






















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































July 6th 

Yamhill County Planning Commission 
Yamhill County Planning Department 
525 NE Fourth Street 
McMinnville, Oregon  97128 
 

RE:  Docket G-01-20 Zoning Ordinance Amendments 

 

Commission Members, 

Please vote no to the proposal to change the county zoning ordinances on the referenced 
docket.  This is the latest in a series of attempts to circumvent established land use law.  
Yamhelas-Westsider Trail applicant, Timothy Sadlo has led an illegal process to build this trail 
since 2012.  Each of four times Oregon’s Land Use Board of Appeals, LUBA,  has ordered the 
county to stand down on trail work.  Sadlo has represented the county at those hearings and 
proceedings.  Our top legal officer clearly understands that he advocates illegal actions.  
                                                                                      
If you want to build something you go to the planning department and apply for a permit.  No 
one questions that.  You don’t start building until you get your permit.  If you want to build 
something that represents a non-conforming use in an Exclusive Agriculture Use zone, EFU, you 
apply for a conditional use permit.  You don’t start building until you have your permit.  
                               
To get a conditional use permit in EFU you must pass an agriculture impact study.  Each tasting 
room, each bed and breakfast, each wedding venue and punkin’ patch must do this and has 
done this.  The fact is those advocating for a park use in EFU would severely harm agricultural 
practices on millions of dollars’ worth of farmland.  That’s 150’ on each side of old rail line, 
ROW.  Trail advocates know that study would not allow a trail, so they make application for a 
conditional use permit with no intention of completing it.  They are disingenuous.    
                      
Sadlo has emboldened others, both elected and unelected, to brazenly violated land use law.  
Now he wants you to be accomplices, changing the rules of the game he has lost four times.  
Please do not become a party to the abuse of power that has brought us to this meeting. 

 

Tom Hammer 

Wheatland area 



permit written only testimony".  Yeah maybe with a benign subject matter but not with such a heated case
about the YWT.  It is highly unusual!  Please tell me how many controversial meetings have been written
testimony only?  How do I know you receive my written testimony?  How do I know it's even read?  What
if I have questions or concerns?  What if you have questions or need clarification?  Being there is
completely different than watching it on a screen or listening.  This is another outrage in which the county
applicant & planning department is taking advantage of the virus situation to conduct it's meeting without
the opposition properly allowed in the process. I am sure higher authorities in government would agree to
this unfairness.  I believe there's an ordinance that says this. 
 
I listened to the last planning commission meeting May 21.
It was stated "Amendments to the text of Yamhill county zoning ordinance to comply with the
requirements Oregon by statues and administrative rules and general  housekeeping updates".  These
codes have been in place for years (last amendment 1998).  So what's the rush?  Why now?  So are
these code changes simply.... 
       A.  "housekeeping updates"? or 
       B.   Changes much more substantial that will affect ALL property owners in all zones and directly
change farm impacts and proceedings in the TRAIL lawsuit (Farmers vs. Yamhill county) which is
ongoing in LUBA (Land Use Board of Appeals) hearings?
 
I am confused and need clarification.  Others property owners are confused as well and have the right to
question changes of zoning that will directly affect them in person with a proper public hearing.  
 
So with either situation, the answer is POSTPONE this meeting!  It can be postponed for months!
        A.  It's not important to do now or
        B.  It's too important to do now without proper public participation.
 
I urge you to please POSTPONE this meeting.  If the planning commission still wishes to meet then
please DO NOT ENGAGE or make any move to approve or disapprove of the county code changes nor
keep them the same as is.  If this meeting is held with any type of motion besides postponement then the
due process will be fulfilled and your advisement will be sent to the BOC for final decision.  You are being
used and your considerations are not even being taken into account.  It will be rubber stamped through. 
There is written proof by county council to LUBA that these code changes will be approved by the
BOC in July!  
 
And you wonder why we don't have any trust in our local county government?  Also county applicant is
able to tell the planning director as to what codes need to be changed.  Watch the video.  All reference to
the farm zone was linked to ORS 215.296 & explained but look in the docket the reference to
transportation codes is 215.283.(last page) and unexplained.  I'm not any attorney but there are lies &
deceptions going on.  We have had enough of this!
 
We are civil land owners & tax payers trying to protect our properties in all zones (residential, industrial,
school, forestry, farm etc.). 
We have the right to go through fair law proceedings without our county trying to "change the rules in the
heat of the game!"    We have been treated unfairly in public meetings, we have been denied any
discussion of different options, we continually have been run over and this needs to STOP!!!!!
 
I urge you again to please POSTPONE this meeting.
It is not safe.  Please don't force me to risk my health & the health of others.  Do not be a part of this
deception.
 
Thank you very much,
Celine M. McCarthy
 
 
 
 
 



From: Planning
To: Stephanie Curran; Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW:
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:11:55 AM

 
 

From: Janice Van Dyke <janicevineyard@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 2:33 PM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject:
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

  July 6, 2020
 
Yamhill  County Planning Commission:
 
 
I am asking you to please postpone the Public Hearing- Docket G-01-20 scheduled for July 9, 2020 in
room 32 of the Yamhill County courthouse.
 
Decisions to amend zoning codes have a major impact on property owners, owners of EFU land,
forestry land, and light and heavy industrial zoned land. Such decisions should be made when the
public is able to attend.
 
In light of the current Covid 19 virus pandemic and increase of cases in our county, it would be
irresponsible to hold a public meeting at this time. It may also appear as an attempt to limit public
input due to the current health crisis. 
 
I urge you to please postpone this meeting until a time when the public will all be able to attend and
participate in the decision process. 
 
Sincerely,
 
Janice Van Dyke
12825 NE. Yamhill Rd. 
Carlton, Or. 97111
janicevineyard@gmail.com
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From: Ken Friday
To: Stephanie Armstrong; Stephanie Curran
Subject: FW: Concern
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:29:17 AM
Attachments: image004.png

image005.png

 
 

From: Isaac Kearns <Isaac@canddlandscape.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 1:18 PM
To: Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Concern
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

Ken,
 
Thank you in advance for taking the time to read this email.  I am writing you today to voice my
opinion/concerns regarding the proposal for the jogging and cycling trail that has become a divisive
issue in the Yamhill County community.  As an avid cyclist and runner, I understand the need and
value of having safe spaces to participate in these sports, and as a licensed pesticide applicator and
hobby farmer I understand ALL of the hoops that we have to jump through to produce a healthy
crop.
 
I hate politics.  I spent 9 years on the Church on the Hill Board and 2 years on the Dayton School
Board, and in both roles had to experience both church and public politics through major leadership
transitions.  Mostly, in a corporate setting I do not like situations that cause division, promotes a
winner and a loser, and has to stoop to compromise to have a, “positive” outcome.  I believe that
compromise is the lowest form of negotiation, and would rather see outcomes where everybody
wins.
 
I have heard murmurings that our county is attempting to fast track changes to our Zoning
Ordinances that would produce the rubber stamp approval of the trail installation.   I also
understand that there is a Public Hearing scheduled for this Thursday evening to address the Zoning
Ordinance Amendments.  Amidst the current safety restrictions imposed by our Governor my
request is that this Public Hearing be postponed until a time that is more appropriate in allowing
the Public to attend and make comment.  This issue is too polarizing to push it through, and
furthermore I would like to see our county leadership work to find a solution on this issue that helps
everybody win.  Again, as a farmer and a cyclist I would love to see the widening of some of our
roads in that area of the county.  This would allow for cyclist to ride safe, farmers to move
equipment, improve Agritourism, but most importantly save lives.  Thank you for your time and for
your leadership in our county.
 

mailto:fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us
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With thanks,
 
Isaac Kearns
C and D Landscape Company
16800 NE McDougall Rd
Dayton, OR 97114
503-864-3551 (phone)
503-864-4428 (fax)

 
 

http://www.canddlandscape.com/
http://www.canddlandscape.com/christmas-decor/
http://www.canddlandscape.com/c-and-d-custom-construction/
https://portland-west.weedmanusa.com/
https://www.facebook.com/canddlandscapeco/


From: Ken Friday
To: Stephanie Armstrong; Stephanie Curran
Subject: FW: Docket G-01-20 July 9, 2020 meeting of the Planning Commission
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:37:44 AM

 
 

From: Anthony E. Van Dyke <tvd05@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 5:33 AM
To: Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Docket G-01-20 July 9, 2020 meeting of the Planning Commission
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

Subject: RE: Docket G-01-20 July 9, 2020 meeting of the Planning Commission
 
My name is Anthony E. Van Dyke.  My address is :
 
19000 NW Baker Creek Rd
McMinnville, OR  97128
 

Firstly, I am opposed to the amendments to the text of the Yamhill County zoning ordnance to
add “roads, highways and other transportation facilities and improvements”.

 

Secondly, in reference to the Yamhill County Planning Commission's public hearing
scheduled for July 9, 2020, this is far too of an important of a topic to consider at a time when
Covid-19 protocols restrict full public participation in a full public “gathering”. To be sure,
this hearing is not “time” critical and should not be scheduled until all interested parties are
given full and unobstructed access to hearings.

 

Lastly, I see no consideration for the future of our lands in this amendment. Changing zoning
guidelines that eliminate future public opinion avenues is near sighted and should be given
more thought. My strongly held position is to delay this effort to amend the zoning ordnance
until we, the public, have an environment where all can safely and freely vet our position.

 

Best Regards,
 
Anthony

mailto:fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us
mailto:armstrongs@co.yamhill.or.us
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From: Ken Friday
To: Stephanie Armstrong; Stephanie Curran
Subject: FW: Docket G-01-20 July 9, 2020 meeting of planning commission
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:28:35 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Ted Claussen <claussented@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 2:51 PM
To: Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Docket G-01-20 July 9, 2020 meeting of planning commission

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

July 6, 2020

Yamhill County planning commission:

I am asking you to postpone the public Hearing –  docket G-01-20 schedule for July 9, 2020 in room 32 of the
Yamhill county courthouse

Making amendments to zoning codes is a huge issue for property owners, owners of EFU land, forestry land, light
and heavy industrial zone land. It is not a decision that needs to be made during a pandemic.

With the increase of COVID-19 virus being reported in Yamhill County it seems irresponsible for a government
office to hold a public meeting at this time.
Sent from my iPad

Please postpone this meeting until a time when the public can all be in the same room and participate in the process.

