed revisions to Goal 4 (Forest Lands);
WHEREAS, revisions to Goal 4 were to make the language consistent with current Wasco County Planning
Department practice, update language to be consistent with recent plans related to wildfire, and reformat material
in to the new Wasco County 2040 (Comprehensive Plan) format; and
WHEREAS, the Wasco County Planning Commission reviewed proposed revisions to Goal 8 (Recreation);
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WHEREAS, revisions to Goal 8 were to make the language consistent with current Wasco County Planning
Department practice and the policy work completed with other Goals 2 and 14, reformat material in the new
Wasco County 2040 (Comprehensive Plan) format, and to be consistent with policy and implementation strategies
recommended by the public during the Wasco County 2040 process;
WHEREAS, revisions to Goal 8 included the development of a Destination Resort Eligibility map that will become
Environmental Protection District 15 based on the criteria in state law and modifications recommended by the
public;
WHEREAS, each Periodic Review task and Post Acknowledgement Plan Amendment is approved and submitted to
DLCD after completion for acknowledgment; and
WHEREAS, the Wasco County Planning Department sent notification to DLCD pursuant to ORS 197.610 on 23 July
2020; and
WHEREAS, all property owners were sent notice of proposed Periodic Review update to the Comprehensive Plan
in March 2017, February 2020 and August 2020; and
WHEREAS, that on 1 September 2020, at the hour of 3:00 PM via electronic methods duly posted Wasco County
Planning Commission held the first legally notified public hearing to review recommendations by staff and the
advisory group, background information, and receive public testimony on work tasks 18 and additional post
acknowledgment plan amendments for Goals 4 and 8. The Planning Commission continued the hearing until 15
th

September 15 . On 15 September 2020, at the hour of 3:00 PM via electronic methods duly posted Wasco County
Planning Commission held the continuance of the first evidentiary hearing to review recommendations by staff and
the advisory group, background information, and receive public testimony on work tasks 18 and additional post
acknowledgment plan amendments for Goals 4 and 8. The Planning Commission then closed the public hearing
and with a vote of 6 to 1 recommended approval to the Wasco County Board of Commissioners; and
WHEREAS, that on 7 October 2020 at the hour of 10:00 AM the Wasco County Board of Commissioners met via
electronic means as recommended by the Governor to conduct the first of two legally notified public hearings on
the above matter. The Board of County Commissioners reviewed recommendations by the Wasco County Planning
Commission, staff’s presentation, and received testimony from the public. The Board of County Commissioners
tentatively approved the amendments; and
WHEREAS, that on 21 October 2020 at the hour of 10:00 AM the Wasco County Board of Commissioners met via
electronic means to conduct the second of two legally notified public hearings on the above matter. The Board of
County Commissioners reviewed recommendations by the Wasco County Planning Commission, staff’s

3 to __,
0
presentation, and received testimony from the public. The Board of County Commissioners , by a vote of __
approved the amendments and conducted the second reading, recommending submittal to DLCD; and
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: That the request by the Wasco County Planning Department for a
legislative amendment to the Wasco County Comprehensive Plan, Wasco County 2040, in conjunction with
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Periodic Review work plan task 18, additional amendments to Goals 4 and 8, and amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan Zoning Map are hereby approved; and
WHEREAS, Pursuant to Oregon Administrative Rules 660-025-0130, submission of a completed work task is
required to DLCD for acknowledgment as part of Periodic Review, and once the work tasks are acknowledged they
will be effective;
WHEREAS, Pursuant to Oregon Administrative Rules 660-018-0040, submission of adopted change is required to
DLCD for acknowledgment as part of amended the Comprehensive Plan, and once updates are acknowledged they
will be effective.
DATED this 21st day of October 2020.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

WASCO COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS:

______________________________________
Kristen Campbell, County Counsel

______________________________________,
Scott Hege, Commission Chair

ATTEST:

______________________________________
Kathleen B. Schwartz, Vice-Chair

______________________________________
Kathy Clark, Executive Assistant

______________________________________
Steven D. Kramer, County Commissioner
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

2705 East Second Street • The Dalles, OR 97058
p: [541] 506-2560 • f: [541] 506-2561 • www.co.wasco.or.us

Pioneering pathways to prosperity.

FILE #: 921-19-000126
REQUEST:
DECISION:

Legislative Request to Amend the Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 4 & 8

Attachments:
A. Overview of Chapter 4 & 8 Revisions
B. Final Draft of Proposed Chapter 4 of Wasco County 2040 (Comprehensive Plan)
C. Final Draft of Proposed Chapter 8 of Wasco County 2040 (Comprehensive Plan)
D. Notice

File Number:

921-19-000126

Request:

Amend the Wasco County Comprehensive Plan
1. Change the format to align with Statewide Land Use Planning Goals
2. Develop Goal 4 & 8 into Wasco County 2040 format (Chapter 4 & 8),
make any general amendments reflecting current planning practice.

Prepared by:

Kelly Howsley Glover, Long Range Planner

Prepared for:

Wasco County Planning Commission

Applicant:

Wasco County Planning Department

Staff Recommendation:

Recommend the Wasco County Planning Commission recommend
adoption of the proposed amendments of the Wasco County
Comprehensive Plan to the Wasco County Board of Commissioners.

Planning Commission
Hearing Date:

September 1st and 15th

Board of County
Commissioner Hearing
Dates:

October 7th and 21st, 2020 and November 4, 2020

Procedure Type:

Legislative

Attachments:

Attachment A: Wasco County Comprehensive Plan Chapter 4 and 8
Overview
Attachment B: Draft of Proposed Chapter 4 of Wasco County 2040
(Comprehensive Plan)
Attachment C: Draft of Proposed Chapter 4 of Wasco County 2040
(Comprehensive Plan)
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I. APPLICABLE CRITERIA
A. Wasco County Comprehensive Plan Chapter 11: Revisions Process
1. Section B: Form of Comprehensive Plan Amendment
2. Section C: Who May Apply for a Plan revision
3. Section D: Legislative Revisions
4. Section H: General Criteria
5. Section I: Transportation Planning Rule Compliance
6. Section J: Procedure for the Amendment process
B. Oregon Administrative Rules 660-018: Post Acknowledgment Amendments
II. SUBMITTED COMMENTS
As of the date of this document, Wasco County Planning Department has received no comments
about the proposed revisions.
III. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
In addition to the public hearings required by this legislative process to allow for public testimony
and the ability to provide written comment, Wasco County has included the following additional
measures to ensure the process is open to the public:
A. Newspaper Notifications
Citizen Advisory Group Work Session March 3, 2020:
Public notice for a Citizen Advisory Group meeting was published in The Dalles Chronicle on
February 12, 2020, more than 15 days prior to the Citizen Advisory March 3rd work session.
Citizen Advisory Group Work Session August 4, 2020:
Public notice for a Citizen Advisory Group meeting was published in The Dalles Chronicle on
July 15, 2020, more than 15 days prior to the Citizen Advisory August 4, 2020 work session.
Planning Commission Hearing September 1, 2020:
Public notice for a Planning Commission hearing was published in The Dalles Chronicle on August
12, 2020 more than 15 days prior to the September 1st hearing.
Planning Commission Hearing September 15, 2020:
Public notice for a Planning Commission hearing was published in The Dalles Chronicle on August
26, 2020 more than 20 days prior to the September 15th hearing.
Board of County Commission Hearing October 7th, 2020:
Public notice for the Board of County Commission hearing was published in The Dalles Chronicle
on September 16, 2020 more than 20 days prior to the October 7th hearing.
Board of County Commission Hearing November 4th, 2020:
Public notice for the Board of County Commission hearing was published in The Dalles Chronicle
on October 21st, 14 days prior to the November 4th hearing.
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B. Postcard Notice
On February 1, 2020, a postcard notice was sent to all residents in unincorporated Wasco
County, outside the National Scenic Area, in accordance with ORS 215.503. The language
included that required by ORS 215.503, as well as roadshow event dates and time, the address
for the project website and contact information.
Because the proposed hearing in April was cancelled as a result of COVID-19 restrictions, Wasco
County sent a new mailed notice to all residents in unincorporated Wasco County, outside the
National Scenic Area, in accordance with ORS 215.503 on August 10th, 2020. The notice is
attached to the packet as Attachment D.
C. Information Available on Website
The information regarding the proposed amendments was placed on the Wasco County
Planning Department Website 1 starting in December 2019. If updates are made following each
hearing, the webpage will be updated to reflect such changes. At the time of publication of this
document, the following information was made available to the public:
•
•
•
•

A listing of hearing dates, times and locations
Drafts of the proposed amendments
Staff report describing the process and proposed changes
A way to submit comments and concerns

In addition, the Wasco County Comprehensive Plan website 2 has included several posts that
have included the time and date of meetings and discussion of proposed topics. This website
has 48 subscribers that receive notification of new content, and is also promoted on the
Planning Department’s social media channels which have 325 followers.
D. Notification to Partners
An email notification of proposed amendments, progress on Periodic Review, and the legislative
hearing was sent to the Periodic Review Assistance team and other Citizen Advisory Group
identified stakeholders on March 19, 2020. The notification included links to the staff report,
proposed amendments, and the opportunity to comment.
Due to the revised timeline, another email notification was sent to partners on August 17, 2020.
E. Notification to Community Notification List
During the Wasco County 2040 initial outreach phase, a public email notification list was
assembled. Members of the public continue to have the opportunity to sign up for this list at
any time on the project website 3 or in person at any of the public hearings, work sessions or

1

http://co.wasco.or.us/departments/planning/index.php
www.Wasco2040.com
3
https://wasco2040.com/contact/
2
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other events. They can also request to be put on the list via email, telephone, or in the Planning
Department Office. Currently this list includes 184 interested parties from the community.
An email notification of proposed amendments, progress on Periodic Review, and the legislative
hearing was sent to this notification list on March 26, 2020. The notification included links to
the proposed amendments, and information on how to provide comment. Due to the revised
timeline, another email notification was sent to the list on August 25, 2020
F. Notice of Recommendation
Consistent with the Wasco County Land Use and Development Ordinance (LUDO) Section 9.070
and 9.080, a Notice of Planning Commission Recommendation was emailed to all hearing
participants on September 16, 2020, a day after the hearing and 21 days before the Board of
County Commissioner Hearing. Those who testified in writing or verbally during the September
1st or 15th hearings were also mailed a copy of the Notice via mail.
The notice was also posted to the project website on September 16th and an email was sent to
the notification list, also on September 16th, with the Planning Commission recommendation.
G. Other Public Outreach
In addition to the public meetings, social media content helped to promote engagement with
the work tasks and solicit additional input. Any comments, or other feedback were compiled
and analyzed by staff and used to inform the development of the new policy and
implementation strategies.
It’s important to note that revisions to Goals 4 & 8, as well as the destination resort eligbility
map, were featured during a series of roadshow events in February 2020 where citizens were
engaged to give input on the analysis and proposed map.
IV. FINDINGS
A. Wasco County Comprehensive Plan Criteria
1. Chapter 11 - Revisions Process
a.

Section B – Form of Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan include many forms and can either be legislative
or quasi-judicial.

FINDING: The request is for a legislative text amendment to policies and the format for Goal 4 and 8
(Chapter 4 and 8) of the Comprehensive Plan. These updates are not part of the Periodic Review work
plan but are proposed to be consistent with updates made during Periodic Review. Amendments
include reformatting and edits to existing policy and implementation, as well as the addition of some
new content including historical perspective, overview, and findings and references. There are also
revisions to policies and implementation measures based on external plans, and public input.
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b.

Section C – Who May Apply for a Plan revision
***
2. Planning Commission by majority vote confirmed by the Wasco County Governing
Body. (Legislative)

FINDING: The Wasco County Board of Commissioners is the Wasco County Governing Body, and has
authorized the Wasco County Planning Department to pursue Voluntary Periodic Review (VPR) to
update the Wasco County Comprehensive Plan. The Board sent a letter to the Land Conservation and
Development Commission supporting VPR on September 29, 2016.
c.

Section D – Legislative Revisions
Legislative revisions include land use changes that have widespread and significant impact
beyond the immediate area such as quantitative changes producing large volumes of
traffic; a qualitative change in the character of the land use itself, such as conversion of
residential to industrial use; or a spatial change that affects large areas or much different
ownership. The Planning Commission and County Governing Body shall evaluate the plan
as often as necessary to meet changes in the social, economic, or environmental character
of Wasco County.

FINDING: The proposed text amendments to policies and format of the Comprehensive Plan are
applicable to all properties governed by the Wasco County Comprehensive Plan and therefore the
proposal is a legislative revision. The proposed amendments are part of a larger Periodic Review
process approved by the Planning Commission, Board of County Commissioners, Department of Land
Conservation and Development and the Land Conservation and Development Commission. To be
accepted for periodic review, staff prepared extensive justification demonstrating the need for
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan as a result of changes in the social, economic and
environmental character of Wasco County.
d.

Section H – General Criteria
The following are general criteria which must be considered before approval of an
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan is given:
1). Compliance with the statewide land use goal as provided by Chapter 15 or further
amended by the Land Conservation and Development Commission, where applicable.
2). Substantial proof that such change shall not be detrimental to the spirit and intent of
such goals.
3). A mistake in the original comprehensive plan or change in the character of the
neighborhood can be demonstrated.
4). Factors which relate to the public need for healthful, safe and aesthetic surroundings
and conditions.
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5). Proof of change in the inventories originally developed.
6). Revisions shall be based on special studies or other information which will serve as the
factual basis to support the change. The public need and justification for the
particular change must be established.
FINDING:
Proposed updates to Goal 4 (Forest Lands) reflect updates made in the Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan
and recommendations made by the Community Planning Assistance for Wildfires. These changes have
been incorporated into Goal 7 (Natural Hazards) and are proposed to be added to policies in Goal 4 to
add continuity and consistency. Goal 7 revisions were requested/required by the Department of Land
Conservation and Development when approving the Periodic Review work plan to ensure compliance
with the statewide land use goal. Inclusion in Goal 4 will further ensure compliance with Goal 7.
The focus of updates is to clarify existing language, update references, and provide reference to the
Oregon Department of Forestry rules and policies for Natural Hazard mitigation. Wasco County recently
inventoried fire risk through the Community Planning Assistance for Wildfire. Wildfire is mitigated
through strategies identified in the Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) which is implemented
through the Land Use and Development Ordinance. More generally, Wasco County Natural Hazards
have been inventoried and an action plan developed by the Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan (NHMP)
Steering Committee. The first NHMP, adopted in 2012, was updated in 2019.
To be consistent with these plans and Goal 7, Wasco County is proposing to amend its policies and
implementation measures to be consistent with inventories, action plans, and current practice. These
amendments do not reflect a mistake in the original Comprehensive Plan. Instead, they are the result of
continued work and new, available data on natural hazards. Many of these plans did not exist or were
not required when the original Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 1983.
The strategies are, by in large, intended to mitigate impact from natural hazards on the built
environment and promote safety and health for Wasco County residents. The proposed amendments
are based on the special studies, data, and other information available from partners and the plan teams
and consistent with widespread public input over concern for wildfire risk. Based on requirements of
state law, public expressed need for health/safety, and a change in conditions with forest practices, the
changes have been deemed justified.
The Chapter is also revised significantly in format, and includes additions like references, findings, and
an overview to provide context for the Goal and its impact on Wasco County.
By providing a clear connection between plans and the Comprehensive Plan, the intent is to provide a
clear, efficient means for the public and staff to understand the policies and implementation measures
related to wildfire in the forest lands.
Updates to Goal 8 consist, by in large, of updates to policies and implementation measures meant to
reflect concerns expressed by property owners throughout the Wasco County 2040 process. This
includes removal of outdated/unnecessary policy or implementation strategies, the addition of
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references or notations for current practice, and new policies to reflect community concerns of conflict
on transportation network, maintenance issues for open space, and improved coordination with
agencies and partners. This reflects a broader goal to revise policies to be consistent with Goal 8.
These changes are not as a result of a mistake in the original Comprehensive Plan, but reflect revisions
to state law, local conditions, and factors which impact public safety. Revisions are based in the
significant amount of public input gathered during Wasco County 2040.
In addition to changes to policy, staff is recommending the adoption of a destination resort eligibility
map. The map was developed to be consistent with rule in OAR 660-015-0000(8). Policies in support of
OAR 660-015-0000(8) and the destination resort are also proposed. Public input about destination
resorts was factored in to recommendations about policies and the eligibility criteria.
e.

Section I- Transportation Planning Rule Compliance

1). Review of Applications for Effect on Transportation Facilities – A proposed zone change or land use
regulation change, whether initiated by the County or by a private interest, shall be reviewed to
determine whether it significantly affects a transportation facility, in accordance with Oregon
Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-012-0060 (the Transportation Planning Rule – “TPR”). “Significant”
means the proposal would:
a). Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility
(exclusive of correction of map errors in an adopted plan);
b). Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or
c). As measured at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted transportation
system plan:
(1) Allow land uses or levels of development that would result in types or levels of travel
or access that are inconsistent with the functional classification of an existing or
planned transportation facility;
(2) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility below the
minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the TSP; or
(3) Worsen the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is
otherwise projected to perform below the minimum acceptable performance standard
identified in the TSP or Comprehensive Plan.
FINDING: The proposed updates will not change the functional classification of an existing or planned
transportation facility, change standards implementing a functional classification system or allow uses or
development resulting in impacts to the transportation system.
f.

Section J – Procedure for the Amendment Process
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1.

A petition must be filed with the Planning Offices on forms prescribed by the Director of
Planning.
2. Notice of a proposed revision within, or to, the urban growth boundary will be given to the
appropriate city at least thirty (30) days before the County public hearing.
3. Notification of Hearing:
(1) Notices of public hearings shall summarize the issues in an understandable and
meaningful manner.
(2) Notice of a legislative or judicial public hearing shall be given as prescribed in ORS
215.503. In any event, notice shall be given by publishing notice in newspapers of general
circulation at least twenty (20) days, but not more than forty (40) days, prior to the date of
the hearing.
(3) A quorum of the Planning Commission must be present before a public hearing can be
held. If the majority of the County Planning Commission present cannot agree on a
proposed change, the Commission will hold another public hearing in an attempt to
resolve the difference or send the proposed change to the County Governing Body with no
recommendation.
(4) After the public hearing, the Planning Commission shall recommend to the County
Governing Body that the revision be granted or denied, and the facts and reasons
supporting their decision. In all cases the Planning Commission shall enter findings based
on the record before it to justify the decision. If the Planning Commission sends the
proposed change with no recommendation, the findings shall reflect those items agreed
upon and those items not agreed upon that resulted in no recommendation.
(5) Upon receiving the Planning Commission’s recommendation, the County Governing Body
shall take such action as they deem appropriate. The County Governing Body may or may
not hold a public hearing. In no event shall the County Governing Body approve the
amendment until at least twenty (20) days have passed since the mailing of the
recommendation to parties.

