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YAMHILL COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

Thursday, May 21, 2020 - 7:00 p.m. 

Yamhill County Courthouse, Room 32 

535 NE Fifth Street 

McMinnville, Oregon 97128 

 

Roll Call: Michael Sherwood, Matt Dunckel, Dan Armstrong, Marla Robison, Joe Strunk, Brett 

Veatch, Marjorie Ehry, Alan Halstead Absent: John Abrams,  Staff: Ken Friday, Stephanie 

Armstrong, Todd Sadlo. 

 

LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARING:  

 

    

DOCKET NO.: G-20-20 

REQUEST: Amendments to the text of the Yamhill County 

Zoning Ordinance (YCZO) to comply with 

requirements of Oregon Revised Statutes and 

Administrative Rules and general housekeeping 

updates. Amendments are proposed to the following 

Sections of the YCZO: 

 

a. Definitions and Rules of Construction – Section 200 

b. Forestry Districts - Section 401 (F-80)  

c. Exclusive Farm Use Districts – Section 402 (EF-80, EF-

40, and EF-20) 

d. Agriculture/ Forestry District – Section 403 (AF-80, AF-

40, and AF-20) 

e. Mineral Resource District – Section 404 (MR) 

f. Parks, Recreation, Open Space District – Section 405 

(PRO) 

g. Rural Residential Districts – Sections 501 (AF-10), 502 

(VLDR), and 503 (LDR)  

h. Commercial Districts – Sections 601 (RC), 602 (NC) and 

603 (HC) 

i. Industrial Districts – Sections 701 (RI), 702 (LI) and 

703 (HI) 

j. Public Assembly Institutional District – Sections 801 

(PAI) 

k. Public Works/ Safety District – Section 802 (PWS) 

l. Public Airports/ Landing Fields District – Section 803 

(PALF) 

m. Home Occupations – Section 1004 

n. Bed and Breakfast Facilities – Section 1012 

o. Forms and Fees – Section 1405 
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APPLICANT: Yamhill County 

CRITERIA: Section 1207.01 of the Yamhill County Zoning 

Ordinance. 

 

 

Chair Dan Armstrong opened the public hearing at 7:09 pm. 

Approval of minutes from March 5, 2020 hearing. Matt motioned, Marla seconded; approved 7 

for, 1 abstain (Joe Strunk) 

Stephanie Armstrong presented the staff report.  

Questions for staff: 

Marjorie Ehry: if there are changes, why aren’t these changes highlighted so we can see the 

difference? 

Stephanie: the old language has been crossed out, and the new language has been underlined 

Joe Strunk: In section 1207.01 c: requires we conduct public hearing, is this proceeding considered 

this hearing? 

Dan: yes, there was a newspaper notification that stated we were accepting written testimony only. 

Michael: I got 8 or 9 emails today and one of their concerns or fears is that one of these issues is 

going to touch on the Yamhalis Trail. I was thinking we should wait until we can meet in public. 

Joe: That was also my concern, I’m not sure what we are doing now satisfies the public hearing 

requirement. 

Ken Friday: This is awkward and something I would not prefer to have happen, but due the covid-

19 crisis we are doing things differently for public meetings. We have had hearings with only 

written testimony before. If Planning Commission wants, we could continue the hearing. We have 

had hundreds of papers that have been submitted to the record. I want to explain that a lot of the 

concerns by people who have written in are that these code amendments would allow the trail to 

go through regardless. This is not true; it will not be removing the farm impact study requirement 

from ORS 215.296. If the Planning Commission decides we should do this differently we can., we 

can continue until June 4. Todd Sadlo, legal counsel, agrees. 

Ken: we were going to have this in the Civic Hall, but they don’t have the capability to live stream 

it. I don’t think we could meet social distancing requirement. We are removing the condition that 

the trail is a condition use, it does not take away the farm impact study. 

Brett: it is the opinion of Ken and Todd by holding a teleconference, we are not setting a precedent 

and that this hearing satisfies the state requirements by taking written testimony only, is that 

correct? 

Ken: that is my understanding. 
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Dan: Brett, we are being live streamed on You Tube right now so the public can see everything 

we are doing. 

Brett: As it relates to roads, paths, accesses, etc. is a conditional use now, but we would be 

removing that to align more with state law. What would be different? What would be considered 

in the conditional use that wouldn’t already be covered in 215.296? 