Sincerely,
Ted Claussen
8691 Nw Clay Pit Rd
Yamhill Or 97148

.

mailto:fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us
mailto:armstrongs@co.yamhill.or.us
mailto:currans@co.yamhill.or.us


From: Ken Friday
To: Stephanie Armstrong; Stephanie Curran
Subject: FW: Docket G-01-20 July 9,2020 meeting Planning Commission
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:35:04 AM

 
 

From: Tip <tippekkola@embarqmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 8:47 AM
To: Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Docket G-01-20 July 9,2020 meeting Planning Commission
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

We, Larry and Ramona Pekkola, 7700 NE Mineral Springs Rd., Carlton, request Yamhill County
Planning Commission postpone public hearing scheduled for July 9,2020, to a time when
restrictions posed by Covid-19 allow for a true “public forum”.
While the issue of amending zoning codes is crucial to landowners in sections listed in public
notice it is not urgent.  Addressing this without the input of many, who will choose not to
attend due to Covid 19 restrictions, is un-timely and could be viewed as underhanded.  In light
of increasing Covid cases in our county it is irresponsible for a government office to hold a
public meeting of this import at this time.
DOCKET G-01-20 is of great interest to many and deserves an open discussion.  Without
further discussion and explanation of “amendments to the text of the Yamhill County Zoning
Ordinance (YCZO) to add roads, highways and other transportation facilities and
improvements” in all districts…we strongly say NO to this proposal!
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 

mailto:fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us
mailto:armstrongs@co.yamhill.or.us
mailto:currans@co.yamhill.or.us
https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986


From: Planning
To: Stephanie Curran
Cc: Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW: Docket G-01-20 Planning Commission meeting-7-9-2020
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:09:34 AM

 
 

From: lucien <crownhillfarm@frontier.com> 
Sent: Saturday, July 4, 2020 9:48 PM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Docket G-01-20 Planning Commission meeting-7-9-2020
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

Good morning,
 
This email is in regards to: Docket G-01-20  July 9th, 2020 meeting of the Planning
Commission.
 
I am totally opposed to the amendments to the text of the Yamhill County Zoning
ordinance to add “Roads, Highways, and other Transportation facilities and
improvements” in all districts.
 
Our zoning ordinances have been in place for many years, and are working very well to
protect open space, Agriculture, and private property rights.
 
I am not sure what the hurry is, during this time with the Covid 19 virus, making it
uncomfortable and un-safe for many people to attend and share comments.
 
Sadly, the average person has no idea as an example what Agriculture, and farmers in
general must already put up with regarding set asides, borders, chemical application
rules, etc.  Where are the rights of the landowners and farmers who help to feed this
county, and our country?  Seems to me, that our elected officials are basically doing
what Governor Brown is pulling off, in that there is a big rush, for the Yamhelas Trail,
that borders mostly agricultural land, that is under private ownership.  The county has
much more important things to spend time and labor on, than a trail that is tying the
hands of local farmers without even a completed impact statement.
 
With the virus and economy hurting, this is an especially bad time to try to shove thru
amendments that limit the ability of county citizens for input, and until there is a more
complete farm use assessment done, there should be “No amendments added to the
county ordinance.”
 
Our farm does not border the Yamhelas Trail, but I can assure you that we have trouble
all the time as it is just with the roadways that border parts of the farm. We have to be
very careful of Herbicide usage, any time we are spraying, due to close neighbors,
vineyards, and people in general that live close.

mailto:planning@co.yamhill.or.us
mailto:currans@co.yamhill.or.us
mailto:armstrongs@co.yamhill.or.us


 
Now is not the time to shove amendments, and or the trail down the county’s residents’
throats without proper vetting, and inputs.  That will take away property rights and
allow the county a free hand anytime some project pleases the powers that are in place.
 
Respectfully yours,
 
Lucien Gunderman
 
 
Crown Hill Farm
Crown Hill Farm Enterprises
Mochettaz & Gunderman
18155 NW Baker Creek Rd.
McMinnville, OR 97128
Ph/Fax-503-472-5496
Email:crownhillfarm@frontier.com
www.crownhillfarmenterprises.com
 

http://www.crownhillfarmenterprises.com/


From: Planning
To: Stephanie Armstrong; Stephanie Curran
Subject: FW: Docket G-01-20 Zoning Ordinance Amendments
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:12:57 AM
Attachments: CCE_000539.pdf
Importance: High

 
 

From: Lee Schrepel <lee@fruithillinc.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 5:02 PM
To: Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>; Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>; Stephanie
Armstrong <armstrongs@co.yamhill.or.us>; Dan Armstrong <danarmstrong2@hotmail.com>; Brett
Veatch <bveatch@bhhsnw.com>; joe@strunklaw.hush.com; brett.veatch@gmail.com
Cc: Wendie Kellington <wk@klgpc.com>; Sarah Mitchell <sm@klgpc.com>; Mark Schrepel
<mark@fruithillinc.com>
Subject: Docket G-01-20 Zoning Ordinance Amendments
Importance: High
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

We'd like to participate in the Yamhill County Planning Commission hearing this coming
Thursday evening, but it is a terrible conflict with our cherry harvest & processing processing. 
We start the season on Tuesday, tomorrow, so neither Mark or I can attend the hearing.  In a
season such as this, our operation is in motion 24x7.  We have attached a letter to the
Commission and hope it will be seriously considered.  We expect this email, with attachment,
to be acknowledged & that you will consider this cover email, along with the attachment, as
part of the official record of these proceedings.

We hope the Planning Commission will 'postpone' or 'continue' the proposal to change
'transportation systems' relative to the Yamhill County Zoning Ordinances until sometime
post-harvest for Yamhill County farm & food processing operators.  Also, as a 'hearing', it
should take place when those being heard can all actually be in the room with those doing the
'hearing'.  This is a huge issue for farmers & and owners of light & heavy industrial zoned
land.

We believe the suggested change to the YCZO to allow 'transportation systems' (code words
for 'trails') in virtually all zones as 'permitted' uses is a tool being employed to side-step the
farm impacts test upon which the County has stumbled several times as it attempts to approve
the Yamhelas Westsider Trail (YWT).

Those involved in agriculture want to be treated fairly & for the local government to abide by
its own rules & state statutes.  The County should not bend, break or change the rules for a pet
project any more than they would for a private developer!  LUBA has repeatedly returned the
proposed YWT project to the County as 'unfinished' work in consideration of the impacts upon
neighboring farm operations.

mailto:planning@co.yamhill.or.us
mailto:armstrongs@co.yamhill.or.us
mailto:currans@co.yamhill.or.us



































In our case, the proposed trail would eventually cross our 'HI'-zoned parcel & we'd lose the
use of at least 10% of the land.

We most strongly encourage you not to let the Planning Commission 'take the hit'  or 'do the
dirty work' for the Board of Commissioners.  The Trail issue should not be resolved or
facilitated by the Planning Commission.  There is no 'real' pressure or urgency to make these
zone changes at this time.

Please read and seriously consider what is submitted by the many farm operators and our
counsel, Wendie Kellington of Kellington Law Group.  Please influence your fellow
Commissioners to do the right thing.

I'm very willing to discuss this with you, but my availability during harvest is extremely
limited.  Once cherries hit the processing line Tuesday morning, our own sort of chaos will
control our lives for a month or more.

Thank you very much for your thoughtful consideration!

Lee
Lee

Lee Schrepel, FRUITHILL, INC.
6501 NE Hwy 240, Yamhill, OR  97148-8507
Ofc & Res  503-662-3926
Mobile  503-939-1562
Fax  503-662-4270
Email  Lee@FruithillInc.com
www.FruithillInc.com
Email  communitycantata@gmail.com
www.CantataChoir.org
"Quality Fruit For Generations!"

mailto:Lee@FruithillInc.com
http://www.fruithillinc.com/
mailto:communitycantata@gmail.com
http://www.cantatachoir.org/


















From: Planning
To: Stephanie Curran; Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW: Docket G-01-20
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:13:51 AM

 
 

From: Julie Vandyke <jandjvandyke@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 9:35 AM
To: Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>; Casey Kulla <kullac@co.yamhill.or.us>; Rick Olson
<olsonr@co.yamhill.or.us>; Mary Starrett <starrettm@co.yamhill.or.us>; Planning
<planning@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Docket G-01-20
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

July 7, 2020
 
Members of Planning Commission Yamhill County and Yamhill Commissioners Kulla, Olson and
Starrett
 
I am a landowner, taxpayer and have been a resident of Yamhill County my entire life.  I have lived
with the existing land use laws the entire time.
 
Recently we were notified of your intentions to amend the zoning codes in our county.  Codes that
have protected our farmland and our way of life on the farm for the last 50 years.  Your attempt to
slide this through under the radar is simply circumventing the process which we all abide by.  How
can you ignore the opposition by many of our neighbors and fellow landowners by pushing this
through without a properly conducted  public hearing on such  life changing amendments as these?
 
These code amendments should not and cannot happen period.  To amend the zoning codes in all
districts and add "Roads, highways, and other transportation facilities and improvements"  would
destroy the very concept of land use in the districts which they were established  to protect.
 
I urge you to vote NO on changing the zoning ordinances of Yamhill County.
 
Respectfully Submitted,
 
James VanDyke
8777 NW Moores Valley Rd.
Yamhill, Oregon
 
 

mailto:planning@co.yamhill.or.us
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From: Ken Friday
To: Stephanie Armstrong; Stephanie Curran
Subject: FW: Planning commission meeting
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:17:49 AM

 
 

From: Celine Mccarthy <forestgrovept@aol.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 6:58 PM
To: Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Fwd: Planning commission meeting
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

-----Original Message-----
From: Celine Mccarthy <forestgrovept@aol.com>
To: kullac@co.yamhill.or.us <kullac@co.yamhill.or.us>; olsonr@co.yamhill.or.us
<olsonr@co.yamhill.or.us>; Starrettm@co.yamhill.or.us <Starrettm@co.yamhill.or.us>;
fridayk@yamhill.or.us <fridayk@yamhill.or.us>; planning@co.yamhill.or.us <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>
Sent: Mon, Jul 6, 2020 6:54 pm
Subject: RE: Planning commission meeting

Board of Commissioners, planning department, staff and planning commissioners:
RE:  Docket G-01-20
 
 
I have not received my letter informing me about this meeting to take place on July 9, 2020 in which I am
a key opponent against the YWT.  This is not a huge surprise as I have yet to receive any type of letter
since The county purchased the ROW in a quick claim deed alongside my farm property 2 or so years
ago.  Some of my colleges have so they have shared with me.  Please put me on the list.    Celine & Greg
McCarthy PO Box 417, Gaston, OR 97119.  Thank you.
 
 
I have learned that the Yamhill county Planning Commission PUBLIC Hearing is to take place Thursday
July 9, 2020 in Room 23 in the courthouse basement.  Director Ken Friday has made a decision that only
1 person can speak inside the courtroom and the others must wait their turn standing out in the hallway
and watch the proceedings on some type of screen.
Are you kidding?  This is NOT acceptable!!
 

The Yamhill County Public Health Department’s website states:
 
“We are currently experiencing some community spread within our community, which
means people have been infected with the virus who are not sure how or where they
became infected. With community spread, we need to remember the disease is in all parts
of the county and the advice of social distancing, staying at home, and hand washing would
not change even if we knew every detail about cases.”

mailto:fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us
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I strongly object to this ill advised proceedings.  I am in my 60's and I do want to risk my health standing
in a basement hallway with others like cattle watching the proceedings live stream.  And cell phone
reception doesn't even work down there.  I object to ANY type of gathering (25 participants 6 feet apart
with masks on, whatever)  It is simply not safe.  I do not want to expose myself to a virus outbreak which
no doubt worsened since July 4 th celebrations.  I live remote with poor reception and do not have access
to zoom or any type of this media nor do I have a clue how to use it.  I do not want to risk my life or others
by attending this meeting but will do so in order to be heard!  It is our public right to be heard.
 
