
   
 

 

 

Board of County Commissioners 

 

“The mission of Umatilla County is to serve the citizens of Umatilla County efficiently and effectively.” 

 

 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS MEETING 

Wednesday, March 29, 2023, 8:30am 

Umatilla County Courthouse, Room 130  

 

 

A. Call to Order 

B. Chair’s Introductory Comments & Opening Statement 

C. New Business     

 

TEXT AMENDMENT #T-092-22, PLAN AMENDMENT #P-135-22 & ZONE 

MAP AMENDMENT #Z-322-22; GIRTH DOG LLC, APPLICANT/ OWNER  
 

The applicant requests to establish a new aggregate site, add the site to the Umatilla 

County Comprehensive Plan list of Goal 5 protected Large Significant Sites and 

apply the Aggregate Resource (AR) Overlay Zone to the entire quarry site. The 

property site is comprised of several tax lots located south of the Interstate 82/84 

interchange. The site is identified on assessor’s map as Township 4 North, Range 27 

East, Section 36, Tax Lots 900, 1100, 1200, 1300 & 1800. The site is approximately 

225 acres and is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). 

 

D. Adjournment  



Umatilla County
Community Development Department 

216 S.E. 4th Street • Pendleton, OR 97801 • Ph: 541-278-6252 • Fax: 541-278-5480 
Website: www.umatillacounty.gov/planning • Email: planning@umatillacounty.gov 

MEMO 

TO: Umatilla County Board of Commissioners 
FROM: Megan Davchevski, Planning Division Manager 
DATE: March 14, 2023 

RE: March 21, 2023 BCC Hearing 
Text Amendment T-092-22,  
Zone Amendment Z-322-22 & Plan Amendment P-135-22 

CC: Robert Waldher, Director 

Background Information 
The applicant requests to establish a new aggregate site, add the site to the Umatilla 
County Comprehensive Plan list of Goal 5 protected Large Significant Sites, and apply the 
Aggregate Resource (AR) Overlay Zone to the entire quarry site. The property site is 
comprised of several tax lots and is approximately 225 acres and zoned Exclusive Farm Use 
(EFU). The subject property is south of the Interstates 82 and 84 Interchange, southwest of 
the Westland Road Interchange and south of Stafford Hansell Road. 

The proposal, if approved, would add this site as a large significant site onto the County’s 
Goal 5 inventory of significant sites. The applicant desires to excavate aggregate, batch 
that aggregate for various commercial and industrial projects, stockpile unused aggregate 
material for current and future use, and process the aggregate into both asphalt and 
concrete. Both sand and gravel materials are available on this site. 

Criteria of Approval 
The criteria of approval are found in Oregon Administrative Rule 660-023-0040 – 0050, 
660-023-0180 (3), (5) and (7), and Umatilla County Development Code (UCDC) Section
152.487 – 488.

Land Use Hearings 
The Umatilla County Planning Commission held a public hearing on this matter on 
Thursday, October 20, 2022. Testimony was provided by the applicant and their 
consultant, several project opponents (including neighboring and nearby aggregate 
operators), and a representative from Oregon Water Resources Department. Several 
documents, not included in the original October hearing packets, were introduced into the 
record and are summarized as follows: 

Exhibit A – October 18, 2022, Email Communication Between Megan Davchevski (planner) 
and Greg Silbernagel (OWRD) 

Exhibit B – October 18, 2022, Email Communication Between Megan Davchevski (planner) 
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and Amanda Punton (DLCD) 
 
Exhibit C – October 18, 2022, Letter to Planning Commission submitted by Carla McLane Consulting, LLC 
(consultant for applicant) 
 
Exhibit D – Submitted During Hearing October 20, 2022, Additional Information Provided by Andrew Stamp 
(Representative for Wade Aylett and Rock It, LLC) 
 
Exhibit E – Submitted During Hearing October 20, 2022, Additional Information (photos) Provided by Wade 
Aylett, Jr. (Rock It, LLC) 
 
Upon request from the applicant the Planning Commission continued the hearing to Thursday, December 15, 
2022. The applicant’s request for a continuation was due to issues raised by neighboring landowners and other 
aggregate producers. On November 15, 2022, the applicant provided to the Planning Department a signed 
waiver to the “150-day Rule for Planning Review.”  
 
Additional Information – First continued hearing 
Subsequent to the October hearing, additional information was submitted by one opponent of the amendment 
as well as the applicant and Oregon Water Resources. Additional Information is summarized as follows: 
 
Exhibit F – November 15, 2022, Waiver of the 150-day Rule for Planning Review Provided by Carla McLane 
Consulting, LLC (consultant for applicant) 
 
Exhibit G – November 23, 2022, Additional Testimony Provided by Andrew Stamp (Representative for Wade 
Aylett and Rock It, LLC) 
 
Exhibit H – November 30, 2022, Additional Testimony Provided by Carla McLane Consulting, LLC (consultant for 
applicant) 
 
Exhibit I – December 12, 2022, Email Communication Between Bob Waldher (Planning Director) and Greg 
Silbernagel (OWRD) 
 
Exhibit J – December 14, 2022, Email Communication submitted by Carla McLane Consulting, LLC (consultant 
for applicant). Email Submittal included the following: Response to Andrew Stamp’s 11/23/22 letter, Coleman 
Response Letter, Hatley Application, Road Vacation Order and two pictures of rock source testing locations.  
 
Upon request of an opponent, the Planning Commission continued the hearing to Thursday, January 26, 2023. 
The opponent’s request for a continuation was due to new information that was presented at the December 15, 
2022 hearing. Additionally, the Planning Commission left the record open for 7 days for new evidence, 7 days for 
rebuttal, and 7 days for the applicant’s final legal arguments in accordance with ORS 197.763. The continued 
hearing on January 26, 2023 was not to include evidence outside of the 7-7-7 timeframe, nor allow for 
testimony. 
 
Additional Information – Second continued hearing 
Following the December hearing, additional information was submitted by the applicant and several opponents 
in accordance with the Planning Commission’s decision for a continuance. This allowed for 7 days of new 
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evidence, 7 days for rebuttal, and 7 days for the applicant’s final legal arguments. Additional information is 
summarized as follows: 
 
Exhibit K – December 22, 2022, Additional Evidence submitted by Craig Coleman and Representatives 
(Applicant) 
 
Exhibit L – December 22, 2022, Additional Evidence submitted by Wade Aylett Sr. (Opponent) 
 
Exhibit M – December 22, 2022, Additional Evidence submitted by Wade Aylett Jr. (Opponent) 
 
Exhibit N – December 22, 2022, Additional Evidence submitted by Andrew Stamp (Attorney Representing 
Opponents) 
 
Exhibit O – December 29, 2022, Rebuttal submitted by Craig Coleman and Representatives (Applicant) 
 
Exhibit P – January 5, 2023, Final Legal Arguments submitted by Sarah Stauffer Curtiss (Attorney Representing 
Applicant) 
 
In addition to the information included with this memo, relevant information pertaining to this agenda item can 
be found in the previous October, December and January hearing packets. Previous Planning Commission 
hearing packets can be found on the County’s website at: 
https://umatillacounty.net/departments/planning/plan-packets. 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
The process of approval by the County involves review by the County Planning Commission with a 
recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners (BCC). Public hearings were held before the Planning 
Commission on October 20, 2022, December 15, 2022 and January 27, 2023.  
 
On January 27, 2023 the Planning Commission, with a 7-1 vote, recommended approval of the Girth Dog PAPA 
request to add the proposed site to the County’s list of large significant resource sites, apply the AR overlay zone 
and approve the site for aggregate mining. The recommendation included a modification of subsequent 
condition #2 and the addition of subsequent conditions numbered 8 – 13.   
 
Subsequent Condition #2 was modified to include: “Access to the mining operation shall be restricted from 
Stafford Hansell Road. Processing equipment shall be located at least 500 feet from existing dwellings, shall be 
located on tax lot 1800 and placed in the pit once opened to the finish depth. Processing equipment shall remain 
in this location for the duration of the aggregate operation.” 
 
Subsequent Conditions #8 through #13 are located on page 36 of the preliminary findings.  
 
Conclusion 
The BCC must also hold a public hearing(s) and decide whether or not to adopt the proposed amendments. The 
Board may decide to accept and adopt the Planning Commission’s findings and recommendation, or determine 
new findings with a decision to approve or deny the Post-Acknowledgement Amendment Application (PAPA).  
The Board’s decision is final unless timely appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).  
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UMATILLA COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS HEARING – MARCH 21, 2023 

UMATILLA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT, COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN TEXT AMENDMENT & ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 

GIRTH DOG LLC, APPLICANT & OWNER 
PACKET CONTENT LIST 

1. Staff Memo to Board of County Commissioners Pages 1-3 

2. Notice and Vicinity Map Page 6 

3. 1500 foot Impact Area Map Page 7 

4. Soil Map Page 8 

5. Preliminary Findings Pages 9-45 

6. Proposed Text Amendment Pages 47-48 

7. Proposed Zoning Map Page 49 

8. Lab Reports (Atlas 2022) submitted with application Pages 50-52 

9. Site Sample Map submitted with application Page 53 

10. Traffic Impact Analysis (Kittelson & Associates) Pages 55-130 
submitted with application

11. Exhibit A - Email Communication Between Megan Davchevski Pages 131-133 
(planner) and Greg Silbernagel (OWRD)

12. Exhibit B - Email Communication Between Megan Davchevski Pages 135-136 
(planner) and Amanda Punton (DLCD)

13. Exhibit C – Letter to Planning Commission submitted by Pages 137-143  
Carla McLane Consulting, LLC (consultant for applicant)

14. Exhibit D – Additional Information Provided by Andrew Stamp Pages 145-169 
(Representative for Wade Aylett and Rock It, LLC)

15. Exhibit E – Additional Information (photos) Provided by Pages 171-178 
Wade Aylett, Jr. (Rock It, LLC)

16. Exhibit F – Waiver of the 150-day Rule for Planning Review Page 179 
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17. Exhibit G – Additional Testimony Provided by Andrew Stamp Pages 181-193 
(Representative for Wade Aylett and Rock It, LLC)

18. Exhibit H – Additional Testimony Provided by Carla McLane Pages 195-307 
Consulting, LLC (consultant for applicant)

19. Exhibit I – Email Communication Between Bob Waldher Pages 309-310 
(Planning Director) and Greg Silbernagel (OWRD)

20. Exhibit J – Email Communication submitted by Carla McLane Pages 311-336 
Consulting, LLC (consultant for applicant)

21. Exhibit K – Additional Evidence submitted by Craig Coleman Pages 337-357 
and Representatives (Applicant)

22. Exhibit L – Additional Evidence submitted by Wade Aylett Sr. Pages 359-361 
(Opponent)

23. Exhibit M – Additional Evidence submitted by Wade Aylett Jr. Pages 363-366 
(Opponent)

24. Exhibit N – Additional Evidence submitted by Andrew Stamp Pages 367-415 
(Attorney Representing Opponents)

25. Exhibit O – Rebuttal submitted by Craig Coleman and Pages 417-431 
Representatives (Applicant)

26. Exhibit P – Final Legal Arguments submitted by Sarah Stauffer Pages 433-442 
Curtiss (Attorney Representing Applicant)
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UMATILLA COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP AMENDMENT, #P-135-22,  
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TEXT AMMENDMENT T-092-22, 

ZONING MAP AMENDMENT #Z-322-22 
MAP 4N 27 36; TLs #900, 1100, 1200, 1300, and 1800 

 
 

1. APPLICANT: Craig Coleman, Girth Dog LLC, 33896 E Walls Road, Hermiston, OR 
97838 

 
2. CONSULTANT: Carla McLane Consulting, LLC, 170 Van Buren Drive, Umatilla, OR 

97882 
 
3. OWNER:  Girth Dog LLC, 33896 E Walls Road, Hermiston, OR 97838 
 
4. REQUEST:   The request is to add Tax Lots 900, 1100, 1200, 1300, and 1800 of 

Assessor’s Map 4N 27 36 to the Umatilla County list of Large Significant 
Sites, providing necessary protections under Goal 5 including limiting 
conflicting uses within the impact area, and applying the Aggregate 
Resource Overlay Zone to the subject property, with the objective to allow 
mining, processing, and stockpiling at the site. This action is designed to 
establish the entire site composed of all tax lots, as a Large Significant Site 
with protections under Goal 5 and to allow mining, processing, both 
concrete and asphalt batch plants, and stockpiling. For this application 
‘aggregate’ means sand and gravel materials as both are available on this 
site.  

 
5. LOCATION:   The subject property is just south of the interchange for Interstates 84 and 

82, southwest of the Westland Road Interchange, just over a quarter of a 
mile west of Colonel Jordan Road, and south of Stafford Hansell Road. 
Agricultural operations under circle pivot irrigation and drip irrigation are 
currently occurring on the subject property.  

 
6. SITUS:  The proposed aggregate site does not currently have a situs address.  
 
7. ACREAGE: The entire site is approximately 225 acres, spread across the various tax 

lots.  
    
8. COMP PLAN:  The subject property has a Comprehensive Plan designation of 

North/South Agriculture. 
 
9. ZONING:  The subject property is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). 
 
10. ACCESS:   The site can be accessed from Colonel Jordan Road, via Center Street, an 

unimproved public right of way. 
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Girth Dog LLC, Plan Amendment, #P-135-22, Text Amendment T-092-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-322-22 
Page 2 of 37 
 
11. ROAD TYPE: Center Street is an unimproved, 40-foot wide, public right of way. Colonel 

Jordan Road, County Road #1325, is a two-lane paved county roadway.   
 
12. EASEMENTS: There are no access or utility easements on the subject property.  
 
13. LAND USE: Currently there is an agricultural operation occurring with several circle 

pivots and drip irrigation. The applicant did not provide details on the 
crops grown on the subject property. 

 
14. ADJACENT USE: An approved mining operation is directly to the east of the property with a 

truck stop and fueling station further to the east. The approved mining 
site hasn’t yet been excavated, and is currently irrigated crop circles. 
Light industrial and commercial activities are further to the east across 
Colonel Jordan Road. To the north across Interstate 84 a FedEx Freight 
facility, a UPS Customer Center, several potato storages, and a food 
processing and shipping operation are west of Westland Road. Irrigated 
farmland is to the west, south, and east of the subject property, most 
under circle pivot irrigation systems. The zoning within the 1,500-foot 
impact area includes Exclusive Farm Use, Light Industrial, Limited Rural 
Light Industrial, and Light Industrial/Limited Use Overlay Zone. 

 
15. LAND FORM: Columbia River Plateau 
 
16. SOIL TYPES: The subject property contains predominately Non-High Value soil types. 

High Value Soils are defined in UCDC 152.003 as Land Capability Class I 
and II. The soils on the subject property are predominately Class IV.  

 

Soil Name, Unit Number, Description Land Capability Class 
Dry Irrigated 

 3A:  Adkins fine sandy loam, wet, 0 to 3 percent slopes IIw IIw 
75B: Quincy loamy fine sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes VIIe IVe 
76B: Quincy loamy fine sand gravelly substratum, 0 to 5 percent slopes VIIe IVe 
95B: Taunton fine sandy loam, 1 to 7 percent slopes VIe IVe 
Soil Survey of Umatilla County Area, 1989, NRCS. The suffix on the Land Capability Class designations 
are defined as “e” – erosion prone, “c” – climate limitations, “s” soil limitations and “w” – water (Survey, 
page. 172).  

 
17. BUILDINGS:    There are no buildings on the subject property. 
 
18. UTILITIES:      The site is not served by utilities.  
 
19. WATER/SEWER: The applicant provides there are several water rights associated with the 

groundwater use for gravel washing. The groundwater rights are listed on 
certificates #74109 (U-649), #74185 (G-10505), #79531 (G-1671), and 
#79530 (G-3822). Oregon Water Resources has not confirmed that these 
groundwater rights may be used for gravel washing. 
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Girth Dog LLC, Plan Amendment, #P-135-22, Text Amendment T-092-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-322-22 
Page 3 of 37 
 
 
20. FIRE SERVICE: The site is located within Umatilla County Fire District #1.  
 
21. IRRIGATION: The site is located within Westland Irrigation District; however, the 

applicant has provided that the site is not served by the irrigation district. 
 
22. FLOODPLAIN: This property is NOT in a floodplain.  
 
23. WETLANDS: There are no known wetlands located on the subject property. 
 
24. NOTICES SENT: Notice was sent to the Department of Land Conservation and 

Development (DLCD) on September 9, 2022. Notice was mailed to 
neighboring land owners and affected agencies on September 30, 2022. 
Notice was printed in the October 8, 2022 publication of the East 
Oregonian. 

 
   DLCD Notice was updated on the PAPA database on March 1, 2023. 

Notice for the Board of Commissioners hearing was mailed to neighboring 
land owners, Planning Commission hearing participants, and affected 
agencies on March 1, 2023. Notice was printed in the March 11, 2023 
publication of the East Oregonian. 

 
25. HEARINGS:  An initial public hearing was held before the Umatilla County Planning 

Commission in the Justice Center Media Room, 4700 NW Pioneer Place, 
Pendleton, OR 97801 on October 20, 2022 at 6:30 PM. 

 
   The Planning Commission, upon the request of the applicant, continued 

the hearing to Thursday, December 15, 2022. The meeting was held in 
the Justice Center Media Room, 4700 NW Pioneer Place, Pendleton, OR 
97801. The applicant’s request for a continuation was due to issues raised 
by neighboring landowners and other aggregate producers. 

     
   The Planning Commission, upon the request of an opponent, continued the 

hearing to Thursday, January 26, 2023. The meeting was held in the 
Justice Center Media Room, 4700 NW Pioneer Place, Pendleton, OR 
97801. The opponent’s request for a continuation was due to new 
information that was presented at the December 15, 2022 hearing. 
Additionally, the Planning Commission left the record open for 7 days for 
new evidence, 7 days for rebuttal, and 7 days for the applicant’s final legal 
arguments in accordance with ORS 197.763. The January 26, 2023 hearing 
included no new evidence or testimony, outside of the timeframe outlined 
at the December 15th hearing, and only entailed Planning Commission 
deliberation and decision. 

 
26. AGENCIES:   Umatilla County Assessor, Umatilla County Public Works, Oregon 

Department of Transportation Region 5-Highways Division, Oregon 
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Girth Dog LLC, Plan Amendment, #P-135-22, Text Amendment T-092-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-322-22 
Page 4 of 37 
 

Department of Land Conservation and Development, Department of 
Environmental Quality, Department of Geology and Mineral Industries, 
Department of State Lands, Oregon Water Resources Department, 
Westland Irrigation District, CTUIR-Natural Resources, CTUIR-Cultural 
Resources 
 

27. COMMENTS:  Several comments were received from state agencies and the applicant 
prior to the October 20, 2022 Planning Commission Hearing. During the 
hearing, testimony was provided by the applicant and their consultant, 
several project opponents (including neighboring and nearby aggregate 
operators), and a representative from Oregon Water Resources 
Department. Documents received prior the Planning Commission hearings 
and during testimony were added to the project record.  

 
The following exhibits are in the record: 
 
Exhibit A – October 18, 2022, Email Communication Between Megan Davchevski (planner) 
and Greg Silbernagel (OWRD) 
 
Exhibit B – October 18, 2022, Email Communication Between Megan Davchevski (planner) and 
Amanda Punton (DLCD) 
 
Exhibit C – October 18, 2022, Letter to Planning Commission submitted by Carla McLane 
Consulting, LLC (consultant for applicant) 
 
Exhibit D – Submitted During Hearing October 20, 2022, Additional Information Provided by 
Andrew Stamp (Representative for Wade Aylett and Rock It, LLC) (Opponents) 
 
Exhibit E – Submitted During Hearing October 20, 2022, Additional Information (photos) 
Provided by Wade Aylett, Jr. (Rock It, LLC) (Opponents) 
 
Exhibit F – November 15, 2022, Waiver of the 150-day Rule for Planning Review Provided by 
Carla McLane Consulting, LLC (consultant for applicant) 
 
Exhibit G – November 23, 2022, Additional Testimony Provided by Andrew Stamp 
(Representative for Wade Aylett and Rock It, LLC) (Opponents) 
 
Exhibit H – November 30, 2022, Additional Testimony Provided by Carla McLane Consulting, 
LLC (consultant for applicant) 
 
Exhibit I – December 12, 2022, Email Communication Between Bob Waldher (Planning Director) 
and Greg Silbernagel (OWRD) 
 
Exhibit J – December 14, 2022, Email Communication submitted by Carla McLane Consulting, 
LLC (consultant for applicant). Email Submittal included the following: Response to Andrew 
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Girth Dog LLC, Plan Amendment, #P-135-22, Text Amendment T-092-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-322-22 
Page 5 of 37 
 
Stamp’s 11/23/22 letter, Coleman Response Letter, Hatley Application, Road Vacation Order and 
two pictures of rock source testing locations.  
 
Exhibit K – December 22, 2022, Additional Evidence submitted by Craig Coleman and 
Representatives (Applicant) 
 
Exhibit L – December 22, 2022, Additional Evidence submitted by Wade Aylett Sr. (Opponent) 
 
Exhibit M – December 22, 2022, Additional Evidence submitted by Wade Aylett Jr. (Opponent) 
 
Exhibit N – December 22, 2022, Additional Evidence submitted by Andrew Stamp (Attorney 
Representing Opponents) 
 
Exhibit O – December 29, 2022, Rebuttal submitted by Craig Coleman and Representatives 
(Applicant) 
 
Exhibit P – January 5, 2023, Final Legal Arguments submitted by Sarah Stauffer Curtiss 
(Attorney Representing Applicant) 
 
NOTE:  The Umatilla County Development Code has not been updated with the Division 23 
Rules for Aggregate. The Oregon Administrative Rules 660-023-0180 to establish a Goal 5 
Large Significant Site will be directly applied per OAR 660-023-180 (9).  
 
28. GOAL 5 ISSUES: Scenic, Open Space, Historic, Wildlife, and other resources.  
In order to mine aggregate in Umatilla County, a site must either be an active insignificant site, or 
be listed on the Goal 5 Inventory of the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan as a significant 
site. The Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan requires that “[a]ny proposed modification to the 
text or areas of application (maps) of the AR, HAC, CWR or NA Overlay Zones shall be 
processed as an amendment to this plan.”  Therefore, this application constitutes a Post-
Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA), and is subject to the criteria listed in Oregon 
Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-023-0030 through 660-023-0050, and OAR 660-023-0180. As 
a condition of approval for operation, the applicant must acquire a DOGAMI permit and obtain 
approval of a reclamation plan. Copies of both the DOGAMI permit and reclamation plan must 
be submitted to County Planning. 
 
29. STANDARDS OF THE OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES, DIVISION 23 FOR 
GOAL 5 LARGE SIGNIFICANT SITES are found in OAR 660-023-0180 (3), (5), & (7), 
OAR 660-023-040, and OAR 660-023-050. The standards for approval are provided in 
underlined text and the responses are indicated in standard text. 
 
OAR 660-023-0180 Mineral and Aggregate Resources  
 
(3) [Large Significant Sites] An aggregate resource site shall be considered significant if 
adequate information regarding the quantity, quality, and location of the resource demonstrates 
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Girth Dog LLC, Plan Amendment, #P-135-22, Text Amendment T-092-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-322-22 
Page 6 of 37 
 
that the site meets any one of the criteria in subsections (a) through (c) of this section, except as 
provided in subsection (d) of this section:  

 
(a) A representative set of samples of aggregate material in the deposit on the site meets 
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) specifications for base rock for air 
degradation, abrasion, and sodium sulfate soundness, and the estimated amount of material is 
more than 2,000,000 tons in the Willamette Valley, or 100,000 tons outside the Willamette 
Valley; 
(b) The material meets local government standards establishing a lower threshold for 
significance than subsection (a) of this section; or 
(c) The aggregate site is on an inventory of significant aggregate sites in an acknowledged 
plan on the applicable date of this rule.  
(d) Notwithstanding subsections (a) through (c) of this section, except for an expansion area 
of an existing site if the operator of the existing site on March 1, 1996 had an enforceable 
property interest in the expansion area on that date, an aggregate site is not significant if the 
criteria in either paragraphs (A) or (B) of this subsection apply: 

(A) More than 35 percent of the proposed mining area consists of soil classified as Class I 
on Natural Resource and Conservation Service (NRCS) maps on the date of this rule; or 
(B) More than 35 percent of the proposed mining area consists of soil classified as Class 
II, or of a combination of Class II and Class I or Unique soil on NRCS maps available on 
the date of this rule, unless the average width of the aggregate layer within the mining 
area exceeds: 

(i) 60 feet in Washington, Multnomah, Marion, Columbia, and Lane counties; 
(ii) 25 feet in Polk, Yamhill, and Clackamas counties; or 
(iii) 17 feet in Linn and Benton counties.  

 
The applicant provides the proposed quarry is in eastern Oregon and has an inventory of over 13 
million cubic yards of available sand and gravel aggregate material. The United States 
Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service Soil Survey of Umatilla County identify 
the soils on the northern portion of the subject property as Quincy loamy fine sand, with gravelly 
substratum, with slopes of 0 to 5 percent. The balance of the subject property is Quincy loamy 
find sand also with a slope of 0 to 5 percent with very small amounts in the southeast corner of 
the subject property of Adkins fine sandy loam and Taunton fine sandy loam. Except for the very 
small number of acres of Adkins fine sandy loam and Taunton fine sandy loam, the soil is 
classified as VII when not irrigated or IV when irrigated. The Taunton fine sandy loam is 
classified as VI when not irrigated; the Adkins fine sandy loam is classified as II. The portion of 
the proposed quarry site that  has a soil classification of II is between two and three acres or 
about .01 percent of the site, significantly less than 35 percent of the proposed mining area.  
 
In 2022 samples of material were tested by Atlas Technical Consultants from the proposed 
quarry and were determined to meet current ODOT specifications. Three laboratory reports for 
two samples indicate that tests were completed for abrasion, soundness, and specific gravity 
stating that the material tested satisfied the Oregon Standard Specifications for Construction. 
 
During the Planning Commission hearings, the applicant provided additional information 
supporting both the quantity and quality of the sand and aggregate materials (see Exhibits C, H, 

 
14



PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Girth Dog LLC, Plan Amendment, #P-135-22, Text Amendment T-092-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-322-22 
Page 7 of 37 
 
J, K, O and P). To support the quantity of the aggregate on the site, the applicant submitted three 
well logs identifying that the sand and gravels are present to a depth between 65 and 90 feet. The 
applicant also submitted a map provided by IRZ Consulting identifying the sample locations on 
the subject property with photos of the sample holes (see Exhibit K, page 19). To support the 
quality of the available sand and gravel, the applicant submitted three laboratory reports that 
address ODOT standards for aggregate rock relating to air degradation, abrasion, and sodium 
sulfate soundness. The applicant asserted that degradation is required to be less than 30 percent. 
The submitted samples tested at under 3 percent. Additionally, soundness is required to be under 
12 percent and the submitted samples tested at under 2 percent.  
 
The applicant provided that recently, there were six test holes dug, samples were taken from each 
of these holes and sent to Atlas Laboratory for testing. The holes were 10 feet deep. IRZ 
Consulting mapped these holes and calculated that 1.23 million tons of aggregate were available 
across the site. The applicant states that the aggregate is present at least 60 feet deep based on the 
well logs and neighboring aggregate sites. Thus, the quantity of aggregate far exceeds the 
required 500,000 tons. 
 
Opposing testimony criticized the legitimacy of the soil samples, and whether or not the 
submitted aggregate was from the subject property (see Exhibits G and N). The opponent also 
submitted a letter from Lynn Green, Consulting Engineering Geologist, stating that without a 
site-specific investigation there is no way to confirm aggregate quality or quantity (see Exhibit 
D). In response, the applicant submitted the sample location map along with declarations from 
Craig Coleman, Noel Salinas and Jeff Hines stating that the samples submitted to Atlas 
Laboratory were taken from the subject property (see Exhibit O). The applicant also referred to 
IRZ Consulting’s map with calculations on quantity (see Exhibit K, page 19) and provided a 
table containing ODOT quality requirements (see Exhibit P, page 4), note this information was 
provided earlier (see Exhibit C) and was put in a more readable format in Exhibit P. 
 
Specification ODOT Compliance Applicant’s Aggregate 
Abrasion  
 

35% Maximum 14% 

Coarse Degradation 30% Maximum 
 

1.9% 

Sediment Height 3.0 inches Maximum 
 

0.4 inches 

Sulfate Soundness  12% 2.1% and 1.4% 

 
County Finding: 
Umatilla County finds that both IRZ Consulting and Lynn Green (consulted geologist) are 
experts with differing opinions. IRZ Consulting provided site-specific calculations to determine 
the quantity of aggregate present. 
 
Umatilla County finds the applicant provided well logs, photos, and maps provided by IRZ 
consulting demonstrate the aggregate materials on the subject property far exceed the required 
500,000 tons required.  
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Umatilla County finds the applicant provided laboratory reports from Atlas Laboratory, 
demonstrating that the aggregate materials far exceed ODOT specifications for air degradation, 
abrasion and sodium sulfate soundness.  
 
Umatilla County finds the samples submitted to Atlas Laboratory originated from the subject 
property, owned by Girth Dog LLC. 
 
Umatilla County finds and concludes the proposed quarry consisting of approximately 225 acres 
meets, and is estimated to exceed, both the quantity and quality criteria for a significant aggregate 
site in accordance with OAR 660-023-0180(3)(a).  
 
(5) [Large Significant Sites] For significant mineral and aggregate sites, local governments shall 
decide whether mining is permitted. For a PAPA application involving an aggregate site 
determined to be significant under section (3) of this rule, the process for this decision is set out 
in subsections (a) through (g) of this section. A local government must complete the process 
within 180 days after receipt of a complete application that is consistent with section (8) of this 
rule, or by the earliest date after 180 days allowed by local charter.  

 
(a) [Impact Area] The local government shall determine an impact area for the purpose of 
identifying conflicts with proposed mining and processing activities. The impact area shall be 
large enough to include uses listed in subsection (b) of this section and shall be limited to 
1,500 feet from the boundaries of the mining area, except where factual information indicates 
significant potential conflicts beyond this distance. For a proposed expansion of an existing 
aggregate site, the impact area shall be measured from the perimeter of the proposed 
expansion area rather than the boundaries of the existing aggregate site and shall not include 
the existing aggregate site.  
 

Applicant Response: The interchange for Interstates 84 and 82 is immediately to the north of the 
proposed quarry with a variety of light industrial uses to the northeast of the property, all of 
which are north of Interstate 84 which diminishes the impacts of the mining operation on those 
activities. There is a mining operation immediately to the east with commercial and light 
industrial uses further to the east of the mining operation. Another mining operation is to the 
west, also along Interstate 84. The area to the west, south, and southeast of the mining area are 
farmed, predominantly under circle pivot irrigation. There are two homes in the impact area of 
the subject property.  
 
County Finding: 
Umatilla County finds that factual information is not present to indicate that there would be 
significant conflicts beyond the 1,500 foot impact area from the boundaries of the proposed 
expansion. Therefore, the 1,500 foot impact area is sufficient to include uses listed in (b) below.  

  
(b) [Conflicts created by the site] The local government shall determine existing or 
approved land uses within the impact area that will be adversely affected by proposed mining 
operations and shall specify the predicted conflicts. For purposes of this section, "approved 
land uses" are dwellings allowed by a residential zone on existing platted lots and other uses 
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for which conditional or final approvals have been granted by the local government. For 
determination of conflicts from proposed mining of a significant aggregate site, the local 
government shall limit its consideration to the following:  
 

(A) Conflicts due to noise, dust, or other discharges with regard to those existing and 
approved uses and associated activities (e. g. , houses and schools) that are sensitive to 
such discharges; 
 

Applicant Response: There are two homes within the 1,500-foot impact area all sited on land 
zoned for Exclusive Farm Use. They were approved as farm dwellings in the Exclusive Farm Use 
zone. There are no residentially zoned lands within the impact area. There is a mining operation 
and a truck stop to the east of the mining operation. Another mining operation is to the west of 
the subject property. To the north of Interstate 84 there is a FedEx freight facility, Triple M Truck 
and Equipment, and other commercial or light industrial uses.   
 
There are uses that may be impacted by noise, dust, or other discharges from the proposed 
mining operation including the truck stop to the east and the homes, all within the 1,500-foot 
impact area. The applicant or contractors will manage impacts by employing best management 
practices that include the installation of a berm and controlling dust during extraction and 
processing activities.   
 
The applicant does acknowledge that the mining and processing operation can create noise, dust, 
and other discharges and will employ normal and customary practices to manage those impacts. 
Both noise and dust are regulated by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, imposing 
standards that the applicant or contractors on this site would be compelled to meet, including 
obtaining a General Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) for processing and batching 
activities. Dust will be managed on site through the application of water or other dust abatement 
mechanisms. 
 
Another concern related to discharges would be stormwater which the applicant or contractors 
will collect and hold onsite. There does not appear to be a need at this point for the applicant to 
obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permit with 225-
acres available to collect and hold stormwater. If conditions should change one can be obtained.  
 
Blasting will NOT be conducted as part of the mining process as no basalt rock is proposed for 
extraction, just sand and gravel. As like the earlier requirements the applicant will comply with 
requirements of DOGAMI.  
 
With application of the management practices described above all potential conflicts due to 
noise, dust, or other discharges will be minimized or eliminated within the 1,500-foot impact 
area.  
 
See Exhibit C, the applicant states that mining will initially begin on the southern portion of the 
aggregate site (tax lot 1800), this is also where processing will occur, and is located away from 
the existing dwellings. Additionally, the applicant is working with County Public Works to 
improve Center Street (to be renamed Noble Road). Center Street will be developed to County 
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Road Standard D, which is a paved industrial road standard. The applicant states that between 
2,600 and 3,900 feet of the road will be paved in accordance with the County Public Works 
Director’s requirements. In respect to noise abatement, the applicant originally provided that a 
condition of approval requiring berm installation along the boundary of the mining site was 
anticipated. During the Planning Commission hearings, the applicant provided that the current 
dwelling’s residents did not want a berm to be located adjacent to the dwelling located on tax lot 
1000, currently owned by the Walkers.  
 
See Exhibit P, the applicant provided an additional table to support identified conflicts and 
mitigation measures, this table is also provided below. 
 
OAR 660-023-0180(5)(b) Impact Mitigation 

(A): Conflicts due to noise 
or dust with regards to 
sensitive uses and 
activities (houses and 
schools) 
 

There are two dwellings in 
the impact area. 
 

1. Build a berm. (One 
dwelling has requested that the 
Applicant not build a berm) 
2. Chemical dust suppression 
3. Water dust suppression 
4. The location of the crushing 
will always occur in tax lot 
1800. 
5. If needed, other methods 
commonly used by the 
industry 
 

(B): Conflicts to local 
roads for access and 
egress to the mining site 
within one mile of the 
entrance to the mining site 
 

The Applicant is developing 
Center Street exclusively for 
mining use traffic. Existing 
farm use traffic will use a 
different road and be 
unaffected by the mining 
activity. 
 

No mitigation is necessary. 
However, the Applicant has 
voluntarily agreed to address 
this issue through: 
1. Chemical dust suppression 
2. Water dust suppression 
3. If needed, other methods 
commonly used by the 
industry 
 

(C): Airports There are no airports in the 
area 
 

No mitigation is necessary 

(D): Other goal 5 resource 
sites  

There are two existing goal 
Sites 5 resources in the impact 
area. 
One is not currently in use, 
so there is no impact on the 
site. 
The second is the existing 
Rock It II facility. 

No mitigation is necessary. 
However, the Applicant has 
voluntarily agreed to address 
this issue through: 
1. Chemical dust suppression 
2. Water dust suppression 
3. If needed, other methods 
commonly used by the 
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industry 
(E): Agricultural practices  
(using the analysis in ORS 
215.296) 

There is additional farmland 
to the west, south and east of 
the subject property. 
These farming operations 
are under circle pivot 
irrigation systems. The 
crops grown are potatoes, 
com, wheat, and other row 
crops. These properties 
have existed near mining 
operations for several years 
without any impact. 

No mitigation is necessary. 
However, the Applicant will 
voluntarily mitigate this 
conflict by: 
1. Chemical dust suppression 
2. Water dust suppression 
3. If needed, other methods 
commonly used by the 
industry 

 
County Finding: 
Umatilla County finds the applicant is actively working with County Public Works in regards to 
road improvements to Center Street (to be renamed Noble Road). These improvements include 
paving the right of way to an industrial road standard that includes a 26-foot improved roadway 
width with 12 inches of compacted gravel. These road improvements will assist in dust 
mitigation.  
 
Umatilla County finds the applicant has provided other dust mitigation protocols (see Exhibits H, 
J, O and P) that include chemical and water abatement as appropriate. The applicant provided 
that Port of Morrow water is available for mitigation until the irrigation water rights have been 
transferred with a change of use.  
 
Umatilla County finds the adjacent landowners, Mr. and Mrs. Walker, reside in the dwelling 
adjacent to the proposed mining site. The applicant states that the Walkers do not want a berm 
around the mining site, as it would obstruct their scenic views. The Walkers did attend some of 
hearings, but did not provide written or oral testimony. Umatilla County finds a berm is not 
required to be established around the mining site, instead other dust and noise abatement 
practices shall be applied and are imposed below. 
 
Umatilla County finds the following subsequent condition of approval is imposed, “applicant 
shall minimize fugitive dust emissions from the property by application of dust abatement 
chemicals, water, or similar best management practices recommended by DOGAMI and DEQ for 
control of dust at aggregate mining sites”.  
 
Umatilla County finds the following subsequent condition of approval is imposed, “applicant 
shall ensure equipment operating on internal haul roads does not exceed 20 mph to reduce 
potential dust impacts”. 
 
Umatilla County finds the following subsequent condition of approval is imposed, “if water is 
used for dust abatement, water must be secured from a permitted source”. 
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Umatilla County finds that the applicant has identified potential conflicts due to noise, dust, or 
other discharges with regard to those existing and approved uses and associated activities (e.g., 
houses and commercial uses) that are sensitive to such discharges exist within the 1,500 foot 
impact area. Umatilla County finds with application of the management practices (including 
obtaining State permits) described above, in addition to the above stated subsequent conditions 
of approval, all potential conflicts due to noise, dust, or other discharges will be minimized 
within the 1,500-foot impact area.  

 
(B) Potential conflicts to local roads used for access and egress to the mining site within 
one mile of the entrance to the mining site unless a greater distance is necessary in order 
to include the intersection with the nearest arterial identified in the local transportation 
plan. Conflicts shall be determined based on clear and objective standards regarding sight 
distances, road capacity, cross section elements, horizontal and vertical alignment, and 
similar items in the transportation plan and implementing ordinances. Such standards for 
trucks associated with the mining operation shall be equivalent to standards for other 
trucks of equivalent size, weight, and capacity that haul other materials;   
 

Applicant Response: Developed roads adjacent to or proposed to be used are Stafford Hansell 
Road to the north and Colonel Jordan Road to the east. Material leaving this site can travel 
Stafford Hansell Road to the east, then most likely onto Interstate 84 or north along Westland 
Road to the delivery point. Access can also occur along Center Street, a platted but undeveloped 
road, that bisects the subject property and creates an opportunity to access Colonel Jordan Road 
creating an alignment with Noble Road.  The applicant has determined that the best alternative 
for access is to develop Center Street, to be renamed Noble Road, from the project site to the 
intersection with Colonel Jordan Road creating a crossroad intersection. The farm operations on 
the subject property will continue to use Stafford Hansell as their normal and customary access.   
 
Traffic is dependent upon activity within the mining area and will vary based on the time of year. 
At peak usage, Average Daily Trips will be under the 250 trips identified within the Umatilla 
County Development Code as the trigger for a Traffic Impact Study. Employees at the anticipated 
scale and office site would generate less than 10 trips per day with employees working within the 
mining area generating fewer than 30 trips. Material trucks moving raw material, concrete, or 
asphalt could contribute up to 160 trips per day. The original submittal of this application is 
modified by the Traffic Impact Study completed and stamped by Kittelson & Associates dated 
August 5, 2022. The original narrative concerning trips is slightly different, but the assumptions 
remain the same. The year 2042 intersection operations both with and without the additional 
aggregate site trips does not change the Level of Service of the interchange ramps. In all 
instances the ramps and the intersection of Colonel Jordan and Center Street/Noble Road operate 
within operational standards. There is no change of note with the addition of the anticipated trips 
from the aggregate operation. The Traffic Impact Study also analyzed the proposal under the 
Transportation Planning Rule and found no significant impact on operations of the subject 
intersections.  
 
The subject property has historical access onto Stafford Hansell Road which is paved for a 
portion and then becomes gravel, which is generally in good condition. The road is flat with no 
impairments to sight distance at the current access point. There are no posted speed limits. The 
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subject property is bisected by Center Street which could be developed providing access to 
Colonel Jordan Road at the current intersection point with Noble Road. Colonel Jordan Road is 
paved and in good condition. There are no posted speed limits. As stated earlier the applicant 
intends to continue to use Stafford Hansell Road for continuing farming operations. Aggregate 
operations will utilize Center Street/Noble Road with access to Colonel Jordan Road.  
Traffic would not trigger a traffic impact analysis as it would be less than the 250 average daily 
trips as outlined at UCDC 152.019(B)(2)(a), however a Traffic Impact Study was completed and 
submitted.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that traffic generated by the quarry operations will be 
consistent with current levels. Umatilla County finds that the site will contribute less than 250 
daily trips, as supported by the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) submitted by the applicant. 
Testimony provided by the applicant and applicant’s representatives also supports this (see 
Exhibit H). The provided TIA concluded that the proposed Aggregate Resource overlay zone and 
mining operation would not result in a significant effect on the surrounding transportation 
network, or require offsite mitigation. It was recommended that a new site access be constructed 
to extend Noble Road, forming the fourth leg to the existing Colonel Jordan Road/Noble Road 
intersection. 
 
Umatilla County finds the applicant is required to obtain a County Road Approach Permit to 
Colonel Jordan Road. The access shall be constructed to comply with the County Public Works 
requirements. This will be captured as a subsequent condition of approval. 
 
Umatilla County finds the farming operations occurring on the subject property will continue to 
use Stafford Hansell Road, which is the historic access road for the farming operations.  
 
Umatilla County finds the following subsequent condition is imposed: “the mining operation is 
restricted from utilizing Stafford Hansell Road, and access for the mining operation shall use 
Center Street, to be renamed Noble Road”. 

 
(C) Safety conflicts with existing public airports due to bird attractants, i.e., open water 
impoundments as specified under OAR chapter 660, division 013;  
 

Umatilla County finds that there are no public airports within the Impact Area. The closest public 
airport is east of Hermiston and more than five miles away from the site. 

 
(D) Conflicts with other Goal 5 resource sites within the impact area that are shown on an 
acknowledged list of significant resources and for which the requirements of Goal 5 have 
been completed at the time the PAPA is initiated;  

 
Applicant Response: There are no known other Goal 5 resource sites within the impact area for 
the aggregate site. There is a recently approved aggregate site that was approved under these 
same standards and criteria. The approval rendered by Umatilla County earlier this year has 
added the Rock It #2 aggregate site and operation to the list of Goal 5 Aggregate Sites in 
Umatilla County and provided it protections under the Goal 5 program not dissimilar to what is 
being requested in this application.  
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This standard seeks to identify if there would be a conflict with this or other Goal 5 resource 
sites. The applicant asserts that there would not be a conflict. Both aggregate sites have similar 
impacts related to noise, dust, or other discharges that are evaluated and regulated as customary. 
We would anticipate conditions aligned with those applied to the Rock It #2 operation.  
 
First Street, as shown on Assessor’s Map 4n 27 36 and as platted on the 1910 Meadow Valley 
Addition plat, provides a barrier between the two operations on the north/south boundary line. 
That road, dedicated at 60 feet, when considered in addition to the required setback provides over 
a 100-foot separation between the two operations.  

 
As the operations would be mining similar material in a similar manner with a barrier provided 
by a road right-of-way no conflicts are anticipated. 
 
County Finding: During the Planning Commission hearing process, it was brought to Planning 
Staff’s attention that a Goal 5 site directly to the west of the Girth Dog site was not identified. 
The site received Goal 5 protection in 2010, however, in Staff error, it was not added to the 
County’s list of Goal 5 protected sites in the Comprehensive Plan, nor was it properly mapped on 
Zoning Maps. This site is identified as Township 4 North, Range 27 East, all of Section 35 and is 
tax lot 200 on 4N27. It is 640 acres in size and is protected as a Goal 5 Large Significant Site for 
aggregate resources, however, it has not been approved for mining. Therefore, without further 
land use approval, it cannot be mined. The historic and continued use of this Goal 5 site is farm 
use. The applicant is the current owner of this property and provided that it will continue to be in 
farm use with pivot irrigation. 
 
During testimony, the applicant asserted that there would not be any conflicts with this Goal 5 
Site, nor the Goal 5 Site directly to the east, also protected for aggregate resources and owned by 
Rock It LLC.  
 
Umatilla County finds there are two existing Goal 5 resource sites, located directly to the east 
and to the west of the subject property. Both Goal 5 sites are large significant aggregate resource 
sites. The Rock It LLC site (to the east) was recently approved under the same criteria that this 
application is reviewing. Since this is an existing aggregate site, and is a similar operation to the 
applicant’s request, Umatilla County finds there are no Goal 5 conflicts. 
 
Umatilla County finds there are no Goal 5 conflicts to the Goal 5 site to the west (Hansell site). 
This Large Significate aggregate resource site has not been approved for mining and is currently 
in crop circle irrigation. Mining operations have been operating along this corridor for decades 
and have not affected the farming operation. The applicant will implement best practices, as 
outlined above, to mitigate dust and noise. These mitigation actions are memorialized in 
subsequent conditions 2, 10, 11 and 12.  

 
(E) Conflicts with agricultural practices; and   
 

Applicant Response: Agricultural practices within the 1,500-foot impact area of the proposed 
quarry are to the west, south, southeast, and east and consist of irrigated agriculture with circle 
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pivot irrigation. The crops would be predominately potatoes, corn, wheat, and other row crops. 
There are no planted vineyards in the impact area or within 2 miles of the proposed site. Mining 
activity is not expected to conflict with these agricultural activities or practices. Prevailing winds 
are from the southwest moving any dust or emissions from the aggregate site away from 
agricultural lands towards an area that is used predominately for various commercial and 
industrial uses.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the proposed Goal 5 expansion is not expected to 
conflict with nearby agricultural activities or practices. Nearby existing aggregate sites have been 
operating without conflicts to nearby agricultural practices for many years.  

 
(F) Other conflicts for which consideration is necessary in order to carry out ordinances 
that supersede Oregon DOGAMI regulations pursuant to ORS 517.780;  
 

County Finding: Umatilla County finds that there are no other conflicts for which consideration 
is necessary in order to carry out ordinances that supersede Oregon DOGAMI regulations. 
Therefore, this criterion is not applicable. 

 
(c) [If conflicts exist, measures to minimize] The local government shall determine 
reasonable and practicable measures that would minimize the conflicts identified under 
subsection (b) of this section. To determine whether proposed measures would minimize 
conflicts to agricultural practices, the requirements of ORS 215.296 shall be followed rather 
than the requirements of this section. If reasonable and practicable measures are identified to 
minimize all identified conflicts, mining shall be allowed at the site and subsection (d) of this 
section is not applicable. If identified conflicts cannot be minimized, subsection (d) of this 
section applies. 
  

Applicant Response: The applicant has identified limited impacts from dust and stormwater that 
can be managed or mitigated through various voluntary measures and best management practices. 
During mining and processing, if approved on site, the applicant and its contractors will 
implement best management practices and, as necessary or required, obtain necessary permits in 
the management of dust, stormwater, or other identified discharges.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that no conflicts were identified within the 1,500 foot 
impact area. Although no conflicts have been identified within the impact area, the applicant has 
identified limited impacts from dust and stormwater that can be managed or mitigated through 
various voluntary measures and best management practices. During mining and processing, if 
approved on site, the applicant or its contractors will implement best management practices and, 
as necessary or required, obtain necessary permits in the management of dust, stormwater, or 
other identified discharges. 
 

(d) [If conflict can’t be minimized then conduct an Economic, Social, Environmental, 
and Energy (ESEE) analysis] The local government shall determine any significant 
conflicts identified under the requirements of subsection (c) of this section that cannot be 
minimized. Based on these conflicts only, local government shall determine the ESEE 
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consequences of either allowing, limiting, or not allowing mining at the site. Local 
governments shall reach this decision by weighing these ESEE consequences, with 
consideration of the following:  

 
(A) The degree of adverse effect on existing land uses within the impact area;  
(B) Reasonable and practicable measures that could be taken to reduce the identified 
adverse effects; and  
(C) The probable duration of the mining operation and the proposed post-mining use of 
the site.  
  

Applicant Response: The applicant's experience is that all identified potential conflicts from the 
mining operation can be minimized as described above. This criterion is not applicable. 
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that all identified potential conflict will be minimized 
as described above. This criterion is not applicable. 

 
(e) [Amend Plan] Where mining is allowed, the plan and implementing ordinances shall be 
amended to allow such mining. Any required measures to minimize conflicts, including 
special conditions and procedures regulating mining, shall be clear and objective. Additional 
land use review (e. g. , site plan review), if required by the local government, shall not exceed 
the minimum review necessary to assure compliance with these requirements and shall not 
provide opportunities to deny mining for reasons unrelated to these requirements, or to attach 
additional approval requirements, except with regard to mining or processing activities:  

 
(A) For which the PAPA application does not provide information sufficient to determine 
clear and objective measures to resolve identified conflicts;  
(B) Not requested in the PAPA application; or  
(C) For which a significant change to the type, location, or duration of the activity shown 
on the PAPA application is proposed by the operator.  
 

Applicant Response: The applicant will implement best management practices and obtain 
permits as necessary to ensure management of dust and stormwater discharges and anticipates 
Conditions to do so. It is also acknowledged that the applicant may be required to obtain an 
Access Permit for the proposed aggregate site for access to Center Street and Colonel Jordan 
Road from the Umatilla County Roadmaster.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that potential conflicts were identified in regards to dust 
and noise. Conflicts and mitigation actions are further analyzed under the ESEE Decision 
Process below. 

 
(f) [Post mining uses] Where mining is allowed, the local government shall determine the 
post-mining use and provide for this use in the comprehensive plan and land use regulations. 
For significant aggregate sites on Class I, II and Unique farmland, local governments shall 
adopt plan and land use regulations to limit post-mining use to farm uses under ORS 
215.203, uses listed under ORS 215.213(1) or 215.283(1), and fish and wildlife habitat uses, 
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including wetland mitigation banking. Local governments shall coordinate with DOGAMI 
regarding the regulation and reclamation of mineral and aggregate sites, except where exempt 
under ORS 517.780.  
 

Applicant Response: The applicant is currently considering the installation of a photovoltaic 
solar energy generation facility as a post-mining use. The subject property is predominately not 
composed of Class I, II, Prime, or Unique farmland and would therefore allow a use allowed 
under ORS 215.283(2). Other post-mining uses, if allowed under ORS 215.283 and the Umatilla 
County Development Code, could also be considered.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds the applicant has identified a possible post-mining use 
that is allowed under ORS 215.283. Umatilla County finds this criterion is satisfied.  
 

(g) [Issuing a zoning permit] Local governments shall allow a currently approved aggregate 
processing operation at an existing site to process material from a new or expansion site 
without requiring a reauthorization of the existing processing operation unless limits on such 
processing were established at the time it was approved by the local government.  
 
Applicant Response: This is not applicable as this is being proposed as a new site.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds this criterion is not applicable.  

 
 (7) [Protecting the site from other uses/conflicts] Except for aggregate resource sites 
determined to be significant under section (4) of this rule, local governments shall follow the 
standard ESEE process in OAR 660-023-0040 and 660-023-0050 to determine whether to allow, 
limit, or prevent new conflicting uses within the impact area of a significant mineral and 
aggregate site. (This requirement does not apply if, under section (5) of this rule, the local 
government decides that mining will not be authorized at the site.)  

The applicant has provided an ESEE analysis. The analysis supports a decision to limit new 
conflicting uses within the impact area to assure protection of the aggregate site.  
 
660-023-0040 ESEE Decision Process 
 
(1) Local governments shall develop a program to achieve Goal 5 for all significant resource 
sites based on an analysis of the economic, social, environmental, and energy (ESEE) 
consequences that could result from a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit a conflicting use. 
This rule describes four steps to be followed in conducting an ESEE analysis, as set out in 
detail in sections (2) through (5) of this rule. Local governments are not required to follow 
these steps sequentially, and some steps anticipate a return to a previous step. However, 
findings shall demonstrate that requirements under each of the steps have been met, 
regardless of the sequence followed by the local government. The ESEE analysis need not be 
lengthy or complex, but should enable reviewers to gain a clear understanding of the conflicts 
and the consequences to be expected. The steps in the standard ESEE process are as follows: 
 

(a) Identify conflicting uses; 
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The subject property and property within 1500 feet to the west, south, southeast, and east 
is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) which allows a variety of farm related uses including 
dwellings if certain criteria are met. There are also additional uses that are allowed with 
standards or conditionally. Some of these uses could create conflicts with an aggregate 
operation. Conflicts are most likely to arise when a new use would place people, living or 
working, within the impact area. Those uses include homes, churches, parks or certain 
recreation facilities, farm stands, and other similar uses that allow or create areas where 
people congregate.  
 
Properties to the north of Interstate 84 are zoned for Light Industrial, Limited Rural Light 
Industrial, and Light Industrial with a limited use overlay zone. These lands, while within 
1,500-feet of the mining operation and within the impact area, are buffered from the noise 
and other impacts by the Interstate. Noise and vibration from the mining operation would 
be overshadowed by the noise from Interstate traffic.  
 
(b) Determine the impact area; 
The impact area is a 1,500-foot buffer extending from the aggregate site boundary.  
 
(c) Analyze the ESEE consequences; and 
(d) Develop a program to achieve Goal 5.  
Items (c) through (d) are addressed below.  

 
(2) Identify conflicting uses. Local governments shall identify conflicting uses that exist, or 
could occur, with regard to significant Goal 5 resource sites. To identify these uses, local 
governments shall examine land uses allowed outright or conditionally within the zones 
applied to the resource site and in its impact area. Local governments are not required to 
consider allowed uses that would be unlikely to occur in the impact area because existing 
permanent uses occupy the site. The following shall also apply in the identification of 
conflicting uses:   
 
Applicant Response: Umatilla County Planning staff, under this provision, will need to 
identify conflicting uses that could occur, relative to this site. To assist them with this a table 
follows with some of the potential uses that could create conflicts within the required 1500-
foot distance of the proposed expansion area. The Exclusive Farm Use zone is applied to the 
subject property and properties to the west and south which allows a variety of farm and farm 
related uses. As previously stated, the applicant is concerned with activities that might be 
negatively impacted by mining activities including processing and stockpiling as well as 
impacts from those activities to the mining operation. Uses to the east and north of the 
freeway are governed by Rural Tourist Commercial, Light Industrial, and Agri-Business use 
zones which also allow potential conflicting uses. 
 
The local government has identified conflicting uses that exist, or could occur, with regard to 
significant Goal 5 resource sites. Potential conflicting uses found in the Umatilla County 
Development Code are outlined in the Table 1, below. This criterion is satisfied. 
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Table 1 - Potential Conflicting Uses 
 

Potential Conflicting Uses 
Zoning Code Sections Potential Conflicting Uses 

EFU 152.056 Uses Permitted 
152.058 Zoning Permit 
 
152-059 Land Use Decisions or 
152.060 Conditional Uses 

No conflicting uses identified. 
Replacement Dwellings, Winery, Farm 
Stand, Home Occupations. 
Churches, Dwellings, Schools, Parks, 
Playgrounds, Community Centers, 
Hardship Dwellings, Boarding and 
Lodging Facilities, Various Commercial 
Uses Related to Agriculture. 

Light Industrial 
 

152.302 Uses Permitted 
152.303 Conditional Uses 

No conflicting uses identified. 
Accessory Dwelling; Commercial 
amusement establishment; Day care 
center; Mobile home or trailer park. 

Light Industrial/Limited 
Use Overlay Zone 

152.302 Uses Permitted 
152.303 Conditional Uses 
 
 
152.533 Uses Permitted 
152.534 Use Limitations 

No conflicting uses identified. 
Accessory Dwelling; Commercial 
amusement establishment; Day care 
center; Mobile home or trailer park. 

Limited Rural Light 
Industrial 

152.314 Uses Permitted 
152.315 Conditional Uses 

No conflicting uses identified. 
Accessory Dwelling. 

 
 

(a) If no uses conflict with a significant resource site, acknowledged policies and land use 
regulations may be considered sufficient to protect the resource site. The determination that 
there are no conflicting uses must be based on the applicable zoning rather than ownership of 
the site. (Therefore, public ownership of a site does not by itself support a conclusion that 
there are no conflicting uses.) 

 
Potential conflicting uses taken from the Umatilla County Development Code that could be 
adversely affected by mining on the proposed Goal 5 expansion area are identified above. 
Therefore, this criterion is not applicable. 

 
(b) A local government may determine that one or more significant Goal 5 resource sites are 
conflicting uses with another significant resource site. The local government shall determine 
the level of protection for each significant site using the ESEE process and/or the 
requirements in OAR 660-023-0090 through 660-023-0230 (see OAR 660-023-0020(1)).  

 
There is an existing Goal 5 resource site directly to the east of the subject property. This Goal 
5 site is a large significant aggregate site, which was recently approved under the same 
criteria that this application is reviewing. Since this is an existing aggregate site, and is a 
similar operation to the applicant’s request, there are no known conflicts. 
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Umatilla County finds there are two significant Goal 5 sites within the impact area. One site 
is adjacent to the subject property on the east, and the other is adjacent on the west. The east 
site is an existing aggregate operation, which is not identified as a conflicting use since the 
proposed use being evaluated is also aggregate mining. The west site is also a Large 
Significant Site, although it has not received approval for mining and is currently in irrigated 
crop circles. Umatilla County finds market competition cannot be considered a conflicting 
use. The ESEE analysis is evaluated below. 

 
(3) Determine the impact area. Local governments shall determine an impact area for each 
significant resource site. The impact area shall be drawn to include only the area in which 
allowed uses could adversely affect the identified resource. The impact area defines the 
geographic limits within which to conduct an ESEE analysis for the identified significant 
resource site.  
 
The impact area for an aggregate site is 1,500 feet, as specified by OAR 660-023-0180(5)(a). 
Based on the list of potential conflicting uses identified in Table 1, above, Umatilla County 
has determined that the 1,500 foot impact area is sufficient for conducting the ESEE analysis. 
 
(4) Analyze the ESEE consequences. Local governments shall analyze the ESEE 
consequences that could result from decisions to allow, limit, or prohibit a conflicting use. 
The analysis may address each of the identified conflicting uses, or it may address a group of 
similar conflicting uses. A local government may conduct a single analysis for two or more 
resource sites that are within the same area or that are similarly situated and subject to the 
same zoning. The local government may establish a matrix of commonly occurring 
conflicting uses and apply the matrix to particular resource sites in order to facilitate the 
analysis. A local government may conduct a single analysis for a site containing more than 
one significant Goal 5 resource. The ESEE analysis must consider any applicable statewide 
goal or acknowledged plan requirements, including the requirements of Goal 5. The analyses 
of the ESEE consequences shall be adopted either as part of the plan or as a land use 
regulation. 
 
Applicant Response: The applicant is requesting that Umatilla County determine that future 
dwelling or residential use and other uses that would place people within the impact area, 
such as gathering spaces, be limited to protect the mining area from encroachment and 
provide protections to residents and landowners in the vicinity of the proposed quarry.  The 
requested limits are the requirement for a covenant not to sue or object/waiver of conflicts 
along the lines of similar covenants for farm and forest uses.  The types of uses that have 
potential to pose a conflict with the quarry include wineries, farm stands, mass gatherings, 
agri-tourism activities, churches, commercial activities in conjunction with farm use that 
could encourage gathering, private and public parks, golf courses, community centers, 
destination resorts, living history museums, residential homes, room and board operations, 
and schools.  Mining has operated in this area without any significant conflicts for many 
years.  It is adequate that the county imposes a condition of approval on discretionary 
approvals of assembly or residential uses in the 1500-foot impact area waiving any rights to 
object to mining and mining related activity at the significant site.   
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While this site is not listed within the Umatilla County Technical Report to the 
Comprehensive Plan there are several aggregate sites within the vicinity that are listed, most 
as a 1A but some with a 3C designation. A 3C designation provides that Umatilla County 
should specifically limit conflicting uses. It is interesting to note that all the sites in the 
vicinity have the same soil configuration of Quincy loamy fine sand, with gravelly 
substratum. The exception is those that were already in production at the time the Soil Survey 
was being drafted and were assigned with a soil classification acknowledging the aggregate 
resource called Pits, Gravel. The two aggregate sites with the 3C designation are west of the 
subject property. 
 
County Finding: As shown in Table 1, above, the local government has determined several 
outright and permitted uses that are allowed by the different zones within the 1,500 foot 
impact area. For purposes of the ESEE analysis, these potential conflicting uses can be 
grouped into two types of similar uses: 
 
• Dwellings (typically includes farm dwellings, non-farm dwellings, lot of record 

dwellings, replacement dwellings, hardship dwellings, home occupations, room and 
board operations 
 

• Public/Private Gathering Spaces (typically includes wineries, churches, community 
centers, private and public parks and playgrounds, living history museums, golf courses, 
public or private schools, various commercial uses related to agriculture) 

  
The ESSE Analysis follows: 
 
ESEE consequences related to review criteria for dwellings and gathering spaces in the 1,500-foot impact area 

surrounding the proposed quarry 
 Prohibit dwellings and 

gathering spaces 
Condition the placement of 
new dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

No change to review 
standards for dwellings and 
gathering spaces  

Economic 
Consequences 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There may be some negative 
economic impact to 
neighboring property owners if 
new dwellings or gathering 
places were not allowed within 
1500 feet of the quarry 
boundary. Since only a portion 
of properties in the impact area 
are zoned for Exclusive Farm 
Use, all with a 160-acre 
minimum lot size, about half of 
the properties would be 
affected and some existing 
limits on dwellings are already 
in code, the negative impact 
would be small. Dwellings are 
not allowed as outright uses in 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
The economic impact to 
neighboring property owners 
would be neutral. A 
requirement for a waiver of 
remonstrance would not 
restrict the use of the property 
allowed in the underlying zone.  
 
Similar wavers are required by 
counties around the state as a 
condition of approval for a new 
residential structure in a farm 
or forest zone. These wavers, 
required by ORS 215.213 and 
215.283, restrict a landowner’s 
ability to pursue a claim for 
relief or cause of action alleging 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring 
properties.  
The economic consequence 
for property owners would be 
neutral. This decision would 
maintain the current approval 
criteria for new residences 
and gathering places in the 
impact area.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
or interruption of quarry 
access.  
The economic impact would 
be negative. Interruptions in 
use of a quarry, due to 
complaints and nuisance 
lawsuits, have cause delays 
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the other use zones within the 
impact area. Some uses that 
allow gathering spaces are also 
allowed either outright or 
conditionally. 
 
Consequences related to loss 
or interruption of quarry 
access.  
The economic benefit of 
preserving the applicant’s   
ability to access material from 
this site does have an economic 
impact through direct 
employment and employment 
impacts on the various 
developments that rock is 
delivered to. The proposed 
quarry will provide material for 
a variety of projects 
throughout Umatilla and 
Morrow Counties and possibly 
beyond. 

injury from farming or forest 
practices.  
 
Without evidence that the 
widespread use of such waivers 
has negatively impacted 
property values or 
development rights, it is 
reasonable to conclude that 
the proposed limit on new 
conflicting uses in the impact 
area of the proposed quarry 
will have no negative economic 
consequence. 
 
Consequences related to loss 
or interruption of quarry 
access.  
The economic benefit would be 
the same as that for a decision 
to prohibit uses since the 
proposed “limit” is to require 
that new uses would be 
permitted on the condition 
that the applicant except 
mining activity on this 
significant aggregate site.   

and increased costs for 
projects across the state. 
Development of this quarry 
supports economically 
efficient development and 
construction projects in the 
region. New noise sensitive 
uses locating within 1500 feet 
of the quarry will bring the 
possibility that limitations on 
quarry activity will be sought 
by people who are bothered 
by mining activity. The 
potential negative economic 
impact ranges from small to 
exceptionally large. 

 Prohibit dwellings and 
gathering spaces 

Condition the placement of 
new dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

No change to review 
standards for dwellings and 
gathering spaces 

Social 
Consequences 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
Removing the option to place a 
dwelling, which otherwise 
meets all existing review 
criteria, within 1500 feet of the 
quarry boundary, would have a 
negative social consequence. 
This would be similar if 
gathering spaces were also 
prohibited. The social 
consequences stem from a 
landowner’s desire to have 
reasonable options and 
flexibility when making choices 
about what they can and 
cannot do on their land.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Various development and 
construction projects in the 
region that would utilize the 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
The social impact to 
neighboring property owners 
would be neutral if acceptance 
of the mining activity were 
added as a condition of 
approval for new dwellings and 
uses related to social 
gatherings within 1500 feet of 
the quarry boundary. Options 
available to property-owners 
would not be reduced. 
Dwellings and gathering spaces 
that meet existing review 
criteria would be allowed, 
provided the applicant agreed 
to accept the mining activity 
approved by the county.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Various development and 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring 
properties.  
The social impact to 
neighboring property owners 
would be neutral if new 
dwellings and social gathering 
spaces within 1500 feet of the 
quarry boundary were 
allowed under the existing 
review criteria.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Various development and 
construction projects in the 
region that would utilize the 
aggregate material in the 
proposed quarry may have to 
forgo their development 
which could impact social 
activities including those that 
would benefit recreation and 
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aggregate material in the 
proposed quarry may have to 
forgo their development which 
could impact social activities 
including those that would 
benefit recreation and tourism.  

construction projects in the 
region that would utilize the 
aggregate material in the 
proposed quarry may have to 
forgo their development which 
could impact social activities 
including those that would 
benefit recreation and tourism. 

tourism. 

 Prohibit dwellings and 
gathering spaces 

Condition the placement of 
new dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

No change to review 
standards for dwellings and 
gathering spaces 

Environmental 
Consequences 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There are no environmental 
consequences identified that 
stem from prohibiting new 
dwellings or social gathering 
spaces in the impact area.  
 
Consequences related to loss of 
quarry access.  
Efficient development practices 
include obtaining aggregate 
material from a quarry close to 
the project site. There will be 
some environmental benefit 
from fewer vehicle emissions 
when truck travel is minimized.  