FINDING: The Planning Department and the Planning Commission sought approval to revise the
Comprehensive Plan through the Board of County Commissioners and the State Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD). DLCD approved Wasco County for Periodic Review on February
20, 2018. In addition to the scope of Periodic Review, the directive was to also update additional
Chapters/Goals in tandem with work tasks.
These additional updates do not involve modifications or amendments to any of the urban growth
boundaries and therefore no notices to Cities are required. Planning staff has contacted incorporated
cities within Wasco County to solicit ongoing feedback and participation in Wasco County 2040.
Notices for all amendments are occurring in accordance with ORS 215.503. Section III of the staff report,
above, details all the public noticing issued for this Post Acknowledgment Plan Amendment.
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A quorum for this hearing was present to deliberate. By a vote of 6 to 1 the Planning Commission voted
to recommend approval of the amendments to Chapters 4 and 8 to the Board of County Commissioners.
The first hearing by the Board of County Commissioners will be held on October 7th, 2020, 22 days
following the Planning Commission Hearing.
Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-018: Post Acknowledgment Amendments
OAR 660-018-0020 Notice of a Proposed Change to a Comprehensive Plan or Land Use Regulation
1). Before a local government adopts a change to an acknowledged comprehensive plan or a land use
regulation, unless circumstances described in OAR 660-018-0022 apply, the local government shall
submit the proposed change to the department, including the information described in section 2). Of
this rule. The local government must submit the proposed change to the director at the department’s
Salem office at least 35 days before holding the first evidentiary hearing on adoption of the proposed
change.
2). The submittal must include applicable forms provided by the department, be in a format
acceptable to the department, and include all the following materials:
a). The text of the proposed change to the comprehensive plan or land use regulation implementing
the plan, as provided in section 3) of this rule;
b) If a comprehensive plan map or zoning map is created or altered by the proposed change, a copy of
the relevant portion of the map that is created or altered;
(c) A brief narrative summary of the proposed change and any supplemental information that the
local government believes may be useful to inform the director and members of the public of the effect
of the proposed change;
(d) The date set for the first evidentiary hearing;
(e) The notice or a draft of the notice required under ORS 197.763 regarding a quasi-judicial land use
hearing, if applicable; and
(f) Any staff report on the proposed change or information that describes when the staff report will be
available and how a copy may be obtained.
(3) The proposed text submitted to comply with subsection (2)(a) of this rule must include all of the
proposed wording to be added to or deleted from the acknowledged plan or land use regulations. A
general description of the proposal or its purpose, by itself, is not sufficient. For map changes, the
material submitted to comply with Subsection (2)(b) must include a graphic depiction of the change; a
legal description, tax account number, address or similar general description, by itself, is not sufficient.
If a goal exception is proposed, the submittal must include the proposed wording of the exception.
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FINDING: A notice was sent to DLCD on February 26, 2020, consistent with requirements, to inform
them of the proposed April 2, 2020 hearing and subsequent hearings to adopt amendments to Goal 4
and 8 via PAPAOnline as requested. Due to COVID-19, staff wrote DLCD in March requesting an
extension. An extension was approved. A new notice was sent to DLCD on July 27, 2020, consistent
with requirements, to inform them of the proposed September 1, 2020 hearing and subsequent
hearings to adopt amendments to Goal 4 and 8 using PAPAOnline. Staff used FORM 1, as required, and
submitted a copy of the notice, staff report and the map under consideration for destination resorts. A
list of persons who participate orally or in writing in the local proceedings will be submitted with
materials to DLCD.
OAR 660-018-0040 Submittal of Adopted Change
(1) When a local government adopts a proposed change to an acknowledged comprehensive plan or a
land use regulation it shall submit the decision to the department, with the appropriate notice forms
provided by the department, within 20 days.
(2) For purposes of the 20-day requirement under section (1) of this rule, the proposed change is
considered submitted to the department:
(a) On the day the applicable notice forms and other required documents are received by the
department in its Salem office, if hand-delivered or submitted by electronic mail or similar electronic
method, or
(b) On the date of mailing if the local government mails the forms and documents.
(3) The submission to the department must in a format acceptable to the department and include all
of the following materials:
(a) A copy of final decision;
(b) The findings and the text of the change to the comprehensive plan or land use regulation;
(c) If a comprehensive plan map or zoning map is created or altered by the proposed change:
(A) A map showing the area changed and applicable designations; and
(B) Electronic files containing geospatial data showing the area changed, as specified in section (5) of
this rule, if applicable.
(d) A brief narrative summary of the decision, including a summary of substantive differences from the
proposed change submitted under OAR 660-018-0020 and any supplemental information that the local
government believes may be useful to inform the director or members of the public of the effect of the
actual change; and
(e) A statement by the individual transmitting the decision identifying the date of the decision and the
date the submission was mailed to the department.
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(4) Where amendments or new land use regulations, including supplementary materials, exceed 100
pages, a summary of the amendment briefly describing its purpose and requirements shall be included
with the submittal to the director.
FINDING: The local record for updates to Goal 4 and 8 will be submitted electronically (via PAPAOnline)
within 20 days of the last evidentiary meeting (October 21st). The submittal will include correct forms,
copy of the final decision, findings and text of the change, comprehensive plan map, electronic
geospatial data files, a narrative summary of the decision, a statement by the individual transmitting the
decision identifying the date of the decision and the date the submission was mailed to the department.
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Attachment A

Chapter 4 Proposed Amendments
Documentation: The following is a summarized overview of proposed amendments.
State of the Comprehensive Plan:
A. Purpose: The main purpose of the Comprehensive Plan is to function as a visionary policy
document with a 20 year horizon. The plan represents the desires of the citizens of Wasco
County and provides generalized direction for development, preservation, the planning process,
citizen involvement and numerous other elements related to land use planning. Due to
frequent changes in circumstances, law, and the desires of the citizens of the county, the major
components should be updated every five to ten years as needed. The land use and
development ordinance includes the specific rules and regulations that are meant to implement
this vision and amendments to it are required to be consistent with Comprehensive Plan
language.
B. Prior Updates: The Comprehensive Plan was acknowledged by the Land Conservation and
Development Department in 1983. Major components of the document have not been updated
since 1983, resulting in them now being out of date. Other portions have been updated but
were done inconsistently and in some cases, the new language did not get inserted into the
amended document. In several instances, updates to the ordinance are now out of compliance
with the Comprehensive Plan because of the lack of comprehensive updates. A more
comprehensive update was initiated in 2009, but ultimately not completed. Staff has used some
of the past findings and information in drafting the proposed updates.
C. Format: The Comprehensive Plan is currently organized in a way that puts unrelated
information in the same chapter and separated related information into multiple chapters. This
has created significant difficulty for staff and the public to find information and utilize as the
plan was intended.
D. Reformatting: After a careful case study of other Oregon county comprehensive plans, the
Citizen Advisory Group held several work sessions in 2015 and 2016 to discuss, among other
issues, reformatting the Comprehensive Plan for increased use, transparency and readability.
Based on those work sessions, staff was directed to compile and organize information in a
manner that better aligned the plan to the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals.
1. Oregon’s Land Use Goals: The vast majority of the Comprehensive Plan language is tied to
one of the State of Oregon’s Land Use Goals. Other than some introductory chapters, the
entire Comprehensive Plan is being formatted so that each chapter corresponds to one of
the applicable Land Use Goals. Each chapter will include all of the policies, findings, and
inventories for the specific goal, in addition to any references and historical information.
2. Format of Goal Chapters: Each Goal related chapter will be formatted according to the
following conventions:
Staff Report
Amendments to Wasco County Comprehensive Plan

Page 12 of 21

a. Overview: A sentence to a paragraph on the outlining the purpose behind the Goal and
Wasco County policies.
b. Statement of Wasco County Goal and reference to Statewide Planning Goal
c. Any cross-references to other Goals
d. Policy Statements
e. Implementation Statements for each policy
f. Findings and reference section detailing any relevant findings and references.
Chapter by Chapter Overview of Proposed Substantive Amendments:
A. Chapter 4- Goal 4 Forest Lands
This new chapter maps to Goal 4 and includes an overview of Wasco County’s Goal 4 resources,
a brief overview of the goal’s purpose in Wasco County, an excerpt of Oregon’s Statewide Land
Use Planning Goal 4, policies, implementation strategies for each policy, and a new findings and
references section.
1. Overview: The overview briefly discusses Goal 4 as applied in Wasco County.
2. Historical Perspective: Provides a brief summary of the history of forest zones in Wasco
County.
3. Excerpt of Statewide Planning Goal: Excerpt from the Oregon Administrative Rules on Goal
4 that outlines for staff and public the purpose of Goal 4.
4. Wasco County’s Goal: This maps directly to the State’s Goal 4, and has not been modified
from existing broad goal.
5. Photo: A staff photo showing forested lands in Wasco County.
6. Cross Reference: A list of other goals that relate to Goal 4 was included for easy reference.
7. Policies: The existing plan has five policies. The recommendation is to keep existing policies
with some modification to policies and implementation measures.
a. Policy 1: Existing policy is “Land use regulation and tax incentives should be designed to
safeguard forest management operations on both private and public lands.”
(1) Implementation strategy “a” is “Encourage resource management on those lands
which meet the stocking and survival requirements of the Forest Practices Rules for
Eastern Oregon.” The recommendation is to replace this statement with “Maintain
forest stocking requirements, in accordance with the Oregon Forest Practices Act,
with the approval of a dwelling in the forest lands.”
(2) Implementation strategy “b” is proposed to be revised to read “Only allow
residential development as conditional uses in the F-2 Forest zone.”

Staff Report
Amendments to Wasco County Comprehensive Plan

Page 13 of 21

(3) Implementation measure “c” is proposed to be revised to: “Prohibit residential
development in the F-1 Forest zone.”
(4) Implementation strategy “d” is a revised to add the Oregon Revised Statute
reference of forest land minimum parcel size.
(5) No changes are proposed for implementation measure “e”
(6) Staff is recommending the addition of the following implementation measure:
“Properties that meet state and local forest tax deferral eligbility requirements
should be encouraged to enroll in the program.”
(7) Staff is recommending the addition of implementation measure “g” to reflect Goal 7
policies: “Maintain site requirements for compatibility of new dwellings and
accessory buildings and structures to minimize wildfire risk, conserve forest values,
and reduce non-resource impacts to resource uses. Site requirements include
setbacks, clustering of development, proximity to public roads, development on
least productive portions of land, authorization for domestic water supply, and
required road maintenance.”
b. No changes are proposed to Policy 2, which expands on the habitat and resource values
for F-1 zoned properties.
(1). Implementation strategy “a” is proposed to be removed, as it references
documents no longer utilized by partners for Watershed Management. Updated
references are included in the findings and references section of this Chapter.
(2). Implementation measure “b” has been modified to clearly identify what types of
residential development can be permitted in F-1: “Residential development, excepting
Temporary Medical Hardship dwellings, is prohibited in the F-1 zone to protect
resources, including surface water sources, from conflicts that are unable to be
mitigated.”
(3). Staff is proposing the addition of implementation strategy “c”: “Other urban uses
and activities, like commercial not in conjunction with forestry, will be prohibited to
protect resources.”
c. Policy 3 addresses wildfire risk reduction, and is not proposed to be removed.
(1). The following is proposed to be added to implementation measure “a”: “Physical
development that do not implement the Fire Safety Standards in a timely manner shall
be considered a code compliance violation.”
(2). No change is proposed for implementation strategy “b”.
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(3). Implementation measure “c” is proposed to be revised to remove the first line
“Coordination with the appropriate fire protection agency shall occur prior to issuance
of any zoning approval for any dwelling, temporary or permanent, in the F-2 Forest
zone.” This sentence is redundant with what follows.
(4). No change is proposed for implementation strategy “d”.
d. Policy 4 addresses coordination with ODF and ODFW and is proposed to remain the
same.
(1) Implementation strategy “b” is new and proposed to read: “New forestry operations
or practices require notice to the Oregon Department of Forestry by the landowner
and/or operator.”
e. Policy 5: addresses dwellings in the Transition Lands Study Area (TLSA). No changes are
recommended.
(1) For implementation measure “a” the word “adopt” is proposed to be replaced with
“maintain” to signify the current status of the TLSA document.
(2) Implementation Strategy “b” the word “implement” is proposed to be replace by
“maintain” to reflect current status.
(3) No changes are proposed for measure “c.”
8. Findings and References: To help provide some information about each of the policies, as
well as some history, findings and references are provided at the end of the chapter. These
references cite sources from text. Findings provide additional context for some of the
policies and implementation strategies. The references list a variety of external plans and
reports that are useful, not only in giving context to the policies, but also for research or
reference for current planning.
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Chapter 8 Proposed Amendments
Documentation: The following is a summarized overview of proposed amendments.
State of the Comprehensive Plan:
E. Purpose: The main purpose of the Comprehensive Plan is to function as a visionary policy
document with a 20 year horizon. The plan represents the desires of the citizens of Wasco
County and provides generalized direction for development, preservation, the planning process,
citizen involvement and numerous other elements related to land use planning. Due to
frequent changes in circumstances, law, and the desires of the citizens of the county, the major
components should be updated every five to ten years as needed. The land use and
development ordinance includes the specific rules and regulations that are meant to implement
this vision and amendments to it are required to be consistent with Comprehensive Plan
language.
F. Prior Updates: The Comprehensive Plan was acknowledged by the Land Conservation and
Development Department in 1983. Major components of the document have not been updated
since 1983, resulting in them now being out of date. Other portions have been updated but
were done inconsistently and in some cases, the new language did not get inserted into the
amended document. In several instances, updates to the ordinance are now out of compliance
with the Comprehensive Plan because of the lack of comprehensive updates. A more
comprehensive update was initiated in 2009, but ultimately not completed. Staff has used some
of the past findings and information in drafting the proposed updates.
G. Format: The Comprehensive Plan is currently organized in a way that puts unrelated
information in the same chapter and separated related information into multiple chapters. This
has created significant difficulty for staff and the public to find information and utilize as the
plan was intended.
H. Reformatting: After a careful case study of other Oregon county comprehensive plans, the
Citizen Advisory Group held several work sessions in 2015 and 2016 to discuss, among other
issues, reformatting the Comprehensive Plan for increased use, transparency and readability.
Based on those work sessions, staff was directed to compile and organize information in a
manner that better aligned the plan to the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals.
3. Oregon’s Land Use Goals: The vast majority of the Comprehensive Plan language is tied to
one of the State of Oregon’s Land Use Goals. Other than some introductory chapters, the
entire Comprehensive Plan is being formatted so that each chapter corresponds to one of
the applicable Land Use Goals. Each chapter will include all of the policies, findings, and
inventories for the specific goal, in addition to any references and historical information.
4. Format of Goal Chapters: Each Goal related chapter will be formatted according to the
following conventions:
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g. Overview: A sentence to a paragraph on the outlining the purpose behind the Goal and
Wasco County policies.
h. Statement of Wasco County Goal and reference to Statewide Planning Goal
i. Any cross-references to other Goals
j. Policy Statements
k. Implementation Statements for each policy
l. Findings and reference section detailing any relevant findings and references.
Chapter by Chapter Overview of Proposed Substantive Amendments:
B. Chapter 8- Goal 8 Recreation
This new chapter maps to Goal 8 and includes an overview of Wasco County’s Goal 4 resources,
a brief overview of the goal’s purpose in Wasco County, an excerpt of Oregon’s Statewide Land
Use Planning Goal 8, policies, implementation strategies for each policy, and a new findings and
references section.
9. Overview: The overview briefly discusses Goal 8 as applied in Wasco County.
10. Key Community Planning Issues: This section summarizes the community identified issues
with recreation during the Wasco County 2040 process.
11. Excerpt of Statewide Planning Goal: Excerpt from the Oregon Administrative Rules on Goal
8 that outlines for staff and public the purpose of Goal 8.
12. Wasco County’s Goal: This maps directly to the State’s Goal 8, and has not been modified
from existing broad goal.
13. Photos: Staff photos showcasing different recreation in Wasco County have been inserted.
14. Cross Reference: A list of other goals that relate to Goal 4 was included for easy reference.
15. Policies: The existing plan has three policies. The recommendation is to keep existing
policies with some modification to policies and implementation measures and add two
additional policies and implementation.
a. Policy 1: Existing policy is “Manage the Deschutes and John Day Scenic Waterways to
minimize recreational over-use, accumulation of solid waste and conflicts with
agricultural use, while maximizing their scenic and recreational values.”
(1) Implementation strategies “a”- is proposed to be modified from “Encourage
governmental agencies to restrict open camp fires on the Deschutes and john day
Rivers” which has been done to “Encourage the development of a cooperative
management plan between private landowners and government agencies for new
development.”
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(2) Implementation measure “b” is proposed to be removed and pertains to
recreational subdivisions along the rivers, which is prohibited by law.
(3) Implementation strategy “c” relates to recreational power boats on the Scenic
Waterways and is proposed to be removed.
(4) New implementation measure “b” is proposed to be consistent with law:
“Consistent with the Scenic Waterways Act, Oregon Parks and Recreation
Department (OPRD) must be notified of certain changes that landowners may want
to make to their property, and those changes may be subject to review. The
landowner is obligated to make this notification on OPRD forms and submit directly
to OPRD.”
(5) A new implementation measure “c” is proposed: “All land use actions related to the
Deschutes and John Day Scenic Waterways should be consistent with Goal 5, Policy
5.5.1 and related implementation measures.”
b. Policy 2 is a relates to recreational sites and open spaces and is proposed to remain the
same.
(1). Implementation strategy “a”-“b” are proposed to remain the same.
(2). Implementation measure “c” is to be modified with the addition of “Ensure ongoing
maintenance of open space and road systems through deed restrictions and HOA
requirements” to be consistent with Goals 5 and 14.
(3). Implementation measure “d” is new and reads: “Recreational development shall
take into account access, topographic and physical features, water areas, wooded areas,
and other critical features.”
(4). New implementation measure “e” is proposed as “Consistent with Goal 8,
preference shall be given to non-motorized types of activities over motorized activities
when developing recreation plans.”
c. Policy 3: Is proposed to be revised from “Discourage illegal recreational access through
private agricultural lands” to a more broad: “Wasco County shall respect private
property rights and landowner concerns, maintain a good neighbor philosophy, and
develop partnership[s and creative solutions that meet mutual objectives when
acquiring developing and managing parks and natural areas.”
(1). An addition to implementation measure “a” is: “Discourage illegal recreational
access through private agricultural lands.”
(2). No other revisions are proposed for measures “b” and “c”.
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d. Policy 4 is an additional policy to directly address requirements of Goal 8: “Wasco
County shall actively coordinate with federal, state, regional and local partners to meet
recreational needs, provide outreach, and assist with updates.”
(1) Implementation strategy “a” is proposed as “Partners will be notified about
potential development or activity that may have an impact on infrastructure,
emergency services, or natural resources.”
(2) Implementation strategy “b” details Goal 8 requirements related to data: “As
required by OAR 660-015-0000(8), the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor
Recreation Plan (SCORP) should be used as a guide when planning, acquiring, and
developing recreation resources, areas, and facilities. Wasco County shall actively
participate in SCORP updates.”
(3) Implementation measure “c” is recommended to be “Recreational trails designated
as an Oregon Recreation Trail shall follow rules set forth by OAR 660-023-0150.”
(4) Implementation strategy “d” is proposed as “Wasco County Planning shall
coordinate with the Wasco County Public Works Department on even permits on
the roadway to help raise awareness about special events and mitigate adverse
impacts to existing uses.” This was a frequent public request during the Wasco
County 2040 process.
(5) The final new implementation measure for this policy, “e” is “Wasco County
Planning shall coordinate with other groups, like Travel Oregon, to raise awareness
about potential recreational conflicts with existing land uses.” This was also a
frequent comment received from the public throughout the Wasco County 2040,
and by in large relates to conflicts between commercial agriculture and recreational
biking.
e. Policy 5: In conjunction with the proposed destination resort eligibility map, staff is
proposing the following policy: “Wasco County has adopted a destination resort
eligibility map to demonstrate those portions of the county that qualify for a Destination
Resort.” The subsequent implementation measures support this and make clear state
law requirements.
(1) Implementation measure “a” is proposed: “Destination resort tourist development
shall be allowed at designated areas as indicated by the eligibility map.”
(2) Implementation strategy “b” is suggested to read: “The destination resort provisions
shall be consistent with the requirements of ORS 197.435 to 197.467 and Statewide
Planning Goal 8. The provisions shall also provide a clear mechanism to allow for
the siting of a destination resort within Wasco County, consistent with the County’s
acknowledged Comprehensive Plan and implementing ordinances, Statewide
Planning Goals, and Oregon Administrative Rules."
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f.

Policy 6: Much of the guidance from the public during Wasco County 2040 emphasized
using best available data, improving coordination, and actively conducting outreach on
relevant topics. The proposed sixth policy reflects these values: “Recreation planning
should be based on data and input from stakeholders, SCORP and residents.”
(1) Implementation measure “a” is proposed: “The current Wasco County Parks
Inventory shows existing recreational opportunities in Wasco County.”
(2) Implementation measure “b” is recommended as: “Wasco County should develop
long range recreation plans or work with County Parks and Recreation Departments
to identify recreation needs and opportunities.”

16. Findings and References: To help provide some information about each of the policies, as
well as some history, findings and references are provided at the end of the chapter. These
references cite sources from text. Findings provide additional context for some of the
policies and implementation strategies. The references list a variety of external plans and
reports that are useful, not only in giving context to the policies, but also for research or
reference for current planning.
17. Appendix: The appendix for Goal 8 includes a parks inventory. The destination resort
eligibility map is adopted by reference.
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Goal 4

Forest Lands

Goal 4

Forest Lands
Overview
The western boundary of Wasco County is, by in large,
forested lands. Roughly 40% is publicly owned by
federal, state, and local entities and 40% is held in
tribal trust, with the rest privately owned.
In addition to its value for commercial timber, the
lands have unique recreational, habitat, and watershed
values. Forest lands in Wasco County consist of three
general types: grass-shrub, principle forest, and upperslope forest zones. The grass-shrub is used primarily
for grazing and is privately owned. Lower elevation
principle forest zones are also commonly used for
range land but also have Ponderosa Pine which is
valued for timber production. Upper-slope forest zone
has true fir, mountain hemlock, lodge pole pine and
western larch.
Wasco County protects forest lands for its forestry,
recreation, watershed and habitat.

Historical Perspective
Lands were determined to be
suitable for forest uses based on
forest site class. The site class
inventory was an estimate of the
productive potential of forest land
for wood growth. The site class can
be translated to cubic
feet/acre/year. Generally, forest
site classes less than VII are
considered to be of commercial
quality.
Public timber harvest peaked in the
early 1980s, while private industry
had peak harvest between 1985 and
1991. Following statewide
restrictions on forestry as a result of
species protections, Wasco County
lost several wood processing
facilities and commercial timber
harvest companies.
In addition to value for commercial
forest production, many of the
forest lands in Wasco County are in
critical habitat, watershed, or in
topographically constrained sites.
This includes forested lands that
have Oregon White Oak.
Early zoning in Wasco County
included a 40 acre minimum parcel
forest zone in addition to the 80
acres.

Statewide Planning
Goal 4

To conserve forest lands by
maintaining the forest land
base and to protect the
state’s forest economy by
making possible
economically efficient
forest practices that assure
the continuous growing
and harvesting of forest
tree species as the leading
use on forest land
consistent with sound
management of soil, air,
water, and fish and wildlife
resources and to provide
for recreational
opportunities and
agriculture.

Wasco County Goal 4
Forest Lands
To conserve forest lands by maintaining the forest land
base and to protect the state’s forest economy by making
possible economically efficient forest practices that assure
the continuous growing and harvesting of forest tree
species as the leading use on forest land consistent with
sound management of soil, air, water, and fish and wildlife
resources and to provide for recreational opportunities and
agriculture.

Excerpt from
OAR 660-015-0000(4)

Staff photo (2018) of F-2 property with Mt. Hood view.