You have forced us in past public meetings and have coerced the board stating...."it is not unusual to
permit written only testimony".  Yeah maybe with a benign subject matter but not with such a heated case
about the YWT.  It is highly unusual!  Please tell me how many controversial meetings have been written
testimony only?  How do I know you receive my written testimony?  How do I know it's even read?  What
if I have questions or concerns?  What if you have questions or need clarification?  Being there is
completely different than watching it on a screen or listening.  This is another outrage in which the county
applicant & planning department is taking advantage of the virus situation to conduct it's meeting without
the opposition properly allowed in the process. I am sure higher authorities in government would agree to
this unfairness.  I believe there's an ordinance that says this. 
 
I listened to the last planning commission meeting May 21.
It was stated "Amendments to the text of Yamhill county zoning ordinance to comply with the
requirements Oregon by statues and administrative rules and general  housekeeping updates".  These
codes have been in place for years (last amendment 1998).  So what's the rush?  Why now?  So are
these code changes simply.... 
       A.  "housekeeping updates"? or 
       B.   Changes much more substantial that will affect ALL property owners in all zones and directly
change farm impacts and proceedings in the TRAIL lawsuit (Farmers vs. Yamhill county) which is
ongoing in LUBA (Land Use Board of Appeals) hearings?
 
I am confused and need clarification.  Others property owners are confused as well and have the right to
question changes of zoning that will directly affect them in person with a proper public hearing.  
 
So with either situation, the answer is POSTPONE this meeting!  It can be postponed for months!
        A.  It's not important to do now or
        B.  It's too important to do now without proper public participation.
 
I urge you to please POSTPONE this meeting.  If the planning commission still wishes to meet then
please DO NOT ENGAGE or make any move to approve or disapprove of the county code changes nor
keep them the same as is.  If this meeting is held with any type of motion besides postponement then the
due process will be fulfilled and your advisement will be sent to the BOC for final decision.  You are being
used and your considerations are not even being taken into account.  It will be rubber stamped through. 
There is written proof by county council to LUBA that these code changes will be approved by the
BOC in July!  
 
And you wonder why we don't have any trust in our local county government?  Also county applicant is
able to tell the planning director as to what codes need to be changed.  Watch the video.  All reference to
the farm zone was linked to ORS 215.296 & explained but look in the docket the reference to
transportation codes is 215.283.(last page) and unexplained.  I'm not any attorney but there are lies &
deceptions going on.  We have had enough of this!
 
We are civil land owners & tax payers trying to protect our properties in all zones (residential, industrial,
school, forestry, farm etc.). 
We have the right to go through fair law proceedings without our county trying to "change the rules in the
heat of the game!"    We have been treated unfairly in public meetings, we have been denied any
discussion of different options, we continually have been run over and this needs to STOP!!!!!
 
I urge you again to please POSTPONE this meeting.



It is not safe.  Please don't force me to risk my health & the health of others.  Do not be a part of this
deception.
 
Thank you very much,
Celine M. McCarthy
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



From: Ken Friday
To: Stephanie Curran; Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW: Public hearing - planning commission - July 9, 2020
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:37:13 AM

 
 

From: Julie Vandyke <jandjvandyke@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 7:34 AM
To: Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Public hearing - planning commission - July 9, 2020
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

July 6, 2020
 
Planning Commission  and Ken Friday -
 
Through notification in the mail I understand you are having a  planning board meeting this July 9,
2020.  You have set what you are calling social distancing at this meeting and calling it a PUBLIC
hearing.  This is not a proper public forum but a way for you to call it a public hearing.  
With the increase of covid-19 virus cases in Yamhill county being reported  you are  endangering
 anyone who would like to attend this meeting.
This is far to  important of an issue to property owners of Yamhill county for you to railroad it
through at this time.
Please postpone the hearing until property owners can appear in person without fear of exposure to
Covid.
 
Our voices need to be heard.
Thank you,
Jim VanDyke
8777 NW Moores Valley Rd
Yamhill, Oregon
 

mailto:fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us
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From: Planning
To: Stephanie Curran; Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW: Public Hearing regarding Docket G-01-20
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:10:13 AM

 
 

From: vanfarm <vanfarm@juno.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 1:03 PM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Public Hearing regarding Docket G-01-20
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

 
Planning Commissioners,
Please consider postponing this hearing.
I cannot attend the meeting on July 9. My wife is a cancer patient and I cannot risk the
chance of exposure for her during this pandemic. I am sure that there are MANY
others in similar situations that will be denied input, as well as EVERYONE being
denied the ability to interact and respond to immediate discussion.
 
I have many concerns about the proposed changes that staff is trying to push through
to circumvent the process. Most of all that they are attempting to push through
changes NOW when they are having trouble meeting their own requirements for the
trail. And SOME of the changes just “happen” to pertain specifically to those issues.
 
My property borders two of the zones to which staff proposes to make drastic
changes, EFU Zone and Heavy Industrial Zone.
 
EFU: Trails are allowed in EFU Zones now but must pass Farm Impact Standards to
obtain a Conditional Use Permit. This new language would allow the trails outright,
with NO Farm Impacts or Conditional Use Procedure.
 
HEAVY INDUSTRIAL (HI): Currently, the property where the Bus Barn is located is
zoned HI. Trails and Trail Heads are not allowed in this zoning for a reason. What is
that reason and why has that reason changed if not for this specific trail?? If these
changes are approved, trails would be allowed outright, NO DISCUSSION.
 
These are just the changes that would happen on property that abuts my humble 20
acres of heaven. I can’t imagine what changes could happen Countywide if these

mailto:planning@co.yamhill.or.us
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drastic changes are allowed to quietly slide under the table during this pandemic.
 
I ask you to please delay this hearing until a real Public Hearing can be held when
people can attend, mask free, and be able to express their concerns in an open
environment.
 
There is NO emergency and there is NO rush to make these changes.
 
Please postpone this Hearing until we are Covid free and able to attend and discuss
freely and thoroughly.
 
John VanDyke
1255 E Main Street
Yamhill, OR   97148



From: Planning
To: Stephanie Curran; Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW: Slow this mess down!!
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:10:32 AM

 
 

From: Alice Patridge <alicejuiceplus@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 1:39 PM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>; Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Slow this mess down!!
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

The mad dash to make all the changes to facilitate this trail process is insane. 
So many costly things have already occurred including construction during
remand and mistakes like the gate being installed over 75 ft away from where
it should have been and now a vital piece of equipment being isolated after the
bridge was removed.
Many more land owners than you expected strongly object to what is being
bullied through.  Not just 'a couple' as I was lied to at the first community
meeting I attended. Those who have supported your plan have virtually been
given a blank check to promote the go ahead while using the power of their
position to circumvent due process to stop this insanity.
Please stop and realize what is going on.  Why should persons with an agenda
to profit and support mainly one component of this community be able to do so
at the expense and burden of so many other landowners and farmers? But of
course, this is being promoted as 'great for tourism'.  If I had realized this town
had such a callous attitude toward land owners rights I would never have
bought here in the first place. There are a few that will benefit greatly from the
changes hoped for. What about those who are diligently working their farms to
benefit everyone with their bounty? I don't see them trying to change existing
laws to expand their long range business at the expense of others.
Stop, please just stop, and quit trying to bring in outsiders to rally together
because they want to come here and play when they don't even have any skin
in this game. This is not their battle, it is our land and our lives that will be
altered each and every day, day after day, 24/7. 
 
Alice Patridge
--
Alice

mailto:planning@co.yamhill.or.us
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From: Planning
To: Stephanie Curran; Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW: Trail
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:11:23 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: heppnerexpress@gmail.com <heppnerexpress@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 2:06 PM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Trail

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

            To the planning commission I Jim Hurl am adamantly opposed to having a meeting on the trail during this
pandemic. I think for all involved it needs to be at a later date. Jim Hurl

Sent from my iPad

mailto:planning@co.yamhill.or.us
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From: Ken Friday
To: Stephanie Curran; Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW: Zoning Amendments NO!
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:39:03 AM

 
 

From: Justin Carden <jbcarden1@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, July 5, 2020 8:44 PM
To: Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Zoning Amendments NO!
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

  This email is in regards to : Docket G-01-20 July 9 2020 meeting of the Planning Commission
 
Dear Planing Commission Members,
 
I am a tax payer in Yamhill County and i am totally OPPOSED to the amendments to the text of the
Yamhill County Zoning ordinance to add Roads,Highways, and other Transportation facilities and
improvements in all districts.
Our zoning ordinances have been in place for many years and are working very well to protect
agriculture, forestry, industrial districts and private property owners.
I urge you to vote NO to making any changes to the zoning codes here in Yamhill County
Respectfully submitted,
 
Justin Carden
18000 NE Stillers Mill Rd
Yamhill Oregon
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From: Ken Friday
To: Stephanie Curran; Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW: zoning amendments
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:40:08 AM

 
 

From: Justin Carden <jbcarden1@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, July 5, 2020 8:30 PM
To: Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: zoning amendments
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

Yamhill County Planning Commision:
I am asking you to postpone the Public Hearing - Docket G-01-20 scheduled for July 9 2020 in room
32 of Yamhill County courthouse.
As I am sure you are aware, making amendments to zoning codes is a very important issue for
property owners, owners of EFU land, forestry land, and light and heavy industrial zoned land.
With the increase of the Covid 19 Virus being reported in Yamhill County and all of Oregon it seems
irresponsible for an elected government office to hold a public meeting at this time.  There seems to
be no reason to hold this meeting during this pandemic, when there are  citizens that are opposed to
your plans to change these zoning codes, who have underlying conditions,and therefore can not
attend and won't be able to attend to speak out against what they believe to be the wrong course of
action.  The only reason I can see for your suggested actions is to try to take advantage of this
unprecedented time in history to get your personal agenda done, without anything standing in your
way.  You all were elected to these offices in the hopes you would conduct yourselves ethically and
morally, please remember that, and postpone this meeting until a time when the Public voices that
want to be heard can be heard in the same room and participate in the process.
 