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There could be a negative 
environmental consequence 
from noise if new dwellings or 
social gathering spaces were 
limited in the impact area. New 
dwellings and social gathering 
spaces in the impact area could 
be authorized on the condition 
that the applicant accept the 
mining activity approved by 
this decision. This approach 
assures that a property owner 
will make an informed decision 
when locating a new use. If 
they decide to locate within 
the impact area, they will be 
exposed to noise impacts when 
mining activities are conducted 
on the site.  
  
Consequences related to loss of 
quarry access.  
Efficient development practices 
include obtaining aggregate 
material from a quarry close to 
the project site. There will be 
some environmental benefit 
from fewer vehicle emissions 
when truck travel is minimized. 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There could be a negative 
environmental consequence 
from noise if new dwellings 
and social gathering spaces 
were allowed in the impact 
area. Different than the 
option to limit a decision, 
there would be no mechanism 
in the county’s approval 
process to inform property 
owners of the authorized 
mining activity. This would 
result in a higher possibility 
for a residence or social 
gathering space to be in the 
impact area and a higher 
potential for a negative 
consequence.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access. 
There may be some negative 
environmental consequence if 
new uses in the impact area 
oppose mining activity and 
pose an obstacle to the use of 
this site. Efficient 
development practices include 
obtaining aggregate material 
from a quarry close to the 
project site. Vehicle emissions 
will increase if trucks must 
travel further to access 
material.  

 Prohibit dwellings and 
gathering spaces 

Condition the placement of 
new dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

No change to review 
standards for dwellings and 
gathering spaces 

Energy 
Consequences 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There are no energy 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There are no energy 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There are no energy 
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consequences identified that 
stem from prohibiting new 
dwellings or social gathering 
spaces in the impact area. 
 
Consequences related to loss of 
quarry access.  
Efficient development practices 
include obtaining aggregate 
material from a quarry close to 
the project site. There will be 
some negative energy 
consequences from additional 
fuel use if truck travel is 
increased due to loss of access 
to this quarry. 

consequences identified that 
stem from limiting new 
dwellings or social gathering 
spaces in the impact area. 
 
Consequences related to loss of 
quarry access. 
Efficient development practices 
include obtaining aggregate 
material from a quarry close to 
the project site. There will be 
some negative energy 
consequences from additional 
fuel use if truck travel is 
increased due to loss of access 
to this quarry. 

consequences identified that 
stem from allowing new 
dwellings or social gathering 
spaces in the impact area. 
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access. 
Efficient development 
practices include obtaining 
aggregate material from a 
quarry close to the project 
site. There will be some 
negative energy consequences 
from additional fuel use if 
truck travel is increased due to 
loss of access to this quarry. 

 
 
(5) Develop a program to achieve Goal 5. Local governments shall determine whether to 
allow, limit, or prohibit identified conflicting uses for significant resource sites. This decision 
shall be based upon and supported by the ESEE analysis. A decision to prohibit or limit 
conflicting uses protects a resource site. A decision to allow some or all conflicting uses for a 
particular site may also be consistent with Goal 5, provided it is supported by the ESEE 
analysis. One of the following determinations shall be reached with regard to conflicting uses 
for a significant resource site: 

 
(a) A local government may decide that a significant resource site is of such importance 
compared to the conflicting uses, and the ESEE consequences of allowing the conflicting 
uses are so detrimental to the resource, that the conflicting uses should be prohibited.  
(b) A local government may decide that both the resource site and the conflicting uses are 
important compared to each other, and, based on the ESEE analysis, the conflicting uses 
should be allowed in a limited way that protects the resource site to a desired extent.  
(c) A local government may decide that the conflicting use should be allowed fully, 
notwithstanding the possible impacts on the resource site. The ESEE analysis must 
demonstrate that the conflicting use is of sufficient importance relative to the resource 
site, and must indicate why measures to protect the resource to some extent should not be 
provided, as per subsection (b) of this section.  
 
Umatilla County has determined, through the applicant’s ESEE analysis, that the resource 
site and the conflicting uses (dwellings and public/private gathering spaces) are important 
compared to each other. Therefore, Umatilla County finds that proposed conflicting uses 
should be limited within the 1,500-foot impact area for the life of the Girth Dog Quarry in 
order to achieve Goal 5.  

 
A condition of approval is imposed that any land use application for a proposed 
conflicting use within the 1,500-foot impact area requires a waiver of remonstrance prior 
to final approval. The waiver shall include language stating that the applicant accepts 
normal mining activity at this significant aggregate site and restricts a landowner’s ability 
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to pursue a claim for relief or cause of action alleging injury from the aggregate operation. 
 

Umatilla County finds that the waiver of remonstrance requirement for proposed 
conflicting uses along with the mitigation measures proposed by the applicant are 
adequate to minimize conflicts for future uses that potentially locate within the mining 
impact area.  
 
Umatilla County finds that other adjacent Goal 5 sites, significant for aggregate resource 
mining, are not conflicting uses. 

  
660-023-0050 Programs to Achieve Goal 5 

 (1) For each resource site, local governments shall adopt comprehensive plan provisions and 
land use regulations to implement the decisions made pursuant to OAR 660-023-0040(5). 
The plan shall describe the degree of protection intended for each significant resource site. 
The plan and implementing ordinances shall clearly identify those conflicting uses that are 
allowed and the specific standards or limitations that apply to the allowed uses. A program to 
achieve Goal 5 may include zoning measures that partially or fully allow conflicting uses (see 
OAR 660-023-0040(5) (b) and (c)).  
 
Umatilla County finds that the Policy 41 of the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan shall 
be amended to list the Girth Dog Quarry as a significant aggregate resource site.  
 
The Umatilla County Zoning Map will be amended to apply the Aggregate Resource (AR) 
Overlay Zone to the subject property. In addition, a 1,500-foot buffer around the AR Overlay 
Zone will be shown on the Zoning Map to acknowledge that conflicting uses (dwellings and 
public/private gathering spaces) are limited.  
 
As noted previously, a condition of approval is imposed that any land use application for a 
proposed conflicting use within the 1,500-foot impact area requires a waiver of remonstrance 
prior to final approval. The purpose of this condition is not to disallow these activities, but to 
ensure that applicants for these types of uses be made aware of the mining operation and 
waive their rights to remonstrate against aggregate mining activities allowed by this decision. 
This would be consistent with current Umatilla County Development Code provisions found 
at 152.063(D) that are applicable to permitted mining activities. This criterion is met. 

 
(2) When a local government has decided to protect a resource site under OAR 660-023-
0040(5)(b), implementing measures applied to conflicting uses on the resource site and 
within its impact area shall contain clear and objective standards. For purposes of this 
division, a standard shall be considered clear and objective if it meets any one of the 
following criteria: 

(a) It is a fixed numerical standard, such as a height limitation of 35 feet or a setback of 
50 feet; 
(b) It is a nondiscretionary requirement, such as a requirement that grading not occur 
beneath the dripline of a protected tree; or 
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(c) It is a performance standard that describes the outcome to be achieved by the design, 
siting, construction, or operation of the conflicting use, and specifies the objective criteria 
to be used in evaluating outcome or performance. Different performance standards may 
be needed for different resource sites. If performance standards are adopted, the local 
government shall at the same time adopt a process for their application (such as a 
conditional use, or design review ordinance provision).  
 

Umatilla County finds that proposed conflicting uses should be limited within the 1,500-foot 
impact area for the life of the Girth Dog Quarry in order to achieve Goal 5. The Umatilla 
County Zoning Map will be amended to apply the Aggregate Resource (AR) Overlay Zone to 
the subject property. In addition, a 1,500-foot buffer around the AR Overlay Zone will be 
shown on the Zoning Map to acknowledge that conflicting uses (dwellings and public/private 
gathering spaces) are limited. A condition of approval is imposed that any land use 
application for a proposed conflicting use within the 1,500-foot impact area requires a waiver 
of remonstrance prior to final approval. 

 
(3) In addition to the clear and objective regulations required by section (2) of this rule, 
except for aggregate resources, local governments may adopt an alternative approval process 
that includes land use regulations that are not clear and objective (such as a planned unit 
development ordinance with discretionary performance standards), provided such 
regulations: 
 

(a) Specify that landowners have the choice of proceeding under either the clear and 
objective approval process or the alternative regulations; and 
(b) Require a level of protection for the resource that meets or exceeds the intended level 
determined under OAR 660-023-0040(5) and 660-023-0050(1).  
 

Umatilla County finds that this request is related to aggregate resources. Therefore, this 
criterion is not applicable. 
 

30. STANDARDS OF THE UMATILLA COUNTY DEVELOPMENT CODE FOR 
ESTALISHING AN AR OVERLAY ZONE are found in Sections 152.487 and 152.488. The 
following standards of approval are underlined and the findings are in normal text.  
 
152.487 CRITERIA FOR ESTABLISHING AN AR OVERLAY ZONE: Section 152.487 of the 
Umatilla County Development Code lists required criteria the Planning Commission must consider 
for establishing an AR Overlay Zone. Criteria are listed and underlined. Evaluation responses are 
provided in normal text.  
 
(A) At the public hearing the Planning Commission shall determine if the following criteria can be 
met: 

(1) The proposed overlay would be compatible with the Comprehensive Plan;  
 

The Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan and Technical Report both have input into this 
decision even though this site is not listed. There are two mining operations to the west with the 
same soil type and classification that have been afforded a 3C designation indicating that the site 
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is significant and warrants protection. It should also be noted that there are several aggregate 
resource sites along the Interstate 84 corridor. This action seeks to protect the proposed aggregate 
site under Goal 5 as a significant site, to apply the Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone to the 
mining site, and to allow mining and processing on the site.  
 
Comprehensive Plan Findings and Policies are also applicable. Finding 38 states, “Extraction of 
non-renewable aggregate and mineral resources requires ongoing exploration, reclamation, 
separation from adjacent incompatible land uses and access.” The accompanying policy would 
also be applicable: 
 

Policy 38. (a) The County shall encourage mapping of future agencies sites, ensure their 
protection from conflicting adjacent land uses, and required reclamation plans.  
(b) Aggregate and mineral exploration, extraction, and reclamation shall be conducted in 
conformance with the regulations of the Department of Geology and Mineral Industries.  
(c) The County Development Ordinance shall include conditional use standards and other 
provisions to limit or mitigate conflicting uses between aggregate sites and surrounding land 
uses. 

 
The applicant is seeking protection of the aggregate site by the application of the Aggregate 
Resource Overlay Zone and protection from encroaching and conflicting uses by mapping of the 
buffer area to best achieve both this Finding and Policy. 
 
Finding 41 would also be applicable and states, “Several aggregate sites were determined to be 
significant enough to warrant protection from surrounding land uses in order to preserve the 
resource.” Based on this application, the applicant requests that the accompanying Policy be 
updated to list the Girth Dog Quarry.   
 
Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request for limitations of conflicting residential and 
social gathering space uses is reasonable under the Goal 5 protection program and appears to be 
compatible with the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan. This criterion is met. 

 
(2) There is sufficient information supplied by the applicant to show that there exists 
quantities of aggregate material that would warrant the overlay;  
 
Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s PAPA application, laboratory reports, and 
supplied information from IRZ Consulting demonstrate that the inventory of aggregate 
material at the Girth Dog Quarry is over 1.2 million tons which exceeds ODOT 
specifications and warrants the overlay (see Exhibit K, Page 19). This criterion is met. 
 
(3) The proposed overlay is located at least 1,000 feet from properties zoned for 
residential use or designated on the Comprehensive Plan for residential;  
 
Umatilla County finds that there are no properties zoned for residential use within 1,000 
feet of the proposed overlay. This criterion is met. 
  
(4) Adequate screening, either natural or man-made, is available for protecting the site 
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from surrounding land uses.  
 
The location of the proposed quarry along Interstate 84 and south and west of industrial 
uses would make screening unnecessary. This type of aggregate activity regularly takes 
place along highways and roads to provide easy and cost-effective access to aggregate 
material for use in development projects. The applicant states that screening beyond the 
use of berms of this site would be cost prohibitive and would not provide benefit. 
Umatilla County finds no screening is required. This criterion is met. 
 
(5)The site complies with Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-023-0180.  
 
Umatilla County finds that the standards found in (OAR) 660-023-0180 were found to be 
met by the proposed mining operation. This criterion is met. 
 

152.488 MINING REQUIREMENTS: Section 152.488 of the Umatilla County Development Code 
lists mining requirements for aggregate sites under the AR Overlay Zone. Criteria are listed and 
underlined. Evaluation responses are provided in standard text.  
 
(A) All work done in an AR Overlay Zone shall conform to the requirements of DOGAMI or its 
successor, or the applicable state statutes.  
  
Umatilla County finds that the applicant shall provide to the Umatilla County Planning Department a 
copy of the DOGAMI operating permit and, as a condition of approval, will be required to obtain all 
necessary State Permits. 
 
(B) In addition to those requirements, an aggregate operation shall comply with the following 
standards: 

(1) For each operation conducted in an AR Overlay Zone the applicant shall provide the 
Planning Department with a copy of the reclamation plan that is to be submitted under the 
county’s reclamation ordinance; 
 

Umatilla County finds that the reclamation plan requirements must meet the standards of DOGAMI 
and that a copy of the reclamation plan is to be submitted to the Planning Department.  

 
(2) Extraction and sedimentation ponds shall not be allowed within 25 feet of a public road or 

within 100 feet from a dwelling, unless the extraction is into an area that is above the grade 
of the road, then extraction may occur to the property line; 
 

Applicant Response: The applicant will mine the aggregate resource leaving a 25-foot buffer area 
around the perimeter of the subject property. There are two homes on property adjacent to the 
proposed mining area, one to the northwest and the other to the northeast. Based on the location of 
the homes on their subject properties mining will not be done within 100 feet of the homes. There are 
no other homes within the 1,500-foot impact area and the requested remonstrance process would 
work to ensure that any new homes sited in the 1500-foot impact area do not conflict with the 
proposed large significant site. Future sedimentation ponds that may be installed will be more than 
25 feet from any county roads.  
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County Finding: Umatilla County finds that as a condition of approval, the applicant shall 
provide a site plan to the Planning Department showing extraction and sedimentation ponds 
that are not located within 25 feet of a public road or within 100 feet from a dwelling. 

(3) Processing equipment shall not be operated within 500 feet of an existing dwelling at the 
time of the application of the Overlay Zone. Dwellings built after an AR Overlay Zone is 
applied shall not be used when computing this setback.  
 

Applicant Response: There is the two dwellings identified above that are located within 500-
feet of the boundary of the subject property. Processing equipment will be sited in such a way as 
to retain this 500-foot setback requirement. The applicant is requesting that future dwellings or 
social gathering spaces be limited and require a remonstrance agreement within the impact area 
to assure this standard can be maintained. 
 
During Planning Commission testimony, the applicant provided that processing equipment will be 
located on tax lot 1800, the applicant also provided a map to demonstrate where the processing 
equipment will be placed. This location far more than 500 feet from both existing dwellings. 
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds as a condition of approval, the applicant shall provide a site 
plan demonstrating that processing equipment will be sited to retain the 500-foot setback to the 
existing dwellings.  
 
Umatilla County finds as a condition of approval, all crushing, washing, and screening of aggregate 
materials shall occur on tax lot 1800 in the area shown in on the ArcGIS Web Map located in Exhibit 
C. 
 

(4) All access roads shall be arranged in such a manner as to minimize traffic danger and 
nuisance to surrounding properties and eliminate dust.  
 

Applicant Response: The subject property has access to Stafford Hansell Road with the farming 
operations continuing to use this access. A new access point is proposed to be constructed to 
Colonel Jordan Road along Center Street to support the mining activity. The applicant is 
requesting that future dwellings or social gathering spaces approved in a discretionary land use 
process to be limited by a requirement to sign a waiver of remonstrance within the impact area to 
assure this standard can be maintained.  
 
During Planning Commission testimony, the applicant provided that the home directly north of 
the Girth Dog site did not want to see a berm built around the mining area. The applicant was 
agreeable to this and mitigating dust utilizing other industry standard practices such as water and 
chemical application.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the proposed Girth Dog Quarry site fronts both 
Stafford Hansell and Colonel Jordan Roads with an existing historical farm access on Stafford 
Hansell Road. A new access point will need to be approved and constructed to Colonel Jordan 
Road to support the mining activity. A subsequent condition of approval is imposed that the 
applicant obtain access permit approval from Umatilla County Public Works to Colonel Jordan 
Road at the time the new access is needed by the mining operation, this access point must meet 
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the 1,320-foot spacing requirements from the interchange ramps.  
 
Umatilla County finds as a condition of approval, all equipment operating on internal haul road 
does not exceed 20 mph to reduce potential dust impacts.  
 
Umatilla County finds as a condition of approval, if applicant uses water for dust abatement, 
water must be secured from a permitted source. 
 
31. ANALYSIS OF STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS 1 THROUGH 14. 
 
Goal 1 Citizen Involvement: To develop a citizen involvement program that insures the 
opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process. 
 
Applicant Response: Umatilla County’s Comprehensive Plan and development codes outline 
the County’s citizen involvement program that includes the activities of the Planning 
Commission and provides for the public hearing process with its required notice provisions. 
These notice provisions provide for adjoining and affected property owner notice; notice to 
interested local, state, and federal agencies; and allows for public comment to the process. More 
specifically this request will be publicly noticed and discussed at a public hearing and will be 
subject to input from citizens. 
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds the applicant’s request was processed through the 
public hearing process and complies with Statewide Planning Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement). 
 
Goal 2 Planning: To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for 
all decisions and actions related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for such 
decisions and actions. 
 
Applicant Response:  Goal 2 establishes the underlining process that a county or a city needs to 
utilize when considering changes to their Comprehensive Plans and development codes. This 
application meets those requirements for this request. 
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that through this amendment process, the applicant’s 
request complies with the County’s Comprehensive Plan and Development Code and therefore 
complies with Statewide Planning Goal 2 (Planning). 
 
Goal 3 Agricultural Lands: To preserve and maintain agricultural lands. 
 
Applicant Response: Goal 3 requires counties to preserve and maintain agricultural lands for 
farm uses. Counties must inventory agricultural lands and protect them by adopting exclusive 
farm use zones consistent with Oregon Revised Statute 215.203 et. seq.  
 
Goal 3 is relevant to this application as the proposal is on land currently zoned Exclusive Farm 
Use. While the primary purpose of this zone is to allow and protect farm operations there are 
many other uses that are allowed on farmland that are outlined in Oregon Revised Statute and 
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codified in the Umatilla County Development Code. There are at six other aggregate sites within 
a four-mile radius of this site, most to the west, with several of them operating adjacent to lands 
producing crops. 
 
In this instance there is an intersection of Goal 3 and Goal 5 because an aggregate source has 
been identified, can be determined to be significant, and the applicant is requesting protection for 
the site and for mining to be allowed. Here, approval of the proposal allows both the objectives 
of Goal 3 and Goal 5 to be realized.   
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request appears to be consistent 
with Statewide Planning Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands) as demonstrated throughout this document. 
 
Goal 4 Forest Lands: To conserve forest lands by maintaining the forest land base and to 
protect the state’s forest economy by making possible economically efficient forest practices that 
assure the continuous growing and harvesting of forest tree species as the leading use on forest 
land consistent with sound management of soil, air, water, and fish and wildlife resources and to 
provide for recreational opportunities and agriculture. 
 
Applicant Response: There are no forest lands impacted by this request. The Umatilla National 
Forest is significantly south of the subject property.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that Statewide Planning Goal 4 (Forest Lands) does not 
directly apply to the applicant’s request. 
 
Goal 5 Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources: To protect natural 
resources and conserve scenic and historic areas and open spaces. 
 
Applicant Response:  The process undertaken within this application is to protect the subject 
property under Goal 5 as a significant aggregate site. The subject property does not have any 
overlays or other known cultural or historical sites. There is a portion of a 1.67-acre freshwater 
pond found on the National Wetlands Inventory map based on aerial photography from 1981. 
Using google earth imagery today the area is under circle-pivot irrigation with no pond visible or 
any impacts to farming operations. No floodplain has been mapped on the subject property.  
 
This application for a Comprehensive Plan amendment to protect an aggregate resource has been 
reviewed under Oregon Administrative Rule 660-023-0180, the process required under Goal 5.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request is to apply Goal 5 protection 
to the site, the request has been reviewed under the necessary Goal 5 process and appears to be 
consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 5 (Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural 
Resources). 
 
Goal 6 Air, Water and Land Resources Quality: To maintain and improve the quality of the 
air, water and land resources of the state. 
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Applicant Response: Goal 6 addresses the quality of air, water, and land resources. In the 
context of comprehensive plan amendments, a local government complies with Goal 6 by 
explaining why it is reasonable to expect that the proposed uses authorized by the plan 
amendment will be able to satisfy applicable federal and state environmental standards, including 
air and water quality standards. 
 
The request to protect the subject property under Goal 5 and to allow mining, based on the 
analysis above, can and will be compliant with Goal 6. The objective of this process is to protect 
an aggregate resource. Required measures protecting water are required under Oregon law and 
will be implemented during mining, processing, and stockpiling of aggregate material. Any 
mining or processing of aggregate material will be required to meet Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality requirements for air quality through the imposition of air quality 
standards with some activities having to obtain an Air Contaminate Discharge Permit. The use of 
mining and processing techniques that include temporary and permanent Best Management 
Practices for erosion and sediment control and spill control and prevention can achieve 
compliance with both clean air and water standards. 
 
Noise is defined as unwanted sound. The location of this site adjacent to Interstate 84 would 
provide significant mitigation based on the noise generated by the Interstate.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request addresses air, water and land 
resource quality and will obtain necessary permits and implement best practices to be consistent 
with Statewide Planning Goal 6 (Air, Water and Land Resource Quality). The applicant is 
required to obtain DEQ permits and comply with air quality requirements and obtain change of 
use permits from OWRD. 
 
Goal 7 Areas Subject to Natural Hazards and Disasters: To protect people and property from 
natural hazards. 
 
Applicant Response:  Goal 7 works to address natural hazards and disasters and through a 
comprehensive plan amendment process would seek to determine if there are known natural 
hazards and seek to mitigate any concerns. There are no known natural hazards on the subject 
property.   
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that Statewide Planning Goal 7 (Areas Subject to 
Natural Hazards and Disasters) does not directly apply to this request. 
 
Goal 8 Recreation Needs: To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and 
visitors and, where appropriate, to provide for the siting of necessary recreational facilities 
including destination resorts. 
 
Applicant Response:  No recreation components are included in this application or affected by 
it.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request appears to be consistent 
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with Statewide Planning Goal 8 (Recreation Needs) and Goal 8 does not directly apply to this 
request. 
 
Goal 9 Economy: To provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety of 
economic activities vital to the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon’s citizens. 
 
Applicant Response:  Goal 9 requires local governments to adopt comprehensive plans and 
policies that contribute to a stable and healthy economy. Umatilla County has a comprehensive 
plan and technical report that has been acknowledged to comply with Goal 9. While the approval 
of an aggregate site does not, in and of itself, provide significant economic benefit, the aggregate 
industry can provide an economic benefit to a region. Having said that this site will create at least 
10 new jobs serving various development needs throughout Umatilla and Morrow Counties. 
Aggregate is a necessary component that is essential for residents, businesses, and recreation and 
tourism activities in this region.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request appears to be consistent 
with Statewide Planning Goal 9 (Economy). 
 
Goal 10 Housing: To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the state. 
 
Applicant Response: Housing is not a consideration of this application. However, the approval 
of this site would allow for aggregate to be available for use in the housing and commercial 
construction economies.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds housing is not a direct consideration of this request, 
however, the requested activities will allow for aggregate to be available for use in the housing 
and commercial construction business. 
 
Goal 11 Public Services: To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of 
public facilities and services to serve as a framework for urban and rural development. 
 
Applicant Response:  Goal 11 requires local governments to plan and develop a timely, orderly, 
and efficient arrangement of public facilities and services. The goal provides that urban and rural 
development be guided and supported by types and levels of services appropriate for, but limited 
to, the needs and requirements of the area to be served. The approval of this request would 
support the local economy that provides for the employment of residents, delivery of goods, and 
allows for recreation and tourism in the region.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request appears to support Statewide 
Planning Goal 11 (Public Services). 
 
Goal 12 Transportation: To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic 
transportation system. 
 
Applicant Response:  Goal 12 requires local governments to provide and encourage a safe, 
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convenient, and economic transportation system, implemented through the Transportation 
Planning Rule. In 2006 Umatilla County adopted an Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP) 
for the Westland Interchange which does discuss the intersection of Stafford Hansell Road to 
Westland Road, identifying concerns with the spacing of Stafford Hansell Road from the 
interstate eastbound on- and off-ramps. This request is for a use that is allowed conditionally and 
improvements to the Stafford Hansell Road intersection, while needed, are not appropriately 
required of this application. Connection for the proposed aggregate site is proposed to be from 
Center Street at the current intersection of Noble Road and Westland Colonel Jordan Road, 
which is nearly 1,000-feet more than the 1320-feet required by the IAMP.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds as part of this application approval process, the 
applicant will be required to construct a new access point that complies with the adopted 
Umatilla County / ODOT Westland Road / I-84 / I-82 Interchange Area Transportation Plan, this 
access point will serve the proposed mining operation. The existing and continued farm 
operations occurring on the property will continue to have legal access from Stafford Hansell 
Road. The applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Analysis which found that the proposed mining 
operations will add less than 250 daily trips on local roads and is not anticipated to have a 
significant effect on the local transportation network. Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s 
request appears to support Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation). 
 
Goal 13 Energy: To conserve energy. 
 
Applicant Response: Goal 13 directs local jurisdictions to manage and control land and uses 
developed on the land to maximize the conservation of all forms of energy, based on sound 
economic principles. Approval of this request provides opportunities for energy efficiency and 
convenience for residents, the movement of farm goods, and for access to recreation and tourism 
opportunities by providing improved and safe highways. It also recognizes the energy savings of 
having aggregate sites throughout a region in support of residential, commercial, and industrial 
development.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request appears to be consistent 
with Statewide Planning Goal 13 (Energy). 
 
Goal 14 Urbanization: To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban 
land use, to accommodate urban population and urban employment inside urban growth 
boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and to provide for livable communities. 
 
Applicant Response: Goal 14 prohibits urban uses on rural lands. Goal 14 is not specifically 
applicable to this action.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that Statewide Planning Goal 14 (Urbanization) is not 
specifically applicable to this request. 
 
32. DECISION:  
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BASED UPON THE ABOVE STATED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS, THE GIRTH 
DOG LLC REQUEST TO AMEND THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TO ADD THIS 
SIGNIFICANT SITE TO THE COUNTY’S INVENTORY OF SIGNIFICANT SITES 
AND ESTABLISH AN AGGREGATE RESOURCE OVERLAY TO THE GIRTH DOG 
SITE IS APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS. 
 

Precedent Conditions:  The following precedent conditions must be fulfilled prior to final 
approval of this request: 

 
1. Pay notice costs as invoiced by the County Planning Department.  
 
2. Obtain a County Road approach permit to Colonel Jordan Road. The access approach 

shall comply with Road Department standards and satisfy the 1,320-foot spacing 
standard to the I-84/Westland Road interchange ramps. 

 
Subsequent Conditions:  The following subsequent conditions must be fulfilled following 
final approval of this request: 

 
1. Obtain all other federal and state permits necessary for development. Provide copies 

of these permit approvals to the County Planning Department.  
 

a. Obtain all applicable permits for the mining operations from DOGAMI before 
these activities begin. Applicant will obtain approval from DOGAMI for the 
reclamation plan and submit a copy of the reclamation plan to the Planning 
Department.  

 
b. Obtain all applicable permits for the mining operation from DEQ (air, noise, 

and water quality issues) before these activities begin.  
 

2. Obtain a Zoning Permit from the Umatilla County Planning Department to finalize 
the approval of the aggregate site. The site plan shall demonstrate that the extraction 
and sedimentation ponds are not located within 25 feet of a public road or within 100 
feet from a dwelling. Access to the mining operation shall be restricted from Stafford 
Hansell Road. Processing equipment shall be located at least 500 feet from existing 
dwellings, shall be located on tax lot 1800 and placed in the pit once opened to the 
finish depth. Processing equipment shall remain in this location for the duration of the 
aggregate operation. 

 
3. If the site were to lay inactive for a period of greater than one year, a new zoning 

permit must be obtained. 
 
4. Adhere to DEQ Noise Standard as found in OAR 340-035-0035, Noise Control 

Regulations for Industry and Commerce. 
 

5. If cultural artifacts are observed during ground-disturbing work, that work must cease 
in the development area until the find is assessed by qualified cultural resource 
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personnel from the State Historic Preservation Office and the Confederated Tribes of 
the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR). Once qualified cultural resource personnel 
from SHPO and CTUIR are satisfied, the ground-disturbing work may continue.  

 
6. Contour and revegetate the quarry for agricultural or wildlife habitat purposes during 

post-mining activities according to the requirements of the DOGAMI application. 
 
7. Any land use application for a proposed conflicting use within the 1,500-foot impact 

area requires a waiver of remonstrance prior to final approval. The waiver shall 
include language stating that the applicant accepts normal mining activity at this 
significant aggregate site and restricts a landowner’s ability to pursue a claim for 
relief or cause of action alleging injury from the aggregate operation. 

 
8. Mining is only allowed as proposed in the application, and as otherwise limited in 

these conditions. 
 
9. All processing of mineral and aggregate materials shall occur on tax lot 1800 as 

shown in Exhibit C, page 4.  
 
10. Applicant shall minimize fugitive dust emissions from the property by application of 

dust abatement chemicals, water, or similar best management practices recommended 
by DOGAMI and DEQ for control of dust at aggregate mining sites. 

 
11. Applicant shall ensure equipment operating on internal haul roads does not exceed 20 

mph to reduce potential dust impacts. 
 
12. The mining operation is restricted from utilizing Stafford Hansell Road, and access 

for the mining operation shall use Center Street, to be renamed Noble Road. 
 
13. If water is used for dust abatement, water must be secured from a permitted source. 
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UMATILLA COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
 
 
Dated the ___________day of _____________________, 2023 
 
 
___________________________________________    
John M. Shafer, Commissioner 
 
 
___________________________________________    
Daniel L. Dorran, Commissioner 
 
 
___________________________________________    
Celinda A. Timmons, Commissioner 
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Proposed Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment 

GIRTH DOG LLC QUARRY 
Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment #P-135-22 
Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment T-092-22 

Zoning Map Amendment #Z-322-22 
Township 4N, Range 27E, Section 36, Tax Lots: 900, 1100, 1200, 1300 and 1800 

 

This proposed amendment to the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan is to add to the Girth 
Dog, LLC Quarry Site to the list of Goal 5 protected, significant resource aggregate sites. The 
following proposed changes will be made in Chapter 8, Open Space, Scenic and Historic Areas, 
and Natural Resources: 

Note: Proposed changes are in underlined text. 

41. Several aggregate sites were determined 
to be significant enough to warrant protection 
from surrounding land uses in order to 
preserve the resource (see Technical Report). 

41. In order to protect the aggregate resource, 
the County shall apply an aggregate resource 
overlay zone to the following existing sites: 
 

(1) ODOT quarry, T5N, R35E, Section 
35, TL 6200, 5900. 
(2) ODOT quarry, T5N, R29E, Section 
22, TL 800 (“Sharp’s Corner”) 
(3) Private, commercial pit, T4N, R38E, 
Section 27, TL 1100. 
(4) Upper Pit, T4N, R28E, Sections 28, 
29, TL 4000. 
(5) ODOT quarry, T3N, R33E, Section 
23, TL 100, 600, 700 
(6) Several quarries, T2N, R31E, Section 
15, 16, 17, TL 400, 800, 3100.  (See 
Technical report for specific site 
information). 
(7) ODOT quarry, T3S, R30 1/2, Section 
12, 13, TL 503.  
(8) ODOT quarry, T4N, R35, TL 7303. 
(9) Private, commercial pit, T4N, R28E, 
Sections 30, 31, TL 300, 2200, 2202, 
2203. 
(10) ODOT quarry, T1N, R35, Section 
34, TL 800, 900, 1000, and T1S, R35, 
Section 03, TL 100.  
(11) ODOT quarry, T1S, R30, TL 1901. 
(12) ODOT quarry, T2N, R27, TL 2700. 
(13) Private, commercial pit, T4N, R27E, 
Section 25, TL 900, Section 36, TL 400, 
500, 600, 700, 800, 1400, 1500. 
(14) Private, commercial pit,  
T2N, R32, Section 04, TL 400. 
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(15) Private, commercial pit, T4N, 
R27E, Section 36, TL 900, 1100, 1200, 
1300, 1800. 
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Figure 1 – Site Vicinity Map and Study Intersections 
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STUDY SCOPE & ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

The proposed land use action is a unique case in that the existing use of the property (wheat, potatoes, 

corn, and blueberry farming) already represents a reasonable maximum development scenario under the 

existing EFU zoning. As such, the focus of this analysis is on incremental impacts of the allowed uses under 

the proposed Aggregate Resource Overlay zone.  

STUDY SCOPE 

This analysis identifies the transportation-related impacts associated with the application of the Aggregate 

Resource Overlay zone. The study was prepared in accordance scope direction from Umatilla County staff. 

The study scope and overall study area for this project were selected based on an analysis of current and 

future traffic volumes at study intersections and discussions with County staff. The analysis was prepared to 

address the following transportation issues:  

◼ Existing land use and transportation system conditions within the site vicinity; 

◼ Review of regional traffic growth and seasonal traffic patterns, in-process developments, and 

planned transportation improvements; 

◼ Site trip generation and distribution estimates for reasonable worst-case development scenarios for 

the proposed Aggregate Resource Overlay zone; 

◼ Planning horizon year 2042 traffic operations under existing EFU zoning and proposed Aggregate 

Resource Overlay zone scenarios; 

◼ Transportation system adequacy to accommodate the proposed reasonable worst case 

development scenarios for the proposed Aggregate Resource Overlay zone; 

◼ Assessment of overlay zone change compliance with the TPR (OAR Section 660-12-060); and, 

◼ Conclusions and recommendations. 

STUDY INTERSECTIONS 

The study intersections were identified in collaboration with County staff. Figure 1 illustrates the location of 

the study intersections that are listed below. For ease of review, each intersection is referenced within this 

report using a numerical ID. 

1. I-84 WB Ramp Terminal / Westland Road 

2. I-84 EB Ramp Terminal / Colonel Jordan Road 

3. Colonel Jordan Road / Noble Road 

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS TIME PERIODS 

Study intersection operations were analyzed during the weekday morning (intersection peak hour between 

7:00-9:00 AM) and evening peak hour (intersection peak hour between 4:00-6:00 PM). 
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY  

The unsignalized and signalized intersection operational analyses presented in this report were prepared 

following Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (Reference 1) analysis procedures using Synchro software.  

APPLICABLE MOBILITY STANDARDS 

Intersection operating targets adopted by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and Umatilla 

County are summarized below. 

ODOT MOBILITY TARGETS 

ODOT uses volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios to assess intersection operations. Table 6 of the Oregon 

Highway Plan (OHP) provides maximum volume-to-capacity ratio mobility targets for all 

signalized/roundabout and unsignalized intersections located outside the major metropolitan areas. Table 

1 summarizes the v/c ratio that will be used to identify the existing and potential future operational issues at 

the ODOT owned/maintained I-84 ramp terminal intersections. 

Table 1 - ODOT Mobility Targets 

Intersection OHP Mobility Target 

I-84 WB Ramp Terminal / Westland Road 0.70 off ramp approach 

I-84 EB Ramp Terminal / Colonel Jordan Road 0.70 off ramp approach 

 

UMATILLA COUNTY OPERATING STANDARDS 

Umatilla County’s standards specify that LOS “E” or better is considered acceptable at unsignalized 

intersections, including the Colonel Jordan Road/Noble Road intersection.  

EXISTING CONDITIONS TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

The existing conditions analysis identifies field conditions and the current operational, traffic control, and 

geometric characteristics of the roadways and other transportation facilities within the study vicinity. These 

conditions will be compared with future year conditions later in this report. Kittelson staff visited the study 

area and inventoried the existing transportation system to identify lane configurations, traffic control 

devices, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, transit stops, and geometric features at the study intersections 

during the summer of 2022. 

SITE CONDITIONS AND ADJACENT LAND USES 

The overall site is located south of I-84 and approximately ¼ mile west of the Colonel Jordan Road corridor. 

The majority of the land is currently used for agricultural purposes. A separate aggregate mining operation 

is located directly to the east of the property with a truck stop and fueling station further to the east. Light 

industrial and commercial activities are further to the east across Colonel Jordan Road. Irrigated farmland 

is to the west, south, and east of the subject property, most under circle pivot irrigation systems. 
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Transportation Facilities 

Table 2 summarizes the attributes of key roadways in the site vicinity. Figure 2 illustrates the existing lane 

configurations and traffic control devices at the study intersections. 

Table 2 – Existing Transportation Facilities 

Roadway 

Jurisdictional 

Authority 

Functional 

Classification1 

Number 

of Auto 

Lanes 

Posed 

Speed 

(mph) 

Sidewalks 

Present? 

Bike 

Lanes 

Present? 

On-Street 

Parking 

Allowed? 

I-84 ODOT 
Interstate 

Highway 
4 70 No No No 

Westland 

Road 

Umatilla 

County 
Major Collector 2 

Not 

Posted 
No No No 

Colonel 

Jordan 

Road 

Umatilla 

County 
Local Road 2 

Not 

Posted 
No No No 

Noble 

Road 

Umatilla 

County 
Local Road 2 

Not 

Posted 
No No No 

1Source: Oregon Highway Plan and Umatilla County Transportation System Plan 

 

INTERSECTION CRASH HISTORY 

Study intersection crash histories were obtained and reviewed in an effort to identify potential safety issues. 

ODOT provided crash records for the study intersections for the five-year period from January 1, 2016 

through December 31, 2020. Table 3 summarizes the ODOT crash data. As shown in the table, there were 

no crashes at two of the study intersections and only one crash at the I-84 WB ramp terminal. Appendix A 

contains the crash data summary sheets. 

Table 3 - Reported Crash History (January 1, 2016 - December 31, 2020) 

Study 

Intersection 

Crash Type Severity 

Total 

Rear 

End Turning Angle 

Fixed 

Object Other PDO Injury Fatal 

I-84 WB Ramp 

Terminal/ 

Westland Road 

0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

I-84 EB Ramp 

Terminal/ 

Colonel Jordan 

Road 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Colonel Jordan 

Road/ 

Noble Road 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Turning movement counts at the study intersections were conducted on a mid-week day in late June 2022. 

Appendix B contains the intersection turning movement count sheets. 

SEASONAL ADJUSTMENT 

To determine an appropriate seasonal factor, three methodologies were investigated as outlined in 

ODOT’s Analysis Procedures Manual (APM): On-Site ATR Method, ATR Characteristic Table Method, ATR 

Seasonal Trend Method. 

On-Site ATR Method 

The On-Site ATR Method is used when an Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR) is within or near the project area. 

There are three ATRs within relative close proximity of the site. Each of these ATRs are located along the I-84 

corridor and are recording volumes along the interstate highway. A seasonal factor for each ATR was 

calculated for comparison purposes to the other methodologies described herein. As shown in Table 4, the 

seasonal factors ranged from 1.04% to 1.09% with an average seasonal factor of 1.07%.  

Table 4 - Seasonal Adjustment Calculations for ATRs 

 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 Average 

ATR 11-009 

Count Month (June) 120 121 123 118 120 120.3 

Peak Month 132 130 136 130 131 131 

ATR 25-008 

Count Month (June) 111 112 114 112 111 111.7 

Peak Month 119 118 121 118 121 119.3 

ATR 20-027 

Count Month (June) 114 111 113 113 111 112.3 

Peak Month 117 115 123 116 118 117 

       

◼ ATR 11-009 Season Adjustment Factor = 131%/120.3% = 1.09% 

◼ ATR 25-008 Seasonal Adjustment Factor = 119.3%/111.7% = 1.07% 

◼ ATR 20-027 Seasonal Adjustment Factor = 117%/112.3% = 1.04% 

 

ATR Characteristics Table 

The ATR Characteristic Table provides general characteristics for each ATR in Oregon and is typically used 

when there is not a nearby ATR within the immediate study area. Since two of the study intersections are 

interchange ramp terminals, a review of the Characteristic Table did not find an ATR that closely matches 

the unique study area conditions. As such, the ATR Seasonal Trend Method was evaluated as described in 

the following section. 
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ATR Seasonal Trend Method 

The seasonal trend table is used when there is not an ATR nearby or in a representative area. This method 

averages seasonal trend groupings from the ATR Characteristics Table. For movements at the study 

interchange (which has significant industrial and employment generators with limited freeway oriented 

retail uses), an average of the “commuter” and “summer” trends was deemed appropriate and consistent 

with other recent development-driven traffic studies in the area. As shown in Table 5, the average of the 

seasonal adjustment factor calculations for the Commuter and Summer trends would be a factor of 1.02. 

Table 5 – ATR Seasonal Trend Method for Commuter and Summer Trends 

 June/July Count Month 

Seasonal Trend Peak Period 

Factor 

Commuter Avg of 0.9355 & 0.9470 = 0.94125 0.9335 

Summer Avg of 0.8615 & 0.8457 = 0.8536 0.8299 

◼ The peak period seasonal factor is 0.9355 for the Commuter trend and 0.8299 for the Summer Trend. 

◼ The average June/July count date seasonal factor is 0.94125 for the Commuter trend and 0.8536 for 

the Summer trend. 

◼ The Commuter seasonal adjustment is 0.94125/0.9355 = 1.01 and the Summer seasonal adjustment is 

0.8536/0.8299 = 1.03. 

◼ An average of the Commuter and Summer season adjustments is 1.02 

As described in the previous sections, a comparison on the On-Site ATR Method and the ATR Seasonal 

Trend Method revealed a higher seasonal factor derived from the On-Site ATR Method. However, since the 

ATRs used in this method primarily reflect freeway traffic volumes and the interchange ramps do not serve 

a large number of freeway-oriented uses, the ATR Seasonal Trend Method was deemed to be a more 

representative method. For the purposes of this analysis, a seasonal factor of 1.02 has been applied to 

existing traffic volumes.  

EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

Figure 3 illustrates the resulting 2022 existing traffic volumes at the study intersections while Table 6 

summarizes the corresponding traffic operations during the weekday AM and PM peak hours (7:55-8:55 AM 

and 4:15 – 5:15 PM). As shown in Table 6 and detailed in Appendix C (which includes the existing conditions 

operations analysis worksheets), the study intersection operations satisfy applicable ODOT performance 

targets and County standards during the AM and PM peak hours. 

Table 6 – Existing Traffic Conditions 

Intersection 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 

V/C 

Approach 

Delay 

(sec) 

Approach 

LOS V/C 

Approach 

Delay 

(sec) 

Approach 

LOS 

I-84 WB Ramp Terminal/ 

Westland Road 0.06 9.5 A 0.08 9.7 A 

I-84 EB Ramp Terminal/ 

Colonel Jordan Road 0.05 9.4 A 0.06 9.8 A 

Colonel Jordan Road/ 

Noble Road 0.01 8.7 A 0.02 9.0 A 
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YEAR 2042 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

This section of the report contains a detailed assessment of the long-term traffic impacts associated with 

and without the proposed plan map amendment. More specifically, it evaluates the impacts of an 

aggregate mining operation which would be allowed under the Aggregate Resource Overlay zone. The 

analysis of long-term traffic conditions is mandated by the State’s Transportation Planning Rule (TPR, OAR 

Section 660-12-0060), given that the proposed plan map amendment would require an amendment to an 

acknowledged land use regulation and may have the potential to significantly affect a transportation 

facility. 

To test for significant effect and development-related impacts, an analysis of traffic conditions was 

conducted under the existing EFU land use designation (assuming continued farming use of the site) and 

the proposed Aggregate Resource Overlay zone (assuming the development of an aggregate mining 

operation).  

Based on the required analysis, the impacts of traffic generated by the potential Aggregate Resource 

Overlay zone (using the proposed aggregate mining operation as a reasonable worst-case proxy) were 

examined in the following manner: 

◼ Anticipated future traffic growth patterns were identified for the weekday AM and PM peak hour 

under the 2042 planning horizon year. This horizon year assumes no overlay zone and is indicative of 

future conditions with no land use modifications beyond those allowed under the Exclusive Farm Use 

designation. 

◼ A reasonable worst-case land development scenario (aggregate mining operation) was developed 

under the proposed Aggregate Resource Overlay zone. Estimates of average daily, weekday AM, 

and weekday PM peak hour site trips were prepared for the potential Aggregate Resource Overlay 

zone using the proposed aggregate mining operation. 

◼ A site trip distribution pattern was derived through a review of existing traffic volumes and knowledge 

of the regional transportation network. 

◼ Weekday AM and PM peak hour site-generated trips from the proposed aggregate mining 

operations were assigned to the surrounding street/study intersections network. 

◼ Planning horizon year 2042 traffic volumes and operations were analyzed for the weekday AM and 

PM peak hour under existing background conditions and for the proposed Aggregate Resource 

Overlay zone designation.   

YEAR 2042 EXISTING ZONING SCENARIO TRAFFIC FORECAST 

To achieve a reasonable estimate of existing zoning scenario traffic levels during the 2042 planning horizon 

year, a 2% per year growth rate was applied to the study intersection traffic volumes. This growth rate is 

consistent with other recent traffic studies performed in the area. In addition, trips from other in-process 

developments were identified, including the following: 

◼ VADATA, Inc. Data Center: a data center located north of I-84 and east of Westland Road. This data 

center is approximately 75% built out. As such, 25% of the overall site-generated trips from the 

approved 2017 traffic study were assigned to the study intersections. 

The resulting Year 2042 existing zoning scenario traffic volumes forecast for the weekday AM and PM peak 

hour are illustrated in Figure 4 for all study intersections. These figures reflect background traffic levels 

without any changes to the underlying zoning on the subject site. 
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YEAR 2042 EXISTING ZONING INTERSECTION OPERATIONS  

Operations of the study intersections under 2042 Existing Zoning Scenario were assessed to understand the 

base future year operations assuming no changes are made to the site zoning and the land continued to 

be used for farming purposes. Table 7 summarizes the operational analyses for the weekday AM and PM 

peak hours reflective of anticipated regional and local traffic volume growth. As shown, all study 

intersections are forecast to continue to operate acceptably during both the weekday AM and PM peak 

hours. Appendix D includes the 2042 existing zoning intersection operations analysis worksheets. 

Table 7 – 2042 Existing Zoning Traffic Conditions 

Intersection 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 

V/C 

Approach 

Delay 

(sec) 

Approach 

LOS V/C 

Approach 

Delay 

(sec) 

Approach 

LOS 

I-84 WB Ramp Terminal/ 

Westland Road 0.08 9.8 A 0.11 10.1 B 

I-84 EB Ramp Terminal/ 

Colonel Jordan Road 0.07 9.7 A 0.08 10.3 B 

Colonel Jordan Road/ 

Noble Road 0.01 8.8 A 0.02 9.0 A 

 

PROPOSED AGGREGATE RESOURCE OVERLAY ZONE 

Under the proposed Aggregate Resource Overlay zone, an aggregate mining operation is proposed to be 

constructed. This use represents a worst-case development scenario for the site. Based on discussions with 

the applicant/owner, anticipated operational features of the proposed aggregate mining facility include: 

◼ A rock crushing operation that is expected to generate up to 40 truck loads of aggregate per day. 

◼ An onsite concrete batch plant that is designed to generate up to 15 truckloads of concrete mixture 

per day. 

◼ An onsite asphalt batch plant that is designed to generate up to 15 truckloads of asphalt mixture per 

day. 

◼ Up to 15 total staff working at the site with operational hours ranging between 4:00 AM and 5:00 PM. 

In recognition of these unique characteristics and the fact that there are no comparable land uses in the 

standard reference Trip Generation Manual, detailed discussions were had with the applicant and 

operators of other aggregate operations in the region to identify the trip making potential of such an 

operation. Appendix E contains a detailed breakdown of the operations and the associated trip making 

characteristics and Table 8 summarizes the resulting number of net new trips that can be expected on a 

typical weekday. 
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Table 8 – Aggregate Mining Trip Generation Estimates 

Land Use Daily Trips 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Total In Out Total In Out 

Aggregate Mining 

Operation 
170 15 9 6 17 6 11 

 

SITE TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT 

The site-generated trips from the proposed aggregate mining operation were distributed onto the study 

area roadway system via an assumed future driveway connection that forms the fourth leg of the existing 

Colonel Jordan Road/Noble Road intersection. This access road connection was assumed to be a two-

lane roadway that would be stop-controlled at Colonel Jordan Road. No other modifications to the 

intersection were assumed. From there, the regional distribution was determined via a combination of 

existing traffic patterns and destinations afforded by the regional transportation facilities within the site 

vicinity. Figure 5 illustrates the resulting trip distribution pattern and site-generated trip assignment at the 

study intersections. 

YEAR 2042 OVERLAY ZONE INTERSECTION OPERATIONS 

To reflect conditions anticipated under the proposed Aggregate Resource Overlay zone, the weekday AM 

and PM peak hour site generated traffic volumes shown in Figure 5 were added to the existing zoning 

traffic volumes shown in Figure 4 to arrive at the cumulative 2042 traffic volumes shown in Figure 6. 

Operations of the study intersections under 2042 conditions (with the site converted to an aggregate 

mining operation) are summarized in Table 9 for the weekday AM and PM peak hours. As shown, all of the 

study intersections are forecast to continue to operate acceptably during both the weekday AM and PM 

peak hours. Appendix F includes the 2042 total traffic conditions intersection operations analysis 

worksheets. 

Table 9 – 2042 Aggregate Overlay Zoning Traffic Conditions 

Intersection 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 

V/C 

Approach 

Delay 

(sec) 

Approach 

LOS V/C 

Approach 

Delay 

(sec) 

Approach 

LOS 

I-84 WB Ramp Terminal/ 

Westland Road 0.09 9.9 A 0.11 10.2 B 

I-84 EB Ramp Terminal/ 

Colonel Jordan Road 0.07 9.7 A 0.09 10.4 B 

Colonel Jordan Road/ 

Noble Road 0.01 9.1 A 0.02 9.3 A 
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE 

COMPLIANCE 

This section addresses the Oregon Administrative Rule Section 660-12-0060 of the Oregon Transportation 

Planning Rule (TPR) requirements for the proposed zone change. 

TRANSPORTATION PLAN RULE 

OAR Section 660-12-0060 Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments of the TPR sets forth the criteria for 

evaluating plan and land use regulation amendments. The criteria establish the determination of significant 

effect on a transportation system resulting from a land use action; where a significant effect is identified, 

the criteria establish the means for achieving compliance. The relevant portion of this section of the TPR is 

reproduced below in italics followed by the response for this project in standard text. 

660-12-0060 Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments 

(1) If an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land use regulation 

(including a zoning map) would significantly affect an existing or planned transportation facility, then the 

local government must put in place measures as provided in section (2) of this rule, unless the amendment 

is allowed under section (3), (9) or (10) of this rule.  A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly 

affects a transportation facility if it would: 

(a) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility (exclusive of 

correction of map errors in an adopted plan);  

Response: The proposed Aggregate Resource Overlay zone will not require or result in any 

changes to the functional classification of any transportation facility in the vicinity of the site.  

(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or  

Response: The proposed Aggregate Resource Overlay zone will not require changes to the 

standards that implement the functional classification system.  

(c) Result in any of the effects listed in paragraphs (A) through (C) of this subsection based on 

projected conditions measured at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted TSP. As 

part of evaluating projected conditions, the amount of traffic projected to be generated within the 

area of the amendment may be reduced if the amendment includes an enforceable, ongoing 

requirement that would demonstrably limit traffic generation, including, but not limited to, 

transportation demand management. This reduction may diminish or completely eliminate the 

significant effect of the amendment. 

(A) Types or levels of travel or access that are inconsistent with the functional classification of an 

existing or planned transportation facility;  

Response: The proposed Aggregate Resource Overlay zone would result in future traffic 

volumes that remain consistent with the functional classifications of the roadways in the 

study area.  
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(B) Degrade the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility such that it would 

not meet the performance standards identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or  

Response: The proposed Aggregate Resource Overlay zone would not degrade operations 

of the study intersections below adopted performance targets.  

 

GIRTH DOG PIT ACCESS 

As noted herein, the transportation system/study intersections can accommodate the peak-hour 

transportation-related impacts of the aggregate mining operation and its assumed access road forming 

the fourth leg of the Colonel Jordan Road/Noble Road intersection. To support a follow up land use 

application for the aggregate mining operation, the following section includes an assessment of 

preliminary sight distance at the site access road off Colonel Jordan Road. 

PRELIMINARY INTERSECTION SIGHT DISTANCE 

Intersection sight distance (ISD) was evaluated at the proposed site access roadway connection at the 

Colonel Jordan Road/Noble Road intersection. For this assessment, preliminary intersection sight distance 

measurements were evaluated using the recommended observation reference points1 outlined in A Policy 

on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets. While there is no posted speed along Colonel Jordan Road, 

55 mph was conservatively used based on observed travel speeds during the June 2022 site visit. As noted 

in A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, the minimum passenger car intersection sight 

distance requirement for a 55-mph design speed is 610 feet (left-turn from stop) and 530 feet (right-turn 

from stop). For combination trucks, the minimum intersection sight distance requirement for a 55-mph 

design speed is 930 (left-turn from stop) and 850 feet (right-turn from stop).   

From the approximate location of the proposed site access driveway approach to Colonel Jordan Road, 

there is adequate sight distance (>850 feet) looking to the north and adequate sight distance (>930 feet) 

looking to the south.   

To provide and maintain adequate intersection sight distance post development, it is recommended that 

any proposed signage or landscaping be appropriately located such that the minimum intersection sight 

distance can be maintained. To confirm adequate sight lines, it is further recommended that a final sight 

distance evaluation be performed post access road construction and prior to site beginning formal 

operations. 

 

1 For passenger cars, an eye height of 3.5 feet, an object height of 3.5 feet, and an observation point 

located 14.5 feet from the edge of the cross-street travel lane. For combination trucks, an eye height of 7.6 

feet, an object height of 3.5 feet, and an observation point located 14.5 feet from the edge of the cross-

street travel lane. 
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SITE ACCESS TRAFFIC CONTROL 

To accommodate future traffic movements on the site access road, a STOP (R1-1) sign should be installed 

on the eastbound access road approach to Colonel Jordan Road in accordance with County standards 

and the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) in conjunction with site development. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the results of the transportation analysis outlined in this report, the proposed Aggregate Resource 

Overlay zone and the assumed aggregate mining operation is not anticipated to result in a significant 

effect on the surrounding transportation network or require offsite mitigation. To support the land use 

application for an aggregate mining operation, the following is recommended: 

 Construct a new site access roadway forming the fourth (west) leg to the existing Colonel Jordan 

Road/Noble Road intersection. A STOP (R1-1) sign should be installed on the eastbound approach to 

Colonel Jordan Road in accordance with County standards and the Manual on Uniform Traffic 

Control Devices (MUTCD) in conjunction with site development. 

 To provide and maintain adequate intersection sight distance at the site access road connection to 

Colonel Jordan Road, locate any proposed signage or landscaping appropriately such that the 

minimum intersection sight distance can be maintained. To confirm adequate sight lines, it is further 

recommended that a final sight distance evaluation be performed post access road construction 

and prior to site occupancy. 

We trust this traffic impact analysis adequately addresses impacts associated with the proposed 

Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone and proposed aggregate mining operation. Please contact us if you 

have any questions or comments regarding the contents of this report or the analyses performed. 

Sincerely,  

KITTELSON & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

 

 

 

Matt Hughart, AICP   Sree Gudimella   Chris Brehmer, P.E. 

Principal Planner   Analyst    Senior Principal Engineer 
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - POLICY, DATA AND ANALYSIS DIVISION

TRANSPORTATION DATA SECTION - CRASH ANALYSIS AND REPORTING UNIT

CRASH SUMMARIES BY YEAR BY COLLISION TYPE

PAGE: 1 

Intersectional Crashes on Colonel Jordan Rd & Noble Rd (CR 1336) in Umatilla County, OR.
January 1, 2016 through December 31, 2020

COLLISION TYPE

FATAL 

CRASHES

NON- 

FATAL 

CRASHES

PROPERTY

 DAMAGE 

ONLY

 TOTAL

CRASHES

PEOPLE 

KILLED

PEOPLE 

INJURED

DRY 

SURF

WET 

SURF DAY DARK

INTER- 

SECTION

INTER- 

SECTION 

RELATED

OFF- 

ROADTRUCKS

CDS150  07/07/2022 

YEAR: 

  TOTAL

FINAL TOTAL

A higher number of crashes may be reported as of  2011 compared to prior years.  This does not necessarily reflect an increase in annual crashes. The higher 

numbers may result from a change to an internal departmental process that allows the Crash Analysis and Reporting Unit to add previously unavailable, non-fatal 

crash reports to the annual data file.  Please be aware of this change when comparing pre-2011 crash statistics.  For all disclaimers, 

see https://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/Data/documents/Crash_Data_Disclaimers.pdf.

Disclaimers:  Effective 2016, collection of “Property Damage Only” (PDO) crash data elements was reduced for vehicles and participants.   Age, Gender, 

License, Error and other elements are no longer available for PDO crash reporting. Please keep this in mind when comparing 2016 PDO crash data to prior years.
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CRASH SUMMARIES BY YEAR BY COLLISION TYPE

PAGE: 1 

Intersectional Crashes on Westland Rd & Interstate 84, Old Oregon Trail Hwy (#006), EB Off-Ramps in Umatilla County, OR.
January 1, 2016 through December 31, 2020

COLLISION TYPE

FATAL 

CRASHES

NON- 

FATAL 

CRASHES

PROPERTY

 DAMAGE 

ONLY

 TOTAL

CRASHES

PEOPLE 

KILLED

PEOPLE 

INJURED

DRY 

SURF

WET 

SURF DAY DARK

INTER- 

SECTION

INTER- 

SECTION 

RELATED

OFF- 

ROADTRUCKS

CDS150  07/07/2022 

YEAR: 

  TOTAL

FINAL TOTAL

A higher number of crashes may be reported as of  2011 compared to prior years.  This does not necessarily reflect an increase in annual crashes. The higher 

numbers may result from a change to an internal departmental process that allows the Crash Analysis and Reporting Unit to add previously unavailable, non-fatal 

crash reports to the annual data file.  Please be aware of this change when comparing pre-2011 crash statistics.  For all disclaimers, 

see https://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/Data/documents/Crash_Data_Disclaimers.pdf.

Disclaimers:  Effective 2016, collection of “Property Damage Only” (PDO) crash data elements was reduced for vehicles and participants.   Age, Gender, 

License, Error and other elements are no longer available for PDO crash reporting. Please keep this in mind when comparing 2016 PDO crash data to prior years.
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CRASH SUMMARIES BY YEAR BY COLLISION TYPE

PAGE: 1 

Intersectional Crashes on Westland Rd & Interstate 84, Old Oregon Trail Hwy (#006), WB Off-Ramps in Umatilla County, OR.
January 1, 2016 through December 31, 2020

COLLISION TYPE

FATAL 

CRASHES

NON- 

FATAL 

CRASHES

PROPERTY

 DAMAGE 

ONLY

 TOTAL

CRASHES

PEOPLE 

KILLED

PEOPLE 

INJURED

DRY 

SURF

WET 

SURF DAY DARK

INTER- 

SECTION

INTER- 

SECTION 

RELATED

OFF- 

ROADTRUCKS

CDS150  07/07/2022 

YEAR: 2019

 0  1  1  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  0 0  0  0TURNING MOVEMENTS
2019  TOTAL  0  0  1  1  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  0 0  0

FINAL TOTAL  0  0  1  1  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  0 0  0

A higher number of crashes may be reported as of  2011 compared to prior years.  This does not necessarily reflect an increase in annual crashes. The higher 

numbers may result from a change to an internal departmental process that allows the Crash Analysis and Reporting Unit to add previously unavailable, non-fatal 

crash reports to the annual data file.  Please be aware of this change when comparing pre-2011 crash statistics.  For all disclaimers, 

see https://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/Data/documents/Crash_Data_Disclaimers.pdf.

Disclaimers:  Effective 2016, collection of “Property Damage Only” (PDO) crash data elements was reduced for vehicles and participants.   Age, Gender, 

License, Error and other elements are no longer available for PDO crash reporting. Please keep this in mind when comparing 2016 PDO crash data to prior years.
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Intersectional Crashes on Westland Rd & Interstate 84, Old Oregon Trail Hwy (#006), WB Off-Ramps in Umatilla County, OR.
January 1, 2016 through December 31, 2020
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LONG DESCRIPTION
SHORT 

DESCRIPTION

ACTION

 CODE

ACTION CODE TRANSLATION LIST

NONE000 NO ACTION OR NON-WARRANTED

SKIDDED001 SKIDDED

ON/OFF V002 GETTING ON OR OFF STOPPED OR PARKED VEHICLE

LOAD OVR003 OVERHANGING LOAD STRUCK ANOTHER VEHICLE, ETC.

SLOW DN006 SLOWED DOWN

AVOIDING007 AVOIDING MANEUVER

PAR PARK008 PARALLEL PARKING

ANG PARK009 ANGLE PARKING

INTERFERE010 PASSENGER INTERFERING WITH DRIVER

STOPPED011 STOPPED IN TRAFFIC NOT WAITING TO MAKE A LEFT TURN

STP/L TRN012 STOPPED BECAUSE OF LEFT TURN SIGNAL OR WAITING, ETC.

STP TURN013 STOPPED WHILE EXECUTING A TURN

EMR V PKD014 EMERGENCY VEHICLE LEGALLY PARKED IN THE ROADWAY

GO A/STOP015 PROCEED AFTER STOPPING FOR A STOP SIGN/FLASHING RED.