Ken: I would identify that conditional use criteria 1202.02 a-f would be removed. A majority of  

our testimony and opposition on the trail is specific to farm uses, so nothing immediately jumps to 

mind that is a conditional use standard, but Todd would be better suited to answer this. Most of 

the objections are about farm uses, not conditional use standards. If the Planning Commission 

wants to keep it as a conditional use, that is fine, it is nothing that we you to do. And you don’t 

have to recommend it to the Board of Commissioners if you don’t want to. 

Matt: my understanding is the concerns are over the trail. Is this something the state has relaxed 

recently putting roads as a permitted use in the EFU zone? 

Stephanie: nothing recently, it’s been this way and for some reason when we adopted it into our 

code, we adopted it as a conditional use. When we were going through stuff for the trail, we found 

out it doesn’t have to be a conditional use. It would still be subject to a site design review and 

would have to meet the farm standard criteria. 

Matt: but it would still have to go through an exception process? What about the bypass? 

Ken: it is listed as a different use than the trail, but it would still have to go through the exception 

process. 

Steph: yes, because it is listed under the OARs. 

Matt: so, as far as the county goes, we can be more restrictive then the state but not less on the 

county ordinances. 

Ken: correct. 

Alan: this refers to roads, highways and other transportation facility people think it is pertaining 

to the trail. Would light rail from Hillsboro to McMinnville be included in this section? 

Dan: that is the way I read it; transportation facilities is pretty broad. I think it would include light 

rail. 

Ken: The decision before the Planning Commission is do you want to be more restrictive than it 

is, do you want it to line up with state law, which way do you want to go with it. 

Dan: I think it is kind of futile for us to not align with state law, conditional uses are more 

restrictive. 

Alan: quest on Farm Bureau letter, what are they referring to a super 215.296? 

Stephanie: I don’t recall the specifics, but there would have to be additional standards that are met 

to adhere to the super 215.296. They are out lined in OAR 660-12 under transportation. 
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Marjory: I think the trail and farm use is too big to sweep under the rug to hold this hearing without 

a public hearing. I don’t see a reason for us to discuss this tonight. I don’t trust this BOC; this has 

already been remanded from LUBA three times. I don’t see any reason to discuss it tonight. I 

would like to see a motion that takes it out of this discussion and into a public hearing. 

Michael: I agree with you whole heartedly. 

Brett: I would be supportive of continuing, but I would remove the road system and transportation 

issue and leave it as a conditional use and vote on the other items. 

Marjory: makes motion to keep language in sections 401, 402 and 403 with transportation language 

as a conditional use. 

Brett: I wanted to make sure we wouldn’t change the status quo while making us more in line with 

the state statutes. The testimony we received has all been about farm zones, so I think by removing 

the transportation language from the farm zones we will be able to continue with the rest of the 

ordinance changes proposed. We can then have a public hearing about transportation in the 

agricultural and farm zones. 

Alan: It sounds like Fruithill will be affected, whatever route the trail takes it is going to go right 

next to his plant. He has concerns about that and I think he is in a commercial or industrial zone. I 

would recommend taking the transportation language out of every zone and leaving it as a 

conditional use until we have a better understanding. 

Brett: I would make a motion to this affect. 

Matt: I share everyone’s concerns about the trail. I don’t see what the difference is between the 

difference between a permitted use and conditional use if they still have to go through 215.296. 

KF: this hearing doesn’t make a decision on the trail, though we received many letters that it will 

remove the farm criteria standard, we are not trying to remove the OAR protection from these 

zones. 

Dan: whatever we do will not be retroactive. 

KF: but, if you have a concern about it, and it sounds like some of you do, then you should make 

a motion and vote the way you think is best for the county. 

Brett made motion to approve everything proposed in docket G-01-20 excepting any language that 

pertains to changing the roadways or transportation from all the zones, Mike seconded. 

Matt: I have a question on lot-line adjustments, is any one open to that? 

Dan: Brett, why don’t you narrow your motion to the removing the transportation language, then 

we can go through the rest of the different sections. 

Brett made motion to maintain the conditional use requirements on the roadways and 

transportation and continue with the rest of this docket, Alan seconded; motion passed 

unanimously. 
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Ken: do you want to talk about the transportation issue in the June hearing, so you have time to 

read about all the issues and testimony? 

Alan: I would like to revisit this after I review all the testimony. There was a 3400 hundred page 

document submitted I haven’t had time to go through. 

Ken: before the end of the hearing I would like you to pick a date and make a motion for when 

you want to continue this so people will know. 

