
WASCO COUNTY COURT 

REGULAR SESSION 

AGENDA 

JANUARY 7, 2009 

LOCATION: WASCO COUNTY COURTHOUSE, 
COUNTY COURTROOM #202, 

511 Washington Street, The Dalles, Oregon 

9:00 a.m. OPEN TO PUBLIC 

9:15 a.m. OPEN TO DEPARTMENTS 

9:45a.m. REPORTS from Members of the County Court on Court activities. 

10:00 a.m. PUBLIC HEARING on the request by Laura DesJardins for a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Zone Change and Goal Exception to 
rezone non-productive F-2 (80) land to F-F (1 0). 

11:30 a.m. CONSIDERATION AND APPROVAL of awarding Contracts to various 
agencies to provide Ambulance Service Area coverage in Wasco County, 
Oregon. 

1:30 p.m. DISCUSSION with members of the Wasco County Wage and 
Classification Committee in regards to the role and responsibility of said 
Committee. 

2:15p.m. CONSIDERATION AND ADOPTION of the Wasco County Leave Without 
Pay Policy. 

2:30 p.m. CONSIDERATION AND ADOPTION of the proposed Agreement between 
Wasco County and Gilliam County. 

2:45p.m. DISCUSSION AND RATIFICATION of the Law Enforcement Association 
Contract. 

NOTE: THIS AGENDA IS SUBJECT TO LAST MINUTE CHANGES. 

The facility Is handicapped accessible. Please contact (541) 506-2520, 
If you need special accommodations to attend the meeting. 

TOO -1-800-735-2900 



WASCO COUNTY COURT 
REGULAR SESSION 

JANUARY 7, 2009 

PRESENT: Dan Ericksen, County Judge 
Sherry Holliday, County Commissioner 
Bill Lennox, County Commissioner 
Kathy McBride, Executive Assistant 
Lauren Haney, County Court Assistant 

At 9:06a.m. the meeting was called to order by Judge Dan Ericksen. 

I OPEN TO PUBLIC. 

Dave Gross thanked the Court for the assistance provided to his family by 
Commissioner Lennox and the Wasco County Public Works Department in the plowing 
of the County road which allowed him to leave his home Christmas afternoon. 

Gross also thanked the Court for the Title Ill Funding provided to the Youth Corp 
Program by the County. He noted that many youth have benefitted from those dollars. 
Under the new Title Ill Funding Gross is not sure if he can design a project that would 
meet the requirements. He anticipated that the program will still go forward; it may not 
be as big. 

I OPEN TO DEPARTMENTS. 

Sylvia Loewen, Chief Deputy Tax Collector, asked the Court where the County is with 
direct deposit. She noted that a few months ago Judge Ericksen said that direct deposit 
would be available by the end of the year. 

There were six employees in attendance in regards to this issue. 
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Judge Ericksen informed those in attendance of the process for implementing direct 
deposit. He is anticipating that direct deposit should be up and running sometime in 
February, 2009. 

Some discussion occurred. 

Teri Thalhofer, Interim Wasco Sherman Public Health Director, asked the Court why the 
Nursing Home Supervisor was not allowed the cellular phone allowance. The 
Supervisor is required to carry a County phone since she needs to be available 24 
hours a day, seven days a week. 

Some discussion occurred. 

The Court decided to discuss the issue of the cellular phone allowance at an upcoming 
work session. 

{{{Commissioner Lennox moved to add Teri Thalhofer, Interim Wasco Sherman 
Public Health Director, under the County's Cellular Telephone Policy at the rate of 
$50 per month. Commissioner Holliday seconded the motion; it was then passed 
unanimously.}}} 

Marty Matherly, Wasco County Roadmaster, met with the Court to discuss the approval 
of Amendment No. 3 to the 2003 Oregon Transportation Investment Act Local Grant 
Agreement between the Oregon Department of Transportation and Wasco County. The 
amendment to the OTIA Grant Agreement is to extend the termination of the Agreement 
to June 30, 2009. The County is still on schedule for the bridge project. 

Some discussion occurred on work currently being done by the Wasco County Public 
Works Department and snow removal services. 

Judge Ericksen requested that Matherly write a preliminary response for his 
consideration to the letter received from John Shaw in regards to snow removal in the 
Mosier area. 

CONSIDERATION of the Regular Session Consent Calendar of 
January 7, 2009, (Attached as Exhibit A). 

{{{Commissioner Holliday moved to approve the Regular Session Consent 
Calendar of January 7, 2009, as presented. Commissioner Lennox seconded the 
motion; it was then passed unanimously.}}} 

At 9:50a.m. the Court recessed. 
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The Court reconvened at 10: 05 a.m. 

PUBLIC HEARING on the request by Laura DesJardins for a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Zone Change and Goal Exception to 
rezone non-productive F-2 (80) land to F-F (1 0). 

Judge Ericksen called to order the Public Hearing. 