Cross-Reference

Additional policies related
to this goal:

Policies

4.1.1 Land use regulation i and tax incentives should be designed to safeguard forest
management operations on both private and public lands.
Implementation for Policy 4.1.1:
a. Only allow residential development as conditional uses in the F-2 Forest zone.
b. Prohibit residential development in the F-1 Forest zone ii.
c. The minimum lot size of lands designated on the Comprehensive Plan map as “Forest”
shall be eighty (80) acres (ORS 215.780) iii.
d. Approval of a conditional use permit for a dwelling not in conjunction with a forest use
shall be preceded by the parcels disqualification from receiving a farm or forest tax
deferral.
e. Maintain site requirements for compatibility of new dwellings and accessory buildings
and structures to minimize wildfire risk, conserve forest values, and reduce nonresource impacts to resource uses. Site requirements include setbacks, clustering of
development, proximity to public roads, development on least productive portions of
land, authorization for domestic water supply, and required road maintenance.
f.

Maintain forest stocking requirements, in conjunction with the Oregon Forest Practices
Act, with the approval of a dwelling in forest lands.

4.1.2 Lands within the F-1 Forest designation shall be managed for maintenance of
water quality and quantity, in addition to timber protection, fish and wildlife, soil
conservation and air quality.
Implementation for Policy 4.1.2:
a. Residential development, excepting Temporary Medical Hardship dwellings, is
prohibited in the F-1 zone to protect resources, including surface water sources, from
conflicts that are unable to be mitigated.
b. Other urban uses and activities, like commercial not in conjunction with forestry, will be
prohibited to protect resources.

4.1.3 All physical development should be located such that it minimizes the risk of
wildfire and allows for assistance in the control of wildfire iv.
Implementation for Policy 4.1.3:

a. All physical developments shall implement the applicable Fire Safety Standards of the
zone in a timely manner. Physical developments that do not implement the Fire Safety
Standards in a timely manner shall be considered a code compliance violation.
b. A functioning on-site water supply shall be implemented prior to issuance of any zoning
approval/building permit within the F-1 and F-2 Forest zones. The aforementioned
water supply shall be connected to all applicable Fire Safety Standards of the zone.
c. In the “F-1” & “F-2” Forest Zones, coordination with the local fire protection agency

shall occur prior to any land use application. Where development does not fall within a
structural fire protection district, coordination with the applicable wildland interface
agencies shall occur. Close consideration of the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) setting,
Wildfire Hazard designation, and Mitigation Difficulty for that area shall occur with
agency coordination v.

d. Requests for dwellings not in conjunction with forest use, on property which is located

outside of a rural fire protection district, shall not be accepted by the Approving
Authority unless a contract for services has been reached with a rural fire protection
district.

4.1.4 Coordination with the Oregon Department of Forestry and Oregon Department
of Fish and Wildlife should occur whenever possible during the land use review
process.
Implementation for Policy 4.1.4:
a. Notice of all action on all conditional use permits shall be forwarded to these
departments for their comments and analysis. Lack of concurrence from either
department shall be considered by the Approving Authority in the decision making
process.
b. New forestry operations or practices require notice to the Oregon Department of Forestry by
the landowner and/or operator.
4.1.5 Dwellings should be permitted on lands owned prior to extensive
implementation of Goal 4 protection (Jan. 1985) where consistent with the
Transition Lands Study Area study dated September 17th, 1997.
Implementation for Policy 4.1.5:
a. Maintain the TLSA document (September 17, 1997), and comprehensive plan map by
reference, as background information for planning purposes within TLSA.

b. Maintain the “lot of record” provision in the TLSA, for parcels within a fire protection district
(OAR 660-006-0027 adopted June 1, 1998).
c. Do not implement the OAR provision for the “template test” in the TLSA based on the
available area wide information regarding overall land use patterns, land values, and lack of
infrastructure in the forest zone, based on the TLSA study dated September 17, 1997.

i

Forest lands, according to OAR 660-015-0000(4) include “lands which are suitable for commercial forest uses…and
other forested lands that maintain soil, air, water and fish and wildlife resources.” This means that not all zoned
forest lands will necessarily be productive but may have other values that merit their zoning and protection. This
is an important consideration for Exceptions to Goal 4.
ii

Several large properties within the F-1 Zone are owned and managed by The City of The Dalles or The City of
Dufur for source water protection purposes. The F-1 chapter of the LUDO identifies that residential development
is prohibited in the zone due to the conflicts with safe and efficient watershed management.

iii

Oregon Revised Statutes 215.780 require the minimum parcel size for all designated forestland to be at least 80
acres.
iv

The Community Wildfire Protection Plan outlines many of the mitigation steps applied through regulation to
reduce fire risk.
v

The Community Planning Assistance for Wildfire (CPAW) Final Recommendations for Wasco County, OR (2018)
includes a discussion of the WUI, Wildfire Hazard designation and Mitigation Difficulty.

References
Oregon Department of Forestry Forest Practice Administrative Rules and Forest Practices
Act. (2018).
https://www.oregon.gov/ODF/Documents/WorkingForests/FPARuleBook2018Final.pdf
Oregon. Department of Land Conservation and Development. Goal 4: Forest Lands.
Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines.
Oregon Forest Resources Institute. (2018). Oregon Forest Protection Laws: An Illustrated
Manual. https://oregonforests.org/sites/default/files/2018-02/OFRI_IllusManual_full.pdf
Wasco County. (2005). Community Wildfire Protection Plan.

Goal 8

Recreational Needs

Goal 8

Recreational Needs
Overview
Statewide planning directs the County to inventory
recreation needs and opportunities and to develop
long range plans for meeting the recreational needs of
its citizens in coordination with private interests and
public agencies.
Wasco County has two Parks and Recreation Districts:
North Wasco Parks and Recreation and South Wasco
Parks and Recreation. These organizations have
surveyed their respective communities to identify key
recreation challenges and opportunities and to
develop strategic investments.
Overall, recreation is an important quality of life issue
for Wasco County residents and recreational tourism is
an important part of the Wasco County economy.
Residents and visitors are drawn to the extensive
public lands, scenic waterways and viewpoints, and
wide variety of recreational activities and settings.
Recreation opportunities include fishing, boating,
biking, hiking, camping, and a combination of these
activities.

Key Community Planning
Issues
• Recreational bicycle use on
County Roads
During the Wasco County 2040
visioning phase, many residents and
farmers expressed significant
concern over sharing the road
during harvest with bicyclists or
bicycle events. The concern is
related to conflicts or safety hazards
that arise when heavy equipment is
on the roadways.
• Balancing recreational uses with
natural resource protection
• Coordination with key partners
• Reducing liability from
unmaintained designated open
space
• Considering impacts to emergency
services by increasing activity or
development

Statewide Planning
Goal 8

To satisfy the recreational
needs of the citizens of the
state and visitors and,
where appropriate, to
provide for the siting of
necessary recreational
facilities including
destination resorts.

Wasco County Goal 4
Recreational Needs
To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of Wasco
County and visitors.

The requirements for
meeting such needs, now
and in the future, shall be
planned for by
governmental agencies
having responsibility for
recreation areas, facilities
and opportunities: (1) in
coordination with private
enterprise; (2) in
appropriate proportions;
and (3) in such quantity,
quality and locations as is
consistent with the
availability of the resources
to meet such requirements.
Excerpt from
OAR 660-015-0000(8)
From top left: Rafters on the Deschutes River (2017),
bicycle overlooking the Columbia (2018), and a
swimming pool at The Washington Family Ranch
(2005)

Cross-Reference

Additional policies related
to this goal:

Policies

8.1.1 Manage the Deschutes and John Day Scenic Waterways to minimize recreational
over-use, accumulation of solid waste and conflicts with agricultural use, while
maximizing their scenic and recreational values.
Implementation for Policy 8.1.1:
a. Encourage the development of a cooperative management plan between private
landowners and government agencies.
b. Consistent with the Scenic Waterways Act, Oregon Park and Recreation Department
(OPRD) must be notified of certain changes that landowners may want to make their
property, and those changes may be subject to review. The landowner is obligated to
make this notification on OPRD forms and submit directly to OPRD.
c. All land use actions related to the Deschutes and John Day Scenic Waterways should be
consistent with Goal 5, Policy 5.5.1 and related implementation measures.
8.1.2 Develop and maintain a variety of recreational sites and open spaces adjacent to
population concentrations to adequately meet the County’s recreational needsi.
Implementation for Policy 8.1.2:
a. The County may establish public park lands adjacent to future multiple-purpose
reservoirs. This may include the dedication of park land to the County from a federal
agency or private land developer at future reservoir sites.
b. Encourage a system of safe and convenient trails for non-motorized recreation and
transportation. Adequate right-of-way should be acquired on public roads to provide
bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian paths where feasible.
c. Large planned development shall include the reservation of a suitable area of park land
or open space. Ensure ongoing maintenance of open space and road systems through
deed restrictions and HOA requirements.
d. Recreational site development shall take into account access, topographic and physical
features, water areas, wooded areas, and other critical features.
e. Consistent with Goal 8, preference shall be given to non-motorized types of activities
over motorized activities when developing recreation plans.

8.1.3 Wasco County shall respect private property rights and landowner concerns,
maintain a good-neighbor philosophy, and develop partnerships and creative
solutions that meet mutual objectives when acquiring developing and managing
parks and natural areas.
Implementation for Policy 8.1.3:
a. Encourage governmental agencies to develop a public information program concerning
recreational access through private lands. Discourage illegal recreational access through
private agricultural lands.
b. Condemnation of private land for recreational use will be strongly opposed.
c. Easements for recreational use at well-established access points should be acquired.
Possible funding sources such as the National Park Service and Oregon State Parks
should be investigated.
8.1.4 Wasco County shall actively coordinate with federal, state, regional and local
partners to meet recreational needs, provide outreach, and assist with updates.
Implementation for Policy 8.1.4:
a. Partners will be notified about potential development or activity that may have an
impact on infrastructure, emergency services, or natural resources.
b. As required by OAR 660-015-0000(8), the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation
Plan (SCORP) should be used as a guide when planning, acquiring, and developing
recreation resources, areas, and facilities. Wasco County shall actively participate in
SCORP updatesii.
c. Recreation trails designated as an Oregon Recreation Trail shall follow rules set forth by
OAR 660-023-0150 iii.
d. Wasco County Planning shall coordinate with the Wasco County Public Works
Department on event permits on the roadway to help raise awareness about special
events and mitigate adverse impacts to existing uses iv.
e. Wasco County Planning will coordinate with other groups, like Travel Oregon, to raise
awareness about potential recreation conflicts with existing land uses.

8.1.5 Wasco County has adopted a destination resort eligibility map to demonstrate
those portions of the county that qualify for a Destination Resort.
Implementation for Policy 8.1.5:
a. Destination resort tourist development shall be allowed at designated areas as indicated
by the eligibility map.
b. The destination resort provisions shall be consistent with the requirements of ORS
197.435 to 197.467 and Statewide Planning Goal 8. The provisions shall also provide a
clear mechanism to allow for the siting of a destination resort within Wasco County,
consistent with the County’s acknowledged Comprehensive Plan and implementing
ordinances, Statewide Planning Goals, and Oregon Administrative rules.
8.1.6 Recreation planning should be based on data and input from stakeholders,
SCORP, and residents.
Implementation for Policy 8.1.6:
a. The current Wasco County Parks Inventory shows existing recreational opportunities in
Wasco County.
b. Wasco County should develop long range recreation plans or work with County Park and
Recreation Departments to identify recreation needs and opportunitiesv.
i

During the Wasco County 2040 visioning, residents were asked to identify critical issues and challenges in Wasco
County related to land use. The results relevant to recreation are outlined in the Key Community Planning Issues
section.
ii

The 2019-2023 Oregon SCORP focuses on five demographic and social shifts facing outdoor recreation providers
in the next several years including; an aging population, increasingly diverse population, low yuth engagement,
underserved low income population, and the focus on health benefits of physical activity. These shifts resulted in
strategic actions developed to address needs. The actions include recommendations for both recreation and
municipal providers.

iii

This is written to be consistent with similar implementation measures in Goal 5 and Goal 14.

iv

This was identified by the public, during visioning work, as a top priority due to conflicts between commercial
agricultural and recreation.
v

Recreation providers in Wasco County for the 2019-2023 SCORP identified the greatest local need for more visitor
facilities, including tent sites and cabins/yurts, urban bike paths and connecting trails into a larger trail system.
There was also a need identified for public access to waterways.
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Steve M.

[Wasco County 2040] Submit a Comment

17 Jul 2020 at

Carlson

What does it mean for existing homes? What does this mean for Sportsman's

4:39 am

park. That's the problem! Only the people who write this stuff know what it
means.

Would you like to be added to our notification list for news and

Yes

events?

Steve M.

[Wasco County 2040] Submit a Comment

26 Jun 2020

Carlson

Again! It is against ADA to restrict side-by-sides in the forest, but I learned

at 6:39

the hard way, the forest service doesn't care as they don't have to follow
ADA. Well, that's nonsense. "Ethics is not what you can do, but what you
should do!" On another note, if they can have campfires in the forest service
campground, those in Sportsman's park should be able to also. We have a lot
more invested than anyone in the campground and monitor our neighbor.
All you have is a camp host that's in the first set of sites and probably not
even from the area.

Would you like to be added to our notification list for news

Yes

and events?

Anne

[Wasco County 2040] Submit a Comment

30 May 2020

Radford

Hello. With property in orchards and close or next to the urban growth

at 2:32 pm

boundary in one place, we have watched closely the developments from the

921-19-000126

county planning department. Yes we know more land is needed for housing.
And we know that at both ends, west and east of The Dalles, the land is not
suitable or legal to tear up for housing. The state or perhaps the Gorge
Commission as well has or had boundaries in place that no orchard or farming
land was to be cut up for houses. I am wondering about the cutting up of the
Geiger Orchards (7.3 or so acres to put up to 83 houses on in a very dense
area). What a dreadful mess it would be, all those people crammed into a small
area, very dense in population. The transportation for those who might live
there and might have jobs to get too by 8 a.m. would be a mess. Crowded
people together is never a good thing. I do not have any answers as to where
new housing should go. The new project up by Sorosis Park is a dreadful cheap
looking cut up mess where it could have had good size lots with houses.
Unfortunately Dallesport is in another state as there should be plenty of housing
sites there.

Would you like to be added to our notification list for news and

Yes

events?

BETTY ODOM

[Wasco County 2040] Submit a Comment

9 Apr 2020 at

I realize that comments were due previously but this thought just came to

5:18 pm

me this morning. We had a destination resort adjoining us on the
reservation. It had wonderful facilities. A natural heated pool, with a small
restaurant, fast foods, and tepee accommodations. On the opposite of the
Warm Springs river was a golf course, hotel, restaurant, casino, horseback
riding, hiking trails, wildlife viewing. It is not closer to entertainment in the
Redmond -Bend area than we are. Also water sports were available on the
Deschutes and the reservoirs near Madras. They have closed because of lack
of business.

Would you like to be added to our notification list for news

Yes

921-19-000126

and events?
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Attachment J- Public Comments

I was going to send some specific examples in the fire ordinance but on the planning
site its no longer there. Only a summary.
It says there was going to be some hearings for public comment on it this fall. That
would be good.
I read who the core group is. But was not able to find out if volunteer groups like 15 mile
were involved in the process.
From all my years of experience I would just say please do hold some hearings prior to
approval. Anyone whos lived here a long time does NOT want the Forest Service in
charge of fires.
Without the document I can only make one comment area.
Maps: the maps are vague just like destination resorts are. They should have township
range and section.
For a fire emergency response its absolutely necassary to know where the boundary
lines are. For instance Mid- Columbia Fire only goes to certain areas. There are specific
lines on the ground such as a road or address they do not go beyond. There was a
lawsuit threatened in a fire at the end of Eight Mile as to who should of responded. Alot
of 8 mile is in no mans land. But some is in Mid Columbia district.
They fight structure fires but volunteer groups dont. If you live here you absolutely need
to know who to call.
Its also true if your buying property you need definite answers about fire protection.
Who, or is there a fire group, what are the rules? Insurance has to be dealt with. You
have to know.
The boundry lines should be very distinguished. As in a road or landmark people can
understand in a emergency to respond.
I agree that fire suppression efforts such as mowing grass and other things are
important. But it really depends on the owners response. Alot dont do it. If your in no
mans land, you know the risk. 7 mile is a good example of scary fire confitions every
year.
My neigbors house burned to the ground in January one year. I saw it first. But it was
cold. We had water in a tank. But it was frozen. There was nothing anyone could do. Im
careful..really careful about fire.
I think one thing that could be very useful to everyone is a map of whos responsible to
respond for all the county areas and a list of contact numbers for each group. Maybe
color coded. And boundry markers clearly mapped. Very easy to understand.
A good short concise plan is important. I hope we will have some more meetings on
this.
Thank you
Elizabeth Turner
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To the Wasco County Board of Commissioners:
I am commenting today in support of adopting the Wasco County Comprehensive Plan
amendments as recommended by the Wasco County Planning Commission, updating
Goals 4,5 and 8 as well as other revisions to the sensitive wildlife maps (EPD 8 & 12)
and the adoption of the destination resort eligibility map (EPD 15) in Ordinance 20-001.
I realize and appreciate how much time and effort these amendments have consumed
by the Planning Department's staff as well as by the Planning Commissioners and fully
support their recommendations for these updates and revisions.
Sincerely,
Jill Barker
P.O.Box 572
Mosier, OR 97040
(3375 Vensel Rd.)
541-806-0260

The big picture:
The city of The Dalles recently held a meeting to hear what a planning firm, said about
how much UGB growth they could ask for. That really was nothing according to their
rules. The city, thank goodness, did ask for ground and recieved 50 acres.
My point is we are in a similar situation. The ODFW map severely limits any growth in
our county. Its forcing the siting of destination resort posibilities onto farm ground.
If we are to adopt any of the proposed plans, including fire, as they are suggested by a
planning mindset our county cant grow.
The fire plan must be simplified. It should read simply what the standard is for a area. It
should not have 15 different standards that might mean you cant do something. When
its discretionary instead of solid, certain people get to do things while others do not in
the same zone.
We can no longer let the agenda of green liberals decide our future. There is alot of
room to grow here with no negative affects. Please vote no on all the plans.
You may have to negotiate on ODFW. But the LODO has options. Get the best plan.
Specifically:
I looked up building requirements for the A 1 zone, agriculture. I believe the destination
resort soil standard they used is not in agreement with building standiards set already
for soils.
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To build in the A 1 zone you have about 3 options. A farm dwelling on 160 acres or
more; a Part of Parcel or a accessory dwelling.
Part of Parcel is not allowed in A40 orchard zoning.
To build on 80 to 160 you must meet standards like the income test. Its nearly
impossible to do. We have many of them sitting unbuildable. The portion you put the
house on must be partially class V11 soils. THIS IS WHERE THE 300 FEET FROM
ROAD HITS. (ODFW) If the class seven soils are farther in on the property you couldnt
build.
Under 80 the land must be UNSUITABLE for agriculture. The entire parcel must be
found to be generally unsuitable. 50 percent class V11 soils or poorer. To build.
GENERALLY UNSUITABLE CRITERIA:
1. Greater than 40 percent slope
2. Produces less than 25 bushels of grain; less than a ton per acre of hay. Averages
nased on NRCS data.
3. Never been cropped. According to ASCS. Requires more than 5 acres per AUM for
grazing based on soil productivity. Ir a foeld determination.
Even on a 160 acre parcel there can be no other dwelling; it cant be built on high value
soil. The owner must be principally engaged in farming.
These are the main stardards farm and ranch people must initially meet. There are
other things as well..We are saying that we can descriminate against a farmer or
rancher who needs a home because the standards for them on agriculture land are
much tighter than this proposed destination resort.
I checked the soils maps and certainly the destination resort is not meeting the same
standard. If we set a building standard to protect farm land shouldnt it be the same for
everyone?
A destination resort should be on rough ground, not farmable. And low in grazing
capabilities. We have thousands of acres like that if you dont let ODFW steal them.
One example of fire rules in the A1 zone. You had to be in a fire district. It had to have
recognition as existing by the state fire marshall. There were siting rules based on that
for water and cordination with the volunteer district.
Theres more could be cited. But overall to me we are deciding the future of this county.
Yes votes mean we cannot grow in the industries that need growth space for housing of
future generations. You will kill the biggest economic sector of the county. As Scott
said on the city call: if we have nothing in inventory we can develope we are dead in the
water.
You can negotiate ftom a position saying no this wont work for us. If you say YES you
cant say we didnt really mean it.
Im a beliver in Jesus. The new era we have entered promises growth and greater
prosperity. Keep our county open. New times politically should let us streamline things
more.
Planners are trained to use the rules. Its fine if you start with what we need and find a
way to get it. Let's not be told from the outset we cant. Put people of the county back in
developing plans.
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Thank you
Elizabeth Turner

October 15, 2020
Dear Wasco County Commissioners,
I’m writing in support of the adoption of the Wasco County Comprehensive plan updates as
recommended by the Planning Commission. A group of citizens has come forward at the last minute to
complain about the process. Nothing of substantive value has been put forth and their input is only
serving as a distraction.
They appear to be putting up roadblocks at the very end as they are opposed to any land use planning.
To allow them to do this is not fair to the Planning staff, Planning Commission, and the numerous
citizens who showed up and participated throughout the years.
The majority of the goal updates have been approved by the BOCC. There is already a comprehensive
plan in place and the Wasco County 2040 process presents needed revisions. These revisions are being
done to meet periodic review requirements, align maps with ODFW’s which are already being used for
conditional use permits, and simplify the existing permitting process.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Phil Swaim
3300 Vensel Rd.
Mosier, Oregon 97040
pswaim3300@yahoo.com
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Mary Bushman