TRN A/RED016 TURNED ON RED AFTER STOPPING

LOSTCTRL017 LOST CONTROL OF VEHICLE

EXIT DWY018 ENTERING STREET OR HIGHWAY FROM ALLEY OR DRIVEWAY

ENTR DWY019 ENTERING ALLEY OR DRIVEWAY FROM STREET OR HIGHWAY

STR ENTR020 BEFORE ENTERING ROADWAY, STRUCK PEDESTRIAN, ETC. ON SIDEWALK OR SHOULDER

NO DRVR021 CAR RAN AWAY - NO DRIVER

PREV COL022 STRUCK, OR WAS STRUCK BY, VEHICLE OR PEDESTRIAN IN PRIOR COLLISION BEFORE ACC. STABILIZED

STALLED023 VEHICLE STALLED OR DISABLED

DRVR DEAD024 DEAD BY UNASSOCIATED CAUSE

FATIGUE025 FATIGUED, SLEEPY, ASLEEP

SUN026 DRIVER BLINDED BY SUN

HDLGHTS027 DRIVER BLINDED BY HEADLIGHTS

ILLNESS028 PHYSICALLY ILL

THRU MED029 VEHICLE CROSSED, PLUNGED OVER, OR THROUGH MEDIAN BARRIER

PURSUIT030 PURSUING OR ATTEMPTING TO STOP A VEHICLE

PASSING031 PASSING SITUATION

PRKOFFRD032 VEHICLE PARKED BEYOND CURB OR SHOULDER

CROS MED033 VEHICLE CROSSED EARTH OR GRASS MEDIAN

X N/SGNL034 CROSSING AT INTERSECTION - NO TRAFFIC SIGNAL PRESENT

X W/ SGNL035 CROSSING AT INTERSECTION - TRAFFIC SIGNAL PRESENT

DIAGONAL036 CROSSING AT INTERSECTION - DIAGONALLY

BTWN INT037 CROSSING BETWEEN INTERSECTIONS

DISTRACT038 DRIVER'S ATTENTION DISTRACTED

W/TRAF-S039 WALKING, RUNNING, RIDING, ETC., ON SHOULDER WITH TRAFFIC

A/TRAF-S040 WALKING, RUNNING, RIDING, ETC., ON SHOULDER FACING TRAFFIC

W/TRAF-P041 WALKING, RUNNING, RIDING, ETC., ON PAVEMENT WITH TRAFFIC

A/TRAF-P042 WALKING, RUNNING, RIDING, ETC., ON PAVEMENT FACING TRAFFIC

PLAYINRD043 PLAYING IN STREET OR ROAD

PUSH MV044 PUSHING OR WORKING ON VEHICLE IN ROAD OR ON SHOULDER

WORK ON045 WORKING IN ROADWAY OR ALONG SHOULDER

W/ TRAFIC046 NON-MOTORIST WALKING, RUNNING, RIDING, ETC. WITH TRAFFIC

A/ TRAFIC047 NON-MOTORIST WALKING, RUNNING, RIDING, ETC. FACING TRAFFIC

LAY ON RD050 STANDING OR LYING IN ROADWAY

ENT OFFRD051 ENTERING / STARTING IN TRAFFIC LANE FROM OFF ROAD

MERGING052 MERGING  
78



LONG DESCRIPTION
SHORT 

DESCRIPTION

ACTION

 CODE

ACTION CODE TRANSLATION LIST

SPRAY055 BLINDED BY WATER SPRAY

OTHER088 OTHER ACTION

UNK099 UNKNOWN ACTION
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CAUSE CODE TRANSLATION LIST

LONG DESCRIPTION
SHORT 

DESCRIPTION

CAUSE

 CODE

NO CODE00 NO CAUSE ASSOCIATED AT THIS LEVEL

TOO-FAST01 TOO FAST FOR CONDITIONS (NOT EXCEED POSTED SPEED)

NO-YIELD02 DID NOT YIELD RIGHT-OF-WAY

PAS-STOP03 PASSED STOP SIGN OR RED FLASHER

DIS SIG04 DISREGARDED TRAFFIC SIGNAL

LEFT-CTR05 DROVE LEFT OF CENTER ON TWO-WAY ROAD; STRADDLING

IMP-OVER06 IMPROPER OVERTAKING

TOO-CLOS07 FOLLOWED TOO CLOSELY

IMP-TURN08 MADE IMPROPER TURN

DRINKING09 ALCOHOL OR DRUG INVOLVED

OTHR-IMP10 OTHER IMPROPER DRIVING

MECH-DEF11 MECHANICAL DEFECT

OTHER12 OTHER (NOT IMPROPER DRIVING)

IMP LN C13 IMPROPER CHANGE OF TRAFFIC LANES

DIS TCD14 DISREGARDED OTHER TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICE

WRNG WAY15 WRONG WAY ON ONE-WAY ROAD; WRONG SIDE DIVIDED ROAD

FATIGUE16 DRIVER DROWSY/FATIGUED/SLEEPY

ILLNESS17 PHYSICAL ILLNESS

IN RDWY18 NON-MOTORIST ILLEGALLY IN ROADWAY

NT VISBL19 NON-MOTORIST NOT VISIBLE; NON-REFLECTIVE CLOTHING

IMP PKNG20 VEHICLE IMPROPERLY PARKED

DEF STER21 DEFECTIVE STEERING MECHANISM

DEF BRKE22 INADEQUATE OR NO BRAKES

LOADSHFT24 VEHICLE LOST LOAD OR LOAD SHIFTED

TIREFAIL25 TIRE FAILURE

PHANTOM26 PHANTOM / NON-CONTACT VEHICLE

INATTENT27 INATTENTION

NM INATT28 NON-MOTORIST INATTENTION

F AVOID29 FAILED TO AVOID VEHICLE AHEAD

SPEED30 DRIVING IN EXCESS OF POSTED SPEED

RACING31 SPEED RACING (PER PAR)

CARELESS32 CARELESS DRIVING (PER PAR)

RECKLESS33 RECKLESS DRIVING (PER PAR)

AGGRESV34 AGGRESSIVE DRIVING (PER PAR)

RD RAGE35 ROAD RAGE (PER PAR)

VIEW OBS40 VIEW OBSCURED

USED MDN50 IMPROPER USE OF MEDIAN OR SHOULDER

FAIL LN51 FAILED TO MAINTAIN LANE

OFF RD52 RAN OFF ROAD

COLLISION TYPE CODE TRANSLATION LIST

LONG DESCRIPTION
SHORT 

DESCRIPTION

COLL 

CODE

& OTH MISCELLANEOUS

- BACK BACKING

0 PED PEDESTRIAN

1 ANGL ANGLE

2 HEAD HEAD-ON

3 REAR REAR-END

4 SS-M SIDESWIPE - MEETING

5 SS-O SIDESWIPE - OVERTAKING

6 TURN TURNING MOVEMENT

7 PARK PARKING MANEUVER

8 NCOL NON-COLLISION

9 FIX FIXED OBJECT OR OTHER OBJECT

CRASH TYPE CODE TRANSLATION LIST

LONG DESCRIPTION

SHORT 

DESCRIPTION

CRASH

TYPE

& OVERTURN OVERTURNED

0 NON-COLL OTHER NON-COLLISION

1 OTH RDWY MOTOR VEHICLE ON OTHER ROADWAY

2 PRKD MV PARKED MOTOR VEHICLE

3 PED PEDESTRIAN

4 TRAIN RAILWAY TRAIN

6 BIKE PEDALCYCLIST

7 ANIMAL ANIMAL

8 FIX OBJ FIXED OBJECT

9 OTH OBJ OTHER OBJECT

A ANGL-STP ENTERING AT ANGLE - ONE VEHICLE STOPPED

B ANGL-OTH ENTERING AT ANGLE - ALL OTHERS

C S-STRGHT FROM SAME DIRECTION - BOTH GOING STRAIGHT

D S-1TURN FROM SAME DIRECTION - ONE TURN, ONE STRAIGHT

E S-1STOP FROM SAME DIRECTION - ONE STOPPED

F S-OTHER FROM SAME DIRECTION-ALL OTHERS, INCLUDING PARKING

G O-STRGHT FROM OPPOSITE DIRECTION - BOTH GOING STRAIGHT

H O-1 L-TURN FROM OPPOSITE DIRECTION-ONE LEFT TURN,ONE STRAIGHT

I O-1STOP FROM OPPOSITE DIRECTION - ONE STOPPED

J O-OTHER FROM OPPOSITE DIRECTION-ALL OTHERS INCL. PARKING
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DRIVER LICENSE CODE TRANSLATION LIST

LONG DESCRIPTION
SHORT 

DESC

LIC 

CODE

0 NONE NOT LICENSED (HAD NEVER BEEN LICENSED)
1 OR-Y VALID OREGON LICENSE
2 OTH-Y VALID LICENSE, OTHER STATE OR COUNTRY
3 SUSP SUSPENDED/REVOKED
4 EXP EXPIRED
8 N-VAL OTHER NON-VALID LICENSE
9 UNK UNKNOWN IF DRIVER WAS LICENSED AT TIME OF CRASH

DRIVER RESIDENCE CODE TRANSLATION LIST

LONG DESCRIPTION
SHORT

 DESC

RES 

CODE

1 OR<25 OREGON RESIDENT WITHIN 25 MILE OF HOME
2 OR>25 OREGON RESIDENT 25 OR MORE MILES FROM HOME
3 OR-? OREGON RESIDENT - UNKNOWN DISTANCE FROM HOME
4 N-RES NON-RESIDENT
9 UNK UNKNOWN IF OREGON RESIDENT

ERROR CODE TRANSLATION LIST

ERROR

 CODE
SHORT 

DESCRIPTION FULL DESCRIPTION

NONE000 NO ERROR
WIDE TRN001 WIDE TURN
CUT CORN002 CUT CORNER ON TURN
FAIL TRN003 FAILED TO OBEY MANDATORY TRAFFIC TURN SIGNAL, SIGN OR LANE MARKINGS
L IN TRF004 LEFT TURN IN FRONT OF ONCOMING TRAFFIC
L PROHIB005 LEFT TURN WHERE PROHIBITED
FRM WRNG006 TURNED FROM WRONG LANE
TO WRONG007 TURNED INTO WRONG LANE
ILLEG U008 U-TURNED ILLEGALLY
IMP STOP009 IMPROPERLY STOPPED IN TRAFFIC LANE
IMP SIG010 IMPROPER SIGNAL OR FAILURE TO SIGNAL
IMP BACK011 BACKING IMPROPERLY (NOT PARKING)
IMP PARK012 IMPROPERLY PARKED
UNPARK013 IMPROPER START LEAVING PARKED POSITION
IMP STRT014 IMPROPER START FROM STOPPED POSITION
IMP LGHT015 IMPROPER OR NO LIGHTS (VEHICLE IN TRAFFIC)
INATTENT016 INATTENTION (FAILURE TO DIM LIGHTS PRIOR TO 4/1/97)
UNSF VEH017 DRIVING UNSAFE VEHICLE (NO OTHER ERROR APPARENT)
OTH PARK018 ENTERING/EXITING PARKED POSITION W/ INSUFFICIENT CLEARANCE; OTHER IMPROPER PARKING MANEUVER
DIS DRIV019 DISREGARDED OTHER DRIVER'S SIGNAL
DIS SGNL020 DISREGARDED TRAFFIC SIGNAL
RAN STOP021 DISREGARDED STOP SIGN OR FLASHING RED
DIS SIGN022 DISREGARDED WARNING SIGN, FLARES OR FLASHING AMBER
DIS OFCR023 DISREGARDED POLICE OFFICER OR FLAGMAN
DIS EMER024 DISREGARDED SIREN OR WARNING OF EMERGENCY VEHICLE
DIS RR025 DISREGARDED RR SIGNAL, RR SIGN, OR RR FLAGMAN
REAR-END026 FAILED TO AVOID STOPPED OR PARKED VEHICLE AHEAD OTHER THAN SCHOOL BUS
BIKE ROW027 DID NOT HAVE RIGHT-OF-WAY OVER PEDALCYCLIST
NO ROW028 DID NOT HAVE RIGHT-OF-WAY
PED ROW029 FAILED TO YIELD RIGHT-OF-WAY TO PEDESTRIAN
PAS CURV030 PASSING ON A CURVE
PAS WRNG031 PASSING ON THE WRONG SIDE
PAS TANG032 PASSING ON STRAIGHT ROAD UNDER UNSAFE CONDITIONS
PAS X-WK033 PASSED VEHICLE STOPPED AT CROSSWALK FOR PEDESTRIAN
PAS INTR034 PASSING AT INTERSECTION
PAS HILL035 PASSING ON CREST OF HILL
N/PAS ZN036 PASSING IN "NO PASSING" ZONE
PAS TRAF037 PASSING IN FRONT OF ONCOMING TRAFFIC
CUT-IN038 CUTTING IN (TWO LANES - TWO WAY ONLY)
WRNGSIDE039 DRIVING ON WRONG SIDE OF THE ROAD (2-WAY UNDIVIDED ROADWAYS)  
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ERROR CODE TRANSLATION LIST

ERROR

 CODE
SHORT 

DESCRIPTION FULL DESCRIPTION

THRU MED040 DRIVING THROUGH SAFETY ZONE OR OVER ISLAND
F/ST BUS041 FAILED TO STOP FOR SCHOOL BUS
F/SLO MV042 FAILED TO DECREASE SPEED FOR SLOWER MOVING VEHICLE
TOO CLOSE043 FOLLOWING TOO CLOSELY (MUST BE ON OFFICER'S REPORT)
STRDL LN044 STRADDLING OR DRIVING ON WRONG LANES
IMP CHG045 IMPROPER CHANGE OF TRAFFIC LANES
WRNG WAY046 WRONG WAY ON ONE-WAY ROADWAY; WRONG SIDE DIVIDED ROAD
BASCRULE047 DRIVING TOO FAST FOR CONDITIONS (NOT EXCEEDING POSTED SPEED)
OPN DOOR048 OPENED DOOR INTO ADJACENT TRAFFIC LANE
IMPEDING049 IMPEDING TRAFFIC
SPEED050 DRIVING IN EXCESS OF POSTED SPEED
RECKLESS051 RECKLESS DRIVING (PER PAR)
CARELESS052 CARELESS DRIVING (PER PAR)
RACING053 SPEED RACING (PER PAR)
X N/SGNL054 CROSSING AT INTERSECTION, NO TRAFFIC SIGNAL PRESENT
X W/SGNL055 CROSSING AT INTERSECTION, TRAFFIC SIGNAL PRESENT
DIAGONAL056 CROSSING AT INTERSECTION - DIAGONALLY
BTWN INT057 CROSSING BETWEEN INTERSECTIONS
W/TRAF-S059 WALKING, RUNNING, RIDING, ETC., ON SHOULDER WITH TRAFFIC
A/TRAF-S060 WALKING, RUNNING, RIDING, ETC., ON SHOULDER FACING TRAFFIC
W/TRAF-P061 WALKING, RUNNING, RIDING, ETC., ON PAVEMENT WITH TRAFFIC
A/TRAF-P062 WALKING, RUNNING, RIDING, ETC., ON PAVEMENT FACING TRAFFIC
PLAYINRD063 PLAYING IN STREET OR ROAD
PUSH MV064 PUSHING OR WORKING ON VEHICLE IN ROAD OR ON SHOULDER
WORK IN RD065 WORKING IN ROADWAY OR ALONG SHOULDER
LAY ON RD070 STANDING OR LYING IN ROADWAY
NM IMP USE071 IMPROPER USE OF TRAFFIC LANE BY NON-MOTORIST
ELUDING073 ELUDING / ATTEMPT TO ELUDE
F NEG CURV079 FAILED TO NEGOTIATE A CURVE
FAIL LN080 FAILED TO MAINTAIN LANE
OFF RD081 RAN OFF ROAD
NO CLEAR082 DRIVER MISJUDGED CLEARANCE
OVRSTEER083 OVER-CORRECTING
NOT USED084 CODE NOT IN USE
OVRLOAD085 OVERLOADING OR IMPROPER LOADING OF VEHICLE WITH CARGO OR PASSENGERS
UNA DIS TC097 UNABLE TO DETERMINE WHICH DRIVER DISREGARDED TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICE
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LONG DESCRIPTION
SHORT 

DESCRIPTION
EVENT

 CODE

EVENT CODE TRANSLATION LIST

FEL/JUMP001 OCCUPANT FELL, JUMPED OR WAS EJECTED FROM MOVING VEHICLE
INTERFER002 PASSENGER INTERFERED WITH DRIVER
BUG INTF003 ANIMAL OR INSECT IN VEHICLE INTERFERED WITH DRIVER
INDRCT PED004 PEDESTRIAN INDIRECTLY INVOLVED (NOT STRUCK)
SUB-PED005 "SUB-PED": PEDESTRIAN INJURED SUBSEQUENT TO COLLISION, ETC.
INDRCT BIK006 PEDALCYCLIST INDIRECTLY INVOLVED (NOT STRUCK)
HITCHIKR007 HITCHHIKER (SOLICITING A RIDE)
PSNGR TOW008 PASSENGER OR NON-MOTORIST BEING TOWED OR PUSHED ON CONVEYANCE
ON/OFF V009 GETTING ON/OFF STOPPED/PARKED VEHICLE (OCCUPANTS ONLY; MUST HAVE PHYSICAL CONTACT W/ VEHICLE)
SUB OTRN010 OVERTURNED AFTER FIRST HARMFUL EVENT
MV PUSHD011 VEHICLE BEING PUSHED
MV TOWED012 VEHICLE TOWED OR HAD BEEN TOWING ANOTHER VEHICLE
FORCED013 VEHICLE FORCED BY IMPACT INTO ANOTHER VEHICLE, PEDALCYCLIST OR PEDESTRIAN
SET MOTN014 VEHICLE SET IN MOTION BY NON-DRIVER (CHILD RELEASED BRAKES, ETC.)
RR ROW015 AT OR ON RAILROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY (NOT LIGHT RAIL)
LT RL ROW016 AT OR ON LIGHT-RAIL RIGHT-OF-WAY
RR HIT V017 TRAIN STRUCK VEHICLE
V HIT RR018 VEHICLE STRUCK TRAIN
HIT RR CAR019 VEHICLE STRUCK RAILROAD CAR ON ROADWAY
JACKNIFE020 JACKKNIFE; TRAILER OR TOWED VEHICLE STRUCK TOWING VEHICLE
TRL OTRN021 TRAILER OR TOWED VEHICLE OVERTURNED
CN BROKE022 TRAILER CONNECTION BROKE
DETACH TRL023 DETACHED TRAILING OBJECT STRUCK OTHER VEHICLE, NON-MOTORIST, OR OBJECT
V DOOR OPN024 VEHICLE DOOR OPENED INTO ADJACENT TRAFFIC LANE
WHEELOFF025 WHEEL CAME OFF
HOOD UP026 HOOD FLEW UP
LOAD SHIFT028 LOST LOAD, LOAD MOVED OR SHIFTED
TIREFAIL029 TIRE FAILURE
PET030 PET: CAT, DOG AND SIMILAR
LVSTOCK031 STOCK: COW, CALF, BULL, STEER, SHEEP, ETC.
HORSE032 HORSE, MULE, OR DONKEY
HRSE&RID033 HORSE AND RIDER
GAME034 WILD ANIMAL, GAME (INCLUDES BIRDS; NOT DEER OR ELK)
DEER ELK035 DEER OR ELK, WAPITI
ANML VEH036 ANIMAL-DRAWN VEHICLE
CULVERT037 CULVERT, OPEN LOW OR HIGH MANHOLE
ATENUATN038 IMPACT ATTENUATOR
PK METER039 PARKING METER
CURB040 CURB  (ALSO NARROW SIDEWALKS ON BRIDGES)
JIGGLE041 JIGGLE BAR OR TRAFFIC SNAKE FOR CHANNELIZATION
GDRL END042 LEADING EDGE OF GUARDRAIL
GARDRAIL043 GUARD RAIL (NOT METAL MEDIAN BARRIER)
BARRIER044 MEDIAN BARRIER (RAISED OR METAL)
WALL045 RETAINING WALL OR TUNNEL WALL
BR RAIL046 BRIDGE RAILING OR PARAPET (ON BRIDGE OR APPROACH)
BR ABUTMNT047 BRIDGE ABUTMENT (INCLUDED "APPROACH END" THRU 2013)
BR COLMN048 BRIDGE PILLAR OR COLUMN
BR GIRDR049 BRIDGE GIRDER (HORIZONTAL BRIDGE STRUCTURE OVERHEAD)
ISLAND050 TRAFFIC RAISED ISLAND
GORE051 GORE
POLE UNK052 POLE – TYPE UNKNOWN
POLE UTL053 POLE – POWER OR TELEPHONE
ST LIGHT054 POLE – STREET LIGHT ONLY
TRF SGNL055 POLE – TRAFFIC SIGNAL AND PED SIGNAL ONLY
SGN BRDG056 POLE – SIGN BRIDGE
STOPSIGN057 STOP OR YIELD SIGN  
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LONG DESCRIPTION
SHORT 

DESCRIPTION
EVENT

 CODE

EVENT CODE TRANSLATION LIST

OTH SIGN058 OTHER SIGN, INCLUDING STREET SIGNS
HYDRANT059 HYDRANT
MARKER060 DELINEATOR OR MARKER (REFLECTOR POSTS)
MAILBOX061 MAILBOX
TREE062 TREE, STUMP OR SHRUBS
VEG OHED063 TREE BRANCH OR OTHER VEGETATION OVERHEAD, ETC.
WIRE/CBL064 WIRE OR CABLE ACROSS OR OVER THE ROAD
TEMP SGN065 TEMPORARY SIGN OR BARRICADE IN ROAD, ETC.
PERM SGN066 PERMANENT SIGN OR BARRICADE IN/OFF ROAD
SLIDE067 SLIDES, FALLEN OR FALLING ROCKS
FRGN OBJ068 FOREIGN OBSTRUCTION/DEBRIS IN ROAD  (NOT GRAVEL)
EQP WORK069 EQUIPMENT WORKING IN/OFF ROAD
OTH EQP070 OTHER EQUIPMENT IN OR OFF ROAD (INCLUDES PARKED TRAILER, BOAT)
MAIN EQP071 WRECKER, STREET SWEEPER, SNOW PLOW OR SANDING EQUIPMENT
OTHER WALL072 ROCK, BRICK OR OTHER SOLID WALL
IRRGL PVMT073 OTHER BUMP (NOT SPEED BUMP), POTHOLE OR PAVEMENT IRREGULARITY (PER PAR)
OVERHD OBJ074 OTHER OVERHEAD OBJECT (HIGHWAY SIGN, SIGNAL HEAD, ETC.); NOT BRIDGE
CAVE IN075 BRIDGE OR ROAD CAVE IN
HI WATER076 HIGH WATER
SNO BANK077 SNOW BANK
LO-HI EDGE078 LOW OR HIGH SHOULDER AT PAVEMENT EDGE
DITCH079 CUT SLOPE OR DITCH EMBANKMENT
OBJ FRM MV080 STRUCK BY ROCK OR OTHER OBJECT SET IN MOTION BY OTHER VEHICLE (INCL. LOST LOADS)
FLY-OBJ081 STRUCK BY ROCK OR OTHER MOVING OR FLYING OBJECT (NOT SET IN MOTION BY VEHICLE)
VEH HID082 VEHICLE OBSCURED VIEW
VEG HID083 VEGETATION OBSCURED VIEW
BLDG HID084 VIEW OBSCURED BY FENCE, SIGN, PHONE BOOTH, ETC.
WIND GUST085 WIND GUST
IMMERSED086 VEHICLE IMMERSED IN BODY OF WATER
FIRE/EXP087 FIRE OR EXPLOSION
FENC/BLD088 FENCE OR BUILDING, ETC.
OTHR CRASH089 CRASH RELATED TO ANOTHER SEPARATE CRASH
TO 1 SIDE090 TWO-WAY TRAFFIC ON DIVIDED ROADWAY ALL ROUTED TO ONE SIDE
BUILDING091 BUILDING OR OTHER STRUCTURE
PHANTOM092 OTHER (PHANTOM) NON-CONTACT VEHICLE
CELL PHONE093 CELL PHONE  (ON PAR OR DRIVER IN USE)
VIOL GDL094 TEENAGE DRIVER IN VIOLATION OF GRADUATED LICENSE PGM
GUY WIRE095 GUY WIRE
BERM096 BERM (EARTHEN OR GRAVEL MOUND)
GRAVEL097 GRAVEL IN ROADWAY
ABR EDGE098 ABRUPT EDGE
CELL WTNSD099 CELL PHONE USE WITNESSED BY OTHER PARTICIPANT
UNK FIXD100 FIXED OBJECT, UNKNOWN TYPE.
OTHER OBJ101 NON-FIXED OBJECT, OTHER OR UNKNOWN TYPE
TEXTING102 TEXTING
WZ WORKER103 WORK ZONE WORKER
ON VEHICLE104 PASSENGER RIDING ON VEHICLE EXTERIOR
PEDAL PSGR105 PASSENGER RIDING ON PEDALCYCLE
MAN WHLCHR106 PEDESTRIAN IN NON-MOTORIZED WHEELCHAIR
MTR WHLCHR107 PEDESTRIAN IN MOTORIZED WHEELCHAIR
OFFICER108 LAW ENFORCEMENT / POLICE OFFICER
SUB-BIKE109 "SUB-BIKE": PEDALCYCLIST INJURED SUBSEQUENT TO COLLISION, ETC.
N-MTR110 NON-MOTORIST STRUCK VEHICLE
S CAR VS V111 STREET CAR/TROLLEY (ON RAILS OR OVERHEAD WIRE SYSTEM) STRUCK VEHICLE
V VS S CAR112 VEHICLE STRUCK STREET CAR/TROLLEY (ON RAILS OR OVERHEAD WIRE SYSTEM)
S CAR ROW113 AT OR ON STREET CAR OR TROLLEY RIGHT-OF-WAY  
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LONG DESCRIPTION
SHORT 

DESCRIPTION
EVENT

 CODE

EVENT CODE TRANSLATION LIST

RR EQUIP114 VEHICLE STRUCK RAILROAD EQUIPMENT (NOT TRAIN) ON TRACKS
DSTRCT GPS115 DISTRACTED BY NAVIGATION SYSTEM OR GPS DEVICE
DSTRCT OTH116 DISTRACTED BY OTHER ELECTRONIC DEVICE
RR GATE117 RAIL CROSSING DROP-ARM GATE
EXPNSN JNT118 EXPANSION JOINT
JERSEY BAR119 JERSEY BARRIER
WIRE BAR120 WIRE OR CABLE MEDIAN BARRIER
FENCE121 FENCE
OBJ IN VEH123 LOOSE OBJECT IN VEHICLE STRUCK OCCUPANT
SLIPPERY124 SLIDING OR SWERVING DUE TO WET, ICY, SLIPPERY OR LOOSE SURFACE (NOT GRAVEL)
SHLDR125 SHOULDER GAVE WAY
BOULDER126 ROCK(S), BOULDER (NOT GRAVEL; NOT ROCK SLIDE)
LAND SLIDE127 ROCK SLIDE OR LAND SLIDE
CURVE INV128 CURVE PRESENT AT CRASH LOCATION
HILL INV129 VERTICAL GRADE / HILL PRESENT AT CRASH LOCATION
CURVE HID130 VIEW OBSCURED BY CURVE
HILL HID131 VIEW OBSCURED BY VERTICAL GRADE / HILL
WINDOW HID132 VIEW OBSCURED BY VEHICLE WINDOW CONDITIONS
SPRAY HID133 VIEW OBSCURED BY WATER SPRAY
TORRENTIAL134 TORRENTIAL RAIN (EXCEPTIONALLY HEAVY RAIN)
RAIL OCC135 INJURED OCCUPANT OF RAILWAY TRAIN, LIGHT RAIL, STREET CAR OR CABLE CAR
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FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION TRANSLATION LIST

DESCRIPTION
FUNC 

CLASS

01 RURAL PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL - INTERSTATE
02 RURAL PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL - OTHER
06 RURAL MINOR ARTERIAL
07 RURAL MAJOR COLLECTOR
08 RURAL MINOR COLLECTOR
09 RURAL LOCAL
11 URBAN PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL - INTERSTATE
12 URBAN PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL - OTHER FREEWAYS AND EXP
14 URBAN PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL - OTHER
16 URBAN MINOR ARTERIAL
17 URBAN MAJOR COLLECTOR
18 URBAN MINOR COLLECTOR
19 URBAN LOCAL
78 UNKNOWN RURAL SYSTEM
79 UNKNOWN RURAL NON-SYSTEM
98 UNKNOWN URBAN SYSTEM
99 UNKNOWN URBAN NON-SYSTEM

HIGHWAY COMPONENT TRANSLATION LIST

DESCRIPTIONCODE

0 MAINLINE STATE HIGHWAY
1 COUPLET
3 FRONTAGE ROAD
6 CONNECTION
8 HIGHWAY - OTHER

INJURY SEVERITY CODE TRANSLATION LIST

LONG DESCRIPTION
SHORT

 DESCCODE

1 KILL FATAL INJURY (K)
2 INJA SUSPECTED SERIOUS INJURY (A)
3 INJB SUSPECTED MINOR INJURY (B)
4 INJC POSSIBLE INJURY (C)
5 PRI DIED PRIOR TO CRASH
7 NO<5 NO INJURY - 0 TO 4 YEARS OF AGE
9 NONE NO APPARENT INJURY (O)

LIGHT CONDITION CODE TRANSLATION LIST

LONG DESCRIPTION
SHORT

 DESCCODE

0 UNK UNKNOWN
1 DAY DAYLIGHT
2 DLIT DARKNESS - WITH STREET LIGHTS
3 DARK DARKNESS - NO STREET LIGHTS
4 DAWN DAWN (TWILIGHT)
5 DUSK DUSK (TWILIGHT)

MEDIAN TYPE CODE TRANSLATION LIST

LONG DESCRIPTION
SHORT 

DESCCODE

0 NONE NO MEDIAN

1 RSDMD SOLID MEDIAN BARRIER

2 DIVMD EARTH, GRASS OR PAVED MEDIAN

MILEAGE TYPE CODE TRANSLATION LIST

LONG DESCRIPTIONCODE

0 REGULAR MILEAGE

T TEMPORARY

Y SPUR

Z OVERLAPPING
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LONG DESCRIPTION

SHORT 

DESCCODE

MOVEMENT TYPE CODE TRANSLATION LIST

0 UNK UNKNOWN
1 STRGHT STRAIGHT AHEAD
2 TURN-R TURNING RIGHT
3 TURN-L TURNING LEFT
4 U-TURN MAKING A U-TURN
5 BACK BACKING
6 STOP STOPPED IN TRAFFIC
7 PRKD-P PARKED - PROPERLY
8 PRKD-I PARKED - IMPROPERLY
9 PARKNG PARKING MANEUVER

LONG DESCRIPTION

SHORT 

DESCCODE

PARTICIPANT TYPE CODE TRANSLATION LIST

0 OCC UNKNOWN OCCUPANT TYPE
1 DRVR DRIVER
2 PSNG PASSENGER
3 PED PEDESTRIAN
4 CONV PEDESTRIAN USING A PEDESTRIAN CONVEYANCE
5 PTOW PEDESTRIAN TOWING OR TRAILERING AN OBJECT, ETC
6 BIKE PEDALCYCLIST
7 BTOW PEDALCYCLIST TOWING OR TRAILERING AN OBJECT, ETC
8 PRKD OCCUPANT OF A PARKED MOTOR VEHICLE
9 OTHR OTHER TYPE OF NON-MOTORIST

LONG DESCRIPTIONCODE

NON-MOTORIST LOCATION CODE TRANSLATION LIST

00 AT INTERSECTION - NOT IN ROADWAY
01 AT INTERSECTION - INSIDE CROSSWALK
02 AT INTERSECTION - IN ROADWAY, OUTSIDE CROSSWALK
03 AT INTERSECTION - IN ROADWAY, XWALK AVAIL UNKNWN
04 NOT AT INTERSECTION - IN ROADWAY
05 NOT AT INTERSECTION - ON SHOULDER
06 NOT AT INTERSECTION - ON MEDIAN
07 NOT AT INTERSECTION - WITHIN TRAFFIC RIGHT-OF-WAY
08 NOT AT INTERSECTION - IN BIKE PATH OR PARKING LANE
09 NOT-AT INTERSECTION - ON SIDEWALK
10 OUTSIDE TRAFFICWAY BOUNDARIES
13 AT INTERSECTION - IN BIKE LANE
14 NOT AT INTERSECTION - IN BIKE LANE
15 NOT AT INTERSECTION - INSIDE MID-BLOCK CROSSWALK
16 NOT AT INTERSECTION - IN PARKING LANE
18 OTHER, NOT IN ROADWAY
99 UNKNOWN LOCATION

LONG DESCRIPTION

SHORT 

DESCCODE

ROAD CHARACTER CODE TRANSLATION LIST

0 UNK UNKNOWN

1 INTER INTERSECTION

2 ALLEY DRIVEWAY OR ALLEY

3 STRGHT STRAIGHT ROADWAY

4 TRANS TRANSITION

5 CURVE CURVE (HORIZONTAL CURVE)

6 OPENAC OPEN ACCESS OR TURNOUT

7 GRADE GRADE (VERTICAL CURVE)

8 BRIDGE BRIDGE STRUCTURE

9 TUNNEL TUNNEL

LONG DESCRIPTIONSHORT DESCCODE

TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICE CODE TRANSLATION LIST

000 NONE NO CONTROL
001 TRF SIGNAL TRAFFIC SIGNALS
002 FLASHBCN-R FLASHING BEACON - RED (STOP)
003 FLASHBCN-A FLASHING BEACON - AMBER (SLOW)
004 STOP SIGN STOP SIGN
005 SLOW SIGN SLOW SIGN
006 REG-SIGN REGULATORY SIGN
007 YIELD YIELD SIGN
008 WARNING WARNING SIGN
009 CURVE CURVE SIGN
010 SCHL X-ING SCHOOL CROSSING SIGN OR SPECIAL SIGNAL
011 OFCR/FLAG POLICE OFFICER, FLAGMAN - SCHOOL PATROL
012 BRDG-GATE BRIDGE GATE - BARRIER
013 TEMP-BARR TEMPORARY BARRIER
014 NO-PASS-ZN NO PASSING ZONE
015 ONE-WAY ONE-WAY STREET
016 CHANNEL CHANNELIZATION
017 MEDIAN BAR MEDIAN BARRIER
018 PILOT CAR PILOT CAR
019 SP PED SIG SPECIAL PEDESTRIAN SIGNAL
020 X-BUCK CROSSBUCK
021 THR-GN-SIG THROUGH GREEN ARROW OR SIGNAL
022 L-GRN-SIG LEFT TURN GREEN ARROW, LANE MARKINGS, OR SIGNAL
023 R-GRN-SIG RIGHT TURN GREEN ARROW, LANE MARKINGS, OR SIGNAL
024 WIGWAG WIGWAG OR FLASHING LIGHTS W/O DROP-ARM GATE
025 X-BUCK WRN CROSSBUCK AND ADVANCE WARNING
026 WW W/ GATE FLASHING LIGHTS WITH DROP-ARM GATES
027 OVRHD SGNL SUPPLEMENTAL OVERHEAD SIGNAL (RR XING ONLY)
028 SP RR STOP SPECIAL RR STOP SIGN
029 ILUM GRD X ILLUMINATED GRADE CROSSING
037 RAMP METER METERED RAMPS
038 RUMBLE STR RUMBLE STRIP
040 AUTO. FLAG AUTOMATED FLAGGER ASSISTANCE DEVICE
090 L-TURN REF LEFT TURN REFUGE (WHEN REFUGE IS INVOLVED)
091 R-TURN ALL RIGHT TURN AT ALL TIMES SIGN, ETC.
092 EMR SGN/FL EMERGENCY SIGNS OR FLARES
093 ACCEL LANE ACCELERATION OR DECELERATION LANES
094 R-TURN PRO RIGHT TURN PROHIBITED ON RED AFTER STOPPING
095 BUS STPSGN BUS STOP SIGN AND RED LIGHTS 
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099 UNKNOWN UNKNOWN OR NOT DEFINITE

LONG DESCRIPTIONSHORT DESCCODE

VEHICLE TYPE CODE TRANSLATION LIST

00 PDO NOT COLLECTED FOR PDO CRASHES

01 PSNGR CAR PASSENGER CAR, PICKUP, LIGHT DELIVERY, ETC.

02 BOBTAIL TRUCK TRACTOR WITH NO TRAILERS (BOBTAIL)

03 FARM TRCTR FARM TRACTOR OR SELF-PROPELLED FARM EQUIPMENT

04 SEMI TOW TRUCK TRACTOR WITH TRAILER/MOBILE HOME IN TOW

05 TRUCK TRUCK WITH NON-DETACHABLE BED, PANEL, ETC.

06 MOPED MOPED, MINIBIKE, SEATED MOTOR SCOOTER, MOTOR BIKE

07 SCHL BUS SCHOOL BUS (INCLUDES VAN)

08 OTH BUS OTHER BUS

09 MTRCYCLE MOTORCYCLE, DIRT BIKE

10 OTHER OTHER: FORKLIFT, BACKHOE, ETC.

11 MOTRHOME MOTORHOME

12 TROLLEY MOTORIZED STREET CAR/TROLLEY (NO RAILS/WIRES)

13 ATV ATV

14 MTRSCTR MOTORIZED SCOOTER (STANDING)

15 SNOWMOBILE SNOWMOBILE

99 UNKNOWN UNKNOWN VEHICLE TYPE

LONG DESCRIPTIONSHORT DESCCODE

WEATHER CONDITION CODE TRANSLATION LIST

0 UNK UNKNOWN

1 CLR CLEAR

2 CLD CLOUDY

3 RAIN RAIN

4 SLT SLEET

5 FOG FOG

6 SNOW SNOW

7 DUST DUST

8 SMOK SMOKE

9 ASH ASH
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Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

LOCATION: LOCATION: Westland Rd -- I-84 WB Ramps QC JOB #: QC JOB #: 15868201
CITY/STATE: CITY/STATE: Umatilla, OR DATE: DATE: Thu, Jun 30 2022

53 41

18 35 0

47 0 20 41

0 0.830.83 2

0 0 19 0

27 21 0

54 48

Peak-Hour: 7:55 AM -- 8:55 AMPeak-Hour: 7:55 AM -- 8:55 AM
Peak 15-Min: 8:20 AM -- 8:35 AMPeak 15-Min: 8:20 AM -- 8:35 AM

37.7 29.3

44.4 34.3 0

51.1 0 35 31.7

0 0

0 0 31.6 0

59.3 23.8 0

33.3 43.8

1

0 0

0

0 0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0 0

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

5-Min Count5-Min Count
Period Period 

Beginning AtBeginning At

Westland Rd Westland Rd 
(Northbound)(Northbound)

Westland Rd Westland Rd 
(Southbound)(Southbound)

I-84 WB RampsI-84 WB Ramps
(Eastbound)(Eastbound)

I-84 WB RampsI-84 WB Ramps
(Westbound)(Westbound) TotalTotal HourlyHourly

TotalsTotals
LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU

7:00 AM 1 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 9
7:05 AM 1 6 0 0 0 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 22
7:10 AM 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 5
7:15 AM 0 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 6
7:20 AM 0 2 0 0 0 13 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 18
7:25 AM 0 5 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 17
7:30 AM 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 6
7:35 AM 1 3 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 13
7:40 AM 2 3 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 10
7:45 AM 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 6 0 14
7:50 AM 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 8
7:55 AM 4 2 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 2 0 18 146
8:00 AM 2 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 9 146
8:05 AM 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 6 130
8:10 AM 1 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 9 134
8:15 AM 3 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 11 139
8:20 AM 5 1 0 0 0 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 17 138
8:25 AM 1 1 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 4 0 14 135
8:30 AM 1 3 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 12 141
8:35 AM 3 1 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 11 139
8:40 AM 2 6 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 16 145
8:45 AM 1 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 9 140
8:50 AM 4 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 10 142
8:55 AM 0 3 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 13 137

Peak 15-MinPeak 15-Min
FlowratesFlowrates

NorthboundNorthbound SouthboundSouthbound EastboundEastbound WestboundWestbound
TotalTotalLeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU

All Vehicles 28 20 0 0 0 56 16 0 0 0 0 0 16 4 32 0 172
Heavy Trucks 16 8 0 0 16 8 0 0 0 0 0 12 60

Buses
Pedestrians 0 4 0 0 4

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Scooters

Comments:

Report generated on 7/29/2022 10:08 AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

Page 1 of 3 
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Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

LOCATION: LOCATION: Colonal Jordan Rd -- I-84 EB Ramps QC JOB #: QC JOB #: 15868203
CITY/STATE: CITY/STATE: Umatilla, OR DATE: DATE: Thu, Jun 30 2022

54 49

0 32 22

0 13 0 0

1 0.840.84 0

36 22 0 48

1 36 25

55 62

Peak-Hour: 7:55 AM -- 8:55 AMPeak-Hour: 7:55 AM -- 8:55 AM
Peak 15-Min: 8:25 AM -- 8:40 AMPeak 15-Min: 8:25 AM -- 8:40 AM

33.3 36.7

0 18.8 54.5

0 61.5 0 0

100 0

36.1 18.2 0 37.5

0 27.8 20

18.2 24.2

0

0 0

0

0 0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0 0

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

5-Min Count5-Min Count
Period Period 

Beginning AtBeginning At

Colonal Jordan Rd Colonal Jordan Rd 
(Northbound)(Northbound)

Colonal Jordan Rd Colonal Jordan Rd 
(Southbound)(Southbound)

I-84 EB RampsI-84 EB Ramps
(Eastbound)(Eastbound)

I-84 EB RampsI-84 EB Ramps
(Westbound)(Westbound) TotalTotal HourlyHourly

TotalsTotals
LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU

7:00 AM 0 3 1 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
7:05 AM 0 4 2 0 8 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19
7:10 AM 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 7
7:15 AM 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 9
7:20 AM 0 1 2 0 10 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17
7:25 AM 0 1 2 0 6 3 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
7:30 AM 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
7:35 AM 0 6 0 0 4 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 16
7:40 AM 0 2 2 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 10
7:45 AM 0 3 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 10
7:50 AM 0 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 7
7:55 AM 0 6 1 0 3 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 17 141
8:00 AM 0 4 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 11 143
8:05 AM 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 7 131
8:10 AM 0 2 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 131
8:15 AM 0 3 1 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 10 132
8:20 AM 0 5 0 0 3 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 13 128
8:25 AM 0 1 4 0 1 6 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 14 126
8:30 AM 0 3 2 0 3 2 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 16 138
8:35 AM 0 4 6 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 15 137
8:40 AM 0 4 2 0 1 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 14 141
8:45 AM 0 2 2 1 4 5 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 16 147
8:50 AM 0 2 3 0 1 1 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 12 152
8:55 AM 0 2 1 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 9 144

Peak 15-MinPeak 15-Min
FlowratesFlowrates

NorthboundNorthbound SouthboundSouthbound EastboundEastbound WestboundWestbound
TotalTotalLeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU

All Vehicles 0 32 48 0 16 36 0 0 12 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 180
Heavy Trucks 0 4 8 12 0 0 8 0 8 0 0 0 40

Buses
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Scooters

Comments:

Report generated on 7/29/2022 10:08 AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212
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Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

LOCATION: LOCATION: Colonal Jordan Rd -- CR 1336 Rd QC JOB #: QC JOB #: 15868205
CITY/STATE: CITY/STATE: Umatilla, OR DATE: DATE: Thu, Jun 30 2022

14 18

0 10 4

0 0 6 6

0 0.690.69 0

0 0 0 5

0 11 2

10 13

Peak-Hour: 7:55 AM -- 8:55 AMPeak-Hour: 7:55 AM -- 8:55 AM
Peak 15-Min: 8:25 AM -- 8:40 AMPeak 15-Min: 8:25 AM -- 8:40 AM

21.4 16.7

0 20 25

0 0 33.3 33.3

0 0

0 0 0 20

0 9.1 0

20 7.7

0

0 0

0

0 0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0 0

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

5-Min Count5-Min Count
Period Period 

Beginning AtBeginning At

Colonal Jordan Rd Colonal Jordan Rd 
(Northbound)(Northbound)

Colonal Jordan Rd Colonal Jordan Rd 
(Southbound)(Southbound)

CR 1336 RdCR 1336 Rd
(Eastbound)(Eastbound)

CR 1336 RdCR 1336 Rd
(Westbound)(Westbound) TotalTotal HourlyHourly

TotalsTotals
LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU

7:00 AM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
7:05 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
7:10 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
7:20 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
7:25 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:35 AM 0 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5
7:40 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
7:50 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
7:55 AM 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 25
8:00 AM 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 28
8:05 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
8:10 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 27
8:15 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 26
8:20 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 25
8:25 AM 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 26
8:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 6 32
8:35 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 29
8:40 AM 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 31
8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 32
8:50 AM 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 33
8:55 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 31

Peak 15-MinPeak 15-Min
FlowratesFlowrates

NorthboundNorthbound SouthboundSouthbound EastboundEastbound WestboundWestbound
TotalTotalLeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU

All Vehicles 0 8 0 0 4 16 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 48
Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

Buses
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Scooters

Comments:

Report generated on 7/29/2022 10:08 AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212
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Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

LOCATION: LOCATION: Westland Rd -- I-84 WB Ramps QC JOB #: QC JOB #: 15868202
CITY/STATE: CITY/STATE: Umatilla, OR DATE: DATE: Wed, Jun 29 2022

99 96

26 73 0

49 0 41 58

0 0.920.92 3

0 0 14 0

20 55 0

87 75

Peak-Hour: 4:15 PM -- 5:15 PMPeak-Hour: 4:15 PM -- 5:15 PM
Peak 15-Min: 5:00 PM -- 5:15 PMPeak 15-Min: 5:00 PM -- 5:15 PM

17.2 37.5

23.1 15.1 0

26.5 0 53.7 46.6

0 33.3

0 0 28.6 0

30 25.5 0

17.2 26.7

0

0 0

0

0 0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0 0

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

5-Min Count5-Min Count
Period Period 

Beginning AtBeginning At

Westland Rd Westland Rd 
(Northbound)(Northbound)

Westland Rd Westland Rd 
(Southbound)(Southbound)

I-84 WB RampsI-84 WB Ramps
(Eastbound)(Eastbound)

I-84 WB RampsI-84 WB Ramps
(Westbound)(Westbound) TotalTotal HourlyHourly

TotalsTotals
LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU

4:00 PM 2 4 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 16
4:05 PM 1 3 0 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 15
4:10 PM 3 5 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 16
4:15 PM 0 2 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 6 0 18
4:20 PM 4 5 0 0 0 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 23
4:25 PM 5 4 0 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 18
4:30 PM 0 5 0 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 17
4:35 PM 2 2 0 0 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 18
4:40 PM 2 6 0 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 19
4:45 PM 1 3 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 16
4:50 PM 0 8 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 20
4:55 PM 1 5 0 0 0 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 0 20 216
5:00 PM 0 6 0 0 0 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 17 217
5:05 PM 2 5 0 0 0 10 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 23 225
5:10 PM 3 4 0 0 0 7 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 23 232
5:15 PM 0 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 12 226
5:20 PM 4 2 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 18 221
5:25 PM 2 3 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 14 217
5:30 PM 0 3 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 10 210
5:35 PM 0 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 10 202
5:40 PM 1 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 12 195
5:45 PM 1 2 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 0 15 194
5:50 PM 3 2 0 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 15 189
5:55 PM 1 1 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 10 179

Peak 15-MinPeak 15-Min
FlowratesFlowrates

NorthboundNorthbound SouthboundSouthbound EastboundEastbound WestboundWestbound
TotalTotalLeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU

All Vehicles 20 60 0 0 0 96 40 0 0 0 0 0 12 8 16 0 252
Heavy Trucks 4 12 0 0 16 12 0 0 0 0 4 16 64

Buses
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Scooters

Comments:

Report generated on 7/29/2022 10:09 AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212
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Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

LOCATION: LOCATION: Colonal Jordan Rd -- I-84 EB Ramps QC JOB #: QC JOB #: 15868204
CITY/STATE: CITY/STATE: Umatilla, OR DATE: DATE: Wed, Jun 29 2022

87 74

0 41 46

0 18 0 0

1 0.840.84 0

38 19 0 68

0 56 21

60 77

Peak-Hour: 4:15 PM -- 5:15 PMPeak-Hour: 4:15 PM -- 5:15 PM
Peak 15-Min: 5:00 PM -- 5:15 PMPeak 15-Min: 5:00 PM -- 5:15 PM

18.4 25.7

0 19.5 17.4

0 33.3 0 0

0 0

18.4 5.3 0 20.6

0 23.2 28.6

15 24.7

0

0 0

0

0 0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0 0

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

5-Min Count5-Min Count
Period Period 

Beginning AtBeginning At

Colonal Jordan Rd Colonal Jordan Rd 
(Northbound)(Northbound)

Colonal Jordan Rd Colonal Jordan Rd 
(Southbound)(Southbound)

I-84 EB RampsI-84 EB Ramps
(Eastbound)(Eastbound)

I-84 EB RampsI-84 EB Ramps
(Westbound)(Westbound) TotalTotal HourlyHourly

TotalsTotals
LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU

4:00 PM 0 5 2 0 1 5 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 15
4:05 PM 0 3 4 0 2 4 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 16
4:10 PM 0 5 1 0 3 3 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 15
4:15 PM 0 0 6 0 5 4 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18
4:20 PM 0 7 1 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 15
4:25 PM 0 9 2 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
4:30 PM 0 3 1 0 2 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13
4:35 PM 0 5 3 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 19
4:40 PM 0 4 1 0 6 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15
4:45 PM 0 3 0 0 5 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14
4:50 PM 0 5 1 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 16
4:55 PM 0 3 2 0 1 4 0 0 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 16 188
5:00 PM 0 6 1 0 5 5 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 21 194
5:05 PM 0 5 2 0 8 4 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 22 200
5:10 PM 0 6 1 0 4 3 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 17 202
5:15 PM 0 2 1 0 2 4 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 16 200
5:20 PM 0 4 4 0 3 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 201
5:25 PM 0 4 2 0 1 3 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 12 197
5:30 PM 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 11 195
5:35 PM 0 1 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 8 184
5:40 PM 0 3 3 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 12 181
5:45 PM 0 3 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 8 175
5:50 PM 0 4 2 0 4 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 15 174
5:55 PM 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 6 164

Peak 15-MinPeak 15-Min
FlowratesFlowrates

NorthboundNorthbound SouthboundSouthbound EastboundEastbound WestboundWestbound
TotalTotalLeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU

All Vehicles 0 68 16 0 68 48 0 0 12 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 240
Heavy Trucks 0 8 0 16 8 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 40

Buses
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Scooters

Comments:

Report generated on 7/29/2022 10:09 AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212
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Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

LOCATION: LOCATION: Colonal Jordan Rd -- CR 1336 Rd QC JOB #: QC JOB #: 15868206
CITY/STATE: CITY/STATE: Umatilla, OR DATE: DATE: Wed, Jun 29 2022

21 30

0 7 14

0 0 13 14

0 0.830.83 0

0 0 1 15

0 17 1

8 18

Peak-Hour: 4:15 PM -- 5:15 PMPeak-Hour: 4:15 PM -- 5:15 PM
Peak 15-Min: 4:25 PM -- 4:40 PMPeak 15-Min: 4:25 PM -- 4:40 PM

14.3 40

0 0 21.4

0 0 53.8 50

0 0

0 0 0 20

0 29.4 0

0 27.8

0

0 0

0

0 0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0 0

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A N/A

N/A

5-Min Count5-Min Count
Period Period 

Beginning AtBeginning At

Colonal Jordan Rd Colonal Jordan Rd 
(Northbound)(Northbound)

Colonal Jordan Rd Colonal Jordan Rd 
(Southbound)(Southbound)

CR 1336 RdCR 1336 Rd
(Eastbound)(Eastbound)

CR 1336 RdCR 1336 Rd
(Westbound)(Westbound) TotalTotal HourlyHourly

TotalsTotals
LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU

4:00 PM 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4
4:05 PM 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
4:10 PM 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
4:15 PM 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5
4:20 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 5
4:25 PM 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 4
4:30 PM 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5
4:35 PM 0 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 7
4:40 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3
4:45 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
4:50 PM 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 6
4:55 PM 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 51
5:00 PM 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 51
5:05 PM 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 54
5:10 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 53
5:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 51
5:20 PM 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 48
5:25 PM 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 47
5:30 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 43
5:35 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 39
5:40 PM 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 40
5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 38
5:50 PM 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 34
5:55 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 33

Peak 15-MinPeak 15-Min
FlowratesFlowrates

NorthboundNorthbound SouthboundSouthbound EastboundEastbound WestboundWestbound
TotalTotalLeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU LeftLeft ThruThru RightRight UU

All Vehicles 0 16 4 0 16 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 12 0 64
Heavy Trucks 0 8 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 20

Buses
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Scooters

Comments:

Report generated on 7/29/2022 10:09 AM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212
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Appendix C Existing Traffic Operations 
Worksheets
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

1: Westland Rd & I-84 WB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

Existing Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 19 2 20 28 22 0 0 36 18

Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 19 2 20 28 22 0 0 36 18

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Ped Bike Factor

Frt 0.934 0.954

Flt Protected 0.977 0.973

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 0 0 0 1208 0 0 1187 0 0 1215 0

Flt Permitted 0.977 0.973

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 0 0 0 1208 0 0 1187 0 0 1215 0

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 114 94 318 378

Travel Time (s) 2.6 2.1 4.8 5.7

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1

Peak Hour Factor 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 32% 0% 35% 59% 24% 0% 0% 34% 44%

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 23 2 24 34 27 0 0 43 22

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 49 0 0 61 0 0 65 0

Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No

Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right

Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0

Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9

Sign Control Free Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 19.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th TWSC

1: Westland Rd & I-84 WB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

Existing Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 4.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 19 2 20 28 22 0 0 36 18

Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 19 2 20 28 22 0 0 36 18

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 1 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 32 0 35 59 24 0 0 34 44

Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 23 2 24 34 27 0 0 43 22

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 149 160 28 65 0 - - - 0

          Stage 1 95 95 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 54 65 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.72 6.5 6.55 4.69 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.72 5.5 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.72 5.5 - - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.788 4 3.615 2.731 - - - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 778 736 960 1241 - 0 0 - -

          Stage 1 859 820 - - - 0 0 - -

          Stage 2 897 845 - - - 0 0 - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 756 0 959 1241 - - - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 756 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 1 835 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 897 0 - - - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.5 4.5 0

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTWBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1241 - 848 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.027 - 0.058 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 8 0 9.5 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A A - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.2 - -

 
98



Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2: Colonal Jordan Rd & I-84 EB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

Existing Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 3

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 13 1 22 0 0 0 0 36 25 22 32 0

Future Volume (vph) 13 1 22 0 0 0 0 36 25 22 32 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.916 0.945

Flt Protected 0.982 0.980

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1160 0 0 0 0 0 1326 0 0 1283 0

Flt Permitted 0.982 0.980

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1160 0 0 0 0 0 1326 0 0 1283 0

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 88 138 380 281

Travel Time (s) 2.0 3.1 5.8 4.3

Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84

Heavy Vehicles (%) 62% 100% 18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 28% 20% 55% 19% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 15 1 26 0 0 0 0 43 30 26 38 0

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 42 0 0 0 0 0 73 0 0 64 0

Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No

Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right

Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0

Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 19.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th TWSC

2: Colonal Jordan Rd & I-84 EB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

Existing Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 4

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 13 1 22 0 0 0 0 36 25 22 32 0

Future Vol, veh/h 13 1 22 0 0 0 0 36 25 22 32 0

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84

Heavy Vehicles, % 62 100 18 0 0 0 0 28 20 55 19 0

Mvmt Flow 15 1 26 0 0 0 0 43 30 26 38 0

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 148 163 38 - 0 0 73 0 0

          Stage 1 90 90 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 58 73 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.02 7.5 6.38 - - - 4.65 - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.02 6.5 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.02 6.5 - - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 4.058 4.9 3.462 - - - 2.695 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 722 583 990 0 - - 1249 - 0

          Stage 1 803 664 - 0 - - - - 0

          Stage 2 832 676 - 0 - - - - 0

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 707 0 990 - - - 1249 - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 707 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 1 803 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 815 0 - - - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.4 0 3.2

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBR EBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 862 1249 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.05 0.021 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 9.4 7.9 0

HCM Lane LOS - - A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.2 0.1 -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

3: Colonal Jordan Rd & CR 1336 Rd Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

Existing Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 5

Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 6 11 2 4 10

Future Volume (vph) 0 6 11 2 4 10

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.865 0.979

Flt Protected 0.985

Satd. Flow (prot) 1138 0 1593 0 0 1419

Flt Permitted 0.985

Satd. Flow (perm) 1138 0 1593 0 0 1419

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 841 369 1508

Travel Time (s) 19.1 8.4 34.3

Peak Hour Factor 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 33% 9% 0% 25% 20%

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 9 16 3 6 14

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 9 0 19 0 0 20

Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No

Lane Alignment Left Right Left Right Left Left

Median Width(ft) 12 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0

Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 9 15

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 14.4% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: Colonal Jordan Rd & CR 1336 Rd Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

Existing Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 6

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.5

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 6 11 2 4 10

Future Vol, veh/h 0 6 11 2 4 10

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0

Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 69 69 69 69 69 69

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 33 9 0 25 20

Mvmt Flow 0 9 16 3 6 14

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 44 18 0 0 19 0

          Stage 1 18 - - - - -

          Stage 2 26 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.53 - - 4.35 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.597 - - 2.425 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 972 977 - - 1460 -

          Stage 1 1010 - - - - -

          Stage 2 1002 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 968 977 - - 1460 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 968 - - - - -

          Stage 1 1010 - - - - -

          Stage 2 998 - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 8.7 0 2.1

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 977 1460 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.009 0.004 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 8.7 7.5 0

HCM Lane LOS - - A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0 0 -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

1: Westland Rd & I-84 WB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

Existing Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 14 3 42 20 55 0 0 74 27

Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 14 3 42 20 55 0 0 74 27

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.903 0.964

Flt Protected 0.988 0.987

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 0 0 0 1061 0 0 1367 0 0 1440 0

Flt Permitted 0.988 0.987

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 0 0 0 1061 0 0 1367 0 0 1440 0

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 114 94 318 378

Travel Time (s) 2.6 2.1 4.8 5.7

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 29% 33% 54% 30% 25% 0% 0% 15% 23%

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 15 3 46 22 60 0 0 80 29

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 64 0 0 82 0 0 109 0

Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No

Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right

Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0

Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9

Sign Control Free Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.5% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th TWSC

1: Westland Rd & I-84 WB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

Existing Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 14 3 42 20 55 0 0 74 27

Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 14 3 42 20 55 0 0 74 27

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 1 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 29 33 54 30 25 0 0 15 23

Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 15 3 46 22 60 0 0 80 29

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 199 213 60 109 0 - - - 0

          Stage 1 104 104 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 95 109 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.69 6.83 6.74 4.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.69 5.83 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.69 5.83 - - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.761 4.297 3.786 2.47 - - - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 732 633 877 1324 - 0 0 - -

          Stage 1 857 753 - - - 0 0 - -

          Stage 2 865 749 - - - 0 0 - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 720 0 877 1324 - - - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 720 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 1 842 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 865 0 - - - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.7 2.1 0

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTWBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1324 - 832 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.016 - 0.077 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.8 0 9.7 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A A - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.2 - -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2: Colonal Jordan Rd & I-84 EB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

Existing Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 3

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 18 1 19 0 0 0 0 57 21 47 42 0

Future Volume (vph) 18 1 19 0 0 0 0 57 21 47 42 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.931 0.964

Flt Protected 0.977 0.974

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1349 0 0 0 0 0 1354 0 0 1439 0

Flt Permitted 0.977 0.974

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1349 0 0 0 0 0 1354 0 0 1439 0

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 88 138 380 281

Travel Time (s) 2.0 3.1 5.8 4.3

Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84

Heavy Vehicles (%) 33% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 23% 29% 17% 20% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 21 1 23 0 0 0 0 68 25 56 50 0

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 93 0 0 106 0

Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No

Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right

Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0

Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th TWSC

2: Colonal Jordan Rd & I-84 EB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

Existing Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 4

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 18 1 19 0 0 0 0 57 21 47 42 0

Future Vol, veh/h 18 1 19 0 0 0 0 57 21 47 42 0

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84

Heavy Vehicles, % 33 0 5 0 0 0 0 23 29 17 20 0

Mvmt Flow 21 1 23 0 0 0 0 68 25 56 50 0

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 243 255 50 - 0 0 93 0 0

          Stage 1 162 162 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 81 93 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.73 6.5 6.25 - - - 4.27 - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.73 5.5 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.73 5.5 - - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.797 4 3.345 - - - 2.353 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 682 652 1010 0 - - 1412 - 0

          Stage 1 797 768 - 0 - - - - 0

          Stage 2 870 822 - 0 - - - - 0

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 654 0 1010 - - - 1412 - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 654 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 1 797 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 834 0 - - - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.8 0 4

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBR EBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 799 1412 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.057 0.04 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 9.8 7.7 0

HCM Lane LOS - - A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.2 0.1 -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

3: Colonal Jordan Rd & CR 1336 Rd Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

Existing Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 5

Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 1 13 17 1 14 7

Future Volume (vph) 1 13 17 1 14 7

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.873 0.994

Flt Protected 0.997 0.967

Satd. Flow (prot) 1010 0 1363 0 0 1481

Flt Permitted 0.997 0.967

Satd. Flow (perm) 1010 0 1363 0 0 1481

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 841 369 1508

Travel Time (s) 19.1 8.4 34.3

Peak Hour Factor 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 54% 29% 0% 21% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 1 16 20 1 17 8

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 17 0 21 0 0 25

Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No

Lane Alignment Left Right Left Right Left Left

Median Width(ft) 12 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0

Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 9 15

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 17.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: Colonal Jordan Rd & CR 1336 Rd Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

Existing Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 6

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 4.4

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 13 17 1 14 7

Future Vol, veh/h 1 13 17 1 14 7

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0

Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 83 83 83 83 83 83

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 54 29 0 21 0

Mvmt Flow 1 16 20 1 17 8

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 63 21 0 0 21 0

          Stage 1 21 - - - - -

          Stage 2 42 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.74 - - 4.31 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.786 - - 2.389 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 948 924 - - 1480 -

          Stage 1 1007 - - - - -

          Stage 2 986 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 937 924 - - 1480 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 937 - - - - -

          Stage 1 1007 - - - - -

          Stage 2 974 - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9 0 5

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 925 1480 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.018 0.011 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 9 7.5 0

HCM Lane LOS - - A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.1 0 -
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Project #: 28044 Aggregate Overlay Zone/Girth Dog Pit Transportation Assessment 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc  Page: D-2 

FUTURE SITE TRIP GENERATION ASSUMPTIONS 

Based on discussions with the applicant and other aggregate mining operators, the following four sources 

will comprise the daily trips. 

ROCK CRUSING OPERATION 

◼ Approximate Hours of Operation 

– Shift 1 – 5:00 AM to 1:00 PM (4 staff) 

– Shift 2 – 1:00 PM to 10:00 PM (4 staff) 

◼ Delivery of aggregate to offsite locations from 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM 

◼ Approximately 40 truck deliveries per day. 

CONCRETE BATCH PLAN 

◼ Approximate hours of operation – 4:00 AM to 1:00 PM 

◼ Generates approximately 12-15 mixture loads for misc. delivery per day. Performed by 4-5 mixture 

trucks which are based at the site. 

◼ 2 staff 

ASPHALT BATCH PLANT: 

◼ Approximate hours of operation – 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM 

◼ 2 staff 

◼ Generates approximately 10-15 truck loads for misc. delivery per day. Performed by 4-5 mixture trucks 

which are based at the site. 

STAFF 

◼ 1 scale operator and 2 clerks 

◼ 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM staff hours. 

Based on these details, the following table estimates the total number of net new trips that can be 

expected on a typical weekday. 

Land Use 

Daily 

Trips 

Weekday AM Peak Hour  

(7:55-8:55 AM) 

Weekday PM Peak Hour  

(4:15-5:15 PM) 

Total In Out Total In Out 

Rock Crushing 

- Staff1 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 

- Rock Deliveries2 80 8 4 4 8 4 4 

Concrete Batch Plant 

- Staff1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

- Load Deliveries2 30 2 1 1 0 0 0 

Asphalt Batch Plant 

- Staff1 4 0 0 0 2 0 2 
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Project #: 28044 Aggregate Overlay Zone/Girth Dog Pit Transportation Assessment 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc  Page: D-3 

- Load Deliveries2 30 0 0 0 2 1 1 

Administration/Misc. Operations 

- Staff1 6 3 3 0 3 0 3 

- Misc. 