There were six people in attendance. 

Judge Ericksen went over the procedures for today's Public Hearing. 

Judge Ericksen asked if any Court Member wished to report any ex parte contact. 
There was no one. 

Judge Ericksen asked if there was any member of the Court wishing to disqualify them 
self for any personal or financial interest in the matter. There was no one. 

Judge Ericksen asked if any audience member wished to challenge the right of any 
Court member to hear this matter. There was no one. 

Judge Ericksen asked if there is any member of the audience who wishes to question 
the jurisdiction of this body to act on behalf of Wasco County in this matter. There was 
no one. 

Judge Ericksen called on Staff to present the Staff Report. 

Gary Nychyk, Wasco County Senior Planner, presented the Staff Report at this time, 
(Attached as Exhibit B), in addition to a PowerPoint presentation. 

Nychyk noted that the Wasco County Planning Commission recommended denial on 
December 2, 2008. 

Nychyk read into the record the letter received from Russell and Stephanie Hargrave, 
dated January 6, 2009, (Attached as Exhibit B). 

Nychyk noted that Goals 5, 6, 7, 9, 10 and 14 were not met. The application complies 
with Goal 3 and an exception was required under Goal 4. Nychyk stated that the 
request from Laura DesJardins does not comply with the County's Comprehensive Plan 
or the Land Use and Development Ordinance. 
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The County Court has the option to deny the request, deny the request with amended 
findings and conclusions, approve the request with amended findings, or continue the 
hearing for additional information. 

Nychyk stated that Staff is recommending that the application be denied. 

Commissioner Lennox asked if this is the correct zoning for the area; would this be an 
exception. 

Nychyk replied yes. 

The applicant's representative was called on at this time. 

Steven Anderson, Representative for the Applicant, stated that he has some questions 
of the staff report. One of the questions pertained to the yellow area of the map that 
was shown in regards to wildlife concerns. 

Nychyk noted that the yellow area is the low elevation winter range. 

Anderson asked if those wells tapped the pillow aquifer. 

Nychyk could not answer the question. 

Anderson stated that they did not see any difference with this property as compared to 
the Sacamano property. One significant difference was that the Sacamano rezone 
enabled the creation of a new 1 0 acre parcel. A rezone doesn't do that. No new lot will 
be created only the potential of a conditional use application for a single family home. It 
may or may not be approved because of the substandard lot size. He referred the 
Court to Page 15 in the Court Packet, which shows the 10 acre zone and resource 
zoning. It also shows those parcels that have addresses. 

Anderson pointed out the property owned by Sacamano along with the location of the 
property under consideration today. The Sacamano property is not a part of the 
Fairview Orchard Tract Subdivision. The tract does include these two lots. Only two of 
the eight lots are not zoned 10 acres. These small lots are all in the F-F (1 0) zone. The 
two that aren't are their property and the property to the immediate south. The property 
to the immediate south is not considered a legal building site. The only real hope for 
that southern lot is to sale it to another neighbor. 

Some brief discussion occurred regard ing whether the adjacent property was legally 
created. No one present knows if the property is considered a legally created lot. 

Anderson referred the Court to the topography map listed as Fire Hazard Concerns. He 
noted when you compare the lot it is actually not as steep as some of the property that 
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is a part of the Sacamano rezone. When you look at the F-2 (80) land which was 
rezoned from F-2 (80) to F-F (1 0) it compares almost identically to the DesJardins 
property as to slope. 

Anderson further testified that the property rezoned for Sacamano is in the same soil 
class as the DesJardins property. It is not well suited for growing crops or trees. 

Anderson stated when looking at the aerial photograph entitled Fire Hazard Concern 
you get a pretty good idea on what the adjacent property is like. Essentially it is the 
same vegetation and landscape character. The only trees on the DesJardins property 
are shrub oak. The adjacent property is not commercial timberland . 

Anderson stated that the properties are physically next to each other separated from a 
County road; they are virtually the same. Looking at the zoning map you will see the 
majority of small lots of the original subdivision are zoned F-F (1 0). The only other 
difference is a portion of the Sacamano zone F-2 (80) was not platted; unlike the 
DesJardins property which was a part of the subd ivision. 

Anderson further stated that the property was intended to be lived on in the subdivision. 
It was allowed to be segregated by County policy due to the County road physically 
dividing the lot. A conditional use permit was approved in 1992, but not constructed . 
The permit lapsed. 

Anderson stated that they would respectfully argue if staff had treated the Sacamano 
rezone as they did th is rezone request you would have the same comments come in 
from the agencies that staff used to base their recommendation for denial as this 
rezone. The Forestry Department gave much the same reply to the request for 
comment on Sacamano. Those responses are in the Court Packet. Anderson referred 
the Court to Page 68 which is a letter from Doug Thiesies. He read the second to the 
last paragraph at this time. 

