


































































































TO:    County Commissioners: (Mary Starrett, Rick Olsen, Casey Kulla) 
  c/o Yamhill County Planning Department 
  525 NE 4th St 
  McMinnville,  OR 97128 
FROM: Billie Jean Matthews 
DATE:  21 March 2019 
SUBJECT:   Conditional Use Permit Application and Quasi-Judicial TSP Amendment   
  Yamhelas Westsider Trail, Planning Docket G-01-18 
 
In reading through the many comments from the March 7th and March 14th meetings I note 
that several trail advocates seem to have some sympathy for farmers and other residents and 
desire some form of cooperation and that is appreciated.  Many of them relate their positive 
experiences across the country and abroad as well as on other Oregon trails.  With regard to 
this trail, the desire for increased safety seems to be a main driver.  But the “plan” is NOT the 
best for safety. 
 
The appilicant has not done its job.  They have not only done a disservice to farmers and 
residents.  They have also done a great disservice to prospective users of a trail.  I'm sure 
trail users want the best possible product.  Citing the Rails to Trails Conservancy while 
ignoring their admonition to NOT encroach on farms is laughable.  This is not the way to do it. 
 
It was the applicant's responsibility to commission a rigorous farm impact study.  They refused 
and tried to side step it with a so called transportation plan.  So in an attempt to defend the 
right to farm and the laws of our county and state, farmers have stepped up with an appeal to 
LUBA which resulted in this remand.  As this process has proceded, farmers and other 
agricultural experts have stepped up again to provide information about their farming 
operations and the restrictions directly applicable to their operations.  The information they 
have provided is more detailed and applicable to this area and their operations than that 
provided by the applicant.  (Note that Oregon is much more restrictive than other states.)  The 
thanks they've gotten for this effort is to be labled alarmist and exaggerators by trail applicant 
and advocates. 
 
 Mr Wick, who was quoted in the Capital Press is a person who claims to be a farmer and 
who is a corecipient of an e-mail from Veronica Hicks attached to Mr. Ken Wright’s letter of 
trail support (Mr. Wright is well-known to be the primary proponent of the proposed trail), 
asserts that it's no problem to coordinate the fogging of his Hazelnuts with his one neighbor 
and that the trail would only “inconvenience” farmers. Mr Wicks, who is not even located on a 
county road, appears from Google maps to have about 4 acres of hazelnuts and one neighbor 
about 100' away. The neighboring vineyards are more than 150' away. He has no “fogging” 
operation that is immediately adjacent to any public area so he has no idea what the impacts 
to farm operations would be from the proposed trail here.  He should imagine what it would be 
like to fog 20, 50 or more acres right next to an intensively used public recreational trail with 
unpredictable numbers of trail users passing at random times within feet of and through his 
orchard.  I also would like to point out that there is not ONE vineyard located adjacent to the 
proposed trail.  None of the supporters have any idea or reason to care about the severe 
adverse impacts from the proposed trail on the actual commercial farm operations along its 
length and in particular in the 2.82 mile stretch the applicant talks about. 

It's truly sad when facts and data are sacrificed in favor of distortion and obfuscation. 



 . 
The applicant has also not done the necessary steps to obtain a conditional use permit.   The 
reasons for these requirements is to insure the best possible outcome for all the citizens of 
Yamhill County as well as our visitors.  To obtain a conditional use permit the applicant must 
not only have a farm impact study done.  Other information required is a plan which includes, 
in addition to a farm impact study, the following: traffic impact studies, a detailed plan for 
access points, sanitary facilities, maintainance and water access.  Interesting that under the 
umbrella of a transportation plan they avoided these as well.  I also don't see any information 
on the impact of other land use zones along the entire length of the trail. When ask about 
these and other issues like issues about ingress and egress, potential for tresspass and 
safety of trail users where the trail crosses a road, or routing school children ¾ of a mile along 
hwy 240 which lacks side walks, is unlighted and crosses another creek,  we are repeatedly 
told “we'll deal with that as the trail is developed”.   Another ODOT grant to keep kids safe 
before there is a proper plan?! Really! 
 
When one plans a trip they 1st look at the destination then consider alternate routes.  To not 
do so is to risk delays, detours, hazards and even dead ends because of unanticipated 
situations.  This is the case with the Yamhelas trail.  The originators of this “plan” assumed 
that a massive marketing campaign would get them what they wanted.  Rather than do this 
openly, in accordance with the laws of the county and state with the involvement of all 
including adjacent property owners they tried to end run the rules with the so called 
transportation plan, the support of the wine and tourist industries and those who only see their 
own desires while ignoring valid concerns both financial and physical of the citizens of Yamhill 
county as well as safety of trail users.  They assumed no one would or could fight them.  After 
all, a trail is such a good idea.   
 
The applicant and some trail advocates have short changed everyone including prospective 
trail users with this “shoot from the hip” approach.  How much more the trail advocates could 
have learned if they had truly engaged local property owners and farmers.  Instead of 
addressing concerns raised the response has been “we'll deal with those issues as they 
arise”.  Mr. Primozich's statement in the first open comments on this remand that problems 
associated with ingress and egress will be addressed as needed is another indication of how 
little serious planning has gone into this “trail”.   
 
Again the Banks-vernonia is NOT comparable neither is it problem free.  Apparently Mr 
Primozich takes the word of a politician and anecdotal “great experiences” over that of a law 
enforcement officer with years of experience dealing with problems on the Banks-Vernonia 
trail.  Also, as I've noted, even the Fanno Creek trail has had 2 coyote attacks on children and 
a broad daylight rape.  We talking about Fanno Creek not Springbrook. Mr Primozich and 
other trail advocates CHOOSE to ignore the evidence that trails have real safety issues 
especially when not visible to the public and law enforcement. 
 
As to the Gun Club Rd trail head fiasco,this is another example of total lack of planning and 
access issues.  The trail folks looked at the map and thought that's a good place for a trail 
head because it's near the end of what they presumed they owned.  Only the out cry of 
concerned citizens put an end to this.  Again another example of trail advocates shooting from 
the hip assuming no one would fight them.   
 
Now Stan talks of cooperation.  Where was their cooperation when they were petting Brian 



Schmidt's cows or letting my sheep out?  (Still no appology for either of us.)  For there to be 
“cooperation” this project must be done in accordance with the law.  That means development 
of a thorough planning process including a rigrous farm impact study, roadway/transportion 
impact study, water and sanitation access plans and trail access of the ENTIRE proposed trail 
with full and respectful involvement of all citizens, residents, farmers and communities and 
with the involvment of a professional trail planner with experience in locating trails near 
sensitive areas eg. Farms, residential areas, and wetlands.  If any of these required studies 
preclude the establishment of all or part of this trail it can't be done.  I'll say it again ASK and 
LISTEN.  Stop with the marketing  hype and negative hyperbole.  A lot of down to earth 
citizens not just farmers are not buying it and are watching you.  If you'd done this the right 
and honest way in the first place you wouldn't be in this mess.  The master plan should have 
been done first before diving into spending county and state monies on this. 
  
The most Important issue at hand is “Is Yamhill County a county of law, honesty and inclusion 
or is it selling out for money gained under false pretexts based on incorrect assumptions 
which,  when the truth is vindicated will be withheld or recalled.” 
 
Time to “man up”.  Do it right or don't do it at all! 
 
Respectfully 
 
 
 
Billie Jean Matthews 
 
 
 