Deliveries/Visitors 
10 2 1 1 2 1 1 

Total 170 15 9 6 17 6 11 

1 Each employee was assumed to generate 2 daily trips (1 in, 1 out) 
2 Each delivery was assumed to generate 2 daily trips (1 exit for delivery, 1 return from delivery) 
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Appendix E 2042 Aggregate Resource 
Overlay Zone Operations 

Worksheets 

 
112



Lanes, Volumes, Timings

1: Westland Rd & I-84 WB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Background Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 25 3 29 36 29 0 0 48 24

Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 25 3 29 36 29 0 0 48 24

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Ped Bike Factor

Frt 0.932 0.955

Flt Protected 0.979 0.973

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 0 0 0 1213 0 0 1188 0 0 1217 0

Flt Permitted 0.979 0.973

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 0 0 0 1213 0 0 1188 0 0 1217 0

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 114 94 318 378

Travel Time (s) 2.6 2.1 4.8 5.7

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1

Peak Hour Factor 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 32% 0% 35% 59% 24% 0% 0% 34% 44%

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 30 4 35 43 35 0 0 58 29

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 69 0 0 78 0 0 87 0

Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No

Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right

Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0

Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9

Sign Control Free Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.1% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th TWSC

1: Westland Rd & I-84 WB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Background Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 4.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 25 3 29 36 29 0 0 48 24

Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 25 3 29 36 29 0 0 48 24

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 1 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 32 0 35 59 24 0 0 34 44

Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 30 4 35 43 35 0 0 58 29

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 194 208 36 87 0 - - - 0

          Stage 1 121 121 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 73 87 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.72 6.5 6.55 4.69 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.72 5.5 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.72 5.5 - - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.788 4 3.615 2.731 - - - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 731 692 950 1216 - 0 0 - -

          Stage 1 835 800 - - - 0 0 - -

          Stage 2 879 827 - - - 0 0 - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 705 0 949 1216 - - - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 705 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 1 805 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 879 0 - - - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.8 4.5 0

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTWBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1216 - 818 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.036 - 0.084 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.1 0 9.8 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A A - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.3 - -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2: Colonal Jordan Rd & I-84 EB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Background Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 3

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 17 1 29 0 0 0 0 47 33 31 42 0

Future Volume (vph) 17 1 29 0 0 0 0 47 33 31 42 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.916 0.945

Flt Protected 0.982 0.979

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1164 0 0 0 0 0 1326 0 0 1276 0

Flt Permitted 0.982 0.979

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1164 0 0 0 0 0 1326 0 0 1276 0

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 88 138 380 281

Travel Time (s) 2.0 3.1 5.8 4.3

Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84

Heavy Vehicles (%) 62% 100% 18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 28% 20% 55% 19% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 20 1 35 0 0 0 0 56 39 37 50 0

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 56 0 0 0 0 0 95 0 0 87 0

Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No

Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right

Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0

Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 20.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th TWSC

2: Colonal Jordan Rd & I-84 EB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Background Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 4

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 17 1 29 0 0 0 0 47 33 31 42 0

Future Vol, veh/h 17 1 29 0 0 0 0 47 33 31 42 0

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84

Heavy Vehicles, % 62 100 18 0 0 0 0 28 20 55 19 0

Mvmt Flow 20 1 35 0 0 0 0 56 39 37 50 0

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 200 219 50 - 0 0 95 0 0

          Stage 1 124 124 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 76 95 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.02 7.5 6.38 - - - 4.65 - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.02 6.5 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.02 6.5 - - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 4.058 4.9 3.462 - - - 2.695 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 671 538 975 0 - - 1224 - 0

          Stage 1 773 638 - 0 - - - - 0

          Stage 2 815 660 - 0 - - - - 0

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 650 0 975 - - - 1224 - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 650 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 1 773 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 790 0 - - - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.7 0 3.4

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBR EBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 823 1224 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.068 0.03 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 9.7 8 0

HCM Lane LOS - - A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.2 0.1 -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

3: Colonal Jordan Rd & CR 1336 Rd Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Background Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 5

Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 8 15 3 5 13

Future Volume (vph) 0 8 15 3 5 13

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.865 0.979

Flt Protected 0.987

Satd. Flow (prot) 1138 0 1592 0 0 1423

Flt Permitted 0.987

Satd. Flow (perm) 1138 0 1592 0 0 1423

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 841 369 1508

Travel Time (s) 19.1 8.4 34.3

Peak Hour Factor 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 33% 9% 0% 25% 20%

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 12 22 4 7 19

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 12 0 26 0 0 26

Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No

Lane Alignment Left Right Left Right Left Left

Median Width(ft) 12 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0

Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 9 15

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 15.5% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: Colonal Jordan Rd & CR 1336 Rd Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Background Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 6

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.5

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 8 15 3 5 13

Future Vol, veh/h 0 8 15 3 5 13

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0

Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 69 69 69 69 69 69

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 33 9 0 25 20

Mvmt Flow 0 12 22 4 7 19

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 57 24 0 0 26 0

          Stage 1 24 - - - - -

          Stage 2 33 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.53 - - 4.35 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.597 - - 2.425 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 955 970 - - 1451 -

          Stage 1 1004 - - - - -

          Stage 2 995 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 950 970 - - 1451 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 950 - - - - -

          Stage 1 1004 - - - - -

          Stage 2 990 - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 8.8 0 2.1

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 970 1451 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.012 0.005 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 8.8 7.5 0

HCM Lane LOS - - A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0 0 -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

1: Westland Rd & I-84 WB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Background Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 0 0 0 19 4 55 27 72 0 0 101 35

Future Volume (vph) 0 0 0 19 4 55 27 72 0 0 101 35

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.905 0.965

Flt Protected 0.988 0.987

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 0 0 0 1066 0 0 1367 0 0 1443 0

Flt Permitted 0.988 0.987

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 0 0 0 1066 0 0 1367 0 0 1443 0

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 114 94 318 378

Travel Time (s) 2.6 2.1 4.8 5.7

Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 29% 33% 54% 30% 25% 0% 0% 15% 23%

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 0 0 21 4 60 29 78 0 0 110 38

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 0 0 0 85 0 0 107 0 0 148 0

Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No

Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right

Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0

Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9

Sign Control Free Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 28.9% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15

 
119



HCM 6th TWSC

1: Westland Rd & I-84 WB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Background Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 19 4 55 27 72 0 0 101 35

Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 19 4 55 27 72 0 0 101 35

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 1 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 29 33 54 30 25 0 0 15 23

Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 21 4 60 29 78 0 0 110 38

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 265 284 78 148 0 - - - 0

          Stage 1 136 136 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 129 148 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.69 6.83 6.74 4.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.69 5.83 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.69 5.83 - - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.761 4.297 3.786 2.47 - - - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 670 576 856 1279 - 0 0 - -

          Stage 1 828 728 - - - 0 0 - -

          Stage 2 834 719 - - - 0 0 - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 654 0 856 1279 - - - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 654 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 1 808 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 834 0 - - - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 10.1 2.1 0

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTWBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1279 - 793 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.023 - 0.107 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.9 0 10.1 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A B - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.4 - -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

2: Colonal Jordan Rd & I-84 EB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Background Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 3

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 24 1 25 0 0 0 0 74 28 65 54 0

Future Volume (vph) 24 1 25 0 0 0 0 74 28 65 54 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.932 0.963

Flt Protected 0.976 0.973

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1344 0 0 0 0 0 1352 0 0 1439 0

Flt Permitted 0.976 0.973

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1344 0 0 0 0 0 1352 0 0 1439 0

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 45 45

Link Distance (ft) 88 138 380 281

Travel Time (s) 2.0 3.1 5.8 4.3

Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84

Heavy Vehicles (%) 33% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 23% 29% 17% 20% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 29 1 30 0 0 0 0 88 33 77 64 0

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 60 0 0 0 0 0 121 0 0 141 0

Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No

Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right

Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0

Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 23.7% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th TWSC

2: Colonal Jordan Rd & I-84 EB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Background Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 4

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 24 1 25 0 0 0 0 74 28 65 54 0

Future Vol, veh/h 24 1 25 0 0 0 0 74 28 65 54 0

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84

Heavy Vehicles, % 33 0 5 0 0 0 0 23 29 17 20 0

Mvmt Flow 29 1 30 0 0 0 0 88 33 77 64 0

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 323 339 64 - 0 0 121 0 0

          Stage 1 218 218 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 105 121 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.73 6.5 6.25 - - - 4.27 - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.73 5.5 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.73 5.5 - - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.797 4 3.345 - - - 2.353 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 612 586 992 0 - - 1379 - 0

          Stage 1 750 726 - 0 - - - - 0

          Stage 2 847 800 - 0 - - - - 0

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 577 0 992 - - - 1379 - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 577 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 1 750 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 798 0 - - - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 10.3 0 4.2

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBR EBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 734 1379 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.081 0.056 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 10.3 7.8 0

HCM Lane LOS - - B A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.3 0.2 -
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings

3: Colonal Jordan Rd & CR 1336 Rd Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Background Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 5

Lane Group WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 1 17 23 1 19 9

Future Volume (vph) 1 17 23 1 19 9

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.871 0.995

Flt Protected 0.998 0.967

Satd. Flow (prot) 1005 0 1360 0 0 1482

Flt Permitted 0.998 0.967

Satd. Flow (perm) 1005 0 1360 0 0 1482

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 841 369 1508

Travel Time (s) 19.1 8.4 34.3

Peak Hour Factor 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 54% 29% 0% 21% 0%

Adj. Flow (vph) 1 20 28 1 23 11

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 21 0 29 0 0 34

Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No

Lane Alignment Left Right Left Right Left Left

Median Width(ft) 12 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0

Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11 1.11

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 9 15

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Control Type: Unsignalized

Intersection Capacity Utilization 18.3% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: Colonal Jordan Rd & CR 1336 Rd Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Background Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

07/29/2022 Page 6

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 4.4

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 17 23 1 19 9

Future Vol, veh/h 1 17 23 1 19 9

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0

Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 83 83 83 83 83 83

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 54 29 0 21 0

Mvmt Flow 1 20 28 1 23 11

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 86 29 0 0 29 0

          Stage 1 29 - - - - -

          Stage 2 57 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.74 - - 4.31 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.786 - - 2.389 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 920 914 - - 1470 -

          Stage 1 999 - - - - -

          Stage 2 971 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 905 914 - - 1470 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 905 - - - - -

          Stage 1 999 - - - - -

          Stage 2 955 - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9 0 5.1

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 913 1470 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.024 0.016 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 9 7.5 0

HCM Lane LOS - - A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.1 0 -
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HCM 6th TWSC

1: Westland Rd & I-84 WB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Total Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

08/05/2022 Page 1

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 4.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 28 3 29 38 31 0 0 51 24

Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 28 3 29 38 31 0 0 51 24

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 1 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 32 0 35 59 24 0 0 34 44

Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 34 4 35 46 37 0 0 61 29

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 205 219 38 90 0 - - - 0

          Stage 1 129 129 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 76 90 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.72 6.5 6.55 4.69 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.72 5.5 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.72 5.5 - - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.788 4 3.615 2.731 - - - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 721 683 947 1213 - 0 0 - -

          Stage 1 828 793 - - - 0 0 - -

          Stage 2 876 824 - - - 0 0 - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 693 0 946 1213 - - - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 693 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 1 796 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 876 0 - - - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.9 4.5 0

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTWBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1213 - 802 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.038 - 0.09 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.1 0 9.9 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A A - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.3 - -
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HCM 6th TWSC

2: Colonal Jordan Rd & I-84 EB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Total Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

08/05/2022 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 17 1 32 0 0 0 0 51 35 31 47 0

Future Vol, veh/h 17 1 32 0 0 0 0 51 35 31 47 0

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84

Heavy Vehicles, % 62 100 18 0 0 0 0 28 20 55 19 0

Mvmt Flow 20 1 38 0 0 0 0 61 42 37 56 0

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 212 233 56 - 0 0 103 0 0

          Stage 1 130 130 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 82 103 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.02 7.5 6.38 - - - 4.65 - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.02 6.5 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.02 6.5 - - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 4.058 4.9 3.462 - - - 2.695 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 660 528 967 0 - - 1215 - 0

          Stage 1 767 634 - 0 - - - - 0

          Stage 2 810 654 - 0 - - - - 0

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 640 0 967 - - - 1215 - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 640 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 1 767 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 785 0 - - - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.7 0 3.2

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBR EBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 821 1215 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.073 0.03 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 9.7 8.1 0

HCM Lane LOS - - A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.2 0.1 -
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: Colonal Jordan Rd & CR 1336 Rd Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Total Weekday AM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

08/05/2022 Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.8

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 6 0 0 0 0 8 0 15 3 5 13 9

Future Vol, veh/h 6 0 0 0 0 8 0 15 3 5 13 9

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69 69

Heavy Vehicles, % 50 0 0 0 0 33 0 9 0 25 20 50

Mvmt Flow 9 0 0 0 0 12 0 22 4 7 19 13

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 70 66 26 64 70 24 32 0 0 26 0 0

          Stage 1 40 40 - 24 24 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 30 26 - 40 46 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.6 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.53 4.1 - - 4.35 - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.6 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.6 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.95 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.597 2.2 - - 2.425 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 817 829 1056 935 824 970 1593 - - 1451 - -

          Stage 1 866 866 - 999 879 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 877 878 - 980 861 - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 804 825 1056 931 820 970 1593 - - 1451 - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 804 825 - 931 820 - - - - - - -

          Stage 1 866 862 - 999 879 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 867 878 - 975 857 - - - - - - -

 

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.5 8.8 0 1.4

HCM LOS A A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1593 - - 804 970 1451 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.011 0.012 0.005 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 9.5 8.8 7.5 0 -

HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A A -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 0 0 - -
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HCM 6th TWSC

1: Westland Rd & I-84 WB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Total Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

08/05/2022 Page 1

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 21 4 55 31 74 0 0 102 35

Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 21 4 55 31 74 0 0 102 35

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 1 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 29 33 54 30 25 0 0 15 23

Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 23 4 60 34 80 0 0 111 38

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 278 297 80 149 0 - - - 0

          Stage 1 148 148 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 130 149 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.69 6.83 6.74 4.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.69 5.83 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.69 5.83 - - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.761 4.297 3.786 2.47 - - - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 658 566 854 1278 - 0 0 - -

          Stage 1 818 719 - - - 0 0 - -

          Stage 2 834 718 - - - 0 0 - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 640 0 854 1278 - - - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 640 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 1 795 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 834 0 - - - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 10.2 2.3 0

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTWBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1278 - 782 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.026 - 0.111 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.9 0 10.2 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A B - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.4 - -
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HCM 6th TWSC

2: Colonal Jordan Rd & I-84 EB Ramps Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Total Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

08/05/2022 Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 24 1 27 0 0 0 0 81 32 65 58 0

Future Vol, veh/h 24 1 27 0 0 0 0 81 32 65 58 0

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84

Heavy Vehicles, % 33 0 5 0 0 0 0 23 29 17 20 0

Mvmt Flow 29 1 32 0 0 0 0 96 38 77 69 0

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 338 357 69 - 0 0 134 0 0

          Stage 1 223 223 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 115 134 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.73 6.5 6.25 - - - 4.27 - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.73 5.5 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.73 5.5 - - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.797 4 3.345 - - - 2.353 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 599 572 986 0 - - 1363 - 0

          Stage 1 746 723 - 0 - - - - 0

          Stage 2 838 789 - 0 - - - - 0

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 564 0 986 - - - 1363 - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 564 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 1 746 0 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 789 0 - - - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 10.4 0 4.1

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBR EBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 729 1363 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.085 0.057 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 10.4 7.8 0

HCM Lane LOS - - B A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.3 0.2 -
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: Colonal Jordan Rd & CR 1336 Rd Umatilla County Aggregate Mine

2042 Total Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 11 Report

08/05/2022 Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 4.8

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 11 0 0 1 0 17 0 23 1 19 9 6

Future Vol, veh/h 11 0 0 1 0 17 0 23 1 19 9 6

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83

Heavy Vehicles, % 50 0 0 0 0 54 0 29 0 21 0 50

Mvmt Flow 13 0 0 1 0 20 0 28 1 23 11 7

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 100 90 15 90 93 29 18 0 0 29 0 0

          Stage 1 61 61 - 29 29 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 39 29 - 61 64 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.6 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.74 4.1 - - 4.31 - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.6 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.6 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 - - - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.95 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.786 2.2 - - 2.389 - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 779 804 1070 900 801 914 1612 - - 1470 - -

          Stage 1 843 848 - 993 875 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 867 875 - 955 846 - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 753 791 1070 889 788 914 1612 - - 1470 - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 753 791 - 889 788 - - - - - - -

          Stage 1 843 834 - 993 875 - - - - - - -

          Stage 2 848 875 - 940 832 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.9 9 0 4.2

HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1612 - - 753 913 1470 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.018 0.024 0.016 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 9.9 9 7.5 0 -

HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A A -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0.1 0.1 0 - -
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10/18/22, 4:10 PM Umatilla County Mail - Craig Coleman Aggregate site

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=d5e3872b51&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a%3Ar-7760415728728100378&simpl=msg-a%3Ar8486028… 1/2

Megan Davchevski <megan.davchevski@umatillacounty.gov>

Craig Coleman Aggregate site
3 messages

Megan Davchevski <megan.davchevski@umatillacounty.gov> Tue, Oct 18, 2022 at 3:11 PM
To: SILBERNAGEL Greg M * WRD <greg.m.silbernagel@oregon.gov>

Hi Greg,

Craig Coleman is requesting the approval of a mining site. This is directly west of Wade Aylett's request from earlier this
year. Map number is 4N2736, TLs 900, 1100, 1200, 1300 and 1800 (attached).

The applicant provides they have the following water right permits for gravel washing: certificate #74109 (U-649), #74185
(G-10505), #79531 (G-1671) and #79530 (G-3822).  

Please let me know if they do have water rights for gravel washing use or if you have any concerns.

Thank you!

Megan
-- 

Tel: 541-278-6246 | Fax: 541-278-5480

216 SE 4th Street | Pendleton, OR 97801

http://www.umatillacounty.gov/planning

Megan Davchevski 

Land Use Planner

Transit Coordinator 

Umatilla County Department of Land Use
Planning 

Please Be Aware - Documents such as emails, letters, maps, reports, etc. sent from or received by the Umatilla
County Department of Land Use Planning are subject to Oregon Public Records law and are NOT CONFIDENTIAL.
All such documents are available to the public upon request; costs for copies may be collected. This includes
materials that may contain sensitive data or other information, and Umatilla County will not be held liable for its
distribution.

4N2736.pdf 
103K

SILBERNAGEL Greg M * WRD <Greg.M.SILBERNAGEL@water.oregon.gov> Tue, Oct 18, 2022 at 4:05 PM
To: Megan Davchevski <megan.davchevski@umatillacounty.gov>

Hi Megan,
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10/18/22, 4:10 PM Umatilla County Mail - Craig Coleman Aggregate site

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=d5e3872b51&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a%3Ar-7760415728728100378&simpl=msg-a%3Ar8486028… 2/2

All of those certificate numbers have been cancelled for various reasons, mostly irrigation transfers it looks like. Could
you please have the applicant provide a valid source of water for the mining operation. It would need to be an industrial
use or mining specific water right. The only industrial water right I see in 4N27E Section 36  is related to Wade Aylett.

I’ll wait until I hear from you or the applicant before I dig further into this.

Greg Silbernagel - Watermaster, District 5

Oregon Water Resources Department

116 SE Dorion Ave.

Pendleton, OR  97801

(541) 969-1677

Integrity   |   Service    |   Technical Excellence    |   Teamwork    |   Forward-Looking

[Quoted text hidden]

Megan Davchevski <megan.davchevski@umatillacounty.gov> Tue, Oct 18, 2022 at 4:09 PM
To: SILBERNAGEL Greg M * WRD <Greg.M.SILBERNAGEL@water.oregon.gov>

Thank you, Greg. I will forward your request onto the applicant and share with the Planning Commission at the meeting
Thursday night.
[Quoted text hidden]
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10/18/22, 4:31 PM Umatilla County Mail - Craig Coleman Aggregate site

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=d5e3872b51&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1747070061330387199&simpl=msg-f%3A1747070061… 1/1

Megan Davchevski <megan.davchevski@umatillacounty.gov>

Craig Coleman Aggregate site
SILBERNAGEL Greg M * WRD <Greg.M.SILBERNAGEL@water.oregon.gov> Tue, Oct 18, 2022 at 4:30 PM
To: Megan Davchevski <megan.davchevski@umatillacounty.gov>

Certificate - #74109 (U-649) > Cancelled due to transfer 9275 (Irrigation) approved 11/24/2004
https://apps.wrd.state.or.us/apps/wr/wrinfo/wr_details.aspx?snp_id=126509

Certificate - #74185 (G-10505) > Cancelled due to transfer 9275 (Supplemental Irrigation) approved 11/24/2004
https://apps.wrd.state.or.us/apps/wr/wrinfo/wr_details.aspx?snp_id=126616

Certificate - #79531 (G-1671)  > Cancelled on 3/15/2006 due to erroneous certificate duplication
https://apps.wrd.state.or.us/apps/wr/wrinfo/wr_details.aspx?snp_id=133169

Certificate - #79530 (G-3822) > Cancelled due to Transfer 7496 (Supplemental irrigation) approved 2/20/1997
https://apps.wrd.state.or.us/apps/wr/wrinfo/wr_details.aspx?snp_id=133173

[Quoted text hidden]
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10/19/22, 8:11 AM Umatilla County Mail - Umatilla Co PAPA 007-22, Local File # P-135-22

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=d5e3872b51&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1747075305429505694&simpl=msg-f%3A1747075305… 1/2

Megan Davchevski <megan.davchevski@umatillacounty.gov>

Umatilla Co PAPA 007-22, Local File # P-135-22
PUNTON Amanda * DLCD <Amanda.PUNTON@dlcd.oregon.gov> Tue, Oct 18, 2022 at 5:54 PM
To: Megan Davchevski <megan.davchevski@umatillacounty.gov>
Cc: "robert.waldher@umatillacounty.gov" <robert.waldher@umatillacounty.gov>, HERT Dawn * DLCD
<Dawn.HERT@dlcd.oregon.gov>

Megan,

Thank you for providing the application submittal and staff report for the proposed Girth Dog LLC quarry. DLCD received
this information on October 17th.  Since the first evidentiary hearing is scheduled for October 20th, I am only able to offer
brief comments at this time. I can provide additional review, if needed, as the county proceeds with the public process.

Umatilla County applies Oregon Administrative Rule 660-023-0180 directly when reviewing an application to add a site to
the county’s list of significant aggregate resources and determining if land use authorization to conduct mining activity on
the site will be provided. In reviewing these materials, I found some possible inconsistencies with the application of the
rule.

Determining site significance

The significance threshold applied to the application is OAR 660-023-0180 (3)(a).

(a) A representative set of samples of aggregate material in the deposit on the site meets applicable Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT) specifications for base rock for air degradation, abrasion, and soundness,
and the estimated amount of material is more than 2,000,000 tons in the Willamette Valley, or more than 500,000
tons outside the Willamette Valley;

There does not seem to be sufficient information on the record to determine if the site meets this criterion. Test results are
from samples taken in one corner of the proposed site and there is no supporting documentation, such as a geologist’s
report to indicate why the sample is representative of the entire site.   

Potential impacts on existing and permitted uses

OAR 660-023-0180(5)(b)(A) requires the county to consider, “Conflicts due to noise, dust, or other discharges with regard
to those existing and approved uses and associated activities (e.g., houses and schools) that are sensitive to such
discharges”.

Although it is noted that two residences are located close to the northern boundary of the site, potential noise and dust
impacts to these sensitive uses are not identified in the impact analysis.

Minimization of impacts

OAR 660-023-0180(5)(e) specifies that, “Where mining is allowed, the plan and implementing ordinances shall be
amended to allow such mining. Any required measures to minimize conflicts, including special conditions and procedures
regulating mining, shall be clear and objective.”

Findings on the minimization of impacts rely on the application of best management practices, without sufficient
specification to inform clear and objective conditions of approval. A site plan showing the location of processing
equipment, internal traffic patterns, and noise abatement screening would help inform the county’s review and support
findings that minimization of impacts can be achieved.
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10/19/22, 8:11 AM Umatilla County Mail - Umatilla Co PAPA 007-22, Local File # P-135-22

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=d5e3872b51&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f%3A1747075305429505694&simpl=msg-f%3A1747075305… 2/2

Please include my comments in the record.

 

Again, thank you for keeping DLCD staff informed about this plan amendment and for your attention to the issues outlined
above.

 

Amanda

 

 

Amanda Punton

Natural Resource Specialist

Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development

800 NE Oregon Street, Suite 1145 | Portland, OR 97232

Direct: 971-718-3245 | Main: 503-373-0050

www.oregon.gov/LCD
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Coleman Aggregate Request Letter to the Planning Commission Page 1 of 3 

Carla McLane Consulting, LLC 
170 Van Buren Drive 
Umatilla, Oregon 97882 
541-314-3139
mclane@eoni.com

October 18, 2022 

Chair Danforth and Members of the Umatilla County Planning Commission 
Megan Davchevski, Land Use Planner 
Umatilla County Planning Department (VIA EMAIL) 
216 SE 4th Street 
Pendleton, Oregon 97801 

Umatilla County Planning Commission: 

This letter is in response to comments in response to the Findings and Conclusions for Comprehensive 
Plan Map Amendment #P-135-22, Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment #T-092-22, and Zoning Map 
Amendment #Z-322-22 on property currently described as Tax Lots 900, 1100, 1200, 1300, and 1800 of 
Assessor’s Map 4N 27 36. Comments have been received from both the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development and Water Resources Department that we respond to here.  

DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT: 
Comment from the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) focused on three items. 
The respective criterions are listed below in bold font with responses in regular font. 

(a) A representative set of samples of aggregate material in the deposit on the site meets Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT) specifications for base rock for air degradation, abrasion, and
sodium sulfate soundness, and the estimated amount of material is more than 2,000,000 tons in the
Willamette Valley, or 100,000 tons outside the Willamette Valley;
Response: Comment from DLCD asked for additional information in support of both the quantity and
quality of the available sand and gravel. Included with this submission are three well logs from the
subject property that identify the material retrieved consists of sand and gravels found throughout this
area of Umatilla County to a depth of between 65 and 90 feet.

Seventy five percent of the site, based on the soils map created by Umatilla County Planning staff, is 
comprised of Quincy loamy fine sand, gravelly substratum, with slopes of less than 5 percent. This soil 
type is found along the Interstate 84 corridor in the vicinity of the subject property for at least five miles 
that is home to at least six sand and gravel aggregate sites. The anticipated depth of the resource is to at 
least 50 feet, and up to 65 to 90 feet, with mining not anticipated once the water table is reached.   

Attached to the Findings and Conclusions are three laboratory reports that address the ODOT standards 
for rock related to air degradation, abrasion, and sodium sulfate soundness. Currently ODOT does not 
account for abrasion, but the standard remains in the rule and a sample was tested. Degradation is 
required to be less than 30 percent with the submitted samples testing at under 3 percent. For 
soundness testing the standard is 12 percent with the submitted samples testing at under 2 percent.  
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Coleman Aggregate Request Letter to the Planning Commission Page 2 of 3 

The applicant continues to assert that the available sand and gravel material exceeds ODOT the 
requirements for both quantity and quality. 

(A) Conflicts due to noise, dust, or other discharges with regard to those existing and approved uses
and associated activities (e. g., houses and schools) that are sensitive to such discharges;
Response: Comment from DLCD asked that the two dwellings on the northern boundary of the proposed
mining area be included in the impact analysis. The home on the property owned by Wade Aylett was
identified in a recently approved mining request to be used as a residence in support of that mining
activity with a focus on security. The other home is not connected to this or any other mining operation.

Mining will be initiated in the area currently planted in blueberries (tax lot 1800) approximately 2500 
feet, or about a half mile, from the home at the northwest corner of the subject property and 3700 feet, 
or almost threequarters of a mile, from the home on the Aylett approved mining site. Mining will initially 
be done on the southern portion of the subject property, moving to the north once that area has been 
significantly mined to conclusion. The time needed for that to occur is difficult to know for sure as it is 
based on a variety of factors. When mining does move to the north it will move incrementally through 
the large circle on the subject property taking many more years to reach the area near either home. 
Umatilla County requirements limit extraction and sediment ponds within 100-feet of a dwelling and 
requires that processing equipment shall not be operated within 500-feet of an existing dwelling. The 
applicant agrees to those limitations and anticipates conditions of approval to meet those requirements. 
The proposed haul route was also designed to limit impacts to the home at the northwest corner of the 
subject property.  

With the prescribed limits based on Umatilla County development code standards and knowing that 
processing equipment will be internal to the mined area thereby reducing noise, the applicant asserts 
that impacts can be managed related to both noise and dust. Conditions of approval for dust control and 
noise limits in compliance with state law are anticipated. 

In the next section, DLCD also mentions noise abatement screening. Other than berms noise abatement 
screening has not been requested or required for the mining operations in this area along Interstate 84. 
The applicant would anticipate a condition of approval to install a berm along the boundary of the 
mining site, particularly along the area immediately adjacent to the house in the northwest corner of the 
subject property.  

(e) Where mining is allowed, the plan and implementing ordinances shall be amended to allow such
mining. Any required measures to minimize conflicts, including special conditions and procedures
regulating mining, shall be clear and objective.
Response: This comment from DLCD furthers their concerns identified just above. Attached is a Site Map
that identifies the proposed initial mining and processing areas and the haul route that would be used.
As stated above mining will be initiated further to the south on the property within the area currently
planted to blueberries with the haul route along the dedicated and currently unimproved Center Street.
Discussion with Tom Fellows, Umatilla County Public Works Director, has confirmed that Center Street
(to be renamed Noble Road) will be developed to Umatilla County Road Standard D, which is a paved
standard designed for industrial and agricultural impacts. The applicant will improve between 2,600 and
3,900 feet of road, the final requirements yet to be determined by the Public Works Director. The
applicant anticipates a condition of approval for this road improvement.
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Coleman Aggregate Request Letter to the Planning Commission Page 3 of 3 

As raised just above DLCD comment also mentions noise abatement screening. Again the applicant 
would anticipate a condition of approval to install a berm along the boundary of the mining site, 
particularly along the area immediately adjacent to the house in the northwest corner of the subject 
property.  

OREGON WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT: 
Greg Silbernagel, Watermaster with Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD), indicates that the 
necessary water right for a mining operation would be an industrial right. He also stated that the only 
industrial right in the area belongs to Wade Aylett on property to the east. The applicant has been 
working with Bill Porfily, Water Rights Examiner, on identifying the necessary steps to obtain an 
industrial water right for the proposed mining operation. Once the land use approvals are in place the 
applicant intends to make the necessary applications to OWRD to achieve those changes in water use on 
the subject property and we anticipate a condition of approval to do so.  

Thank you for the ability to respond to the comments above. The applicant will be available at the Public 
Hearing to answer these and other questions that may arise. Your consideration and approval of this 
suite of requests is appreciated.  

Cordially, 

Carla McLane 

Carla McLane 

Enclosures: 

• Coleman Site Map

• Well Report 4N 27E 36 NW Quarter (Domestic Well)

• Well Log 4N 27E 36 NW Quarter
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Initial Mining and Processing Area

Aggregate Haul Route

ArcGIS Web Map
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ANDREW H. STAMP, P.C. 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

Kruse-Mercantile Professional Offices, Suite 16 
4248 Galewood St. 

Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

    Tele: 503.675.4318 
Admitted in Oregon.     Fax:  503.675.4319 

       andrew@stamplaw.com 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

23 November 2022 

Umatilla County Planning Commission  

c/o Robert Waldher and Megan Davchevski  

Umatilla County Dept of Land Use Planning 

216 SE 4th Street  

Pendleton, OR 97801   

Re: TEXT AMENDMENT #T-092-22. PLAN AMENDMENT #P-135-22 and ZONE 

MAP AMENDMENT #Z-322-22: GIRTH DOG LLC. APPLICANT / OWNER   

Dear Members of the Planning Commission and Staff: 

This office represents Wade Aylett and Rock It, LLC.  Please include this letter in the 

record of the above consolidated matter.   

Our clients oppose the Girth Dog LLC (hereinafter “Girth Dog”) application.  Girth Dog 

has not done the required work to earn a determination of significance from the county and has 

not earned the right to establish a new mine.  While the rest of the mining applicant world spends 

hard earned money and time on studies and analysis, Girth Dog provides almost none of the 

studies required of everyone else.  Rather, Girth Dog simply copied our clients’ application 

nearly word for word instead of doing their own.  They failed to complete even the most basic 

required analysis, such as:   

❖ Documenting where the rock samples were taken;

❖ Evaluating their own approach road where it intersects with Stafford Hansell

Road, despite admitting that they plan to use that approach road as part of the

mining operation;

❖ Evaluating a host of significant impacts from their proposed new operation

❖ Acknowledging that a Goal 5 resource exists right next door on our clients’

property;

And while Girth Dog admits that they will have a significant dust impact and promise to 

enact dust mitigation by watering, they provide zero evidence that they have adequate water 

rights to supply such promised dust control.  They also say they might use “other” dust 

mitigation, but we are not told what that might be.   
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In all, the Girth Dog application does not deserve approval and like everyone else with an 

deficient application, it should be denied.   

 

The County’s mining authorization program only works if it is fairly and evenly applied 

to everyone.  Our client diligently went through the required processes, spent significant sums on 

experts to provide the required evidence and analyses and earned your approval as a result.  The 

Planning Commission should insist that its rules be applied evenly and fairly for all operators, 

including the applicant here.  The planning commission should recommend denial the Girth Dog 

application.  The reasons are explained below.   

 

I. Executive Summary of Reasons Application Must be Denied. 

 

1. Any application that is not supported by substantial evidence cannot be approved.  

The Girth Dog application is simply not supported by substantial evidence and there 

is no purpose served in approving it. If the County were to approve the Girth Dog 

application, regardless of its flaws, LUBA will remand the decision.   

 

2. The law requires “adequate information regarding the quantity, quality, and 

location of the resource demonstrates that the site * * *. ”  The rock samples 

evaluated by Atlas here are samples from our clients’ site, not the subject property.  

That is not “adequate information” that demonstrates anything about “the site.” The 

well logs are also inadequate because there is no evidence that they are 

“representative” of the entire site.    

 

3. The Girth Dog application papers claim access will be from Center St and Stafford 

Hansell, but the TIA includes no mention or analysis of the proposal’s impacts to 

Stafford Hansell Rd at all.  

 

 
 

4. In fact, the project TIA specifically EXCLUDES any study whatsoever of the 

Stafford Hansell Intersection that the application admits the operation will use: 
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5. The TIA and application narrative mention using “Center Street” for access.  Center 

Street adjoins our clients’ property.  Center Street is a small dirt road that currently 

provides modest farm vehicle access to three properties including Girth Dog’s, the 

farmed property to the south and Rock It’s property currently devoted to farm 

operations until it is mined in the future.  Center Street is underdeveloped, but 

contrary to requirements, the application includes no plan to make any improvements 

to Center Street to support some significant part of the 170 average daily trips that 

form the operation or the roughly 32 +/- new peak hour trips from heavy haul traffic 

that would occur if the proposal were approved.  This is a problem because Girth Dog 

carries the burden to prove that under applicable transportation standards (the state 

“Transportation Planning Rule” or “TPR” and county standards contained in the TSP, 

UCCO 152.017; 152.018; 152.019; 152.648; 152.751; 152.769; among others) and 

public works standards, that Center Street as well as all affected intersections and 

interchanges will be safe and adequate over the 20-year planning horizon.  Adequate 

in this context is measured by the Interchange Access Management Plan (“IAMP”) 

and by the county’s standards to include its “B Industrial / Agricultural” standards, 

that require “Center Street” be improved to serve a new industrial use.  Yet, 

improvements to Center Street and its adequacy is not addressed at all in the 

application.   

 

6. Nothing in the application so much as explains how conflicts between heavy haul 

vehicles using Center Street and farm equipment during harvest that also use Center 
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Street, will be managed.   

 

7. The application relies upon “vacating” existing Center Street.  However, as noted 

above, Center Street is currently used by farming operations on property to the 

southeast of Dog’s property. The road cannot be vacated over the objections of 

adjacent property owners.  Moreover, the Girth Dog application includes nothing to 

suggest that it is feasible to vacate Center Street when it currently provides farm 

access to other parcels.   

 

8. The application contains no DOGAMI operations plan and in fact no operations plan 

at all to enable anyone to evaluate what sort of mining operations are to be approved.  

Mining operations include many different types of elements and each have their own 

impacts that must be evaluated – will there be concrete processing? Asphalt 

processing?  Batching?  Rock crushing?  The application does not say, although it 

copies from our clients’ application to say an air quality discharge permit will be 

obtained but does not disclose the operation that would necessitate such a DEQ 

permit.  While the application claims that there will be no blasting, that too appears to 

be a statement simply lifted from the Rock It application.  In the absence of any 

operations plan, it is impossible to evaluate the proposed mining operation’s 

compliance with relevant standards, because we do not even know what it will be.  

This serious problem permeates the entirety of Girth Dog’s impact analysis because 

impacts cannot be evaluated without an operations plan that discloses the mining 

operations that are contemplated.  So at the outset, there really is no impacts analysis 

for the site because we are not told what the mining operation will consist of.   

 

9. The applicant does not provide any information to show that the irrigation water 

rights it possesses can be transferred for industrial use.   

 

10. The law requires analyses of impacts in an “impact area” that is at least 1,500 feet 

from the proposed new mine.  Because the applicant merely copied our clients’ 

application, the Girth Dog application fails to analyze impacts within 1,500 feet of 

this applicant’s property.  Among impacts the applicant ignores: 

 

a. Impacts of the proposed new operation to water wells on the Rock It property.   

 

b. Impacts of the proposed new operation on the dwelling located on the Rock It 

II site. The Girth Dog application apparently presumes since the dwelling is 

on the Rock It site, that impacts from the new mining proposal can be 

essentially ignored.  This is wrong.  The Rock It application and decision 

make clear that when the Rock It operation “moves to that area” that the 

dwelling will be removed.  But until then, someone lives there, and the 

proposal must identify and acknowledge its impacts to that dwelling and come 

up with a plan to mitigate those impacts. 

 

c. Impacts from development of Center Street to serve the heavy haul traffic.  

We know that both the TPR and county code require that Girth Dog improve 

Center Street to certain standards to convert it to a haul road accommodating 
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some 32+/- peak hour heavy haul trips.  Yet, the application contains nothing 

to suggest that the applicant will provide any mitigation of storm water that 

will inevitably run off that road onto our clients’ property, when Girth Dog 

improves that road.   

 

d. Dust Impacts.  While Girth Dog relies upon “dust control” to mitigate the 

admitted impact of significant dust, the applicant provides no evidence at all 

that it has sufficient water rights to allow it to provide any dust control, let 

along dust control for the mining operation and for a new haul road.  

 

II. Legal Framework.  

 

A. Generally. 

 

The Goal 5 administrative rule (Oregon Administrative Rule (“OAR”) Chapter 660, 

Division 23) establishes the criteria for the county to determine if the site is a significant 

aggregate resource, whether all identified conflicts are minimized, whether mining should be 

allowed at the site, and whether future conflicting uses should be allowed, limited, or prohibited. 

This is because the county has not yet adopted its own Goal 5 program for mining, so the state 

rules apply directly.  OAR 660-023-0180(9); Morse Bros, Inc. v. Columbia County, 37 Or LUBA 

85 (1999), aff’d 165 Or App 512 (2000); Eugene Sand & Gravel, Inc. v. Lane County, 44 Or 

LUBA 50, 96 (2003), aff’d, 189 Or App 21 (2003). 

 

OAR 660-023-0030 to 660-023-0050 requires a multiple-step planning process requiring 

the applicant to prove up and several standards and for the County to decide whether the 

applicant has proven: 

 

❖ That the aggregate at the site meets required standards of quantity and quality, 

❖ what the operations will be composed of, 

❖ what the existing and potential conflicting uses are in an area that is at least 

1,500 feet from the mining operation; 

❖ what the adverse impacts of those mining operations will be on those 

conflicting uses and whether those adverse impacts are significant, 

❖ that mitigation of the identified operations is feasible and that the proposed 

mitigation will reduce the adverse impacts to a level where they are no longer 

significant. 

If the applicant meets these burdens, then the county decides whether it will allow the 

disclosed mining operation at the site, if so then under what conditions and whether the county 

will limit, allow, or prohibit future conflicting uses. 

 

///   ///   /// 
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B. The Applicant Failed to Carry its Burden to Provide the Required 

“Adequate Information Regarding the Quantity, Quality, and Location of 

the Resource” as Required by OAR 660-023-0180(3). 

A proposed aggregate resource site is significant if it meets criteria in OAR 660-023-

0180(3).1  Delta Property Company v. Lane County, 58 Or LUBA 409 (2009).  To be consistent 

with OAR 660-023-0180(3), the application must include substantial evidence and analysis 

demonstrating that the location, quality,2 and quantity of aggregate at the site is sufficient to 

meet the standards in OAR 660-023-0180(3).  

 

To identify the “quantity” of material at the site, the property owner must collect samples 

at test holes spanning a representative number of locations on the site to verify the depth of the 

overburden, the type of aggregate found, and the depth of the aggregate resource.3  OAR 660-

023-0180(3)(a) requires that an aggregate resource site in Eastern Oregon demonstrate that there 

is more than 500,000 tons of aggregate to be mined in order to qualify as “significant.”  To 

estimate the quantity of aggregate at the site, the top and bottom elevations of the aggregate 

deposit need to be identified based on the borings.  The top elevations of the aggregate deposit, 

(that is, the top of the aggregate resource located below the residual soil/weathered material 

 
1OAR 660-023-0180(3) provides:  

 

“An aggregate resource site shall be considered significant if adequate information regarding the quantity, quality, 
and location of the resource demonstrates that the site meets any one of the criteria in subsections (a) through (c) of 
this section, except as provided in subsection (d) of this section:  
 

“(a) A representative set of samples of aggregate material in the deposit on the site meets Oregon Department 
of Transportation (ODOT) specifications for base rock for air degradation, abrasion, and sodium sulfate 
soundness, and the estimated amount of material is more than 2,000,000 tons in the Willamette Valley, or 
500,000 tons outside the Willamette Valley;  
  

“(b) The material meets local government standards establishing a lower threshold for significance than 
subsection (a) of this section; or  
 

“(c) The aggregate site is on an inventory of significant aggregate sites in an acknowledged plan on 
September 1, 1996. 
 

2 OAR 660-023-0180(3)(a) requires the aggregate resource meet quality standards for base aggregate. Base 

aggregate is tested in the laboratory for its ability to withstand abrasion and degradation. Aggregate samples that 

meet specified durability criteria are accepted by the Oregon Department of Transportation (“ODOT”) for use as 

base aggregate.  

 
The state’s Goal 5 rule requires three tests that must be conducted on each sample from the site.  The air degradation 

test measures the quantity and quality of the material produced by attrition (e.g., repeated traffic loading and 

unloading).  The abrasion test indicates how durable the aggregate is, which is to say that it tests how well the 

aggregate will withstand grinding actions (e.g., generated from heavy traffic).  The sodium sulfate soundness test 

measures the quantity of material produced by repeated immersion in a corrosive solution of sodium sulfate.  

 
3 See Handbook for Applying Goal 5 to Aggregate Resources, Oregon Concrete and Aggregate Producers Ass’n. 
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known as “overburden,” must be identified.  The bottom elevations of the aggregate deposit also 

need to be identified, using the borings.  Resource volume is defined as the entire amount of sand 

and gravel within the extraction area while the reserve volume is the available minable volume 

that avoids setbacks, slope angles, and a mining floor depth.  

 

Before a site can qualify as being “significant,” there must be “adequate information 

regarding quantity, quality, and location of the resource,” and that information must be supported 

by substantial evidence in the record. See McCoy v. Linn County, 16 Or LUBA 295 (1987).   

 

Here, Girth Dog asserts that the site contains 13 million cubic yards of sand and gravel 

material.  App. p. 2.  However, there is no evidence in the record to support the 13,000,000 cubic 

yard estimate for the site.  See Eckis v. Linn County, 19 Or LUBA 15 (1990) (a summary of the 

test results provided by the applicant’s attorney is insufficient).  The applicant must provide the 

test results taken from aggregate extracted from the site from a series of test bores to substantiate 

this remarkable claim.     

 

It is well-understood that an applicant does not carry its burden of proof by merely 

assuming that sand and gravel on one property is the same as on another or that sand and gravel 

is evenly distributed throughout an entire site.  It may well be that aggregate is concentrated on a 

portion of a site and not distributed elsewhere.  See Letter dated October 17, 2022 from 

Geologist Lynn D. Green, PhD., R.G. Exhibit 1 (“Without performing site-specific investigation 

into the nature and extent of these deposits on the subject site, there is no way to confirm that the 

quality and extent of those materials meet the definition of significant, as defined by OAR 660-

023-0180.”). 

 

This is important because only that portion of a proposed mining site that qualifies as 

“significant,” under OAR 660-023-0180(3)(a) can lawfully be included on the county’s 

comprehensive plan inventory of significant aggregate resource sites under Statewide Planning 

Goal 5.  Save TV Butte v. Lane County, 77 Or LUBA 22 (2018).  Girth Dog has failed to carry 

their burden of proof.  Girth Dog provides no evidence that the sand and gravel layer is uniform 

and has not documented the amount of overburden on the subject property or the depth of the 

sand and gravel resource.   

 

Worse still, the applicant has not demonstrated that the rock samples tested by Atlas were 

taken from the subject 225-acre site.  Our clients have reason to believe that the rock submitted 

to Atlas originated on the property to the east, which is owned by Rock It, LLC; and not from the 

subject site.   

 

The Goal 5 administrative rule requires a “representative set of samples of aggregate 

material in the deposit on the site.”  OAR 660-023-0180(3)(a).  A representative sample for 

quality is a sample that reflects the on-site variation in material characteristics present in the rock 

deposit, something a registered geologist figures out.  On a site of this size, it is reasonable to 

assume that there will be considerable variation in the size and quality of the material within the 

site.     

 

But here, Girth Dog did not hire a geologist, as is the standard practice in these types of 

cases.  Girth Dog did not collect representative samples from the site. Girth Dog initially 
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provided just one “test sample” (which our clients believe came from their property and not the 

“site”), which is inadequate.  Even if that one sample came from some random place on the 

subject site, there can be no dispute that one test sample is woefully inadequate to establish any 

particular expected quality or quality of material on the subject 225-acre site.  

 

Before the hearing, the applicant offered three well logs to help demonstrate the depth to 

gravel.  However, the well logs are inadequate because they do not give a precise location of the 

wells.     

 

In Sanders v. Yamhill County, 34 Or LUBA 69 (1998), LUBA emphasized that any test 

holes must be “representative” of the entire site, and LUBA decided that the test holes drilled in 

the northern portion of an 80-acre site were simply not representative of the aggregate located in 

the southern portion.  There can be no reasonable dispute but that a site of this size requires 

multiple test pits providing substantial evidence of the extent of the resource on the subject 

property. Compare Westside Rock v. Clackamas County, 56 Or LUBA 601 (2008) (two on-site 

borings were not sufficient to establish that a 117-acre mining site qualifies as a significant 

aggregate resource site).  

 

The applicant fails to prove either the quality or quantity of aggregate at the site.  That 

means Girth Dog failed to carry their burden and that the Girth Dog application must be denied.    

 

C. Where, as Here, Girth Dog fails to carry its burden, the County Can and 

Should Deny the Application and Need Not Complete the other Goal 5 Steps. 

 

In this case, the Planning Commission should recommend denial of the application due to 

the lack of substantial evidence in the record.  The Girth Dog proposal fails to carry its burden 

regarding the location, quality and quality of the material at the site.   

 

Note that in cases where is insufficient information on the location, quality and quantity of 

a Goal 5 resource to determine that it is “significant,” then the County need not “proceed through 

the remainder of the Goal 5 process.”  As a precaution, however, we also wish to point out other 

deficiencies in the application as it now stands, were the County to move on to the rest of the 

Goal 5 analysis.   

 

D. Precautionary Objections. 

 

1. The Impact Area Analysis is Inadequate. 

 

OAR 660-023-0180(5)(a) requires the local government to identify conflicts with existing 

and approved uses located within a determined “impact area” that is 1,500 feet from the 

boundaries of the mining area, unless factual information indicates “significant potential 

conflicts” beyond 1,500 feet.  This means that the applicant must tell the county what the 

operation will consist of because only if the County knows what the elements of the operation 

are, can the decision-makers evaluate its impacts.  However, Girth Dog application fails to 

disclose what the operation will be, making it impossible to evaluate impacts.  For example, will 

there be concrete processing and batching?  Aggregate batching?  Rock crushing?  If so, where 

on the site will those activities occur?  Will the location of any rock crushing change over time as 
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the site is worked?  This is all important information to know for the County to have any hope of 

evaluating impacts.  In this case, the application reveals none of the critical details of the 

operation.  This, in itself, is a fatal problem.   

 

2. The Applicant Fails to Consider the Proposed Haul Road as Part of the Impact 

Area.   

 

Girth Dog proposes a new haul road from the mining site to the intersection of Colonel 

Jordan Road and Noble Road.  This new haul road will directly abut agricultural pivots and crops 

that are located north and south of the road.  It will also abut the “Rock It 2” mining site. The 

proposal will therefore subject agricultural workers and mining employees with dust causing 

OSHA problems.  

 

 The application fails to provide any analysis whatsoever of the significant adverse 

impacts from the new haul road.  Girth Dog fails to analyze traffic conflicts with agricultural 

vehicles on Center Street which is now very narrow.  Girth Dog fails to provide any evidence 

that it is feasible to mitigate dust from the heavy equipment from the proposed operation that 

would use the haul road.  There is no evidence that the applicant has sufficient water rights to 

water the haul road and still provide dust control to the rest of its 225 acres.  Nor it there 

evidence that there is sufficient water to keep the operation from being a significant health 

problem to adjoining agricultural crops, or a safety issue for agricultural employees and mining 

employees working on abutting and nearby properties. 

 

3. The Applicant’s Conflict Analysis Does Not Adequately Address Impacts on 

Neighboring Residences.  Noise and Dust Impacts Have Not Been Properly 

Addressed.   

 

 Here again, we do not know what exactly the proposed operation will be, so it is 

impossible for Girth Dog to carry its burden to evaluate impacts from what is essentially an 

undisclosed proposal.  We do have a hint about the proposal’s hours of operation - the TIA 

assumes that Girth Dog’s workers’ operational hours will be between 4:00 am and 5:00 pm. That 

means that with respect to noise, that Girth Dog must demonstrate that its operations will meet 

DEQ’s sleep hours noise regulations at noise sensitive receptors.  The applicant needs to hire a  

sound engineer to provide substantial evidence on this issue.  

 

Girth Dog acknowledges that there are two residences within the impact area.  

Nonetheless, Girth Dog fails to provide any information about the equipment to be used, where it 

will be used in relation to the location of noise sensitive receptors, how noisy the equipment will 

be, how much the noise is likely to carry at the noise sensitive receptors, the hours of operation 

of noise producing equipment, or really anything very useful.  The only thing they state is that 

they will honor a 500 ft buffer for “processing equipment.”  That is insufficient to demonstrate 

that DEQ noise standards can be met.    

 

In addition, to the haul road, topsoil/overburden removal, stockpiling and aggregate 

extraction and reclamation activities proposed at the site are sources of fugitive dust.  Typically, 

the need for dust suppression arises when the upper levels of topsoil/overburden are disturbed 

during the summer dry conditions.  The Applicant states that it will use “best management 
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practices” and “voluntary measures” to control dust, but that is a meaningless representation 

without an explanation of (1) exactly what that entails, and (2) that it is feasible to provide those 

measures.  And as noted, Girth Dog fails to establish it has any feasible way to provide dust 

suppression using water because it has provided no evidence of any sufficient water right or 

rights to do that.   

 

Further, the prevailing winds arise out of the Southwest and flow to the Northeast. This 

makes the home located on our client’s property particularly vulnerable from dust created on the 

subject property.     

 

OAR 340-225-0040 and OAR 340- 225-0050 establish modeling requirements to 

determine whether a proposed mining operation will comply with ambient air quality and new 

source air particulate standards.  The applicant and local government must either perform the 

required modeling or demonstrate that the modeling is unnecessary to demonstrate that the 

proposed mining will comply with the air particulate standards. Save TV Butte v. Lane County, 

77 Or LUBA 22 (2018).  The applicant here fails to complete these requirements.   

 

4. The Application Incorrectly States That There Are No Other Goal 5 Resource 

Sites in the Impact Area.    

 

Under OAR 660-023-0180(5)(b), the county must determine existing or approved land 

uses that may be adversely affected by mining at an inventoried significant aggregate resource 

site, including conflicts with Statewide Planning Goal 5 resource sites that are shown on an 

acknowledged inventory of significant resource sites for which the requirements of Statewide 

Planning Goal 5 have been completed. Save TV Butte v. Lane County, 77 Or LUBA 22 (2018).  

 

In this case, the application incorrectly states that “there are no known Goal 5 resource 

sites within the impact area for the aggregate site.” App. p. 5.  To the contrary, our clients’ 

significant aggregate site is located directly east of the subject property, at T4N, R27E, Sec. 36, 

TL 400, 500, 600, 700, 800, 1400 and 1500. The applicant fails to address the issue of conflicts 

with this site, which arise primarily due to the impacts from the haul road Girth Dog proposes to 

develop.   

 

5. The Traffic Study is Inadequate Because it Fails to Evaluate Stafford -Hansell 

Road. 

 

The TIA for the proposal omits the driveway/Stafford Hansell intersection from the 

analysis area.  Yet, the application and narrative say that the proposal will use Stafford-Hansell 

and there is no plan at all to close Girth Dog’s Stafford Hansell access.  Thus, the application 

assumes that its driveway at Stafford Hansell will be used, and that Center Street is an additional 

access.  Yet there is zero analysis of the adequacy of that intersection, whether it can or does 

meet required IAMP standards.  In fact, it cannot meet those standards and so the project does 

not comply with the Goal 12, TPR or Goal 5 and must be denied. 
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6. The Conversion of the Existing Driveway into an Access for the Proposal 

Violates the IAMP Spacing Standards. 

 

The proposal is a new industrial (mining) use and as a new mining use, can only be 

approved if its access meets the IAMP spacing and other standards.4  The Stafford Hansell 

driveway for the proposal does not meet those standards and so cannot be used by the proposal.   

 

7. The Traffic Study Does Not Take Into Account Traffic Generated by the 

Neighboring Significant Goal 5 Aggregate Site.   

 

The traffic study submitted by Kittelson & Associates says it is designed to show 

compliance with the TPR.  That is a good start because the TPR does apply.  But Goal 5 also 

obviously applies, and it demands a different analysis.  Among other things, Goal 5 is focused on 

resolving potential conflicts with conflicting5 uses.  In this case, the neighboring aggregate 

operation to the east is a conflicting use.  The Kittelson study does not discuss the effect of the 

traffic generated by this operation, or if and how these two uses can co-exist without conflict.   

        

As a related issue, Goal 12 requires local governments to “provide and encourage a safe, 

convenient, and economic transportation system.”  In the quasi-judicial context, Goal 12 requires 

a local government, when approving a comprehensive plan amendment,6 to either demonstrate 

that “transportation systems”7 affected by the amendment will be “safe and adequate,” or by 

demonstrating that the proposed change will not result in greater or different transportation 

demands than those allowed by the existing acknowledged designations.8  This analysis has not 

been completed. 

 
4 The Rock It site was an existing mine and so was not required to meet those standards.   

 
5 OAR 660-023-0010(1) defines “conflicting use” in this context as follow:  

 

(1) “Conflicting use” is a land use, or other activity reasonably and customarily 
subject to land use regulations, that could adversely affect a significant Goal 5 
resource (except as provided in OAR 660-023-0180(1)(b)). Local governments are 
not required to regard agricultural practices as conflicting uses. 

 
6 Notably, Goal 12 applies directly to comprehensive plan amendments. Mulford v. Town of Lakeview, 36 Or LUBA 

715 (1999).  The fact that the local government has adopted comprehensive plan policies and development approval 

criteria that are intended to implement Goal 12 and that will be applied to subsequent development proposals does 

not obviate the need to show goal compliance at the time the plan amendment is finalized. Bicycle Transportation 

Alliance v. Washington County, 127 Or App 312, 873 P2d 452, on reconsideration, 129 Or App 98 (1994).   

 
7 The term “transportation systems” is defined in Goal 12 as “one or more transportation facilities that are planned, 

developed, operated and maintained in a coordinated manner to supply continuity of movement between modes, and 

within and between geographic and jurisdictional areas.”   

 
8 Mulford v. Town of Lakeview, 36 Or LUBA 715 (1999) (decision which rezones land to allow an industrial use 

generating 120 truck trips per day through local streets and a state highway must demonstrate compliance with Goal 

12); Gaske v. Lane Co., 3 Or LUBA 147 (1981); Conarow v. Coos Co., 2 Or LUBA 190 (1981);  ODOT v. 

Clackamas County, 27 Or LUBA 141 (1994); Salem Golf Club v. City of Salem, 28 Or LUBA 561 (1995); ODOT v. 

Clackamas Co., 23 Or LUBA 370, 376-77 (1992); Marcott Holdings, Inc. v. City of Tigard, 30 Or LUBA 101, 108-

9 (1995);   Hubenthal v. City of Woodburn, 39 Or LUBA 20 (2000).  See also generally Metro Service Dist. v. Board 

of County Commr’s, 1 Or LUBA 282, 292 (1980); Lee v. City of Portland, 2 Or LUBA 31 (1981). 
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8. The Application Does Not Adequately Consider Conflicts With Agricultural 

Practices.  

 

In this review of the application, the County must consider whether future operations at 

the subject site will generate any conflicts or impacts with agricultural practices. The County is 

required to follow ORS 215.296 when conducting their analysis rather than the requirements of 

the Goal 5 rule. ORS 215.296(1) requires that a use will not:  

 

(a) “Force a significant change in accepted farm or forest practices 
on surrounding lands devoted to farm or forest use.” 
(b) “Significantly increase the cost of accepted farm or forest 
practices on surrounding lands devoted to farm or forest use.” 

 

The application fails to provide the required analysis and evidentiary support to demonstrate 

compliance with the above criteria as to accepted farm practices within the immediate area.   

Again, the haul road in particular is problematic for Rock It’s agricultural operations (until the 

land is converted to mining, which is not expected to occur in the vicinity of the proposed haul 

road for many decades) and the agricultural operation to the southeast.   

 

To comply with ORS 215.296(1), the applicant carries the burden to identify the farm 

uses occurring on land surrounding the subject parcel.  Sanders v. Yamhill County, 34 Or LUBA 

69 (1998).  Second, the applicant must examine the practices necessary to continue those uses. 

Id.  The Applicant needs to identify and discuss each farm use by describing the operations on 

each of the surrounding properties devoted to farm or forest use.  Currie v. Douglas County, 79 

Or LUBA 585 (2019).   

 

In this case, the application fails to make any serious effort to comply with these 

standards.  Therefore, the conclusion that there will be no conflicts with surrounding farm uses 

under Goal 5 is baseless and unsupported by substantial evidence.  

 

9. The Application Wrongly Assumes that It Can Use Its Agricultural Water Right 

for Industrial Purposes.   

 

At the hearing, the Watermaster testified that the applicant cannot use its irrigation water 

rights for industrial purposes. The Water Resources Dept. website summarizes Oregon law on 

this topic:  

  
The use of water under a water right is restricted to the terms and 
conditions described in the water right certificate: place of use, point 
of diversion, and type of use. For example, if a water right holder 
establishes the right to irrigate a particular 20-acre tract of land, the 
water cannot be diverted from a different point or source, nor can it 
be used to irrigate other land. It cannot be used for any other purpose 
than the type of use indicated in the water right. 
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The water right holder must file a transfer application with the 
Department to change a point of diversion, point of appropriation, 
type of use, place of use, or any combination of these. 

Although this could be made a condition of approval, a feasibility finding would be required, and 

there is no evidence in the record demonstrating that it would be feasible to convert the water 

right.   

10. Because There Are Conflicts Which Cannot Be Minimized, The County Must

Conduct an ESEE Analysis.

As explained above, the application fails to disclose the nature of the mining operation 

and that makes it impossible to identify conflicts, determine whether they present significant 

adverse impacts and if so to establish any effective mitigation for any such impacts.  There are, 

however, significant adverse impacts that we do know about.  One is the dust from 170 large 

haul trucks daily using the haul road for which we know that there can be no effective mitigation 

since there is no source of water to provide dust control.  The other is storm water from the new 

haul road is uncontrolled (there is no plan in the application for storm water control).  That 

means that there are known unmitigated and significant adverse impact from storm water and 

related erosion running off from the haul road onto adjoining properties agricultural operations.  

Because there are unresolved conflicts, the application could only be approved if the applicant 

otherwise met the required location, quality, and quantity requirements, if the county were to 

undertake an effective and proper Goal 5 “ESEE” analysis.  The Girth Dog applicant provides an 

inadequate ESEE analysis, and this is another reason that it must be denied.   

III. Conclusion.

The application is woefully inadequate to meet the burden of proof required in this cases.  

The application must be denied for all of the reasons set forth above.  We believe this is the most 

fair result, since there are other lands in the immediate vicinity that are already on the list of 

significant aggregate resources.  These existing sites should be mined before new sites are added. 

Sincerely, 

ANDREW H. STAMP, P.C.

Andrew H. Stamp 

Andrew H. Stamp 

AHS/rs 

cc: Client 

Amanda Punton, DLCD Punton@dlcd.oregon.gov 

Attachments: 

Exhibit 1:  Letter dated October 17, 2022 from Geologist Lynn D. Green, PhD., R.G. 
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Coleman Aggregate Application Response to Mr. Stamp’s CommentsPage 1 of 2

Carla McLane Consulting, LLC
170 Van Buren Drive
Umatilla, Oregon 97882
541-314-3139
mclane@eoni.com

November 30, 2022

Chair Danforth and Members of the Umatilla County Planning Commission
Robert Waldher 
Umatilla County Planning Department (VIA EMAIL)
216 SE 4th Street
Pendleton, Oregon 97801

Chair Danforth and Umatilla County Planning Commission members:

Please accept this as the response to testimony provided by Andrew Stamp, legal counsel to the Aylett 
family, at the October 20, 2022, Umatilla County Planning Commission public hearing regarding the 
application for Goal 5 protections and approval of mining as represented by local file numbers 
Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment #P-135-22, Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment #T-092-22, 
and Zoning Map Amendment #Z-322-22 on property owned by Craig Coleman, or Girth Dog, LLC, and 
currently defined as Tax Lots 900, 1100, 1200, 1300, and 1800 of Assessor’s Map 4N 27 36.

Addressed in this letter will be the 1,000-acre site to the west, Goal 5 impacts, claim of insufficient 
application and review of ORS 215.296, sample and well log locations, haul route, water rights, traffic 
impact study, and the impacts analysis. Before those items are addressed the first component of this 
submittal is a letter from Sarah Stauffer Curtiss, attorney representing the applicant, that addresses two 
of Mr. Stamps overarching arguments: 1) there is not a commercial “need” for the sand and gravel and 
2) the application was done “on the cheap” and does not provide sufficient evidence to support a
finding of compliance with the applicable land use standards. The balance of the items are addressed in
the following pages and with the attachments listed at the end of this response letter.

1,000-acre site to the west should be used first: Mr. Stamp argues that the Planning Commission must 
deny this request because approximately 1,000-acres of aggregate resource to the west have been 
granted Goal 5 protections. He does not, however, provide the applicable criteria or standards where 
that is required. When that resource was deemed significant mining was denied because the owner of 
the land did not want to engage in mining. Nothing has changed related to those lands.

It is important to note that there is not a standard in either the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan or 
Development Code that limits the number of acres that can be identified as significant or be approved 
for mining. There is not a requirement or standard that limits the approval of significant aggregate sites 
based on market forces or perceived need for the resource. 

The applicant would ask the Planning Commission to find that the inventory of other significant sites to 
not be applicable to this request. 
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Goal 5 Impacts:  The applicant did amend its original application to Umatilla County to address the 
change in status of the Aylett property from a small significant site without Goal 5 protections to a large 
significant site with Goal 5 protections. That was done prior to the staff report being completed for the 
October 20, 2022, Planning Commission public hearing. It should be noted that the property to the west 
that was deemed significant in approximately 1998 was NOT listed in the Umatilla County 
Comprehensive Plan as a significant site and the application did not address those lands as mining was 
not approved as part of the review and decision process in the 1990s. It is our understanding that 
Planning staff are working to add the acreage to the west to the list found in the Comprehensive Plan. 

If a review of the acreage to the west were to be incorporated into the application at this point it would 
not change the request or the analysis. The site, while deemed significant under Goal 5, denies mining 
based on the approval accomplished by the Board of Commissioners the 1990s and the current owner is 
still opposed to mining on those properties. No changes have been made since the approval in the 1990s 
and there are no standards that that would limit or restrict this request from moving forward. 

The applicant would ask the Planning Commission to find that the decision on property to the west of the 
subject property is not applicable to this action and that there are no standards that would limit listing 
the subject property based on market considerations.

Insufficient Application and review of ORS 215.296: Mr. Stamp argues that the submitted application is 
insufficient and does not address Oregon Revised Statute 215.296. In response we are submitting the 
application for approval of the Rock It #2 aggregate site expansion, which amended a previous approval 
for a Conditional Use Permit as well as approval of the site as a small significant site on farmland, listing 
the site as a large significant site and approving mining. To provide some additional insight into other 
recent approvals, the table below compares five recent applications, including the Coleman application, 
reviewing various application components. 

Applicant Application Components

Narrative ORS 215.296

OAR 660-023-
0180(5)(c)

Quality 
Data

Quantity 
Data

Data 
Location 
Mapped

Location 
Maps

Traffic 
Study

Aylett Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Coleman Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Hatley Yes Yes Yes Yes; not 
attached 
to SR

No Yes No

ODOT 
Butter 
Creek

Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No

ODOT 
Vinson 
Canyon

Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No
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The above table indicates that every application addressed Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-023-
0180(5)(c) which refers to the standard found at ORS 215.296 with a focus on Goal 5 aggregate sites. 
The applications also addressed both quantitative and qualitative requirements found in the applicable 
OARs and in the case of the Aylett and Coleman applications the locations where those sources were 
obtained have been submitted in the form of a map. For the Coleman application a traffic study was also 
accomplished at the request of the Umatilla County Planning Department staff. No other application 
was requested to complete a Traffic Impact Study.

While the Planning Commission has not been provided with the applications for each of these 
applications the same consultant prepared four out of five. The fifth application was prepared by a 
different consultant who used the same application framework. This application framework included the 
ESEE analysis in a table form, which can be seen as part of the resulting staff report.

The table below shows a comparison of those same five requests resulting staff report and generally 
outlines the standard Conditions of Approval that were applied. The rigor applied to the Coleman 
application is consistent with the other four applications, including the application submitted by Mr. 
Aylett. 

Applicant Approval Conditions or Requirements

DOGAM
I

DEQ Zoning 
Permit

Cultural Artifacts Conflicting 
Use 
Remonstranc
e

County Road 
Permit or 
Improvements

Other

Aylett Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Access Permit 
from UCPW

Coleman Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Approach 
Permit from 
UCPW

Hatley Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes None

ODOT 
Butter 
Creek

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Access Permit 
from UCPW

ODOT 
Vinson 
Canyon

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes None Notice of 
Blasting to 
Adjoining 
Landowners

The applicant would ask the Planning Commission to find that the analysis at OAR 660-023-0180(5)(c) is 
sufficient for the Coleman application, includes analysis of the provisions otherwise found at ORS 
215.296 as modified for aggregate applications, and that it is comparable to other applications reviewed 
by the Planning Commission with the previous applications approved by the Board of Commissioners. The 
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applicant would also ask the Planning Commission to find that the Conditions of Approval applied to the 
Coleman request are consistent with other approvals in the past two years.

Sample and Well Log Locations: The application materials did not include a map identifying the location 
of the rock sample.  Since the Planning Commission public hearing six additional rock samples have been 
submitted for testing with the sample locations shown on the included map completed by IRZ 
Engineering & Consulting. For clarity two well logs are being resubmitted to tie that data more clearly to 
the IRZ map: well log 1584, indicating gravel to at least 62 feet, is located adjacent to Test Pit TP-5 and 
well log 1806, indicating gravel to at least 65 feet, is located adjacent to Test Pit TP-4. 

The IRZ map, within the legend, calculates the amount of available sand and gravel resource based on 
limited depths and acreage based on what can be proven outside of what is otherwise known, meaning 
that the 1.23 million tons is a limited representation of the anticipated nearly 13 million tons on the 
subject property. 

Samples were taken on October 31, 2022, from the six locations shown on the IRZ map and submitted to 
Atlas to provide additional evidence that available sand and gravel can and do meet the necessary ODOT 
specifications outlined in OAR 660-023-0180(3). The resulting reports for abrasion, soundness, and 
degradation continue to reflect that both ODOT and AASHTO requirements can and are met. As an 
example, for Soundness the weight loss of the rock cannot exceed 12 percent; the test results indicate 
that the loss is 2.1 percent, significantly exceeding the standard. 

To further support both the quantitative and qualitative review of the subject property a soils map is 
included of the vicinity of the subject property pulling in the various gravel pits along Interstate 84 (I84) 
near the Westland Road Interchange. There are no fewer than six sites in this area on both sides of I84 
owned and operated by multiple operators. The two oldest sites that were active when the United 
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) generated the 
soil surveys in the area classified those sites with a map unit symbol of 70 acknowledging their use as 
gravel pits. But the soils that surround those sites and are predominantly found where other aggregate 
sites are located tend to be predominantly 76B Quincy loamy fine sand with a gravelly substratum, 75B 
Quincy loamy fine sand, or 14B or 8B Burbank loamy fine sand. These sands and gravels were laid down 
as part of the effects of the Missoula flooding some 10,000 years ago and are mined throughout the 
Umatilla and Morrow County region. 

The applicant would ask that the Planning Commission find that the sand and gravel found on the 
subject property is significant for both quantity and quality, meeting the requirements in Oregon 
Administrative Rule Chapter 660 Division 23 Section 0180; that the Planning Commission deem the 
subject property to be available for protection under the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan and be 
listed under finding and policy 41 as a significant site; and that mining be allowed with the Conditions of 
Approval as outlined in the original staff report. 

Haul Route: In the application narrative both Stafford Hansell and Colonel Jordan Roads are discussed, 
Stafford Hansell Road related to farm use and Colonel Jordan Road for the proposed mining activity. To 
provide clarity farming use will continue on portions of the subject property and will use Stafford Hansell 
Road both to the east connecting with Colonel Jordan Road and to the west moving through adjacent 
lands owned by Mr. Coleman along established farm roads. As no change in use is proposed for the 
farming operations no change in use to the local road network can be required.
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The proposed mining operation will use Center Street (to be renamed Noble Road), connecting to 
Colonel Jordan Road. Center Street is an unimproved 60-foot right-of-way dedicated on the 1910 
Meadow Valley Addition plat. Once improved for use as a haul route for the mining operation it will 
intersect with Colonel Jordan Road creating a full intersection with the already developed portion of 
Noble Road, a gravel county road. That intersection is just over 2,200 feet from the Westland 
Interchange, exceeding the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) access management 
separation of 1,320 feet. Development of Center Street/Noble Road is proposed at the “D” 
Industrial/Agricultural gravel standard with the 100 feet closest to Colonel Jordan Road paved to 
prevent gravel spread onto Colonel Jordan Road meeting a request of Tom Fellows, Umatilla County 
Public Works Director.

There was comment that work has already started on construction of this haul route. That is not the 
case as the applicant is seeking this approval before investing in development of the aggregate site. 
However, as a public right-of-way Center Street could be improved for use at any time if done in 
cooperation with the Umatilla County Road Department.

The applicant would ask that the Planning Commission find that the continued use of Stafford Hansell 
Road for farm use is allowed. The applicant would also ask that the Planning Commission find that the 
approved haul route for the proposed mining operation would be Center Street, to be renamed Noble 
Road, intersecting with Colonel Jordan Road at over 2,200 feet from the Westland Interchange, 
exceeding the ODOT access management separation of 1,320 feet. The applicant would ask that the 
Planning Commission find that the development standard for the improvement of Center Street, to be 
renamed Noble Road, would be the “D” Industrial/Agricultural gravel standard with the 100 feet closest 
to Colonel Jordan Road be paved to prevent gravel spread onto Colonel Jordan Road.

Water Rights: According to the retained water rights examiner, Bill Porfily, the process to transfer water 
rights or to accomplish a change in use should not start until the current land use action is completed. 
Once the land use review process is reviewed and complete, and as part of the permit process with the 
Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI), the applicant will begin work with the 
Oregon Water Resources Department to accomplish the appropriate changes to currently held water 
rights. The farm operation has water rights in place for current farming activities and will work to change 
those water rights for use with the mining operation. Good mining practices can and often do use less 
water than farming would in the same location. Also included is a Water Use letter from the Port of 
Morrow indicating that water can and is available to support the mining activity. 

It should be noted that there is not an applicable standard that relates to water or water usage. The 
question arises, and comment from the Watermaster comes from, two questions on the application 
form required to be completed by the applicant that ask for water rights attached to the subject 
property and if the proposed use requires water. The applicant, in good faith, provided responses to 
those questions.

The applicant would ask that the Planning Commission find that the standards do not provide for review 
of water or water rights for a mining operation and that the applicant has provided a response to the 
Planning Commission concerning water availability that is sufficient for approval of the aggregate 
request. 

Traffic Impact Study: Mr. Stamp provided testimony that the submitted Traffic Impact Study (TIS) did 
not address the Westland Road Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP) yet that same TIS analyzed 
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the on- and off-ramps of that Interchange and found no impacts to those ramps in the study time frame. 
Mr. Stamp also commented that the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) was not addressed, however it 
is analyzed as part of the TIS and concluded that it can and is met. Please see the included letter from 
Matt Hughart, Principal Planner with Kittelson & Associates further outlining the outcomes of the TIS. 

