






















































 

 

 
     
    April 7, 2022 

 
 
 
 
 
Yamhill County Planning Commission 
Ken Friday, Planning Director 
535 E. Fifth Street 
McMinnville, Oregon 97128 
 
Re: Docket G-01-22 
 
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-01-22 agenda, notice, and staff report as posted on the County website Friday 
April 1st.   Please include our testimony in the record of these proceedings.   
 
FYC acknowledges that zoning districts that do not list transportation facilities as permitted or 
conditional uses may need to be amended to include such uses consistent with state goals 
and rules. We have the following comments. 
 
The Mineral Resource (section 404) and Resource Industrial (section 701) districts are not 

acknowledged exception areas. Consequently, permitted transportation facilities should be 

limited to those permitted by Goal 3 or Goal 4, as appropriate. If other zoning districts (e.g., 

Parks, Recreation, Open Space or Public Works/Safety) are also not exception areas, this 

comment applies to them as well. 

The staff report addresses the requirements of the Transportation Planning Rule, but does 

not include analysis of the requirements in the Goal 2 Exceptions Process rule (OAR chapter 

660, division 4). OAR 660-004-0018, “Planning and Zoning for Exception Areas,” provides at 

section (2)1 that permitted uses must be the same as those existing in the exception area or 

 
1 (2) For “physically developed” and “irrevocably committed” exceptions to goals, residential plan and zone designations 

shall authorize a single numeric minimum lot size and all plan and zone designations shall limit uses, density, and 

public facilities and services to those that satisfy (a) or (b) or (c) and, if applicable, (d): 

 (a) That are the same as the existing land uses on the exception site; 

 (b) That meet the following requirements: 

  (A) The rural uses, density, and public facilities and services will maintain the land as "Rural Land" as defined by 

the goals, and are consistent with all other applicable goal requirements; 

  (B) The rural uses, density, and public facilities and services will not commit adjacent or nearby resource land to 

uses not allowed by the applicable goal as described in OAR 660-004-0028; and 

  (C) The rural uses, density, and public facilities and services are compatible with adjacent or nearby resource uses; 

 * * * 

 



be “rural.” The proposed language added to the zoning districts for transportation facilities in 

exception areas is too broad as it does not limit “public facilities and services” as required by 

the rule. The zoning ordinance should only permit transportation facilities when they are 

consistent with OAR 660-004-0018(2). 

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 policy.  FYC acknowledges that the administrative rules for exception land are not as 
stringent of those for taking a goal exception.  However, the existing language that speaks to 
small scale improvements has more conditions and review than what is proposed here.   
 
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 at this 
time.  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.  Two specific examples that come to 
mind are defining wineries in exception areas and of a scale inconsistent with ORS 215.452 
or 215.453.  Secondly, the proliferation of tourism facilities and wedding venues under the 
guise of private parks.  And there may well be others that would surface in public discussions.  
This is a missed opportunity in forging ahead without addressing citizen concerns. 
 
Friends of Yamhill County respectfully requests that Docket G-01-20 be held in abeyance and 
returned to Planning Department staff for revision.  Also, to provide more information on the 
scope and a map of county acreage involved.  Please notify us of further action.   
 
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-01-22PC FYC 
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public facilities and services to those that satisfy (a) or (b) or (c) and, if applicable, (d): 

 (a) That are the same as the existing land uses on the exception site; 
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 * * * 