Mon, Sep 14, 9:21 PM (9
hours ago)

Please see my written comments and provide them to the planning commission as
part of their comment review.
Dear Wasco County Planning Commission.
Thank you for taking on the huge task of updating the Comprehensive Plan for Wasco County. I have
reviewed the materials that staff made available in the Packet for the September 1 online meeting. I
provided some comments at that meeting but wanted to follow up with more details in written format.
Thank you for that opportunity.
Mary Bushman
2280 Dundas Way
Mosier, OR 97040
Given the huge volume of material that the county planners have compiled I am going to focus my
comments on of the statewide goals.
First, Goal 5 Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces
The Goal 5 section of the comprehensive plan update appears woefully limited. The natural resources
and open spaces of Wasco County are incredible and warrant recognition, should be documented in
more detail, and should have specific guidance from the county as to how to protect them from the slow
degradation that occurs in rural areas as they develop and change.
So what is missing?
Oregon’s Goal 5 is about more than just big game, rare birds, and riparian areas. The county should look
to the State of Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Oregon Conservation Strategy. There are
several habitats and species of concern that are not included in Wasco County 2040 Goal 5 and they
should be.
Quoted here from the Oregon Conservation Strategy: Conservation Opportunity Areas such as
Oregon White oak habitats are missing from the Wasco County 2040 Comprehensive plan
update. Changes to oak habitats in the northwest. It is not so evident here but it has happened
and will happen without guidance on thoughtful development in the county. Through the land
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use planning tools that this comprehensive plan represents.
https://www.oregonconservationstrategy.org/strategy-habitat/oak-woodlands/
Because much of the remaining oak woodlands are in private ownership and maintenance of
these habitats requires active management, cooperative incentive-based approaches are crucial
to conservation.
Loss of oaks, particularly large-diameter, open-structured trees valuable to wildlife, is of
particular concern because oak trees have a slow growth rate, slowing restoration success. In
addition, reproduction and recruitment of younger trees are poor in many areas.
Depending on the area, Strategy Species associated with oak woodlands include Columbian
white-tailed deer, Chipping Sparrow, White-breasted Nuthatch, Lewis’s Woodpecker, white rock
larkspur, and wayside aster.
Planners should consider where the bulk of new development is happening in the county, areas such as
Mosier, Rowena, and the outskirts of The Dalles in areas that are not protected by the scenic area
planning process are being developed at a slow but steady pace. It is imperative that the Wasco 2040
plan ensures the natural resources in these areas are protected. While development may be happening
on rural residential lots the recommendations from the Oregon Conservation Strategy for incentives
designed to reduce the impacts of land use changes is never more important than in these areas.
Additional issues of concern related to the Goal 5 section of the 2040 plan:
Wildlife: I was very disappointed that the new map of the EPD-8 has left out protected wildlife areas in
the proximity of Mosier / Dry creek and Rowena. I am also disappointed that this seems to be the
primary focus for the Goal 5 plan for Wasco 2040.
I recognize that they map is directly linked to the ODFW big game migration areas. It falls gravely under
the bar because it does not recognize the non-game wildlife that are associated with all of Wasco
County. Many of which are strategy species for the Oregon Conservation Strategy. The county should
express the need in these areas for protecting and encouraging conservation of all strategy species of
wildlife.
The areas that were removed from the new county overlay map may not recognized by ODFW as critical
to big game there are many other wildlife species that breed, nest and forage in these areas. I would
also argue that the removal of them from our area was a mistake that should be corrected. We have elk
on our property migrating in search of water every fall. State recognized species of concern such as
Lewis’ woodpecker, and olive sided flycatcher are common here but will only persist if the county makes
policy that recognizes the resource values. The protection layers included in the old map that are being
removed are also a step in the wrong direction. Even if enforcement was not possible in those areas the
recognition of wildlife species in these areas sets the stage for more wildlife friendly development that is
informed by information and supported by programs.
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While more people live in these areas they are also in a place learn about and be stewards of the
resources. The oak and prairie, and the oak pine habitats that local residents love to live need to
attention of our land use policies to keep them from degrading further, and to assist in land owners like
me in setting up conservation easements to keep them protected in perpetuity.
The voluntary protection area zones illustrate the importance of the higher density rural residential
areas to a wide variety of wildlife species. It alerts residents to the fact that their lands provide a
valuable resource to wildlife. To live in these areas is an honor and we should be given notice that the
animals are here and information and support for how to “live with wildlife”!
Please consider bringing the mapped areas with voluntary measures for protecting wildlife and habitats
back in to protect these mapped important resources. Or consider developing an additional overlay that
would moderate development and encourage behaviors that recognize these important natural
resource values.
Wildflowers- Keeping the protection area zones in the north end of the county also provides recognition
and potential voluntary protective measures to the wildflowers that are so critical to the wildlife and are
a very significant magnet for tourism to the area. I am sure the Travel Oregon has some statistics on the
increase of tourism in the area over the last 5 years. Anecdotally, I have noted a very significant
increase in wildflower tourism. Again, recognition of this important resource is missing from the Wasco
2040 plan.
Wetlands- I have a wetland on my property that has not been afforded any kind of protection under
either the old or the new 2040 planning policies. I am very familiar with the State of Oregon Wetland
inventory. I am a retired wetland professional. Their inventory is gravely lacking in detail for wetlands.
It is essential to the conservation of wetland in the county that Wasco County embark on a Local
Wetland Inventory and submit it as part of their Goal 5 inventory.
Goal 4 – Forest Lands
To conserve forest lands by maintaining the forest land base and to protect the state’s forest economy by
making possible economically efficient forest practices that assure the continuous growing and
harvesting of forest tree species as the leading use on forest land consistent with sound management of
soil, air, water, and fish and wildlife resources and to provide for recreational opportunities and
agriculture.
Goal 4 is very focused on forests that provide economic benefits. That focus misses other important
Forest values. The 2040 plan needs to be more explicit about the values that are provided by oak and
oak/pine habitats.
Oak habitats cross over many of the goal objectives
1. Properly managed oak woodlands and forests provide safer locations for homes that are mixed
with woodlands. Oak trees and their habitats are ideal for providing fire safety in the WUI’s of
Wasco County.
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2. Climate change – oaks are more tolerant and resilient than all of the conifer species. From a
habitat perspective and a fire safety perspective this is a critical concept to integrate into any
planning for the future of Wasco forests.
3. Oak is not currently a high value commodity but there are industries that are looking at oak for
products such as wine barrels, whiskey barrels, furniture, flooring, biochar.
Given the recent tragedies in the forests and woodlands of Oregon the state will come along soon in
developing plans to encourage more fire safe woodland habitats around woodland homes. It would be
good for Wasco County to be ahead of the curve and incorporate language in Goal 4 that recognizes the
changes coming due to climate change.
Forest lands, according to OAR 660-015-0000(4) include “lands which are suitable for commercial
forest uses…and other forested lands that maintain soil, air, water and fish and wildlife resources.”
This means that not all zoned forest lands will necessarily be productive but may have other values that
merit their zoning and protection. This is an important consideration for Exceptions to Goal 4.
Conservation easements should be called out as a mitigation tool, and as a way to recognize the forest
lands “other values that merit their zoning and protection. I have a conservation easement and a tax
credit on my property that is possible due to the Oregon code. These tools should be explicitly included
in the 2040 Plan to help encourage the conservation of oak habitats.

Sheila Dooley <wordpress@wasco2040.com>
To: "\"kellyg\"" <kellyg@co.wasco.or.us>

Mon, Sep 14, 2020 at 10:44 AM

Name: Sheila Dooley
Comment: Wasco County 2040 9-1-20 Meeting Testimony
I support the recommendation made by the Citizens Advisory Group at its August 4th meeting.
Goal 4: Forest Lands: - the updated language is consistent with current practice and the added wildfire
recommendations consistent with the CPAW (Community Planning Assistance for Wildfire) and CWPP
(Community Wildfire Protection Plan).
As proposed Goal 4 updates reflect the updates made to Goal 7 (Natural Hazards) in regards to
wildfire mitigation measures.
People I know in the forest zone support restrictions due to the increased risk of fire. The gorge has
high winds and steep terrain. Residences not only increase fire risk but result in firefighters diverting
their time and resources to fight structure fires rather than stopping a fire’s spread.
In today’s Mosier Valley Newsletter there was the following statement:
“One homeowner told me as I stared at the burned-out slope behind her house ending a couple of feet
from her back door, that firefighters sat on the ground, with their backs to her house, tools in hand all
night watching for flair ups and keeping the fire at bay.” This is an example of protecting one house vs.
stopping the fire’s spread.
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Also from the Mosier Valley Newsletter:
The Mosier Creek Fire was driven by three factors: fuel, weather and topography. Mosier hadn’t had
any rain for more than two months with almost all fuel completely dry. Second, winds were driving the
fire up drainages very fast. Third, the topography included steep slopes, houses tucked into forested
landscapes, and steep drainages that allowed the fire to leap up and over hills. This was a very
challenging fire. (Mosier Valley Newsletter, September 1)
90% of Oregon wildfires are human caused and the percentage of human caused fires has increased
10% this year (Oregon State Fire Marshall). With climate change we can expect this to continue to
increase.
Wildfires, lack of water, and roads are all concerns. Inadequate infrastructure such as roadways make
it difficult to get fire suppression equipment in and out during an emergency (which relates to Goal 7:
Natural Hazards). Much of the forest land is not in a fire district and is on steep terrain. There is no fire
truck access on some private roads leading to development. Our steep, narrow road (Vensel) is
impassable at times during winter and then only room for one vehicle at some times.
During the Mosier Creek Fire evacuation (the fire came within ¾ mile of our house) we encountered an
oversized truck and two trucks pulling cattle trailers on upper Chenowith Rd., a steep, narrow, winding
road. I had to back up on the hill (three times) which slowed things down. With more development it
would be a real mess during an emergency.
It takes 60 to 80 years to grow marketable timber. If growing trees you’re in it for the long haul. If
destroyed by a fire, it would take generations to replace old trees. In the 1950s there were 7 to 8
sawmills operating in the Mosier Valley and much of it was clear cut. We’re now finally seeing big trees
again. With selective logging you can continue to make a profit over time and preserve habitat.
Due to the wildfire risks involved combined with the Iack of road capacity, fire protection, and water, I
urge you to adopt Goal 4 as recommended and not adopt new provisions such as the template test
that have not worked out in other areas of the state and that arbitrarily increase fire risk in the forest
zone.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
Sheila Dooley
3300 Vensel Rd.
Mosier, Oregon 97040

Wasco County Statement 9-15-2020
To the Wasco County Commission:
The Wasco County Commissioners, in a mailer sent to all Wasco County residents titled:
Important notice that may affect your property which stated, in part, that “Wasco County has

921-18-000221
determined that the adoption of this ordinance may affect the permissible uses of our property and other
properties in Wasco County and may change the value of your property”.
Knowing that almost everything government at all levels does nowadays has the net effect of
punishing the working class citizens while profiting the ruling class I would ask the County Commission, if
they vote to approve these changes, they also vote to indemnify the citizens negatively impacted by
these changes.
The definition of the word indemnify is: To guarantee against any loss which another might
suffer. Example: two parties settle a dispute over a contract, and one [Wasco County, in this case] of
them may agree to pay any claims which may arise from the contract, holding the other harmless [The
citizen(s)].
This should include monetary reparations and legal fees if necessary to the citizen(s) that suffer
losses resulting from the implantation of these rules and regulations.
Britt Storkson
5475 Hawley Road,
The Dalles, OR 97058
Phone: 541-296-3792
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Steve Carlson

Tue, Aug 25, 11:01 AM (2
hours ago)

I’ve made several comments already and see nothing has changed. You’re still going to shut
the forest down on the theory that it will provide a corridor for animals, regardless of the
consequences to the people. I see no use in taking part in any input as your plan is in place
and you have the meetings so you can explain “your plan” regardless.

Sun, Aug 23, 11:25 PM (2
Elizabeth Ann
days ago)
Turner wordpress@wasco2040.com via b.atomicsites.net

Name: Elizabeth Ann Turner
Website:
Comment: I object to this being done electronically. It needs to be in person. Its just to easy to
manipulate the oricess and when you dont see people totally different. I want to see and hear
peoples comments. I want to know its really them.
Before hand Id like to kniw what tour going to do about the fact you violated public meeting law
by having conflict of interest on the planning Commission who didnt declare it and voted. Please
respond.
Thank you
Would you like to be added to our notification list for news and events?: Yes

Sat, Aug 15, 4:11 PM

Name: Nikki Lahy
Website:
Comment: Please take the time to provide maps that are readable/viewable. It's not that hard to
enlarge before pasting/printing. I enjoyed your presentation, but the maps and handouts, along
with this web map information is unreadale and unprofessional. It makes me wonder if it is done
on purpose or someone is not qualified for the job.
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Would you like to be added to our notification list for news and events?: Yes

Vance Ellett

[Wasco County 2040] Submit a Comment

28 May 2020

I was born in The Dalles and have lived in my (our) current house for @

at 4:18

5401 Chenoweth Rd for 30 years. Our place is about 360 acres of hills with
Hay fields and pastures mostly zoned AG. We spent parts of 5 years trying
unsuccessfully to get a 5 acre parcel ( that was created by Wasco County)
rezoned to RR 2 1/2 so the 2 tracts could be sold as housing sites. I feel that
the Wasco County Planning Department did nothing to help us achieve our
goals. Based on the time and thousands of dollars we wasted on this issue
(and the fact that I have paid property taxes in Wasco County for 40+ years)
I have the following recommendations that I would like to see addressed in
Wasco County 2040: 1) Have the Planning Commission help citizen
taxpayers achieve owners goals w/ land. 2) Recognize that in the 40 years
since LCDC was passed that the needs of Oregon has changed and that as a
State and County, we need to get more housing and get it closer to town.
When you force people to build 10 miles from Town, you cause more
"Fragmentation" and loss of wildlife habitat. And even worse, the
environmental cost to the Planet is 5 or 10 fold because every trip to work,
to town, to sports, to get groceries takes 5 to 10 times as much fuel and time
for the 50 to 100 years somebody lives in the house. And loss of wintering
range and fire fighting issues. 3) Our 5,7 acre tract that we wanted to split in
2 buildable lots has a well on it, The County will not allow a house to be
built on the side where the well is. The County should allow Landowners to
position the buildable footprint adjacent to the existing well. Same amount
of development just located intelligently. 4) What the County should really
do is say that the best thing to do in 2020 is divide the 5.7 acres into 2 or 4
lots and keep that many houses closer to town because people need places to
live Respectfully Linda and Vance Ellett 5401 Chenoweth Road

Would you like to be added to our notification list for news

Yes
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and events?

Steve Carlson

[Wasco County 2040] Submit a Comment

4 Mar 2020 at

I’m frustrated with the forest service and fish and wildlife because you have

3:53 am

this idea that you can reestablish ancient migration routes from Canada to
California with very little fact to support it! Just theory! You’ve already shut
the forest industry down and don’t really appear to care much about the
property owner! The forest service was given a mandate during the Clinton
Administration to manage better and they then wrote regulations that control
with little regard for property owners! You mentioned jobs development in
your presentation ! Well, maybe restoring the timber industry and towns
would be a great start! I watched the documentary on OPB regarding
Wolves and the head guy said, “Well, we didn’t really know how it would
work out! Now you have a problem in Yellowstone as the wolves have
decimated the coyote population and the rodent population has exploded
causing a bison habitat problem as their grass is being eaten by the rodents!
What you’re doing is similar to what happened to the Kaibab plateau in the
Grand Canyon when TR made it illegal to hunt the white tail deer! In about
1929 the deer over populated and ate everything! The carrying capacity of
the plateau has never recovered! People are tired of “the government “
coming in with some theory that may or may not work! Meanwhile, the
citizen suffers the consequences of your actions and the way leaders in your
professions are moved around no one is ever responsible! The survey I
Looked at during the meeting was a joke! Black and white answers out of
context are worthless and of course you can draw most any conclusions you
want! I’ve been to many meetings and it’s clear the agencies have their plan
and will change very little! When I petitioned to have the forest service
follow ADA, Washington DC said they didn’t have to because ADA “didn’t
follow their plan!” Just like everything else in government, congress passed
laws with good intentions and then bias people with their own agendas write
the regulations! It’s no wonder the rural population is fed up! Nite

Would you like to be added to our notification list for news

Yes
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and events?

rom: Elizabeth Turner
Date: Wed, Mar 4, 2020 at 6:49 AM
Subject: Re: Fish and wildlife overlay. Planning concerns

I hope you understand that if I have to be silent when facts are being misunderstood or
incorrectly applyed then Im disrespecting thousands of farm families.
I either have to interrupt the meeting and disrespect them or the people who live here.
Im going to choose ranchers supported by facts every time. Thats why Im saying give
us access to the process as citizens advising so we can answer when facts are
misrepresented.
I did not hear today that the road department or the county sheriff and others have been
consulted about supporting a resort. Id like to hear from them.
I dont think a destination resort belongs here except in far south county. Dont save
soneone with money problems and hurt everyone else. Thats how we screwed up the
Columbia wheat district.
Thank you
On Tue, Mar 3, 2020, 6:52 PM Elizabeth Turner wrote:
Take a look at ORS 660 23 which is how we fall under the law for wildlife.
Under 110 we are allowed to use a safe harbor process instead of just let ODFW do
their thing. Its mostly recognizing animals on endargered list or threatened. It might help
us quite a bit with this overlay abd reporting problem.
I will ask Angie about it.
Pleaae dont think my intention is to disrespect. But we gained a huge amount of
knowledge and have to sit in meetings not able to inform of really important things to our
citizens.
Soils is a big one. Its not simple at all. There are a number of factors. Juniper flat has
very unusual soil. We did update some of it before. But to judge it by a map would not
always reflect its productivity.
The Dulings Natural Pasture wheat ranch is either under the destination resort overlay
or very near it. Most successful ranch in south county in wheat. I wanted to remind Chris
on the commission about that. But I wasnt allowed to.
There needs to be an educated group just like before. The commission needs that kind
of input. Its not the same to comment as a rancher rather than a rancher with years of
planning knowledge.
Im very pro wildlife. The big issues are probably sprays. If we could reduce chemicals it
would help all species.
Please find a way for some more involvement by those trained to navigate the difficult
areas.

921-18-000221

Thank you
On Tue, Mar 3, 2020, 9:59 AM Elizabeth Turner wrote:
Ive been asking farmers questions and getting some response. There appears to be
action being taken outside fiish and wildlifes overlay at present. Actually telling people
they cant use their land.
So by whos authority is that being allowed?? Is our planning office using their
reccommended ideas outside our approved overlay? Why?
Im getting copies of the maps today to look closer and to ask for the source of rule that
allows our people to be hassled outside our approved plan.
The farmers I talked to said they thought the idea of a destination resort in those
locations is silly. What needs addressed is our own citizens options to improve existing
cities and rural facilities and housing. Its very similar to cap and trade in that you create
an elitist society next to a slave society with no rights. Im very against resorts unless we
address our people.
Do you know that last time on the ag zone they put in that people owning even 80 acres
couldnt put an RV on it for the sumner season??? Our group agreed to have it so
theyvtook them home for the winter. But planning later changed it so it isnt long enough
for summer season.
So we have a housing crisis but we penalize people for finding a way to not be
homeless. Why dont we take a vacant area and license it to park RVs on? This whole
agenda is from the same group as cap and trade. The removal of people from areas
they want no one in. We are in one of tbose.
I think it would be very wise to hold a hearing or two of your own for people to come talk
about wildlife over lays and the resort. The planning hearing will be very contentious
with Thousand Friends and I dont think people will feel they can be heard.
Alot of people didnt get those post cards. Alot of people have told me they couldnt get to
the planning comment meetings. Theres a big back lash coming. If you do what you did
for cap and trade you can diffuse it. I would suggest one be an evening so farmers can
get in.
Bottom line we need to better address the real concerns of this counties citizens.
Theres needed infrastucture and housing to have stable successful farms and
ranches. It really is utterly ridiculous that a county with this much rough ground and
rock piles has one of the most restrictive planning ordinances in the state. Check that
out. Its a real statistic.
The old ag group coukd help if you asj them to.
Thank you

Pete Dalke

[Wasco County 2040] Submit a Comment

28 Feb 2020

Thanks for your presentation in Mosier last evening. I am writing to indicate

at 3:00 pm

full support for including ODFW's habitat maps in the Wasco County
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planning work and comprehensive plan documents. Regards, Pete Dalke

Would you like to be added to our notification list for news

Yes

and events?

Elizabeth

[Wasco County 2040] Submit a Comment

28 Feb 2020

Turner

I left a long comnent but it deleted it. Im against any expansion of wildlife

at 2:45

overlay. Its a farce and unneeded. Best plan for good wildlife management
is do a good job on Goal 3 working with a agriculture working group. They
are the ones taking care of wildlife. The more you restrict their flexibility
the more you endanger wildlife. All these little zones just restrict their
ability to survive and to take good care of the land. After 40 years in
agriculture here I cant tell you what fish and wildlife really does for
wildlife. As far as survivability of animals its always the ranchers who are
critical to survival. Anywhere you go where resource ranch managers are
allowed to be flexible and use their skills to be profitable you will find
goi2d Wildlife numbers. In sage grouse country for example. The best
habitat and numbers of grouse is on privately contolled ground. I never
recived notifacation of these meetings nor did others. Thank you

Would you like to be added to our notification list for news

Yes

and events?