It is important to note that the determined access point for the mining operation is at Center Street 
(Noble Road) and that the distance from the east bound on and off ramps of the Interchange to the 
proposed intersection of Center Street (Noble Road) with Colonel Jordan Road is approximately 2,200 
feet which exceeds ODOT access management spacing requirements of 1,320-feet while also exceeding 
the shorter distance outlined in the Westland Road IAMP.

Mr. Stamp also indicated that Goal 5 should also be evaluated as related to the TIS, however no 
standards for that evaluation where provided. The application that is under review is to allow mining 
under Goal 5 to protect the aggregate resource. Your approval of the request accomplishes the 
requirements of Goal 5 as outlined by OAR 660-023-0180. 

The applicant would ask that the Planning Commission find that the submitted TIS is sufficient for review 
and approval of the request to protect the subject property under Goal 5 and to approve mining; that the 
Transportation Planning Rule has been reviewed and is met; and that the development of Center Street 
(Noble Road) meets, and exceeds, the access management requirements of both ODOT and the 
Westland Road IAMP. 

Impact Analysis: The applicant has addressed the criteria in both the Oregon Administrative Rules and 
the Umatilla County Development Code concerning various impacts in both the original application and 
the response submitted on October 20, 2022, based on comment received from Amanda Puntin, Goal 5 
Specialist with the Department of Land Conservation and Development. 

In the original application narrative, the applicant acknowledges that the mining and processing 
operation can create noise, dust, and other discharges and indicated that they will employ normal and 
customary practices to manage those impacts. It should be noted that both noise and dust are regulated 
by the Oregon Department of Environmental quality, imposing standards that the applicant or 
contractors on this site would be compelled to meet, including obtaining a General Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit (ACDP) for processing and batching activities. It was stated in the original application 
that dust will be managed on site through the application of water or other dust abatement 
mechanisms. 

The applicant is willing to take measures to limit impacts to the homes located on the northern 
boundary of the subject property. Water and dust abatement chemicals will be utilized to limit fugitive 
dust and a berm could be installed to protect the home to the northeast of the subject property. The 
current homeowners of the home to the northwest have indicated that they do not want a berm as it 
would limit their view to the south of their home. 

There are also requirements that are contained in the Umatilla County Development Code (UCDC) that 
place limitations or restrictions on various aspects of a mining operation when done near a home. The 
applicant has already indicated they will abide by those requirements. Those requirements from the 
UCDC are as follows: 

(2) Extraction and sedimentation ponds shall not be allowed within 25 feet of a public road or
within 100 feet from a dwelling, unless the extraction is into an area that is above the grade of
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the road, then extraction may occur to the property line;
(3) Processing equipment shall not be operated within 500 feet of an existing dwelling at the time 

of the application of the Overlay Zone. Dwellings built after an AR Overlay Zone is applied shall 
not be used when computing this setback. 

(4) All access roads shall be arranged in such a manner as to minimize traffic danger and nuisance 
to surrounding properties and eliminate dust. 

The applicant has agreed to the 25-foot buffer to any road and the 100-foot buffer from any dwelling; 
no processing equipment will be operated within 500-feet of any dwelling currently in place; and the 
access road for the mining operation will be along Center Street/Noble Road significantly south of the 
two current dwellings. These requirements can be met which would limit impacts to the two dwellings 
at the northern end of the subject property. 

The applicant would ask that the Planning Commission find that impacts from the proposed mining 
operation can be minimized and  mitigated through best management practices that would include: 1) 
application of water and dust abatement chemicals to limit fugitive dust; 2) limit mining based on the 
UCDC standards outlined above including limiting processing equipment within 500-feet of any existing 
dwellings; and 3) the utilization of Center Street/Noble Road as the access point for the proposed mining 
operation.

Thank you for the ability to respond to the comments above. The applicant will be available at the Public 
Hearing to answer these and other questions that may arise. Your consideration and approval of this 
suite of requests is appreciated. 

Cordially,

Carla McLane
Carla McLane, MBA
Carla McLane Consulting, LLC

Attachments:
1. Letter dated November 29, 2022, from Sarah Stauffer Curtiss, attorney for the applicant.
2. Application submitted by Wade Aylett and Rock It #2 for Goal 5 protection and approval of 

mining on property currently described as tax lots 400, 500, 600, 700, 800, 1400, and 1500 of 
Assessor’s Map 4N 27 36 and tax lot 900 of Assessor’s Map 4N 27 25.

3. Board of County Commissioner’s packet in the request by Wade Aylett and Rock It #2 as 
outlined immediately above.

4. Adopting Ordinance 2022-06 approving the request by Wade Aylett and Rock It #2.
5. Map produced by IRZ Engineering & Consulting, dated November 2022, indicating the test pit 

locations and the available sand and gravel on the subject property.
6. Well Logs 1584 and 1806.
7. Atlas testing reports for Degradation, Soundness, and Abrasion. 
8. Soils map with supporting information (3 pages).
9. Water Use email from the Port of Morrow.
10. Follow up letter from Kittelson & Associates (2 pages) 
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Sarah Stauffer Curtiss 
760 SW Ninth Avenue, Suite 3000 

Portland, OR  97205 
D. 503.294.9829 

sarah.curtiss@stoel.com 

November 29, 2022  

VIA EMAIL 

Umatilla County Planning Commission 
c/o Umatilla County Department of Land Use Planning 
216 SE 4th Street 
Pendleton, OR 97801 

Re: Girth Dog LLC Response to Public Comments (File: P-135-22, T-092-22, Z-322-22) 

Dear Commissioners: 

This office represents Girth Dog LLC, the applicant in the above-referenced matter 
(“Applicant”).  During the public hearing on October 20, 2022, Mr. Andrew Stamp, legal 
counsel to the Aylett family, raised numerous arguments in opposition to the Applicant’s 
proposal.  Although most of Mr. Stamp’s arguments are addressed in the detailed technical 
response provided by the Applicant’s consultant, Ms. Carla McLane, this letter responds directly 
to two of Mr. Stamp’s overarching arguments:  namely, that the Applicant’s proposal should be 
denied because (1) there is not a commercial “need” for the sand and gravel and (2) the 
application was done “on the cheap” and does not provide sufficient evidence to support a 
finding of compliance with applicable land use standards.  As explained below, those arguments 
lack any basis in law or fact and should be denied. 

A. There are no applicable standards that require the Applicant to demonstrate that
existing aggregate resources have been exhausted or that there is commercial need
for an additional sand and gravel operation.

During the public hearing, Mr. Stamp argued that there are sufficient existing aggregate 
resources within Umatilla County (“County”) to meet current demand and, therefore, there is a 
lack of commercial need for the aggregate to be mined from Applicant’s property.  Mr. Stamp’s 
suggestion was that the application should be denied because sand and gravel can be found 
elsewhere in the County, including at his client’s sand and gravel facility.  This argument has no 
basis in law.   

To secure approval to be added to the County’s list of Large Significant Sites and to be included 
with the County’s Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone, the Applicant must demonstrate 
compliance with the regulatory standards at Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 660, Division 
023 and the County Development Code (“UCDC”) standards found in Sections 152.487 and 
152.488.  Although Mr. Stamp has argued that the County should reject the application based on 
an alleged lack of “need” for sand and gravel, there are no applicable standards that require a 
demonstration that existing aggregate sources have been exhausted or that there is a commercial 
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need for the sand and gravel located within the proposed mining site.  Accordingly, the 
arguments related to existing aggregate resources and commercial need must be rejected.   

B. The application contains sufficient evidence to support approval and is consistent 
with recent sand and gravel applications within the County.   

During the hearing, Mr. Stamp also testified that the Applicant’s proposal should be denied 
because it was insufficient or “done on the cheap.”  While it is not entirely clear what 
information or evidence Mr. Stamp believes the Applicant’s proposal is missing, the suggestion 
that the application is somehow inconsistent with recent sand and gravel applications has no 
basis in fact.   

As outlined in the technical memorandum from Ms. McLane, Applicant’s application is 
comparable to other recent sand and gravel applications.  In fact, Applicant’s application is more 
comprehensive in certain respects.  For example, Applicant’s application included a traffic study 
whereas other recent applications have not.  Accordingly, the suggestion that Applicant’s 
application contains less information than recent applications is without merit and should be 
rejected.   

C. Conclusion 

With Applicant’s supplemental submittal and the existing evidence in the record, the Applicant 
has met the applicable criteria for approval of all aspects of the application.  Accordingly, we 
respectfully request that you approve the application with the conditions proposed in the 
County’s Staff Report.   

Very truly yours, 

 
Sarah Stauffer Curtiss 
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Application to Amend the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan to list the entire Rock It #2 Quarry1 as 
a "Large Significant Site" protected by Goal 5; amend the Comprehensive Plan Map to identify the 
entire site as significant and to apply the impact area to limit conflicting uses; and amend the Zoning 
Map by applying the Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone to the entirety of the mining site. 

Applicant/Owner: Wade Aylett 
28598 Stafford Hansell Road 
Hermiston, OR 97838 
541-567-0224

Consultant: Carla McLane Consulting, LLC 
170 Van Buren Drive 
Umatilla, OR 97882 
541-314-3139
mclane@eoni.com

Intended Outcomes of Application Process: 
The request is to add Tax Lots 400, 500, 600, 700, 800, 1400 and 1500 of Assessor’s Map 4N 27 36 and 
tax lot 900 of Assessor’s Map 4N 27 25 to the Umatilla County list of Large Significant Sites, providing 
necessary protections under Goal 5 including limiting conflicting uses within the impact area, and 
applying the Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone to the subject property, with the objective to allow 
mining, processing, and stockpiling at the site. In 2012 Tax Lots 700 and 800 were added as a Small 
Significant Site to the Inventory of Significant Sites and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) #P-106-12 was 
approved establishing a mining operation. In 2020 Zoning Permit ZP-20-142 was authorized with a site 
plan depicting the mining area, a scale house and office building, and an asphalt batch plant. This action 
is designed to establish the entire site composed of all tax lots, as a Large Significant Site with 
protections under Goal 5 and to allow mining, processing, both concrete and asphalt batch plants, and 
stockpiling.  

The applicant intends to continue the activities approved in the 2012 CUP, expanding the mining area to 
excavate aggregate, batch that aggregate for various commercial and industrial projects, stockpile 
unused aggregate material for current and future use, and process the aggregate into both asphalt and 
concrete. For this application ‘aggregate’ means sand and gravel materials as both are available on this 
site. This application refers to the "site" or "Subject Property" or "Rock It 2 Quarry" as all of tax lots 400, 
500, 600, 700, 800, 1400 and 1500 of Assessor’s Map 4N 27 36 and tax lot 900 of Assessor’s Map 4N 27 
25. 

Location and Current Use of the Property: 
The subject property is just southeast of the Interstates 84 and 82 interchange, south of the Westland 
Road Interchange, west of Colonel Jordan Road, and south of Stafford Hansell Road. There is mining 
occurring on the property under Plan Amendment #P-106-12 listing the site as a Small Significant Site 
and Conditional Use Permit #C-1204-12 approving mining operations. Agricultural operations under 
circle pivot irrigation and a wheel line, and a home with various out buildings and corrals, are also 
occurring on the subject property. The home, which is owned by the applicant, and its associated 
outbuildings will be removed at the point that the mining operation moves into that area. 

1 As explained in more detail below, TLs 700 and 800 are already designated as a "Small Significant Site."  
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Surrounding Uses: 
A truck stop and fueling station sits immediately to the east of the subject property with three trucking 
related businesses further to the east across Colonel Jordan Road. To the north across Interstate 84 a 
FedEx Freight facility, a UPS Customer Center, several potato storages, and a food processing and 
shipping operation are west of Westland Road. To the northeast, and east of Westland Road, is the 
Northwest Livestock Commission auction facility and an aggregate operation further east. Irrigated 
farmland is to the west and south of the subject property, most under circle pivot irrigation systems. To 
the southeast there are several homes sited on land zoned for Exclusive Farm Use. The zoning within the 
1,500-foot impact area includes Exclusive Farm Use, Light Industrial, Rural Tourist Commercial, and Agri-
Business. 

Required Review: 
o Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) Chapter 660 Land Conservation and Development Department

Division 23 Procedures and Requirements for Complying with Goal 5 is applicable, providing the
procedures and criteria for inventorying and evaluating Goal 5 resources and for developing land
use programs to conserve and protect significant Goal 5 resources. This application will specifically
review and address OAR 660-023-0180 Mineral and Aggregate Resources, OAR 660-023-0040 ESEE
Decision Process and OAR 660-023-0050 Programs to Achieve Goal 5.

o Umatilla County Development Code for Establishing an Aggregate Resource (AR) Overlay Zone (OZ)
as outlined in Sections 152.487 and 152.488.

o This application provides a review of Statewide Planning Goals 1 through 14. Statewide Planning
Goals 15 through 19 are not applicable.

STANDARDS OF THE OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES, DIVISION 23 FOR GOAL 5 LARGE SIGNIFICANT 
SITES are found in OAR 660-023-0180 (3), (5), & (7), OAR 660-023-0040, and OAR 660-023-0050. The 
standards for approval are provided in bold text and the responses are indicated in standard text. 

OAR 660-023-0180 Mineral and Aggregate Resources 
(3) An aggregate resource site shall be considered significant if adequate information regarding the
quantity, quality, and location of the resource demonstrates that the site meets any one of the criteria
in subsections (a) through (c) of this section, except as provided in subsection (d) of this section:

(a) A representative set of samples of aggregate material in the deposit on the site meets Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT) specifications for base rock for air degradation, abrasion,
and sodium sulfate soundness, and the estimated amount of material is more than 2,000,000 tons
in the Willamette Valley, or 100,000 tons outside the Willamette Valley;
(b) The material meets local government standards establishing a lower threshold for significance
than subsection (a) of this section; or
(c) The aggregate site is on an inventory of significant aggregate sites in an acknowledged plan on
the applicable date of this rule.
(d) Notwithstanding subsections (a) through (c) of this section, except for an expansion area of an
existing site if the operator of the existing site on March 1, 1996 had an enforceable property
interest in the expansion area on that date, an aggregate site is not significant if the criteria in
either paragraphs (A) or (B) of this subsection apply:

(A) More than 35 percent of the proposed mining area consists of soil classified as Class I on
Natural Resource and Conservation Service (NRCS) maps on the date of this rule; or
(B) More than 35 percent of the proposed mining area consists of soil classified as Class II, or
of a combination of Class II and Class I or Unique soil on NRCS maps available on the date of
this rule, unless the average width of the aggregate layer within the mining area exceeds:
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(i) 60 feet in Washington, Multnomah, Marion, Columbia, and Lane counties; 
(ii) 25 feet in Polk, Yamhill, and Clackamas counties; or 
(iii) 17 feet in Linn and Benton counties.  

The Rock It #2 Quarry is in eastern Oregon and has an inventory of over 4.8 million tons of available sand 
and gravel aggregate material. The United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservations Service 
Soil Survey of Umatilla County identify the soils on the subject property as predominately Quincy loamy 
fine sand, with gravelly substratum, with slopes of 0 to 5 percent. The balance of the subject property in 
the southeast corner is Quincy loamy find sand also with a slope of 0 to 5 percent. In both cases the soil 
is classified as VII when not irrigated or VI when irrigated. There are no Class I, Class II, Prime, or Unique 
soils on the subject property. 
 
In 2010 samples of material were tested by Material Testing & Inspection from the Rock It #2 quarry and 
were determined to meet current ODOT specifications. The cover letter to the various laboratory 
reports indicates that tests were completed for durability, soundness, and specific gravity stating that 
the material tested satisfied the 2008 Oregon Standard Specifications for Construction. 
 
The Rock It #2 quarry consisting of approximately 140 acres meet, and is estimated to exceed, both the 
quantity and quality criteria for a significant aggregate site in accordance with OAR 660-023-0180(3)(a).  
 
(5) For significant mineral and aggregate sites, local governments shall decide whether mining is 
permitted. For a PAPA application involving an aggregate site determined to be significant under 
section (3) of this rule, the process for this decision is set out in subsections (a) through (g) of this 
section. A local government must complete the process within 180 days after receipt of a complete 
application that is consistent with section (8) of this rule, or by the earliest date after 180 days 
allowed by local charter.  

(a) The local government shall determine an impact area for the purpose of identifying conflicts 
with proposed mining and processing activities. The impact area shall be large enough to 
include uses listed in subsection (b) of this section and shall be limited to 1,500 feet from the 
boundaries of the mining area, except where factual information indicates significant 
potential conflicts beyond this distance. For a proposed expansion of an existing aggregate 
site, the impact area shall be measured from the perimeter of the proposed expansion area 
rather than the boundaries of the existing aggregate site and shall not include the existing 
aggregate site.  

There are a variety of uses to the north of the property which also places them to the north of Interstate 
84 which diminishes the impacts of the mining operation on those activities. There are commercial and 
light industrial uses to the east of the mining operation and homes sited on land zoned for Exclusive 
Farm Use to the southeast within the 1,500-foot impact area. Where this request is an expansion of an 
existing aggregate site the impact area will not be based on Tax Lots 700 and 800 but on Tax Lots 400, 
500, 600, 1400 and 1500. 

 
(b) The local government shall determine existing or approved land uses within the impact area 

that will be adversely affected by proposed mining operations and shall specify the predicted 
conflicts. For purposes of this section, "approved land uses" are dwellings allowed by a 
residential zone on existing platted lots and other uses for which conditional or final approvals 
have been granted by the local government. For determination of conflicts from proposed 
mining of a significant aggregate site, the local government shall limit its consideration to the 
following:  
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There are five homes within the 1,500-foot impact area to the southeast all sited on land zoned for 
Exclusive Farm Use, but they are not sited on existing platted lots. They were approved as farm 
dwellings in the Exclusive Farm Use zone on parcels created by deed. 
 
There are no residentially zoned lands within the impact area. There is a truck stop and three different 
commercial or light industrial operations in support of trucking and freight movement to the east of the 
mining operation. To the north of the Interstate there is a FedEx freight facility, Triple M Truck and 
Equipment, and the Northwest Livestock Commission facility. There appear to be residential units at 
both the Northwest Livestock Commission facility and at the vacant Barton Industries facility. It is 
unknown whether these residential units have a conditional or final approval or have sought any.   
 

(A) Conflicts due to noise, dust, or other discharges with regard to those existing and 
approved uses and associated activities (e. g., houses and schools) that are sensitive to such 
discharges; 

There are uses that may be impacted by noise, dust, or other discharges from the proposed mining 
operation including the truck stop to the east and the homes to the southeast, all within the 1,500-foot 
impact area. Even so the applicant has for the existing operation and will continue for the expansion 
area managed impacts by employing best management practices. Current mining activity has been 
operating under a Conditional Use Permit since 2012. 
 
The applicant does acknowledge that the mining and processing operation can create noise, dust, and 
other discharges and will employ normal and customary practices to manage those impacts. Both noise 
and dust are regulated by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, imposing standards that 
the applicant or contractors on this site would be compelled to meet, including obtaining a General Air 
Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) for processing and batching activities. Dust is currently managed 
on site through the application of water or other dust abatement mechanisms. 
 
Another concern related to discharges would be stormwater which the applicant currently and will 
continue to collect and hold onsite. There does not appear to be a need at this point for the applicant to 
obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permit with over 139-
acres available to collect and hold stormwater. If conditions should change one can be obtained.  
 
Blasting will NOT be conducted as part of the mining process as no basalt rock is proposed for 
extraction, just sand and gravel. As like the earlier requirements the applicant will comply with 
requirements of DOGAMI.  
 
With application of the management practices described above all potential conflicts due to noise, dust, 
or other discharges will be minimized or eliminated within the 1,500-foot impact area.  

 
(B) Potential conflicts to local roads used for access and egress to the mining site within one 
mile of the entrance to the mining site unless a greater distance is necessary in order to 
include the intersection with the nearest arterial identified in the local transportation plan. 
Conflicts shall be determined based on clear and objective standards regarding sight 
distances, road capacity, cross section elements, horizontal and vertical alignment, and similar 
items in the transportation plan and implementing ordinances. Such standards for trucks 
associated with the mining operation shall be equivalent to standards for other trucks of 
equivalent size, weight, and capacity that haul other materials;   
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Developed roads adjacent to the subject property are Stafford Hansell Road to the north and Colonel 
Jordan Road to the east. All material leaving this site will travel one of those roads to then travel east or 
west along Interstate 84 or continue north along Westland Road to the delivery point. Traffic is 
dependent upon current workloads and will also vary based on the time of year. At peak usage Average 
Daily Trips will be under the 250 trips identified within the Umatilla County Development Code as the 
trigger for a Traffic Impact Study. Employees at the scale and office site would generate no more than 10 
trips per day with employees working within the mining pits generating another 10 trips. Material trucks 
could contribute up to 100 trips per day with the two batch plants combined adding up to 70 trips per 
day. While most of these trips will initially use Stafford Hansell Road, future access to Colonel Jordan 
Road will see these trips shared between the two roads before moving onto the Interstate system or 
continuing north along Westland Road. 
 
The applicant has historical access from Umatilla County for access onto Stafford Hansell Road. Prior to 
expanding mining activity to the portion of the subject property that fronts Colonel Jordan Road another 
access permit will need to be obtained. Both roads are paved and in good condition with Colonel Jordan 
Road seeing significantly more traffic. The affected roads are flat with no impairments to sight distance 
at the current access along Stafford Hansell or the future access to Colonel Jordan. There are no posted 
speed limits along either county road.   
 
Traffic would not trigger a traffic impact analysis as it would be less than the 250 average daily trips as 
outlined at UCDC 152.019(B)(2)(a).  

 
(C) Safety conflicts with existing public airports due to bird attractants, i.e., open water 
impoundments as specified under OAR chapter 660, division 013;  

There are no public airports within the Impact Area. The closest public airport would be at Hermiston 
more than five miles away. 

 
(D) Conflicts with other Goal 5 resource sites within the impact area that are shown on an 
acknowledged list of significant resources and for which the requirements of Goal 5 have been 
completed at the time the PAPA is initiated;  

There are no known Goal 5 resource sites within the impact area for the aggregate site.  
 
(E) Conflicts with agricultural practices; and   

Agricultural practices within the 1,500-foot impact area of the Rock It #2 quarry are to the west, south, 
and southeast and consist of irrigated agriculture with circle pivot irrigation to the west and south. The 
crops would be predominately potatoes, corn, wheat, and other row crops. There are no planted 
vineyards in the impact area or within 2 miles of the proposed expansion site. Mining activity is not 
expected to conflict with these agricultural activities or practices. Prevailing winds are from the 
southwest moving any dust or emissions from the aggregate site away from agricultural lands towards 
an area that is used predominately for various commercial and industrial uses.  

 
(F) Other conflicts for which consideration is necessary in order to carry out ordinances that 
supersede Oregon DOGAMI regulations pursuant to ORS 517.780;  

Umatilla County does not have an ordinance that supersedes DOGAMI regulations.  
 

(c) The local government shall determine reasonable and practicable measures that would 
minimize the conflicts identified under subsection (b) of this section. To determine whether 
proposed measures would minimize conflicts to agricultural practices, the requirements of 
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ORS 215.296 shall be followed rather than the requirements of this section. If reasonable and 
practicable measures are identified to minimize all identified conflicts, mining shall be allowed 
at the site and subsection (d) of this section is not applicable. If identified conflicts cannot be 
minimized, subsection (d) of this section applies. 

The applicant has identified limited impacts from dust and stormwater that can be managed or 
mitigated through various voluntary measures and best management practices. During mining and 
processing, if approved on site, the applicant and its contractors will implement best management 
practices and, as necessary or required, obtain necessary permits in the management of dust, 
stormwater, or other identified discharges.  
 

(d) The local government shall determine any significant conflicts identified under the 
requirements of subsection (c) of this section that cannot be minimized. Based on these 
conflicts only, local government shall determine the ESEE consequences of either allowing, 
limiting, or not allowing mining at the site. Local governments shall reach this decision by 
weighing these ESEE consequences, with consideration of the following:  
(A) The degree of adverse effect on existing land uses within the impact area;  
(B) Reasonable and practicable measures that could be taken to reduce the identified adverse 
effects; and  
(C) The probable duration of the mining operation and the proposed post-mining use of the 
site.  

The applicant's experience is that all identified potential conflicts from the mining operation can be 
minimized as described above. This criterion is not applicable. 

 
(e) Where mining is allowed, the plan and implementing ordinances shall be amended to allow 

such mining. Any required measures to minimize conflicts, including special conditions and 
procedures regulating mining, shall be clear and objective. Additional land use review (e. g. , 
site plan review), if required by the local government, shall not exceed the minimum review 
necessary to assure compliance with these requirements and shall not provide opportunities 
to deny mining for reasons unrelated to these requirements, or to attach additional approval 
requirements, except with regard to mining or processing activities:  
(A) For which the PAPA application does not provide information sufficient to determine clear 
and objective measures to resolve identified conflicts;  
(B) Not requested in the PAPA application; or  
(C) For which a significant change to the type, location, or duration of the activity shown on 
the PAPA application is proposed by the operator.  

The applicant will implement best management practices and obtain permits as necessary to ensure 
management of dust and stormwater discharges and anticipates Conditions to do so. It is also 
acknowledged that the applicant will be required to obtain an Access Permit for the Rock It #2 aggregate 
site for access to Colonel Jordan Road from the Umatilla County Roadmaster.  
 

(f) Where mining is allowed, the local government shall determine the post-mining use and 
provide for this use in the comprehensive plan and land use regulations. For significant 
aggregate sites on Class I, II and Unique farmland, local governments shall adopt plan and land 
use regulations to limit post-mining use to farm uses under ORS 215.203, uses listed under 
ORS 215.213(1) or 215.283(1), and fish and wildlife habitat uses, including wetland mitigation 
banking. Local governments shall coordinate with DOGAMI regarding the regulation and 
reclamation of mineral and aggregate sites, except where exempt under ORS 517.780.  
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The applicant is currently considering the installation of a photovoltaic solar energy generation facility as 
a post-mining use. The subject property is not composed of Class I, II, Prime, or Unique farmland and 
would therefore allow a use allowed under ORS 215.283(2). Other post-mining uses, if allowed under 
ORS 215.283 and the Umatilla County Development Code, could also be considered.  
 

(g) Local governments shall allow a currently approved aggregate processing operation at an 
existing site to process material from a new or expansion site without requiring a 
reauthorization of the existing processing operation unless limits on such processing were 
established at the time it was approved by the local government.  

Conditional Use Permit #C-1204-12 was issued in 2012 in conjunction with Plan Amendment #P-106-12 
that listed a portion of the site that is subject to this request as a Small Significant Site. This action seeks 
to enlarge the mining area and the total volume that will be extracted from the original and expansion 
site converting the determination from a Small Significant Site to a Large Significant Site and applying 
Goal 5 protections.  
 
(7) Except for aggregate resource sites determined to be significant under section (4) of this rule, local 
governments shall follow the standard ESEE process in OAR 660-023-0040 and 660-023-0050 to 
determine whether to allow, limit, or prevent new conflicting uses within the impact area of a 
significant mineral and aggregate site. (This requirement does not apply if, under section (5) of this 
rule, the local government decides that mining will not be authorized at the site.)  
The applicant has provided an ESEE analysis. The analysis supports a decision to limit new conflicting uses 
within the impact area to assure protection of the aggregate site.  
 
660-023-0040 ESEE Decision Process 
(1) Local governments shall develop a program to achieve Goal 5 for all significant resource sites 
based on an analysis of the economic, social, environmental, and energy (ESEE) consequences that 
could result from a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit a conflicting use. This rule describes four steps 
to be followed in conducting an ESEE analysis, as set out in detail in sections (2) through (5) of this 
rule. Local governments are not required to follow these steps sequentially, and some steps anticipate 
a return to a previous step. However, findings shall demonstrate that requirements under each of the 
steps have been met, regardless of the sequence followed by the local government. The ESEE analysis 
need not be lengthy or complex, but should enable reviewers to gain a clear understanding of the 
conflicts and the consequences to be expected. The steps in the standard ESEE process are as follows: 
 

(a) Identify conflicting uses; 
The subject property and property within 1500 feet to the west and south is zoned Exclusive Farm Use 
(EFU) which allows a variety of farm related uses including dwellings if certain criteria are met. There are 
also additional uses that are allowed with standards or conditionally. Some of these uses could create 
conflicts with an aggregate operation. Conflicts are most likely to arise when a new use would place 
people, living or working, within the impact area. Those uses include homes, churches, parks or certain 
recreation facilities, farm stands, and other similar uses that allow or create areas where people 
congregate.  
 
The properties to the east are zoned for Rural Tourist Commercial activities and light industrial activities 
with land north of Interstate 84 zoned for those same uses as well as Agri-Business uses. Lands north of 
the Interstate, while within 1,500-feet of the mining operation and within the impact area, are buffered 
from the noise and other impacts by the Interstate. Noise and vibration from the mining operation 
would be overshadowed by the noise from the Interstate traffic.  
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(b) Determine the impact area; 

A 1,500-foot impact area extending from the aggregate site boundary.  
 

(c) Analyze the ESEE consequences; and 
See the analysis below. 
 

(d) Develop a program to achieve Goal 5.  
See a full analysis below. 

 
(2) Identify conflicting uses. Local governments shall identify conflicting uses that exist, or could occur, 
with regard to significant Goal 5 resource sites. To identify these uses, local governments shall 
examine land uses allowed outright or conditionally within the zones applied to the resource site and 
in its impact area. Local governments are not required to consider allowed uses that would be unlikely 
to occur in the impact area because existing permanent uses occupy the site. The following shall also 
apply in the identification of conflicting uses:   
Umatilla County Planning staff, under this provision, will need to identify conflicting uses that could 
occur, relative to this site. To assist them with this a table follows with some of the potential uses that 
could create conflicts within the required 1500-foot distance of the proposed expansion area. The 
Exclusive Farm Use zone is applied to the subject property and properties to the west and south which 
allows a variety of farm and farm related uses. As previously stated, the applicant is concerned with 
activities that might be negatively impacted by mining activities including processing and stockpiling as 
well as impacts from those activities to the mining operation. Uses to the east and north of the freeway 
are governed by Rural Tourist Commercial, Light Industrial, and Agri-Business use zones which also allow 
potential conflicting uses. 
 

Potential Conflicting Uses 
Zoning Code Sections Potential Conflicting Uses 

EFU 152.056 Uses Permitted 
152.058 Zoning Permit 
 
152-059 Land Use Decisions or 
152.060 Conditional Uses 

No conflicting uses identified. 
Replacement Dwellings, Winery, Farm 
Stand, Home Occupations. 
Churches, Dwellings, Schools, Parks, 
Playgrounds, Community Centers, 
Hardship Dwellings, Boarding and 
Lodging Facilities, Various Commercial 
Uses Related to Agriculture. 

Rural Tourist Commercial 152.282 Uses Permitted or 
152.283 Conditional Uses 

Boarding, Lodging, or Rooming house; 
Easting or drinking establishment; 
Accessory Dwelling; Travel Trailer Park. 

Light Industrial 152.302 Uses Permitted 
152.303 Conditional Uses 

No conflicting uses identified. 
Accessory Dwelling; Commercial 
amusement establishment; Day care 
center; Mobile home or trailer park. 

Agri-Business 152.291 Uses Permitted 
152.292 Conditional Uses 

No conflicting uses identified. 
Accessory Dwelling. 

 
(a) If no uses conflict with a significant resource site, acknowledged policies and land use 

regulations may be considered sufficient to protect the resource site. The determination that 
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there are no conflicting uses must be based on the applicable zoning rather than ownership of 
the site. (Therefore, public ownership of a site does not by itself support a conclusion that 
there are no conflicting uses.) 

The applicant is suggesting that the conflicting uses identified in the table above could be impacted by 
the proposed expanded mining operation and is requesting that the site be protected from those uses 
within the impact area.  
 

(b) A local government may determine that one or more significant Goal 5 resource sites are 
conflicting uses with another significant resource site. The local government shall determine 
the level of protection for each significant site using the ESEE process and/or the requirements 
in OAR 660-023-0090 through 660-023-0230 (see OAR 660-023-0020(1)).  

There are no other known Goal 5 resources within the boundary of the mining area or within the 
proposed impact area. 

 
(3) Determine the impact area. Local governments shall determine an impact area for each significant 
resource site. The impact area shall be drawn to include only the area in which allowed uses could 
adversely affect the identified resource. The impact area defines the geographic limits within which to 
conduct an ESEE analysis for the identified significant resource site.  
The impact area for an aggregate site is 1,500 feet, as specified by OAR 660-023-0180(5)(a). There is no 
information which indicates that other land beyond the 1,500-foot impact area would present 
significant conflicts. This is the impact area that is used for this analysis.  

 
(4) Analyze the ESEE consequences. Local governments shall analyze the ESEE consequences that 
could result from decisions to allow, limit, or prohibit a conflicting use. The analysis may address each 
of the identified conflicting uses, or it may address a group of similar conflicting uses. A local 
government may conduct a single analysis for two or more resource sites that are within the same 
area or that are similarly situated and subject to the same zoning. The local government may establish 
a matrix of commonly occurring conflicting uses and apply the matrix to particular resource sites in 
order to facilitate the analysis. A local government may conduct a single analysis for a site containing 
more than one significant Goal 5 resource. The ESEE analysis must consider any applicable statewide 
goal or acknowledged plan requirements, including the requirements of Goal 5. The analyses of the 
ESEE consequences shall be adopted either as part of the plan or as a land use regulation. 
The applicant is requesting that Umatilla County determine that future dwelling or residential use and 
other uses that would place people within the impact area, such as gathering spaces, be limited to 
protect the mining area from encroachment and provide protections to residents and landowners in the 
vicinity of the Rock It #2 Quarry.  The requested limits are the requirement for a covenant not to sue or 
object/waiver of conflicts along the lines of similar covenants for farm and forest uses.  The types of 
uses that have potential to pose a conflict with the quarry include wineries, farm stands, mass 
gatherings, agri-tourism activities, churches, commercial activities in conjunction with farm use that 
could encourage gathering, private and public parks, golf courses, community centers, destination 
resorts, living history museums, residential homes, room and board operations, and schools.  However, 
the existing site has operated without any significant conflicts for many years.  It is adequate that the 
county imposes a condition of approval on discretionary approvals of assembly or residential uses in the 
1500-foot impact area waiving any rights to object to mining and mining related activity at the 
significant site.   
 
While this site is not listed within the Umatilla County Technical Report to the Comprehensive Plan there 
are several aggregate sites within the area that are listed, most as a 1A but some with a 3C designation. 
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A 3C designation provides that Umatilla County should specifically limit conflicting uses. It is interesting 
to note that all the sites in the vicinity have the same soil configuration of Quincy loamy fine sand, with 
gravelly substratum. The exception is those that were already in production at the time the Soil Survey 
was being drafted and were assigned with a soil classification acknowledging the aggregate resource 
called Pits, Gravel. The two aggregate sites with the 3C designation are west of the subject property. 
 
The ESEE Analysis follows: 
 

ESEE consequences related to review criteria for dwellings and gathering spaces in the 1,500-foot impact area 
surrounding the Rock It #2 Quarry 

 Prohibit dwellings and 
gathering spaces 

Condition the placement of 
new dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

No change to review standards 
for dwellings and gathering 
spaces  

Economic 
Consequences 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There may be some negative 
economic impact to 
neighboring property owners if 
new dwellings or gathering 
places were not allowed within 
1500 feet of the quarry 
boundary. Since only a portion 
of properties in the impact 
area are zoned for Exclusive 
Farm Use, all with a 160-acre 
minimum lot size, about half of 
the properties would be 
affected and some existing 
limits on dwellings are already 
in code, the negative impact 
would be small. Dwellings are 
not allowed as outright uses in 
the other use zones within the 
impact area. Some uses that 
allow gathering spaces are also 
allowed either outright or 
conditionally. 
 
Consequences related to loss 
or interruption of quarry 
access.  
The economic benefit of 
preserving the applicant’s   
ability to access material from 
this site does have an 
economic impact through 
direct employment and 
employment impacts on the 
various developments that 
rock is delivered to. The Rock It 
#2 Quarry will provide material 
for a variety of projects 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
The economic impact to 
neighboring property owners 
would be neutral. A 
requirement for a waiver of 
remonstrance would not 
restrict the use of the property 
allowed in the underlying zone.  
 
Similar wavers are required by 
counties around the state as a 
condition of approval for a 
new residential structure in a 
farm or forest zone. These 
wavers, required by ORS 
215.213 and 215.283, restrict a 
landowner’s ability to pursue a 
claim for relief or cause of 
action alleging injury from 
farming or forest practices.  
 
Without evidence that the 
widespread use of such 
waivers has negatively 
impacted property values or 
development rights, it is 
reasonable to conclude that 
the proposed limit on new 
conflicting uses in the impact 
area of the Rock It #2 Quarry 
will have no negative economic 
consequence. 
 
Consequences related to loss 
or interruption of quarry 
access.  
The economic benefit would 
be the same as that for a 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
The economic consequence for 
property owners would be 
neutral. This decision would 
maintain the current approval 
criteria for new residences and 
gathering places in the impact 
area.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
or interruption of quarry 
access.  
The economic impact would be 
negative. Interruptions in use 
of a quarry, due to complaints 
and nuisance lawsuits, have 
cause delays and increased 
costs for projects across the 
state. Development of this 
quarry supports economically 
efficient development and 
construction projects in the 
region. New noise sensitive 
uses locating within 1500 feet 
of the quarry will bring the 
possibility that limitations on 
quarry activity will be sought 
by people who are bothered by 
mining activity. The potential 
negative economic impact 
ranges from small to 
exceptionally large. 
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throughout Umatilla and 
Morrow Counties and possibly 
beyond. 

decision to prohibit uses since 
the proposed “limit” is to 
require that new uses would 
be permitted on the condition 
that the applicant except 
mining activity on this 
significant aggregate site.   

 Prohibit dwellings and 
gathering spaces 

Condition the placement of 
new dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

No change to review standards 
for dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

Social 
Consequences 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
Removing the option to place a 
dwelling, which otherwise 
meets all existing review 
criteria, within 1500 feet of the 
quarry boundary, would have a 
negative social consequence. 
This would be similar if 
gathering spaces were also 
prohibited. The social 
consequences stem from a 
landowner’s desire to have 
reasonable options and 
flexibility when making choices 
about what they can and 
cannot do on their land.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Various development and 
construction projects in the 
region that would utilize the 
aggregate material in the Rock 
It #2 quarry may have to forgo 
their development which could 
impact social activities 
including those that would 
benefit recreation and tourism.  

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
The social impact to 
neighboring property owners 
would be neutral if acceptance 
of the mining activity were 
added as a condition of 
approval for new dwellings and 
uses related to social 
gatherings within 1500 feet of 
the quarry boundary. Options 
available to property-owners 
would not be reduced. 
Dwellings and gathering spaces 
that meet existing review 
criteria would be allowed, 
provided the applicant agreed 
to accept the mining activity 
approved by the county.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Various development and 
construction projects in the 
region that would utilize the 
aggregate material in the Rock 
It #2 quarry may have to forgo 
their development which could 
impact social activities 
including those that would 
benefit recreation and tourism. 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
The social impact to 
neighboring property owners 
would be neutral if new 
dwellings and social gathering 
spaces within 1500 feet of the 
quarry boundary were allowed 
under the existing review 
criteria.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Various development and 
construction projects in the 
region that would utilize the 
aggregate material in the Rock 
It #2 quarry may have to forgo 
their development which could 
impact social activities 
including those that would 
benefit recreation and tourism. 

 Prohibit dwellings and 
gathering spaces 

Condition the placement of 
new dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

No change to review standards 
for dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

Environmental 
Consequences 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There are no environmental 
consequences identified that 
stem from prohibiting new 
dwellings or social gathering 
spaces in the impact area.  
 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There could be a negative 
environmental consequence 
from noise if new dwellings or 
social gathering spaces were 
limited in the impact area. 
New dwellings and social 
gathering spaces in the impact 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There could be a negative 
environmental consequence 
from noise if new dwellings 
and social gathering spaces 
were allowed in the impact 
area. Different than the option 
to limit a decision, there would 

 
Exhibit H Page 20 of 113

 
214



Rock It #2 Quarry Application to Umatilla County Page 12 of 19 

Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Efficient development 
practices include obtaining 
aggregate material from a 
quarry close to the project site. 
There will be some 
environmental benefit from 
fewer vehicle emissions when 
truck travel is minimized.  

area could be authorized on 
the condition that the 
applicant accept the mining 
activity approved by this 
decision. This approach assures 
that a property owner will 
make an informed decision 
when locating a new use. If 
they decide to locate within 
the impact area, they will be 
exposed to noise impacts 
when mining activities are 
conducted on the site.  
  
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Efficient development 
practices include obtaining 
aggregate material from a 
quarry close to the project site. 
There will be some 
environmental benefit from 
fewer vehicle emissions when 
truck travel is minimized. 

be no mechanism in the 
county’s approval process to 
inform property owners of the 
authorized mining activity. This 
would result in a higher 
possibility for a residence or 
social gathering space to be in 
the impact area and a higher 
potential for a negative 
consequence.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access. 
There may be some negative 
environmental consequence if 
new uses in the impact area 
oppose mining activity and 
pose an obstacle to the use of 
this site. Efficient development 
practices include obtaining 
aggregate material from a 
quarry close to the project site. 
Vehicle emissions will increase 
if trucks must travel further to 
access material.  

 Prohibit dwellings and 
gathering spaces 

Condition the placement of 
new dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

No change to review standards 
for dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

Energy 
Consequences 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There are no energy 
consequences identified that 
stem from prohibiting new 
dwellings or social gathering 
spaces in the impact area. 
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Efficient development 
practices include obtaining 
aggregate material from a 
quarry close to the project site. 
There will be some negative 
energy consequences from 
additional fuel use if truck 
travel is increased due to loss 
of access to this quarry. 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There are no energy 
consequences identified that 
stem from limiting new 
dwellings or social gathering 
spaces in the impact area. 
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access. 
Efficient development 
practices include obtaining 
aggregate material from a 
quarry close to the project site. 
There will be some negative 
energy consequences from 
additional fuel use if truck 
travel is increased due to loss 
of access to this quarry. 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There are no energy 
consequences identified that 
stem from allowing new 
dwellings or social gathering 
spaces in the impact area. 
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access. 
Efficient development 
practices include obtaining 
aggregate material from a 
quarry close to the project site. 
There will be some negative 
energy consequences from 
additional fuel use if truck 
travel is increased due to loss 
of access to this quarry. 

 
(5) Develop a program to achieve Goal 5. Local governments shall determine whether to allow, limit, 
or prohibit identified conflicting uses for significant resource sites. This decision shall be based upon 
and supported by the ESEE analysis. A decision to prohibit or limit conflicting uses protects a resource 
site. A decision to allow some or all conflicting uses for a particular site may also be consistent with 
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Goal 5, provided it is supported by the ESEE analysis. One of the following determinations shall be 
reached with regard to conflicting uses for a significant resource site: 

(a) A local government may decide that a significant resource site is of such importance compared 
to the conflicting uses, and the ESEE consequences of allowing the conflicting uses are so 
detrimental to the resource, that the conflicting uses should be prohibited.  

(b) A local government may decide that both the resource site and the conflicting uses are 
important compared to each other, and, based on the ESEE analysis, the conflicting uses 
should be allowed in a limited way that protects the resource site to a desired extent.  

(c) A local government may decide that the conflicting use should be allowed fully, 
notwithstanding the possible impacts on the resource site. The ESEE analysis must 
demonstrate that the conflicting use is of sufficient importance relative to the resource site, 
and must indicate why measures to protect the resource to some extent should not be 
provided, as per subsection (b) of this section.  

The applicant is requesting that Umatilla County determine that the resource site is significant, and 
based on the ESEE analysis, the identified conflicting uses which are also important should be allowed in 
a limited way to protect the Rock It #2 Quarry. The protection sought from potential conflicting uses 
would be within the 1,500-foot impact area and for the life of the Rock It #2 Quarry. Specifically, local 
authorization of new residential and social gathering uses should be required to sign a waiver limiting 
objection or legal proceedings against mining and mining related uses on the significant site.  
 
660-023-0050 Programs to Achieve Goal 5 

(1) For each resource site, local governments shall adopt comprehensive plan provisions and land use 
regulations to implement the decisions made pursuant to OAR 660-023-0040(5). The plan shall 
describe the degree of protection intended for each significant resource site. The plan and 
implementing ordinances shall clearly identify those conflicting uses that are allowed and the specific 
standards or limitations that apply to the allowed uses. A program to achieve Goal 5 may include 
zoning measures that partially or fully allow conflicting uses (see OAR 660-023-0040(5) (b) and (c)).  
The applicant would request that Umatilla County take action to facilitate protection of this aggregate 
site by mapping the 1,500-foot impact area within the Comprehensive Plan map and acknowledge that 
conflicting residential and social gathering space uses identified previously that are approved through a 
land use permit process will be required to waive rights to remonstrate against aggregate mining and 
mining related activities allowed by this decision. This would be consistent with current Umatilla County 
Development Code provisions found at 152.063(D) that are applicable to permitted mining activities. 
The intent of this request is not to disallow these activities but that applicants for these types of uses be 
made aware of the mining operation and waive their rights to remonstrate against aggregate mining 
activities allowed by this decision.  
 
(2) When a local government has decided to protect a resource site under OAR 660-023-0040(5)(b), 
implementing measures applied to conflicting uses on the resource site and within its impact area 
shall contain clear and objective standards. For purposes of this division, a standard shall be 
considered clear and objective if it meets any one of the following criteria: 

(a) It is a fixed numerical standard, such as a height limitation of 35 feet or a setback of 50 feet; 
(b) It is a nondiscretionary requirement, such as a requirement that grading not occur beneath 

the dripline of a protected tree; or 
(c) It is a performance standard that describes the outcome to be achieved by the design, siting, 

construction, or operation of the conflicting use, and specifies the objective criteria to be used 
in evaluating outcome or performance. Different performance standards may be needed for 
different resource sites. If performance standards are adopted, the local government shall at 
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the same time adopt a process for their application (such as a conditional use, or design 
review ordinance provision).  

The applicant has requested protection consistent with OAR 660-023-0040(5)(b) seeking that identified 
conflicting uses be limited within the buffer area as discussed above.  
 
(3) In addition to the clear and objective regulations required by section (2) of this rule, except for 
aggregate resources, local governments may adopt an alternative approval process that includes land 
use regulations that are not clear and objective (such as a planned unit development ordinance with 
discretionary performance standards), provided such regulations: 

(a) Specify that landowners have the choice of proceeding under either the clear and objective 
approval process or the alternative regulations; and 

(b) Require a level of protection for the resource that meets or exceeds the intended level 
determined under OAR 660-023-0040(5) and 660-023-0050(1).  

These provisions would not be applicable as the request is related to aggregate resources. 
 
STANDARDS OF THE UMATILLA COUNTY DEVELOPMENT CODE FOR ESTALISHING AN AR OVERLAY 
ZONE are found in Sections 152.487 and 152.488. The standards of approval are shown in bold type 
with the response in normal text.  
 
152.487 CRITERIA FOR ESTABLISHING AR OVERLAY ZONE:  
(A) At the public hearing the Planning Commission shall determine if the following criteria can be met: 

(1) The proposed overlay would be compatible with the Comprehensive Plan;  
The Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan and Technical Report both have input into this decision even 
though this site is not listed. There are two mining operations to the west with the same soil type and 
classification that have been afforded a 3C designation indicating that the site is significant and warrants 
protection. It should also be noted that there are several aggregate resource sites along the Interstate 
84 corridor. This action seeks to protect the Rock It #2 aggregate site under Goal 5 as a significant site, 
to apply the Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone to the mining site, and to allow mining and processing on 
the site.  
 
Comprehensive Plan Findings and Policies are also applicable. Finding 38 states, “Extraction of non-
renewable aggregate and mineral resources requires ongoing exploration, reclamation, separation from 
adjacent incompatible land uses and access.” The accompanying policy would also be applicable: 
 

Policy 38. (a) The County shall encourage mapping of future agencies sites, ensure their protection 
from conflicting adjacent land uses, and required reclamation plans.  
(b) Aggregate and mineral exploration, extraction, and reclamation shall be conducted in 
conformance with the regulations of the Department of Geology and Mineral Industries.  
(c) The County Development Ordinance shall include conditional use standards and other provisions 
to limit or mitigate conflicting uses between aggregate sites and surrounding land uses. 

 
The applicant is seeking protection of the aggregate site by the application of the Aggregate Resource 
Overlay Zone and that the county require new discretionary approvals of residential and assembly uses 
within the impact area sign a waiver of rights to object to mining and mining related uses to best 
achieve both this Finding and Policy. 
 
Finding 41 would also be applicable and states, “Several aggregate sites were determined to be 
significant enough to warrant protection from surrounding land uses in order to preserve the resource.” 
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Based on this application the applicant requests that the accompanying Policy be updated to list the 
Rock It #2 Quarry.  
 
The applicant’s request for limitations of conflicting residential and social gathering space uses is 
reasonable under the Goal 5 protection program. Placement of an overlay zone or mapping the site as 
part of the Comprehensive Plan with provisions to limit those conflicting uses within the impact area is a 
reasonable request and accommodation.  
 

(2) There is sufficient information supplied by the applicant to show that there exist quantities of 
aggregate material that would warrant the overlay;  

As stated previously the applicant has determined that the inventory of aggregate material at the Rock It 
#2 Quarry is over 4.8 million tons that meet or exceed ODOT specifications. Please see the attached 
laboratory reports and map of aggregate material.  

 
(3) The proposed overlay is located at least 1,000 feet from properties zoned for residential use or 
designated on the Comprehensive Plan for residential;  

There are no residentially zoned or planned lands within the impact area. Residential uses are allowed in 
the Exclusive Farm Use zone which the applicant is requesting be limited within the impact area by the 
waiver of remonstrance discussed above.  

 
(4) Adequate screening, either natural or man-made, is available for protecting the site from 
surrounding land uses.  

The location of the Rock It #2 Quarry along Interstate 84 and south and west of industrial uses would 
make screening unnecessary. This type of aggregate activity regularly takes place along highways and 
roads to provide easy and cost-effective access to aggregate material for use in development projects. 
The applicant would state that screening beyond the use of berms of this site would be cost prohibitive 
and would not provide benefit. 

 
(5) The site complies with Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-023-0180. 

The required analysis for OAR 660-023-0180 is found earlier in this narrative. The applicant would assert 
the provisions can be met. 

 
152.488 MINING REQUIREMENTS:  
(A) All work done in an AR Overlay Zone shall conform to the requirements of DOGAMI or its 
successor, or the applicable state statutes.  
The applicant does work closely with DOGAMI to obtain permits for its aggregate locations and in the 
development of future reclamation of sites.  
 
(B) In addition to those requirements, an aggregate operation shall comply with the following 
standards: 

(1) For each operation conducted in an AR Overlay Zone the applicant shall provide the Planning 
Department with a copy of the reclamation plan that is to be submitted under the county’s 
reclamation ordinance; 

The applicant will complete the necessary reclamation plan required by DOGAMI and submit the same 
to Umatilla County. As stated earlier the installation of a photo voltaic solar generation facility is 
currently being considered. Any reclamation activity would be compliant with the Exclusive Farm Use 
zone. 
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(2) Extraction and sedimentation ponds shall not be allowed within 25 feet of a public road or 
within 100 feet from a dwelling, unless the extraction is into an area that is above the grade of 
the road, then extraction may occur to the property line; 

The applicant has and will continue to mine the aggregate resource leaving a 25-foot buffer area around 
the perimeter of the subject property. There is a home on the property that will be removed at a future 
date to allow mining of the full site. Until that time mining will not be done within 100 feet of the home. 
There are no other homes within 100 feet of the subject property and the requested remonstrance 
process could work to ensure that any new homes sited in the 1500-foot impact area do not conflict 
with the proposed large significant site. Future sedimentation ponds that may be installed will be more 
than 25 feet from either Stafford Hansell Road or Colonel Jordan Road.  

 
(3) Processing equipment shall not be operated within 500 feet of an existing dwelling at the time 

of the application of the Overlay Zone. Dwellings built after an AR Overlay Zone is applied 
shall not be used when computing this setback.  

There is one dwelling to the southeast of the mining site that is located within 500-feet of the boundary 
of the subject property being about 475 feet from the boundary of the subject property. Processing 
equipment will be sited in such a way as to retain this 500-foot setback requirement. The applicant is 
requesting that future dwellings or social gathering spaces be limited and require a remonstrance 
agreement within the impact area to assure this standard can be maintained. 

 
(4) All access roads shall be arranged in such a manner as to minimize traffic danger and nuisance 

to surrounding properties and eliminate dust.  
The Rock It #2 Quarry fronts both Stafford Hansell and Colonel Jordan Roads with a historical access on 
Stafford Hansell Road. A new access point will need to be approved and constructed to Colonel Jordan 
Road to support the mining activity and in compliance with Umatilla County access permit requirements. 
The applicant is requesting that future dwellings or social gathering spaces approved in a discretionary 
land use process to be limited by a requirement to sign a waiver of remonstrance within the impact area 
to assure this standard can be maintained.  
 
Analysis of the Statewide Planning Goals 1 through 14 follows. 
Goal 1 Citizen Involvement: To develop a citizen involvement program that insures the opportunity for 
citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process. 
Umatilla County’s Comprehensive Plan and development codes outline the County’s citizen involvement 
program that includes the activities of the Planning Commission and provides for the public hearing 
process with its required notice provisions. These notice provisions provide for adjoining and affected 
property owner notice; notice to interested local, state, and federal agencies; and allows for public 
comment to the process. More specifically this request will be publicly noticed and discussed at a public 
hearing and will be subject to input from citizens. 
 
Goal 2 Planning: To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for all 
decisions and actions related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for such decisions 
and actions. 
Goal 2 establishes the underlining process that a county or a city needs to utilize when considering 
changes to their Comprehensive Plans and development codes. This application meets those 
requirements for this request. 
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Goal 3 Agricultural Lands: To preserve and maintain agricultural lands. 
Goal 3 requires counties to preserve and maintain agricultural lands for farm uses. Counties must 
inventory agricultural lands and protect them by adopting exclusive farm use zones consistent with 
Oregon Revised Statute 215.203 et. seq.  
 
Goal 3 is relevant to this application as the proposal is on land currently zoned Exclusive Farm Use. 
While the primary purpose of this zone is to allow and protect farm operations there are many other 
uses that are allowed on farmland that are outlined in Oregon Revised Statute and codified in the 
Umatilla County Development Code. The current mining operation on this property (tax lots 700 and 
800) was approved as a Conditional Use in 2012 and was at that time listed in the Inventory of 
Significant Sites as a Small Significant Site. It has operated since that time with agricultural activities to 
the west, south, and southeast with no conflicts or concerns. There are at least five other aggregate 
sites within a five-mile radius of this site with several of them operating adjacent to lands producing 
crops. 
 
In this instance there is an intersection of Goal 3 and Goal 5 because an aggregate source has been 
identified, can be determined to be significant, and the applicant is requesting protection for the site 
and for mining to be allowed. Here, approval of the proposal allows both he objectives of Goal 3 and 
Goal 5 to be realized.   
 
Goal 4 Forest Lands: To conserve forest lands by maintaining the forest land base and to protect the 
state’s forest economy by making possible economically efficient forest practices that assure the 
continuous growing and harvesting of forest tree species as the leading use on forest land consistent 
with sound management of soil, air, water, and fish and wildlife resources and to provide for 
recreational opportunities and agriculture. 
There are no forest lands impacted by this request. The Umatilla National Forest is significantly south of 
the subject property.  
 
Goal 5 Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources: To protect natural resources 
and conserve scenic and historic areas and open spaces. 
The process undertaken within this application is to protect the subject property under Goal 5 as a 
significant aggregate site. The subject property does not have any overlays or other known cultural or 
historical sites. There are no mapped wetlands on the subject property and no floodplain has been 
mapped.  
 
This application for a Comprehensive Plan amendment to protect an aggregate resource has been 
reviewed under Oregon Administrative Rule 660-023-0180, the process required under Goal 5.  
 
Goal 6 Air, Water and Land Resources Quality: To maintain and improve the quality of the air, water 
and land resources of the state. 
Goal 6 addresses the quality of air, water, and land resources. In the context of comprehensive plan 
amendments, a local government complies with Goal 6 by explaining why it is reasonable to expect that 
the proposed uses authorized by the plan amendment will be able to satisfy applicable federal and state 
environmental standards, including air and water quality standards. 
 
The request to protect the subject property under Goal 5 and to allow mining, based on the analysis 
above can and will be compliant with Goal 6. The objective of this process is to protect an aggregate 
resource. Required measures protecting water are required under Oregon law and will be implemented 
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during mining, processing, and stockpiling of aggregate material. Any mining or processing of aggregate 
material will be required to meet Oregon Department of Environmental Quality requirements for air 
quality through the imposition of air quality standards with some activities having to obtain an Air 
Contaminate Discharge Permit. The use of mining and processing techniques that include temporary and 
permanent Best Management Practices for erosion and sediment control and spill control and 
prevention can achieve compliance with both clean air and water standards. 
 
Noise is defined as unwanted sound. The location of this site adjacent to Interstate 84 would provide 
significant mitigation based on the noise generated by the Interstate and provide protection from noise 
that may be generated.  
 
Goal 7 Areas Subject to Natural Hazards and Disasters: To protect people and property from natural 
hazards. 
Goal 7 works to address natural hazards and disasters and through a comprehensive plan amendment 
process would seek to determine if there are known natural hazards and seek to mitigate any concerns. 
There are no known natural hazards on the subject property.   
 
Goal 8 Recreation Needs: To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and visitors and, 
where appropriate, to provide for the siting of necessary recreational facilities including destination 
resorts. 
No recreation components are included in this application or affected by it.  
 
Goal 9 Economy: To provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety of economic 
activities vital to the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon’s citizens. 
Goal 9 requires local governments to adopt comprehensive plans and policies that contribute to a stable 
and healthy economy. Umatilla County has a comprehensive plan and technical report that has been 
acknowledged to comply with Goal 9. While the approval of an aggregate site does not, in and of itself, 
provide significant economic benefit, the aggregate industry can provide an economic benefit to a 
region. Aggregate is a necessary component that is essential for residents, businesses, and recreation 
and tourism activities in this region.  
 
Goal 10 Housing: To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the state. 
Housing is not a consideration of this application. However, the approval of this site would allow for 
aggregate to be available for use in the housing and commercial construction business.  
 
Goal 11 Public Services: To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public 
facilities and services to serve as a framework for urban and rural development. 
Goal 11 requires local governments to plan and develop a timely, orderly, and efficient arrangement of 
public facilities and services. The goal provides that urban and rural development be guided and 
supported by types and levels of services appropriate for, but limited to, the needs and requirements of 
the area to be served. The approval of this request would support the local economy that provides for 
the employment of residents, delivery of goods, and allows for recreation and tourism in the region.  
 
Goal 12 Transportation: To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation 
system. 
Goal 12 requires local governments to provide and encourage a safe, convenient, and economic 
transportation system, implemented through the Transportation Planning Rule. This rock could be used 
for transportation projects in and around the greater Hermiston area. 
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Goal 13 Energy: To conserve energy. 
Goal 13 directs local jurisdictions to manage and control land and uses developed on the land to 
maximize the conservation of all forms of energy, based on sound economic principles. Approval of this 
request provides opportunities for energy efficiency and convenience for residents, the movement of 
farm goods, and for access to recreation and tourism opportunities by providing improved and safe 
highways. It also recognizes the energy savings of having aggregate sites throughout a region in support 
of residential, commercial, and industrial development.  
 
Goal 14 Urbanization: To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use, 
to accommodate urban population and urban employment inside urban growth boundaries, to ensure 
efficient use of land, and to provide for livable communities. 
Goal 14 prohibits urban uses on rural lands. Goal 14 is not specifically applicable to this action.  
 
Conclusion: 
The applicant has provided within this narrative, and with other information included in the application 
package, evidence and testimony in support of protection for the Rock It #2 Quarry. This includes 
information concerning both the quantity and quality of the aggregate material found on the site which 
shows that it exceeds the requirements for approval of this request.  
 
Specifically, the applicant is requesting: 1) that the Rock It #2 Quarry site of approximately 140 acres be 
listed within the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan as part of Finding 41 and within the list of 
significant aggregate sites under Policy 41 in compliance with the approval of this request; 2) that 
Umatilla County apply the Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone to the subject property to allow mining, 
processing, and stockpiling on the site as well as two batch plants for concrete and asphalt; and 3) to 
amend the Comprehensive Plan map by mapping the impact area and through the Comprehensive Plan 
listing achieve the Goal 5 requirement of protecting the resource by limiting residential and social 
gathering uses and require those uses to waive their rights to remonstrate against aggregate operations 
allowed by this decision within the impact area to protect the aggregate resource from encroachment 
and nuisance complaints. 
 
Attachments: 
• Assessor’s Maps 4N 27 25, 4N 27 36, and 4N 28 31 
• 1500-Foot Impact Area Map  
• Lab reports (MT&I 2010)  
• Aggregate Quantity Map 
• DOGAMI Operating Permit Annual Renewal Statement 2020 and 2021 
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Umatilla County 

 Board of County Commissioners 

 

  

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS MEETING 

Wednesday, June 1, 2022, 9:00am 

Umatilla County Courthouse, Room 130  

 

A. Call to Order 

B. Chair’s Introductory Comments & Opening Statement 

C. New Business     

 

TEXT AMENDMENT #T-088-22, PLAN AMENDMENT #P-133-22, 

and ZONE MAP AMENDMENT #Z-320-22: WADE AYLETT, 

APPLICANT/OWNER. The applicant requests to expand a previously 

approved aggregate quarry (Rock It #2 Quarry) and add the site to the 

Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan list of Goal 5 protected Significant 

Sites and apply the Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone to the entire quarry 

site. The property site is comprised of several tax lots located southeast of 

the Interstate 82/84 interchange. The site is identified on assessor’s map as 

Township 4 North, Range 27 East, Section 36, Tax Lots 400, 500, 600, 700, 

800, 1400, and 1500 and Township 4 North, Range 27 East, Section 25, Tax 

Lot 900. The site is approximately 140 acres and zoned Exclusive Farm Use. 

 

D. New Business  

    

UMATILLA COUNTY DEVELOPMENT CODE TEXT 

AMENDMENT #T-089-22, RANDALL & MARIE MARTIN SCOUT 

CAMP LLC, APPLICANT & OWNER. The applicant requests a Post-

Acknowledgment Plan Amendment to amend the text of the Umatilla 

County Development Code to permit youth camps, as provided in OAR 660-

33-130(40), through issuance of a Conditional Use Permit on lands zoned 

Exclusive Farm Use & Grazing/ Farm.   

 

E. Adjournment  
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Umatilla County
Department of Land Use Planning 

216 S.E. 4th Street • Pendleton, OR 97801 • Ph: 541-278-6252 • Fax: 541-278-5480 
Website: www.umatillacounty.gov/planning • Email: planning@umatillacounty.gov 

MEMO 

TO: Umatilla County Board of County Commissioners 
FROM: Megan Davchevski, Planner 
DATE: May 25, 2022 

Re: June 1, 2022 Board of Commissioners Hearing 
Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment #P-133-22, 
Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment #T-088-22 and  
Zoning Map Amendment #Z-320-22 
Rock It #2 Aggregate Site 

CC: Robert Waldher, Planning Director 

Background Information 
The applicant, Rock-It LLC, requests to expand an existing quarry (Rock-It #2 Quarry) to 
the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan list of Goal 5 protected Significant Sites and 
apply the Aggregate Resource (AR) Overlay Zone to the entire quarry site. This site is 
comprised of numerous tax accounts, totaling up to approximately 140 acres. The 
subject property is just southeast of the Interstate 82 and 84 Interchange, south of the 
Westland Road Interchange, west of Colonel Jordan Road, and south of Stafford Hansell 
Road. 

The previous approval was for about 55 acres and was considered a small significant 
site. The proposed expansion would add this site as a large significant site. The 
applicant intends to continue the activities approved in the 2012 CUP, expanding the 
mining area to excavate aggregate, batch that aggregate for various commercial and 
industrial projects, stockpile unused aggregate material for current and future use, and 
process the aggregate into both asphalt and concrete. Both sand and gravel materials 
are available on this site. 

Criteria of Approval 
The criteria of approval are found in Oregon Administrative Rule 660-023-0040 – 0050, 
660-023-0180 (3), (5) and (7), and Umatilla County Development Code (UCDC) Section
152.487 – 488.

Conclusion 
The process of approval by the County involves review by the County Planning 
Commission with a recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners. A public 
hearing was held before the Planning Commission on January 27, 2022.  

The Planning Commission recommended approval of P-133-22, T-088-22 and Z-320-22, 
with some amendments to the findings. The recommendation includes striking 
Subsequent Conditions #2, #3 and #4 and adding a new Subsequent Condition #11, 

DIRECTOR 
ROBERT WALDHER 

LAND USE  
PLANNING, 
ZONING AND 
PERMITTING 

CODE  
ENFORCEMENT 

SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE 

SMOKE  
MANAGEMENT 

GIS AND  
MAPPING 

RURAL  
ADDRESSING 

LIAISON, NATURAL 
RESOURCES & 
ENVIRONMENT 

 
1

 
Exhibit H Page 30 of 113

 
224

http://www.umatillacounty.gov/planning


Memo 
Board of Commissioners Public Hearing – June 1, 2022 
Rock-It #2 Amendments #P-133-22, #T-088-22 and #Z-320-22 

which is, “Obtain a County Road Access Permit from Colonel Jordan Road that meets 
the 1,320 foot spacing requirement from the interchange, once the second access is 
requested by the mining operation.”  

The findings have several edits, as guided by the Planning Commission’s 
recommendation. Text to be removed from the findings are identified with a 
strikethrough (strike), and new text is underlined and red. 

The Board may decide to accept and adopt the Planning Commission’s findings and 
recommendation, or determine new findings with a decision to approve or deny the 
Post-Acknowledgement Amendment Application (PAPA).  