Anderson referred the Court to Page 9 and 10 in the Court Packet. A portion of the 
comment from David Jacobs, Oregon Department of Forestry, was read out loud. Staff 
requested comments from agencies by highlighting for them specific concerns which 
they later used to base his recommendation for denial on for DesJardins, which they did 
not highlight when asking for comments on the Sacamano rezone. The Planning 
Commission concluded that they did not have enough information to warrant an 
approval. They would argue that conclusion. They provided much more information to 
warrant an approval than what was provided in the earlier Sacamano rezone. They 
addressed need, where Sacamano did not. 

Anderson referred the Court to Page 63 in regards to the applicant's acquisition date 
which may have influenced the decision . He pointed out comments made by 
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Commissioners Archer and Hoffman as to date of purchase and comparability to the 
Sacamano request. 

Anderson referred the Court to Page 15; you will see that there are other areas currently 
that jet into the resource zone. One positive impact, if the application is approved, is 
that the property would be combined. 

Anderson stated that he wanted to review the facts that the Planning Commission did 
not use. A) The subject site is within the boundaries of the subdivision and was granted 
a conditional use permit for a single family dwelling in 1992. B) It is very similar in 
topography, soil characteristics, and vegetation as the F-F (1 0) property, which received 
a rezone approval from F-2 (80) to F-F (1 0) about a year ago. C) It is not going to 
create any new lots or will not be setting a precedent for other F-2 (80) rezones outside 
the boundaries of the subdivision. D) It is not suitable for sustained forestry or 
agricultural activities, nor suited for being combined with adjacent F-2 (80) resource 
land. E) Is similar in size, topography and soil characteristics to the F-F (1 0) zoned 
lands in the vicinity, adjacent, and across the road and the same side of the road. 

Anderson further stated other facts to be considered are the applicant's analysis on 
estimated recharge of groundwater from rainfall on the parcel; it demonstrates that the 
addition of one building site with domestic well will have minimal effect on groundwater 
resources. He referred the Court to Page 72, which is the applicant's finding as to Goal 
6. This was the same identical finding that was used with Sacamano. They did an 
analysis that shows the average rainfall is 27 inches. He has provided some station 
graphs, which show the rainfall in different years. In 2005 there was 29 inches, 2006 
was 36 inches, and 2007 was 27 inches, which averages out to something over 30 
inches. He got this information off the IFP website. 

Anderson stated that this change in zoning, which may or may not result in a home site, 
will only have a minimal effect on ground water. Even with the house on it; it will have a 
positive impact on the recharge. They do not agree that having a well on this property 
will have an adverse effect. 

Anderson referred the Court to Page 80, which is a conclusion of Gay Jervey. The last 
paragraph was read at this time. He noted that those demonstration wells may or may 
not be impacted by the faults . The aquifer is pretty stable. A condition could be placed 
on the approval to address this issue. The approval of the rezone request does not 
impair your ability to place conditions on the request. 

Anderson referred the Court to Page 90. He stated that the approval of the rezone 
would allow the potential for a new home site. It would provide water for fire protection. 
The addition of a home would add value and would improve the tax base to the Mosier 
Fire Department. 
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Pages PC-87 through PC-92 was referred to. Anderson stated that the emails from 
Paul Sokol, Vickie Ellett, Bob Level, Joyce Elliott, Jim Wilcox, and Sylvia Weyand are 
challenging what staff has presented as evidence. They have provided their expert 
opinions as to the need for the rezone. This was not something that was raised in the 
Sacamano rezone. He would conclude that Goal 10 would be achieved with the 
approval of the request. 

Anderson read the fourth bullet point on Page PC-15 which states "this property 
provides a buffer between large-lot forestry lands and residential land that is important 
for the continued protection of Big Game Winter Range". Anderson stated that the 
addition of this single lot in the F-F (10) zone would not have more effect on the Big 
Game Winter Range. 

Anderson read the last sentence of the first paragraph on Page 25. He noted that both 
requests are adjacent to forestland property. 

Anderson stated that the denial of the rezone will have a negative impact on the 
County's tax base. The potential for drilling a new well still exists. They conclude it 
would be a minimal impact. Anderson referred the Court to the top paragraph on Page 
PC-54; "drilling a domestic well will not significantly deplete ground water resources". 

Anderson referred the Court to Page 83. Anderson stated that he believes that they 
have provided us with a basis for making the same conclusion as the County did for the 
Sacamano rezone. They have a lesser impact than Sacamano. The County has 
already concurred with the applicant's findings; no adverse impact. 

The last page that Anderson referenced was Page 84 under Goal 7. 

Anderson noted that this concludes his testimony. They would like to see the property 
join the fellow lots in the subdivision. He hopes that the County will approve the 
exception goal. 

Judge Ericksen asked if there was anyone else present wishing to testify either in favor 
or in opposition to the request. There was no one. 

The Court recessed at 11:29 a.m. 

The Court reconvened at 11 :35 a.m. 