Sincerely,
Justin Carden 
18000 NE Stillers Mill Rd.
Yamhill Oregon
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From: Ken Friday
To: Stephanie Curran; Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW: Zoning Codes
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 10:39:55 AM

 
 

From: Elizabeth Carden <cardenbeth@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, July 5, 2020 8:43 PM
To: Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Zoning Codes
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

This email is in regards to : Docket G-01-20 July 9 2020 meeting of the Planning Commission
 
Dear Planing Commission Members,
 
I am a tax payer in Yamhill County and i am totally OPPOSED to the amendments to the text of the
Yamhill County Zoning ordinance to add Roads,Highways, and other Transportation facilities and
improvements in all districts.
Our zoning ordinances have been in place for many years and are working very well to protect
agriculture, forestry, industrial districts and private property owners.
I urge you to vote NO to making any changes to the zoning codes here in Yamhill County
Respectfully submitted,
 
Elizabeth Carden
18000 NE Stillers Mill Rd
Yamhill Oregon
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BILL POST
STATE REPRESENTATIVE

DISTRICT 25

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

July 6,2020

Dear Planning Commission Member,

Please accept this letter regarding this Thursday's upcoming meeting relating to the Yamhelas-Westsider
Trail Project. Typically, I do not intercede in decisions made at the county level, as I strongly believe in local

government and I want to thank you for your service in the community...we all know how complicated land

use issues can be. With that being said, I am deeply concerned with the serious impact the Yamhelas-
Westsider Trail project will have on agricultural land.

Considering the existing zoning statutes, I am troubled with the legality of the trail project as it is
circumventing current zoning requirements on EFU-zoned land under the guise of changes to
"transportation facilities and improvements." ln my time serving in the House Agriculture and Land Use

Committee, I have witnessed first-hand the difficulties that hard working Oregonians have in satisfying
Oregon land use laws, oftentimes for the most trivial of projects. When the applicant happens to be a
government body, it is unfair and unreasonable to not apply the exact same rules that a private property
owner must follow.

Currently, to operate a trail in an EFU zone requires a conditional use permit. LUBA has consistently found
that the county has not satisfied the legal requirements of the test to acquire those permits. lf our land

use laws won't allow the project to happen, then the County should work with our farmers and see if
compromise can be reached, and try to bring a solution acceptable to everyone to the legislature if changes

to the law are needed.

Again, thank you for your service to the community as we all work together to develop the county while
protecting our land. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Bill Post

State Representative - House District 25

900 Court St NE, Salem, OR 97301 - 503-986-1425
rep.billpost@oregonlegislature. gov



 
 
Wendie L. Kellington Phone (503) 636-0069 
P.O. Box 159 Mobile (503) 804-0535 
Lake Oswego Or Facsimile (503) 636-0102 
97034 Email: wk@klgpc.com  

 
July 6, 2020 

 
Via Electronic Mail 
Yamhill County Planning Commission 
C/O 
Ken Friday 
Planning Director 
 
RE: G-01-020 & Answer to Planning Commission Question About Legal Effect of Removing 
Existing Specific Requirement to Apply Farm Impact Test to Trails and Instead Requiring Trail 
to Only Apply ORS 215.283(3) 
 
Dear Members of the Planning Commission: 
 
 This firm represents a large group of Yamhill County citizens and farmers who oppose 
the Yamhelas Westsider Trail.  Please include this letter in the record of the above matter.   
 

Current County Land Use Code 
 

 Trails are nonfarm uses.  They have big impacts and sometimes they must be denied, just 
like any other nonfarm use.  The county code has long recognized this and allowed trails and 
only if they meet all conditional use permit requirements and only if they meet the farm impacts 
test.  The Yamhelas Westsider Trail has been through three different LUBA appeals and three 
different times LUBA has said the county failed to meet conditional use permit standards and the 
farm impacts test.  Instead of accepting denial is required, the county seeks to change the rules 
and take away the requirements it cannot meet.  We hope that you will not allow yourselves to be 
a part of such a scheme.   
 

Proposed Code Changes 

There is no dispute that under the proposed code changes, trails will no longer be subject 
to conditional use permit requirements.  There is also no dispute the county is also proposing to 
take away the specific requirement that the county apply the farm impacts test, to trails.  The 
dispute is about what the county intends to happen to the farm impacts test for trails if the 
proposed amendments are approved.   

 
The county planning director has told you that the farm impacts test will still apply to 

trails if the amendments are approved, via ORS 215.296.  That may be what he thinks, and we 
hope he is right.  However, that is not what the county lawyers have claimed, as expressed in 
their LUBA briefing.  And this should be of concern to the planning commission.  We walk you 
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thought the proposal and what the county lawyers are on record saying about the legal effect of 
the proposed changes. 

 
Existing Code 
 
“The following uses are allowed in the [EFU] District *** subject to Conditional Use criteria 
and requirements of 1202 and subsection 402.07(A) of this ordinance ***: 
 
YCZO 402.04(N)

YCZO 402.07(A): 
 

 
Proposed Code 

 
 
You can see that the county seeks to  specifically remove  having to deal with the YCZO 

1202 conditional use permit standards, for the nonfarm use of a trail regardless of impacts on 
EFU land, and to specifically remove the express requirement in YCZO 402.07(A) that trails  
only be approved if they meet the farm impacts test.   

 
Instead, under the proposal, trails can be approved “subject to ORS 215.283(3).” 
 
The question then becomes, what does it mean to just subject trails to ORS 215.283(3) in 

the place of the county equivalent of the state farm impacts test in YCZO 402.07(A)?  YCZO 
402.07(A) will remain in the county code after these amendments.  But if the amendments are 
approved, trails will be the only previously listed conditional nonfarm use, that are no longer 
specifically required to comply with YCZO 402.07(A).    
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The county’s lawyers no doubt wrote this amendment to perfectly track their legal 
arguments in their LUBA briefs that being subjected only to ORS 215.283(3) means the county 
completely avoids the farm impacts test for trails.  The below is taken from the county’s LUBA 
brief in Van Dyke I:  

 
“ORS 215.283(3) addresses "[r]oads, highways and other transportation facilities 
and improvements" not listed  in ORS 215.283(1) or (2). ORS 215.283(3)(b) 
states: 

 
"(3) Roads, highways and other transportation facilities and  
improvements not allowed under subsections (1) and (2) of this 
section may be established, subject to the approval of the 
governing body or its  designee, in areas zoned for exclusive farm 
use subject to: * * * 
 

“(b) ORS 215.296 for those uses identified by rule of the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission as provided in 
section 3, chapter 529, Oregon Laws 1993." 

 
“Contrary to the [Farmers’] claims, this section does not specifically address the 
establishment of a hiking, biking, walking and equestrian trail in an existing 
transportation corridor. It also does not require that the county adopt findings 
addressing ORS 215.296 when 'establishing' "roads, highways and other 
transportation facilities and improvements." Instead, it states that ‘Roads, 
highways and other transportation facilities and improvements’ may be 
established by taking a goal exception (section (3)(a), omitted above), or through 
application of ORS 215.296 ‘for those uses identified by rule of the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission.’" 
 
“The county's findings note that OAR 660-012-0065(5) states that ‘in addition’ to 
complying with ORS 215.296, uses on the list must address three additional 
standards.  Whether it meant to or not, nowhere in LCDC's rule does it subject 
‘bikeways, footpaths and recreation trails’ to ORS 215.296 in the first instance. 
 
“As noted by the Department of Land Conservation and Development in its 
memos dated May 19, 2015 and December 10, 2015, the rule does not clearly 
state that the county must adopt ORS 215.296 findings when establishing a 
trail in an existing rail corridor. R-621-622, 416-417.  The memo appears to 
have been necessary because the rule was unclear.  DLCD staff also noted that 
the legislature was considering legislation to require that counties address ORS 
215.296 when establishing public trails, and produced a memo stating that it 
recognized the rule was not clear, but that farm impact findings were already 
required. Res. Br. App. 3. 
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“However, the opinions of DLCD staff, issued not to clarify the intent of 
LCDC prior to adoption, but as an after-the-fact explanation of what the 
department wants the rule to say, is not evidence of LCDC's intent ‘in the rule 
adoption process or in the application of the rule by the authoring agency in 
other proceedings.’ *** DLCD staff cannot, by memo and not in a 
‘proceeding,’ correct mistakes that might have been made in the drafting of an 
administrative rule. 

 
The text and context of the rule is clear: the rule does not require that the  
county adopt findings to address ORS 215 .296 when establishing: ‘Bikeways, 
footpaths and recreation trails not otherwise allowed as a modification or part 
of an existing road,’ because those uses "are consistent with Goals 3 and 4." 
 
“*** Until LCDC amends its rule, ‘Bikeways, footpaths and recreation 
trails,’ are not subject to ORS 215.296, whether or not they are ‘part of an 
existing road.’  (Emphases supplied.) 

 
 LUBA responded to the county’s argument by acknowledging the complexity of the 
county’s argument and ducking it.  LUBA said that regardless of whether the county was right 
about ORS 215.283(3) did not matter because the county code specifically required trails to 
comply with the farm impacts test: 
 

“Thus, even if ORS 215.296 [state farm impacts test] does not apply directly, its 
substantive requirements apply via YCZO 402.07(A).  Accordingly, there is no 
need in this opinion to resolve the rather complex legal arguments regarding 
whether ORS 215 .296 applies directly.”  (Emphasis supplied.) 
 

Here, the county proposes to REMOVE trails from having to comply with YCZO 
402.07(A).  That leaves only the legal question of whether the reference to ORS 215.283(3) 
means trails escape the farm impacts test.  We know how the county lawyers view the answer – 
they believe that ORS 215.283(3) means the county completely avoids the farm impacts test for 
trails.  On these facts, it is no possible to conclude that the amendment is a proforma, 
housekeeping measure.  It is designed to be a substantive change to the rules that apply to trails 
in the county for the sole reason that the county has been unable to meet those rules.   

 
Accordingly, when planning staff chides the farmers for being concerned that the 

proposed amendments are designed to remove the farm impacts test from trails, that such 
chiding is unfair, and not well-taken. The farmers’ concerns are the direct result of the positions 
taken in county legal briefs by the county lawyer who also happens to be the “applicant” for the 
Yamhelas Westsider Trail.   

 
 

Very truly yours, 
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Wendie L. Kellington 
       
 
WLK:wlk 
CC: Clients 
 





From: Planning
To: Stephanie Armstrong; Stephanie Curran
Subject: FW: Docket G-01-20 July 9, 2020 meeting of the Planning Commission
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 10:03:42 AM

 
 

From: Terri Crawford <tcrawfor@georgefox.edu> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 7:47 PM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Docket G-01-20 July 9, 2020 meeting of the Planning Commission
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

Dear Planning Commission,
 
We are opposed to the considered updates to multiple sections of the Yamhill County
Zoning Ordinance where an amendment would  add "roads, highways and other
transportation facilities and improvements."  I understand this could be done without
public hearings, notices or need for a farm impact study. 
 
This is absolutely unfair to us as a home and landowner.  Please change course
and do not implement this amendment.
 
Sincerely,
 
Ron and Terri Crawford
3991 NE Riverside Loop
McMinnville, OR. 97128
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From: Planning
To: Stephanie Armstrong; Stephanie Curran
Subject: FW: Reg: Docket G-01-20 July 9,2020 meeting of the planning commission
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 10:00:43 AM

 
 

From: Angie Van Dyke <angvandyke@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 2:29 PM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>; Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Reg: Docket G-01-20 July 9,2020 meeting of the planning commission
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

 
 
July 7, 2020
 
 
 
Good afternoon Yamhill County Planning Commission
 
 
I am asking you to postpone the Public Hearing - Docket G-01-20 scheduled for July 9, 2020 in
room 32 or Yamhill County courthouse.
 