On Thu, Feb 27, 2020, 6:05 PM Elizabeth Turner wrote:
Thank you for respecting all the opinions. I wanted to comment after the fact because it
was obvious to me that the different view points were heart felt beliefs.
Disrespecting them today would not help. Its true many are misinformed. That they
read the propoganda from leftest enviromental groups. Its become a political weapon
instead of true science.
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For instance having a warm January. Theres been many warm Januarys and many
years I lived here we had warm springs and low water for irrigation. I live in a 12 inch
rainfall area. When we have wet years like the last several we forget our long term
enviroment.
People would be more aware if our Oregon climate scientist hadnt been fired because
he used facts that didnt suit the left.
The long term solution is to get back to facts and real science. The rotation of the earth
around the sun is the number one indicator of weather.
To put out facts from resource people who do manage the land well. We have to stop
thinking our only job is to produce a crop.
I hope you did pass a agreement that lines up with Rep. Danial Bonham and Senator
Findley. They are smart reasonable people. What they say about being bullied and the
danger of the bills I believe is true. I called every GOP Senator a week ago. They were
trying their best to get reasonable things in the bill. They were not treated fairly. I think
they have done the only thing they could do to protect us.
One last comnent on the wildlife overlay planning goal, I expressed to Steve. I dont
believe the boundry for game needs extended at all. Ive lived out in the farm district
since 1979. I still dont know what good fish and wildlife really do. They have never
addressed problems or concerns we had. I believe the best thing you can do for wildlife
is make sure you do a good job with Goal 3 agriculture. Get a working group and let
them help define what really works. They really are the ones hosting wildlife. How you
impact them will impact how well they survive and how much they can do for wildlife.
The profit levels are very low at this point. Its very important how what they need is
addressed. Several orchards sold out in the last year for example.
My neighbors the Weimers work so hard. They do a good job. But profits are so tight. I
feel for them because they are doing everything they can but have no control over the
price they are paid.
The fish issues that arose on 15 mile were not farmer mistakes. The one kill event was
the mistake of fish and wildlife and the watermaster. Into a long stretch of 100 degree
days, most in a row historically, there was a long holiday weekend. They did not turn
back the water years to shut off some irrigation prior to vacation. By the end of it was
too late. Dead fish below Dufur. On my road we saw what was happening and we all
shut off our water. No dead fish on my road. Just an example.
Than you again.
Liz Turner

Fri, Feb 14,
Nicole Y Chaisson wordpress@wasco2040.com via a.atomicsites.net
8:39 AM
Name: Nicole Y Chaisson
Comment: I will be at the meetings but I am really worried that you will restrict my F1 and F2
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land use even further. Also the chance that our taxes will rise and different agencies will be
allowed to have access to my property at any time.
Would you like to be added to our notification list for news and events?: Yes

Attachment K- Ex Parte Contact to the Board of County Commissioners
From: J K Cantrell <j.k.cantrell77@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Oct 20, 2020 at 10:17 PM
Subject: Wasco County 2040 Hearing and Ordinance 20-001 and 20-004 10/21/2020
To: <stevek@co.wasco.or.us>, Scott Hege <scotth@co.wasco.or.us>,
<kathys@co.wasco.or.us>
At the hearing on 10/7/2020 I gave a short testimony and said I would be sending you each a
hard copy of a lengthier testimony as I have exhibits that I would like to enter into the record.
Since there is a high volume of mail due to Vote by Mail, this testimony will not arrive by the
cutoff date to present testimony .I will email it to each of you Commissioner's.
I have spent hours and days pouring over complex wording contained in the document you
were given by Planning. I can tell you there is nothing more disheartening than to hear at a
Republican Party meeting that you Commissioner's had made up your minds prior to the
hearing on 10/7.
These ordinances are the adopting documents for proposed revisions to chapters in the
update of the Comprehensive Plan. Please table your decision until a time of concern for Covid19 passes. People need to meet in person with you as these changes will impact the uses of
private property and the potential to earn a living from the land.
From the first hearing with the Citizens Advisory Group through the two hearings with the
Planning Commission and after the votes took place, Dr. Kelly Howsley Glover said she would
make amendments. The document went from 300 pages to 565. Your packet contained 666
pages that day There was no opportunity for any public input or participation after those
amendments were added. From the time the packets came out six and a half days prior to the
hearing,there was not enough time to read and absorb all the information. That is one reason I
was so angry as I testified at the hearing on the 7th. I had heard you came with your decision
made to pass everything, plus the fact there was no time to actually understand what was going
to be happening as a result of a yes vote. In my thinking I cannot justify taking peoples valuable
time to serve on committees or groups if the agenda is already determined, especially with the
ability of planning to go in and make adjustments without the group or anyone from the public
being aware. I keep hearing the buzz word "transparency". The process did not feel that way at
all.
As for conducting public meetings electronically.that method of conducting hearings actually
eliminates public participation and input. Some live where internet service is unpredictable, such
as my case. we can be watching news or any program and our system goes down multiple
times. Service is interrupted and when it was with a hearing, the call drops off and you get to
redial and hope you get in. It's all new territory for me. Some folks do not have the tech skill to
participate and some may not even own a computer or smartphone.. I was talking to one friend
at the time of the hearing and he said his internet had been down for two days. Further reason
to consider postponing your decision.

You must all be aware of a "gag order" in place when a person fills out an application to
serve on the Planning Commission. It states that no ex parte conversations may happen. Ex
parte has to do with talking beyond the group, either conveying what was talked about or talking
with anyone that may have a differing opinion . Well that sure isn't a very transparent way to
conduct business. Liz Turner on BOC 235 said, "we gained a huge amount of knowledge today
and have sat in meetings but not able to inform of really important things to our citizens." Well
again what and why is this happening.? Another concern on the application is members take an
oath to the planning department in order to serve on the commission. Please review this By Law
and correct it. Elected Officials are the ones to be taking an Oath to the Constitution of the
United States, no one should make an oath to any department in county government..Another
area of concern to serve on the commission, is to not have conflict of interest. I hear people
buzzing about the opportunity to build destination resorts and it's a pretty well known fact there
are developers in the mix interested in that very thing. If we make laws for some and restrict the
abilities of others to use their land in the same way, that is wrong. The law should be designed
to work equally for all those who own land and pay taxes..
Some random concerns are tools that allowed landowners to build. I heard Dr. Howsley
Glover say she would be removing the template in forest zones as well as out right permitted
uses. If she truly removed these two options, then she single handedly made a more strict law..
Those were two tools that allowed folks to do things on their property. I remember hearing
Dr.Howsley Glover say she would eliminate sending out notices if she felt it was redundant to do
so. I think state law is specific when uses and values have the ability to change. Notice is to be
given! There were other random areas that allowed for Planners to make decisions that the
County Commissioner's used to make, under historical designations and an area in aggregate.
You must not give up your ability to make decisions for us. We depend on you to protect our
rights.
In 1983( 1984 effective date) Wasco County Comprehensive Plan, according to ORS
197:015 23 Aug 1983 under Introduction p 3 of 4 the definition of Comprehensive Plan was
given. It contains a tangled group of words and phrases I could not understand. Simplified in
my own words, it appears to be a broad all inclusive plan in terms of geographical areas,
functional and natural activities and systems occurring in Wasco County. ( the meaning of some
of those words is unclear, however, I certainly understand all inclusive). The Comprehensive
Plan has become extremely large over time as it does with each new update, revision or
ordinance. It all goes in the bag of the Comp Plan. So anything you vote to pass is added to
layers and layers of all things contained in the plan and people are held to everything it
includes. .The document even has its own definition for land. "Land includes water, both
surface and subsurface and includes the air." A dictionary definition states land is the part of
earth's surface that is NOT covered by water as opposed to the sea or the air. Definition for air:
the invisible gaseous substance surrounding the earth, a mixture mainly of oxygen and
nitrogen. I wonder if the Commissioners for transparency's sake would ask the question of
planning, why they changed the definition and what purpose does the definition serve when
creating ordinances, revisions and updates? Throughout this entire process I heard Dr.Howsley
Glover continually state, land use planning is so complex. Perhaps if we spoke the same
language, used terms and phrases people could understand, then transparency could be a part

of the process.
Comprehensive planning process p3 of 4 "Citizens Advisory Groups, the Planning
Commission and variety of government agencies are involved throughout the process. The
Comprehensive Plan is NOT a static document, but can be revised and updated as needed".
ODFW was identified by planners as the "experts" in this process. They as well as other
agencies and groups with their vast inventories mentioned throughout the Comp Plan will
become "the stakeholders". It doesn't matter who holds deed to the land or pays the taxes.
ODFW, Oregon State Forestry, United States Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management as
well as conservation groups such as Nature Conservancy (J Natural Areas p 2-57), (potential
environmental groups like 1,000 Friends, Oregon Wild, BARK and others).will have a say if you
Commissioners give them the right on private property.
As ODFW erases voluntary boundaries on private property, by which Plannings own
admission can be revised and updated as needed, they force landowners to comply with
mandatory regulations. This is an outright takings. For the fact ODFW brought inadequate
maps withholding property identifiers to all the public meetings explaining their removal of
voluntary boundaries and their need to create an overlay on private property for the protection of
sensitive bird nesting sites, further supports the thought, they will stop at nothing to create a
perpetual need to place overlays for anything they identify as needing protection or expanded
habitat.You may have noticed specific birds, such as eagles,owls, and herons have been struck
from the ordinance, but the teeth of the law remains. The Protection of Sensitive Bird Nesting
Sites.It certainly doesn't take a rocket scientist to see where this is all going based on the pages
and pages of all the inventories identified throughout Wasco County!!!! Adding insult to injury,
when ODFW explained they didn't want the landowner walking around their property during
nesting times,(Feb- June), because they didn't want the sites disturbed and that we could only
view the "confidential' maps of our property by coming to the office, let me make it clear, the
families who've been in the area 100 plus years live in harmony with the wildlife. A drive by our
place will show no dead deer, elk,or turkey lying about our fields. Quite the contrary , we feed
them 12 months out of the year with no charge to the public.
Following this email, I will send some exhibits for the record that will further explain why it is
important to not allow any government agency or conservation group AT ANYTIME to place any
overlays or regulations upon our private property or our uses. We have entrusted to you the task
of protecting and preserving our rights.
Thank you,
Kathleen Cantrell
81692 Dufur Vly. Rd.
Dufur, Oregon 97021

From: Donny Pickard <email.donnyp@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Oct 20, 2020 at 12:24 PM

Subject: Wasco County land use
To: <stevek@co.wasco.or.us>, <ScottH@co.wasco.or.us>, <kathys@co.wasco.or.us>
Dear Commissioner,
Please take into account my position on proposed Ordinances #20-001 & #20-004. The
proposals as stated impose upon the rights of tax payers and land owners of Wasco County to
an unacceptable degree. I ask that you act according to the wishes of the majority of your
constituents without denying the rights of the individual. If the ordinances in question can't
accomplish that, then it needs to be voted down and restructured. Thanks you for taking the
time to read my email.
Whereas:
· You have placed us on (postcard) notice that the "adoption of [Ordinances #20-001 and #20004] may affect the permissible uses . . . and may change the value of [our] property (referring
to private land)." . . .
· Even your highly-trained planners apparently don't have a clear understanding of how much
the landowner stands to lose if Ordinance #20-001 or #20-004 is passed. . . .
· Part of your update proposal includes changing arbitrary planning maps, that designate wildlife
habitat, to match those of the ODFW, which would increase management costs and severely
reduce the potential value of any private land so designated . . .
· The county planners tell us you must pass these ordinances, by state law, but they have
refused to show us the specific law that requires you to create an ordinance which is only a
governor-appointed committee's stated "goal" . .
· Although your planners place great weight on the input of "stakeholders" in their process of
creating volumes of proposed restrictions on landowners rights and property, the only
stakeholders whose pocketbook is affected negatively by land use decision is the private land
owner . . .
· We are adamantly opposed to county government attempting to manage our private land
through regulations, just as is not proper or moral for us to attempt to manipulate our neighbors'
land values or rights thereto . . .
· Land use planning schemes and maps designed to control some county landowners, but
exclude others, serve to pick winners and losers among the property taxpayers. Laws of this
nature are not just and tend to produce corrupt county officials.
· As landowners, we are fully committed to all responsibilities, including the responsibility to
preserve and protect our valuable private land investment, and zealously maintain the authority
to do so. No government agency, including Wasco County,:
1. who purports to usurp our authority,

2. who attempts to manage our private land for the benefit of others at an expense to us,
3. who will take no responsibility for our tax obligation to Wasco County,
4. who oppresses us through the hardship of limitations of use and vast regulations, or
5. who offers no just compensation for the value of which the county has deprived us
operates in a reasonable or righteous manner. It is no new concept that responsibility and
authority must go hand in hand. Separate the two, and the party who usurps the authority has
essentially stolen from the party who is obligated by responsibility, but is deprived of rightful
authority . . .
Along with authority and responsibility, good government must be fully accountable to and
transparent with it's constituents. Otherwise it is corrupt government. Silence, when the truth
would better serve, is fraud. In spite of our requests, Wasco County has failed to reveal its true
motive for adopting such sweeping controls on private landowners as Ordinances #20-001 and
#20-004. We will continue to investigate . . .
Therefore, we, as private land owners and property taxpayers in Wasco County, having been
left no alternative other than to conclude the Wasco County government proposes to overpower
our authority on our private land, while simultaneously dodging all responsibility thereto,
accountability therefore, and transparency as to motive, which would be tantamount to both
fraud, corruption, and theft of our private land.
We hereby demand that you do not vote, ever, in any manner, shape or form in favor of any
issue, that could devalue or reduce our rights to our private land. Furthermore we demand that
you vote against Ordinances #20-001 and #20-004.
Donald Pickard
email.donnyp@gmail.com
The Dalles, OR
2020-10-20

From: Nicole Chaisson <nchaisson@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Oct 20, 2020 at 6:49 AM
Subject: Wasco 2040 Survey for Public Comment
To: Kathys@co.wasco.or.us <Kathys@co.wasco.or.us>, scotth@co.wasco.or.us <scotth@co.w
asco.or.us>, stevek@co.wasco.or.us <stevek@co.wasco.or.us>
Hello,
I would like to add this to the Public Comment on Wasco 2040. This is a survey of Wasco County
Property Owners and/or Wasco County Citizens.

Nicole Chaisson
(209) 304-8391
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From: <4manran@rconnects.com>
Date: Mon, Oct 19, 2020 at 8:34 AM
Subject: Comments concerning Wasco Co. Ordinance #20-001 and #20-004
To: <wcplanning@co.wasco.or.us>
Cc: <scotth@co.wasco.or.us>, <stevek@co.wasco.or.us>, <kathys@co.wasco.or.us>

October 18, 2020
Wasco County Planning Department wcplanning@co.wasco.or.us
Scott Hege, Commissioner
scotth@co.wasco.or.us
Steve Kramer, Commissioner
stevek@co.wasco.or.us
Kathy Schwartz, Commissioner
kathys@co.wasco.or.us
Re: Ordinance # 20-001
# 20-004
We listened with interest to the County Court meeting held October 7, 2020 to educate
ourselves to the effect these two ordinances would have on our ranching operation in
south Wasco County. The ordinances are voluminous, and it is difficult to understand
completely the effects they could have on our private property rights. Our worst fear
concerns what may be veiled within the 666 pages that you, or we, do not fully
understand the imminent consequences which may result.
Both ordinances appear to have been drafted in response to updating Wasco County to
comply with Statewide Planning Goal 5 – protecting natural resources and conserving
scenic and historic areas and open spaces. While the Planning Department is
suggesting that you ‘must’ pass these ordinances per State Law, we disagree. Because
Wasco County is a Home Rule County, the Oregon constitution grants Wasco County
the authority to pass laws to govern ourselves as we see fit. As commissioners, you
have taken an oath to protect the rights of all Wasco County citizens.
In our opinion this protection includes enforcing ORS 30.933 which provides that
“farming and forest practices are critical to the economic welfare of this state and in the
interest of the continued welfare of the state, farming and forest practices must be
protected from legal actions that may be intended to limit, or have the effect of limiting,
farming and forest practices.” Certain private rights of action and the authority of local
governments and special districts to declare farming and forest practices to be
nuisances or trespass must be limited because such claims for relief and local
government ordinances are inconsistent with land use policies set forth in ORS 215.243
(Agricultural land use policy) and have adverse effects on the continuation of farming
and forest practices and the full use of the resource base of this state. Ordinance #20001 and #20-004 do not fit Wasco County because they reduce our ability to manage
our private land, limit our use of private property and commandeer our authority to make
decisions concerning our livelihood. Our property taxes support County operations and
our economic success supports the State of Oregon income tax system.
With private property representing 56% of the Wasco County land area and with our
own property representing approximately 1.5% of that area, we feel that you have an
obligation to consider our concerns even though we are a very small percentage of your
electorate. It is not our intention to be perceived as arrogant, rude or sanctimonious,
but our history in south Wasco County begins 139 years ago in 1882 with multiple
branches of our family tree taking root in Wasco County, our grandchildren are 6th, 5th,

or 4th generation residents of Wasco County. The average citizen of Wasco County
does not have a realistic understanding of the challenges, costs, obstacles, regulations
and forces of nature that family farmers and ranchers deal with daily. Ordinance #20001 and 20-004 add to this cumbersome burden. With agriculture being one of the
most significant components of the economy of Wasco County, these ordinances are
yet another assault on the financial integrity, solvency and freedoms of our farm and
ranch families. They add layers of bureaucracy to our operations and as well increase
stress to those of us who practice positive land stewardship and work to conserve open
space and wildlife habitat.
We urge you to table any action on these ordinances until such time meetings can be
held in person so that you can see and feel the resistance to the planning department’s
recommendations. There is no urgency to act on these ordinances in 2020.
Sincerely,
Lowell and Mary A. Forman

INDIAN CREEK HOLDINGS, LLC
P.O. Box 219
Antelope, OR 97001
541-489-3235
4manran@rconnects.com

From: Britt Storkson <pumpsys@charter.net>
Date: Thu, Oct 8, 2020 at 12:28 PM
Subject: Serving the citizens
To: <Kathys@co.wasco.or.us>
Hello Kathy,
Regarding Ordinances 20-004 and 20-001 and anything else that would negatively impact any
law-abiding citizen of Wasco County: A vote for measures like this will make it obvious that while you
are serving somebody you are not serving the average citizens of Wasco County as our representative.
If you vote for 20-004 and 20-001 please tell me what’s wrong with also voting to indemnify the
citizens should they suffer negative impacts resulting from the implementation of these ordinances? If
your employer asked you to do something that would expose you to legal liability wouldn’t you also
demand to be indemnified via an insurance policy or some other protections?
Thank you for your consideration and I will look forward to your reply.

Britt Storkson

5475 Hawley Road,
The Dalles, OR 97058
Phone: 541-296-3792

From: Lanny Metteer <lrm416@hotmail.com>
Date: Wed, Sep 16, 2020 at 5:00 PM
Subject: Testimony: Open Letter #3 to Wasco County Commissioners Re: Ordinances # 20-001 and #20004
To: stevek@co.wasco.or.us <stevek@co.wasco.or.us>, Kathys@co.wasco.or.us <Kathys@co.wasco.or.us
>, scotth@co.wasco.or.us <scotth@co.wasco.or.us>
Re: Open Letter #3 -- Birds, Fish, Wildlife and More. How Much Abuse Are Property
Owners Supposed To Take?
Where We’ve Been. Where We Are. Where We’re Headed.
Reject Ordinances # 20-001 and # 20-004
Dear Commissioners Steve Kramer, Scott Hege, Kathy Schwartz:
Steve, you did say you will consider nothing but the facts when you vote on the above
ordinances. Good. Remember testimony #2 that I submitted on September 3? We had established the
following facts:
Conclusion of Fact: The federal and state governments (ODFW) conspire to protect non-native wolves in
Oregon.
Conclusion of Facts: Coyotes are an annoyance and only occasionally a menace for the landowner who
attempts to survive by ranching. Cougars, also native, present a much more serious problem, and
the wolf, which absolutely does not belong in Oregon, is no better than an exogenous, invasive weed
(such as Yellow Starthistle) in the plant world. Both, federal and state governments harbor the wolves
as a she bear protects her cubs.
Again, I certainly hope you, Scott, and Kathy are of the same mind, and you do not ignore these
facts. Any other criteria for your choices would, of course, render you “ignorant” of the facts. And no
one wants to be ignorant--especially a county commissioner in the eyes of the property taxpayers--the
folks who feed you. Quite frankly ignorant people make incompetent statesmen and are not qualified to
represent me.
More Facts
Fact: There were almost no mule deer in the desert area of southern Wasco County in the
late ‘40’s. There were no elk, no antelope, no wild turkeys, and very few, if any, game birds at that time.
(My grandfather and my father, an avid hunter, told me this many times.)