Commissioner Holliday stated that she was a part of the SB 360 Committee. She 
understands why the property was classified the way they were. She agrees with the 
issues of fire hazard, response time, terrain , etc. 
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Judge Ericksen asked that the PowerPoint slide which summarizes the issues of non
compliance and the Planning Commission be shown again . 

The conclusion slide was reviewed at this time. 

Commissioner Holliday asked Staff to give the Court a short run down on the Sacamano 
rezone. Anderson has referred several times to the comparison. 

Nychyk stated that the Court reviewed the Sacamano rezone request. The property's 
location was shown at this time. Initially the zone line followed the section and quarter 
section line. The request was to follow the road. The Sacamano property currently 
includes a single piece and the second piece. The application went into as two legal 
properties. It is still two single properties. The property has not been divided into the 
third potential parcel. There has been a replat. The findings in that case was that staff 
finds that the road is a perfect dividing line. The Department did not receive any 
comments from agencies opposing the request. 

Cornett stated that those were already split zone. The majority of the remaining 
property was already zoned F-F (1 0). 

Some discussion occurred . 

Judge Ericksen commented on the water issue. He stated that water is not an exact 
science. 

Anderson stated that it would not be a negative if there was a well used at 500 gallons a 
day. He stated we are not talking about a new subdivision ; we are talking about a 
reapproval of the development right. 

Judge Ericksen stated that he does not believe that th is one domestic well will not make 
any difference. The big issue is the impact on the Forest zone and drawing a line on 
how to divide the Forest zone from the F-F (1 0) zone. One of the big benefits of having 
a distinction is a road ; a road is a natural fire break. 

Judge Ericksen stated that the Community Wildfire Protection Plan identifies this as a 
highly dangerous fire hazard area. He sees this as not being addressed. As to the 
impacts to the forest use, he sees the biggest impact is to fire. 

Nychyk informed the Court of the dates and the selling price on the last two deeds 
recorded on this property. 

Judge Ericksen stated that he assumes that the purchase price was based on the 
property being resource land. He does not know if we can come to the conclusion that 
buildable land is scarce based on the purchase price. 
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Commissioner Holliday stated that she would like to think that some of the reasons the 
property has not been developed in the area is because of water concerns. 

Judge Ericksen does not feel there are grounds for denying the request because of the 
water issue. However the impact to forest use because of the potential fire danger and 
the impact to the Big Game Winter Range is grounds for denial. At one point in time the 
County would have looked at the F-F (1 0) zone as a buffer zone. The F-F (1 0) zone 
has become developed enough to be considered a residential zone. He does not 
consider it as a buffer zone. 

The Public Hearing was closed to further testimony at 11:56 a.m. 

Commissioner Lennox stated that his first question was in regards to the difference 
between the Sacamano and Desjardins properties. He feels that question was 
answered very well. The issues of fire protection , water and game resources are why 
the property was zoned the way it was in that particular area. He feels that the Court 
should adopt the recommendation of the Planning Commission. 

Commissioner Holliday stated that she would agree with Commissioner Lennox. 

Judge Ericksen stated that the only change in the Planning & Development 
Department's conclusion might be to change the impact to the water resource. There 
are concerns, but he does not think one way or another we have information that can 
tell us what the impact on one domestic well would be. We know that we have another 
95 possible developable parcels that could impact the water resource. Those were 
zoned for possible development with water concerns. He thinks for one that the 
recharge on ground water does not come from the land above; it comes from a greater 
collection which you cannot judge. You cannot track it. The best information is that 
wells in the area are going down. We cannot attribute it to domestic use versus 
irrigation. He thinks the water finding is weak. 

Cornett stated that he would recommend based on the comments received that it is 
unclear as to the real impact to water. The County Court concludes that the impact on 
water is inconclusive. It is not a reason why it is being denied. 

Commissioner Holliday feels there is enough information out there with the study area. 

Anderson stated that he was not trying to say that the rainfall that is falling is replacing 
the aquifer. It would benefit downhill and not specifically on the property. 

Further discussion occurred amongst members of the County Court. 

Commissioner Lennox stated that he has not heard a strong enough argument why the 
zone should be changed . 



WASCO COUNTY COURT 
REGULAR SESSION 
JANUARY 7, 2009 
PAGE 10 

{{{Commissioner Lennox moved to approve the Wasco County Planning 
Commission's recommendation to deny the request from Laura DesJardins for a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Zone Change, and Goal Exception to rezone 
non-productive F-2 (80) land to F-F (1 0) and that the findings and conclusions of 
Staff and Planning Commission be adopted with the additional finding that the 
issue of water is not an issue to deny the request. Commissioner Holliday 
seconded the motion; it was then passed unanimously.}}} 

The Public Hearing adjourned at 12:05 p.m. 

The Court recessed for lunch. 

The Court reconvened at 1:32 p.m. 