Making amendments to zoning codes is a huge issue for property owners, owners of EFU land
(which I am ) , forestry land, light and heavy industrial zoned land.   It is not a decision that
needs to be made during a pandemic. 
 
With the increase of COVID 19 virus being reported it is irresponsible for a government office
to hold a public meeting at this time!
 
Please postpone this meeting until a time when the PUBLIC can all be in the same room and
participate in the process.
 
Sincerely,
 
Angela Van Dyke
22325 NE Cove Orchard Rd

mailto:planning@co.yamhill.or.us
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Yamhill OR  97148



From: Planning
To: Stephanie Curran; Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW: Planning commission meeting
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 10:00:27 AM

 
 

From: Greg Mccarthy <groundzerofarm@aol.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 1:49 PM
To: Casey Kulla <kullac@co.yamhill.or.us>; Rick Olson <olsonr@co.yamhill.or.us>; Mary Starrett
<starrettm@co.yamhill.or.us>; Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>; Ken Friday
<fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Cc: danarmstrong2@hotmail.com; brett.veatch@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Planning commission meeting
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

To:
 
Yamhill County Board of Commissioners 
Planning Department 
Planning Board of Commissioners:
RE:  Docket G-01-20
 
In regards to the upcoming planning commission meeting to be held in room 32 of the county courthouse,
I strongly suggest that you POSTPONE this meeting until there is a safer time to participate.  
 
Director Friday's decision to have 1 person at a time attendance while others wait in the hall is unsafe and
irresponsible.  
Teleconference is unacceptable as I do not have access to this type of technology nor do I care to use it.  
It is not the same as a public meeting in which people can be present to respond to questions and hear
answers.  
No more "written testimony only".  We are being treated unfairly and this has to STOP!
I do not trust this county governing body and their proceedings and they are taking advantage of the virus
crisis situation to push forth their own agendas.
 
There are extremely important zone changes proposed that will affect all property owners besides taking
the farm impacts test out of EFU zone which is horrendous.  
Farmers, back in the 70's, gave up their rights to divide their lands and sacrificed their own gains in order
to establish big block exclusive farm use zones districts to make sure farm ground will always be
protected.  This is the brilliance of Oregon.  This was their sacrifice!
 
Of course county land use laws are more restrictive than state law because most agricultural counties
promote the protection of farm ground.  Somehow with our current politicians & county staff may not
understand this.  It is so sad how far removed the general public is from agriculture.
 
There is absolutely no rush for any zone change to have to take place now when they have been
in existence for years and years.
 

mailto:planning@co.yamhill.or.us
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I strongly urge you to POSTPONE this planning commission meeting until we can all gather in a safe and
proper manner.
 
 
Respectively yours,
 
Greg McCarthy
Ground Zero Seeds
Ground Zero Farms
Yamhill, Oregon
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Planning
To: Stephanie Armstrong; Stephanie Curran
Subject: FW: Docket G-01-20 July 9 2020 meeting of planning commission
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 10:04:08 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Cindy Claussen <carsnhorses1@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 6:59 AM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Docket G-01-20 July 9 2020 meeting of planning commission

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

Yamhill County Planning Commission:

I am asking you to postpone the Public Hearing - Docket G-01-20 scheduled for July 9, 2020 in room 32 of Yamhill
County Courthouse.

Making amendments to zoning code is a huge issue for property owners, owners of EFU Land, forestry land, light
and heavy industrial zoned land.  It is not a decision that needs to be made during a pandemic.

With the increase of COVID-19 virus being reported in Yamhill County it seems irresponsible for government
office to hold a public meeting at this time.

Please postpone this meeting until a time when the PUBLIC Can all be in the same room and participate in the
process.
Sincerely,
Cindy Claussen
8691 NW CLAY PIT RD.
Yamhill OR 97148
Sent from my iPad
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From: Ken Friday
To: Stephanie Armstrong; Stephanie Curran
Subject: FW: Docket G-01-20 July 9 meeting
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 9:51:36 AM

 
 

From: Angie Van Dyke <angvandyke@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 5:25 PM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>; Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Docket G-01-20 July 9 meeting
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

Good afternoon, 
 
I am opposed to the amendments to the text of the Yamhill county zoning ordinance to add
"roads and highways and other transportation facilities and improvements" 
in all districts.
 
The purposed trail is a" transportation and facility and improvement".  The same category of
uses not listed as a use allowed out right or conditionally in AF-10 zone or the HI zone.  For
that reason, unless and until text amendments are made to the zone ordinances, trail
development will should not take place within the HI zone, or AF-10.
 
 
I am opposed to changing or amending to any zone ordinances as this would be detrimental to
Yamhill County and the people who live here.  
This would directly affect me and my family as I own the property at 22325 NE Cove Orchard
Road Yamhill OR 97148, which is zoned EFU.   
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Angela Van Dyke
22325 NE Cove Orchard Road 
Yamhill OR 97148
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From: Planning
To: Stephanie Curran; Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW: Docket G-01-20 July 9, 2020 meeting of the planning Commission
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 9:59:40 AM

 
 

From: jan williams <janwilliams1548@live.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 11:44 AM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Docket G-01-20 July 9, 2020 meeting of the planning Commission
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

Fred Williams
7465 NE Hwy 240
Yamhill, OR 97148
 
 
I am opposed to the amendments to the text of the Yamhill County Zoning Ordinance to add
"roads, highways and other transportation facilities and improvements.  All land use decisions
should first go before a public meeting.  If that means waiting for this covid 19 virus to be
over, so be it.
 
 
Fred Williams
 

Virus-free. www.avast.com

 

mailto:planning@co.yamhill.or.us
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From: Ken Friday
To: Stephanie Curran; Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW: July 9 Public Hearing at 7 pm
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 9:52:40 AM

 
 

From: Kathy and Craig Crawford <kcyamhill@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 5:42 PM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>; Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: July 9 Public Hearing at 7 pm
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

Dear Planning Commission,
I am writing today to ask that the July 9 meeting scheduled to start at 7 pm (Docket G-01-20) be
postponed. The number of "known" positive Covid-19 cases in our county now totals 155. Eight of
those cases were reported on Monday and another 16 today. These meetings are supposed to be
open to the public but you all know there will be residents afraid to attend due to the Covid virus.
The issues to be discussed are important. The public has a right to attend AND be safe while doing
so. I urge you to postpone this meeting for at least six months or until a Covid-19 vaccine exists. 

--
Thank you,
Craig Crawford
24515 NW Dodson Rd
Yamhill, OR 97148
 

mailto:fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us
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From: Ken Friday
To: Stephanie Armstrong; Stephanie Curran
Subject: FW: July 9, 2020 Planning Commission meeting, RE: Docket G-01-20
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 9:52:26 AM

 
 

From: Kathy and Craig Crawford <kcyamhill@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 5:40 PM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>; Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: July 9, 2020 Planning Commission meeting, RE: Docket G-01-20
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

My name is Craig Crawford, I live at 25715 NW Dodson Rd, Yamhill, OR 97148. I am writing today to
voice my opposition regarding proposed amendments to the text of the Yamhill County Zoning
Ordinance (YCZO) to add "roads, highways and other transportation facilities and improvements" in
all districts. The process to review and vet roads, highways and transportation facilities and
improvement projects should not be eliminated or reduced. I believe the farm impacts test and
public notice should continue to be part of the process.
 
My property borders Menefee Park on three sides. I do not want to be left out of any process that
could make lifelong changes to access that park or any other roads, highways, transportation
facilities and improvements in this county. Further, these decisions should not be left solely to
elected politicians.
 
The current trend is for government to be more transparent. These changes are clearly an attempt
to do the opposite. For these reasons I oppose the amendments being considered to the text of the
YCZO in docket G-01-20.    
 

--
Thank you,
Craig Crawford

mailto:fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us
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From: Planning
To: Stephanie Armstrong; Stephanie Curran
Subject: FW: Planning Commission meeting July 9th,2020
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 10:01:57 AM

 
 

From: sjreimann@frontier.com <sjreimann@frontier.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 3:44 PM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>; Jim VanDyke <jandjvandyke@gmail.com>
Subject: Planning Commission meeting July 9th,2020
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

Steve Reimann
9110 NW Clay Pit Rd 
Yamhill,OR 97148
 
RE: Docket G-01-20 July 9th, 2020 meeting of the Planning Commission
 
I'm writing this letter in opposition to the amendments to the text of the Yamhill County Zoning Ordinance 
to add "roads,highways and other transportation facilities and improvements. I believe this proposed
ordinance is unconstitutional and taking away property rights from land owners without any concern to our
community. Our county is mostly rural and farming is a big part of what has made this a very desirable
area to reside. Now your asking these farmers who have been here for centuries to give up the property
rights and allow the county to add roads and transportation facilities right through there property without
any say? This is not what our community is about and I strongly disagree to this proposed ordinance. 
 
Sincerely,
Steve Reimann

mailto:planning@co.yamhill.or.us
mailto:armstrongs@co.yamhill.or.us
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From: Planning
To: Stephanie Curran; Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW: Planning Commission meeting July 9th
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 10:01:00 AM

 
 

From: sjreimann@frontier.com <sjreimann@frontier.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 2:38 PM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>
Cc: jandjvandyke@gmail.com
Subject: Planning Commission meeting July 9th
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

Steve Reimann
9110 NW Clay Pit Rd
Yamhill, OR 97148
 
RE:Docket G-01-20 July 9th, 2020 meeting of the Planning Commission
 
 
Due to the recent surge in Covid-19 cases throughout our county and state I'm very opposed to the
Yamhill County Planning Commission conducting this hearing in person during these times. Our Governor
has encouraged us to stay home and not gather in groups so why does the County feel it's necessary at
this time to have this hearing in person? Last week I postponed my in person hearing on a zone change
in Carlton due to my concern for the safety and well being of others. This was something that was not to
my liking but was just good common sense. I urge Yamhill County to use common sense and postpone
this hearing to a later date.
 