Attachments 
The following attachments have been included for review by the Planning Commission: 
• 1500-Foot Impact Area Map
• County Preliminary Findings and Conclusions
• Proposed Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment
• Proposed Zoning Map Amendment
• Aggregate Quantity Map
• Lab Reports (MT&I 2010)
• ODOT Region 5 comment
• Umatilla County Public Works comments (dated April 11, April 20, )
• Westland Road/I-84/I-82 Interchange Area Transportation Plan pages 5-5

through 5-8
• Planning Commission Exhibits A, B and C
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UMATILLA COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONER HEARING – JUNE 1, 2022 

UMATILLA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT, COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN TEXT AMENDMENT & ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 

ROCK-IT LLC, APPLICANT & OWNER 
PACKET CONTENT LIST 

Pages 1-2 

Page 4 

Page 5 

Pages 7-36 

Pages 37-38 

Page 39 

Page 40 

Pages 41-50 

Page 51 

Page 52 

Pages 53-56 

1. Staff Memo

2. Notice and Vicinity Map

3. 1500 foot Impact Area Map

4. Staff Report & Preliminary Findings

5. Proposed Text Amendment

6. Proposed Zoning Map

7. Aggregate Quantity Map

8. Lab Reports (MT&I 2010)

9. Umatilla County Public Works comment 4/11/22, Tom Fellows

10. ODOT comment, Thomas Lapp

11. Westland Road / I-82 / I-84 IAMP Pages 5-5 through 5-8

12. Umatilla County Public Works comment 4/20/22, Tom Fellows

13. Planning Commission Exhibits A, B & C

Page 57 

Pages 58-63
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UMATILLA COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

ROCK IT #2 QUARRY 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP AMENDMENT, #P-133-22,  

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TEXT AMMENDMENT T-088-22, 
ZONING MAP AMENDMENT #Z-320-22 

MAP 4N 27 36; TLs #400, 500, 600, 700, 800, 1400, and 1500 AND 
MAP 4N 27 25; TL 900 

1. APPLICANT: Wade Aylett, 28598 Stafford Hansell Road, Hermiston, OR 97838 

2. CONSULTANT: Carla McLane Consulting, LLC, 170 Van Buren Drive, Umatilla, OR
97882 

3. OWNER: Rock-It LLC, 74854 Washington Ave, Irrigon, OR 97844 

4. REQUEST: The request is to add Tax Lots 400, 500, 600, 700, 800, 1400 and 1500 of 
Assessor’s Map 4N 27 36 and Tax Lot 900 of Assessor’s Map 4N 27 25 to 
Umatilla County’s list of Large Significant Sites, providing necessary 
protections under Goal 5 including limiting conflicting uses within the 
impact area, and applying the Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone to the 
subject property, with the objective to allow mining, processing, and 
stockpiling at the site. In 2012, Tax Lots 700 and 800 were added as a 
Small Significant Site to the Inventory of Significant Sites and Conditional 
Use Permit (CUP) #P-106-12 was approved establishing a mining 
operation. In 2020, Zoning Permit ZP-20-142 was authorized with a site 
plan depicting the mining area, a scale house / office building, and an 
asphalt batch plant. However, it was later discovered that the office 
building was built on Tax Lot 900, which was not included in the original 
small significant site designation. Since that discovery, the applicant has 
been working with County Staff to correct the issue. The requested action 
is designed to establish the entire Rock-It #2 site, composed of all the 
above listed Tax Lots, as a Large Significant Site with protections under 
Goal 5 and to allow mining, processing, concrete and asphalt batch plants, 
and stockpiling.  

The applicant intends to continue the activities approved in the 2012 CUP, 
expanding the mining area to excavate aggregate, batch that aggregate for 
various commercial and industrial projects, stockpile unused aggregate 
material for current and future use, and process the aggregate into both 
asphalt and concrete. For this application ‘aggregate’ means sand and 
gravel materials as both are available on this site. This application refers to 
the "site" or "Subject Property" or "Rock It 2 Quarry" as all of Tax Lots 
400, 500, 600, 700, 800, 1400 and 1500 of Assessor’s Map 4N 27 36 and 
Tax Lot 900 of Assessor’s Map 4N 27 25. 
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Rock-IT #2, Plan Amendment, #P-133-22, Text Amendment T-088-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-320-22 
Page 2 of 30 

5. LOCATION: The subject property is just southeast of the Interstates 82 and 84 
Interchange, south of the Westland Road Interchange, west of Colonel 
Jordan Road, and south of Stafford Hansell Road. 

6. SITUS: 28598 Stafford Hansell Road, Hermiston, OR is assigned to the existing 
dwelling on Tax Lot 800. The aggregate site does not currently have a 
situs address.  

7. ACREAGE: The entire site is approximately 140 acres, spread across the various tax 
lots.  

8. COMP PLAN: The site has a Comprehensive Plan designation of North/South 
Agriculture. 

9. ZONING: The subject property is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). 

10. ACCESS: The site can be accessed via Stafford Hansell Road. Portions of the site 
front Colonel Jordan Road. 

11. ROAD TYPE: Stafford Hansell Road, County Road #1344, is a paved, 2-lane, county-
maintained roadway.  

12. EASEMENTS: There are no access or utility easements on the subject property.

13. LAND USE: Currently there is mining occurring on the property under Plan 
Amendment #P-106-12, listing the site as a Small Significant Site and 
Conditional Use Permit #C-1204-12 approving mining operations. On the 
southern portion of the site, there are agricultural operations under circle 
pivot irrigation and a wheel line. On the northwest corner there is a pre-
existing dwelling with various out buildings and corrals. The dwelling, 
which is owned by the applicant, and its associated outbuildings will be 
removed at the point that the mining operation moves into that area. 

14. ADJACENT USE: A truck stop and fueling station sits immediately to the east of the subject
property with three trucking related businesses further to the east across 
Colonel Jordan Road. To the north across Interstate 84 a FedEx Freight 
facility, a UPS Customer Center, several potato storages, and a food 
processing and shipping operation are west of Westland Road. To the 
northeast, and east of Westland Road, is the Northwest Livestock 
Commission auction facility and an aggregate operation further east. 
Irrigated farmland is to the west and south of the subject property, most 
under circle pivot irrigation systems. To the southeast there are several 
homes sited on land zoned for Exclusive Farm Use. The zoning within 
the 1,500-foot impact area includes Exclusive Farm Use, Light Industrial, 
Rural Tourist Commercial, and Agri-Business. 
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Rock-IT #2, Plan Amendment, #P-133-22, Text Amendment T-088-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-320-22 
Page 3 of 30 

15. LAND FORM: Columbia River Plateau

16. SOIL TYPES: The subject property contains predominately Non-High Value soil types.
High Value Soils are defined in UCDC 152.003 as Land Capability Class I 
and II. The soils on the subject property are predominately Class IV and 
VII.  

Soil Name, Unit Number, Description Land Capability Class 
Dry Irrigated 

75B: Quincy loamy fine sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes VIIe IVe 
76B: Quincy loamy fine sand gravelly substratum, 0 to 5 percent slopes VIIe IVe 
Soil Survey of Umatilla County Area, 1989, NRCS. The suffix on the Land Capability Class designations 
are defined as “e” – erosion prone, “c” – climate limitations, “s” soil limitations and “w” – water (Survey, 
page. 172).  

17. BUILDINGS: There is a pre-existing dwelling and several outbuildings on the site. There 
is also an office and scale house associated with the aggregate operations. 

18. UTILITIES: The site is not served by utilities.  

19. WATER/SEWER: The property currently has a domestic well and septic for use of the
dwelling. There is also a water right associated with the groundwater use 
for gravel washing. The groundwater right is listed on certificates #92150 
and #89533.   

20. FIRE SERVICE: The site is located within Umatilla County Fire District #1.

21. IRRIGATION: The site is located within Westland Irrigation District, however, the
applicant has provided that the site is not served by the irrigation district. 

22. FLOODPLAIN: This property is NOT in a floodplain.

23. WETLANDS: There are no known wetlands located on the subject property.

24. NOTICES SENT: Notice was sent to the Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD) on March 23, 2022. Notice was mailed to 
neighboring land owners and affected agencies on April 8, 2022. Notice 
was printed in the April 16, 2022 publication of the East Oregonian. 

25. HEARING DATE: A public hearing is scheduled before the Umatilla County Planning
Commission in the Justice Center Media Room, 4700 NW Pioneer Place, 
Pendleton, OR 97838 on April 28, 2022 at 6:30 PM.  

A subsequent hearing is scheduled before the Umatilla County Board of 
County Commissioners on June 1, 2022 at 9:00 AM. The hearing will be 
held in Room 130 at the County Courthouse, 216 SE 4th St., Pendleton, 
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Rock-IT #2, Plan Amendment, #P-133-22, Text Amendment T-088-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-320-22 
Page 4 of 30 

OR 97801. 

26. AGENCIES: Umatilla County Assessor, Umatilla County Public Works, Oregon 
Department of Transportation Region 5-Highways Division, Oregon 
Department of Land Conservation and Development, Department of 
Environmental Quality, Department of Geology and Mineral Industries, 
Department of State Lands, Oregon Water Resources Department, 
Westland Irrigation District, CTUIR-Natural Resources, CTUIR-Cultural 
Resources 

27. COMMENTS:  The Umatilla County Public Works Department provided comment on
April 11 2022, deferring spacing standards to ODOT’s requirements. 

Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), provided comment stating 
that the current access point to Colonel Jordon Road is approximately 240 
feet from the I-84 eastbound exit ramp. This could cause congestion at the 
intersection, should new commercial vehicle trips be generated using the 
frontage road in close proximity to the interchange. ODOT states there is 
plenty of space from the eastbound ramps to attain 1,320 feet of separation 
of the ramps, trucks could enter a new connection to tax lot 1500 from 
Colonel Jordan Road or further south opposite of Nobles Road. ODOT 
believes it to be best to build a new connection at a minimum of 1,320 feet 
south of the interchange ramps per the IAMP, especially since this is the 
first opportunity to enter tax lot 1500 from the county road system. 

On April 20, 2022 Umatilla County Public Works Director, Thomas 
Fellows, provided an additional comment requesting that the applicant be 
required to improve Center Street to a County Road gravel standard and 
relocate access to this public right of way. The existing right of way is 40 
feet wide and aligns well with Noble Road, which is also a 40 foot right of 
way. The applicant’s property would have direct access to this new road. 
This new connection would shift business access away from the frontage 
road, alleviating ODOT’s concerns with the IAMP. Mr. Fellows also 
suggested that the Center Street ROW be named Noble Road for 
consistency across the intersection.  

Umatilla County finds neither ODOT nor the County Road Department 
requested the applicant to obtain a traffic impact analysis.  

Umatilla County finds that ODOT has requested the applicant to relocate 
the aggregate operation’s entrance to be compliant with the Westland 
Road / I-82 IAMP’s spacing standards.  

Umatilla County finds the County Public Works Department has requested 
the applicant to improve and utilize the Center Street Right of Way, rather 
than accessing the site from Stafford Hansell Road.  
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Rock-IT #2, Plan Amendment, #P-133-22, Text Amendment T-088-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-320-22 
Page 5 of 30 

Umatilla County finds the County Public Works Department has requested 
the applicant to not use Stafford Hansell Road for access.  

Umatilla County finds that because the applicant has been legally using the 
existing access point to Stafford Hansell Road, and the use remains the 
same, the County cannot impose a condition forcing the applicant to 
relocate access.  

Umatilla County finds and concludes a condition of approval is imposed 
that the applicant improve the existing 40-foot public right of way, Center 
Street, to be named Noble Road to the gravel County Road standard.   

Umatilla County finds and concludes a condition of approval is imposed 
that the applicant’s mining operation shall only use the newly improved 
Noble Road connection, and the existing access from Stafford Hansell 
Road to Colonel Jordan Road must cease. 

NOTE:  The Umatilla County Development Code has not been updated with the Division 23 
Rules for Aggregate. The Oregon Administrative Rules 660-023-0180 to establish a Goal 5 
Large Significant Site will be directly applied per OAR 660-023-180 (9).  

28. GOAL 5 ISSUES: Scenic, Open Space, Historic, Wildlife, and other resources.
In order to mine aggregate in Umatilla County, a site must either be an active insignificant site, or
be listed on the Goal 5 Inventory of the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan as a significant
site. A portion of the Rock-It #2 site is currently on Umatilla County’s Goal 5 Inventory as a
small significant site. The applicant proposes to utilize quality/quantity information to obtain
approval of the plan amendment to expand the site and add it to the Umatilla County inventory of
large significant aggregate sites and obtain Goal 5 protection of the resource. Part of this Goal 5
protection is to include the site under the AR Overlay Zone. The Umatilla County
Comprehensive Plan requires that “[a]ny proposed modification to the text or areas of application
(maps) of the AR, HAC, CWR or NA Overlay Zones shall be processed as an amendment to this
plan.”  Therefore, this application constitutes a Post-Acknowledgement Plan Amendment
(PAPA), and is subject to the criteria listed in Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-023-
0030 through 660-023-0050, and OAR 660-023-0180. As a condition of approval for operation,
the applicant must acquire a DOGAMI permit and obtain approval of a reclamation plan. Copies
of both the DOGAMI permit and reclamation plan must be submitted to County Planning.

29. STANDARDS OF THE OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES, DIVISION 23 FOR
GOAL 5 LARGE SIGNIFICANT SITES are found in OAR 660-023-0180 (3), (5), & (7),
OAR 660-023-040, and OAR 660-023-050. The standards for approval are provided in
underlined text and the responses are indicated in standard text.

OAR 660-023-0180 Mineral and Aggregate Resources  
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Rock-IT #2, Plan Amendment, #P-133-22, Text Amendment T-088-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-320-22 
Page 6 of 30 

(3) [Large Significant Sites] An aggregate resource site shall be considered significant if
adequate information regarding the quantity, quality, and location of the resource demonstrates 
that the site meets any one of the criteria in subsections (a) through (c) of this section, except as 
provided in subsection (d) of this section:  

(a) A representative set of samples of aggregate material in the deposit on the site meets
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) specifications for base rock for air 
degradation, abrasion, and sodium sulfate soundness, and the estimated amount of material is 
more than 2,000,000 tons in the Willamette Valley, or 100,000 tons outside the Willamette 
Valley; 
(b) The material meets local government standards establishing a lower threshold for
significance than subsection (a) of this section; or 
(c) The aggregate site is on an inventory of significant aggregate sites in an acknowledged
plan on the applicable date of this rule.  
(d) Notwithstanding subsections (a) through (c) of this section, except for an expansion area
of an existing site if the operator of the existing site on March 1, 1996 had an enforceable 
property interest in the expansion area on that date, an aggregate site is not significant if the 
criteria in either paragraphs (A) or (B) of this subsection apply: 

(A) More than 35 percent of the proposed mining area consists of soil classified as Class I
on Natural Resource and Conservation Service (NRCS) maps on the date of this rule; or 
(B) More than 35 percent of the proposed mining area consists of soil classified as Class
II, or of a combination of Class II and Class I or Unique soil on NRCS maps available on 
the date of this rule, unless the average width of the aggregate layer within the mining 
area exceeds: 

(i) 60 feet in Washington, Multnomah, Marion, Columbia, and Lane counties;
(ii) 25 feet in Polk, Yamhill, and Clackamas counties; or
(iii) 17 feet in Linn and Benton counties.

The Rock-It #2 Quarry is in Eastern Oregon and has an inventory of over 4.8 million tons of 
available sand and gravel aggregate material. The United States Department of Agriculture 
Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey of Umatilla County identifies the soils on 
the subject property as predominately Quincy loamy fine sand, with gravelly substratum, with 
slopes of 0 to 5 percent. The balance of the subject property in the southeast corner is Quincy 
loamy fine sand also with a slope of 0 to 5 percent. In both cases the soil is classified as VII when 
not irrigated or IV when irrigated. There are no Class I, Class II, Prime, or Unique soils on the 
subject property. 

In 2010 samples of material were tested by Material Testing & Inspection from the Rock It #2 
quarry and were determined to meet current ODOT specifications. The cover letter to the various 
laboratory reports indicates that tests were completed for durability, soundness, and specific 
gravity stating that the material tested satisfied the 2008 Oregon Standard Specifications for 
Construction. 

Umatilla County finds the Rock It #2 quarry consisting of approximately 140 acres meet, and is 
estimated to exceed, both the quantity and quality criteria for a significant aggregate site in 
accordance with OAR 660-023-0180(3)(a). 
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Rock-IT #2, Plan Amendment, #P-133-22, Text Amendment T-088-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-320-22 
Page 7 of 30 

(5) [Large Significant Sites] For significant mineral and aggregate sites, local governments shall
decide whether mining is permitted. For a PAPA application involving an aggregate site 
determined to be significant under section (3) of this rule, the process for this decision is set out 
in subsections (a) through (g) of this section. A local government must complete the process 
within 180 days after receipt of a complete application that is consistent with section (8) of this 
rule, or by the earliest date after 180 days allowed by local charter.  

(a) [Impact Area] The local government shall determine an impact area for the purpose of
identifying conflicts with proposed mining and processing activities. The impact area shall be
large enough to include uses listed in subsection (b) of this section and shall be limited to
1,500 feet from the boundaries of the mining area, except where factual information indicates
significant potential conflicts beyond this distance. For a proposed expansion of an existing
aggregate site, the impact area shall be measured from the perimeter of the proposed
expansion area rather than the boundaries of the existing aggregate site and shall not include
the existing aggregate site.

Applicant Response: There are a variety of uses to the north of the property which also places 
them to the north of Interstate 84 which diminishes the impacts of the mining operation on those 
activities. There are commercial and light industrial uses to the east of the mining operation and 
homes sited on land zoned for Exclusive Farm Use to the southeast within the 1,500-foot impact 
area. Where this request is an expansion of an existing aggregate site the impact area will not be 
based on Tax Lots 700 and 800 but on Tax Lots 400, 500, 600, 1400 and 1500. 

Umatilla County finds that factual information is not present to indicate that there would be 
significant conflicts beyond the 1,500 foot impact area from the boundaries of the proposed 
expansion. Therefore, the 1,500 foot impact area is sufficient to include uses listed in (b) below.  

(b) [Conflicts created by the site] The local government shall determine existing or
approved land uses within the impact area that will be adversely affected by proposed mining 
operations and shall specify the predicted conflicts. For purposes of this section, "approved 
land uses" are dwellings allowed by a residential zone on existing platted lots and other uses 
for which conditional or final approvals have been granted by the local government. For 
determination of conflicts from proposed mining of a significant aggregate site, the local 
government shall limit its consideration to the following:  

(A) Conflicts due to noise, dust, or other discharges with regard to those existing and
approved uses and associated activities (e. g. , houses and schools) that are sensitive to 
such discharges; 

Applicant Response: There are five homes within the 1,500-foot impact area to the southeast all 
sited on land zoned for Exclusive Farm Use. They were approved as farm dwellings in the 
Exclusive Farm Use zone on parcels created by deed. 

There are no residentially zoned lands within the impact area. There is a truck stop and three 
different commercial or light industrial operations in support of trucking and freight movement 
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Rock-IT #2, Plan Amendment, #P-133-22, Text Amendment T-088-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-320-22 
Page 8 of 30 

to the east of the mining operation. To the north of the Interstate there is a FedEx freight facility, 
Triple M Truck and Equipment, and the Northwest Livestock Commission facility. There appear 
to be residential units at both the Northwest Livestock Commission facility and at the vacant 
Barton Industries facility. It is unknown whether these residential units have a conditional or 
final approval or have sought any.   

There are uses that may be impacted by noise, dust, or other discharges from the proposed 
mining operation including the truck stop to the east and the homes to the southeast, all within 
the 1,500-foot impact area. Even so the applicant has for the existing operation and will continue 
for the expansion area managed impacts by employing best management practices. Current 
mining activity has been operating under a Conditional Use Permit since 2012. 

The applicant does acknowledge that the mining and processing operation can create noise, dust, 
and other discharges and will employ normal and customary practices to manage those impacts. 
Both noise and dust are regulated by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, imposing 
standards that the applicant or contractors on this site would be compelled to meet, including 
obtaining a General Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) for processing and batching 
activities. Dust is currently managed on site through the application of water or other dust 
abatement mechanisms. 

Another concern related to discharges would be stormwater which the applicant currently and 
will continue to collect and hold onsite. There does not appear to be a need at this point for the 
applicant to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater 
permit with over 139-acres available to collect and hold stormwater. If conditions should change 
one can be obtained.  

Blasting will NOT be conducted as part of the mining process as no basalt rock is proposed for 
extraction, just sand and gravel. As like the earlier requirements the applicant will comply with 
requirements of DOGAMI.  

With application of the management practices described above all potential conflicts due to 
noise, dust, or other discharges will be minimized or eliminated within the 1,500-foot impact 
area.  

Umatilla County finds that the applicant has identified potential conflicts due to noise, dust, or 
other discharges with regard to those existing and approved uses and associated activities (e.g., 
houses and commercial uses) that are sensitive to such discharges exist within the 1,500 foot 
impact area. Umatilla County finds with application of the management practices described 
above all potential conflicts due to noise, dust, or other discharges will be minimized within the 
1,500-foot impact area.  

(B) Potential conflicts to local roads used for access and egress to the mining site within
one mile of the entrance to the mining site unless a greater distance is necessary in order 
to include the intersection with the nearest arterial identified in the local transportation 
plan. Conflicts shall be determined based on clear and objective standards regarding sight 
distances, road capacity, cross section elements, horizontal and vertical alignment, and 
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Rock-IT #2, Plan Amendment, #P-133-22, Text Amendment T-088-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-320-22 
Page 9 of 30 

similar items in the transportation plan and implementing ordinances. Such standards for 
trucks associated with the mining operation shall be equivalent to standards for other 
trucks of equivalent size, weight, and capacity that haul other materials;   

Applicant Response: Developed roads adjacent to the subject property are Stafford Hansell 
Road to the north and Colonel Jordan Road to the east. All material leaving this site will travel 
one of those roads to then travel east or west along Interstate 84 or continue north along 
Westland Road to the delivery point. Traffic is dependent upon current workloads and will also 
vary based on the time of year. At peak usage Average Daily Trips will be under the 250 trips 
identified within the Umatilla County Development Code as the trigger for a Traffic Impact 
Study. Employees at the scale and office site would generate no more than 10 trips per day with 
employees working within the mining pits generating another 10 trips. Material trucks could 
contribute up to 100 trips per day with the two batch plants combined adding up to 70 trips per 
day. While most of these trips will initially use Stafford Hansell Road, future access to Colonel 
Jordan Road will see these trips shared between the two roads before moving onto the Interstate 
system or continuing north along Westland Road. 

The applicant has historical access from Umatilla County for access onto Stafford Hansell Road. 
Prior to expanding mining activity to the portion of the subject property that fronts Colonel 
Jordan Road another access permit will need to be obtained. Both roads are paved and in good 
condition with Colonel Jordan Road seeing significantly more traffic. The affected roads are flat 
with no impairments to sight distance at the current access along Stafford Hansell or the future 
access to Colonel Jordan. There are no posted speed limits along either county road.   

Traffic would not trigger a traffic impact analysis as it would be less than the 250 average daily 
trips as outlined at UCDC 152.019(B)(2)(a).  

Umatilla County finds that traffic generated by the quarry operations will be consistent with 
current levels. Umatilla County finds that the site will contribute less than 250 daily trips, 
therefore, a TIA is not required at this time. 

Umatilla County inquired with ODOT Region 5 and County Public Works regarding the existing 
access point. County Public Works deferred to ODOT’s response. ODOT stated that the existing 
access point does not comply with the Westland / I-84 Interchange Area Management Plan’s 
(IAMP) spacing requirements to the interchange ramps. ODOT shared possible concerns with 
congestion at the intersection, and stated that the applicant’s site could construct a new access to 
Colonel Jordan Road for trucks that would satisfy the 1,320 foot spacing requirement.  

The County Public Works department requested the existing Stafford Hansell Road access point 
be closed, and a new access point to Colonel Jordan Road be constructed and used. As detailed 
above, Umatilla County finds the existing Stafford Hansell Road access is a legal access point 
that cannot be revoked. 

Umatilla County finds the applicant is required to obtain a County Road Approach Permit to 
Colonel Jordan Road, once a Colonel Jordan Road access is necessary. The access shall be 
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constructed a minimum of 1,320 feet from the interchange ramps as requested by ODOT. This 
will be captured as a subsequent condition of approval. 

 
(C) Safety conflicts with existing public airports due to bird attractants, i.e., open water 
impoundments as specified under OAR chapter 660, division 013;  
 

Umatilla County finds that there are no public airports within the Impact Area. The closest public 
airport is east of Hermiston and more than five miles away from the site. 

 
(D) Conflicts with other Goal 5 resource sites within the impact area that are shown on an 
acknowledged list of significant resources and for which the requirements of Goal 5 have 
been completed at the time the PAPA is initiated;  

 
There are no known Goal 5 resource sites within the impact area for the aggregate site. Thus, 
Umatilla County finds that the proposed Goal 5 expansion is not expected to conflict with other 
Goal 5 resource sites within the 1,500 foot impact area. 

 
(E) Conflicts with agricultural practices; and   
 

Applicant Response: Agricultural practices within the 1,500-foot impact area of the Rock It #2 
quarry are to the west, south, and southeast and consist of irrigated agriculture with circle pivot 
irrigation to the west and south. The crops would be predominately potatoes, corn, wheat, and 
other row crops. There are no planted vineyards in the impact area or within 2 miles of the 
proposed expansion site. Mining activity is not expected to conflict with these agricultural 
activities or practices. Prevailing winds are from the southwest moving any dust or emissions 
from the aggregate site away from agricultural lands towards an area that is used predominately 
for various commercial and industrial uses.  
 
Umatilla County finds that the proposed Goal 5 expansion is not expected to conflict with nearby 
agricultural activities or practices. The existing site has been operating without conflicts to 
nearby agricultural practices for many years.  

 
(F) Other conflicts for which consideration is necessary in order to carry out ordinances 
that supersede Oregon DOGAMI regulations pursuant to ORS 517.780;  
 

Umatilla County finds that there are no other conflicts for which consideration is necessary in 
order to carry out ordinances that supersede Oregon DOGAMI regulations. Therefore, this 
criterion is not applicable. 

 
(c) [If conflicts exist, measures to minimize] The local government shall determine 
reasonable and practicable measures that would minimize the conflicts identified under 
subsection (b) of this section. To determine whether proposed measures would minimize 
conflicts to agricultural practices, the requirements of ORS 215.296 shall be followed rather 
than the requirements of this section. If reasonable and practicable measures are identified to 
minimize all identified conflicts, mining shall be allowed at the site and subsection (d) of this 
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section is not applicable. If identified conflicts cannot be minimized, subsection (d) of this 
section applies. 

Umatilla County finds that no conflicts were identified within the 1,500 foot impact area. 
Although no conflicts have been identified within the impact area, the applicant has identified 
limited impacts from dust and stormwater that can be managed or mitigated through various 
voluntary measures and best management practices. During mining and processing, if approved 
on site, the applicant or its contractors will implement best management practices and, as 
necessary or required, obtain necessary permits in the management of dust, stormwater, or other 
identified discharges. 

(d) [If conflict can’t be minimized then conduct an Economic, Social, Environmental,
and Energy (ESEE) analysis] The local government shall determine any significant 
conflicts identified under the requirements of subsection (c) of this section that cannot be 
minimized. Based on these conflicts only, local government shall determine the ESEE 
consequences of either allowing, limiting, or not allowing mining at the site. Local 
governments shall reach this decision by weighing these ESEE consequences, with 
consideration of the following:  

(A) The degree of adverse effect on existing land uses within the impact area;
(B) Reasonable and practicable measures that could be taken to reduce the identified
adverse effects; and 
(C) The probable duration of the mining operation and the proposed post-mining use of
the site.  

Applicant Response: The applicant's experience is that all identified potential conflicts from the 
mining operation can be minimized as described above. This criterion is not applicable. 

Umatilla County finds that all identified potential conflict will be minimized as described above. 
This criterion is not applicable. 

(e) [Amend Plan] Where mining is allowed, the plan and implementing ordinances shall be
amended to allow such mining. Any required measures to minimize conflicts, including 
special conditions and procedures regulating mining, shall be clear and objective. Additional 
land use review (e. g. , site plan review), if required by the local government, shall not exceed 
the minimum review necessary to assure compliance with these requirements and shall not 
provide opportunities to deny mining for reasons unrelated to these requirements, or to attach 
additional approval requirements, except with regard to mining or processing activities:  

(A) For which the PAPA application does not provide information sufficient to determine
clear and objective measures to resolve identified conflicts; 
(B) Not requested in the PAPA application; or
(C) For which a significant change to the type, location, or duration of the activity shown
on the PAPA application is proposed by the operator.  

Umatilla County finds that no conflicts were identified. Therefore, this criterion is not applicable. 
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(f) [Post mining uses] Where mining is allowed, the local government shall determine the
post-mining use and provide for this use in the comprehensive plan and land use regulations. 
For significant aggregate sites on Class I, II and Unique farmland, local governments shall 
adopt plan and land use regulations to limit post-mining use to farm uses under ORS 
215.203, uses listed under ORS 215.213(1) or 215.283(1), and fish and wildlife habitat uses, 
including wetland mitigation banking. Local governments shall coordinate with DOGAMI 
regarding the regulation and reclamation of mineral and aggregate sites, except where exempt 
under ORS 517.780.  

Applicant Response: The applicant is currently considering the installation of a photovoltaic 
solar energy generation facility as a post-mining use. The subject property is not composed of 
Class I, II, Prime, or Unique farmland and would therefore allow a use allowed under ORS 
215.283(2). Other post-mining uses, if allowed under ORS 215.283 and the Umatilla County 
Development Code, could also be considered.  

Umatilla County finds the applicant has identified a possible post-mining use that is allowed 
under ORS 215.283. Umatilla County finds this criterion is satisfied.  

(g) [Issuing a zoning permit] Local governments shall allow a currently approved aggregate
processing operation at an existing site to process material from a new or expansion site 
without requiring a reauthorization of the existing processing operation unless limits on such 
processing were established at the time it was approved by the local government.  

Applicant Response: Conditional Use Permit #C-1204-12 was issued in 2012 in conjunction 
with Plan Amendment #P-106-12 that listed a portion of the site that is subject to this request as 
a Small Significant Site. This action seeks to enlarge the mining area and the total volume that 
will be extracted from the original and expansion site converting the determination from a Small 
Significant Site to a Large Significant Site and applying Goal 5 protections.  

Processing is currently authorized at the Rock-It #2 Quarry. This request is to expand the 
authorized quarry site. Umatilla County finds this criterion is applicable and a zoning permit is 
required to finalize approval (precedent condition). 
(7) [Protecting the site from other uses/conflicts] Except for aggregate resource sites
determined to be significant under section (4) of this rule, local governments shall follow the 
standard ESEE process in OAR 660-023-0040 and 660-023-0050 to determine whether to allow, 
limit, or prevent new conflicting uses within the impact area of a significant mineral and 
aggregate site. (This requirement does not apply if, under section (5) of this rule, the local 
government decides that mining will not be authorized at the site.)  
The applicant has provided an ESEE analysis. The analysis supports a decision to limit new 
conflicting uses within the buffer area to assure protection of the aggregate site.  

660-023-0040 ESEE Decision Process
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(1) Local governments shall develop a program to achieve Goal 5 for all significant resource
sites based on an analysis of the economic, social, environmental, and energy (ESEE) 
consequences that could result from a decision to allow, limit, or prohibit a conflicting use. 
This rule describes four steps to be followed in conducting an ESEE analysis, as set out in 
detail in sections (2) through (5) of this rule. Local governments are not required to follow 
these steps sequentially, and some steps anticipate a return to a previous step. However, 
findings shall demonstrate that requirements under each of the steps have been met, 
regardless of the sequence followed by the local government. The ESEE analysis need not be 
lengthy or complex, but should enable reviewers to gain a clear understanding of the conflicts 
and the consequences to be expected. The steps in the standard ESEE process are as follows: 

(a) Identify conflicting uses;
The subject property and property within 1500 feet to the west and south is zoned 
Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) which allows a variety of farm related uses including 
dwellings if certain criteria are met. There are also additional uses that are allowed with 
standards or conditionally. Some of these uses could create conflicts with an aggregate 
operation. Conflicts are most likely to arise when a new use would place people, living or 
working, within the impact area. Those uses include homes, churches, parks or certain 
recreation facilities, farm stands, and other similar uses that allow or create areas where 
people congregate.  

The properties to the east are zoned for Rural Tourist Commercial activities and light 
industrial activities with land north of Interstate 84 zoned for those same uses as well as 
Agri-Business uses. Lands north of Interstate 84, while within 1,500-feet of the mining 
operation and within the impact area, are buffered from the noise and other impacts by the 
Interstate. Noise and vibration from the mining operation would be overshadowed by the 
noise from the Interstate traffic.  

(b) Determine the impact area;
The impact area is a 1,500-foot buffer extending from the aggregate site boundary.  

(c) Analyze the ESEE consequences; and
(d) Develop a program to achieve Goal 5.
Items (c) through (d) are addressed below.  

(2) Identify conflicting uses. Local governments shall identify conflicting uses that exist, or
could occur, with regard to significant Goal 5 resource sites. To identify these uses, local 
governments shall examine land uses allowed outright or conditionally within the zones 
applied to the resource site and in its impact area. Local governments are not required to 
consider allowed uses that would be unlikely to occur in the impact area because existing 
permanent uses occupy the site. The following shall also apply in the identification of 
conflicting uses:   

The local government has identified conflicting uses that exist, or could occur, with regard to 
significant Goal 5 resource sites. Potential conflicting uses found in the Umatilla County 
Development Code are outlined in the Table 1, below. This criterion is satisfied. 
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Table 1 - Potential Conflicting Uses 

(a) If no uses conflict with a significant resource site, acknowledged policies and land use
regulations may be considered sufficient to protect the resource site. The determination that 
there are no conflicting uses must be based on the applicable zoning rather than ownership of 
the site. (Therefore, public ownership of a site does not by itself support a conclusion that 
there are no conflicting uses.) 

Potential conflicting uses taken from the Umatilla County Development Code that could 
be adversely affected by mining on the proposed Goal 5 expansion area are identified 
above. Therefore, this criterion is not applicable. 

(b) A local government may determine that one or more significant Goal 5 resource sites are
conflicting uses with another significant resource site. The local government shall 
determine the level of protection for each significant site using the ESEE process and/or 
the requirements in OAR 660-023-0090 through 660-023-0230 (see OAR 660-023-
0020(1)).  

There are no other known Goal 5 resources within the boundary of the mining area or 
within the proposed impact area.  

(3) Determine the impact area. Local governments shall determine an impact area for each
significant resource site. The impact area shall be drawn to include only the area in which 

Zoning Code Sections Potential Conflicting Uses 
EFU 152.056 Uses Permitted 

152.058 Zoning Permit 

152-059 Land Use Decisions
or 152.060 Conditional Uses

No conflicting uses identified. 
Replacement Dwellings, Winery, 
Farm Stand, Home Occupations. 
Churches, Dwellings, Schools, Parks, 
Playgrounds, Community Centers, 
Hardship Dwellings, Boarding and 
Lodging Facilities, Various 
Commercial Uses Related to 
Agriculture. 

Rural Tourist 
Commercial 

152.282 Uses Permitted or 
152.283 Conditional Uses 

Boarding, Lodging, or Rooming 
house; Eating or drinking 
establishment; Accessory Dwelling; 
Travel Trailer Park. 

Light Industrial 152.302 Uses Permitted 
152.303 Conditional Uses 

No conflicting uses identified. 
Accessory Dwelling; Commercial 
amusement establishment; Day care 
center; Mobile home or trailer park. 

Agri-Business 152.291 Uses Permitted 
152.292 Conditional Uses 

No conflicting uses identified. 
Accessory Dwelling. 
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allowed uses could adversely affect the identified resource. The impact area defines the 
geographic limits within which to conduct an ESEE analysis for the identified significant 
resource site.  

The impact area for an aggregate site is 1,500 feet, as specified by OAR 660-023-0180(5)(a). 
Based on the list of potential conflicting uses identified in Table 1, above, Umatilla County 
has determined that the 1,500 foot impact area is sufficient for conducting the ESEE analysis. 

(4) Analyze the ESEE consequences. Local governments shall analyze the ESEE
consequences that could result from decisions to allow, limit, or prohibit a conflicting use. 
The analysis may address each of the identified conflicting uses, or it may address a group of 
similar conflicting uses. A local government may conduct a single analysis for two or more 
resource sites that are within the same area or that are similarly situated and subject to the 
same zoning. The local government may establish a matrix of commonly occurring 
conflicting uses and apply the matrix to particular resource sites in order to facilitate the 
analysis. A local government may conduct a single analysis for a site containing more than 
one significant Goal 5 resource. The ESEE analysis must consider any applicable statewide 
goal or acknowledged plan requirements, including the requirements of Goal 5. The analyses 
of the ESEE consequences shall be adopted either as part of the plan or as a land use 
regulation. 

As shown in Table 1, above, the local government has determined several outright and 
permitted uses that are allowed by the different zones within the 1,500 foot impact area. For 
purposes of the ESEE analysis, these potential conflicting uses can be grouped into two types 
of similar uses: 

• Dwellings (typically includes farm dwellings, non-farm dwellings, lot of record
dwellings, replacement dwellings, hardship dwellings, home occupations, room and
board operations

• Public/Private Gathering Spaces (typically includes wineries, churches, community
centers, private and public parks and playgrounds, living history museums, golf courses,
public or private schools, various commercial uses related to agriculture)

The ESSE Analysis follows: 

ESEE consequences related to review criteria for dwellings and gathering spaces in the 1,500-foot impact 
area surrounding the Rock It #2 Quarry 

Prohibit dwellings and 
gathering spaces 

Condition the placement of 
new dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

No change to review standards 
for dwellings and gathering 
spaces  

Economic 
Consequences 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties. 
There may be some negative 
economic impact to 
neighboring property owners if 
new dwellings or gathering 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties. 
The economic impact to 
neighboring property owners 
would be neutral. A 
requirement for a waiver of 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties. 
The economic consequence for 
property owners would be 
neutral. This decision would 
maintain the current approval 
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places were not allowed within 
1500 feet of the quarry 
boundary. Since only a portion 
of properties in the impact 
area are zoned for Exclusive 
Farm Use, all with a 160-acre 
minimum lot size, about half of 
the properties would be 
affected and some existing 
limits on dwellings are already 
in code, the negative impact 
would be small. Dwellings are 
not allowed as outright uses in 
the other use zones within the 
impact area. Some uses that 
allow gathering spaces are also 
allowed either outright or 
conditionally. 
 
Consequences related to loss 
or interruption of quarry 
access.  
The economic benefit of 
preserving the applicant’s   
ability to access material from 
this site does have an 
economic impact through 
direct employment and 
employment impacts on the 
various developments that 
rock is delivered to. The Rock It 
#2 Quarry will provide material 
for a variety of projects 
throughout Umatilla and 
Morrow Counties and possibly 
beyond. 

remonstrance would not 
restrict the use of the property 
allowed in the underlying zone.  
 
Similar wavers are required by 
counties around the state as a 
condition of approval for a new 
residential structure in a farm 
or forest zone. These wavers, 
required by ORS 215.213 and 
215.283, restrict a landowner’s 
ability to pursue a claim for 
relief or cause of action 
alleging injury from farming or 
forest practices.  
 
Without evidence that the 
widespread use of such 
waivers has negatively 
impacted property values or 
development rights, it is 
reasonable to conclude that 
the proposed limit on new 
conflicting uses in the impact 
area of the Rock It #2 Quarry 
will have no negative economic 
consequence. 
 
Consequences related to loss 
or interruption of quarry 
access.  
The economic benefit would 
be the same as that for a 
decision to prohibit uses since 
the proposed “limit” is to 
require that new uses would 
be permitted on the condition 
that the applicant except 
mining activity on this 
significant aggregate site.   

criteria for new residences and 
gathering places in the impact 
area.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
or interruption of quarry 
access.  
The economic impact would be 
negative. Interruptions in use 
of a quarry, due to complaints 
and nuisance lawsuits, have 
cause delays and increased 
costs for projects across the 
state. Development of this 
quarry supports economically 
efficient development and 
construction projects in the 
region. New noise sensitive 
uses locating within 1500 feet 
of the quarry will bring the 
possibility that limitations on 
quarry activity will be sought 
by people who are bothered by 
mining activity. The potential 
negative economic impact 
ranges from small to 
exceptionally large. 

 Prohibit dwellings and 
gathering spaces 

Condition the placement of 
new dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

No change to review standards 
for dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

Social 
Consequences 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
Removing the option to place a 
dwelling, which otherwise 
meets all existing review 
criteria, within 1500 feet of the 
quarry boundary, would have a 
negative social consequence. 
This would be similar if 
gathering spaces were also 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
The social impact to 
neighboring property owners 
would be neutral if acceptance 
of the mining activity were 
added as a condition of 
approval for new dwellings and 
uses related to social 
gatherings within 1500 feet of 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
The social impact to 
neighboring property owners 
would be neutral if new 
dwellings and social gathering 
spaces within 1500 feet of the 
quarry boundary were allowed 
under the existing review 
criteria.  
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prohibited. The social 
consequences stem from a 
landowner’s desire to have 
reasonable options and 
flexibility when making choices 
about what they can and 
cannot do on their land.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Various development and 
construction projects in the 
region that would utilize the 
aggregate material in the Rock 
It #2 quarry may have to forgo 
their development which could 
impact social activities 
including those that would 
benefit recreation and tourism.  

the quarry boundary. Options 
available to property-owners 
would not be reduced. 
Dwellings and gathering spaces 
that meet existing review 
criteria would be allowed, 
provided the applicant agreed 
to accept the mining activity 
approved by the county.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Various development and 
construction projects in the 
region that would utilize the 
aggregate material in the Rock 
It #2 quarry may have to forgo 
their development which could 
impact social activities 
including those that would 
benefit recreation and tourism. 

 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Various development and 
construction projects in the 
region that would utilize the 
aggregate material in the Rock 
It #2 quarry may have to forgo 
their development which could 
impact social activities 
including those that would 
benefit recreation and tourism. 

 Prohibit dwellings and 
gathering spaces 

Condition the placement of 
new dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

No change to review standards 
for dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

Environmental 
Consequences 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There are no environmental 
consequences identified that 
stem from prohibiting new 
dwellings or social gathering 
spaces in the impact area.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Efficient development 
practices include obtaining 
aggregate material from a 
quarry close to the project site. 
There will be some 
environmental benefit from 
fewer vehicle emissions when 
truck travel is minimized.  

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There could be a negative 
environmental consequence 
from noise if new dwellings or 
social gathering spaces were 
limited in the impact area. New 
dwellings and social gathering 
spaces in the impact area could 
be authorized on the condition 
that the applicant accept the 
mining activity approved by 
this decision. This approach 
assures that a property owner 
will make an informed decision 
when locating a new use. If 
they decide to locate within 
the impact area, they will be 
exposed to noise impacts when 
mining activities are conducted 
on the site.  
  
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Efficient development 
practices include obtaining 
aggregate material from a 
quarry close to the project site. 
There will be some 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There could be a negative 
environmental consequence 
from noise if new dwellings 
and social gathering spaces 
were allowed in the impact 
area. Different than the option 
to limit a decision, there would 
be no mechanism in the 
county’s approval process to 
inform property owners of the 
authorized mining activity. This 
would result in a higher 
possibility for a residence or 
social gathering space to be in 
the impact area and a higher 
potential for a negative 
consequence.  
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access. 
There may be some negative 
environmental consequence if 
new uses in the impact area 
oppose mining activity and 
pose an obstacle to the use of 
this site. Efficient development 
practices include obtaining 

 
23

 
Exhibit H Page 52 of 113

 
246



PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Rock-IT #2, Plan Amendment, #P-133-22, Text Amendment T-088-22, Zoning Map Amendment. #Z-320-22 
Page 18 of 30 
 

environmental benefit from 
fewer vehicle emissions when 
truck travel is minimized. 

aggregate material from a 
quarry close to the project site. 
Vehicle emissions will increase 
if trucks must travel further to 
access material.  

 Prohibit dwellings and 
gathering spaces 

Condition the placement of 
new dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

No change to review standards 
for dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

Energy 
Consequences 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There are no energy 
consequences identified that 
stem from prohibiting new 
dwellings or social gathering 
spaces in the impact area. 
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access.  
Efficient development 
practices include obtaining 
aggregate material from a 
quarry close to the project site. 
There will be some negative 
energy consequences from 
additional fuel use if truck 
travel is increased due to loss 
of access to this quarry. 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There are no energy 
consequences identified that 
stem from limiting new 
dwellings or social gathering 
spaces in the impact area. 
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access. 
Efficient development 
practices include obtaining 
aggregate material from a 
quarry close to the project site. 
There will be some negative 
energy consequences from 
additional fuel use if truck 
travel is increased due to loss 
of access to this quarry. 

Consequences related to new 
use on neighboring properties.  
There are no energy 
consequences identified that 
stem from allowing new 
dwellings or social gathering 
spaces in the impact area. 
 
Consequences related to loss 
of quarry access. 
Efficient development 
practices include obtaining 
aggregate material from a 
quarry close to the project site. 
There will be some negative 
energy consequences from 
additional fuel use if truck 
travel is increased due to loss 
of access to this quarry. 

 
 
(5) Develop a program to achieve Goal 5. Local governments shall determine whether to 
allow, limit, or prohibit identified conflicting uses for significant resource sites. This decision 
shall be based upon and supported by the ESEE analysis. A decision to prohibit or limit 
conflicting uses protects a resource site. A decision to allow some or all conflicting uses for a 
particular site may also be consistent with Goal 5, provided it is supported by the ESEE 
analysis. One of the following determinations shall be reached with regard to conflicting uses 
for a significant resource site: 

 
(a) A local government may decide that a significant resource site is of such importance 
compared to the conflicting uses, and the ESEE consequences of allowing the conflicting 
uses are so detrimental to the resource, that the conflicting uses should be prohibited.  
(b) A local government may decide that both the resource site and the conflicting uses are 
important compared to each other, and, based on the ESEE analysis, the conflicting uses 
should be allowed in a limited way that protects the resource site to a desired extent.  
(c) A local government may decide that the conflicting use should be allowed fully, 
notwithstanding the possible impacts on the resource site. The ESEE analysis must 
demonstrate that the conflicting use is of sufficient importance relative to the resource 
site, and must indicate why measures to protect the resource to some extent should not be 
provided, as per subsection (b) of this section.  
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Umatilla County has determined, through the ESEE analysis, that the resource site and 
the conflicting uses (dwellings and public/private gathering spaces) are important 
compared to each other. Therefore, Umatilla County finds that proposed conflicting uses 
should be limited within the 1,500-foot impact area for the life of the Rock-It #2 Quarry 
in order to achieve Goal 5.  

 
A condition of approval is imposed that any land use application for a proposed 
conflicting use within the 1,500-foot impact area requires a waiver of remonstrance prior 
to final approval. The waiver shall include language stating that the applicant accepts 
normal mining activity at this significant aggregate site and restricts a landowner’s ability 
to pursue a claim for relief or cause of action alleging injury from the aggregate operation. 

 
Umatilla County finds that the waiver of remonstrance requirement for proposed 
conflicting uses along with the mitigation measures proposed by the applicant are 
adequate to minimize conflicts for future uses that potentially locate within the mining 
impact area.  

  
660-023-0050 Programs to Achieve Goal 5 

 (1) For each resource site, local governments shall adopt comprehensive plan provisions and 
land use regulations to implement the decisions made pursuant to OAR 660-023-0040(5). 
The plan shall describe the degree of protection intended for each significant resource site. 
The plan and implementing ordinances shall clearly identify those conflicting uses that are 
allowed and the specific standards or limitations that apply to the allowed uses. A program to 
achieve Goal 5 may include zoning measures that partially or fully allow conflicting uses (see 
OAR 660-023-0040(5) (b) and (c)).  
 

Umatilla County finds that the Policy 41 of the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan shall be 
amended to list the Rock-It #2 Quarry as a significant aggregate resource site.  
 
The Umatilla County Zoning Map will be amended to apply the Aggregate Resource (AR) 
Overlay Zone to the subject property. In addition, a 1,500-foot buffer around the AR Overlay 
Zone will be shown on the Zoning Map to acknowledge that conflicting uses (dwellings and 
public/private gathering spaces) are limited.  
 
As noted previously, a condition of approval is imposed that any land use application for a 
proposed conflicting use within the 1,500-foot impact area requires a waiver of remonstrance 
prior to final approval. The purpose of this condition is not to disallow these activities, but to 
ensure that applicants for these types of uses be made aware of the mining operation and waive 
their rights to remonstrate against aggregate mining activities allowed by this decision. This 
would be consistent with current Umatilla County Development Code provisions found at 
152.063(D) that are applicable to permitted mining activities. This criterion is met. 
 

(2) When a local government has decided to protect a resource site under OAR 660-023-
0040(5)(b), implementing measures applied to conflicting uses on the resource site and 
within its impact area shall contain clear and objective standards. For purposes of this 
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division, a standard shall be considered clear and objective if it meets any one of the 
following criteria: 

(a) It is a fixed numerical standard, such as a height limitation of 35 feet or a setback of 
50 feet; 
(b) It is a nondiscretionary requirement, such as a requirement that grading not occur 
beneath the dripline of a protected tree; or 
(c) It is a performance standard that describes the outcome to be achieved by the design, 
siting, construction, or operation of the conflicting use, and specifies the objective criteria 
to be used in evaluating outcome or performance. Different performance standards may 
be needed for different resource sites. If performance standards are adopted, the local 
government shall at the same time adopt a process for their application (such as a 
conditional use, or design review ordinance provision).  
 

Umatilla County finds that proposed conflicting uses should be limited within the 1,500-foot 
impact area for the life of the Rock-It #2 Quarry in order to achieve Goal 5. The Umatilla 
County Zoning Map will be amended to apply the Aggregate Resource (AR) Overlay Zone to 
the subject property. In addition, a 1,500-foot buffer around the AR Overlay Zone will be 
shown on the Zoning Map to acknowledge that conflicting uses (dwellings and public/private 
gathering spaces) are limited. A condition of approval is imposed that any land use 
application for a proposed conflicting use within the 1,500-foot impact area requires a waiver 
of remonstrance prior to final approval. 

 
(3) In addition to the clear and objective regulations required by section (2) of this rule, 
except for aggregate resources, local governments may adopt an alternative approval process 
that includes land use regulations that are not clear and objective (such as a planned unit 
development ordinance with discretionary performance standards), provided such 
regulations: 
 

(a) Specify that landowners have the choice of proceeding under either the clear and 
objective approval process or the alternative regulations; and 
(b) Require a level of protection for the resource that meets or exceeds the intended level 
determined under OAR 660-023-0040(5) and 660-023-0050(1).  
 

Umatilla County finds that this request is related to aggregate resources. Therefore, this 
criterion is not applicable. 
 

30. STANDARDS OF THE UMATILLA COUNTY DEVELOPMENT CODE FOR 
ESTALISHING AN AR OVERLAY ZONE are found in Sections 152.487 and 152.488. The 
following standards of approval are underlined and the findings are in normal text.  
 
152.487 CRITERIA FOR ESTABLISHING AN AR OVERLAY ZONE: Section 152.487 of the 
Umatilla County Development Code lists required criteria the Planning Commission must consider 
for establishing an AR Overlay Zone. Criteria are listed and underlined. Evaluation responses are 
provided in normal text.  
 
(A) At the public hearing the Planning Commission shall determine if the following criteria can be 
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met: 

(1) The proposed overlay would be compatible with the Comprehensive Plan;  
 

The Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan and Technical Report both have input into this 
decision. In 2012, the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan was amended with Ordinance 2012-
15 to include Tax Lots 4N 27 36; 700 and 800 as a Small Significant Site under the County’s 
Goal 5 Aggregate Resources Inventory. This action seeks to expand the previously mentioned 
site to a Large Significant Site, adding the remaining tax lots that make up Rock-It #2 Quarry 
under Goal 5, and apply the Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone to the mining site along with a 
mapped buffer area to further protect the resource.  
 
Comprehensive Plan Findings and Policies are also applicable. Finding 38 states, “Extraction of 
non-renewable aggregate and mineral resources requires ongoing exploration, reclamation, 
separation from adjacent incompatible land uses and access.” The accompanying policy would 
also be applicable: 
 

Policy 38. (a) The County shall encourage mapping of future agencies sites, ensure their 
protection from conflicting adjacent land uses, and required reclamation plans.  
(b) Aggregate and mineral exploration, extraction, and reclamation shall be conducted in 
conformance with the regulations of the Department of Geology and Mineral Industries.  
(c) The County Development Ordinance shall include conditional use standards and other 
provisions to limit or mitigate conflicting uses between aggregate sites and surrounding land 
uses. 

 
The applicant is seeking protection of the aggregate site by the application of the Aggregate 
Resource Overlay Zone and protection from encroaching and conflicting uses by mapping of the 
buffer area to best achieve both this Finding and Policy. 
 
Finding 41 would also be applicable and states, “Several aggregate sites were determined to be 
significant enough to warrant protection from surrounding land uses in order to preserve the 
resource.” Based on this application, the applicant requests that the accompanying Policy be 
updated to list the Rock-It #2 Quarry.   
 
Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request for limitations of conflicting residential and 
social gathering space uses is reasonable under the Goal 5 protection program and appears to be 
compatible with the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan. This criterion is met. 

 
(2) There is sufficient information supplied by the applicant to show that there exists 
quantities of aggregate material that would warrant the overlay;  
 
Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s PAPA shows sufficient information that the 
inventory of aggregate material at the Rock-It #2 Quarry is over 2.4 million cubic yards 
exceeds ODOT specifications and warrants the overlay. This criterion is met. 
 
(3) The proposed overlay is located at least 1,000 feet from properties zoned for 
residential use or designated on the Comprehensive Plan for residential;  
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Umatilla County finds that there are no residences or properties zoned for residential use 
within 1,000 feet of the proposed overlay. This criterion is met. 
  
(4) Adequate screening, either natural or man-made, is available for protecting the site 
from surrounding land uses.  
 
The location of the Rock It #2 Quarry along Interstate 84 and south and west of industrial 
uses would make screening unnecessary. This type of aggregate activity regularly takes 
place along highways and roads to provide easy and cost-effective access to aggregate 
material for use in development projects. The applicant would state that screening beyond 
the use of berms of this site would be cost prohibitive and would not provide benefit. 
 
(5)The site complies with Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-023-0180.  
 
Umatilla County finds that the standards found in (OAR) 660-023-0180 were found to be 
met by the proposed mining operation. This criterion is met. 
 

152.488 MINING REQUIREMENTS: Section 152.488 of the Umatilla County Development Code 
lists mining requirements for aggregate sites under the AR Overlay Zone. Criteria are listed and 
underlined. Evaluation responses are provided in standard text.  
 
(A) All work done in an AR Overlay Zone shall conform to the requirements of DOGAMI or its 
successor, or the applicable state statutes.  
  
Umatilla County finds that the applicant shall provide to the Umatilla County Planning Department a 
copy of the DOGAMI operating permit and, as a condition of approval, will be required to obtain all 
necessary State Permits. 
 
(B) In addition to those requirements, an aggregate operation shall comply with the following 
standards: 

(1) For each operation conducted in an AR Overlay Zone the applicant shall provide the 
Planning Department with a copy of the reclamation plan that is to be submitted under the 
county’s reclamation ordinance; 
 

Umatilla County finds that the reclamation plan requirements must meet the standards of DOGAMI 
and that a copy of the reclamation plan is to be submitted to the Planning Department.  

 
(2) Extraction and sedimentation ponds shall not be allowed within 25 feet of a public road or 

within 100 feet from a dwelling, unless the extraction is into an area that is above the grade 
of the road, then extraction may occur to the property line; 
 

The applicant has and will continue to mine the aggregate resource leaving a 25-foot buffer area 
around the perimeter of the subject property. There is a home on the property that will be removed at 
a future date to allow mining of the full site. Until that time mining will not be done within 100 feet 
of the home. There are no other homes within 100 feet of the subject property and the requested 
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remonstrance process could work to ensure that any new homes sited in the 1500-foot impact area do 
not conflict with the proposed large significant site. Future sedimentation ponds that may be installed 
will be more than 25 feet from either Stafford Hansell Road or Colonel Jordan Road. 
 
Umatilla County finds that as a condition of approval, the applicant shall provide a site plan to the 
Planning Department showing extraction and sedimentation ponds that are not located within 25 feet 
of a public road or within 100 feet from a dwelling. 

  
(3) Processing equipment shall not be operated within 500 feet of an existing dwelling at the 

time of the application of the Overlay Zone. Dwellings built after an AR Overlay Zone is 
applied shall not be used when computing this setback.  
 

Umatilla County finds there is one dwelling to the southeast of the mining site that is located within 
500-feet of the boundary of the subject property being about 475 feet from the boundary of the 
subject property. Processing equipment will be sited in such a way as to retain this 500-foot setback 
requirement. 
 
Umatilla County finds as a condition of approval, the applicant shall provide a site plan 
demonstrating that processing equipment will be sited to retain the 500-foot setback to the existing 
dwelling. 
 

(4) All access roads shall be arranged in such a manner as to minimize traffic danger and 
nuisance to surrounding properties and eliminate dust.  
 

Umatilla County finds that the Rock It #2 Quarry fronts both Stafford Hansell and Colonel 
Jordan Roads with an existing historical access on Stafford Hansell Road. A new access point 
will need to be approved and constructed to Colonel Jordan Road to support the mining activity 
once the expansion begins. A subsequent condition of approval is imposed that the applicant 
obtain access permit approval from Umatilla County Public Works to Colonel Jordan Road at the 
time the new access is needed by the mining operation, this access point must meet the 1,320 foot 
spacing requirements from the interchange ramps.  
 
31. ANALYSIS OF STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS 1 THROUGH 14. 
 
Goal 1 Citizen Involvement: To develop a citizen involvement program that insures the 
opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process. 
 
Applicant Response: Umatilla County’s Comprehensive Plan and development codes outline 
the County’s citizen involvement program that includes the activities of the Planning 
Commission and provides for the public hearing process with its required notice provisions. 
These notice provisions provide for adjoining and affected property owner notice; notice to 
interested local, state, and federal agencies; and allows for public comment to the process. More 
specifically this request will be publicly noticed and discussed at a public hearing and will be 
subject to input from citizens. 
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request will go through the public 
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hearing process and complies with Statewide Planning Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement). 
 
Goal 2 Planning: To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for 
all decisions and actions related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for such 
decisions and actions. 
 
Applicant Response:  Goal 2 establishes the underlining process that a county or a city needs to 
utilize when considering changes to their Comprehensive Plans and development codes. This 
application meets those requirements for this request. 
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that through this amendment process, the applicant’s 
request complies with the County’s Comprehensive Plan and Development Code and therefore 
complies with Statewide Planning Goal 2 (Planning). 
 
Goal 3 Agricultural Lands: To preserve and maintain agricultural lands. 
 
Applicant Response: Goal 3 requires counties to preserve and maintain agricultural lands for 
farm uses. Counties must inventory agricultural lands and protect them by adopting exclusive 
farm use zones consistent with Oregon Revised Statute 215.203 et. seq.  
 
Goal 3 is relevant to this application as the proposal is on land currently zoned Exclusive Farm 
Use. While the primary purpose of this zone is to allow and protect farm operations there are 
many other uses that are allowed on farmland that are outlined in Oregon Revised Statute and 
codified in the Umatilla County Development Code. The current mining operation on this 
property (tax lots 700 and 800) was approved as a Conditional Use in 2012 and was at that time 
listed in the Inventory of Significant Sites as a Small Significant Site. It has operated since that 
time with agricultural activities to the west, south, and southeast with no conflicts or concerns. 
There are at least five other aggregate sites within a five-mile radius of this site with several of 
them operating adjacent to lands producing crops. 
 
In this instance there is an intersection of Goal 3 and Goal 5 because an aggregate source has 
been identified, can be determined to be significant, and the applicant is requesting protection for 
the site and for mining to be allowed. Here, approval of the proposal allows both the objectives 
of Goal 3 and Goal 5 to be realized.   
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request appears to be consistent 
with Statewide Planning Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands) as demonstrated throughout this document. 
 
Goal 4 Forest Lands: To conserve forest lands by maintaining the forest land base and to 
protect the state’s forest economy by making possible economically efficient forest practices that 
assure the continuous growing and harvesting of forest tree species as the leading use on forest 
land consistent with sound management of soil, air, water, and fish and wildlife resources and to 
provide for recreational opportunities and agriculture. 
 
Applicant Response: There are no forest lands impacted by this request. The Umatilla National 
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Forest is significantly south of the subject property.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that Statewide Planning Goal 4 (Forest Lands) does not 
directly apply to the applicant’s request. 
 
Goal 5 Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources: To protect natural 
resources and conserve scenic and historic areas and open spaces. 
 
Applicant Response:  The process undertaken within this application is to protect the subject 
property under Goal 5 as a significant aggregate site. The subject property does not have any 
overlays or other known cultural or historical sites. There are no mapped wetlands on the subject 
property and no floodplain has been mapped.  
 
This application for a Comprehensive Plan amendment to protect an aggregate resource has been 
reviewed under Oregon Administrative Rule 660-023-0180, the process required under Goal 5.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request is to apply Goal 5 protection 
to the site, the request has been reviewed under the necessary Goal 5 process and appears to be 
consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 5 (Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural 
Resources). 
 
Goal 6 Air, Water and Land Resources Quality: To maintain and improve the quality of the 
air, water and land resources of the state. 
 
Applicant Response:  Goal 6 addresses the quality of air, water, and land resources. In the 
context of comprehensive plan amendments, a local government complies with Goal 6 by 
explaining why it is reasonable to expect that the proposed uses authorized by the plan 
amendment will be able to satisfy applicable federal and state environmental standards, including 
air and water quality standards. 
 
The request to protect the subject property under Goal 5 and to allow mining, based on the 
analysis above can and will be compliant with Goal 6. The objective of this process is to protect 
an aggregate resource. Required measures protecting water are required under Oregon law and 
will be implemented during mining, processing, and stockpiling of aggregate material. Any 
mining or processing of aggregate material will be required to meet Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality requirements for air quality through the imposition of air quality 
standards with some activities having to obtain an Air Contaminate Discharge Permit. The use of 
mining and processing techniques that include temporary and permanent Best Management 
Practices for erosion and sediment control and spill control and prevention can achieve 
compliance with both clean air and water standards. 
 
Noise is defined as unwanted sound. The location of this site adjacent to Interstate 84 would 
provide significant mitigation based on the noise generated by the Interstate and provide 
protection from noise that may be generated.  
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County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request addresses air, water and land 
resource quality and will obtain necessary permits and implement best practices to be consistent 
with Statewide Planning Goal 6 (Air, Water and Land Resource Quality). 
 
Goal 7 Areas Subject to Natural Hazards and Disasters: To protect people and property from 
natural hazards. 
 
Applicant Response:  Goal 7 works to address natural hazards and disasters and through a 
comprehensive plan amendment process would seek to determine if there are known natural 
hazards and seek to mitigate any concerns. There are no known natural hazards on the subject 
property.   
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that Statewide Planning Goal 7 (Areas Subject to 
Natural Hazards and Disasters) does not directly apply to this request. 
 
Goal 8 Recreation Needs: To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and 
visitors and, where appropriate, to provide for the siting of necessary recreational facilities 
including destination resorts. 
 
Applicant Response:  No recreation components are included in this application.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request appears to be consistent 
with Statewide Planning Goal 8 (Recreation Needs) and Goal 8 does not directly apply to this 
request. 
 
Goal 9 Economy: To provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety of 
economic activities vital to the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon’s citizens. 
 
Applicant Response:  Goal 9 requires local governments to adopt comprehensive plans and 
policies that contribute to a stable and healthy economy. Umatilla County has a comprehensive 
plan and technical report that has been acknowledged to comply with Goal 9. While the approval 
of an aggregate site does not, in and of itself, provide significant economic benefit, the aggregate 
industry can provide an economic benefit to a region. Aggregate is a necessary component that is 
essential for residents, businesses, and recreation and tourism activities in this region.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request appears to be consistent 
with Statewide Planning Goal 9 (Economy). 
 
Goal 10 Housing: To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the state. 
 
Applicant Response: Housing is not a consideration of this application. However, the approval 
of this site would allow for aggregate to be available for use in the housing and commercial 
construction business.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds housing is not a direct consideration of this request, 
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however, the requested activities will allow for aggregate to be available for use in the housing 
and commercial construction business. 
 
Goal 11 Public Services: To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of 
public facilities and services to serve as a framework for urban and rural development. 
 
Applicant Response:  Goal 11 requires local governments to plan and develop a timely, orderly, 
and efficient arrangement of public facilities and services. The goal provides that urban and rural 
development be guided and supported by types and levels of services appropriate for, but limited 
to, the needs and requirements of the area to be served. The approval of this request would 
support the local economy that provides for the employment of residents, delivery of goods, and 
allows for recreation and tourism in the region.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request appears to support Statewide 
Planning Goal 11 (Public Services). 
 
Goal 12 Transportation: To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic 
transportation system. 
 
Applicant Response:  Goal 12 requires local governments to provide and encourage a safe, 
convenient, and economic transportation system, implemented through the Transportation 
Planning Rule. This rock could be used for transportation projects in and around the greater 
Hermiston area. 
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds as part of this application approval process, the 
applicant will be required to relocate construct a new access points to that complies with the 
adopted Umatilla County / ODOT Westland Road / I-84 / I-82 Interchange Area Transportation 
Plan, at the time the new access point is necessary. This relocation will make the access point 
compliant with spacing standards to Interstate 84 and support Goal 12. Umatilla County finds 
that the applicant’s request appears to support Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation), as 
the mined rock could support future transportation projects in the area. 
 
Goal 13 Energy: To conserve energy. 
 
Applicant Response: Goal 13 directs local jurisdictions to manage and control land and uses 
developed on the land to maximize the conservation of all forms of energy, based on sound 
economic principles. Approval of this request provides opportunities for energy efficiency and 
convenience for residents, the movement of farm goods, and for access to recreation and tourism 
opportunities by providing improved and safe highways. It also recognizes the energy savings of 
having aggregate sites throughout a region in support of residential, commercial, and industrial 
development.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that the applicant’s request appears to be consistent 
with Statewide Planning Goal 13 (Energy). 
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Goal 14 Urbanization: To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban 
land use, to accommodate urban population and urban employment inside urban growth 
boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and to provide for livable communities. 
 
Applicant Response: Goal 14 prohibits urban uses on rural lands. Goal 14 is not specifically 
applicable to this action.  
 
County Finding: Umatilla County finds that Statewide Planning Goal 14 (Urbanization) is not 
specifically applicable to this request. 
 
32. DECISION:  
 
BASED UPON THE ABOVE STATED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS, THE AYLETT 
REQUEST TO AMEND THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TO ADD THIS SIGNIFICANT 
SITE TO THE COUNTY’S INVENTORY OF SIGNIFICANT SITES AND ESTABLISH 
AN AGGREGATE RESOURCE OVERLAY TO THE ROCK-IT #2 SITE IS APPROVED, 
SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS. 
 