CONSIDERATION AND APPROVAL of awarding Contracts to various 
agencies to provide Ambulance Service Area coverage in Wasco County, 
Oregon. 

The Court will consider awarding the contracts to various agencies in providing 
Ambulance Service Area Coverage in Wasco County at the January 14, 2009, Court 
meeting. 

DISCUSSION with members of the Wasco County Wage and 
Classification Committee in regards to the role and responsibility of said 
Committee. 

The Court discussed with members of the Wasco County Wage and Classification 
Committee the role and responsibility of the Committee. 

Present was Tyler Stone, Wasco County Employee & Administrative Services Director, 
Erica Jones, Wasco County Employee & Administrative Services Administrative 
Assistant, Rick Eiesland, Wasco County Sheriff, Dan Boldt, Wasco County Public 
Works Director/County Surveyor; Karen LeBreton Coats, Wasco County Clerk, Monica 
Morris, Wasco County Staff Accountant, and Teri Thalhofer, Interim Wasco Sherman 
Public Health Director. 

The first issues to be discussed were the membership of the Committee and its 
purpose. 

The Wage and Classification Committee Members present felt it was important to have 
a peer review of proposed changes to job classifications. 
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Commissioner Lennox felt that we are talking about two different things. The first is 
doing a study to determine where employees fit, and second the purpose of the 
Committee is to take a look at replacing employees after an employee has left our 
employment. 

Boldt stated that those are two of the fundamental purposes. The th ird was the Court 
decided to have a Committee to have these discussions. Boldt noted in his earlier 
involvement with the Committee he carried his Wage and Classification notebook with 
him. Every time they had a request they would go through the formula to come up with 
their recommendation as to the wage range. After a while they would look at like 
positions across the board. 

A lengthy discussion occurred. 

Stone stated his frustration with the Wage and Classification Committee is that we do 
not have a basis for what the Department Head is asking for. He can find data to justify 
what is being asked for. We have no objective data to make those decisions. 

Stone stated it is his feel ing if there is a position that has been approved for the budget 
year then the Department Head should be able to make the decision whether to 
approve the refilling of the position if there is a vacancy during the year. If the 
Department Head is asking for a bump in salary or the employee's classification that is 
a whole different matter. 

Stone discussed with the Court what a new salary study could entail, which would be 
dependent upon what the Court would want the study to include. It could include 
rewriting job descriptions, or just comparing the current job descriptions with other 
positions outside the County service. 

Further discussion occurred. 

Judge Ericksen asked Stone to put together a proposal for a salary study that would 
include a review of job descriptions. 

The County Court would like to keep the Wage and Classification Committee intact. 
The Court will consider adopting an Order appointing the following employees to the 
Committee: Teri Thalhofer, Dan Boldt, Karen LeBreton Coats, Rick Eiesland, Tyler 
Stone, and Marty Matherly. 

CONSIDERATION AND ADOPTION of the Wasco County Leave Without 
Pay Policy. 

The Court considered the adoption of the proposed Leave Without Pay Policy. 
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Employees in attendance were Tyler Stone, Wasco County Employee & Administrative 
Services Director, Teri Thalhofer, Interim Wasco Sherman Public Health Director, Glenn 
Pierce, Environmental Health Specialist Supervisor, Lynn Rasmussen, Wasco County 
Finance Director, Marty Matherly, Wasco County Roadmaster, and Alan Birchfield , 
Wasco County Deputy Sheriff. 

Some discussion occurred regarding the provisions within the proposed Policy. 

Judge Ericksen asked what the last sentence on the last page means. 

Stone responded by stating that when an employee exhausts all of their leave, the 
County will not guarantee their reinstatement to their position or another County 
position. Stone also explained what the extended leave without pay language means. 

Commissioner Lennox stated that he would feel more comfortable with some language 
changes. He would like some additions made to the Policy where an employee would 
be contacted if their position needed to be filled while they were on leave without pay. 
Stone stated that we need to clarify whether the two weeks without pay is per year or 
per occurrence. He would like the Department Heads to manage that piece of the 
Policy. 

Some discussion occurred regarding this section of the Policy. 

Judge Ericksen feels that this should be a block of a two week period versus a day here 
or there. 

Stone stated that he is hearing that a supervisor could grant up to two weeks without 
pay over a course of a year. 

Stone will make amendments to the last sentence of the Policy, as well as to the short 
term leave section. 

The Policy will be discussed further on January 14, 2009. 

CONSIDERATION AND ADOPTION of the proposed Agreement between 
Wasco County and Gilliam County. 

Marty Matherly, Wasco County Roadmaster, discussed with the Court the proposed 
Intergovernmental Agreement with Gilliam County. Gilliam County is in need of some 
engineering assistance from the Wasco County Public Works Department. 

Some discussion occurred. 
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The Court requested that the Intergovernmental Agreement also include that the County 
will be reimbursed for travel expenses. 