Thank you,
Steve Reimann

mailto:planning@co.yamhill.or.us
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From: Ken Friday
To: Stephanie Curran; Stephanie Armstrong
Subject: FW: Planning Commission Public Hearing July 9, 2020
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 9:50:36 AM

 
 

From: Julie Vandyke <jandjvandyke@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 4:16 PM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>; Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>; Casey Kulla
<kullac@co.yamhill.or.us>; Rick Olson <olsonr@co.yamhill.or.us>; Mary Starrett
<starrettm@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Planning Commission Public Hearing July 9, 2020
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

July 7,2020
 
Members of the Yamhill County planning board and Yamhill County Commissioners 
 
 ''STAY HOME AND STAY SAFE'  has no one in our local government been listening to our state
officials?  When this Covid-19 Pandemic took my rights away to attend church and for children to go
to school I would have hoped someone in our local government heard the Stay Home and Stay Safe
message.   The state officials have opened up some of the restrictions but that was needed for
people to go back to work and business to be able to stay in business.  I do not feel it was for Yamhill
County to hold a public hearing so they could make changes to the zoning ordinance (or do a little
housekeeping) on the zoning ordinance.  Mr. Friday stated at the last meeting that he just wanted to
get it done so it wouldn't get forgotten about.  Believe me  -  it can wait 6 months to a year and it will
not be forgotten about.  Public hearings are primarily intended to obtain public testimony before
significant decisions are to be made.   It is important to be in the same room with all the participants
so statements can be made and questions can be answered. STAY HOME AND STAY SAFE -
Postpone this meeting until everyone who wants to participate can do so in a safe environment.
 
As for the proposed text of the Yamhill County Zoning Ordinance to add "Roads, highways and other
transportation facilities and improvements" to all the zoning codes I am OPPOSED.  Any time the
county wants to build a road, highway or public trail in these zones there should still be public
notices, public hearings and all "impacts" to the designated zone should have to be met before any
project can be started.  The "impact study" should not be conducted by the applicant (Yamhill
County) but by an outside source.
 
I am a landowner and have lived in Yamhill County for 65 years.  Zoning laws were put into place to
protect the land and property owners. My family has had to abide by zoning laws even if we didn't
agree with them and Yamhill County should too.  No one should get a "free pass".

mailto:fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us
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I urge the planning commission members to  vote NO and not make any changes to the zoning
ordinances.  
 
Sincerely,
Julie VanDyke
8777 NW Moores Valley Rd
Yamhill, Oregon



From: Ken Friday
To: Stephanie Armstrong; Stephanie Curran
Subject: FW: Planning meeting re: Yamhelias Westsider Trail
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 9:54:02 AM

 
 

From: Melissa Reed <mmccarthy1981@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 7:10 AM
To: Casey Kulla <kullac@co.yamhill.or.us>; Ken Friday <fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us>; Rick Olson
<olsonr@co.yamhill.or.us>; Mary Starrett <starrettm@co.yamhill.or.us>; Planning
<planning@co.yamhill.or.us>
Cc: danarmstrong2@hotmail.com; brett.veatch@gmail.com
Subject: Planning meeting re: Yamhelias Westsider Trail
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

Yamhill County Planning Commission:
I am asking you to postpone the Public Hearing - Docket G-01-20 scheduled for July 9, 2020 in room 32
of Yamhill County courthouse.
 
Making amendments to zoning codes is a huge issue for property owners, owners of EFU land, forestry
land, light and heavy industrial zoned land.  It is not a decision that needs to be made during a pandemic.
 
With the increase of Covid-19 Virus being reported in Yamhill County it seems irresponsible for a
government office to hold a public meeting at this time.
 
Please POSTPONE this meeting until a time when the PUBLIC can all be in the same room and
participate in the process.
 
Sincerely,
 
Melissa Reed
Yamhill resident

mailto:fridayk@co.yamhill.or.us
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To:    Members of the Yamhill Planning Commission 
From:   B. J. Matthews 
Date:  19 May 2020 
 
Subject:  G-01-20 hearing July 9, 2020 
 
I request you postpone the public hearing on G-01-20 scheduled for July 9, 
2020 for the following reasons: 
 

1) Ineffective public notification: 
This request by the county affects the entire county but only a few were  sent 
notices.  There was a public notice published in the News Register June 30, 
2020 a local paper with a circulation of less than 11,000 in a county with over 
100,000 residents.  This planning commission hearing on G-01-20 was  only 
midday today posted to the county's web site.  (The county listed the BOC 
meeting of the same day on Friday the 3rd).  From the instructions in the G-01-20 
notice no electronic or fax submittals will be accepted the day of the planning 
commission hearing.  That means they will need to be submitted by tomorrow or 
hand delivered to the hearing (12 copies).  This brings up a major concern 
Covid. 

2) According to 
director Friday only 
one person at a 
time will be allowed 
in room 32.  The 
rest, wearing 
masks, will stay in 
the hall.   

 
Last night CBS 
news reported that 
the latest on containing 
the spread of Covid 
involves not just masks 
but improved ventillation 
in enclosed spaces.  
Droplets spread about 6 
ft but aerosols spread up 
to 30 ft and linger in the 
air longer.  (To see the 
broadcast copy and paste 
this in the address line of 



your browzer  https://www.cbsnews.com/video/070620-cbs-evening-news/#x  ) 

 
Crowding people who wish to testify into a poorly ventilated hallway is 
unconscionable .  I am 75 years old.  Who in this county government is 
so desparate to push this zone amendment through that they will risk the 
health and even lives of citizens unnessarily? 

 
Finally I'm sure you would like to be done with this mess but have a care.  If you 
vote for it or against it that will constitute “due process” and the BOC will pass it.  
The only way to insure true due process is to postpone this hearing until a 
proper public hearing can be held.  This zoning change is not an urgent matter.  
Please POSTPONE this hearing.  It is anything but a proper public hearing. 
 
B J Matthews 
 

https://www.cbsnews.com/video/070620-cbs-evening-news/#x


 
 
 
 
 
 



July 7, 2020 

Yamhill County Commission 
535 NE Fifth Street 
McMinnville, OR 97128 

VIA EMAIL: planning@co.yamhill.or.us 

RE: Docket G-01-20;  Zoning Ordinance Amendments 

Dear Commissioners, 

The Oregon Farm Bureau (“OFB”) and Yamhill County Farm Bureau (“YCFB”) resubmit the 
following comments regarding Yamhill County’s proposed ordinance amendments. Specifically, 
OFB and YCFB have considerable concerns about removing roads, highways, and other 

transportation facilities as conditional uses, and allowing them outright in the EFU zone.

Proposed Section 402.04, Conditional Uses: 402.04 previous (N), “Roads, highways and 
other transportation facilities and improvements not allowed under Subsections 
402.02(K) or 402.04(J), subject to compliance with OAR 660-12.”  

From our review of this code amendments, it appears that roads, highways, and other 
transportation facilities (including trails) were removed from the conditional use section of 
Yamhill’s ordinance and moved to 402.11. This language was also changed to reference ORS 
215.283(3) instead of OAR 660-12.   

It is unclear what justification the County has for making such a drastic change to how 
transportation facilities can be cited in Yamhill County. When Oregon’s land use system was 
founded, the Oregon legislature recognized the need to protect agriculture's viability in the 
state. As such, the legislature created the EFU zone where farm activities are not only 
protected, but encouraged. Under state law, counties may authorize certain non-farm uses in 
EFU zones, so long as those uses will not have significant adverse effects on accepted farm or 
forest practices. This notion is supported by Oregon’s Agricultural Land Use Policy in ORS 
215.243, which calls for limiting development into rural areas because of conflicts between 
farm and urban activities.  

mailto:planning@co.yamhill.or.us


Based upon these foundational principles, Yamhill County should not change their code in a 
way that would remove transportation facilities as a conditional use, allow them to be sited on 
EFU lands without passing a full and complete farm impacts test, or reduces protection from 
impacts of non-farm uses in the EFU zone.  

Irrespective, it is important to note that DLCD recently published guidance on implementation 
of ORS 215.283(3) and OAR 660-12 (attached). If the Commission approves this code change, it 
should be made clear for the record that under DLCD’s interpretation of state law and their 
rules, any trail sited under ORS 215.283 must still pass the farm impacts test of ORS 215.296. 
According to DLCD’s memo, this review is not discretionary, as some local governments have 
attempted to argue, and is required by state law: 

When a trail is proposed to be linear and pass through multiple properties, it should be 
reviewed as a transportation facility subject to ORS 215.296 review. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment today. 

Respectfully,   

Samantha Bayer 
Oregon Farm Bureau Federation 
samantha@oregonfb.org

Jerry Mann 
President 
Yamhill County Farm Bureau 



GUIDE TO TRAILS IN EFU AND FOREST ZONES 
DLCD  December 10, 2015 

 
Counties and others have inquired about the appropriate land use review process for trails in 
EFU and forest zones. The question is whether trails are an allowed use or a use that is subject to 
discretionary review. We believe this depends on the circumstances: 

• When a trail is proposed to be included within a public park, it should be reviewed as a 
public park use subject to ORS 215.296 or OAR 660-006-0025(5). This could be a quasi-
judicial conditional use review or a legislative review as part of the adoption of a Park 
Master Plan. 

• When a trail is proposed to be linear and pass through multiple properties, it should be 
reviewed as a transportation facility subject to ORS 215.296 review. This could be a 
quasi-judicial conditional use review, or, more likely, a legislative review as part of the 
adoption of a Transportation System Plan. 

• When a trail is proposed to be included within a private park, it should be reviewed as a 
private park use subject to ORS 215.296 or OAR 660-006-0025(5) through a quasi-
judicial conditional use review process. 

• When a trail is proposed on a land trust or other private property to which public access is 
granted, an ORS 215.296 or OAR 660-006-0025(5) review may or may not be necessary. 
If the subject property is undeveloped and its purpose is primarily the conservation of 
natural or cultural resources, we think it is reasonable to view it as private property and 
not a park, so that review would not be necessary. However, if the subject property has 
special features that are likely to make it a desirable destination for a significant number 
of visitors, if there will be regular planned events, if there is a fee, or if there is more than 
nominal development of supporting facilities such as a small parking lot, porta potty and 
kiosks, then an ORS 215.296 or OAR 660-006-0025(5) review would be appropriate.  

• When a proposed public linear trail would include a land trust or other private 
conservation-oriented property, that property must be included as part of the local review. 
 

Trails as Park Uses 
Public parks are authorized at ORS 215.213(2)(e) and 215.283(2)(d) in EFU zones, where 
consistent with the provisions of ORS 195.120. ORS 195.120 calls for rules for “allowable uses 
in state and local parks that have adopted [park] master plans.” Those rules, adopted under 
division 34, list as an authorized use: “Recreational trails: walking, hiking, biking, horse, or 
motorized off-road vehicle trails; trail staging areas.” Public parks are authorized in forest 
zones at OAR 660-006-0025(4)(f), as provided in division 34. The ORS 215.296 or OAR 660-
006-0025(5) review process should occur as part of a legislative review through the adoption of 
or amendment to a park master plan, although specific trail link changes or refinements could go 
through a quasi-judicial conditional use review. 



 
Trails as Transportation Facilities 
While trails as transportation facilities aren’t specifically identified as an allowed use in EFU or 
forest zones in statute, ORS 215.213(10) and 215.283(3) state that “other transportation 
facilities” not allowed under subsections (1) and (2) “may be established, subject to the approval 
of the governing body or its designee” subject to either 1) the adoption of an exception or 2) 
“ORS 215.296 for those uses identified by rule” of LCDC. 