Fact: Deer populations increased rapidly in the Antelope area in the ‘50’s and ‘60’s. They fed and
defecated primarily on private land--the cultivated fields farmers depend on for a living. The deer
became unwelcome destructive invaders. Fair-weather friends and trespassers who increasingly
plagued landowners to hunt those deer became an even greater nuisance. State policemen who
showed up to enforce hunting laws and protect the deer--solely so the state could profit at landowners’
expense-- were the most despicable of all. But there was one ODFW guy who was even lower than the
OSP “eager beavers”:
Once, in the ‘80’s, on the opening morning of deer season, I caught a local ODFW employee who had
broken through our locked gate. He had entered one half mile into our private land, camped the night,
and hazed all game out of our alfalfa fields before the hunters could get to them at first light. This guy is
a real snake. (I know these facts. I was there.)
Fact: The first modern antelope appeared in central Oregon, as near as I can remember, in the 1970’s,
not that they couldn’t have existed previously. When we asked our grandparents--who had long before
asked their grandparents--how the town of Antelope received its name, there was no recollection of
local antelope formerly existing here as far back as the 1890’s. Certainly no one alive today would have
spotted an antelope in this area before the ‘70’s. (This is the best evidence I know of.)
Fact: Twice, over the past 35 years, hundreds of antelope moved onto and destroyed our new grass
seedlings by pawing at them all winter, until nothing survived; total crop losses. (We paid dearly.)
Fact: The first elk I spotted in the Antelope area was in the late ’80’s. There were substantively none
before 1975. Now we often deal with herds of over 100 at a time. They compete heavily with the cow
herds for feed. With more elk, we are forced to run considerably less cows. (My observation.)
Fact: The first wild turkey I saw in the Antelope area was well into the 21st century. Turkeys, like
chickens, leave nasty messes in yards and scratch up gardens on private land. (My observation.)
Fact: ODFW cultivates not only game, but also hunters. They seem to love the business
of promoting marketing schemes which lead to even more hunters and frustrations for the private
landowners. On the 2019-2021 ODFW Budget Briefing Paper 27, we see:
Angler and Hunter Recruitment, Retention, and Reactivation. . . The department is pursuing a number of
strategies to recruit and retain participants and reactivate lapsed hunters and anglers. The Trout 365
campaign, the Mentored Youth Hunter Program, online Hunting Access Map, additional Hunter
Education classes, Easy Angling Guide and numerous “where to” and “how to” guides and videos are
intended to help increase participation. New initiatives include improving the ability to reach customers
via email and social media, revising the department website to be user-friendly and accessible,
expanding the offering of hands-on workshops, and reducing barriers to participation. One recent effort
significantly simplified fishing regulations by eliminating or consolidating hundreds of special
regulations, standardizing limits, length and gear regulations, and using “plain language” for definitions
and descriptions. In addition, a new publisher reformatted the regulations to make them easier to read
and developed an online version . .

Fact: We are plagued with wild animals throughout the Antelope area which have magically (or maybe
not so magically) appeared over the past 70 years--the same period that irrigation and improved crops
cultivated by private landowners have enhanced available feed supplies. I do not believe this is an
accident. I believe ODFW has intentionally transported and established all of the above species into our
central Oregon high desert habitat.

Conclusion of Fact: Over the past 75 years predators, wildlife, non-native birds, and camp followers
(hunters, interlopers, OSP, ODFW) have multiplied prolifically and now swarm in droves, to the dismay
of landowners across Wasco County. Net result: the State of Oregon profits at the private landowner’s
expense. This was not by accident.
2019-2021 ODFW Budget Briefing Paper 4 Agency Mission and Strategic Planning During the 2015-17
biennium, ODFW began a strategic planning initiative to focus its efforts during the following six-year
period. Work has continued in the 2017-19 biennium to further refine and expand this effort. Vision
ODFW is the recognized steward of Oregon’s fish & wildlife resources with diversified funding that
supports our mission.
. . . [ODFW] is . . . taking steps to improve hunting and fishing in Oregon. One example is the Mule Deer
Initiative, started in 2010. This is a collaborative effort between ODFW, state and federal agencies,
private and public landowners and volunteers to improve mule deer habitat and hunting
opportunities. The department’s $2.7-million investment in this effort has leveraged more than $18million on habitat improvement projects on nearly 270,000 acres of public and private land in central
and eastern Oregon . . .

Conclusion of Facts: The feds:
•

have imported growing populations of dangerous foreign wolves, now invading Oregon;

•

now zealously protect these destructive carnivores which terrorize people and
animals throughout the West;

•
•

strictly threaten anyone who attempts to control wolves with fines and/or prison;
cause pompous, villainous ODFW employees and other minions, across Oregon to kindle the
fear of God among ranchers and other landowners to discourage our grave need
to again exterminate all wolves in our human struggle for survival;
subsidize ODFW, to the tune of $142,766,627 (38% of ODFW’s budget for 2015-2017 which
totals $374.8 million).

•

Conclusion of Fact: ODFW works against private landowners in every way imaginable. Because of the
wild animals and fish they purport to foster, protect, and promote, ODFW now:
terrorizes us with dangerous predators;
overloads our private land with destructive wildlife;
entices waves of unwelcome hunters to descend upon our private land;
has turned our private land into destination resorts for gun totin’ trespassers;
robs us of our money and/or our freedom if we eat the wildlife before the wildlife eats
our crops;
•
refuses to pay us fair value for the wild animals we feed and by which they profit;
•
sends out armed, wild animal lovin’ bullies to intimidate us and stomp on the
landowner’s God given rights--state policemen--who passionately and fanatically protect the
•
•
•
•
•

same invasive wild animals that destroy
the
livelihoods of landowners.
Fact: Over the years, ODFW has drafted multiple maps, which private landowners do not recognize, by
which the State of Oregon apparently aspires to “manage” wild animals, birds, and fish on the private
lands of Wasco County.
Fact: Wasco County officials deem it necessary “according to state law” to enact an “update” based on
a “periodic review” of county zoning and planning rules for private--not public--land.
Fact: Dr. Kelly Howsley Glover and Wasco County Citizens Advisory Group have recommended to
Wasco County Commissioners that Wasco County enact Ordinances # 20-001 and # 20-004. This
will lead to hundreds of pages of complex laws, rules and mobs of bureaucrats to further erode away at
our private land rights and the values of our private properties.
Fact: Dr. Kelly Howsley Glover and Wasco County Citizens Advisory Group have recommended to
Wasco County Commissioners that Wasco County enact Ordinances # 20-001 and # 20-004. This will
cause various wildlife management maps which private landowners do not recognize (because they
were drafted by Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife) to become county law.
Fact: Dr. Kelly Howsley Glover and Wasco County Citizens Advisory Group have recommended to
Wasco County Commissioners that Wasco County enact Ordinances # 20-001 and # 20-004. The
enactment of these ordinances will place cumbersome controls on landowners which will increase cost,
reduce value and usurp rights of private landowners. Adding insult to injury, the enactment of these
ordinances will allow ODFW bureaucrats to control any contemplated development of private property.
Fact: Dr. Kelly Howsley Glover’s Citizens Advisory Group hearing of August 4 concluded with a party
atmosphere of excitement and celebration from the planning department. They gloated over the
purported success of their “work” (to create wildlife maps and laws designed to control the private
landowners of Wasco County). They even suggested plans to promote the “well-crafted” (in her not-sohumble opinion) Wasco County comprehensive planning “update” as a “baseline” by which other
counties across the state can shackle their private landowners.
Fact: We’re chasing a moving target. This crazy process is dynamic. The planning department
continues to indefatigably change and update their comprehensive plan faster than we can keep up with
or understand it. I think they’re trying to keep us, the landowners, confused. I understand you
commissioners will be accepting testimony (mixed up with who knows how many more changes?) right
up through October 21 when you finally vote on Ordinances # 20-001 and # 20-004. Good luck
understanding it all. I have heard there is now some 380 pages, and counting, of proposed law for you
to vote on. And it’s not straightforward. It’s not an easy read.
Fact: If I read Dr. Kelly Howsley Glover correctly, the planning department can hardly wait to get
this update passed so they can make their next move to control private landowners via Oregon’s
endangered species list. Is that next?
"Only Americans can hurt America."
DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER

Only Americans can hurt America.
That is, American Communists in American clothing will destroy America!
Surely any intent you have to vote for these two ordinances ( which reek of Wasco County 2040, 2030?,
and even--who knows?-- Agenda 21) is not to further advance a communist scheme to drive private
landowners off the land, is it? If you plan on voting in favor of ordinances # 20-001 and # 20-004, has Dr.
Kelly Howsley Glover mesmerized you into thinking you have no legal choice other than to turn a bunch
of maps into law? Do you actually believe that?
I think a little too much schooling and not enough real, productive work has distorted the poor woman’s
concept of reason and reality. If, today, she were given a productive, family-sustainable cattle ranch, in
southern Wasco County, along with $100,000 operating cash, all free and clear, and was challenged to
manage it according to her idea of a husband-like, “sustainable” (an Agenda 21 buzzword) operation,
she would be pathetically clueless. I submit the entire business would be insolvent and run down, right
into the ground, in less than three years.
We all know any viable business should buy itself within a given period of time. The doctor would,
first, fail to yield a reasonable return on the value of the ranch investment. Why? Because it’s not
possible. That’s why we need the county and all bureaucrats to stay off our backs--so it can be
possible. Private landowners must have the liberty to create alternative, life sustaining enterprises in
order to survive. Besides, that’s our right, as long as we don’t hurt our neighbors.
She would fail to turn a profit, even from one year of operations. She has no clue as how to make a
living in our industry. And, believe me, it’s not easy--especially when government fetters the rancher
with overreaching frivolous laws like the proposals she’s pushing at us at the moment--proposals that
become laws so government can stomp on private land rights.
She’d borrow money. She’d buy new equipment. She’d have no idea how to produce without
depleting otherwise “sustainable” (an Agenda 21 term) resources. She’d be outmaneuvered by the
market. She’d cave to adverse weather. She’d hire spendy, clueless and careless help. Well and pump
problems--no city water supply. Fires--we fight our own. Snow--we dig our way out. Calving trouble-we’re the midwife--or the exterminator, whichever is most economical.
With all her resources exhausted, she’d soon default on her property taxes. Ironically, now she’s
a private land owner. She’s now obligated to pay up. It’s now her job to fund the same government
that ties her hands and causes her collapse--the one she had so enjoyed in those former days when she
used to beat private landowners over the head with maze after maze of purported planning laws. Those
taxes will now have become the final nail in the coffin that would now serve to bury the poor doctor.
She’d be pathetically broke and disillusioned inside of 3 years. Sadly, little value would remain of her
once prosperous, run-down ranch. Why? It’s all thanks to layer upon layer of government limitations
and regulations, maps and overlays which prevent the “American Dream” (opposite of an Agenda 21
term) from taking root. All those layers of top heavy government would have given her no opportunity
to pursue alternative development and income opportunities that could possibly have saved the ranch!

I believe Dr. Kelly Howsley Glover is very confused, herself, as she navigates through the crazy spider
web of propaganda she has invented to maneuver you down that primrose path. She invents problems
for the county to solve. She promotes a solution. She deliberately feigns support for that solution by
including, if not soliciting, input from biased interests other than potentially affected private
landowners of Wasco County. She calls them “stakeholders”--an Agenda 21 buzzword. She justifies a
mythical “general agreement” with her proposed fictitious solution by introducing the magic
word “consensus”--another Agenda 21 buzzword. She draws her “consensus” from
liberal “stakeholders” who promote Al Gore/Andy Kerr/spotted owl/spotted
frog/progressive/collectivist/ socialist/communist agendas-- discouraging agendas that are breaking the
backs of private landowners of Oregon and America, alike. She constantly monitors pushback from
landowners, and postpones hot agendas in the name of “mitigation” (not another one!). She gets
tangled in her own web, and she’s attempting to entangle you, also. We electedyou because we hope
you are wise enough to rise above these agendas. If so, by all means reject Ordinances # 20-001 and #
20-004.
Why do I believe Dr. Kelly Howsley Glover is actively promoting a New World Order Communist
Scheme? Pay attention! She talks over our heads, calls it “transparency” and “perfectly clear” as she
clouds the issues with new world order buzzwords--by the dozens, and promotes liberal state agendas
handed down by a governor-appointed committee composed of land-use planners and compromised,
communistic ex-county commissioners. It is because she attempts to pull the wool over the eyes of the
people (and you) by referring to these state “goals” as wording you are mandated to turn into law. It’s
all fraud, deception, smoke, mirrors, and the Gypsy shell game at its best. (If it walks like a duck, talks
like a duck . . . lays eggs like a duck . . . It most likely is a duck--yes, it’s a duck.)
I’m sorry. You don’t represent those green new deal liberal whackos. Or, at least you’re not supposed
to. It’s time you stopped listening to Dr. Kelly Howsley Glover.
Her agenda reeks of plank 1 of the Communist Manifesto:
“Abolition of all property in land and application of all rents of land to public purpose.”
Conclusion of Fact: Due to the history of their actions, ODFW is not our friend. Their presence always
spells problems for us on our private property. They have attempted to manipulate and manage us
because of wild animals, birds and fish, on our private properties for three quarters of a
century! ODFW is never welcome, in any manner, on our private property and ODFW is not welcome to
take part in the management thereof.
ODFW is funded far beyond the private landowner’s ability to resist. They have invaded us without
setting foot on private land. By all outward signs of their activities, I believe they have set out to abolish
private rural land. Karl Marx would be very proud of ODFW. (If it walks like a duck, and squawks like a
duck, it’s just gotta’ be a duck!--another kind of duck but--they are birds of a feather.
Do not attempt to walk on the unalienable rights of the taxpayers who support you. Do not adopt
ODFW’s maps as law (no problem if you decide to apply them to public lands--but do not apply those
maps to private land!). Do not sign any document that will have the effect of devaluing private
property. Do not sign the planning commission’s proffered version of Ordinances # 20-001 and # 20004. Do not pass those “maps.”

I certainly hope you think carefully about all of the above facts. Any fact you can not and do not refute,
on or before the first day of October, stands as conclusive. Any commissioner who ignores these
irrefutable facts by voting for ordinances # 20-001 and # 20-004 to become law will have
overwhelmingly proved his ignorance. I certainly hope you answer all of the above questions, as well as
all of the questions that you were presented in my September 3, Testimony # 2, in
writing. You do purport to make yourselves “chrystal clear” in communicating with us, don’t you? Isn’t
it all about, to borrow an overused Agenda 21 term of art from Dr. Kelly Howsley
Glover, “transparency?”
Besides, it is well-established law that silence, when there is a fiduciary duty to respond honestly,
is fraud!
Bottom line: do not sign Ordinances # 20-001 and # 20-004 into law, ever!
You have voluntarily sought election to a public trust.
That makes you “public property.”
If you choose to lay down rules, ordinances and laws to control publicly-owned land, go for it. But keep
out of our private business--the business of managing our private land!
Communism--that’s exactly what our children will face if you cow to Dr. Kelly Howsely Glover and allow
her to tromp roughshod over the property taxpayers’ private rights.
You know your job. Do it right!
Most sincerely,
Lanny Metteer
PS. Anyone who reads this testimony is more than welcome to use it in any manner he deems necessary
and proper as long as he does not misconstrue the intent. Every word is there for a reason. Don’t twist
them around!
From: Elizabeth Turner <marklizturner3@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Sep 15, 2020 at 4:23 PM
Subject: Planning hearing. I pre registered. They wouldnt let me comment. What I heard was lies.
To: Kathy Schwartz <kathys@co.wasco.or.us>, Steve Kramer <stevek@co.wasco.or.us>, Scott Hege
<scotth@co.wasco.or.us>

Gonna get sued. You deserve it.
And Mr. Davis once again votef in his own property.
Congratulations graft greed and outright corruption. Probably cost you at least 100 grand to defend.

Guess we have commission meeting. Dont even think about zoom. Big courtroom full participation.
I cant believe the ignorance I heard on this call.
Terrible!!!!
From: Brian Miller <b.miller79@icloud.com>
Date: Sat, Sep 12, 2020, 7:04 PM
Subject: Re: County Commissioners' Duty to Indemnify Private Landowners
Cc stevek@co.wasco.or.us <stevek@co.wasco.or.us>, Kathys@co.wasco.or.us <Kathys@co.wasco.or.us>
, scotth@co.wasco.or.us <scotth@co.wasco.or.us>
Well said Lanny. The fact that these people view this as a Democracy is ridiculous. The private
landowners have their rights as they own the land outright. Nobody should be able to bully these
landowners around. If they think they need or deserve their land then they need to offer a premium for
it. Why do people think they deserve things they didn’t earn these days? It blows my mind I watch it
everyday in the news. What does the word “Private” stand for ?? It means the following...
Private Property: property owned by private parties - essentially anyone or anything other than the
government. Private property may consist of real estate, buildings, objects, intellectual property (for
example, copyrights or patents ).
The government has ZERO right to act like this land is theirs. If they think they want it then they need to
offer a PREMIUM dollar for it. If not then they need to figure out where to expand what they want on
their own government land. Also even if they offer a PREMIUM for the private land it doesn’t mean the
landowners have to agree upon it. #freedom
Respectfully,
Brian Miller
On Sep 12, 2020, at 3:39 PM, Lanny Metteer <lrm416@hotmail.com> wrote:
Hello Britt,
Nicole forwarded me your e-mail and letter to the editor.
Thank you for your understanding and comment on the ramifications of the planning department’s
ongoing ambitious effort to take over the management of all private land in Wasco County.
The county planning process, with no changes or “updates,” as they call them, is already a gross
imposition and very much a violation of the rights of private land owners. We know the actions of the
county commissioners, if they pass ordinances # 20-001 and/or # 20-004, will cause further hardship on
the property taxpayers who fund the county--the very people whose rights and property values the
county officials are supposed to be protecting.

If these officials actually think they are more qualified than us, and they belligerently make the move to
manage our private land over our objections, I must agree with you. It’s about time they put their
money where their mouths are. We need to insist:
1. the county either:
a. rent from us (at our price) the right to restrict or require us to manage our
property their way,
b. buy the property from us on the open market (and not some good ole’ boy
bought off judge’s idea of “just compensation”)--that is if, and only if, we
are willing to sell, or
c. enter into some other “arm’s length” contract to which both parties agree-( indemnifying us against any arm twisting bullying government tactics such
as threat, coercion, or distress that might be discovered at any time in the
future), and
2. they indemnify us, on behalf of Wasco County, forever, for any hardships they cause
us, our heirs and/or assignees as a result of the county’s actions, and
3. each commissioner who signs either ordinance 20-001 or 20-002 indemnify us,
personally, forever, for any hardships ever discovered he or she might cause us, our
heirs and/or assignees as a result of their actions.
Furthermore, it would be only appropriate for each county commissioner who votes for one of these
ordinances to put up all his or her private land, and/ or all other assets they possess, as collateral to seal
the sincerity of their resolve--collateral which could only be released by the signature of every private
landowner in the county, should the offending commissioner wish to clear his title.
Although our system of government, as laid out by our founding fathers, is a republic (where
government officials have the duty to protect all individual’s rights at all times regardless of the vote of
the majority), it seems the officials insist on treating it as a democracy, where the majority can vote the
rights away from the minority. If we are to treat it as a democracy, we clearly need to wrestle the vote
on property rights issues away from the county commissioners--who have never walked in the shoes
of many affected landowners--and place the vote only in the hands of the private property
owners, affected by the decision.
Hoping you and yours are safe and can breathe these terribly smoky days,
Most sincerely,
Lanny Metteer
541-460-3478

From: Nicole Chaisson
Sent: Friday , September 11 , 2020 10 : 02 AM
To: Lanny Metteer
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Britt Storkson <pumpsys@charter.net>
Date: Fri, Sep 11, 2020, 6:41 AM
Subject: RE: Background
To: Nicole Chaisson <propertyrightsoregon@gmail.com>
Hello Nicole,
Just a note to say that I have written and submitted a statement to the Wasco County
Commissioners regarding this issue (see below). Also I’ve submitted it to The Dalles Chronicle as a letter
to the editor for publication but since the TD Chronicle has a history of not printing anything they think
is anti-government I’m not sure it will make it to print.
I’ve asked that the county indemnify the residents should their actions cause hardships to the
citizens. If they refuse to do that we will know they have no interest in serving and protecting the
citizens of Wasco County.
I’ll try to join via livestream but some time ago I decided never to be a part of social media. I
briefly joined facebook at the suggestion of my cousin’s daughters in order to keep track of the figureskating activities but ended up getting huge amounts of junk e-mails and facebook made it very hard to
leave. I get more than enough junk e-mails without adding that to the mix.
Thanks for all you have done.
Britt Storkson
My statement:
To the Wasco County Commission:
The Wasco County Commissioners, in a mailer sent to all Wasco County residents
titled: Important notice that may affect your property which stated, in part, that “Wasco County has
determined that the adoption of this ordinance may affect the permissible uses of our property and
other properties in Wasco County and may change the value of your property”.
Knowing that almost everything government at all levels does nowadays has the net effect of
punishing the working class citizens while profiting the ruling class I would ask the County Commission, if
they vote to approve these changes, they also vote to indemnify the citizens negatively impacted by
these changes.
The definition of the word indemnify is: To guarantee against any loss which another might
suffer. Example: two parties settle a dispute over a contract, and one [Wasco County, in this case] of
them may agree to pay any claims which may arise from the contract, holding the other harmless [The
citizen(s)].
This should include monetary reparations and legal fees if necessary to the citizen(s) that suffer losses
resulting from the implantation of these rules and regulations.