Dan Boldt, Wasco County Public Works Director/County Surveyor, stated that the 
County has a long history of assisting our neighbors. The County accounts for man and 
equipment hours. We have never tried to get those numbers to balance. 

DISCUSSION AND RATIFICATION of the Law Enforcement Association 
Contract. 

At 3:04 p.m. Stone discussed with the Court the ratification of the Collective Bargaining 
Agreement with the Wasco County Law Enforcement Association. He went over the 
proposed changes to the Agreement. The major language changes were to the 
following areas of the Agreement; work week; call back pay; and floating holiday. Stone 
noted the cost of living provisions and that the Agreement is for three years. 

Judge Ericksen expressed his appreciation to the bargaining team members present; 
Lane Magill and Alan Birchfield. 

Monica Morris, Staff Accountant, wondered when the Agreement would be signed since 
retro pay would need to be issued creating a lot of work for the Finance Department, as 
well as the creation of new time sheets. 

The Court will hold off ratifying the Agreement until a signed Agreement is received from 
the Union. 

Other Business 

{{{Commissioner Lennox moved to approve Amendment No.3 2003 Oregon 
Transportation Investment Act Local Grant Agreement between the Oregon 
Department of Transportation and Wasco County. Commissioner Holliday 
seconded the motion; it was then passed unanimously.}}} 

Discussion occurred regarding the opening on the Wasco County Budget Committee. 
Staff was directed to advertise for the opening. 

The Court signed: 

-Order in the matter of the reappointment of Ken Polehn to the Wasco County Fair 
Board. 
-Order in the matter of the reappointment of Denise Minson to the Wasco County Fair 
Board. 
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-Order in the matter of the reappointment of Zach Harvey to the Wasco County Fair 
Board. 
- Order in the matter of the reappointment of Carolyn Wright to the Wasco County Weed 
Council. 
- Order in the matter of the reappointment of John Clausen to the Wasco County Weed 
Council. 
- Order in the matter of the reappointment of Keith Smith to the Wasco County Weed 
Council. 
- Order in the matter of transferring $4,000.00 from General Fund Contingency to 
Information Technology Eden System - Permitting Account during Fiscal Year 2008-
2009. 
- Order in the matter of transferring $36,913.00 from General Fund Contingency to the 
Facilities Buildings Account during Fiscal Year 2008-2009. 
- Oregon Economic Development Program Grant Award Contract between the Mid
Columbia Economic Development District on behalf of the Oregon Investment Board 
and Wasco County. 
-Memorandum of Understanding between Wasco County and Portland State 
University. 
- Resolution in the matter of directing and authorizing the Wasco County Planning & 
Development Department to initiate a Post Acknowledgment Plan Amendment Process 
for a legislative text amendment to the Land Use and Development Ordinance to 
update the Exclusive Farm Use Zone and associated chapters to create consistency 
with state regulations and make other amendments appropriate for Wasco County. 
- Resolution in the matter of directing and authorizing the Wasco County Planning 
& Development Department to initiate a Post Acknowledgment Plan Amendment 
Process for a legislative text amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use and 
Development Ordinance to amend the transportation element and associated 
regulations to become consistent with the transportation planning rule, OAR 660, 
Division 12. 
- Properties Consolidated for Development Purposes Policy. 
-Amendment No. 1 to State of Oregon Intergovernmental Agreement between the 
Oregon Department of Justice, Wasco County, and the Wasco County District Attorney. 
-Amendment No.3 2003 Oregon Transportation Investment Act Local Grant 
Agreement between the Oregon Department of Transportation and Wasco County. 

IIIII 

IIIII 

IIIII 

IIIII 

IIIII 
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The meeting adjourned at 3:17 p.m. 

WASCO COUNTY COURT 

ioner 
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CONSENT CALENDAR 

1. Order in the matter of the reappointment of Ken Polehn to the Wasco County Fair 
Board. 

2. Order in the matter of the reappointment of Denise Minson to the Wasco County 
Fair Board. 

3. Order in the matter of the reappointment of Zach Harvey to the Wasco County 
Fair Board. 

4. Order in the matter of the reappointment of Carolyn Wright to the Wasco County 
Weed Council. 

5. Order in the matter of the reappointment of John Clausen to the Wasco County 
Weed Council. 

6. Order in the matter of the reappointment of Keith Smith to the Wasco County 
Weed Council. 

7. Order in the matter of transferring $4,000.00 from General Fund Contingency to 
Information Technology Eden System- Permitting Account during Fiscal Year 
2008-2009. 

8. Order in the matter of transferring $36,913.00 from General Fund Contingency to 
the Facilities Buildings Account during Fiscal Year 2008-2009. 

9. Oregon Economic Development Program Grant Award Contract between the 
Mid-Columbia Economic Development District on behalf of the Oregon 
Investment Board and Wasco County. 