 
The wording “may be established, subject to the approval of the governing body or its designee” 
indicates a discretionary review and is identical to the lead-in wording for the lists of uses in 
subsection (2) of ORS 215.213 and 215.283 – sometimes referred to as the lists of conditional 
uses. The reference to “ORS 215.296 for those uses identified by rule” of LCDC specifically 
indicates that the uses listed in rule require review against ORS 215.296.  
 
OAR 660-012-0065 Transportation Improvements on Rural Lands addresses transportation 
improvements and facilities that are allowed in rural areas, including not just EFU zones, but 
also forest, rural residential and other rural and nonresource zones. Section (3) states that a 
specific list of improvements and facilities, including use (h) “Bikeways, footpaths and 
recreation trails not otherwise allowed as a modification or part of an existing road” “are 
consistent with Goals 3 and 4. Section (5) states that in EFU and forest zones, certain of the 
listed uses, not including (h), “shall, in addition to demonstrating compliance with the 
requirements of ORS 215.296” comply with what we refer to as a “super” 215.296 process. This 
statement indicates that, in EFU and forest zones, all other listed uses not subject to the “super” 
215.296 process, including use (h), are subject to the ordinary 215.296 process. The only reason 
why there is no specific reference in section (3) to an ORS 215.296 review is because the list 
applies to uses in all resource, rural and nonresource zones, while only EFU and forest zones 
require review for compliance with this standard.  
 
The ORS 215.296 review process could occur as part of a quasi-judicial or a legislative review. 
A legislative review involving a Transportation System Plan would be a preferred approach, 
although individual landowners along a proposed route should in this case be notified, within the 
standard notification distance. Subsequent refinements to a proposed trail route could involve an 
amendment to a Transportation System Plan or a quasi-judicial conditional use review. 
 
Additional questions have arisen regarding rights-of-way and road modification and how they 
affect trail reviews. While established ROWs may minimize some aspects of review, they still 
raise issues regarding potential farm conflicts. This includes railroad ROWs. A new trail or trail 
link in a new or existing ROW requires an ORS 215.296 review. However, a new bike lane or 
pedestrian path that is part of a road modification in an existing ROW can be reviewed as an 
allowed use through ORS 215.213(1)(k), 215.283(1)(i) or OAR 660-006-0025(3)(h). 



 
July 6, 2020 
 
TO:   Ken Friday, Yamhill County Planning Director  and the  
           
         Yamhill County Planning Commission 
 
           
 
RE:     Docket  G-01-20  Hearing  July 9, 2020 
 
We are opposed to these “permitted use” amendments.     
 
Permitted use leaves potentially impacted neighbors, communities, and other   
interested county residents without protections, and few rights  to defend themselves 
against undesirable intrusions. 
 
The development demands in our lovely county are increasing.   
We need more wise restrictions not fewer. 
 
If these “permitted uses” are to push through opposition on the Yamhelas trail, as 
some have suggested, we do not support its development.  It is unfair to those 
directly impacted and to the county taxpayers.  It will bring problems along the trail 
and to the small towns.   I understand the appeal but the reality will be different. 
 
We do support a biking, walking trail along the highway as has been done near 
Forest Grove and the Monmouth/Corvallis areas.   It will be safer for users and easy 
to service.  
 
Sincerely, 
Ron and Connie Hutchison 
PO Box 489 
Yamhill, OR 







From: Planning
To: Stephanie Armstrong; Stephanie Curran
Subject: FW: The meeting needs to be postponed
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 11:32:58 AM

 
 

From: Alice Patridge <alicejuiceplus@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 10:45 AM
To: Planning <planning@co.yamhill.or.us>; Casey Kulla <kullac@co.yamhill.or.us>; Rick Olson
<olsonr@co.yamhill.or.us>
Subject: Fwd: The meeting needs to be postponed
 

[This email originated outside of Yamhill County]

This meeting on the 9th is a matter of great future impact to the landowners of
this county.  You MUST reschedule this and hold an open forum in a large public
place (such as a high school auditorium) where county taxpayers and
landowners can come and testify and become part of the official record and
know who is behind or against any code changes.  You have a system that is
cumbersome at best for valid input to your meetings.  This is a problem when
decisions are made that have far reaching consequences. Let's start making a
positive difference for those you serve.  Local people's needs (especially those
who are contributing to our own economy here in the county) should ALWAYS
take precedence over the leisure/playtime desires of others especially those
who don't even live in the area. Tourism is not a consistent, reliable source for
our county.  Stand behind those who contribute faithfully day in and day out,
year after year. While we are at this, let's keep the 'testimony' limited to those
who actually are impacted by county decisions and actually pay county taxes.
Empty praise and showmanship do nothing but tickle the ears of fools and
those with personal agendas. 
Subject: Re: The meeting needs to be postponed
Please submit this on record.
Alice Patridge
687 N Coolidge St
Carlton, Oregon 97111
541.678.3824
alicejuiceplus@gmail.com

To: <kullac@co.yamhill.or.us>, Rick Olson <olsonr@co.yamhill.or.us>, Mary Starrett
<starrettm@co.yamhill.or.us>
 

So what part of "This meeting needs to be postponed" did you not get??? We
are all taxpayers and need to be represented and have some say in what is
going on with the future of our land and our daily existence. This headlong rush
into pushing this trail down our throats and in our own backyards needs to
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stop! The playtime of others should not have priority over landowners who are
now asked to pay with losses in productivity, privacy and security.
POSTPONE THE MEETING AND EXPAND THE LOCATION TO
ACCOMMODATE SOCIAL DISTANCING AND HAVE GOOD 2 WAY AUDIO
AVAILABLE.
 
Alice Patridge
 
On Sun, Jul 5, 2020 at 10:54 AM Alice Patridge <alicejuiceplus@gmail.com> wrote:

The mad dash to make all the changes to facilitate this trail process is
insane.  So many costly things have already occurred including construction
during remand and mistakes like the gate being installed over 75 ft away
from where it should have been and now a vital piece of equipment being
isolated after the bridge was removed.
Many more land owners than you expected strongly object to what is being
bullied through.  Not just 'a couple' as I was lied to at the first community
meeting I attended. Those who have supported your plan have virtually been
given a blank check to promote the go ahead while using the power of their
position to circumvent due process to stop this insanity.
Please stop and realize what is going on.  Why should persons with an agenda
to profit and support mainly one component of this community be able to do
so at the expense and burden of so many other landowners and farmers? But
of course, this is being promoted as 'great for tourism'.  If I had realized this
town had such a callous attitude toward land owners rights I would never
have bought here in the first place. There are a few that will benefit greatly
from the changes hoped for. What about those who are diligently working
their farms to benefit everyone with their bounty? I don't see them trying to
change existing laws to expand their long range business at the expense of
others.
Stop, please just stop, and quit trying to bring in outsiders to rally together
because they want to come here and play when they don't even have any
skin in this game. This is not their battle, it is our land and our lives that will
be altered each and every day, day after day, 24/7. 
 
Alice Patridge
 
 
--
Alice

 
--
Alice

 
--
Alice
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July 8, 2020 

Yamhill County Planning Commission 

Department of Planning and Development 

525 NE 4th Street 

McMinnville, Oregon 97128 

planning@co.yamhill.or.us 

 

cc: 

Christian Boenisch 

Yamhill County Counsel 

boenischc@co.yamhill.or.us 

 

 

RE: Comments in Support of Suspending Legislative Proceedings for Docket No. G-01-20 

 

To Yamhill County Planning Commission: 

 

Please accept the following comments to be included in the record on the county’s local process 

and proposed zoning code amendments to over twenty zones in the Yamhill County Zoning 

Ordinance (YCZO). 1000 Friends of Oregon urges the planning commission to table the proposal, 

as it has not been appropriately drafted or vetted for compliance with state law, the statewide 

planning goals, and the county’s comprehensive plan, among other things. This comment letter 

builds upon and incorporates the prior comments submitted on May 21, 2020 that outline the 

numerous violations of federal and state law that the county may have engaged in by carrying out 

the planning commission meeting on that day.1 

 

1000 Friends of Oregon is a nonprofit, membership organization that works with Oregonians to 

support livable communities; protect family farms, forests and natural areas; and provide 

transportation and housing choice. Our supporters come from across Oregon, from every county 

in the state. 

 
1 Based on the county’s notice for this hearing, it is understood that this hearing, unlike the prior 

hearing, allows for in-person testimony notwithstanding the current public health crisis.  As 

described in the earlier comment letter, 1000 Friends of Oregon strongly encourages the county 

to accommodate public safety during the pandemic while engaging in the basic elements of a 

public land use hearing, including the provision of safe in-person testimony opportunities and a 

digital platform where community members can provide oral testimony via video streaming. 

This low-cost option would demonstrate that the county is engaging in a process that approaches 

compliance with state public meetings law, land use hearings law, and the county’s own plan 

policy that requires the county to provide all county residents opportunities to be involved in all 

phases of the planning process. 
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The county has not provided the planning commission with a sufficient staff report to demonstrate 

that the proposed amendments are warranted or compliant with the law. The staff report fails to 

evaluate the proposal’s consistency with the comprehensive plan, and the county has not provided 

a valid justification for pursuing these amendments. The planning commission should table the 

proposal until a complete staff report fully addresses the farm impacts test, transportation planning 

through transportation system plans, and how those plans work in relation to the proposed 

amendments. All things considered, the question remains: why take transportation uses out of a 

conditional use process when that very process explicitly ensures that the county demonstrates 

compliance with its acknowledged comprehensive plan?  

 

A. The county’s staff report is insufficient to demonstrate that the proposed amendments 

are consistent with the county’s comprehensive plan. 

 

Under YCZO 1207.01(D), any legislative amendment to the zoning ordinance must be 

accompanied by findings showing the amendment to be consistent with the comprehensive goals 

and policies.2  The staff report does not come close to fulfilling the county’s obligation under its 

own code, and does a disservice to the planning commission by failing to address the full scope 

and legality of county staff’s everchanging legislative proposal.  

 

The staff report concludes that the amendment “is consistent with federal, state and local statutes, 

and comprehensive plan goals and policies.” Staff Report at 7. The county has not done its 

homework, as it did not evaluate federal law, all applicable state laws, or plan consistency. The 

insufficient staff report only addresses a single plan subject matter area (transportation), and 

ignores other goals and policies, both state and local. See Staff Report at 4-6. The county is 

obligated to adopt findings of consistency with all relevant comprehensive plan goals and policies, 

but the staff report does not address the vast majority of dozens of applicable comprehensive plan 

goals and policies (e.g., all goals and policies under Yamhill County Comprehensive Land Use 

Plan Section II (A) – (J). The county has not explained how all of the proposed amendments align 

with existing local transportation plans and processes. 

 

The obligation remains for the county to demonstrate that its proposed amendments are consistent 

with the comprehensive plan. Because the county seeks to remove a whole category of 

transportation uses out of conditional use permit review for farm zones, and adds transportation 

uses as permitted uses in numerous other zones, the county must demonstrate that allowing 

those uses as permitted with limited standards is appropriate in the context of all state and local 

plan goals and policies.  