Dan: we can only accept written testimony, and we received a lot of responses. I’m not comfortable 

being in a theater size room with people at this stage in time, or in two weeks or a month. It is not 

fair to us or the public. Can we achieve what we want to do here with written testimony? 

Marla: I think we can. 

Joe: I’m concerned that what we are doing will not satisfy the public hearing requirement. I would 

like to see some briefing on that process to ensure we are satisfying those requirements. 

Alan: I agree with Joe. 

Marjorie: this seems to be a real trust issue; the community is really divided on the issue. 

Ken: to address some of Joe’s concerns, ken read from the governor’s emergency executive order 

20-16 about public meetings and hearings. I believe this is an appropriate venue, but it does put a 

limit on the exchange of questions and answers. June 4th and June 18th are open. I anticipate a 

hearing in July. 

Marla: I don’t think we should have one in June. 

Alan: I motion to put off transportation part until July 9.   

Marla seconded. 

Joe: so, the motion is written testimony only? 

Dan: the community is divided over rail and trail issue, confidence is shaken in county government, 

if this is just housekeeping, what is the urgency of it. 

KF: I’m fine if you want to postpone this to July. 

Matt: I would have to read through all this. 

Dan: We aren’t under any time restraints. 

KF: no 

Joe: it seems like many of these changes if not all, are of urgency. I think it would be better to 

consider these in a more traditional hearing setting.  

Alan: my reason of putting a date, if there isn’t a time and date set, it will just wander off into 

never-never land. 
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Dan: I agree with you, that is part of getting good testimony. The crux of this is some people feel 

like they are not getting heard and that issue will not be going away. 

Michael: in the 15 years I have been on the commission I have never had a reaction from the public 

like I had this morning. I know you’d fill the courthouse on the transportation issue alone. 

Brett: would it be possible to pass all the other changes but set aside anything having to do with 

transportation until we can educate the people what the issue is. We can hear that issue in 4 weeks, 

4 months, whenever it possible. 

Marjory: can we put this down the road 6-8 months? I agree with Brett, go through everything else 

but transportation. 

KF: what if we put the transportation off to July 9, 2020 and if people can’t testify in person you 

can continue if necessary? 

Brett: motioned to table transportation issue as it effects every zone until July 9, 2020 meeting, 

and consider the rest of the items on docket 

Marjorie seconded. 

Passed unanimously. 

Dan: section a) any questions? 

Dan: section b) any questions? 

Dan: section c) any questions? 

Marla: asked question about lot-line adjustments  

Matt: is this a new state thing, it seems more restrictive? Are we doing this because the state says 

we have to? 

Stephanie: correct, the only new one I am aware of is under House Bill 3055 related to Measure 

49 claims and approvals.  

Matt: if we vote against this are you still bound by the state? 

Stephanie: yes, we still have to apply this rule, but it makes it easier for planning staff to have it in 

the county ordinance.  

Dan: about extension of dwelling permits, nothing is mentioned about septic systems, is this still 

substantial construction? 

Ken: yes 

Dan: section d) any questions 

Dan section e) any questions? 

Dan section f) any questions? 
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Dan section g) any questions? 

Dan: section h) any questions? 

Dan: section i) any questions? 

Alan: Is this where Fruithill comes in. 

Stephanie: they are in RI 

Dan: section j) any questions? 

Dan: section k) any questions? 

Dan: section l) any questions? 

Dan: section m) any questions? 

Dan: section n) any questions? 

Dan: section o) any questions? 

Alan motioned to accept changes, Brett seconded; passed 7-1, Joe Strunk against. 

Dan: we will take up the transportation issue, it will go out as a public notice? 

Ken: we can do that. Do you want to have testimony where people are present? No skyping or 

zooming? 

Dan: My opinion is there is so much division about rails to trails whatever we do is not going to 

satisfy somebody, but I think it is important that people feel like they are being heard. It is 

important we are as transparent as possible. 

Matt: I agree 

Marijuana discussion 

Other Business:  

Dan: where do we stand with the rails to trails 

KF: we had a hearing on it today, there was testimony from both sides, record is closed to everyone 

but applicant’s rebuttal for the LUBA remand portion only. The board will then vote to approve 

or deny. Then possibly another appeal.  

Joe: I am resigning as a Planning Commissioner, it was a difficult decision, but as a lawyer it 

makes it hard for me to do my job. I think it would be best for the County and the Commission. 

Dan: you will be missed, but I understand your predicament. 

Hearing Adjourned 8:37 pm.  