Britt Storkson
5475 Hawley Road,
The Dalles, OR 97058
Phone: 541-296-3792
From: Elizabeth Turner <marklizturner3@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Sep 2, 2020 at 1:17 PM
Subject: Fwd: Planning hearing
To: Steve Kramer <stevek@co.wasco.or.us>, Kathy Schwartz <kathys@co.wasco.or.us>,
<scoth@co.wasco.or.us>
Forwarding my email to planning. I hope each of you is acquainted with the history of Wasco county
loosing land use appeals in court.
Both these items are not right for our county. Both should be rejected.
A new, old approach is needed. Citizen groups that develope what will work. Its archaic to not have
them. No business today doesn't have focus groups.
If you reinstall focus groups we could move forward to better equip our county for growth that will
work.
Right now its still the good ole boys club. Lets just reward one person with a bad plan cause he greased
the wheels. Mike Davis is not the Earl of Tygh Valkey. The residents resent his constant manuevering to
make money off everyone else.
Thank you
From: Nicole Chaisson [mailto:propertyrightsoregon@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 6:00 PM
To: pumpsys@charter.net
Subject: Background
Hello Britt
We are a group of rural landowners in Wasco County that attended the County Planning
Commission's roadshow for Wasco 2040. We saw red flags and have tried to engage the county and
planning commission in conversation and with questions. In spite of the fact they claim to be
transparent when faced with questions they deferred to the county lawyer who blew us off. I have
pasted below some reasons why we are not happy with the proposed land use laws.
Here is from our website
Apparently the county commissioners will not acknowledge form letters. Therefore we will need to
make up our own testimonies, in our own words, or sign a statement as a group in solidarity. At the end
of this article is our proposed group statement. Otherwise you may use any part or all of our statement

to formulate your testimony. Please contact us if you would like more proof of the content of any
statement we have offered.
Wasco 2040 is a very complicated and ambitious set of goals that the planning commission has called an
"update" and have submitted it to the county commissioners to be accepted as a county ordinance. It
would take:
· many hours of reading the county's website at http://www.wasco2040.com/
· a trip to the planning office to study the county's "confidential" maps,
· the purchase of multiple maps, plans and paperwork,
before one can begin to see the ramifications of their proposed decisions on even one citizen, let alone
our whole county. All this complexity is apparently designed to oppress the private land owner.
We are receiving notices from the county that warn us the "adoption of [Ordinances #20-001 and #20004] may affect the permissible uses . . . and may change the value of your property (referring to private
land)."
Remember the old adage, "If 'anything you say can and will be used against you,' you've just been set up
for a hard fall!" Likewise, if it may, it will. By this notice we can be certain a decision to pass Ordinances
#20-001 and #20-004 will cost almost every private landowner one way or the other. Interestingly,
on the county's own website, wwwwasco2040.com, this is what the planners said:
"Updates may carry with them impacts to uses or values of property.
Planning staff cannot predict impacts to uses or values. Many revised or new implementation strategies
will be part of the Land Use and Development Ordinance updates scheduled to begin in 2021.. Inclusion
into one of the revised overlay zone map may mean increased fees, increased time for new
development application permitting, or that certain activities or locations for new development must be
moved or mitigated to reduce conflict."
So, if even the professional planners can't predict what we stand to lose, when they implement the
"updates," why would we want anyone to jeopardize our private land investments in any manner?
Mitigate means "to make less severe" or "soften." By this, we can see the planners apparently intend to
deceive us into accepting their update to further intrude into and control our private properties, gently-but firmly.
This all has to do with a scheme of the planners to control us by merely changing their maps which
designate wildlife habitat to match those of the ODFW. Adoption of this, alone, empowers the fish and
game people to gang up on us along with the county and beat private landowners over the head with
the wildlife if we ever try to change any use of our private lands. Destination resorts, subdivisions and
numerous other opportunities and uses should have as a right would become severely restricted and
very expensive for the private landowner to implement.
The county's website also says:

"Many of the proposed updates are required by state law (OAR 660-023) or have been identified by
stakeholders or the community to be important for long range planning."
This also must mean some of the proposed updates are not required by state law. And just because the
county might update, is it necessarily state law that our county officials must
turn recommendations (goals) of a governor-appointed committee into county law? Doesn't it seem like
the proposal would either be passed by the legislature, and thus become state law, or if the
commissioners are mandated to update, so be it, but there is no obligation for the county to pilfer rights
and value away from the landowner?
The planners want us to think it's their job to preserve and protect our private lands for the
public ("stakeholders") from us, the private landowners (who they have chosen to regulate heavily),
because they believe government is a better steward of our investments that we are. Do you agree? As
private landowners (as property taxpayers), don't we want to maintain the right to be free on our own
properties? Do we want government or our neighbors to limit and manage our private land? Do we like
paying the county to review our request for permission to manage our private affairs (in terms of
variances, conditional uses, subdivision, innovative enterprises, etc.)?
Probably the most disturbing (and telling) takeaway that came out of the series of four "road show"
meetings called by the county planners was a quick parenthetical comment by the presenter, herself, a
trained city planner with a PHD degree. She told us this "update" applies to private land, which is only
(60% of the county). Only private land, not public lands (the other 40%) will be affected by the county's
proposed oppressive controls!
Did you know all this control was virtually unheard of in rural Oregon up until 1973? The planners'
decisions will have the effect of costing us more to make changes on our private property than ever
before. New, more restrictive, zoning regulations limit our options as to how we can gain by owning and
selling our private lands.
In the day of Covid-19, 2020 why is there a rush to push this update through when most of the people
impacted have spotty rural internet access that does not support Zoom meetings or for the fact people
are not familiar with the technology. We ask that the commissioners hold off on the hearing/public
meeting until we can meet in the courthouse. The county commissioners must realize that Wasco
County Planning is only required to make a review of land use and their recommendations to update are
just that, recommendations.
In the past, county officials have convinced us to study their plans goal by goal, sentence by sentence,
and comment on the details. We have done just that over the past 47 years that rural land use planning
and zoning has been in place in Oregon. By getting caught up on the finer points of these proposals, we
have ended up missing the forest for all the trees!
The planners and their hand picked advisory group had a final meeting to summarize their proposal, to
date, in preparation for the vote of the county commissioners.
We attended by virtual media. What did we learn? We learned the planners:

1. are continuously revising their dynamic proposal, right up to the county commissioner hearing on
September 1, 2020.
2. plan to control us rural landowners with an iron hand, leaning on our history of :
· wildfires and;
· minimal desert water supply
and using these as their "necessity" for doing so.
3. plan another project next year to build upon this year's "success" by applying the state's "endangered
species" list which will further limit us and devalue our properties (spotted owl of the desert?)
4. are very confident (almost giddy) over their proposals to the county commissioners trusting all will be
accepted and passed, as presented.
5. are so proud of their work, they plan to take their newly found expertise to other counties far and
wide because they have so much (oppression) to offer the world.
6. haughtily mentioned throwing a party to celebrate their "success," even before the ongoing update
proposal is completed!
This begs the real question: Are the county commissioners equally anxious as the planners to pass this
very complex "update" at face value? Are they motivated to dominate us more and more, little by little,
until we have nothing left but the obligation to pay property taxes? Are the county commissioners and
the planners strategizing in order to receive an incentive of some sort from the state at the landowner's
expense? If so, it must be a big carrot, if our commissioners would sell out the very people who pay the
property taxes that pay their lucrative salaries and elect them to protect our property interests. Or do
the officials face some kind of fine or sanction if they fail to fulfill the state's governor-appointed pressure
to fulfill those "goals?" Or both?
Therefore it seems it is time we back off and take a fresh look at where we are, from where we've come,
and where we're headed. . . . (If we always do what we always did, we'll always get what we always got.)
Do we not want our private land to increase, rather than decrease in value as the years roll by?
This whole process has become so fine-tuned and orchestrated by the state and our county, that the
planning commission has even posted demands for you to follow when you testify.
Nicole Chaisson
Lanny Metteer
Kathy Cantrell
Bob Maness
Jeanne E. Capps
From: Lanny Metteer <lrm416@hotmail.com>
Date: Thu, Sep 3, 2020 at 12:30 PM
Subject: Testimony: Open Letter #2 to Wasco County Commissioners Re: Ordinances #20-001 and #20004

To: stevek@co.wasco.or.us <stevek@co.wasco.or.us>, Kathys@co.wasco.or.us <Kathys@co.wasco.or.us
>, scotth@co.wasco.or.us <scotth@co.wasco.or.us>
Re: Open Letter # 2 -- ODFW: An Invasive Species; Your Job: Protect Us, Don’t Feed Us to ODFW
Reject Ordinances # 20-001 and # 20-004
Dear Commissioners Steve Kramer, Scott Hege, Kathy Schwartz:
Steve, you did say you want facts when you vote on the above ordinances. Good.
I certainly hope you, Scott, and Kathy are of the same mind, and you do not ignore the facts. Any other
criteria for your choices would, of course, render you “ignorant” of the facts. And no one wants to be
ignorant--especially a county commissioner in the eyes of the property taxpayers--the folks who pay
your salary. Quite frankly ignorant people make incompetent statesmen and are not qualified to
represent me. To avoid ignorance on your part, please read the following facts, carefully:
Fact: Some of the very first legislation in Oregon, long before statehood (1859), was over the question
of how to eliminate native wolves. It took place in the Willamette Valley south of Portland
at Champoeg.
“Wolves were once so plentiful in the abundant forests that the earliest settlers gathered from far and
wide to discuss how to kill them. Those “wolf meetings” in the 1840s, spawned by a common interest,
eventually led to the formation of the Oregon territory, the precursor for statehood in 1859.
“The state later took over the bounty and offered $20 per wolf in 1913 — the equivalent of nearly
$500 today. The last bounty payment was recorded in 1947, and the wolf vanished from Oregon for
decades.”
from Seattle Times, by Gillian Flaccus (Associated Press)
https://www.seattletimes.com/nation-world/wolves-continue-comeback-in-oregon-after-eradication/
https://phys.org/news/2017-11-wolves-oregon-conflict-opportunity.html
Finally, after over 100 years, landowners, no longer threatened by this vicious predator, could hopefully
relax and focus on improving their crops and livestock-- and thus their lifestyle. The struggle for survival
was over--or so they thought--until a half century later . . .
Fact: The federal government has deliberately imported wolves, now a species much more aggressive
and ruthless than those originally in Oregon, to ravage Idaho and spread far and wide for this past
quarter century.
“In the mid-1990s, wolves were reintroduced to central Idaho, and in 1999, a lone wolf wandered into
northeastern Oregon. It was trapped and returned to Idaho.
“. . . the first definitive proof wolves had returned to the state came in 2007, when a wolf was found
shot to death. The following year [2008], a wolf . . . gave birth to the first litter of pups born in Oregon in
decades.

“Last year (2017), state biologists counted 112 wolves in the northeastern and southwestern corners of
the state - and they believe that is an undercount.” (Ibid)
Facts: The feds:
•
•
•

•

now jealously protect these destructive carnivores which terrorize people and
animals throughout the West;
strictly threaten anyone who attempts to control them with fines and/or prison;
send pompous, villainous ODFW employees and other minions, across Oregon to kindle the fear
of God among ranchers and other landowners who gravely need to again exterminate all wolves
in their human struggle for survival;
subsidize ODFW, to the tune of $142,766,627 (38% of ODFW’s budget for 2015-2017 which
totals $374.8 million).

Fact: The people who are forced to live with these ruthless imported wolves have seriously voiced their
frustration and disapproval, which typically falls on deaf ears.
“Wolf conflicts with ranchers have risen and, for the first time, an elk hunter, this month, reported killing
a wolf in self-defense.” (Ibid)
Fact: Though rare, once in awhile, we actually find a public servant who holds the rights and livelihoods
of the people above his ego and above the evil forces that entice him toward corruption. This
prosecutor must have actually read the constitutions of both Oregon and the USA:
“. . . the[above elk hunter] case has become a flashpoint in the fight over wolves. A local prosecutor
declined to press charges, prompting 18 conservation groups to petition Gov. Kate Brown to intervene
without success.” (Ibid)
Conclusion of Fact: The federal and state governments (ODFW) conspire to protect non-native wolves in
Oregon.
Fact: Like wolves, cougars are dangerous and incompatible with ranchers and human safety. Cougars
have repeatedly attacked and killed people in the west coast states over the past ten years.
“As both the cougar and human populations have grown, so have the number of conflicts and damage
complaints.” (ODFW website)
Fact: Our state protects cougars and deliberately profits from cougar sport hunting. Maybe they are
native to Oregon.
“Cougars . . . After being nearly eliminated by the mid-1960s, today they have a healthy population. The
current cougar population in Oregon is estimated to be more than 6,400 as of April 2017.” (Ibid)
“In 1967 the cougar was reclassified from a predator to a game animal, which gave the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) management control over the population. Under ODFW's
management, cougar hunting continued, aside from the years of 1968 and 1969, but was controlled
through the issuing of hunting tags and demarcated hunting areas. From 1971-1994, as cougar

populations increased so did the allotted hunting areas and number of hunting tags, as well as the
popularity of cougar sport hunting.” (Ibid)
Fact: The federal government kills coyotes. They are native to Oregon.
Conclusion of Facts: Coyotes are an annoyance and only occasionally a problem for the landowner who
attempts to survive by ranching. Cougars, also native, present a much more serious problem, and the
wolf, which absolutely does not belong in Oregon, is no better than an exogenous, invasive weed (such
as Russian Knapweed) in the plant world. Both, federal and state governments protect the wolves as a
mother bear protects her cubs.
State and federal policy serves only to destroy affected private landowners. At the moment BLM riots
are causing Portland citizens and businessmen devastating losses as they ravish vulnerable, unprotected
property in the city. Which is worse? Are they not opposite sides of the same coin? Or are they both on
the same side of that coin? (It seems to me the businessmen on the ranches and the businessmen in
downtown Portland are apt to sink in the same boat!) In this sense, how can government be any better
than the BLM movement?
Any guess as to why ODFW pushes that federal agenda to protect the wolves and the cougars, in spite of
landowners protests? Could it be because of the money? Do you think that federal subsidy of well
over one third of a billion dollars could be incentive enough to coerce spineless ODFW bullies to force
destructive predators upon private landowners in a roughshod manner?
May I guess why your planners are so anxious for you to adopt the ODFW overlay map?
Is it be because of money they are paid to produce the maps?
Is it be because of state incentive payments?
If you’re feeling pressure to sell Wasco County landowners out by adopting ODFW’s frivolous, arbitrary
maps and calling them county law, why?
Why would you ever double cross the constituents who voted for you?
Why would you forsake the people who pay big county taxes that support you?
Why would you attempt to sell out the private property rights of the very people for whom you are
supposed to be working and protecting?
Why would you deliberately cause Wasco County landowners grief and frustration by entangling them in
even more laws, maps and rules than the costly confusion we face in the planning office today?
Why would you want to “bite the hand that feeds you” by creating laws that cost the landowners
increasing amounts of money, even to the point of a forced sale or a drastically reduced value for the
opportunity to enjoy that which is often their greatest and most joyful lifetime--even multigenerational-investment ever: their private land?

Why would you arrange for ODFW to “own” the rural people because of wild animals, birds and
fish that plague our properties and devastate our crops?
What would motivate you to conspire with ODFW? Why would you invite ODFW decisions to your
overreaching planning table so they can make decisions over our futures? ODFW has proved over and
over that their mission is to beat us over the head on our private lands with predators we do not want;
predators that cost us big, and gain us nothing. (If it walks like a duck and quacks like a duck, it’s just
gotta’ be a duck!)
Moreover just what motivates you, the planners, or anyone else who has no vested interest in our
private lands to swipe away at our rights and manipulate our values? Is it because:

(Served both as US Supreme Court chief justice as well as President of the United States)
Good for thee and not for me.
Fact: It is my understanding that just Tuesday, September 1, at your evidentiary hearing, Dr. Kelly
Howsley Glover noted that grant money had been approved for the purpose of creating more
maps: more rules of conduct for other people!
Just how many maps do they think you need? Do they propose for you to make each map become law?
Fact: This statement recently showed up on the facebook page: “Property Rights Oregon Wasco
County”:
“I was told . . . second hand, that the county commissioners will be voting yes on the ordinance and its
basically a done deal. I would hope that they will consider the -local- people who are speaking out
against this.”
Is this true? Now I guess you know why I am compelled to submit this testimony to you!
Fact: Your current county budget contains a page that says:
“WELCOME TO 100% LOVE (LIVING OUR VALUES EVERYDAY) Welcome to Wasco County and to our
culture. We recognize that each person on the county team has unique skills to contribute to the
success of our efforts. We are part of a team that is creating excitement for building a culture where
employees, vendors and constituents become partners in building a prosperous Wasco County by living
our values everyday (LOVE). VISION Pioneering Pathways to Prosperity MISSION Partner with our
citizens to proactively meet their needs and create opportunities CORE VALUES • Embody the 100%
Love culture • Relationships are primary • Do the right thing, even when no one is watching WHAT’S
THE STORY BEHIND 100% LOVE? Following a particularly negative interaction with another entity on a
project, the County Clerk and the County Administrator were reviewing the meeting and how difficult it
had been. For the Clerk, new to the public sector, it was the first project where it became apparent that
some citizens don’t like county government, no matter how hard we try to help. The Administrator
jokingly said, “Welcome to county government. 50% of the people love you, and 50% of the people love
to hate you.” To which the Clerk replied “Yes, but that’s still 100% LOVE!” That tongue-in-cheek remark,

upon further reflection, began to emerge as a concept with much deeper meaning; a way of thinking
about all aspects of what we do. We looked for examples of 100% LOVE on which we could build and
grow the culture which now permeates our organization and is reflected in our actions, our approach to
doing business and our overall being . . . it is the guiding principle for everything at Wasco County. As
individuals we provide the extra effort to make sure those who we are dealing with walk away from the
interaction feeling good about the service they have received; we recognize the efforts of others and
share examples of 100% LOVE—we tell the story! As a team we make sure our teammates are
successful; we pitch in to help; we hire for culture and welcome new employees to that culture. We
identify, share and celebrate examples of 100% LOVE—we tell the story! As an organization, we ensure
that our system and processes support the culture; we work to cross-train, we support organizational
initiatives; we celebrate our successes and unflinchingly examine our failures; we seek out partnerships
in the community and promote the County whenever possible.”
And here, for the past 70 years, I was thinking love meant:
“You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your mind. This
is the great and first commandment. And a second is like it: You shall love your neighbor as yourself. On
these two commandments depend all the Law . . . “
Believe it or not, though it’s difficult, as a human, I strive, daily, to live by that maxim. Do you? But I
must admit, you’re making it a little difficult for me now days.
Is government now a culture of love?
In light of what it appears your team of love is fixin’ to do to us, I thought:
--and it’s a little difficult to show much love for the arsonist, when he’s fixin’ to burn you out, is it not?
Your budget page says you, “pitch in to help” to ”make sure [your] teammates are successful.” What
about the landowners? What plans do you have for the people who pay the taxes that finance your
liberal salaries and extravagant retirement accounts to be successful? I certainly hope you county
commissioners have not been showing your “love” by pitching in to promote Dr. Kelly Howsley
Glover’s success as she devises this planning entanglement which enable you to betray your
constituents and shatter our lives.
As I told my 12-year-old daughter when she once rebelled: It’s your job to behave. It’s my job to see to
it that you do so! Out of pure love, I was obligated to cross her.
As I would tell you if you were my three little kids, “you will get plenty of love from me if you just do the
right thing!” Services we rarely need. Survival we do! If we are to survive, we imminently need you
to keep yourselves, your maps, your laws, your conspiracies, and your lackeys out of our lives. We
expect you to spend our money wisely and frugally. We don’t want you squandering the taxes we pay on
stupidly ambitious bureaucrats: educated fools who have never walked in our shoes and who show
nothing but disdain for our rural lifestyle--our culture--of dreams, hopes, promises, sweet successes,
frustrating failures, and “get up and try again,” --“tie a knot in the end of the rope and hang on tight”-grit.