 

The staff report includes practically no discussion about plan consistency, and fails to address basic 

aspects of the proposed changes including the impact of removing transportation facilities out of 

conditional use review and allowing such uses in other zones with limited review. Staff has ignored 

 
2 Notably, the County’s quotation of YCZO 1207.01(D) in the staff report does not match the 

version posted on its website.  

See https://www.co.yamhill.or.us/sites/default/files/zoning_1207_872.pdf.   
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how transportation facilities approved under the proposed provisions could fragment protected 

open space and species habitat under Goal 5, create detrimental impacts to water quality under 

Goal 6, impact habitat features protected under Goal 4’s Other Forested lands, fragment farmland 

and reduce availability of contiguous farm tracts, impact historic districts, hurt ecologically and 

scientifically significant natural areas, permanently damage outstanding scenic views and sites, 

and create livability and safety issues for community members. The county should also consider 

whether the proposed text would allow for a proliferation of privately-owned transportation 

facilities in zones throughout the county without the ability to condition such proposals, regardless 

of their impacts. 

 

B. The county needs to accept that the farm impacts test applies to uses under ORS 

215.283(3)(b). 

  

ORS 215.296 precludes a county from approving of nonfarm use when the use would "[f]orce a 

significant change" in accepted farm practices or "[s]ignificantly increase the cost" of those 

practices on surrounding agricultural lands. The law provides that a permit applicant may meet the 

farm impacts test through the local government’s imposition of conditions of approval. Stop the 

Dump Coal. v. Yamhill Cnty., 364 Or 432, 435 P3d 698 (2019).  See also ORS 215.283(2), (3). 

Based on clear case law and straightforward legislative text, the farm impacts test is required for 

uses permitted under ORS 215.283(3)(b). To the extent the county’s proposed changes are 

intended to allow for roads, highways, and other transportation facilities and improvements on 

resource land without review under the farm impacts test, such a change is facially inconsistent 

with state law.  

 

Any code amendment needs to reflect the statutory obligation that provides that roads, highways, 

and other transportation facilities and improvements permitted under ORS 215.283(3)(b) can only 

be established subject to a finding of compliance with ORS 215.296.3  

 

The references within ORS 215.283(3) and implementing Goal 3 administrative rule refer to OAR 

660-012-0065, which implements Statewide Planning Goal 12 and governs transportation 

improvements on rural lands. That rule requires that a local jurisdiction demonstrate compliance 

with ORS 215.296, based on ORS 215.283(3). Prior statements made by the county indicate the 

county has promoted an unreasonable interpretation of the law, asserting that some uses listed 

 
3 ORS 215.283(3) provides: 

 

 “Roads, highways and other transportation facilities and improvements not allowed under 

 subsections (1) and (2) of this section may be established, subject to the approval of the  governing body 

 or its designee, in areas zoned for exclusive farm use subject to: 

 

 “(a) Adoption of an exception to the goal related to agricultural lands and to any other   

  applicable goal with which the facility or improvement does not comply; or 

 

      “(b) ORS 215.296 for those uses identified by rule of the Land Conservation and    

  Development Commission as provided in section 3, chapter 529, Oregon Laws    

  1993.” (Emphasis added.) 
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within OAR 660-012-0065 are not subject to the farm impacts test.4 Contrary to county counsel’s 

representations, uses not expressly listed (i.e., “Roads, highways and other transportation facilities 

and improvements not allowed under subsections (1) and (2)” of ORS 215.283) are subject to ORS 

215.296 via ORS 215.283(3)(b). 

 

The county should consider either refraining from amending its codes governing resource zones, 

or if amended, expressly identify that those transportation uses are subject to ORS 215.296. The 

statutory obligation will apply regardless, but the county should ensure that the local code reflects 

state law, so that applicants understand that ORS 215.296 applies. 

 

The county’s interpretation of ORS 215.283(3) and OAR 660-012-0065 to allow transportation 

uses on resource land not identified in subsections (1) or (2) of the statute, but avoid application 

of ORS 215.296 is implausible. The plain text of the statute provides that any “roads, highways, 

and other transportation facilities and implements not established” under subsections (1) or (2) of 

ORS 215.283 may be allowed, subject to one of two requirements: Either a goal exception or ORS 

215.296 analysis for uses identified by administrative rule. If a use is not subject to a goal exception 

or ORS 215.296 per ORS 215.283 (3), then it cannot be approved under subsection 3 of the statute. 

ORS 215.283 (3) is an exclusive list. County counsel’s creative interpretation of an administrative 

rule that somehow allows uses to avoid ORS 215.296 in no way rewrites ORS 215.283(3)(b). State 

law only allows two pathways: a goal exception or the farm impacts test. The county cannot escape 

the mandatory farm impacts test. 

 

The staff report acknowledges that state law sets the floor for land use standards, and the county 

cannot go below those standards.  Because state law establishes specific transportation uses that 

can occur on farmland, and directs a clear and limited process for those transportation uses not 

listed in subsections (1) or (2) of ORS 215.283, the county is bound by state law that only allows 

for goal exceptions or uses identified by rule as subject to ORS 215.296. The county’s assertion 

that LUBA determined that ORS 215.283(3) “is not clear” is incorrect, and the quotes provided 

from the LUBA decision address interpretation of an administrative rule, not a statute. Staff Report 

2-3. 

 

C. Additional Procedural Issues 

 

Along with the notice for this hearing, the county attached a document titled “Procedures 

Regarding Hearings by the Planning Commission Acting on Quasi-judicial Actions in Yamhill 

County.” It is unclear why this document was attached to the notice. The proposed amendments 

constitute a legislative rather than quasi-judicial matter.  See Strawberry Hill 4 Wheelers v. Benton 

County, 287 Or 591, 601 P2d 769 (1979) (explaining the now well-established distinction between 

legislative and quasi-judicial land use decisions).  The document also identifies appeal rights 

regarding planning commission decisions, but this appeal standard is inapposite, as the planning 

commission plays a recommendation role for legislative proposals, and there is not a local appeal 

process for a non-final recommendation. Under YCZP 1207.01, the board of commissioners are 

 
4 https://www.co.yamhill.or.us/sites/default/files/RevisedORDFindings%20051118.pdf, at pgs. 8-9 of pdf. 
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required to hold a public hearing on this matter.  The county needs to revise its procedures sheet 

for legislative decisions and distribute that to all parties entitled to notice. 

 

Through this proposed amendment, the county is effectively changing zoning standards for twenty 

zones. As an unnecessary legislative amendment, the county is under no obligation to adopt this 

amendment. ORS 197.620. 

 

The county should also post public notices for any vacant commission seat, including the recently 

vacated planning commission seat. Allowing for public notice of vacant commission seats will 

allow for all community members to apply that are interested, and also demonstrate that the county 

is committed to transparency, equity, diversity, and inclusion.  

 

D. Conclusion 

 

In light of the foregoing, 1000 Friends of Oregon requests that the county suspend this proceeding. 

The planning commission deserves an adequate staff report that identifies and explains all relevant 

criteria, including findings that explain how this proposal is consistent with the entire 

comprehensive plan. The planning commission has no obligation to move this proposal, and good 

planning requires that a revised staff report be provided before any recommendation to the board 

of commissioners occurs. 

 

Regards,  

Scott Hilgenberg 

Rural Lands Legislative Attorney 

1000 Friends of Oregon 



 

 
 

 July 8, 2020 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Yamhill County Planning Commission 
Ken Friday, Planning Director 
535 E. Fifth Street 
McMinnville, Oregon 97128 
 
 
Re: Docket G-01-20 
 
Dear Commissioners and Staff: 
 
Friends of Yamhill County works to protect natural resources through the 
implementation of land use planning goals, policies, and laws that will maintain and 
improve the present and future quality of life in Yamhill County for both urban and rural 
residents.  We have reviewed the Docket G-01-20 agenda, packet of exhibits, published 
Public Notice and notice of proposed amendments sent to DLCD. 
 
We wish to add to our comments submitted for the May 21st hearing.  We incorporate 
comments provided by 1000 Friends of Oregon on today's date, as well as 1000 Friends 
of Oregon's prior letter submitted on May 21, 2020.  We encourage Commissioners and 
community members to read those comments to further understand the problematic 
nature of the county's proposal and procedures. 
 
The headers on the exhibits state “The ordinance amendments are meant to update the 
local code to match the state rules and statutes” but this is not the case with the 
proposals related to transportation facilities.  The proposed change to include roads, 
highways, and other transportation facilities and improvements as permitted uses 
represents a major departure from state and county land use practices.  The county has 
not demonstrated a need for the changes or comprehensive compliance with the whole 
of the Yamhill Comprehensive Land Use Plan.   
 
The existing language that speaks to small scale improvements has more conditions 
and review.  In most proposed language there is little or no review, or public process.  
As written, it appears to disregard or obfuscate the requirements of OAR 660-015-0000, 
OAR 660-012-0065, ORS 215.283 and others.  That it is proposed without an applicable 
statutory or legislative reference or stated need calls into question the candor of the 
public notifications and process as a whole.   
 



To the matter of conducting a public hearing in the time of pandemic, not everyone has 
access to internet and/or bandwidth adequate to participate in online livestreaming via 
YouTube or can safely comply with the health requirements.  It is our understanding that 
this process does not have the sort of strict timelines like permit applications.  Nor is 
there anything to indicate an immediate or urgent need for action.  To force the issue 
under these limitations is contrary to the principles of citizen involvement at the 
foundation of Oregon Statewide Planning Goals.  In the absence of clear explanations 
and open processes it is not surprising that citizens have filled in the blanks around 
motives and consequences with their own narratives. 
 
There are issues of local concern that have been brought before the Planning 
Commission and resulted in debate about the meaning or contradictions in existing 
code language.  The deliberations often result in comments along the lines “we really 
should clarify that” but they get punted down the road without action.  An example that 
comes to mind are defining wineries in exception areas and/or of a scale inconsistent 
with ORS 215.452 or 215.453.  Another is the proliferation of tourism facilities and 
wedding venues under the guise of private parks.  Neither of these are addressed in the 
proposed changes.  And there may well be others that would surface in public 
discussions.  This is a missed opportunity to forge ahead without addressing citizen 
concerns. 
 
Friends of Yamhill County respectfully requests that Docket G-01-20 as a whole and 
specifically the transportation issues subject to the July 9 hearing be held in abeyance 
until more information is available about the need for the proposed changes and 
inconsistencies are reconciled.  Please advise us of the outcome of all proceedings 
related to Docket G-01-20 and changes in the zoning code. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention. 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Kathryn Jernstedt 
 
Kathryn Jernstedt 
President 
Friends of Yamhill County 
 
 
Cc: FYC Board 
 1000 Friends of Oregon 
 
G-01-20 PC 2 FYC 
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