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YAMHILL COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

Thursday, May 17, 2018  7:00 p.m. 

Yamhill County Courthouse, Room 32 

535 NE Fifth Street 

McMinnville, Oregon 97128 

 

Roll Call: Daryl Garrettson, Brett Veatch, Alan Halstead, Michael Sherwood, Dan Armstrong, 

John Abrams Absent: Marla Robison, Marjorie Ehry, Matt Dunckel Staff: Stephanie Armstrong, 

Lance Woods, Ken Friday, Stephanie Curran 

 

Approval of the Planning Commission minutes of May 3, 2018. Alan Halstead moved to 

approve, Michael Sherwood seconded, minutes approved unanimously. 

 

Chair Armstrong stated we are changing the order of the agenda to hear the second item first. 
 

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING: 

 

DOCKET NO.: PAZ-01-18 

REQUEST:  Approval of a Comprehensive Plan amendment from 

Commercial Forestry to Agriculture/Forestry Large Holding 

and a zone change from F-80, Forestry to AF-80, 

Agriculture/Forestry. 

APPLICANT:  Catherine A. Wright representing Oak Ridge Holdings, LLC 

TAX LOT:  3502-400 

LOCATION:  Approximately 300 feet southeast of the intersection of NW 

Oak Ridge Road and NW Fairdale Road, south of NW Engel 

Lane, Yamhill 

CRITERIA:  Sections 401, 403 and 1208.03 of the Yamhill County Zoning 

Ordinance.  Yamhill County Comprehensive Plan Goals and 

Policies are also applicable. 

 

Commissioner Armstrong opened the public hearing. 

Abstentions or objections to jurisdiction: none 

Stephanie Armstrong read the “raise it or waive it” statement required by ORS 197.763. 

Staff Report: Stephanie Armstrong read the staff report. 

Proponent’s case: 

Catherine Wright: PO Box 625, McMinnville, OR: I think the staff report and application is 

clear, if there are any questions I’d be happy to answer them. 

Commissioner Armstrong: Why are you applying for this change?  

Catherine Wright: My client has developed vineyards in the past and he has a piece of property 

that is pretty inflexible for what he can do with it. Under the current zoning he cannot even put 
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up a pole barn. I think the Ag/Forestry designation would be appropriate and would allow him to 

have flexibility with the property. 

Commissioner Armstrong: Have you looked if it would qualify for Forest template dwelling? 

Catherine Wright: I have not, I don’t think that is my client’s focus, and that is actually not 

approval criteria. 

Opponent’s case: none 

Public Agency Reports: no responses from agencies 

Staff Recommendations: recommends approval based on findings in staff report. 

Deliberation: 

Commissioner Abrams: I don’t see any issues; I am for flexibility with your own property. 

Commissioner Halstead: I think it is totally reasonable request. 

Commissioner Sherwood: I see no issues. 

Commissioner Veatch: giving characteristics of the surrounding areas, I would vote for approval. 

Commissioner Halstead made a motion to approve, Commissioner Veatch seconded.  

Unanimously approved 6-0 

 

DOCKET NO.: Z-01-18 

REQUEST:  Zone change from EF-40, Exclusive Farm use to AF-40, 

Agriculture/Forestry Large Holding. 

APPLICANT:  Catherine A. Wright 

TAX LOTS:  5435-1200, 5435-602, 5435-603, 5436-600, and 5436-700 

LOCATION:  SE Franquette Drive and SE Walnut Drive, Amity 

CRITERIA:  Sections 402, 403 and 1208.03 of the Yamhill County Zoning 

Ordinance.  Yamhill County Comprehensive Plan Goals and 

Policies are also applicable. 

 

Staff Report: Lance Woods read the staff report. 

Commissioner Garrettson: How many different owners are there? 

Lance Woods: There is a single owner. 

Commissioner Veatch: I am bringing up a potential conflict of interest. I know the property 

owner and have been talking about doing some work for him; I do not think it will affect my 

decision making. 