You county commissioners, by now, probably think I’ve abandoned my 70-year philosophy and
irretrievably joined the camp that “loves to hate you,” but I have not. Sorry, I must do my job, and
my very best job, indeed. My job is to not lay down and roll over like a sheep. My duty is to constantly
pay attention, like an eagle, not because that’s what I want, but because I must. If you county
commissioners contemplate usurping our rights and stealing our values, It is my duty to be ever
watchful--it’s called vigilance--and, at times uncomfortably assertive. It’s called “tough love.”
(Yes, the government protects eagles, too. That’s another predator we do not need. I suppose your
doctor in the planning department is already crafting her next move to drive us off our private land over
some crazy bird; leading to more time, energy and money wasted on the part of private landowners
who are forced to build up more pushback in 2021! And again in 2022! Leading to what, Agenda
2030? Wasco County 2040? Agenda 21?--all over our rights to our private property. But isn’t Agenda
21 outright communism?)
Fact: Just what is communism? Let’s put it to the test? Let’s hear what
the father of communism tells us communism is:
No wonder you warm and fuzzies are so sensitive over who loves and who “loves to hate you?” Is it
because you have obviously become very uncomfortable, and rightly so, when the private landowners
clearly see that you have embraced communism and intend to tie them in knots, steal their very
substance, enslave them and reduce them to mere serfs on their own properties because you have
climbed in bed with ODFW at the advice of Dr. Kelly Glover? You must know her whole plan feels
uncomfortably communistic to us! (If it walks like a duck and quacks like a duck, it’s just gotta’ be a
duck!)
Believe me, I want desperately to love and respect each one of you, but you must admit, you have been
making it a little hard to do so, these days, haven’t you?
Back to the sheep and wolves,
Remember Edward R. Murrow from the good old days, the happy days when:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

the news was not “fake news?”
we’d never heard of a “shadow government” or the “deep state”
Senate Bill 100 didn’t exist; therefore no planning department; thus lower taxes and
peace of mind
we truly hated the scourge of communism
government diligently fought communism, rather than promote it
rural Oregon had no land use planning laws
we had no wolves in Oregon
“under God” was still in our flag salute
public servants existed who were actually statesmen
the days of pencils, paper, slipsticks and typewriters
government was only a tiny fraction of what it is today--and it worked just fine--though
cumbersome

If I was not forced to fight off wolves from all directions, two legged and four, you would probably find
me a little more agreeable these days! Sheep don’t fight wolves. Unfortunately people must.
You’re not planning to vote for ordinances # 20-001 and # 20-004 for the reason that someone,
somewhere, is bribing you or offering you or Wasco County kickbacks for your vote are you? If business
interests are tempting you, and you acquiesce, that’s fascism. If you contemplate conspiring with other
governmental jurisdictions for personal gain or to subversively enrich the county in any way, in return
for selling out the private landowners, that’s no less than racketeering. Fascism is tantamount
to communism and cronyism. Racketeering is a federal offense and carries stiff fines and prison
sentences.
I certainly hope you think carefully about all of the above facts. Any fact you can not and do not refute,
on or before the next planning commission evidentiary hearing of September 15, stands as
conclusive. Any commissioner who ignores these irrefutable facts by voting for ordinance # 20-001 and
20-004 to become law will have overwhelmingly proved his ignorance. I certainly hope you answer all of
the above questions. You do purport to make yourselves “perfectly clear” in communicating with
us, don’t you? Isn’t it all about, to borrow an overused term of art from Dr. Kelly Howsley
Glover, “transparency?” Besides, it is well-established law that silence, when there is a fiduciary duty to
respond honestly, is fraud.
Bottom line: do not sign ordinances # 20-001 and # 20-004 into law, ever!
You have voluntarily sought election to a public trust.
You know your job. Do it right!
Most sincerely,
Lanny Metteer
PS. Anyone who reads this testimony is more than welcome to use it in any manner he deems necessary
and proper as long as he does not misconstrue the intent. Every word is there for a reason. Don’t twist
them around!

From: Lanny Metteer <lrm416@hotmail.com>
Date: Thu, Aug 27, 2020 at 11:49 AM
Subject: Testimony: Open Letter #1 to Wasco County Commissioners Re: Ordinances #20-001 and #20004
To: stevek@co.wasco.or.us <stevek@co.wasco.or.us>, scotth@co.wasco.or.us <scotth@co.wasco.or.us>
, Kathys@co.wasco.or.us <Kathys@co.wasco.or.us>
Re: Undated Notices:
Postcard Notice Received in February, 2020 and
Trifold Notice Received late August 2020

ORS 215.503
Dear Commissioners Steve Kramer, Scott Hege, Kathy Schwartz:
According to your bi-fold notice, ORS 215.503 is the reason you have warned us that your proposed
ordinances “may affect the permissible uses” and “may change the value of [our] propert[ies].” Multiple
notice requirements are listed in ORS 215.503. In the interest of transparency, could you kindly respond
with a list of “only” the enumerated paragraphs that apply in this instant matter, in order that we may
have a better understanding as to how this law affects us. (More on ORS 215.503 at a later date.)
By adopting either or both of the above ordinances, if you propose to restrict the uses of Wasco County
private property, don’t. Restricting heretofore normal property uses is tantamount to depriving folks of
their rights. You’ve read the Declaration of Independence. You’ve been elected by the people. You’ve
voluntarily taken the oath of office to protect our rights. You know our rights are “unalienable”--that is-God-given. Our rights are sacred as long as we do not injure or damage others by exercising
them. You have no business depriving American citizens of our unalienable rights.
And make certain you don’t vote for anything that even could, let alone might or will cost Wasco County
landowners more to function in the normally accepted historical manner, within the custom and
culture for any given community. (Exception: when the majority of landowners, and only the
landowners, clearly vote to adopt the proposed change.) Absolutely no one other than the
landowner has any business weighing in on legislation that could strip away his unalienable rights.
If you see a public need to manage another’s private property you might try making the landowner a fair
monetary offer to either purchase, trade, or rent certain rights (such as development rights) for a
period of time (either definite or indefinite). You might just find out property owners are very
reasonable if you start treating them with respect, rather than as if they’re a bunch of suckers who owe
society their entire fortunes.
Besides, it’s the private landowners who pay property taxes. It’s the private landowners who pay your
salaries. It’s the private landowners that vote for you. It’s the private landowners for whom you’re
supposed to be working.
Your job is to protect the landowners; not to steal from them.
Respectfully,
Lanny Metteer
From: Elizabeth Turner <marklizturner3@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Aug 23, 2020 at 11:46 PM
Subject: Upcomming land use hearing
To: Kathy Schwartz <kathys@co.wasco.or.us>, Scott Hege <scotth@co.wasco.or.us>, Steve
Kramer <stevek@co.wasco.or.us>

This meeting needs to be done in person. Video is totally ineffective at really hearing people.
Corruption in this process is a problem. Its really easy to say no to a screen. I dont see nay
reason tbe big courthouse wont work. Plenty of distance space for covid rules.
Ive asked and recieved no resonse. Im asking again. Mike Davis did not declare a conflict of
interest and he voted his own land in. What are you going to do? There are attorneys hired to
fight this these plans. That is one big glaring violation..there were other witnesses.

Im asking what questions you have regarding a response from agriculture?
You dont allow the trained ag people to help which also speaks of hidden agendas and money
to grease the wheels. Please resond with your
questions so I can talk to farm people.
Last I would just say tbat the people who live and work out here know how phony covid is. We
are done being ruled by corrupt officials. Done with urban people who have no understanding of
managing resources telling us what to do. We had a group who made sure we were
represented. You dishonor us by ignoring us. I suggest you give land owners unlimited time to
speak.
Thank you
Liz Turner
From: Elizabeth Turner <marklizturner3@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Jun 26, 2019 at 3:39 PM
Subject: Land use
To: <kathys@co.wasco.or.us>
I read the 2040 plan for Agricultural zone. I called back to planning to ask more questions. I couldnt tell
from what I read what they were proposing. Only what has been done. It did not list the go below zone
in lower 15 mile as a zone. And it talks about a 80 acre zone for non range we dont have. Confusing.
I would say that the goal of our county has been focused on getting what we need, not what the state
says. Its possible to do that. Not every change in Salem has to be adopted. You can find flexibility.
One such thing I want to see eliminated is that they came and told farmers who also had heavy
excavaction equipment it couldnt be in the farm zone. That rule needs removed as soon as possible. It
moved fire equipment we need out of the areas. We really need that equipment interspersed out
here. Its the difference of loosing buildings or not. I havent gotten the rule number yet.
I will get back to you on ag zoning and we are coming to the hearing next week to listen.
Thank you
Liz Turner
Bummer about rain on cherries

NOTICE OF ADOPTED CHANGE
TO A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OR
LAND USE REGULATION

FOR DLCD USE
File No.:
Received:

FORM 2

Local governments are required to send notice of an adopted change to a comprehensive plan or land use regulation
no more than 20 days after the adoption. (See OAR 660-018-0040). The rules require that the notice include a
completed copy of this form. This notice form is not for submittal of a completed periodic review task or a plan
amendment reviewed in the manner of periodic review. Use Form 4 for an adopted urban growth boundary
including over 50 acres by a city with a population greater than 2,500 within the UGB or an urban growth boundary
amendment over 100 acres adopted by a metropolitan service district. Use Form 5 for an adopted urban reserve
designation, or amendment to add over 50 acres, by a city with a population greater than 2,500 within the UGB. Use
Form 6 with submittal of an adopted periodic review task.
Jurisdiction: Wasco County
Local file no.: 921-19-000126
Date of adoption: November 4, 2020

Date sent: November 12, 2020

Was Notice of a Proposed Change (Form 1) submitted to DLCD?
Yes: Date (use the date of last revision if a revised Form 1was submitted): 2/26/2020
No
Is the adopted change different from what was described in the Notice of Proposed Change?
If yes, describe how the adoption differs from the proposal:

Local contact (name and title): Kelly Howsley-Glover, Long Range/Special Projects Planner
Phone: 541-506-2565
E-mail: kellyg@co.wasco.or.us
nd
City: The Dalles
Street address: 2705 E 2 St

No

Zip: 97058

PLEASE COMPLETE ALL OF THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS THAT APPLY
For a change to comprehensive plan text:
Identify the sections of the plan that were added or amended and which statewide planning goals those sections
implement, if any:
Updates to Goals 4 and 8, and the adoption of a new Comprehensive Plan Zoning Map overlay zone (destination
resort eligibility map).
For a change to a comprehensive plan map:
Identify the former and new map designations and the area affected:
Change from
change.
Change from
change.
Change from
change.
Change from

to

acres.

A goal exception was required for this

to

acres.

A goal exception was required for this

to

acres.

A goal exception was required for this

to

acres.

A goal exception was required for this change.

Location of affected property (T, R, Sec., TL and address):
The subject property is entirely within an urban growth boundary
-1-
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The subject property is partially within an urban growth boundary
If the comprehensive plan map change is a UGB amendment including less than 50 acres and/or by a city with a
population less than 2,500 in the urban area, indicate the number of acres of the former rural plan designation, by
type, included in the boundary.
Exclusive Farm Use – Acres:
Forest – Acres:
Rural Residential – Acres:
Rural Commercial or Industrial – Acres:

Non-resource – Acres:
Marginal Lands – Acres:
Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space – Acres:
Other:
– Acres:

If the comprehensive plan map change is an urban reserve amendment including less than 50 acres, or
establishment or amendment of an urban reserve by a city with a population less than 2,500 in the urban area,
indicate the number of acres, by plan designation, included in the boundary.
Exclusive Farm Use – Acres:
Forest – Acres:
Rural Residential – Acres:
Rural Commercial or Industrial – Acres:

Non-resource – Acres:
Marginal Lands – Acres:
Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space – Acres:
Other:
– Acres:

For a change to the text of an ordinance or code:
Identify the sections of the ordinance or code that were added or amended by title and number:

For a change to a zoning map:
Identify the former and new base zone designations and the area affected:
Change from
Change from
Change from
Change from

to
to
to
to

Acres:
Acres:
Acres:
Acres:

Identify additions to or removal from an overlay zone designation and the area affected:
Overlay zone designation:

Acres added:

Acres removed:

Location of affected property (T, R, Sec., TL and address):
List affected state or federal agencies, local governments and special districts:

Identify supplemental information that is included because it may be useful to inform DLCD or members of the
public of the effect of the actual change that has been submitted with this Notice of Adopted Change, if any. If the
submittal, including supplementary materials, exceeds 100 pages, include a summary of the amendment briefly
describing its purpose and requirements.
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NOTICE OF ADOPTED CHANGE – SUBMITTAL INSTRUCTIONS
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/CPU/Pages/PAPASubmittals.aspx
E-mails with attachments that exceed 20MB will
not be received, and therefore FTP must be used for
these electronic submittals. The FTP site must be
used for all .zip files regardless of size. The
maximum file size for uploading via FTP is
150MB.

1. A Notice of Adopted Change must be received by
DLCD no later than 20 days after the ordinance(s)
implementing the change has been signed by the
public official designated by the jurisdiction to sign
the approved ordinance(s) as provided in
ORS 197.615 and OAR 660-018-0040.
2. A Notice of Adopted Change must be submitted
by a local government (city, county, or metropolitan
service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of
Adopted Change submitted by an individual or
private firm or organization.

Include this Form 2 as the first pages of a combined
file or as a separate file.
5. File format: When submitting a Notice of
Adopted Change via e-mail or FTP, or on a digital
disc, attach all materials in one of the following
formats: Adobe .pdf (preferred); Microsoft Office
(for example, Word .doc or docx or Excel .xls or
xlsx); or ESRI .mxd, .gdb, or. mpk. For other file
formats, please contact the plan amendment
specialist at 503-934-0000 or
plan.amendments@state.or.us.

3. Hard-copy submittal: When submitting a
Notice of Adopted Change on paper, via the US
Postal Service or hand-delivery, print a completed
copy of this Form 2 on light green paper if
available. Submit one copy of the proposed change,
including this form and other required materials to:
Attention: Plan Amendment Specialist
Dept. of Land Conservation and Development
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150
Salem, OR 97301-2540

6. Content: An administrative rule lists required
content of a submittal of an adopted change (OAR
660-018-0040(3)). By completing this form and
including the materials listed in the checklist below,
the notice will include the required contents.

This form is available here:
http://www.oregon.gov/LCD/CPU/Pages/PlanAmendments.aspx

Where the amendments or new land use regulations,
including supplementary materials, exceed 100
pages, include a summary of the amendment briefly
describing its purpose and requirements.

4. Electronic submittals of up to 20MB may be
sent via e-mail. Address e-mails to
plan.amendments@ state.or.us with the subject line
“Notice of Adopted Amendment.”

7. Remember to notify persons who participated in
the local proceedings and requested notice of the
final decision. (ORS 197.615)

Submittals may also be uploaded to DLCD’s FTP
site at:

If you have any questions or would like assistance, please contact your DLCD regional representative or the
DLCD Salem office at 503-934-0000 or e-mail plan.amendments@state.or.us.
Notice checklist. Include all that apply:
Completed Form 2
A copy of the final decision (including the signed ordinance(s)). This must include city and county decisions
for UGB and urban reserve adoptions
The findings and the text of the change to the comprehensive plan or land use regulation
If a comprehensive plan map or zoning map is created or altered by the proposed change:
-3-
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A map showing the area changed and applicable designations, and
Electronic files containing geospatial data showing the area changed, as specified in OAR 660-018-0040(5),
if applicable
Any supplemental information that may be useful to inform DLCD or members of the public of the effect of
the actual change
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First Name
Last Name
Katherine
Filbin
Dezirah
Remington
Mary
Bushman
JK
Sleavin
Josh
Ellyson
Sheila
Dooley
John
Pearson
Kathleen
Cantrell
Kim
Mead
Nicole
Chaisson
Britt
Storkson
Tom
Peters
Kristin
Currin
Cheryl
Anne
Vicki
Ashley
Elizabeth
Turner
Jill
Barker
Shilah
Olson
John
Gill
Lanny
Metteer
Don
Gomes
Bob
Mannus
Linda
Pishion
Will
Van Vactor
William
Covington
Lowell and MForman
Phil
Swaim
Kyle
Popma
Donny Pickard

Address Line 1
61906 Dufur Gap Road
5815 Wrentham Market Rd
2280 Dundas Way
1932 Further Valley Road
6563 Seven Mile Hill Rd
3300 Vensel Rd
1767 12th St
81692 Dufur Valley Rd
78901 Victor Road
7250 Mill Creek Road
5475 Hawley Rd
5985 Masen Road
2355 Osborn Cutoff Road
231 Lakeview Loop
90530 Bakeoven Road
7000 Eightmile Road
P.O.Box 572
2325 River Rd, Ste 3
4085 NW Slagsvold ct
PO BOX 101
PO Box 70
57014 Campbell Road
4300 Browns Creek
960 SW Disc Drive
1005 SE 201st Court
PO Box 219
3300 Vensel Road

Address Line 2

Suite 101

City
Dufur
The Dalles
Mosier
Mosier
The Dalles
Mosier
Hood River
Dufur
Maupin
The Dalles
The Dalles
The Dalles
Mosier
Tygh Valley
Maupin
The Dalles
Mosier
The Dalles
Bend
Antelope
Antelope
Tygh Valley
The Dalles
Bend
Camas
Antelope
Mosier

State
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
WA
OR
OR

ZIP Code
97021
97058
97040
97040
97058
97040
97031
97021
97037
97058
97058
97058
97040
97063
97037
97058
97040
97058
97703
97001
97001
97063
97058
97703
98607
97001
97040

E-mail Address
kmfilbin@ortelco.net
dezirah.remington@gmail.com
m.botanist@gmail.com
jksleavin@juno.com
josh.ellyson@gmail.com
sdooley3300@yahoo.com
mosierhighlands@gmail.com
j.k.cantrell77@gmail.com
kimmead10@yahoo.com
nchaisson@gmail.com
pumpsys@charter.net
tpeters@shadowbuckfarm.com
ravenroots3@gmail.com
Vickiashley37@yahoo.com
marklizturner2@gmail.com
bjillian187@gmail.com
shilah.olson@or.nacdnet.net
john@gilladventures.com
lrm416@hotmail.com

will@vanvactorlaw.com
4manran@rconnects.com
pswaim3300@yahoo.com
popma69@gmail.com

email.donnyp@gmail.com

Wasco County Notice of Completion of Periodic Review Task and Approval of
Post Acknowledgment Plan Amendments To Amend Wasco County 2040,
The Comprehensive Plan
FILE NUMBERS: 921-18-000221, 921-19-000126, 921-20-000072
HEARING DATE: October 7, 21 and November 4, 2020
DECISION DATE: November 4, 2020
NOTICE DATE: November 12, 2020
You are receiving this notice because you recently participated in the Planning Commission hearings
on September 1st and 15th, 2020 and/or the Wasco County Board Of Commission hearings on October
7th, 21st, and November 4th, 2020. This notice was emailed and/or mailed to address provided to staff
or the Board during the proceedings.
Description of Amendments: As part of Periodic Review for the Comprehensive Plan Update, Wasco
County Planning Staff proposed amendments to Wasco County 2040 Chapters 5 and Comprehensive
Plan Zoning Maps for EPD-8 and EPD-12. These were related to Periodic Review Work Task 18.
The proposed revisions were to adopt updates to EPD 8 and EPD 12 maps with current data from ODFW
to be in compliance with Goal 5, as required by law. Changes were also adopted to the Land Use and
Development Ordinance (LUDO), Section 3.920 (Sensitive Wildlife Habitat Overlay, EPD-8). Revisions
were also made to the Chapter 5 (Goal 5) text, including corrections to language and/references, the
addition of ESEE Analysis to the Appendix, and revisions to implementation strategies related to Mineral
and Aggregate Resources, Sensitive Wildlife, and Historic Resources.
To complete a Comprehensive Update of Wasco County 2040, staff also submitted Post
Acknowledgment Plan Amendments related to File numbers 921-19-000126 (Revisions to Goal 4 and 8)
and 921-20-000072 (Revisions to Goal Exception and Plan Revisions process, and the creation of an
Introduction Chapter).
Updates to Chapters 4 (Goal4) and 8 (Goal 8) are related to policy and implementation strategies
resulting from public outreach on forest lands and recreation. This included updates to language about
fire mitigation strategies in Goal 4 and the introduction of a destination resort eligibility map and
corresponding policy for Goal 8. The destination resort map will be identified as EPD-15, and criteria
related to destination resort approvals will be adopted in 2022 as part of the LUDO Update.
The Plan Revision Process (Chapter 15) has been modified to the new Comprehensive Plan format. The
Goal Exception (Chapter 16) has been significantly updated to comply with state law requirements for
the inventory of goal exceptions. The introduction chapter is a new addition which includes historical,
process, map, and guiding instructions on how to use Wasco County 2040.
Decision: On November 4, 2020 The Wasco County Board of County Commissioners voted unanimously
to approve Ordinance 20-001, proposed changes to the Wasco County Comprehensive Plan (Wasco
County 2040). The changes proposed were to adopt revisions to Goal 4, 5, and 8, including map revisions
to EPD-8 and EPD-12, with the addition of a new destination resort eligibility map (EPD-15).
The Wasco County Board of County Commissioners also voted unanimously to approve Ordinance 20004, proposed changes to the Wasco County Comprehensive Plan (Wasco County 2040). These changes
include a new Introduction chapter, and revisions to the Plan Revisions Process and Goal Exceptions
chapter.

Affected Properties: The amendments apply to lands in unincorporated areas of Wasco County
(outside of Urban Growth Areas), excluding Tribal lands and lands located within the Columbia
River Gorge National Scenic Area.
Findings of Fact: Proper notice was given and the hearing was held in accordance with
procedural rules for legislative hearings and in conformity with said requirements as set forth
in the Wasco County LUDO and Comprehensive Plan, and consistent with State law.
Available Information: Documentation, evidence, findings and other information relied upon by
Wasco County in this matter is available online:
https://www.co.wasco.or.us/departments/planning/agendas_and_minutes.php
and https://www.co.wasco.or.us/departments/board_of_county_commissioners/index.php
You may request an electronic copy of the action by emailing the project manager at
kellyg@co.wasco.or.us.
Appeal Process: If you believe that the amendment(s) do not comply with applicable
regulations, you may submit an objection to the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and
Development. An objection must contain three elements. Address each of these in your
objection:
1. Show how you participated in the local hearings either by speaking at a public meeting
or by sending written comments about the proposal;
2. Explain your objection to the adopted amendment(s). Be as specific as possible,
including what goal, rule, or statute has been violated and why; and
3. Recommend a specific change that would resolve your objection.
Submit the objection in hard copy or via email to:
Angela Williamson
Periodic Review Administrative Specialist
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150
Salem, OR 97301-2540
Email: angela.williamson@state.or.us
DLCD must receive the objection no later than 21 days from the date the notice was sent
(November 12th, 2020) by the local government (Wasco County Planning Department). Send a
copy of the objection to the planning department:
Wasco County Planning Department
Attn: Wasco County 2040
2705 E 2nd St
The Dalles, OR 97058
Email: kellyg@co.wasco.or.us
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