10. Memorandum of Understanding between Wasco County and Portland State 
University. 



11 . Resolution in the matter of directing and authorizing the Wasco County Planning 
& Development Department to initiate a Post Acknowledgment Plan Amendment 
Process for a legislative text amendment to the Land Use and Development 
Ordinance to update the Exclusive Farm Use Zone and associated chapters to 
create consistency with state regulations and make other amendments 
appropriate for Wasco County. 

12. Resolution in the matter of directing and authorizing the Wasco County Planning 
& Development Department to initiate a Post Acknowledgment Plan Amendment 
Process for a legislative text amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land 
Use and Development Ordinance to amend the transportation element and 
associated regulations to become consistent with the transportation planning 
rule, OAR 660, Division 12. 

13. Properties Consolidated for Development Purposes Policy. 

14. Amendment No. 1 to State of Oregon Intergovernmental Agreement between the 
Oregon Department of Justice, Wasco County, and the Wasco County District 
Attorney. 



Introduction, 

Good Afternoon, My name is Gary Nychyk, I am the Senior Planner for the Wasco County Planning 

Department. 

Today we will hear the request by Laura DesJardins represented by Cascade Planning Associates 

The application includes three separate requests. One is a Comprehensive Plan Amendment from 

Forest Use to Forest-Farm. The second is a Zone Change from F-2(80) to F-F(lO), and the third is an 

Exception to Statewide Planning Goal 4- Forest Lands. 

The subject property is located on the west side of Dry Creek Road approximately 1.5 miles west of its 

intersection with Sevenmile Hill Road. The property is approximately 3 miles southeast of Mosier. More 

specifically, it is the that portion of Lot 9, Fairview Orchard Tracts subdivision lying west of Dry Creek 

Road. 

This is the DesJardins Property, and This is the entire Lot 9. 

This process was initiated on January 22, 2008 with the submittal of an app lication. The application was 

deemed complete on August 21, 2008 and a Staff Report was issued and forwarded to the Planning 

Commission on November 25, 2008. The first evidentiary hearing was held before the Wasco County 

Planning Commission on December 2, 2008. 

The Planning Commission voted 3- 0 with one (1) abstention and one (1) recusal to recommend that 

the County Court deny the request as recommended by Staff. 

The Planning Commission Recommendation was then recorded with the Wasco County Clerk's office on 

December 3, 2008. 

Notice of the County Court Hearing was provided on December 22, 2008, and this is the second hearing. 

Criteria: The criteria used to evaluate this request include: 

Statewide Planning Goals: Evaluation of Goals begins on Page PC 12 

State Law including Oregon Revised Statute 197.732(1)(c), LCDC Goal2, Part II; and Oregon 

Administrative Rule Chapter 660, Division 4. Findings addressing these provisions are provided on page 

PC-22 

Comprehensive Plan Provisions- Wasco County Comprehensive Plan provisions related to 

comprehensive plan amendments are stated in Section 11, (8). Findings addressing these provisions are 

provided on page PC-39. 

LUDO Provisions 

Chapter 2- Development Approval Procedures 



Section 2.060.B.l. (Recommendation to County Court on Quasi-Judicial Plan 

Amendment). 

Section 2.060.B.2. (Recommendation to County Court on Zone Change and 

Ordinance Amendment) 

Chapter 9- Zone Change and Ordinance Amendment 

Section 9.020 (Criteria for Decision) 

Findings addressing LUDO provisions begin on page PC-42. 

The Wasco County Planning Department solicited comments via email from the Wasco County Soil and 

Water Conservation District, the Oregon Department of Water Resources (District 3 Watermaster), the 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Oregon Department of Forestry, and the Mosier Rural Fire 

Department. 

Comments expressing concern regarding the proposed rezone were received from the Wasco County 

Soil and Water Conservation District, the District 3 Watermaster, Oregon Department of Forestry, 

Mosier Fire Department, and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. These comments are 

summarized on Pages PC-11 and 12. Full comments were included beginning on Page PC-51of your 

packet. 

This slide presents an overview of Staff Findings, which were also recommended by the Planning 

Commission: 

A nanalysis of Statewide Planning Goals was provided by the applicant. These findings were reviewed by 

Staff and included beginning on Page PC-12. Major consideration was given to Goals 3 (Agriculture 

Land), 4 (Forest Land), 5 (Natural Resources), 6 (Air Water and Land Resources), 7 (Areas Subject to 

Natural Hazards), 9 (Economic Development), 10 {Housing), and 14 (Urbanization). 

The proposal was found to comply with Goal 3. The applicant provided findings to justify the exception 

to Goal4, which begins on page PC-49. However, Staff finds that the Goal4 Exception Statement as 

provided does not justify the requested rezone. 

Additionally, Staff finds that due to concerns regarding wildlife, water quality and quantity, and potential 

wildland fire danger, the proposal does not comply with the intent of Goals 5, 6, 7, or 9. Additionally, 

the increased threat to timber production along with the relatively large number of vacant tax lots 

zoned for non-resource uses in the area leads Planning Staff to find the request inconsistent with Goals 

10 and 14. 