Commissioner Garretson: How many parcels to the south have dwellings on them? 
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Lance Woods: I don’t have that information on hand. 

Proponent’s case: 

Catherine Wright: Our application identified 2 dwellings on the property, this is not relevant to 

this application, but it is in the interest of disclosure. This application involves a change from one 

resource zone to another. It is appropriate because this property is currently mixed use. There is 

farm land, scrub land, forest land. Once we get approval we will have over 100 acres of AF-40. 

We are not asking for any changes to the minimum lot size. Any questions? 

Commissioner Garrettson: What is motivating this change? 

Catherine Wright: We want it to reflect the actual use of the property, which is mixed use at the 

moment. The owners are currently cleaning and tidying property. They might put in vineyard, 

they might do some logging and replant. The owners are trying to put it to decent use. It would 

make more sense if the zone actually reflected the property use.  

Commissioner Garrettson: These are all lots of record from the old Fruitland subdivision. Is there 

any plan to sell the parcels or to develop them for residential use? 

Catherine Wright: Those that don’t have dwellings on them at the moment could not be sold for 

residential use without other actions; although it is not an approval criterion. My client is a 

farmer, I think he is planning to farm it but I don’t know what his long term plans are. 

Commissioner Armstrong: There is some concern about speculation that if it changes to AF that 

forest template dwellings would be fairly easy to get in this vicinity. Again, it is speculation but I 

think if the newspaper notification notice went out saying zone change from EF to AF with the 

possibility of forest template dwellings more people would have showed up for this hearing. 

Catherine Wright: But that is not an approval criteria and if there was a forest template 

application in the future, the public can address it at that time. 

Commissioner Armstrong: is this a water critical area? 

Catherine Wright: I think it is a ground water restricted area. 

Stephanie Armstrong defined water critical area as mandated by State. 

Ken Friday: you can’t use a well for irrigation, but you could for a dwelling. 

 

Opponent’s case:  

Dennis Brutke: 9200 SE Eola Hills Rd, Amity: I own property just north of this area. In 1972 

everything east of Eola Hills was zoned EF-40, then it changed to AF-40 and now it is all houses. 

If it is changed I am concerned it will open up the opportunity to put houses up. It is farmable 

ground but hasn’t been farmed for the last 10-15 years. We are raising cherries that are washed, 

quick frozen and sold. The people we sell to do not want anyone on our property. It is hard to 

meet all the new rules and regulations. I would be concerned if there are houses around, about 
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people coming on the property. I would hate to be the only person in the tract that is still EF 

when everyone else is AF and building houses. 

Rebuttal: 

Catherine Wright: I know this opens up the chance for dwellings, but that is not an approval 

criterion and it is not my client’s immediate plans. 

Commissioner Armstrong: But it is a concern for the neighbors. 

Catherine Wright: But it is not an approval criterion. 

Commissioner Abrams: it is and it isn’t. 

Commissioner Garrettson: What is it in the EF zone that you want to do that is restricted?  

Catherine Wright: I honestly don’t know, my client is not here today. They want to do a variety 

of things, including possibly reforesting. It seems to be appropriate for mixed use zoning. 

Commissioner Garrettson: Zoning ordinance doesn’t prevent you from reforesting or from 

farming it. The only thing it prevents you from doing is forest template dwellings. 

Public Agency Reports: no responses from public agencies. 

Staff Recommendations: recommends approval 

Commissioner Garrettson to staff: Other then what is in the application, is there any uses the 

applicant has presented as to why the client wants the zone change? 

Lance Woods: There were no specific uses mentioned in the application. 

Deliberation: 

Commissioner Veatch: I’m going to abstain. 

Commissioner Sherwood: I can understand concerns about open it up for housing, but I think it 

will be a long time in the future so I see no problem.  