Precedent Conditions:  The following precedent conditions must be fulfilled prior to final 
approval of this request: 
 

1. The County Planning Department will prepare an Ordinance to amend the County 
Comprehensive Plan to add this aggregate site known as the Rock-It #2 Quarry to the 
County’s Inventory of Significant Sites as a Large Significant Site. After approval by 
the Board of Commissioners, the County will submit the Notice of Adoption to 
DLCD.  

 
2. Pay notice costs as invoiced by the County Planning Department.  

 
Subsequent Conditions:  The following subsequent conditions must be fulfilled following 
final approval of this request: 

 
1. Obtain all other federal and state permits necessary for development. Provide copies 

of these permit approvals to the County Planning Department.  
 

a. Obtain all applicable permits for the mining operations from DOGAMI before 
these activities begin. Applicant will obtain approval from DOGAMI for the 
reclamation plan and submit a copy of the reclamation plan to the Planning 
Department.  

 
b. Obtain all applicable permits for the mining operation from DEQ (air, noise, 

and water quality issues) before these activities begin.  
 

2. Obtain a Umatilla County Public Works Road Approach Permit for Colonel Jordan 
Road to Center Street, to be named Noble Road.  
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3. Improve the existing 40-foot public right of way, Center Street, to be named Noble 
Road to the gravel County Road standard. 
 

4. Discontinue the site access from Stafford Hansell Road to comply with the Westland 
Road / I-84 IAMP access requirements. 

 
5. Obtain a Zoning Permit from the Umatilla County Planning Department to finalize 

the approval of the aggregate site expansion. The site plan shall demonstrate that the 
extraction and sedimentation ponds are not located within 25 feet of a public road or 
within 100 feet from a dwelling. 

 
6. If the site were to lay inactive for a period of greater than one year, a new zoning 

permit must be obtained. 
 
7. Adhere to DEQ Noise Standard as found in OAR 340-035-0035, Noise Control 

Regulations for Industry and Commerce. 
 

8. If cultural artifacts are observed during ground-disturbing work, that work must cease 
in the development area until the find is assessed by qualified cultural resource 
personnel from the State Historic Preservation Office and the Confederated Tribes of 
the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR). Once qualified cultural resource personnel 
from SHPO and CTUIR are satisfied, the ground-disturbing work may continue.  

 
9. Contour and revegetate the quarry for agricultural or wildlife habitat purposes during 

post-mining activities according to the requirements of the DOGAMI application. 
 
10. Any land use application for a proposed conflicting use within the 1,500-foot impact 

area requires a waiver of remonstrance prior to final approval. The waiver shall 
include language stating that the applicant accepts normal mining activity at this 
significant aggregate site and restricts a landowner’s ability to pursue a claim for 
relief or cause of action alleging injury from the aggregate operation. 

 
11. Obtain a County Road Access Permit from Colonel Jordan Road that meets the 1,320 

foot spacing requirement from the interchange, once the second access is requested by 
the mining operation. 
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UMATILLA COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
 
 
Dated ___________day of _____________________, 2022 
 
 
___________________________________________    
George M. Murdock, Commissioner 
 
 
___________________________________________    
John M. Shafer, Commissioner 
 
 
___________________________________________    
Daniel L. Dorran, Commissioner 
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Proposed Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment 

ROCK IT #2 QUARRY 

Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment #P-133-22 

Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment T-088-22 

Zoning Map Amendment #Z-320-22 

Township 4N, Range 27E, Section 36, Tax Lots 400, 500, 600, 700, 800, 1400, and 1500 

AND 

Township 4N, Range 27E, Section 25, Tax Lot 900 

 

This proposed amendment to the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan is to expand the 

existing Rock It #2 quarry and add the entire Rock It #2 Quarry Site (listed in the 

Comprehensive Plan Technical Report as a small site) to the list of Goal 5 protected, significant 

resource aggregate sites. The following proposed changes will be made in Chapter 8, Open 

Space, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources: 

Note: Proposed changes are in underlined text. 

41. Several aggregate sites were determined 
to be significant enough to warrant protection 
from surrounding land uses in order to 
preserve the resource (see Technical Report). 

41. In order to protect the aggregate resource, 
the County shall apply an aggregate resource 
overlay zone to the following existing sites: 
 

(1) ODOT quarry, T5N, R35E, Section 
35, TL 6200, 5900. 
(2) ODOT quarry, T5N, R29E, Section 
22, TL 800 (“Sharp’s Corner”) 
(3) Private, commercial pit, T4N, R38E, 
Section 27, TL 1100. 
(4) Upper Pit, T4N, R28E, Sections 28, 
29, TL 4000. 
(5) ODOT quarry, T3N, R33E, Section 
23, TL 100, 600, 700 
(6) Several quarries, T2N, R31E, Section 
15, 16, 17, TL 400, 800, 3100.  (See 
Technical report for specific site 
information). 
(7) ODOT quarry, T3S, R30 1/2, Section 
12, 13, TL 503.  
(8) ODOT quarry, T4N, R35, TL 7303. 
(9) Private, commercial pit, T4N, R28E, 
Sections 30, 31, TL 300, 2200, 2202, 
2203. 
(10) ODOT quarry, T1N, R35, Section 
34, TL 800, 900, 1000, and T1S, R35, 
Section 03, TL 100.  
(11) ODOT quarry, T1S, R30, TL 1901. 
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(12) ODOT quarry, T2N, R27, TL 2700. 
(13) Private, commercial pit, T4N, R27E, 
Section 25, TL 900, Section 36, TL 400, 
500, 600, 700, 800, 1400, 1500. 
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Megan Davchevski <megan.davchevski@umatillacounty.gov>

TIA for Aggregate Project 

Tom Fellows <tom.fellows@umatillacounty.gov> Wed, Apr 20, 2022 at 4:15 PM
To: Robert Waldher <robert.waldher@umatillacounty.gov>, Megan Davchevski <megan.davchevski@umatillacounty.gov>

Bob

After looking at Tom Lapp's response and further conversation with my staff as well as County Planning I believe the best solution to
this would be for Mr. Aylett to improve Center street to a gravel road standard and utilize it for the access to his operation. Center street
right-of-way exists at what appears to be a 40 foot right-of-way and aligns well with Nobel road which is also a 40 foot right-of-way. On
the map it appears that Mr. Aylett's property would have direct access to this new road. With this new connection it would shift
business access away from the frontage road which would address ODOT's concern with the IAMP. I would also suggest that rather
than using center street we simply continue Nobel road across the intersection.

Tom Fellows 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: LAPP Thomas <Thomas.Lapp@odot.oregon.gov> 
Date: Tue, Apr 12, 2022 at 10:18 AM 
Subject: RE: TIA for Aggregate Project 
To: Robert Waldher <robert.waldher@umatillacounty.gov>, Tom Fellows <tom.fellows@umatillacounty.gov> 
Cc: Megan Davchevski <megan.davchevski@umatillacounty.gov>, JARVIS-SMITH Cheryl <Cheryl.JARVIS-SMITH@odot.
oregon.gov>, BOYD David <David.BOYD@odot.oregon.gov> 

[Quoted text hidden]

3 attachments

I-84 to Colonel Jordan Rd..JPG 
227K

20220406183341.pdf 
247K

20220406183454.pdf 
85K
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DRAFT MINUTES 
 

 

 

TEXT AMENDMENT #T-088-22, 

PLAN AMENDMENT #P-133-22 & 

ZONE MAP AMENDMENT #Z-320-22 

WADE AYLETT, APPLICANT 

ROCK-IT LLC c/o WADE AYLETT, OWNER 
 

The applicant requests to expand a previously approved aggregate 

quarry (Rock It #2 Quarry) and add the site to the Umatilla County 

Comprehensive Plan list of Goal 5 protected significant aggregate 

resource site and apply the Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone to the 

entire quarry site. 
 

AND 

 

UMATILLA COUNTY DEVELOPMENT CODE  

TEXT AMENDMENT #T-089-22;  

RANDALL & MARIE MARTIN SCOUT CAMP LLC, 

APPLICANT & OWNER 
 

The applicant requests a Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendment to 

amend the text of the Umatilla County Development Code to permit 

youth camps, as provided in Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-

033-130(40) & OAR 660-006-0031 through issuance of a Conditional 

Use Permit on lands zoned Exclusive Farm Use and Grazing Farm. 
 

 

UMATILLA COUNTY  

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING 

April 28, 2022 
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DRAFT MINUTES 

UMATILLA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

Meeting of Thursday, April 28, 2022, 6:30pm 
 

Umatilla County Justice Center, Media Room, 4700 NW Pioneer Place, Pendleton, OR 

** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** **  
COMMISSIONERS 

PRESENT: Suni Danforth, Chair, Don Wysocki, Vice Chair, Tammie Williams, Tami 

Green, Sam Tucker, John Standley, Jodi Hinsley & Emery Gentry 
 

ABSENT: Cindy Timmons 
 

STAFF: Bob Waldher, Planning Director; Carol Johnson, Senior Planner, Megan 

Davchevski, Planner/ Transit Coordinator; & Tamara Ross, Planner II/ GIS  

 

** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** **  
NOTE: THE FOLLOWING IS A SUMMARY OF THE MEETING. RECORDING IS AVAILABLE AT THE PLANNING OFFICE 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Danforth called the meeting to order at 6:32pm and read the Opening Statement. 

NEW HEARING 

TEXT AMENDMENT #T-088-22, PLAN AMENDMENT #P-133-22 & ZONE MAP 

AMENDMENT #Z-320-22; WADE AYLETT, APPLICANT, ROCK-IT LLC c/o WADE 

AYLETT, OWNER. The applicant requests to expand a previously approved aggregate quarry 

(Rock It #2 Quarry) and add the site to the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan list of Goal 5 

protected significant aggregate resource sites and apply the Aggregate Resource (AR) Overlay 

Zone to the entire quarry site. The property site is comprised of several tax lots located southeast 

of the Interstate 82/84 interchange. The site is identified on assessor’s map as Township 4 North, 

Range 27 East, Section 36, Tax Lots 400, 500, 600, 700, 800, 1400 and 1500 and Township 4 

North, Range 27 East, Section 25, Tax Lot 900. The site is approximately 140 acres and zoned 

Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). 

Chair Danforth called for any abstentions, bias, conflicts of interest, declarations of ex-parte 

contact or objections to jurisdiction. She called for the Staff Report. Commissioner Tucker chose 

to abstain from voting due to the fact that he had previously been hired by the applicant. 

STAFF REPORT 

Megan Davchevski, Planner, presented the Staff Report. Mrs. Davchevski stated that the 

applicant, Rock-It LLC, requests to expand an existing quarry (Rock-It #2 Quarry) to the 

Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan list of Goal 5 protected significant aggregate resource sites 

and apply the Aggregate Resource (AR) Overlay Zone to the entire quarry site. This site is 

comprised of numerous tax accounts, totaling up to approximately 140 acres. The subject 

property is just southeast of the Interstates 82 and 84 Interchange, south of the Westland Road 

Interchange, west of Colonel Jordan Road and south of Stafford Hansell Road. 
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Mrs. Davchevski explained that the previous approval for approximately 55 acres was 

considered a small significant site. This proposed expansion would increase the site as a large 

significant site. The applicant intends to continue the activities approved in the 2012 Conditional 

Use Permit (CUP); expanding the mining area to excavate aggregate, batch the aggregate for 

various commercial and industrial projects, stockpile unused aggregate material for current and 

future use and process the aggregate into both asphalt and concrete. She added that, both sand 

and gravel materials are available on this site. The criteria of approval for this request are found 

in Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-023-0040 – 0050, 660-023-0180(3), (5) & (7) and 

Umatilla County Development Code (UCDC) Section 152.487 – 488. 

Mrs. Davchevski distributed a follow-up email from County Public Works Director, Tom 

Fellows, regarding road improvements. She requested for the email to be added into the record as 

Exhibit C. Mr. Fellows requested that the applicant be required to improve the public right of 

way, Center Street (which should be named Noble Road for consistency) to the County Road 

gravel P-2 standard which is a 22 foot wide improved surface. As previously mentioned, this 

email was a follow-up response to Mr. Fellow’s first email received April 20, 2022 which is 

included in the Commissioner’s packets. This road improvement standard, County P-2 Road 

Standard, will need to be added to Subsequent Condition #3 for clarification.  

Following these comments from Mr. Fellows, staff failed to edit the findings in several areas 

regarding the Colonel Jordan Road/ Nobles Road access. Edits were made under the Comments 

section on page 10, and Subsequent Condition #2. Edits to responses to OAR 660-023-040 

(5)(b)(C) located on page 15 and UCDC 152.488(4) located on page 29 are needed for 

clarification and consistency to capture the April 20th comment provided by Tom Fellows. 

Staff visited with County Legal Counsel regarding road access and Subsequent Conditions #2, #3 

& #4. County Counsel stated that the requested action is an expansion of an existing use and not 

a new use or “redevelopment” as called out in the Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP). 

Therefore, the existing access does not have to comply with the IAMP requirements. 

Additionally, he pointed out that requiring the existing access to be closed could become 

problematic because there is an existing use and access point. County Counsel stated that the 

proposed new access point on Colonel Jordan Road should comply with the IAMP spacing 

requirement of 1,320 feet, as well as County Public Works requirements.  

Mrs. Davchevski explained that the Planning Commission must include in the recommendation 

to the Board of County Commissioners whether to keep the Conditions of Approval as presented, 

or modify the imposed conditions and establish new findings. 

She concluded that the process of approval by the County involves review by the County 

Planning Commission with a recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners (BCC). 

The decision includes a set of Precedent and Subsequent Conditions of Approval. The Planning 

Commission is tasked with determining if the application satisfies the Criteria of Approval based 
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on the facts in the record. Additionally, the BCC must hold a public hearing to make a decision 

whether or not to adopt the proposed amendments. A public hearing before the BCC is scheduled 

for June 1, 2022 at 9am in Room 130 of the Umatilla County Courthouse in Pendleton, Oregon. 

Mrs. Davchevski stated that the hearing packet includes the following documents for review; 

1500-Foot Impact Area Map, County Preliminary Findings and Conclusions, Proposed 

Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment, Proposed Zoning Map Amendment, Aggregate Quantity 

Map, Lab Reports (MT&I 2010), ODOT Region 5 comment, Umatilla County Public Works 

comments (dated April 11 and April 20) and Westland Road/I-84/I-82 Interchange Area 

Transportation Plan pages 5-5 through 5-8. 

Commissioner Wysocki asked if any of the agencies involved in the approval process have 

requirements for reclamation and grading. Mrs. Davchevski stated that Oregon Department of 

Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) will impose requirements for mining reclamation. 

She pointed out that reclamation is addressed in the Preliminary Findings and Conclusions on 

page 17 of the Commissioner’s packets, under ‘Applicants Response’ to subsection (f) [Post 

mining uses], “The applicant is currently considering the installation of a photovoltaic solar 

energy generating facility as a post-mining use.” She explained that the Planning Commission 

does not have authority to decide how the property will be used when aggregate mining ends, 

provided the use is allowed within the UCDC.  

Applicant Testimony: Applicant, Wade Aylett, 74854 Washington Lane, Irrigon, Oregon 

97844. Also testifying on behalf of the applicant; Carla McLane, Consultant, Carla McLane 

Consulting, LLC, 170 Van Buren Drive, Umatilla, Oregon, 97882; Wendie Kellington, Attorney, 

Kellington Law Group, PO Box 159, Lake Oswego, Oregon, 97034.  

Ms. McLane stated that this application includes requests to; seek Goal 5 protections, apply the 

AR Overlay Zone, allow mining, processing and batching of asphalt and concrete, and 

stockpiling of aggregate materials on site. She stated that she has presented similar requests 

before the Planning Commission in the past, but added that this site is different because it is 

comprised entirely of sand and gravel aggregate and does not contain basalt rock.  

Ms. McLane provided a PowerPoint presentation to the Planning Commission which started with 

a background explanation and history of the site. She provided a copy of approved Zoning 

Permit #ZP-20-142, issued by Umatilla County in July of 2020, and requested that the document 

be added to the hearing record as Exhibit A. The Zoning Permit finalized approval of 

Conditional Use Request #C-1204-12 to establish a mining operation with an extraction area, 

stockpile area, batch plant and weigh scale at this site. She clarified that, although it has been 

approved, the asphalt batch plant has not yet been developed. She directed the Planning 

Commissioners to a site plan provided by the applicant on page 39 of the packets. The proposed 

location of the asphalt batch plant is on the east side of the property, south of the truck stop, 

adjacent to Colonel Jordan Road. They plan for the concrete batch plant to be located on the 
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northeast section of the property, west of the truck stop. Ms. McLane displayed a Google Earth 

map and provided further explanation as to how the land is being used at this time, as well as the 

changes proposed by the applicant. She reiterated that existing mining operations will not change 

under this proposal. 

Ms. McLane explained that approval of #ZP-20-142 allowed for the placement of the scale house 

connected to Tax Lots #700 & #800 on Assessor’s Map 4N2736. However, the applicant realized 

that the scale house was actually established on Tax Lot #900. Therefore, the applicant requests 

that Tax Lot #900 be added to the significant aggregate resource site list and be approved for 

mining operations as well.  

Ms. McLane stated that there is a large quantity of high quality material available at this site and 

the applicant requests to add approximately 85 acres to the county inventory of significant 

aggregate resource sites, making the entire 140 acre site (4N2736, Tax Lots #400, #500, #600, 

#1400 and #1500, with #700 & #800 being previously approved, and 4N2736, Tax Lot #900) a 

large significant site.  

Ms. McLane explained that there is an existing dwelling on Tax Lot #800 (addressed as 28598 

Stafford Hansell Road) with an access point located on Tax Lot #900 off Stafford Hansell Road. 

She stated that the applicant has plans to remove the home in the future, when mining operations 

reach that portion of the property. She added that the existing mining operations currently use the 

access off Stafford Hansel Road, and that will not change. She clarified that they do not require 

alternative access off Colonel Jordan Road at this time. In the future, if they do need a new 

access point off Colonel Jordan Road, they agree to meet the requested access spacing from the 

interchange of 1,320 feet and the new access point would only serve the new mining operations 

on 4N2736 Tax Lots #400, #500, #600, #1400 and #1500 and 4N2736, Tax Lot #900.  

Commissioner Wysocki asked if the asphalt & concrete batch plants will produce any byproducts 

which need to be regulated by DOGAMI. Mr. Aylett said no, that is not an issue. However, he 

expressed that he has been experiencing problems with water at the site. He believes that the 

water issue has kept him from farming the land properly before this year. He stated that he 

invested $70,000 in a well and it dried after one hour of pumping. He has placed a new water 

tank on site and is currently talking with a person connected with the Amazon facilities in the 

area and hopes to reach an agreement that allows him to store their wastewater for use in his 

wash plant and dust abatement activities. Mr. Aylett provided a letter dated April 28, 2022, in 

support of his request, to be entered into the record as Exhibit B.  

Ms. McLane stated that there is an estimated 4.8 million tons of mineable sand and gravel on the 

subject property and only 10% of the available material has been extracted thus far. Testing of 

site materials for durability, soundness and specific gravity exceeds the Oregon Standard 

Specifications for Construction, meeting specifications required to be considered a significant 

aggregate resource site. Therefore, she believes that this site meets both quantity and quality 
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criteria to be listed as a significant aggregate resource site, per OAR 660-023-0180(3)(a). She 

stated that, if approved, any new residential or social gathering uses proposed within the impact 

area would require the person proposing such activities to be informed of the mining operation 

and sign a statement accepting normal mining activity at the site, waiving their ability to pursue a 

claim for relief based on mining activities.  

Ms. McLane stated that the applicant strongly objects to the County staff requesting exactions to 

close the existing access to Stafford Hansell used by the existing operation and dwelling, and 

access the site only using Colonel Jordan Road via a 30 foot unimproved right-of-way known as 

Center Street. She stated that the exactions requested by County Staff to close the existing 

Stafford Hansell access, and to improve Center Street to get to Colonel Jordan Road, rests 

entirely on the IAMP and ODOT. She argued that the Staff Report acknowledges, “ODOT 

provided comment stating that the current access point to Colonel Jordan Road is approximately 

240 feet from the I-84 eastbound exit ramp. This could cause congestion at the intersection, 

should new commercial vehicle trips be generated using the frontage road in close proximity to 

the interchange.”  

Ms. McLane insisted that no new commercial trips will be added. Therefore, she believes that the 

IAMP and ODOT do not require these exactions as there is no essential nexus to any approval 

standard for the exactions. She estimated that, at worst, approximately 30 new trips will be added 

to retrieve product from the concrete batch plant, but those will take place at the other access 

point that already exists on Stafford Hansell Road. She insisted it is not enough of an increase to 

demand that they close an access point and require the applicant to build hundreds of thousands 

of dollars’ worth of new access over an otherwise totally unimproved Center Street. 

Additionally, she believes that those requirements would result in unsafe and vastly inefficient 

vehicular travel.  

Ms. Kellington explained that Stafford Hansell Road is the current point of access for the 

existing mining operations and is a paved County Road providing access to a dwelling which has 

established a legal right of access. She believes it is inappropriate for County Staff to require the 

closure of the existing access point on Stafford Hansell Road and inappropriate that they require 

the applicant to build a new access point through the property to Center Street to meet Colonel 

Jordan Road. She believes the only condition that should be imposed by County Staff should be 

that when they apply for an access permit in the future, they must comply with the 1,320 foot 

setback requirement from the interchange. 

Ms. Kellington stated that the following proposed Conditions of Approval should be rejected; 

requirement to obtain a Umatilla County Public Works Road Approach Permit for Colonel 

Jordan Road to Center Street, to be named Noble Road; requirement to improve the existing 30 

foot public right-of-way, Center Street, to be named Noble Road to the gravel County Road 

Standard; requirement to discontinue the site access from Stafford Hansell Road.  
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Ms. McLane stated that the applicant requests for County Staff to amend the Staff Report to 

remove the findings related to the IAMP and the relocation of the access from Stafford Hansell 

Road to Colonel Jordan Road via Center Street (Noble Road). Additionally, they request that 

Staff remove Conditions of Approval 2, 3, & 4 and include a Condition of Approval to require 

that if the applicant requests an access to Colonel Jordan Road in the future, they must obtain a 

county access permit. She made clear that the applicant does not object to a condition requiring 

that new access off Colonel Jordan Road be required to meet a 1,320 foot setback standard, even 

though it does not automatically apply.  

Opponent Testimony: None. 

Public Agencies: Mrs. Davchevski asked that the follow-up email comment from Tom Fellows 

at Umatilla County Public Works, dated 04/20/22, be entered into the record as Exhibit C.  

There were no additional comments from public agencies.  

Chair Danforth closed the hearing for deliberation and added the following documents into the 

hearing record; Copy of approved Zoning Permit #ZP-20-142, issued by Umatilla County 

07/07/20 as Exhibit A; Mr. Aylett’s letter in support of his request dated 04/28/22 as Exhibit B; 

and follow-up email comment from Tom Fellows at Umatilla County Public Works, dated 

04/20/22 as Exhibit C. 

DELIBERATION & DECISION 

Chair Danforth stated that she believes it is reasonable for the applicant to request removal of 

Conditions of Approval 2, 3, & 4 and include a Condition of Approval to require that if the 

applicant requests an access to Colonel Jordan Road in the future, they must obtain a county 

access permit. Commissioner Standley concurred. Commissioner Williams also agreed and 

stated that she is comfortable approving the request with the conditions requested by the 

applicant. She believes the location of this site is ideal because the activity does not affect any 

dwellings and it’s close proximity to the interstate will allow for the applicant to easily provide 

materials to support new development occurring all over the county.  

Commissioner Standley made a motion to recommend approval of Text Amendment #T-088-22, 

Plan Amendment #P-133-22 & Zone Map Amendment #Z-320-22; Wade Aylett, Applicant & 

Owner, striking Subsequent Conditions #2, #3 & #4 and adding a Subsequent Condition stating, 

"when the property owner requests a new road access from Colonel Jordan Road to serve the 

batch plant, a County Road Access Permit shall be obtained that meets at a minimum, the 1,320 

foot spacing requirement from the interchange ramps”, to the Board of County Commissioners. 

Commissioner Williams seconded the motion. Motion passed with a vote of 8:0. 

A public hearing before the BCC is scheduled for Wednesday, June 1, 2022 at 9am, Room 130 

of the Umatilla County Courthouse. 
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Projection: UTM Zone 11
Datum: NAD 1983
Date 11/16/2022
Data Sources: Aerial Photography - NAIP Imagery 2014.

This map was prepared for the purpose of identifying the
location of specified subject matter and it is not intended to provide
legal dimension or locations of property ownership lines.

0 0.20.1

Miles

Map of Gravel Zone

Craig Coleman

November 2022
Hermiston

TP-6
TP-5

TP-4

TP-3

TP-2

TP-1

99.3 Ac

9.8 Ac

4N27360001800

4N27360000900

4N27360001200

4N27360001300

4N27360001100

4N27360001000

4N 27E

3N 27E
3N 28E

4N 28E

36
35

25

1

26

2

6

§̈¦I84

§̈¦I8
2

Maxar

Legend
Test Pits

Top Soil - 3 ft; Gravel - 7 ft

Top Soil - 3 ft; Sand - 7 ft

Site

Gravel Site A - 99.3 Ac

Gravel Observed at 3' - 9.8 Ac

Tax Lots

Estimated Gravel at
Site A: 1,233,100 Tons
(using 1.1 Ton/cu-yds)

Path: Z:\1Clients\Coleman, Craig - 511\OrdnanceGround\CraigColeman_Ordnance.aprx

D
at

e 
Sa

ve
d:

 1
1/

16
/2

02
2 

1:
21

 P
M

 
Exhibit H Page 102 of 113

 
296



 
Exhibit H Page 103 of 113

 
297



 
Exhibit H Page 104 of 113

 
298



 
LA ABRASION OF SMALL SIZE 

COARSE AGGREGATE 

PAGE #1 OF 1 
PRINT DATE 11/22/2022 

C:\Users\walkerc\Box\Reports\Ontario\2022 
Reports\O220627l - HNS, INC. Inspections, Jeff 

Hines\O220627l-103122=L=S=AGG-
LAA225190.pdf.docx 

 

 «Office_Address»  
 www.oneatlas.com Revised: September 29, 2020 

 

 Jeff Hines Phone: 541-786-0540 
 HNS, INC. Fax:  
 63830 Industrial Lane Other: E-REPORTS ONLY 
 La Grande, OR 97850 
 Project: 2022 Laboratory Services 
 Permit #:  
 Project Manager: Charles Walker 
 Lab Technician: Ryan Hart 
 Test Date: November 11, 2022 
 
As requested Atlas has performed an LA Abrasion testing on the sample referenced below.  The testing was 
performed in accordance with current standards indicated below.  The results obtained in our laboratory were 
as follows: 

Source: The Sample was Collected and Delivered by the Client. 

Date Obtained: October 31, 2022 

Sample ID: 22-5190 

Sampling and Preparation: ASTM D75:  AASHTO T2:  ASTM D421:  AASHTO T87: X 

Test Standard: ASTM C131:  AASHTO T96: X  

 

Nominal Maximum Size of Aggregate 2” 

Grading Designation B 

Loss by Abrasion (%) 14 

 

(ODOT) Loss shall not exceed % of 
Wear 

Base Agg 45% 
Concrete Agg 30% 

ACP 30% 

 
 
If there are questions concerning this report (O220627l-103122=L=S=AGG-LAA225190.pdf), please contact 
the project manager at (541) 889-3602. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
ATLAS TECHNICAL CONSULTANTS 

Ryan Hart 
Ontario Laboratory Manager 

 
Note: The recording of false, fictitious or fraudulent statements or entries on this document may be punishable as a felony under Federal Statute. 

cc: 
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OREGON AIR AGGREGATE 

DEGRADATION 

PAGE #1 OF 1 
PRINT DATE 11/14/2022 

C:\Users\Ryan.Hart\Box\Reports\Ontario\2022 
Reports\O220627l - HNS, INC. Inspections, Jeff 

Hines\O220627l-103122=L=S=AGG-
ORDEG225190.pdf.docx 

 

 «Office_Address»  
 www.oneatlas.com Revised: September 29, 2020 

 

 Jeff Hines Phone: 541-786-0540 
 HNS, INC. Fax:  
 63830 Industrial Lane Other: E-REPORTS ONLY 
 La Grande, OR 97850 
 Project: 2022 Laboratory Services 
 Permit #:  
 Project Manager: Charles Walker  
 Lab Technician: Ryan Hart 
 Test Date: November 11, 2022 
 
As requested Atlas has performed an Oregon Air Aggregate Degradation testing on the sample referenced 
below.  The testing was performed in accordance with current standards indicated below.  The results obtained 
in our laboratory were as follows: 

Source: The Sample was Collected and Delivered by the Client. 

Date Obtained: October 31, 2022 

Sample ID: 22-5190 

Sampling and Preparation: ASTM D75:  AASHTO T2:  ASTM D421:  AASHTO T87: X 

Test Standard:   ODOT TM208: X  

 
Percent of Aggregate Passing No. 20 
Sieve 

  1.9% 

Sediment Height in Sand Equivalent Tube 0.4” 

 
If there are questions concerning this report (O220627l-103122=L=S=AGG-ORDEG225190.pdf), please 
contact the project manager at (541) 889-3602. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
ATLAS TECHNICAL CONSULTANTS 

Ryan Hart 
Ontario Laboratory Manager 

 
Note: The recording of false, fictitious or fraudulent statements or entries on this document may be punishable as a felony under Federal Statute. 

cc: 
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SULFATE SOUNDNESS 
COARSE AGGREGATE 

PAGE #1 OF 1 
PRINT DATE 11/22/2022 

C:\Users\walkerc\Box\Reports\Ontario\2022 
Reports\O220627l - HNS, INC. Inspections, Jeff 

Hines\O220627l-103122=L=S=AGG-
SSCA225190.pdf.docx 

 

 «Office_Address»  
 www.oneatlas.com Revised: September 29, 2020 

 

 Jeff Hines Phone: 541-786-0540 
 HNS, INC. Fax:  
 63830 Industrial Lane Other: E-REPORTS ONLY 
 La Grande, OR 97850 
 Project: 2022 Laboratory Services 
 Permit #:  
 Project Manager: Charles Walker 
 Lab Technician: Ryan Hart 
 Test Date: November 11, 2022 

 
As requested Atlas has performed sulfate soundness testing on the sample referenced below.  The testing was 
performed in accordance with current standards indicated below.  The results obtained in our laboratory were as 
follows: 

Source: The Sample was Collected and Delivered by the Client. 

Date Obtained: October 31, 2022 

Sample ID: 22-5190 

Sampling and Preparation: ASTM D75:  AASHTO T2:  ASTM D421:  AASHTO T87: X 

Test Standard: ASTM C88:  AASHTO T104: X  

Solution: Sodium: X Magnesium:  Fresh Prepared: X Previously Used:  

 
Coarse Aggregate 

Sieve Size Weight of Test 
Fraction Before Test 

% Passing Designated 
Sieve After Test 

Weighted % Loss 
Passing Retained 

2.0” 1.5” 1927.2 1.2 0.5 

1.5” 1.0” 959.2 
2.5 0.8 

1.0” ¾” 511.9 

¾” ½” 667.8 
2.3 0.5 

½” 3/8” 332.1 

3/8” #4 300.3 4.9 0.3 

  
ODOT Weight loss 
not to exceed 12% 

Total Loss 2.1 

 
Coarse Aggregate Examination 

Sieve Size Splitting Crumbling Cracking Flaking # of Particles 
Before Test Passing Retained No. % No. % No. % No. % 

2.5” 1.5” 1 7.7       13 

1.5” ¾” 1 2.6       39 

 
If there are questions concerning this report (O220627l=L=S=AGG-Sulfate225190.pdf), please contact the 
project manager at (541) 889-3602. 
Respectfully submitted, 
ATLAS TECHNICAL CONSULTANTS 

Ryan Hart  
Ontario Laboratory 

  
Note: The recording of false, fictitious or fraudulent statements or entries on this document may be punishable as a felony under Federal Statute. 

cc: 
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Soil Map—Morrow County Area, Oregon, and Umatilla County Area, Oregon
(Coleman Aggregate Region)

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

11/29/2022
Page 1 of 3
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Unit Polygons

Soil Map Unit Lines

Soil Map Unit Points

Special Point Features
Blowout

Borrow Pit

Clay Spot

Closed Depression

Gravel Pit

Gravelly Spot

Landfill

Lava Flow

Marsh or swamp

Mine or Quarry

Miscellaneous Water

Perennial Water

Rock Outcrop

Saline Spot

Sandy Spot

Severely Eroded Spot

Sinkhole

Slide or Slip

Sodic Spot

Spoil Area

Stony Spot

Very Stony Spot

Wet Spot

Other

Special Line Features

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at scales 
ranging from 1:20,000 to 1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map 
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: 
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator 
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts 
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the 
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more 
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as 
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Morrow County Area, Oregon
Survey Area Data: Version 9, Sep 14, 2022

Soil Survey Area: Umatilla County Area, Oregon
Survey Area Data: Version 20, Sep 14, 2022

Your area of interest (AOI) includes more than one soil survey 
area. These survey areas may have been mapped at different 
scales, with a different land use in mind, at different times, or at 
different levels of detail. This may result in map unit symbols, soil 
properties, and interpretations that do not completely agree 
across soil survey area boundaries.

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jun 3, 2020—Jun 26, 
2020

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor 
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Soil Map—Morrow County Area, Oregon, and Umatilla County Area, Oregon
(Coleman Aggregate Region)

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

11/29/2022
Page 2 of 3
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Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

8B Burbank loamy fine sand, 2 to 
5 percent slopes

155.5 7.7%

39C Quincy fine sand, 2 to 12 
percent slopes

2.8 0.1%

Subtotals for Soil Survey Area 158.3 7.8%

Totals for Area of Interest 2,019.9 100.0%

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

3A Adkins fine sandy loam, wet, 0 
to 3 percent slopes

2.5 0.1%

14B Burbank loamy fine sand, 0 to 
5 percent slopes

50.6 2.5%

70 Pits, gravel 39.0 1.9%

74B Quincy fine sand, 0 to 5 
percent slopes

57.3 2.8%

75B Quincy loamy fine sand, 0 to 5 
percent slopes

299.3 14.8%

76B Quincy loamy fine sand, 
gravelly substratum, 0 to 5 
percent slopes

1,293.7 64.0%

95B Taunton fine sandy loam, 1 to 
7 percent slopes

119.3 5.9%

Subtotals for Soil Survey Area 1,861.6 92.2%

Totals for Area of Interest 2,019.9 100.0%

Soil Map—Morrow County Area, Oregon, and Umatilla County Area, Oregon Coleman Aggregate Region

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

11/29/2022
Page 3 of 3
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Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 

November 22, 2022    

 

Project #: 28044 

 

Robert Waldher and Megan Davchevski 

Umatilla County Department of Land Use Planning 

216 SE 4th Street 

Pendleton, OR 97801 

RE: 
Aggregate Overlay Zone/Girth Dog Pit Transportation Assessment Planning Commission Response 

Letter 

Dear Robert and Megan:  

BACKGROUND 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. prepared a detailed transportation assessment to support a proposed plan 

amendment and zone map amendment for a new aggregate mining operation. This report titled 

Aggregate Overlay Zone/Girth Dog Pit Transportation Assessment and was submitted/dated August 5, 

2022. On October 20, 2022, there was a hearing before the Umatilla County Planning Commission. During 

that hearing, there was public testimony that touched on several transportation-related topics. This letter is 

a response to that testimony.   

GOAL 12 

During the public testimony, a general comment was made that the August 5, 2022 Aggregate Overlay 

Zone/Girth Dog Pit Transportation Assessment failed to address Oregon’s Statewide Land Use Planning Goal 

12 (Transportation). Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-012 implements Goal 12. For the proposed plan 

and zoning map amendment, OAR 660-012-0060 (Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments) must be 

addressed. Under this section of the OAR, an analysis should be prepared to assess the land use 

modification’s potential to create a significant impact to a transportation facility. 

As noted in the August 5, 2022 report, a complete transportation assessment was provided that documents 

the transportation impacts of the proposed Aggregate Resource Overlay zone. All relevant components of 

the OAR transportation planning rule are documented on page 16 of the report where it was concluded 

that the proposed land use amendment and subsequent development of an aggregate mining operation 

is not anticipated to result in a significant effect on the surrounding transportation network or require offsite 

transportation improvements. As such, we conclude that all relevant Goal 12 criteria were adequately 

documented and addressed. 

WESTLAND ROAD/I-84/I-82 INTERCHANGE AREA TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

During the public testimony, another comment was made that the August 5, 2022 Aggregate Overlay 

Zone/Girth Dog Pit Transportation Assessment was not in compliance with the Westland Road/I-84/I-82 

Interchange Area Transportation Plan (IAMP). This 2004 plan is a long-range transportation plan that 

identifies infrastructure improvements to the interchanges and the local transportation network that serves 

them. One identified improvement involves a realignment of Stafford Hansel Road such that it would 

intersect Colonel Jordan Road approximately 900 to 1,425 feet south of the I-84 eastbound ramp terminal. 

Since the proposed aggregate mining operation would not take access off Stafford Hansell Road, this 

potential realignment did not need to be assessed as part of the August 5, 2022 Aggregate Overlay 

Zone/Girth Dog Pit Transportation Assessment. 

851 SW 6th Avenue, Suite 600 

Portland, OR 97204 

P 503.228.5230   
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Project #: 28044 Aggregate Overlay Zone/Girth Dog Pit Transportation Assessment Planning Commission Response Letter 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc Page: 2 of 2 

Please let us know if you have any questions. 

Sincerely,  

KITTELSON & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Matt Hughart, AICP 

Principal Planner 
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Exhibit P Page 1 of 10

~ Stoel RivesLLP 

RECEIVED 

JAN O 5 2023 
Sarah Stauffer Curtiss January 5, 2023 

UMATILLA COUNTY 760 SW Ninth Avenue, Suite 3000 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Portland, OR 97205 

Umatilla County Planning Commission 
c/o Robert Waldher, Planning Director 
Umatilla County Department of Land Use Planning 
216 SE 4th Street, Room 104 
Pendleton, OR 97801 

D. 503.294.9829 
sarah.curtiss@stoel.com 

Re: #T-092-22, #P-135-22, #Z-322-22 - Applicant's Final Legal Argument 

Dear Commissioners: 

This office represents Girth Dog, LLC, the applicant in the above-referenced matter 
("Applicant"). Applicant is seeking approval from Umatilla County ("County") to add tax lots 
900, 1100, 1200, 1300, and 1800 of Assessor's Map 4N 27 36 ("Property") to the County's 
Large Significant Sites list, providing Goal 5 protections and applying an Aggregate Resource 
Overlay Zone to the Property. In accordance with the County's order extending the deadline for 
new evidence to December 22, 2022, rebuttal evidence to December 29, 2022, and the 
Applicant's final legal argument to January 5, 2022, please find the Applicant's final legal 
argument below for submittal to the record. 

I. Background and Public Process 

A. Application Process 

As summarized in the County's Staff Reports, Applicant submitted its land use application in 
September 2022 ("Application"). 1 The materials in the Application and the subsequent 
submissions provide extensive information about the Applicant's proposal, including substantial 
evidence in support of the Statewide Planning Goal 5 post-acknowledgement plan amendment or 
PAP A. 2 The Applicant provided additional support and project "highlights" in supplemental 
submittals and at the public hearings on October 20, 2022 and December 15, 2022. 

At the public hearing, Andrew Stamp, attorney for Wade Aylett Sr., Rock Solid Sand & Gravel, 
LLC, and Rock It LLC testified in opposition to the Application. Wade Aylett Sr. and Wade 
Aylett Jr. ("Ayletts") testified in opposition. 

1 Preliminary Findings and Conclusions for public hearing on October 20, 2022, 9 (2022) ("October Hearing 
Packet"). 
2 See October Hearing Packet; Preliminary Findings and Conclusions for public hearing on December 15, 2022, 9 
(2022) ("December Hearing Packet"); Letter from Carla McLane to the Umatilla County Planning Commission 
(Dec. 22, 2022) ("McLane December 22 Letter"). 

117913153.8 0079276-00001 
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B. Property and Zoning 

The Property is located just south of the interchange for Interstates 84 and 82, southwest of the 
Westland Road interchange, and just over a quarter of a mile west of Colonel Jordan Road, and 
south of Stafford Hansell Road ("Property"). The Applicant's current Property use is 
agricultural operations under circle pivot irrigation and drip irrigation. The proposed use is to 
establish a Large Significant Site for mining and processing of concrete and asphalt batch plants 
and stockpiling. 

The Property is in an Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zone. The purpose of the EFU zone is to 
"preserve and maintain agricultural lands for farm use, including range and grazing uses, 
consistent with existing and future needs for agricultural projects."3 In an EFU zone, mining 
operations, including the mining, crushing, and stockpiling of aggregate and other minerals and 
the process of aggregate into asphalt or cement, are allowable through the Goal 5 and Aggregate 
Resource Overlay processes. 4 

II. Response to Oral and Written_ Comments5 

A. Andrew Stamp and the Ayletts have raised numerous arguments that have 
nothing to do with the applicable standards. 

Throughout these proceedings, Andrew Stamp and the Ayletts have raised numerous arguments 
in support of their position that the County should deny the Application but most of the 
arguments raised have nothing to do with the applicable standards. For example, during the 
public hearing on the Application, Mr. Stamp argued that the County should deny the 
Application because the Applicant has not demonstrated consistency with a long list of state 
standards. However, as the Applicant's representatives explained during the December 15 
hearing, County approval of the Goal 5 PAP A and application of the Aggregate Resource 
Overlay Zone is only one of the many approvals the Applicant must secure before mining the 
Property. It is not the County's responsibility to evaluate Applicant's proposal for compliance 
with state standards. Rather, it is the responsibility of the state agencies with jurisdiction over 
the applicable standards to evaluate compliance with their standards. For example, prior to 
mining the Property, the Applicant must secure an Operating Permit from the Department of 
Geology and Mineral Industries (DOG AMI). The purpose of a DOGAMI operating permit is to 
ensure that the applicant conducts the mining operation in a way that protects land, air and water 
resources, avoids off-site impacts, and ensures reclamation. DOGAMI renews operating permits 

3 Umatilla Development Code§ 152.055. 
4 Umatilla Development Code§ 152.060. 
5 Recent testimony from Wade Aylett Senior has attacked the credibility and reputation of Jeff Hines. However, Jeff 
Hines's reputation has nothing to do with this Application. The claims are baseless and unprofessional. They go 
beyond normal attacks of witness credibility, and the Planning Commissioner should not consider them as part of its 
evaluation of the Application. 

117913153.8 0079276-00001 
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Umatilla County Planning Commission 
January 5, 2023 
Page 3 

annually so that it can evaluate compliance with applicable permit conditions. 6 The Applicant 
understands that it must secure a DOGAMI operating permit and comply with applicable 
standards, but there is no requirement that the Applicant demonstrate compliance with those 
standards as part of the County's process. 

Likewise, during the public hearing Mr. Stamp and the Ayletts argued that the Application does 
not contain sufficient evidence of aggregate quantity and quality (i.e., that the Application is 
"half-baked") and asked the County to deny the Application on the grounds that the record 
contains insufficient information. However, like the argument related to state standards, the 
"half-baked" argument has no connection to a relevant County approval criteria or application 
requirements. Although Mr. Stamp and the Ayletts have argued over and over that the 
Application was done on the "cheap" and that there are evidentiary items that are missing from 
the Application, they have failed to point to any land use standards or application requirements to 
support their position. 

It is easiest to understand the absence of any support for the position that the Application is 
"half-baked" by comparing what evidence was (and was not) submitted by the Ayletts in their 
Rock It 2 application. Unlike the Rock It 2 application, the Applicant hired an outside third
party consultant to determine aggregate quantity on the site. 7 Also, unlike the Rock It 2 
application, the Applicant completed a traffic impact report. Accordingly, Mr. Stamp and the 
Ayletts have not provided any support for their claim that the Application is "half-baked" 
because, after weighing the record as a whole and considering what prior applicants submitted, 
the Applicant has clearly provided a more comprehensive application package than other 
previous aggregate applications. 8 

B. The Results of Aggregate Testing on the Entire Property Show the Project 
Meets the Standards for Quality, Quantity, and Location. 

In various oral and written comments on the record, Mr. Stamp and the Ayletts raised concerns 
about the quality and quantity of aggregate on the Property. While the Applicant has worked 
diligently to address Mr. Stamp's and the Ayletts' concerns, there is overwhelming evidence in 
the record that the proposed aggregate site has sufficient quality and quantity to warrant Goal 5 
protection. 

6 There are numerous other state requirements that apply to the development and operation of sand and gravel 
facilities, but none of those standards (including those cited by Mr. Stamp) apply to the County's review of the 
Application. As discussed during the public hearing, the Applicant will ensure compliance with DOGAMI, Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality, Oregon Water Resources Department, and Oregon Occupational Safety and 
Health Safety requirements by securing all required permits and complying with all applicable standards. 
7 Compare Letter from Carla McLane to the Planning Commission (Dec. 22, 2022) ("Coleman Response Letter III") 
at 19; with December Hearing Packet, supra note 2, at 121 & 149. 
8 Although it is true that the County is not bound by its past interpretations, it would be fundamentally unfair for the 
County to arbitrarily require additional evidence and analysis in this instance simply because a competitor has 
argued that the Application is half-baked or done "on the cheap". 

117913153.8 0079276-00001 
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As OAR 660-023-0180 dictates, the County considers an aggregate resource site significant "if 
adequate information regarding the quality, quantity, and location of the resource demonstrates" 
that the site meets the criteria for designation. One criteria is that the sampling of aggregate 
material be "representative."9 The Land Use Board of Appeals ("LUBA") has determined that 
sampling is representative when the testing is either attributable to the entire property or spread 
throughout the property. 10 LUBA does not require a specific number oftest pits as long as the 
test pits dug are representative. 11 For example, in Sanders v. Yamhill County, a case cited by Mr. 
Stamp, 12 the applicant dug a number of test holes on an 120-acre property to show sufficient 
quantity and quantity for Goal 5 large significant site status. 13 The court found that the planning 
commission did not have substantial evidence of quantity and quality because the applicant had 
only dug one test hole in the property's southern half. 14 

Unlike the Sanders v. Yamhill County case, the Applicant's samples are representative. The 
Applicant dug six test pits throughout the entire site. 15 The 10-feet deep test pits are located 
throughout the property. Two well logs supplement the record. Well log 1584 is attached to a 
well in tax lot 1100 adjacent to test pit 5. Well log 1806 is on the border of tax lots 1200 and 
1300 adjacent to test pit 4. This sampling is representative because the Applicant has spread the 
testing throughout the entire site, as shown in Coleman Response Letter III, Attachment 2. 

1. The Property's aggregate samples meet Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) specifications for quality of aggregate. 

OAR requires that a "representative set of samples of aggregate material in the deposit on the site 
meets applicable ODOT specifications for base rock for air degradation, abrasion, and 
soundness." 16 The table below compares the ODOT specifications with the Applicant's samples. 

Specification ODOT Compliance 

Abrasion 35%Maximum 

Coarse Degradation 30%Maximum 

Sediment Height 3.0 inches Maximum 

Sulfate Soundness 12% 

9 OAR 660-023-0180(3). 
10 Sanders v. Yamhill County, 34 Or. LUBA 69, 98-99 (1998). 
11 Id. 
12 See December Hearing Packet, supra note 2, at 72. 
13 Sanders v. Yamhill County, 34 Or. LUBA at 97-98 (1998). 
14 Id. at 99. 
15 See, December Hearing Packet, supra note 2, at 182. 
16 OAR 660-023-0180(3)(a) . 
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Nothing in OAR 660-023-0180(3) nor the ODOT specifications require the Applicant to use a 
geologist to confirm quality of aggregate. Mr. Stamp claims that a geologist is "standard 
practice in these types of cases." 17 However, his own client's application is devoid any 
confirmation of quality from a geologist. 18 The Applicant has provided sufficient evidence of 
quality through testing completed by Atlas Technical Consultants, a nationwide professional 
engineering consulting and testing firm. 19 

Although there is no "chain of custody" requirement in the applicable land use standards, to 
address questions regarding how the applicant delivered samples to the lab, the Applicant and the 
employees involved in taking and delivering the samples have filed affidavits swearing that the 
Applicant took the samples from the site and did not tamper with them. In addition, the 
Applicant fully expects that ODOT or other clients will test the material to ensure it meets 
ODOT standards. The testing of aggregate on the site is not a one and done situation, because the 
Applicant will need to continue to meet the quality requirements to sell the aggregate. The 
Applicant fully expects Wade Aylett Jr.'s description of testing for current and potential clients 
to apply to its practices, including using a geologist to confirm that the aggregate meets ODOT 
standards. 20 

2. There is sufficient quantity of aggregate on the Property. 

OAR 660-023-0180(3) requires that the quantity of aggregate material be greater than 2,000,000 
tons in the Willamette Valley or 500,000 tons outside the Willamette Valley. 

The Applicant used a variety of sources to confirm the quantity of material on the site. First, 
Applicant hired IRZ Engineering and Consulting to estimate gravel present based on the test pits 
dug by the Applicant. 21 There is at least 7 feet of gravel in each test pit. The firm used these 
numbers to estimate that the gravel at Site A ( only a portion of the Property) was at least 1.23 
million tons, well over the Goal 5 requirements. Second, the Applicant submitted a soil map 
created by the U.S. Department of Agriculture that shows lines of aggregate that run through the 
property and indicate that the property contains gravel, gravelly substratum, fine and sandy loam 
in sufficient quantity. 

17 December Hearing Packet, supra note 2, at 71. 
18 Id. at 148-172. 
19 The Aylett's Rock It 2 application used the same laboratory for quality testing as Girth Dog, LLC's. While the 
Rock It 2 application says that it used Material Testing and Inspection, Inc., that is an Atlas Company that has 
officially changed its name to Atlas Technical Consultants. 
20 See, Letter to the Umatilla County Planning Commission from Wade Aylett Jr. (Dec. 22, 2022. 
21 The Aylett's Rock It 2 application did not use a third party to determine quantity . It only used the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture soil map. Girth Dog, LLC has gone above and beyond what the County has previously 
required for a large significant site determination. 
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C. The Applicant has identified and mitigated conflicts with its proposed use. 

OAR 660-023-0180(5) directs the local government to determine "existing or approved land 
uses within the impact area that will be adversely affected by proposed mining operations and 
shall specify the predicted conflicts." 22 The regulations define conflicting use as "a use or 
activity that is subject to land use regulations and that would interfere with or be adversely 
affected by, mining or processing activities at a significant mineral or aggregate resource site."23 

After identifying conflicts, it is the local governments responsibility to "determine reasonable 
and practicable measures that would minimize the conflicts identified". 24 The table below 
summarizes the impact analysis and findings as required by OAR 660-023-0180(5). 

OAR 660-023-0180(5)(b) 

(A): Conflicts due to noise 
or dust with regards to 
sensitive uses and 
activities (houses and 
schools) 

(B): Conflicts to local 
roads for access and 
egress to the mining site 
within one mile of the 
entrance to the mining site 

(C): Airports 

22 OAR 660-023-0190(5)(b ). 
23 OAR 660-023-0180(1)(b). 
24 OAR 660-023-0180(5)(c). 

Impact 

There are two dwellings in 
the impact area. 

The Applicant is developing 
Center Street exclusively for 
mining use traffic. Existing 
farm use traffic will use a 
different road and be 
unaffected by the mining 
activity. 

There are no airports in the 
area 

Mitigation 

1. Build a berm. 25 

2. Chemical dust suppression 

3. Water dust suppression 

4. The location of the crushing 
will always occur in tax lot 1800. 

5. If needed, other methods 
commonly used by the industry 

No mitigation is necessary. 
However, the Applicant has 
voluntarily agreed to address this 
issue through: 

1. Chemical dust suppression 

2. Water dust suppression 

3. If needed, other methods 
commonly used by the industry 

No mitigation is necessary. 

25 One dwelling has requested that the Applicant not build a berm because it will impede on their views. 
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(D): Other goal 5 resource There are two existing goal 
sites 5 resources in the impact 

area. 

One is not currently in use, 
so there is no impact on the 
site. 

The second is the existing 
Rock It II facility. 

(E): Agricultural practices There is additional farmland 
(using the analysis in ORS to the west, south and east 
215.296) of the subject property. 

These farming operations 
are under circle pivot 
irrigation systems. The 
crops grown are potatoes, 
com, wheat, and other row 
crops. These properties 
have existed near mining 
operations for several years 
without any impact. 

No mitigation is necessary. 
However, the Applicant has 
voluntarily agreed to address this 
issue through: 

1. Chemical dust suppression 

2. Water dust suppression 

3. If needed, other methods 
commonly used by the industry 

No mitigation is necessary. 
However, the Applicant will 
voluntarily mitigate this conflict 
by: 

1. Chemical dust suppression 

2. Water dust suppression 

3. If needed, other methods 
commonly used by the industry 

1. The Applicant has proposed several industry standard mitigation 
measures to address any potential conflicts. 

Chemical Dust Abatement: The Applicant will use chemical dust abatement processes to 
suppress dust on the Property. Chemical dust abatement does not require water. 

Water Dust Abatement: The Applicant will use water to suppress dust on the Property. Mr. 
Stamp has incorrectly identified water as a key problem in this Application. As demonstrated 
throughout the submittals, if water is necessary, the Applicant has sufficient water to suppress 
dust through clean drinking water provided by the Port of Morrow and/or conversion of the 
Applicant's own water rights . The water provided by the Port of Morrow will be able to meet all 
the Applicant's needs without significant increases in traffic, because, prior to accomplishing the 
necessary water rights transfers, the Applicant does not plan to wash the rock onsite and plans to 
use other forms of dust abatement in addition to water. Finally, as stated during the December 
15 public hearing, the Applicant is open to a condition of approval requiring the Applicant to 
secure water from a permitted source. 

117913153.8 0079276-00001 

 
439



 
Exhibit P Page 8 of 10

Umatilla County Planning Commission 
January 5, 2023 
Page 8 

Berms: The Applicant will build berms to protect the neighboring dwelling to the northeast. The 
owner of the dwelling to the northwest has asked that a berm not be installed to protect their 
view to the south of their home. 

Location of Crushing: As discussed during the December 15 public hearing, the Applicant 
proposes to locate its crushing equipment in tax lot 1800. The applicant will start the crushing 
equipment at the surface. Once the pit is opened up to the finish depth and there is enough room, 
the crushing equipment will be relocated down in the pit. 26 This location will keep all impacts 
away from the residences in the area. The County can place a condition on approval that will 
require the Applicant to keep the location of the crushing there throughout the entire operation. 

Additional measures as required to maintain compliance with DEQ: In addition to the above 
measures and as required by law, the Applicant will receive the necessary approvals and conduct 
operations to maintain compliance with the applicable legal standards, like DEQ and DOGAMI. 
These measures are sufficient to mitigate the impacts of the mining operation as required by 
OAR 660-023-0180(5). 

2. The County can ensure compliance with applicable standards through 
imposition of conditions of approval. 

Although the Applicant believes it has met the applicable standards for approval as required 
above, as noted during the December 15 public hearing, the Applicant is open to conditions of 
approval that memorialize the commitments made in the Application and supplemental 
submittals. Specifically, the Applicant recommends that the Commission consider the following 
conditions: 

• Mining is only allowed as proposed in the Application, and as otherwise limited in 
these conditions. 

• All crushing, washing, and screening of mineral and aggregate materials shall occur 
on tax lot 1800 in the area shown in the Coleman Response Letter III, attachment 2 .. 

• Permittee shall minimize fugitive dust emissions from the Property by application of 
dust abatement chemicals, water, or similar best management practices 
recommended by DOGAMI and DEQ for control of dust at aggregate mining sites. 
Permittee shall also ensure equipment operating on internal haul roads does not 
exceed 20 mph to reduce potential dust impacts. 

• If Permittee uses water for dust abatement, water must be secured from a permitted 
source. 

26 December Hearing Packet, supra note 2, at 16. 
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3. The County can impose conditions of approval that require the Applicant 
to secure water from an approved source. 

Opposing counsel improperly argues that the County cannot require water availability as a 
condition of approval. Mr. Stamp correctly asserts that "a local government cannot defer to a 
state agency the responsibility to ensure compliance with its own approval criteria."27 However, 
to support his improper deferral claim, Mr. Stamp must identify the authority that the County is 
deferring and the conditions that defer that authority.28 He cannot show either. 

Mr. Stamp fails to identify the language that requires the County to make a "feasibility" 
determination. 29 A feasibility determination is not a part of a Goal 5 analysis. 30 Even if there was 
a feasibility criterion, the Applicant has demonstrated that it is feasible to suppress dust on the 
Property through a variety of mechanisms. 

Mr. Stamp fails to identify the conditions that defer the authority to a state agency. 31 The 
conditions proposed by the Applicant are based on a determination by the County that its 
proposed measures will mitigate the dust impact. The County would be properly imposing 
conditions to ensure that the Applicant complies with the criteria. 32 

27 Letter submitted by Andrew Stamp 12/22/2022. 
28 Harcourt v. Marion County, 33 Or LUBA 400, 407 (1997) (finding that the county had not expressly addressed 
the availability of water as required by its comprehensive plan, which stated that approval be based on a 
determination that there is no significant evidence of inability to obtain a suitable domestic water supply.); Vizina v. 
Douglas County, 16 Or LUBA 936, 948 (1988) (finding that the petitioners did not identify the conditions that they 
believe represent impermissible deferrals of compliance with mandatory approval criteria). 
29 Letter submitted by Andrew Stamp 12/22/2022. 
30 OAR 660-023-0180(3) & (5). 
31 See Vizina v. Douglas County, 16 Or LUBA 936, 948 (1988) (finding that the petitioners did not identify the 
conditions that they believe represent impermissible deferrals of compliance with mandatory approval criteria). 
32 Id. at 942 ("Once a local government decides that a proposed use can meet applicable criteria, the imposition of 
conditions is an appropriate way to ensure that the criteria is met."). 
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III. Conclusion 

With this argument and the evidence in the record, Girth Dog, LLC has met the applicable 
criteria for approval of all aspects of the requested Goal 5 post-acknowledgement plan 
amendment and application of the Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone. Accordingly, we 
respectfully request that you forward the Application with a recommendation to approve to the 
Board of Commissioners with the conditions proposed. 

Sarah Stauffer Curtiss 

cc: Carla McLane, Carla McLane Consulting, LLC 
Craig Coleman, Girth Dog, LLC 
Emily Schimelpfenig, Stoel Rives 
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MINUTES 

UMATILLA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

Meeting of Thursday, October 20, 2022, 6:30pm 
 

** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** **  
COMMISSIONERS 

PRESENT: Suni Danforth, Chair, Don Wysocki, Vice Chair, Tammie Williams, Tami 

Green, Cindy Timmons, John Standley, Emery Gentry & Jodi Hinsley 

COMMISSIONERS 

PRESENT VIA ZOOM:  Sam Tucker 
 

 

STAFF: Bob Waldher, Planning Director; Megan Davchevski, Planner/ Transit 

Coordinator; Tamara Ross, Planner & Tierney Cimmiyotti, Administrative 

Assistant  

** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** **  
NOTE: THE FOLLOWING IS A SUMMARY OF THE MEETING. RECORDING IS AVAILABLE AT THE PLANNING OFFICE 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Danforth called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm and read the Opening Statement. 

NEW HEARING 

TEXT AMENDMENT #T-092-22, PLAN AMENDMENT #P-135-22 & ZONE MAP 

AMENDMENT #Z-322-22; CRAIG COLEMAN, APPLICANT/ GIRTH DOG LLC, 

OWNER. The applicant requests to establish a new aggregate site, add the site to the Umatilla 

County Comprehensive Plan list of Goal 5 protected Large Significant Sites, and apply the 

Aggregate Resource (AR) Overlay Zone to the entire quarry site. The proposed site is comprised 

of several tax lots located south of the Interstate 82/84 interchange. The site is identified on 

assessor’s map as Township 4 North, Range 27 East, Section 36, Tax Lots 900, 1100, 1200, 1300 

& 1800. The site is approximately 225 acres and is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU).  

Chair Danforth called for any abstentions, bias, conflicts of interest, declarations of ex parte 

contact or objections to jurisdiction. Commissioner Tucker stated that he represented Carla 

McLane’s (applicant’s consultant) mother’s estate as an attorney. The Planning Commissioners 

determined there is no conflict of interest in this matter. 

Chair Danforth called for the Staff Report. 

STAFF REPORT 

Megan Davchevski, Planner, presented the Staff Report. Mrs. Davchevski stated that the applicant 

requests a Post-Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA) to add their property to the County’s 

inventory of Goal 5 protected large significant sites. The request includes a County Comprehensive 

Plan Text Amendment to list the site on the inventory and map amendments to apply the aggregate 

resource overlay zone. She explained that the property is comprised of several tax lots 

approximately 225 acres in size and zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). The subject property is 
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located south of the Interstates 82 and 84 Interchange, southwest of the Westland Road Interchange 

and south of Stafford Hansell Road. 

Mrs. Davchevski stated that applicant desires to excavate aggregate, batch that aggregate for 

various commercial and industrial projects, stockpile unused aggregate material for current and 

future use, and process the aggregate into both asphalt and concrete. The applicant provides both 

sand and gravel materials are available on this site. 

The criteria of approval are found in Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-023-0040 – 0050, 

660-023-0180 (3), (5) & (7) and Umatilla County Development Code (UCDC) Section 152.487 – 

488. 

Mrs. Davchevski explained that the process of approval by the County involves review by the 

County Planning Commission with a recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners 

(BCC). The decision includes a set of Precedent and Subsequent Conditions of Approval. The 

Planning Commission is tasked with determining if the application satisfies the criteria of 

approval, based on the facts in the record. The BCC must also hold a public hearing and decide 

whether to adopt the proposed amendments. A public hearing before the BCC is scheduled for 

November 30, 2022 at 9am. 

Mrs. Davchevski pointed out that Planning Staff received two comments from public agencies; 

Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) and Department of Land Conservation and 

Development (DLCD). Due to the nature and length of the comments, they were provided to the 

applicant and Planning Commissioners in preparation of the hearing. She explained that these 

public agency comments must be addressed. If they cannot be addressed due to a lack of 

information provided by the applicant tonight, Planning Staff recommends that the hearing be 

continued to provide time for the applicant to supply additional information.  

The decision made by the Planning Commission is final unless timely appealed to the County 

Board of Commissioners. 

Applicant Testimony: Carla McLane, Consultant, 170 Van Buren Drive, Umatilla, Oregon; Jeff 

Hines, Site Operator, 63830 Industrial Lane, La Grande, Oregon; Matt Hughart, Kittleson & 

Associates, 851 SW 6th Avenue, Suite #600, Portland, Oregon (via Zoom); Sarah Stauffer Curtiss, 

Land Use Attorney, Stoel Rives, LLP, 760 SW Ninth Avenue, Suite #3000, Portland, Oregon (via 

Zoom); Craig Coleman, 71888 Wilson Lane, Boardman, Oregon.  

Ms. McLane explained that this is a Goal 5 request to add 225 acres to the County’s list of protected 

large significant sites. Additionally, the applicant is asking for the County to amend the 

Comprehensive Plan Map to designate the site as significant and to apply the impact area to limit 

conflicting uses. Finally, this request includes an amendment to the County’s Zoning Map to apply 

the Aggregate Resource (AR) Overlay Zone to the entirety of the site.   
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Ms. McLane stated that the property is located directly to the west of the Aylett Rock It, LLC site, 

which was approved by the Planning Commission a few months ago. The subject properties 

include tax lots 900, 1100, 1200, 1300 & 1800 on Assessor’s Map 4N2736. The properties are 

immediately south of the Interstate 82/84 Interchange, southwest of the Westland Road 

Interchange and south of Stafford Hansell Road. 

Ms. McLane stated that the property currently supports a large circle, a small circle and about 40 

acres of blueberries under drip irrigation. There are industrial activities occurring north of the 

interstate and commercial uses at the Westland Road interchange including a truck stop and other 

various businesses on the east side of Colonel Jordan Road. She pointed out that on this stretch of 

Interstate 84, from 3 miles to the west of the property to approximately 2 miles to the east, there 

are no fewer than 6 aggregate sites. She added that many of the nearby sites are mined-out or 

approaching their end.  

Ms. McLane stated that the applicant is requesting for the site to be identified as significant and 

pointed out the Atlas Lab Reports included in the Commissioner’s Packets (pages 40-42) to 

demonstrate that the site meets ODOT specifications. She explained that laboratory reports for 2 

samples indicate that tests were completed for abrasion, soundness and specific gravity showing 

the material tested is estimated to exceed both the quantity and quality criteria for a significant 

aggregate site. Additionally, she emphasized that approximately 75% of the site is covered with a 

Quincy loamy fine sand with gravelly substratum. She believes the whole vicinity is covered with 

the gravelly substratum and that is why there is so much aggregate activity in the area. 

Ms. McLane stated that there are 2 homes within the 1,500 ft. impact area. One of the homes 

(immediately to the east) is owned by Wade Aylett and was identified in a recently approved 

mining request to be used as a residence in support of mining activity with a focus on security 

associated with the mining operation. When mining on the property reaches the homesite the 

dwelling will be removed. The second home located northwest of the subject property owned by 

Wesley and Shelley Walker (Tax Lot 1000) is not associated with the mining operation. She 

explained that mining will begin in the area currently planted in blueberries (Tax Lot 1800), about 

a half-mile from the Walker’s home and the applicant plans to mine the southernmost 80 acres 

first.  

Ms. McLane explained that the home unrelated to the neighboring mining operation (on Tax Lot 

1000) was originally part of Tax Lot 1100. Mr. Coleman divided the land to create a smaller piece 

with the dwelling and sold it to the Walkers. She reiterated that the applicant will do everything 

they can to protect the home from impacts of the mining activities. It’s why they chose to begin 

mining in the middle of the site and move to the south. They will eventually mine the norther parts 

of the property as well, but she believes by that time the property owners will have had a chance 

to become accustomed to the activity. She reiterated that mining activities are already occurring 

on properties to the east and west of the Tax Lot 1000.  
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Ms. McLane stated that the haul route to move the aggregate resource offsite will occur along 

Center Street which is a platted, undeveloped road that bisects the subject property. She explained 

that the applicant plans to develop Center Street (to be renamed Noble Road) from the project site 

to the intersection with Colonel Jordan Road, creating a crossroad intersection.  

Ms. McLane stated that the applicant was asked to complete a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) as 

part of this request. The TIA was completed by Matt Hughart with Kittleson & Associates and is 

included in the Commissioner’s Packets (pages 45-62). Mr. Hughart is in attendance (via Zoom) 

and available to answer any questions the Planning Commissioner’s may have concerning the TIA.  

Ms. McLane stated that the applicant or contractors will collect and hold stormwater onsite. The 

applicant will implement best management practices and obtain all necessary permits to ensure 

management of dust and stormwater discharges. She explained that the applicant is currently 

considering the installation of a photovoltaic solar energy generation facility as a post-mining use. 