Commissioner Garretson: I see a problem. The applicant has the burden of proof and they have 

not provided sufficient justification for why they need this zone change. It is a criterion that they 

present justification for the zone change. At this point I don’t think there is any evidence in the 

record to support the application. 

Commissioner Halstead: I agree with Darryl. In all probability this might not be in the immediate 

future, but in time there will be 6 forest template dwelling applications out there. The only 

argument I heard to support the application is it would be nice, not a definitive argument in favor 

that they need to do something in particular. 

Commissioner Abrams: It is hard to argue with that, there is not much of a case, but the aerial 

photo shows there is a fair amount of timber, well over half the property. Usually around here if 

something is worth farming, it is being farmed as far as tilling. I think it is an appropriate zone 
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change. It doesn’t look like EF land from the photo. Mr. Brutke mentioned it used to farmed 

except for the rock piles. That lends more to timber. Without going into speculation I think it is 

an appropriate zone change. The aerial photo does not look like EF land to me. 

Commissioner Armstrong: well is it AF land?  

Commissioner Abrams: Forestry, I would say certainly. There are agricultural uses all around, it 

slopes to the southeast. 

Commissioner Armstrong. I see a big cherry orchard on one side, then maybe a grass field and 

then I would assume to the west is another hayfield; so with the exception of the property to the 

south which is also forested.  It is forest to south and farmland in north. Is there a compelling 

reason to change the zone? A lot of thought was put into these designations when they were 

zoned.  

Commissioner Abrams: It’s been a huge problem; we spend a lot of time around here trying to 

get things properly zoned. There has been a lot of property in this valley that was zoned EF 

which has no reason to be zoned EF. 

Commissioner Armstrong: I think at the time it was zoned, there was an extensive effort made to 

review the zoning if people were unhappy about how their land was zoned. 

Commissioner Garrettson: Another thing that concerns me if you look at the aerial is that this 

parcel would jut the AF-40 and cut off the EF-40 below it which is already heavily parcelized 

due to the old Fruitland subdivision. My concern would be it would precipitate people wanting 

those properties re-zoned and now we have a bunch of houses up there. The applicant comes in 

and says it would be nice but they don’t need to put a forest template in because they already 

have a house on the property and they haven’t presented any use that would restrict them. When 

you apply for something, you need to have a reason. 

Commissioner Armstrong: on Tax Lot 5436-700 there is a mobile home, it might be eligible for 

a replacement dwelling. 

Commissioner Garrettson: Wasn’t it a Jackson county case that if there is a foundation standing, 

you can replace it? 

Ken Friday: Jackson County is more lenient on replacement dwellings. 

Commissioner Armstrong: it used to be kitchen sink, other indoor plumbing, and electric lighting  

Ken Friday: we still use the test of being connected to a sewer system 

Commissioner Garrettson recommended denial based on the failure of the applicant to carry the 

burden of proof. 

Commissioner Halstead seconded. 

Application denied 3-2; Commissioner Veatch abstained, Commissioners Sherwood and Abrams 

voted against. 
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Other Business:  

Ken Friday: BOC met last Tuesday and voted 2-1 to deny trail findings, so we will be 

somewhat back to the drawing board looking at this issue. Michael Sherwood has offered to host 

a planning commissioner dinner; we have discussed 6/9/18 for being the date. I am hoping to 

have Mike Brandt there as long as Daryl Garretson is there. In June we will have an ADU 

ordinance, we are required by law to have ADUs inside UGB. This only affects about 600 

properties. 

Senate bill 1051 written initially everywhere, but then rewrote it in UGB only. There will be a 

square footage limit, approx. 800-900 square ft. Ken defined Urban Growth Boundary. Stephanie 

explained they can only have ADU on parcels that can currently have a single family dwelling.  

Ken Friday: if we don’t adopt standards, then it is allowed; the law gets enacted July 1. Septic 

approval will be necessary. This is to allow for more housing options. 

Hearing Adjourned at 7:47 pm 

 

 

 

 