The subject property is predominately not composed of Class I, II, Prime, or Unique farmland and 

would therefore allow a use allowed under ORS 215.283(2). She added that, other post-mining 

uses allowed under ORS 215.283 and the Umatilla County Development Code could also be 

considered.  

Ms. McLane directed the group to, “Table 1 – Potential Conflicting Uses” on page 19 of the 

Planning Commissioner’s packet. She explained that the applicant identified potential conflicting 

uses including Replacement Dwellings, Winery, Farm Stand, Home Occupations and other uses 

which allow for people to gather. The applicant requests that the County limit future residential 

uses and other uses that would place people within the impact area, such as gathering spaces, to 

protect the mining area from encroachment and provide protections to residents and landowners 

near the proposed quarry. She reiterated that mining has operated in this area without any 

significant conflicts for many years. She believes it is appropriate that the County impose a 

condition of approval on discretionary approvals of assembly or residential uses in the 1500 ft. 

impact area, waiving any rights to object to mining and mining related activity at the significant 

site.  

Mr. Hughart stated that he analyzed the before and after impacts of the proposed activity at the site 

and found that the amount of traffic generated would not cause any operational degradation to the 

County owned or ODOT owned intersections along Colonel Jordan Road. 

Ms. McLane stated that there was a comment provided by DLCD requesting additional 

information in support of the quantity and quality of the available sand and gravel at the mining 

site. As a result, the applicant provided 3 well logs from the subject property. She explained that 

the well logs identify the material retrieved consists of sand and gravels found throughout this area 

of Umatilla County, to a depth of between 65 - 90 ft. The anticipated depth of the resource is to at 

least 50 ft., with mining not anticipated once the water table is reached.  
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Ms. McLane stated that Greg Silbernagel, Watermaster with OWRD, indicated that the necessary 

water right for a mining operation would be an industrial right. He also stated that the only 

industrial right in the area belongs to Wade Aylett on property located to the east. The applicant 

has been working with Bill Porfily, Water Rights Examiner, to identify the necessary steps to 

obtain an industrial water right for the proposed mining operation. She explained that, once the 

land use approvals are in place, the applicant intends to submit the necessary applications to 

OWRD to achieve those changes in water use on the subject property. 

Opposition Testimony: Andrew Stamp, Attorney, 4248 Galewood Street, Suite #9, Lake Oswego, 

Oregon. Mr. Stamp stated that he is testifying on behalf of Wade Aylett Sr., Wade Aylett Jr. and 

Rock It, LLC.  

Mr. Stamp stated that he would like to request a continuance or a 30-day open record period. He 

believes there are many people who were not aware of the hearing and would like the opportunity 

to provide comments. Additionally, he believes the large volume of materials that have been 

summitted require additional time to review.  

Mr. Stamp addressed a comment provided by Ms. McLane during her earlier testimony stating that 

the Planning Commission gets deference in its interpretations. He clarified that governing bodies 

do get deference if the Planning Commission’s findings are adopted by the Board of 

Commissioners. He stated that, if the Planning Commission is the final decision-making body, 

they do not get deference. He added that most criteria for this applicant’s request falls under state 

law, therefore deference does not apply.  

Mr. Stamp pointed out that there are 6 aggregate sites in the area and asked if another pit is needed. 

He believes having too may pits in one spot is unnecessary and could cause problems. He agreed 

with DLCD’s assessment that there is not enough information on record to determine if the site 

meets criteria required under OAR 660-023-0180(3)(a) which states that, “A representative set of 

samples of aggregate material in the deposit on the site meets applicable ODOT specifications for 

base rock for air degradation, abrasion, and soundness, and the estimated amount of material is 

more than 2,000,000 tons in the Willamette Valley, or more than 500,000 tons outside the 

Willamette Valley.”  

Mr. Stamp pointed out that the applicant only provided test results from samples taken in one 

corner of the proposed site and did not include supporting documentation to indicate that the 

sample is representative of the entire site. Mr. Stamp believes the applicant is trying save money 

by providing water logs from 1958 as evidence to prove this criterion is met. He argues that water 

logs do not qualify as substantial evidence as to the quantity and quality of rock at the site, 

particularly since the applicant has not indicated where the wells are located. He added that rock 

layers are highly variable at aggregate sites and suggested that the applicant needs to hire a 

geologist, dig test pits, take photos and analyze samples to accurately determine quality of the 

rock.  
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Mr. Stamp stated that he believes the applicant has not made a serious attempt to do a complete 

impact analysis. He believes the information provided is deficient because the applicant fails to 

adequately describe the mining operation. Until they are more transparent about the activities 

taking place onsite (i.e. concrete processing and batching, aggregate batching, rock crushing, 

asphalt production, etc.), the impacts cannot be fully identified. 

Mr. Stamp pointed out an inconsistency in the materials provided by the applicant. In the 

application they indicate they plan to use Stafford Hansell Road as an access point. However, the 

TIA identifies the designated haul route will be along the dedicated and currently unimproved 

Center Street, to be renamed Noble Road. He believes this difference is important because the 

access point off Stafford Hansell Road does not meet ODOT’s Interchange Area Management Plan 

(IAMP) access spacing requirements. He believes the applicant should remove this information if 

they do not intend to use Stafford Hansell road for access. Conversely, if they do intend to use 

Stafford Hansell Road to access the property they will need to make improvements to ensure the 

standards are met. 

Mr. Stamp stated that the haul road, topsoil removal, stockpiling, aggregate extraction and 

reclamation activities proposed at the site are all sources of dust. The applicant states that they will 

use best management practices and voluntary measures to control dust but did not explain exactly 

what that entails or prove that it is feasible to provide those measures. He believes the applicant 

failed to demonstrate any practical way to provide dust suppression using water, as they provide 

no evidence of a water right. 

Mr. Stamp pointed out that the applicant has not submitted any evidence to show they meet the 

standards for nighttime noise emissions required under ORS 467.120(2) for agricultural 

operations, mining or rock processing activities. He believes they will have a difficult time meeting 

the standard and a more rigorous analysis should be applied to this matter before a decision is 

made.  

Mr. Stamp argued that the Planning Commission must consider whether future operations at the 

subject site will generate impacts or conflicts with agricultural practices in the area. The County 

is required to follow ORS 215.296 when conducting the analysis rather than the requirements of 

the Goal 5 rule. ORS 215.296(1) requires that a use will not: “(a) Force a significant change in 

accepted farm or forest practices on surrounding lands devoted to farm or forest use; and (b) 

Significantly increase the cost of accepted farm or forest practices on surrounding lands devoted 

to farm or forest use.”  

Mr. Stamp stated that he believes the applicant failed to provide the required analysis and 

evidentiary support to demonstrate compliance with the above criteria with regard to accepted farm 

practices in the immediate area. Also, the haul road is problematic for Rock It’s agricultural 

operations and the ag operation to the southeast. He argued that to comply with ORS 215.296(1), 

the applicant carries the burden to identify farm uses occurring on lands surrounding the subject 
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parcel and examine the practices necessary to continue those uses. He believes the applicant needs 

to identify and discuss each farm use by describing the operations on each of the surrounding 

properties devoted to farm or forest use. To date, he believes they have failed to make any serious 

effort to comply with these standards. 

Mr. Stamp asked that the applicant address rumors in the community suggesting that they are lining 

up contracts using rock from the site, even though they have not received the required land use 

permits or water rights. He contended that if the rumors are true he is concerned, and he views this 

as aggressive action. Additionally, he saw that they are already working on preparations for the 

proposed haul road at the site. Mr. Stamp believes the applicant is presuming this request will be 

approved, but with all the issues raised, approval is not looking good for them. He added that it is 

a little arrogant to begin working on a project before getting all the approvals and he would like 

them to address these issues tonight.  

Mr. Stamp again requested that the hearing be continued to give the applicant an opportunity to 

address the many concerns presented today. He also presented a report from Lynn Green, 

Consulting Engineering Geologist at Evren Northwest Inc. to support his argument that the 

applicants inventory analysis is woefully inadequate. Mr. Green’s opinion is that, “Without 

performing site-specific investigation into the nature and extent of these deposits on the subject 

site, there is no way to confirm that the quality and extent of these materials meets the definition 

of ‘significant’ as defined by LCDC (Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission).” 

Mr. Stamp emphasized that the site-specific investigation should be completed by a geologist.  

Commissioner Williams asked for clarification about information provided by Mr. Stamp 

suggesting the applicant cannot ask for approval for Goal 5 because there is an existing 1000-acre 

significant aggregate site nearby. Mr. Stamp explained that part of the process is to consider if 

approval of mining at this proposed site will conflict with an existing Goal 5 significant site. He 

pointed out that the applicant incorrectly stated in their application that there are no known Goal 

5 resource sites within the impact area for the proposed aggregate site. Mr. Stamp argued that Mr. 

Aylett’s significant aggregate site is located directly east of the subject property and the applicant 

failed to address the issue of conflicts with this site.  

Opposition Testimony: Wade Aylett Jr., 75134 W Oregon Lane, Irrigon, Oregon & Wade Aylett 

Sr., 74854 Washington Lane, Irrigon, Oregon. Mr. Aylett (Jr.) stated that he heard a statement 

made suggesting that people are hurting for rock. He disputes that claim and stated that for the past 

2 years he has had approximately 80,000 tons of rock in stockpiles waiting to be used. Therefore, 

he does not believe people are actually hurting for rock. Furthermore, he stated that he used to 

have open communication with others regarding available work in the area but that has recently 

changed. He used to be able to call people and understand the quantity he needed to produce but 

now he feels he is being left in the dark and he does not know why. He finds it suspicious that this 

request is occurring at the same time things are changing.  
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Mr. Aylett Sr. stated that he believes there are a lot of politics going on right now. Commissioner 

Wysocki asked for clarity on who is leaving them in the dark. Mr. Aylett Jr. stated that there are a 

lot of contracts with Amazon lately and he has never ran out of rock. He insisted that there has 

never been a supply issue for rock.  

Mr. Aylett Sr. stated that they work hard to take care of their employees. He argued that there are 

quite a few pits in the area already and the existing aggregate operations can supply enough rock 

to support the community. He believes if this keeps going on they will struggle because it costs a 

lot of money to run a successful company. He believes the outsiders coming into the area and 

making a lot of promises need to stop. He concluded that he would like the record to remain open 

and for the hearing be continued and provided pictures of the site to be added to the record. 

Opposition Testimony: Debora L Aylett, 74854 Washington Lane, Irrigon, Oregon. Ms. Aylett 

stated that she and her family have been in operation since 2004. She expressed concerns about 

the proposed new site being so large and she questioned if the area can support another pit.  

Neutral Testimony: Terry Clarke, 1325 NW Horn Avenue, Pendleton, Oregon. Mr. Clarke stated 

that he represents JTJ Enterprises, LLC which operates a mining site to the east of the subject 

property (Assessor’s Map 4N2830, Tax Lots 2200, 2202 & 2203). He explained that it is an 80-

acre site with Goal 5 protections and is leased to American Rock Products at this time.  

Mr. Clarke stated that he does not want to deny Mr. Coleman the right to establish a mining site. 

However, he expressed concern about the large size of the site and pointed out that Mr. Coleman 

described it as a ‘50-year site’. He believes that is a significant timespan and he doesn’t think there 

is a public need for additional product.  

Mr. Clark urged the Planning Commission to think deeper than an average aggregate site plan and 

remarked that he does not see a complete site plan represented in the applicant’s materials. He 

would like additional information about how the mining fits and where they intend to start with 

plans for water rights, berms, road improvements and screening included. He believes the applicant 

should provide engineered plans to demonstrate exactly how they plan to execute the operation 

over time because there is too much information missing.  

Public Agency: Greg Silbernagel, Watermaster, Oregon Water Resources Department, 116 SE 

Dorion Avenue, Pendleton, Oregon. Mr. Silbernagel stated that the applicant provided information 

that 4 water rights are associated with the groundwater use for gravel washing at the aggregate 

site. After further research, Mr. Silbernagel determined the water rights being referenced in the 

application are no longer associated with the subject property. He explained that the certificates 

issued were all canceled irrigation water rights and were not valid for use in gravel washing or 

mining.  

Mr. Silbernagel stated that this area is within the Ordnance Basalt Critical Groundwater Area 

(CGWA) as well as the Ordnance Gravels CGWA, where water rights have been closed since the 
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1970’s. Therefore, OWRD would not accept an application for a new water right if it were 

submitted today. He explained that the applicant does not have an industrial water right associated 

with the mining site. However, if the applicant wants to transfer irrigation water rights to industrial 

uses, there is a process for that. He further explained that the timeline for the request is 

approximately 1.5-2 years and the applicant cannot change the irrigation season as part of that 

process. This means they cannot have year-round irrigation at the site with their existing water 

right certificates. 

Mr. Silbernagel clarified that, typically when an irrigation water right is transferred to industrial 

use the land owner cannot continue irrigating with it. As part of the process, the irrigation water 

right is cancelled, and a new water right certificate is issued for industrial uses. 

Mr. Silbernagel stated that the issues outlined above are usually assessed in advance and addressed 

by the land owner prior to applications being submitted. He would have liked to have had more 

dialogue with the applicant prior to this meeting. He heard rumors from surrounding land owners 

for months that this was happening, however he was not made aware of the application until the 

day before the Planning Commission hearing. He concluded that his opinion is neutral about the 

rock pit operating at this site, but reiterated his concerns surrounding lack of water.  

Commissioner Wysocki acknowledged that there are several pits operating in the area and asked 

if they all have water rights. Mr. Silbernagel confirmed that they do. He added that the irrigation 

in the area is supplied by groundwater aquifer recharge.  

Applicant Rebuttal: Carla McLane, Consultant, 170 Van Buren Drive, Umatilla, Oregon. Ms. 

McLane stated that the applicant is comfortable with moving forward with a continuance.  

Chair Danforth and Director Waldher determined the continued hearing will be scheduled for 

December 15, 2022 at 6:30pm at the Umatilla County Justice Center, Media Room.  

Chair Danforth adopted the following exhibits into the record;  

Exhibit A; October 18, 2022, Email communication between Megan Davchevski (Planner) 

and Greg Silbernagel (Watermaster, OWRD)  

Exhibit B; October 18, 2022, Email communication between Megan Davchevski (Planner) 

and Amanda Punton (DLCD)  

Exhibit C; October 18, 2022, Letter to Planning Commission submitted by Carla McLane 

Consulting, LLC (Consultant for applicant)  

Exhibit D; Submitted during October 20, 2022 hearing, additional information provided by 

Andrew Stamp (Representative for Wade Aylett/ Rock It, LLC)  

Exhibit E; Submitted during October 20, 2022 hearing, additional information provided by 

Wade Aylett, Jr. (Rock It, LLC)  
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MINUTES 

Chair Danforth called for any corrections or additions to the minutes from the August 25, 2022 

meeting. There were none. Commissioner Tucker moved to approve the minutes as presented. 

Commissioner Timmons seconded the motion. Motion carried by consensus. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Danforth adjourned the meeting at 10:08pm. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Tierney Cimmiyotti, Administrative Assistant 

 

Minutes adopted by the Planning Commission on January 26, 2023. 
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MINUTES 

UMATILLA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

Meeting of Thursday, December 15, 2022, 6:30pm 
 

** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** **  
COMMISSIONERS 

PRESENT: Suni Danforth, Chair, Don Wysocki, Vice Chair, Sam Tucker, John Standley, 

Emery Gentry & Jodi Hinsley 
 

COMMISSIONERS  

ABSENT:  Tammie Williams & Tami Green 
 

 

PLANNING STAFF: Bob Waldher, Planning Director; Megan Davchevski, Planner/ Transit 

Coordinator & Tierney Cimmiyotti, Administrative Assistant  

** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** **  
NOTE: THE FOLLOWING IS A SUMMARY OF THE MEETING. RECORDING IS AVAILABLE AT THE PLANNING OFFICE 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Danforth called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm and read the Opening Statement. 

CONTINUED HEARING 

TEXT AMENDMENT #T-092-22, PLAN AMENDMENT #P-135-22 & ZONE MAP 

AMENDMENT #Z-322-22; CRAIG COLEMAN, APPLICANT/ GIRTH DOG LLC, 

OWNER. The applicant requests to establish a new aggregate site, add the site to the Umatilla 

County Comprehensive Plan list of Goal 5 protected Large Significant Sites, and apply the 

Aggregate Resource (AR) Overlay Zone to the entire quarry site. The proposed site is comprised 

of several tax lots located south of the Interstate 82/84 interchange. The site is identified on 

Assessor’s Map as Township 4 North, Range 27 East, Section 36, Tax Lots 900, 1100, 1200, 1300 

& 1800. The site is approximately 225 acres and is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU).  

Chair Danforth called for any abstentions, bias, conflicts of interest, declarations of ex parte 

contact or objections to jurisdiction. Commissioner Tucker stated that he represented Carla 

McLane’s (applicant’s consultant) mother’s estate as an attorney. The Planning Commissioners 

determined there is no conflict of interest in this matter. 

Chair Danforth called for the Staff Report. 

STAFF REPORT 

Bob Waldher, Planning Director, presented the Staff Report. Mr. Waldher stated that this hearing 

is a continuation of Girth Dog, LLC’s request to establish a new aggregate site, add the site to the 

Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan list of Goal 5 protected Large Significant Sites, and apply 

the Aggregate Resource (AR) Overlay Zone to the entire quarry site. The property is comprised of 

several tax lots located south of the Interstate 82/84 interchange, southwest of the Westland Road 

Interchange and south of Stafford Hansell Road. The site is approximately 225 acres and is zoned 

Exclusive Farm Use (EFU).  
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The proposal, if approved, would add this site as a Large Significant Site onto the County’s Goal 

5 inventory of significant sites. The applicant requests to excavate aggregate, batch that aggregate 

for various commercial and industrial projects, stockpile unused aggregate material for current and 

future use, and process the aggregate into both asphalt and concrete. Both sand and gravel material 

are available on this site. 

Mr. Waldher explained that the Umatilla County Planning Commission held a public hearing 

regarding this matter on Thursday, October 20, 2022. Testimony was provided by the applicant, 

the applicant’s consultant, project opponents (including neighbors and nearby aggregate operators) 

and a representative from the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD).  

Mr. Waldher pointed out that several documents were introduced at the October 20, 2022 hearing 

which were not included in the Commissioner’s hearing packets. Exhibits adopted into the record 

on October 20, 2022 include: 

Exhibit A; October 18, 2022, Email communication between Megan Davchevski (Planner) 

and Greg Silbernagel, Watermaster, Oregon Water Resources Department   

Exhibit B; October 18, 2022, Email communication between Megan Davchevski (Planner) 

and Amanda Punton, Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development (DLCD)  

Exhibit C; October 18, 2022, Letter to Planning Commission submitted by Carla McLane 

Consulting, LLC (Consultant for applicant)  

Exhibit D; Submitted during October 20, 2022 hearing, additional information provided by 

Andrew Stamp (Representative for Wade Aylett/ Rock It, LLC)  

Exhibit E; Submitted during October 20, 2022 hearing, additional information provided by 

Wade Aylett, Jr., Rock It, LLC 

Mr. Waldher stated that, upon request by the applicant the Planning Commission continued the 

hearing to Thursday, December 15, 2022. The applicant’s request for a continuation was due to 

issues raised by neighboring landowners and other aggregate producers. On November 15, 2022, 

the applicant provided to the Planning Department a signed waiver to the “150-day Rule for 

Planning Review.” Under the waiver, the applicant voluntarily agreed to extend the 150-day 

provisions of Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 215.427 by a period not to exceed 30 days, or 

February 6, 2023. 

After the October hearing, additional information was submitted by one opponent of the 

amendment, as well as the applicant, including: 
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Exhibit F; November 15, 2022, Waiver of the 150-day Rule for Planning Review Provided 

by Carla McLane Consulting, LLC (consultant for applicant) 

Exhibit G; November 23, 2022, Additional Testimony Provided by Andrew Stamp 

(Representative for Wade Aylett/ Rock It, LLC) 

Exhibit H; November 30, 2022, Additional Testimony Provided by Carla McLane 

Consulting, LLC (Consultant for applicant) 

After December 15, 2022 hearing packets were distributed, additional information was provided, 

and Mr. Waldher proposed that it be adopted into the record as Exhibits I & J:  

Exhibit I; December 12, 2022, Email communication between Bob Waldher (Planning 

Director) and Greg Silbernagel (Watermaster, OWRD).  

Exhibit J; December 14, 2022, Email Response to Mr. Stamps 11/23/22 letter. From Carla 

McLane to planning staff including; Coleman Response Letter, Hatley Application, Road 

Vacation Order & two pictures of the rock source locations. 

Mr. Waldher read Exhibit I aloud (12/12/22 email from Greg Silbernagel, Watermaster): 

“Bob, I spoke with Craig and Bob Coleman this morning. They contacted me on 12/8 

regarding the water rights for their proposed mining operation. We discussed a character 

of use transfer from irrigation to mining/industrial use with existing water rights on the 

property. To do this, they would need to apply for a water right transfer to initiate the 

process. As of today, there is approximately a two year back log if there were no public 

protests or agency concerns. They also would not be able to change the irrigation season 

of the water right through this process which could leave them short of a year-round water 

source to operate with. 

The Colemans other option is to request water from the County Line Improvement 

Company. They divert water from the Umatilla River during the winter for aquifer storage 

and recovery purposes. T.J. Hansell is the current president and has told me they are 

planning to create a policy for additional water requests outside of the original irrigation 

intent of the recharge project. They only meet once a year and have not created this policy 

yet. Recharge water use is generally not identified for more than a year because of the 

variable nature and amount diverted for storage each year. 

To summarize my conversation with the Colemans, there are some options of which none 

are guaranteed or timely. - Greg Silbernagel, Watermaster, District 5” 

Mr. Waldher explained that, in addition to the information provided above, relevant information 

pertaining to this request can be found in the October 20, 2022 hearing packet available on the 

County website at https://www.co.umatilla.or.us/departments/planning/plan-packets. The criteria 

https://www.co.umatilla.or.us/departments/planning/plan-packets
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of approval are found in OAR 660-023-0040 – 0050, 660-023-0180(3), (5) & (7) and Umatilla 

County Development Code (UCDC) Section 152.487 – 488. 

Mr. Waldher further explained that the process of approval by the County involves review by the 

County Planning Commission with a recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners 

(BCC). The decision includes a set of Precedent and Subsequent Conditions of Approval. The 

Planning Commission is tasked with determining if the application satisfies the criteria of 

approval, based on the facts in the record. The BCC must also hold a public hearing and decide 

whether to adopt the proposed amendments. A public hearing before the BCC will be scheduled 

upon a recommendation from the Planning Commission.  

Mr. Waldher reminded the Planning Commission that each decision that comes before them is 

unique and must be able to stand on its own. While there may be some precedence of approving 

other Goal 5 aggregate sites, the Planning Commission’s recommendation to the BCC must be 

based on whether the standards for approval are met. He added that other Goal 5 sites approved in 

the last year were a bit different than this request. The two Oregon Department of Transportation 

(ODOT) sites were already established quarry sites requesting Goal 5 protection. Additionally, the 

Hatley application was a request to expand an existing Goal 5 aggregate site and the Rock-It 2 

application was a request to expand a Small Significant Site to a Large Significant Site. 

Commissioner Standley asked for more information about the neighboring 1000-acre property 

with Goal 5 protections located to the west of the subject property. Mr. Waldher stated that 

planning staff learned that Seven A’s, Inc. submitted an application in 2010 requesting to add 

roughly 1000 acres to an existing site. The request was approved and the site was deemed 

significant. However, the decision was never incorporated into an ordinance and adopted by the 

BCC at that time. As a result, the AR Overlay Zone was never applied to the site and planning 

staff overlooked it when identifying other Goal 5 sites in the area. He added that the site has never 

been approved for mining activity.  

Chair Danforth pointed out that Exhibits A & B are in reverse order in the Commissioner’s hearing 

packets. Mr. Waldher stated that he would make that correction in the BCC hearing packets. 

Chair Danforth stated that this is a continued hearing. Therefore, it is important to present new 

information and to not provide repetitive testimony. She called for the applicant. 

Applicant Testimony: Carla McLane, Consultant, 170 Van Buren Drive, Umatilla, Oregon; Sarah 

Stauffer Curtiss, Land Use Attorney, Stoel Rives, LLP, 760 SW Ninth Avenue, Suite #3000, 

Portland, Oregon; Craig Coleman, Girth Dog LLC, 71888 Wilson Lane, Boardman, Oregon; Jeff 

Hines, Site Operator, HNS, Inc. 63830 Industrial Lane La Grande, Oregon. 

Ms. McLane stated that she believes the project opponents are asking the Planning Commission to 

apply more onerous application requirements and interpret standards more rigidly than the County 

has for other aggregate operations. She feels they have also raised many issues that are outside the 
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scope of the County’s review. She believes the applicant has submitted detailed responses to the 

issues raised.  

Ms. McLane stated that aggregate facilities are subject to many legal standards, most of which are 

not relevant to the County’s review. She pointed out that the opponent argued that the applicant 

failed to show how they will comply with ambient air quality and air particulate standards, but that 

is regulated by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). The opponent argued 

that the application does not contain an operations plan, but that is regulated by Oregon Department 

of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI). The opponent argued that the application fails to 

consider and mitigate the dust impact of the haul road on agricultural workers and mining 

employees on adjacent roads, but that is regulated by Oregon Occupational Safety and Health 

Division (OSHA). Finally, the opponent argued that the applicant does not provide any evidence 

of water rights on the property or that the water rights can be transferred from irrigation use, but 

that is regulated by Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD). Ms. McLane added that the 

applicant materials include a letter from Elizabeth Schultz, Water Quality Assistant with the Port 

of Morrow demonstrating that they do have an available source of water to move forward with.  

Ms. Stauffer Curtiss stated that the applicant understands that aggregate facilities are subject to 

many layers of regulation on county, state and federal levels. She acknowledged that the request 

before the Planning Commission is one of many permits Girth Dog LLC will be required to obtain 

along the way. She explained that the applicant is prepared to work with OWRD to convert water 

rights and has another option to source water through the Port of Morrow, as well. She added that 

DOGAMI requires detailed operating plans as part of their approval process.  

Ms. McLane stated that she believes the applicant has met the standards for approval for a Goal 5 

site because they have demonstrated that aggregate exists in sufficient quality, quantity and 

location. She referenced a map completed by IRZ Engineering & Consulting, LLC 

(Commissioner’s hearing packets, page 182) which shows the location of where they took six 

additional rock samples and submitted them for testing. After testing samples up to 10 feet in 

depth, IRZ concluded that this site contains 1.23 tons of gravel. She added that the rock in this area 

is known to go 60 feet deep, and at that depth, they estimate the site to contain 13 million cubic 

tons.  

Ms. McLane reiterated that she believes the applicants request is compatible with the 

Comprehensive Plan and there is enough aggregate material at the site to warrant the overlay. She 

added that the proposed overlay area is located at least 1,000 feet from properties zoned for 

residential use and adequate screening is available to protect the site from surrounding land uses. 

Ms. McLane stated that the applicant has mitigated impacts on existing conflicting land uses and 

stated that noise at the site can easily be mitigated through best practices. Additionally, dust will 

be managed using bulk water and chemical abatement measures. The applicant also completed a 
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traffic study showing no impact, and they are in compliance with ODOT and County standards to 

develop Center Street for use with the mining activity. 

Ms. Stauffer Curtiss clarified that the 1000-acre Goal 5 property located to the west is also owned 

by the applicant, Mr. Coleman, and he currently has no plan to mine that site.  

Commissioner Standley asked for more information about expectations for water usage at the 

mining site. Mr. Coleman stated that he does not have specific numbers available because they 

have not reached that part of their plan yet. He explained that there are approximately 1,300 acres 

of irrigated ground on the farm. They have not started the process of converting the water rights 

because they do not want to take the farm ground out of production until they have to. They plan 

to apply for a Limited Water Use License, which is common in the area. They will also use water 

from the Port of Morrow, as needed. Commissioner Standley asked if they plan to truck in water 

for the washing process and use settling ponds to recycle the water. Mr. Coleman confirmed that 

they will transport water to the site and plan to reuse the water as much as possible. 

Mr. Standley asked if they plan to start mining in the area currently covered in blueberries (Tax 

Lot 1800). Mr. Coleman confirmed they plan to start mining there. Mr. Standley asked for more 

information about where the crushing, batching and washing facilities will be in relation to the 

dwelling on Tax Lot 1000. Mr. Coleman stated that those activities will take place inside the pit, 

located as close as possible to the new access point at the end of Center Street. Commissioner 

Standley asked if the pit will stay in the same location as mining activity progresses. Mr. Coleman 

stated that, until they get down to the physical nuts and bolts of the operation and know what 

they’re dealing with, he is unable to answer definitively if that will happen. He added that he has 

been in contact with the Walkers and he would never put a processing facility next to a neighbor 

because there is nothing worse than a neighbor that is not happy. 

Chair Danforth stated that she has concerns about the statement made my Mr. Coleman about ‘not 

knowing yet what they’re dealing with’. She believes that he ought to know what he is dealing 

with, and that statement does not set well with her. She stated that information was presented about 

certain things being within the County’s purview and other things that are not. However, she 

reminded the applicant that the process starts with the County. 

Chair Danforth asked Mr. Coleman if he completed a geology report as part of his application. Mr. 

Coleman replied that he did not get a geology report. He stated that he reviewed applications which 

were previously approved by the County and used them as an example of what was required to 

apply. Chair Danforth pointed out that this request is a different application and unique from others 

approved in the past.  

Mr. Hines, Site Operator, explained that they will start crushing on top of the ground until a hole 

is made. Then, all equipment will remain inside the pit and stay there year-round. As they continue 

to mine toward the north of the site they will keep the equipment where it started and truck the 
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material over to where the equipment is. They do not plan to move the equipment once it is set 

inside the hole.  

Commissioner Wysocki asked for more information about the results of the IRZ tests. He asked 

the applicant to explain how they came up with the numbers. Ms. McLane stated that 6 recent test 

holes were dug to a depth of 10 feet and they discovered sand in the topsoil. At 3 feet deep, they 

reached aggregate material. Commissioner Wysocki asked if they measured the volume of 

aggregate material excavated from each test hole. Ms. McLane stated that IRZ used information 

including the location of the test pits and presence of cobbles between 3-10 feet and made a 

calculation which concluded that the site has approximately 1.23 million tons of material. She 

explained that they only went 10 feet down and based on well logs and other aggregate sites in the 

area they believe rock goes down to at least 60 feet. Commissioner Wysocki asked again if IRZ 

measured the aggregate material excavated from the volume of material removed from the test pit. 

Ms. McLane referenced the map provided by IRZ on page 182 of the Commissioner’s hearing 

packets. She explained that the map demonstrates that they found 3 feet of top soil and 7 feet of 

gravel in a ten-foot-deep test pit. They multiplied 7 feet of gravel spread over 99 acres of land and 

concluded that there is 1,233,100 tons at the site (using 1.1 ton per cubic yard). The added that the 

applicant will likely mine to between 40-60 feet in depth at the site.  

Commissioner Wysocki asked for information about the quality of rock at the site. Ms. McLane 

stated that Atlas has performed testing on samples from the site (Commissioner’s hearing packets, 

page 185-187) which show that it meets the various ODOT standards for abrasion, sulfate 

soundness and air degradation.  

Chair Danforth referred the group to an October 17, 2022 letter provided by Lynne D Green, Ph. 

D., Consulting Engineering Geologist, Evren Northwest, Inc. (page 23 & 24 of the 

Commissioner’s hearing packets). She pointed out that Mr. Green stated that, “[b]ased on USDA 

soil classification data, the gravel and sand resources in the area of the above-referenced sites are 

fair to poor quality.” Chair Danforth stated the Planning Commission is looking for evidence that 

the aggregate at the site meets the Goal 5 significant resource standards for quality and that is one 

of the reasons she asked about a geologist report. She added that the geologist went on to state 

that, “[w]ithout performing a site-specific investigation into the nature and extent of these deposits 

on the subject site, there is no way to confirm that the quality and extent of these materials meet 

the definition of significant, as defined by OAR 660-023-0180.” Ms. McLane stated that the 

geologist uses the term ‘significance’ to describe quantity and quality. Chair Danforth asked for 

more evidence of quality, not quantity. Ms. Stauffer Curtiss explained that the OARs specifically 

define ‘quality’ with reference to the standards set in place related to air degradation, abrasion, and 

sodium sulfate soundness. Ms. McLane stated that the Atlas reports demonstrate that they meet 

the ODOT standards for quality.  
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Chair Danforth stated that this hearing should be based on new evidence. She asked if there were 

individual results for each of the 6 samples submitted for evaluation. Mr. Coleman stated that they 

delivered all 6 samples and received collective lab results. 

Chair Danforth asked for detailed plans on how they intend to get water to the site. Mr. Coleman 

acknowledged that it would be costly to haul water to the site. He stated that he believes there is 

no reason to make detailed plans until they receive all the necessary approvals to move forward. 

He is using the water rights on site for irrigation purposes at this time. However, once they receive 

all approvals they will immediately submit applications for limited licenses to OWRD to secure 

water for use in the mining operation. Mr. Hines stated that they will not be washing rock right 

away, so they won’t need much water to get started.  

Opposition Testimony: Wade Aylett Jr., 75134 W Oregon Lane, Irrigon, Oregon; Wade Aylett 

Sr., 74854 Washington Lane, Irrigon, Oregon & Andrew Stamp, Attorney representing the Aylett’s 

and Rock It, LLC, 4248 Galewood Street, Suite #9, Lake Oswego, Oregon.  

Mr. Stamp stated that he believes the biggest issue with this application is water. He argued that 

the statement made by the applicant that there is no approval standard that relates to water usage, 

is incorrect.  He referenced OAR 660-023-0180(5)(b)(A) which regulates conflicts due to noise, 

dust, or other discharges. He pointed out that the applicant acknowledges that the mining and 

processing operation can create dust and they plan to manage dust onsite through the application 

of water. He believes this is conflicting information because water is not available right now. Mr. 

Stamp does not believe a Condition of Approval that the applicant must have water would be 

appropriate because the Planning Commission must first have a feasibility finding showing that 

it’s possible to meet the criteria. He argued that there is no evidence in the record showing that the 

applicant can get water and many unanswered questions remain.  

Mr. Stamp stated that he still has questions about the aggregate samples. He believes there is a 

conflict between experts when it comes to the quality and quantity of rock at the site. Additionally, 

he and his client did not get a chance to review the new information provided by the applicant 

before the hearing today. He believes all parties should have adequate time to review new 

evidence. When evidence is presented the day of the hearing, he does not have time to consult with 

experts and he believes this creates a procedural problem. He stated that his substantial right to a 

full and fair hearing involves the right to rebut evidence. He believes the new evidence should 

have been provided to him sufficiently in advance of the hearing to allow for experts to analyze 

the material, but that did not happen. Mr. Stamp stated that he objects to any evidence that was not 

submitted before the Thanksgiving break because he understood that was the established deadline.  

Mr. Stamp stated that the applicants use of examples of previously approved aggregate 

applications when compiling their request is not a valid excuse for their application being 

incomplete. He stated that, when the Ayletts submitted their application they included reports from 

licensed geologists who came to the site and transported the rock through a chain of custody to the 
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testing facility. He believes this is very different from the way Mr. Coleman & Mr. Hines submitted 

their samples. He stated that they have not demonstrated that the rock samples tested by Atlas were 

taken from the subject 225-acre site. He added that, his clients have reason to believe that the rock 

submitted to Atlas originated on the property to the east (owned by Rock It, LLC) and not from 

the subject site. 

Mr. Stamp stated that he has concerns that the impact area analysis is inadequate. He explained 

that OAR 660-023-0180(5)(a) requires the local government to identify conflicts with existing and 

approved uses located within 1,500 feet of the boundaries of the mining area. He believes it’s 

imperative that he applicant tell the County what the operation will consist of because the decision-

makers are unable to evaluate impacts if the County does not know the details of the operation. He 

believes Girth Dog LLC’s application fails to disclose what the operation will be, making it 

impossible to evaluate impacts. Additionally, the applicant fails to consider the proposed haul road 

as part of the impact area. He pointed out that the new haul road will border agricultural pivots and 

crops that are located north and south of the road as well as the Rock It 2 mining site. He believes 

this will subject agricultural workers and mining employees to dust, causing Oregon Occupational 

Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) issues. He added that the neighboring aggregate 

operation to the east should be identified as a conflicting use as well. He feels the Kittelson & 

Associates traffic study fails to address the effect of traffic generated by the proposed operation, 

or how these two uses can coexist without conflict. 

Mr. Stamp stated that there are enough rock pits in the area and Umatilla County does not need 

another. He believes the Planning Commission must deny this request because Rock It 2 has 

already been granted Goal 5 protections and should be mined first if more rock is needed.  

 

Mr. Stamp asked Mr. Aylett Jr. how many gallons of water is needed to wash rock. Mr. Aylett Jr. 

stated they use between 200-250 gallons of water per minute. More water is needed when there 

are clay deposits in the area because they have to triple-wash the rock to remove all the clay balls. 

Mr. Stamp noted that the applicant provided testimony stating that they have a well which could 

provide up to 75 gallons per minute and another source could give them more. Mr. Aylett Jr. stated 

that when it comes to washing material the most important thing is water pressure, not volume. He 

believes the applicants plan to truck water in and recycle it is not feasible.  

 

Commissioner Standley asked for more information on where it states that a site must have water 

to qualify as a Goal 5 significant site. He added that some crushing sites do not use water. Mr. 

Stamp asked how they plan to suppress dust without water. Commissioner Standley stated that 

water for dust abatement could easily be trucked to the site. He asked again where it states that 

water is a requirement to deem a site significant. Mr. Stamp stated that it is not part of the 

significant site analysis, it’s part of the Goal 5 rules to determine if they can mine the site. He 

believes expert testimony is required at this stage to determine that it is or is not feasible to obtain 

subsequent permits.  
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Commissioner Standley asked for more information about Mr. Aylett’s pit and why he is not 

mining the site. Mr. Stamp stated the property was deemed significant over 30 years ago, but 

mining was not approved as part of the review and decision process in the 1990’s. He explained 

that Mr. Aylett Sr. is the holder of the mineral rights to the site, but another party owns the surface 

rights. The property was in agricultural production at the time and the owner of the surface rights 

was opposed to mining activity occurring on property, and the BCC ultimately ruled in their favor. 

Mr. Stamp added that 3 years later, LUBA decided in another case that a farm on top of a subject 

mine cannot be considered a conflicting use for purposes of Goal 5 analysis. Mr. Stamp believes 

the County wrongfully denied the 1997 request for a mining permit because when mineral rights 

are sold, the seller loses any surface rights that interfere with the mining activity. Therefore, he 

believes if Mr. Aylett wants to mine the site he can, and there is nothing anyone can do about it. 

He stated that he doesn’t care that there is a law that the surface owner needs to sign off on mining 

because he doesn’t believe that would hold up if challenged in court. He concluded that when it 

comes down to surface rights versus mineral rights, mineral rights predominate.  

 

Mr. Stamp stated that the applicant failed to provide the required adequate information regarding 

the quantity, quality, and location of the resource as required by OAR 660-023-0180(3). Before a 

site can qualify as being ‘significant’, there must be adequate information regarding quantity, 

quality and location of the resource, and that information must be supported by substantial 

evidence in the record. He explained that Girth Dog, LLC asserts that the site contains 13 million 

cubic yards of sand and gravel material but there is no evidence in the record to support that 

estimate. He believes the applicant must provide test results from a series of test bores to 

substantiate this claim. He added that the applicant does not carry its burden of proof by merely 

assuming the sand and gravel on the subject property is the same as another, or that sand and gravel 

is evenly distributed throughout an entire site. The aggregate may be concentrated on a portion of 

a site and not distributed throughout. He insisted that this is an important factor because only the 

portion of a proposed mining site that qualifies as ‘significant’ can lawfully be included on the 

County’s Comprehensive Plan Inventory of Significant Aggregate Resource Sites under Statewide 

Planning Goal 5. He believes the applicant provides no evidence that the sand and gravel layer is 

uniform and has not documented the depth of the sand and gravel resource. 

 

Neutral Testimony: Terry Clarke, 1325 NW Horn Avenue, Pendleton, Oregon. Mr. Clarke 

represents JTJ Enterprises, LLC which operates a mining site to the east of the subject property 

(Assessor’s Map 4N2830, Tax Lots 2200, 2202 & 2203).  

Mr. Clarke expressed concern about the lack of water at the site. He explained that he doesn’t think 

there is enough information for the Planning Commission to make a decision at this time.  

Discussion continued about the approval process for a Large Significant Site versus a Small 

Significant Site. Mr. Waldher explained that a request for a Small Significant Site is processed as 
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a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) request. Additionally, a Plan Amendment is required when 

establishing a Small Significant Site within EFU or Grazing/Farm (GF) Zones unless the property 

is already on the inventory of significant sites. The process for establishing a Large Significant 

Site is different. Mr. Waldher stated that Umatilla County has not codified OAR 660, Division 23 

rules for complying with Goal 5. Therefore, planning staff applies the procedures and requirements 

directly from the Administrative Rules. As a result, the CUP standards in the UCDC do not apply 

to requests for Large Significant Sites. 

Public Agency: Greg Silbernagel, Watermaster, Oregon Water Resources Department, 116 SE 

Dorion Avenue, Pendleton, Oregon. Mr. Silbernagel provided an email comment on December 12, 

2022 to be entered into the record. 

Applicant Rebuttal: Carla McLane, Consultant, 170 Van Buren Drive, Umatilla, Oregon & Sarah 

Stauffer Curtiss, Land Use Attorney, Stoel Rives, LLP, 760 SW Ninth Avenue, Suite #3000, 

Portland, Oregon. 

Ms. McLane stated that OAR 660, Division 23 contains the Goal 5 rules for approval of a Large 

Significant Site and provides a process for local review of an application for a new or expanding 

aggregate mine located on farmland (EFU or GF Zone). She reiterated that the standards are 

different from the CUP process for approving a Small Significant Site on farmland. She added that 

the County could adopt Division 23 and include the CUP standards in the Goal 5 process, if they 

choose to. She reiterated that planning staff is required to apply the procedures and requirements 

directly from the Administrative Rules written by DLCD until new standards are adopted. 

Ms. McLane stated that the applicant has provided proof that they meet the standards for quality 

and quantity of material at the site. She believes the aggregate testing was adequate and pointed 

out that Mr. Aylett’s 1,000-acre Rock It 2 site contained a comparable amount of test pits as Mr. 

Colemans site. She believes 33 test holes on approximately 1,000 acres versus 6 test holes on a 

200-acre site shows that, acre-for-acre it’s consistent with previous applications.  

Ms. McLane stated that she does not believe mining this site will negatively impact other Goal 5 

sites located to the east and west of the subject property. She added that competition, market and 

equity are not standards to apply when considering this request, they are political issues. She added 

that the opponents can raise those types of issues at the subsequent BCC hearing, if they want.  

Ms. McLane stated that the applicant has proven that they do have access to a source of water 

through the Port of Morrow which meets their needs for dust abatement, along with chemical 

application. Additionally, Mr. Coleman has significant available water rights and has indicated 

that he is prepared to complete the process with OWRD as soon as the BCC approves his request. 

With regard to surface rights versus mineral rights, Ms. Stauffer Curtiss stated that operating 

permits are required for surface mining. She added that ORS 517.790(3)(a) states that DOGAMI, 

“…may not issue an operating permit to an operator other than the owner or owners of the surface 
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and mineral interests of the lands included within the surface mining area unless the operator has 

written approval from the owner or owners of all surface and mineral interests of the lands included 

within the surface mining area.” 

Discussion continued about other agencies involved in the process of approval for mining. After a 

request is approved by the County, state agencies regulate the development and operation of 

aggregate mining and processing in the State of Oregon. Oregon Department of Environmental 

Quality (DEQ) regulates air quality, stormwater runoff, and wastewater. DOGAMI oversees site 

reclamation and mine safety standards. Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) oversees earth 

removal and fill permits. Finally, OWRD regulates water rights for onsite use and processing 

activities. Ms. McLane asked if the Planning Commission has confidence in state agencies to 

regulate the activities they are responsible for.  

Commissioner Tucker asked for clarification about Mr. Stamp’s statement objecting to evidence 

that was not submitted before the Thanksgiving break. He asked for explanation about the deadline 

for submitting evidence. Megan Davchevski, Umatilla County Planner, explained that she 

announced at the October hearing that materials to be included in the December Planning 

Commission hearing packets must be submitted to planning staff before the November 24, 2022 

Thanksgiving holiday break. She added that the deadline was specifically for including materials 

in the December Hearing Packet, and not an all-inclusive deadline to provide evidence or 

testimony to the Planning Commission.  

Chair Danforth asked if there are any requests for the hearing to be continued or for the record to 

remain open. Mr. Stamp stated that he would like the record to remain open. Chair Danforth asked 

on what grounds Mr. Stamp would like the hearing to remain open. Mr. Stamp stated that he and 

his clients have not had time to review the new evidence presented at this hearing. It was noted 

that ORS 197.763 outlines hearing procedures for how to conduct local quasi-judicial land use 

hearings and ORS 197.763(4)(b) specifically states that, “…[i]f additional documents or evidence 

are provided by any party, the local government may allow a continuance or leave the record open 

to allow the parties a reasonable opportunity to respond.”  

Mr. Stamp pointed out that ORS 197.797(6)(b) states that, “…[i]f new written evidence is 

submitted at the continued hearing, any person may request, prior to the conclusion of the 

continued hearing, that the record be left open for at least seven days to submit additional written 

evidence, arguments or testimony for the purpose of responding to the new written evidence.”  

Mrs. Davchevski stated that the Planning Commission can leave the record open without 

continuing the hearing. She outlined next steps as follows; the record will remain open for 7 days 

to allow for all parties to submit new evidence (deadline 12/22/22); then, 7 additional days for 

rebuttal (deadline 12/29/22); and finally, 7 additional days for the applicant to submit final legal 

arguments only – no new evidence (deadline 1/5/23). She added that new evidence can also be 

presented at the subsequent BCC hearing.  
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Chair Danforth announced that the record will remain open for 21 days under the schedule of 

deadlines outlined by Mrs. Davchevski. Deliberation and decision will be made on a 

recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners at the next Planning Commission hearing 

scheduled for Thursday, January 26, 2023 at 6:30PM.  

Chair Danforth adopted the following exhibits into the record;  

Exhibit I; December 12, 2022, Email communication between Bob Waldher (Planning 

Director) and Greg Silbernagel (Watermaster, OWRD).  

Exhibit J; December 14, 2022, Email Response to Mr. Stamps 11/23/22 letter. From Carla 

McLane to Planning Staff including; Coleman Response Letter, Hatley Application, Road 

Vacation Order & two pictures of the rock source locations. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Danforth adjourned the meeting at 9:41pm. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Tierney Cimmiyotti, Administrative Assistant 

Minutes adopted by the Planning Commission on January 26, 2023. 
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DRAFT MINUTES 

UMATILLA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

Meeting of Thursday, January 26, 2023, 6:30pm 
 

** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** **  
COMMISSIONERS 

PRESENT: Suni Danforth, Chair, Don Wysocki, Vice Chair, Tami Green, Sam Tucker, 

John Standley, Emery Gentry & Jodi Hinsley  
 

COMMISSIONER  

PRESENT VIA ZOOM:  Tammie Williams  
 

 

PLANNING STAFF: Bob Waldher, Planning Director; Megan Davchevski, Planner/ Transit 

Coordinator & Tierney Cimmiyotti, Administrative Assistant  

** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** **  
NOTE: THE FOLLOWING IS A SUMMARY OF THE MEETING. RECORDING IS AVAILABLE AT THE PLANNING OFFICE. 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Danforth called the meeting to order at 6:31 pm and read the Opening Statement. 

CONTINUED HEARING 

TEXT AMENDMENT #T-092-22, PLAN AMENDMENT #P-135-22 & ZONE MAP 

AMENDMENT #Z-322-22; CRAIG COLEMAN, APPLICANT/ GIRTH DOG LLC, 

OWNER. The applicant requests to establish a new aggregate site, add the site to the Umatilla 

County Comprehensive Plan list of Goal 5 protected Large Significant Sites, and apply the 

Aggregate Resource (AR) Overlay Zone to the entire quarry site. The proposed site is comprised 

of several tax lots located south of the Interstate 82/84 interchange. The site is identified on 

Assessor’s Map as Township 4 North, Range 27 East, Section 36, Tax Lots 900, 1100, 1200, 1300 

& 1800. The site is approximately 225 acres and is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU).  

Chair Danforth called for any abstentions, bias, conflicts of interest, declarations of ex parte 

contact or objections to jurisdiction. Commissioner Tucker stated that he represented Carla 

McLane’s (applicant’s consultant) mother’s estate as an attorney. The Planning Commissioners 

determined there is no conflict of interest in this matter. 

MINUTES  

Chair Danforth called for any corrections or additions to the October 20, 2022 & December 16, 

2022 meeting minutes. There were none. Commissioner Tucker moved to approve the minutes as 

presented. Commissioner Wysocki seconded the motion. Motion carried by consensus. 

Chair Danforth called for the Staff Report. 

STAFF REPORT 

Mr. Waldher, Umatilla County Community Development Director, stated that the applicant 

requests to establish a new aggregate site, add the site to the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan 
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list of Goal 5 protected Large Significant Sites and apply the AR Overlay Zone to the entire quarry 

site. He explained that the property is comprised of several tax lots totaling approximately 225 

acres and is zoned EFU. The property is located south of the Interstate 82 and 84 Interchange, 

southwest of the Westland Road Interchange and south of Stafford Hansell Road. If the proposal 

is approved, the County will add this site as a Large Significant Site to Umatilla County’s Goal 5 

Aggregate Resource Inventory.  

Mr. Waldher stated that the applicant requests to excavate aggregate, batch that aggregate for 

various commercial and industrial projects, stockpile unused aggregate material for current and 

future use and process the aggregate into both asphalt and concrete. Both sand and gravel materials 

are available on this site. 

The criteria of approval are found in Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-023-0040 – 0050, 

660-023-0180 (3), (5) and (7) and Umatilla County Development Code (UCDC) Section 152.487 

– 488. 

Mr. Waldher stated that the Umatilla County Planning Commission held a first evidentiary hearing 

on this matter Thursday, October 20, 2022. The hearing was subsequently continued to Thursday, 

December 15, 2022. During the continued hearing in December, testimony was provided by the 

applicant and their consultant, as well as project opponents (including neighboring and nearby 

aggregate operators). Several documents which were not included in the original October and 

December hearing packets were introduced into the record and are summarized as follows: 

Exhibit I; December 12, 2022, Email communication between Bob Waldher (Planning 

Director) and Greg Silbernagel (Watermaster, OWRD).  

Exhibit J; December 14, 2022, Email Response to Mr. Stamps 11/23/22 letter (Attorney 

Representing Opponents) from Carla McLane (Consultant for Applicant) to planning 

staff including; Coleman Response Letter, Hatley Application, Road Vacation Order & 

two pictures of the rock source locations. 

During the December hearing, upon request from Mr. Stamp, the Planning Commission agreed to 

leave the record open for a period of 21 days, outlined as follows; 7 days to allow for all parties to 

submit new evidence (deadline 12/22/22); then, 7 additional days for rebuttal (deadline 12/29/22); 

and finally, 7 days for the applicant to submit final legal arguments only – no new evidence 

(deadline 01/05/23). Deliberation and a decision (recommendation to the Board of County 

Commissioners) was announced for the hearing scheduled on January 26, 2023 at 6:30 pm at the 

Justice Center Media Room, 4700 NW Pioneer Place, Pendleton, Oregon. 

Subsequent to the continued December 2022 hearing, additional information was submitted and 

received by the County Planning Department during the 21-day open record period, summarized 

as follows: 
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Exhibit K; December 22, 2022, Additional Evidence submitted by Craig Coleman & 

Representatives (Applicant) 

Exhibit L; December 22, 2022, Additional Evidence submitted by Wade Aylett Sr. 

(Opponent) 

Exhibit M; December 22, 2022, Additional Evidence submitted by Wade Aylett Jr. 

(Opponent) 

Exhibit N; December 22, 2022, Additional Evidence submitted by Andrew Stamp 

(Attorney Representing Opponents) 

Exhibit O; December 29, 2022, Rebuttal submitted by Craig Coleman & Representatives 

(Applicant) 

Exhibit P; January 5, 2023, Final Legal Arguments submitted by Sarah Stauffer Curtiss 

(Attorney Representing Applicant) 

Mr. Waldher added that, in addition to the information included in the Staff Report, relevant 

information pertaining to this agenda item can be found in the previous October and December 

2022 hearing packets. Previous hearing packets can be found on the County’s website at: 

https://www.co.umatilla.or.us/departments/planning/plan-packets. 

Mr. Waldher noted that, during the final 7-day period in which only the applicant was to submit 

final legal arguments, additional emails and comments were received from Terry Clarke 

representing JTJ Enterprises, LLC which operates a mining site to the east of the subject property, 

and Andrew Stamp, Attorney representing the Aylett’s and Rock It, LLC. After discussion with 

legal counsel, these documents were not included in the January 26, 2023 hearing packets because 

they were received outside the deadline set by the Planning Commission at the December 15, 2022 

hearing. However, staff noted that this information can be presented in arguments before the Board 

of County Commissioners (BCC) as part of the de novo hearing review and decision process.  

Mr. Waldher stated that the process of approval by the County involves review by the County 

Planning Commission with a recommendation to the BCC. The decision includes a set of Precedent 

and Subsequent Conditions of Approval. He explained that the Planning Commission is tasked 

with determining if the application satisfies the criteria of approval. First, they must decide whether 

the site can be established as a Goal 5 site added to the County’s Aggregate Resource Inventory 

and second, whether or not to allow mining. He added that this decision must be based on evidence 

and facts in the record. Subsequently, the BCC must hold a public hearing and decide whether or 

not to adopt the proposed amendments. A public hearing before the BCC will be scheduled upon 

a recommendation from the Planning Commission. 

Chair Danforth closed the hearing for deliberation and adopted Exhibits K - P into the record.   

https://www.co.umatilla.or.us/departments/planning/plan-packets
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Mr. Stamp Andrew Stamp (Representative for Opponent, Wade Aylett, Rock It, LLC) stated that 

he objects to the proceeding. Chair Danforth noted Mr. Stamps objection and moved forward with 

deliberation. 

DELIBERATION & DECISION 

Commissioner Tucker stated that believes that at a higher level, this request could be decided 

differently than what the Planning Commission decides. There could be appeals to the Oregon 

Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) and they could find problems with their recommendation. 

However, he feels that possibility should not be considered when deciding this matter. He 

explained that after the first hearing he was left with the impression that the applicant did not have 

everything they needed. However, as the opponent presented complaints about the application they 

essentially made a road map of what was incomplete. As a result, the applicants came back to the 

second hearing and addressed each concern presented by the opponents at the first hearing. 

Ultimately, they proceeded to check all the necessary boxes.  

Commissioner Tucker explained that he believes the job of the Planning Commission is to read 

the rules and apply them to the facts presented in the applicant’s request. Therefore, the argument 

that there are already too many aggregate pits in the area does not play a role in making the final 

decision. He expressed that he would not want to stop development and explained that his general 

philosophy is that the government should stay out of the way unless there is a reason to get 

involved. He feels that, if the applicant meets criteria, they meet it. If the concern is competition, 

he believes that is what our economic theory is based upon and competition controls price.     

Commissioner Tucker acknowledged that there is a water issue at the site and the applicant is 

unsure how they will get water. He stated that, although this is a concern, it is not the Planning 

Commission’s problem. He does not think the Planning Commission should deny the request 

because they think another agency may not approve something down the line. He believes approval 

is appropriate because the applicant has checked all the boxes necessary to meet the Planning 

Commissions requirements. He trusts that the applicant has drilled and tested an adequate amount 

of test holes and demonstrated with overwhelming evidence that they meet the quality and quantity 

standards for material at the site. He stated that he supports approval of the application. 

Commissioner Hinsley stated that her biggest struggle with this application was that the applicant 

does not have water rights to support operations at the facility. Additionally, she was concerned 

about adding another aggregate operation to the area when there are already a number of existing 

sites close by.  

Commissioner Standley agreed with Commissioner Tucker. He stated that he was originally 

concerned about the lack of water at the site, but believes the applicant has presented several ways 

to mitigate that issue. He added that it’s the applicant’s role to provide more details about their 

intended water source as they advance in the application process with other agencies. The 
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Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 

(DOGAMI) will have standards the applicant has to meet that don’t involve County Planning. 

Commissioner Williams stated that she agrees with the other Commissioners. She thinks the 

applicant meets the requirements and water at the site is not the Planning Commission’s issue. She 

added that it can take 2-3 years to establish a water right and it’s not something the Planning 

Commission looks at when making their decision.     

Commissioner Gentry stated that he also agrees with the others. He added that the Planning 

Commission has met several times on this issue and the request has been thoroughly examined. It 

is important to consider what is within the purview of the County and the role of the Planning 

Commission. He believes the applicant has met the criteria for approval in this application and 

restated that they will have additional standards to meet when they move forward with other 

agencies.  

Commissioner Wysocki stated that he feels this is a difficult decision and he has empathy for both 

the applicant and opponents. He reiterated that the Planning Commission is required to make 

decisions based on the rules and regulations required by the County.  

Chair Danforth stated that this is the first time in her tenure with the Planning Commission that an 

issue has been continued to a third hearing. She has empathy for both sides and stated that she has 

learned a lot during this process. She agrees with Commissioner Tucker that the opponent was able 

to outline a path forward for the applicant. She was not able to review the application submitted 

by Mr. Coleman and wondered why the application was not in the packets. She stated that the 

applicant used previous applications to complete their own application and contended that this 

request is just like the others that the Planning Commission has approved in the past. However, 

she does not believe this request is like the others. She explained that this is a new request for Goal 

5 protections, not adding additional acreage to an existing site. She feels it is important to look at 

this request as its own unique application and not compare it to past aggregate requests.  

Chair Danforth stated that she is concerned that the applicant does not have a definitive plan for 

onsite operations. She was frustrated that, when asked for specific details, the applicant and 

proponents used phrases like, ‘we will see what we’re working with’. She reiterated that there is 

no actual plan in place and asked, “How do you approve something without a plan?”  

Chair Danforth stated that she believes this operation will affect residential sites in the area and 

she would like a standard in place to protect those residents, not just the applicant’s word at the 

hearing. She views this issue as particularly problematic because enforcement of environmental 

impact standards is complaint driven, so the resident will carry the burden. She pointed out that, 

with no water at the site they cannot properly manage dust and she believes they do not have all 

the necessary parts in place to operate at this time. She explained that the applicant expressed that 

they plan to produce asphalt and concrete but they do not have water, which is required to clean 
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the rock. Additionally, she does not believe the applicant showed proof of a certified geological 

study completed at the site.  

Chair Danforth expressed that she has confidence that the Planning Commission has been able to 

come to a clear understanding of what this request entails over last few months and feels that the 

concerns expressed by her and others should be voiced to the BCC. She wants to be sure the 

Planning Commission continues to approve only applications which meet the required standards 

when reviewing aggregate requests and not lower the bar moving forward. 

Commissioner Standley stated that he has apprehensions about potentially conflicting issues not 

being in writing. For example, the applicant does not intend to use a berm as part of the operation 

because they contend the nearest neighbor prefers that they not impede his view. Commissioner 

Standley explained that it makes him uneasy that this agreement has not been solidified as part of 

the operation plan. He would like more documentation in the record to show exactly what is being 

approved and what was not, to ensure things do not change over time.  

Commissioner Gentry reiterated that the Planning Commission has specific criteria to consider 

when approving or denying these requests. He explained that the applicant will be required to 

provide many more specific details and meet strict requirements when they apply for permits 

related to mining operations because there will be a number of permits required by a variety of 

agencies at that time. Additionally, other agencies will enforce regulatory standards for 

environmental concerns like dust and noise so it’s not the Planning Commissions role to make 

those determinations. 

Commissioner Gentry asked if it is appropriate for the Planning Commission to tell an applicant 

that they need to spend the money to conduct a full geological survey. He stated that he has the 

impression that some of the Commissioners feel the applicants testing of rock samples may have 

been inadequate. However, he believes the only way to do more is to conduct a full geological 

survey of the site, and that seems like a big ask. 

Commissioner Standley stated that he is unsure what other regulatory agencies are responsible for 

when it comes to permitting operations like this. He pointed out that, as part of his testimony at 

previous hearings, Mr. Clark asked for additional information about the site plan, among other 

things. Commissioner Standley stated that he is unsure if a site plan is required for our process or 

if another agency oversees that piece. He stated that he would feel better about not fully addressing 

every aspect of the operation if he knew they were being taken care of by another agency. 

Commissioner Hinsley stated that she originally had concerns about impacts to the neighbor living 

near the operation. However, she pointed out that the neighbor received notification about the 

public hearing and did not object to anything.  

Mr. Waldher reminded the Planning Commissioners that they have the opportunity to add 

conditions. For instance, a site plan is required when obtaining the Zoning Permit to complete the 
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process. He stated that they could impose conditions like spelling out that the processing 

equipment will be setback at least 500 feet from existing dwellings and require the applicant to 

show the berm on the site plan. In terms of water, a condition could be added to ensure they obtain 

all required permits from Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) or otherwise demonstrate 

whatever method they plan to use to obtain water at the site. 

Commissioner Tucker asked whether additional conditions like that are necessary or if they are 

redundant, because those requirements will be mandatory either way. Chair Danforth stated that 

they could add conditions of approval, but the matter will ultimately be decided by the BCC. They 

could add more conditions or remove all the conditions recommended by the Planning 

Commission, it’s their decision. Commissioner Wysocki stated that, although he knows the 

additional conditions are already required steps, he thinks it’s important to send a message to the 

BCC that they have considered all the elements by adding them as conditions of approval. 

Commissioner Hinsley agreed. She added that it makes a statement to the BCC that these pieces 

of the plan are not yet in place, and she would like it to be noted. Chair Danforth was in agreeance. 

Chair Danforth stated that she would like to see a berm around the pit. Commissioner Tucker 

argued that a requirement like that would be counterproductive because the pit will eventually be 

near the residence, placing the berm near the residence. This is something the neighbors clearly 

asked not to be done. Discussion continued among the Planning Commissioners about potential 

conditions of approval. It was decided not to require the applicant to include the berm as part of 

the site plan because the neighbor stated that they do not want a berm blocking their view. 

Commissioner Standley pointed out that, in the January hearing packets, under Exhibit P (January 

5, 2023, Final Legal Arguments submitted by Sarah Stauffer Curtiss, Attorney Representing 

Applicant), Ms. Stauffer Curtiss wrote: 

 

“Location of Crushing: As discussed during the December 15 public hearing, the 

Applicant proposes to locate its crushing equipment in tax lot 1800. The applicant 

will start the crushing equipment at the surface. Once the pit is opened up to the 

finish depth and there is enough room, the crushing equipment will be relocated 

down in the pit. This location will keep all impacts away from the residences in the 

area. The County can place a condition on approval that will require the Applicant 

to keep the location of the crushing there throughout the entire operation.” 

 

Commissioner Standley stated that he would like to find a way to ensure that the processing 

equipment will stay inside the pit on Tax Lot 1800 as the permanent site for operations, not to be 

relocated. He would like this detail documented as part of the conditions of approval. 

Commissioner Tucker made a motion to recommend approval of Text Amendment #T-092-22, 

Plan Amendment #P-135-22 & Zone Map Amendment #Z-322-22, Craig Coleman, Applicant, 

Girth Dog LLC, Owner to the Board of County Commissioners with the following addition to 
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Subsequent Condition #2 (changes bolded & underlined below), Obtain a Zoning Permit from the 

Umatilla County Planning Department to finalize the approval of the aggregate site. The site plan 

shall demonstrate that the extraction and sedimentation ponds are not located within 25 feet of a 

public road or within 100 feet from a dwelling. Access to the mining operation shall be restricted 

from Stafford Hansell Road. Processing equipment shall be located at least 500 feet from 

existing dwellings, shall be located on tax lot 1800 and placed in the pit once opened to the 

finish depth. Processing equipment shall remain in this location for the duration of the 

aggregate operations.  

With the addition of the following Subsequent Conditions: 

8. Mining is only allowed as proposed in the application, and as otherwise limited in these 

conditions. 

 

9. All processing of mineral and aggregate materials shall occur on the northwest corner of 

Tax Lot 1800 as shown in Exhibit C, (October 18, 2022, Letter to Planning Commission 

submitted by Carla McLane) on page 16 of the December 15, 2022 hearing packets. 

 

10. Applicant shall minimize fugitive dust emissions from the property by application of dust 

abatement chemicals, water, or similar best management practices recommended by 

DOGAMI and DEQ for control of dust at aggregate mining sites. 

 

11. Applicant shall ensure equipment operating on internal haul roads does not exceed 20 

mph to reduce potential dust impacts. 

 

12. If water is used for dust abatement, water must be secured from a permitted source. 

Commissioner Gentry seconded the motion. Motion carried with a vote of 7:1. 

OTHER BUSINESS 

Mr. Waldher stated that because this is the first meeting of 2023, Planning Commission Chair and 

Vice-Chair positions are due for reelection. Commissioner Standley nominated Chair Suni 

Danforth to continue as Chair and Commissioner Don Wysocki to continue as Vice-Chair. 

Commissioner Green seconded the motion. Motion carried by consensus.  

Mr. Waldher explained that the Planning Department is going through a reorganization. We will 

now be operating as the Planning Division of the Umatilla County Community Development 

Department. Additionally, there have been some recent role changes. Mr. Waldher is now the 

Umatilla County Community Development Director and will focus more on economic & 

community development projects and issues. He explained that the County created a new position, 

Planning Manager, to oversee day-to-day operations in the Planning office. The Planning Manager 

position is open for recruitment and they hope to make a decision as soon as possible.  
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Mr. Waldher announced that Tierney Cimmiyotti has been promoted from Administrative 

Assistant to Planner II/ GIS. As a result, the Planning Administrative Assistant role is open for 

recruitment and Mr. Waldher asked for anyone who knows of a good candidate to encourage them 

to apply. 

Mr. Waldher stated that staff is also seeking two Planning Commissioners to fill vacancies. He 

explained that Cindy Timmons resigned when she became Umatilla County Commissioner. Also, 

Tammie Williams’ term is ending soon. Again, he asked for anyone who knows of a good 

candidate to encourage them to apply. 

Mr. Waldher stated that we will likely not have a Planning Commission hearing in February. Staff 

will follow up with an email announcement when we know for sure. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Danforth adjourned the meeting at 7:42pm. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Tierney Cimmiyotti,  

Administrative Assistant 
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