Specific analysis on these goals begins on page PC-12. (CLICK) 

Comp Plan 



Analysis of compliance with the Wasco County Comprehensive Plan begins on Page PC- 39. As 

addressed in the Staff Report, Staff finds that the request does not comply with all applicable provisions 

of the Comprehensive Plan. (CLICK} 

Analysis of compliance with the Wasco County Land Use and Development Ord inance begins on Page 

PC-42. As addressed in the Staff Report, Staff finds that the request does not comply with all applicable 

provisions of the LUDO. 

The primary issues and concerns evaluated for the proposed rezone and exception include: 

Impacts to nearby farm use, 

Impacts to nearby forest use, 

Available Buildable Lands, 

Impacts to water resources in the area, 

Potential impacts regarding Natural Hazards, and 

Potential impacts to Big Game Winter Range. 

To analyze the effects of the proposed rezone and Goal exception on nearby forest and farm uses, staff 

developed an analysis area that included all properties within~ mile of the Subject Property. This map 

includes the DesJardins Property and the 1/2 - mile Analysis Area. 

This slide shows the zoning in the vicinity of the proposed rezone and exception. Zoning districts 

occurring within the analysis area include RR(10}, FF(10}, F2 (80}, and A-1(40). 

It should be noted that the F-F(10) was originally a small lot forest zone. However, it was given a non

resource designation by the Department of Land Conservation and Development Department and is 

now a residential zone in all but name. The primary purpose of this zone is now residential and the 

fundamental reason the applicant is proposing the rezone is to make it residentially developable. 

This map also classifies the separate zones into Resource zones (striped patterns) and Non-Resource 

Zones (Solid Patterns) 



To analyze potential impacts to nearby forest and farm uses, staff reviewed the soil composition within 

the Analysis Area. This map shows soils for the proposed exception area and property within the 

Analysis Area. Soil classifications are from NRCS Maps. Generally, Class 1 soils are considered prime 

soils for agricultural use and Class 8 soils are considered the worst soils for agricultural use. Areas with 

the vertical gray stripes are Class 7 soils . This green horizontal striped area represents Class 4 soils, The 

medium green color here represents Class 3 soils. This green circular hatched area is a soil complex 

composed of 75% class 4 and 25% Class 7 soils. 

This is a detail of the soils present on the proposed exception area. As you can see, the entire property 

is composed of Class VII Soils. 

The applicant provided an email from Charlene Banta, Program Technician at Wasco County Farm 

Services Agency dated July 17, 2008 indicated that "This property has not been established as a farm" . 

Staff utilized GIS information to locate the nearest property zoned for agricultural uses. (CLICK) Staff 

found the nearest property zoned for agricultural use at approximately 0.4 miles to the northwest, and 

this property appears to have orchard crops onsite. 

In light of Ms. Banta's comments, soils composition on the subject property, and proximity of the 

nearest agricultural use, Staff concurs with the applicant that the proposal would not necessarily pose 

negative impacts on nearby farm uses. 

Staff also conducted detailed soils analysis for the portions of the Analysis Area zoned for Forest Use. 

There are approximately 545.3 acres of land within the Analysis Area zoned for Forest Use. This includes 

nine tax lots. (CLICK) This map and table shows soil information for Forest Zoned properties within the 

Analysis Area. Approximately 50% of soils within this portion of the analysis area are Class 7. 

Correspondence from Mr. David Jacobs, Unit Forester for the Department of Forestry agreed with the 

applicant by stating that the tax lot in question currently has no forest resource lands that fit the 

definition of commercial forest land as defined in t he Forest Practices Act and Goal4. 

However, Mr. Jacobs states that this parcel does fit the description in Goal4 as "adjacent or nearby 

lands which are necessary to permit forest operations or practices ... ". The lot in question is adjacent to 

lots that do have commercial forestlands. This zone boundary adjustment would reduce the amount of 

resource lands in the F-2 80 zone, and could set a trend in motion to further limit the availability of 

those lands. 

Staff utilized GIS maps to evaluate the status of the subject parcel being classified as "Adjacent or 

Nearby Lands". This map depicts the zoning in the area along with the location of addresses issued by 



Wasco County. This shows that residential development is concentrated in the non-resource zones to 

the north and east of the subject property to a density of about 1 per 10 acres, where residential density 

to the south and west (Zoned for Forest Use) is much lower. 

In light of comments received from DOF, along with the large-lot and low residential density of areas to 

the south and west of the DesJardins Property, Planning Staff agrees with DOF Staff that the subject 

property is indeed "Adjacent or Nearby Lands". Additionally, Staff finds that the potential impacts to 

nearby forestry operations associated with the proposed rezone outweigh the potential benefits adding 

another single family dwelling in the area. 

Planning Staff also wanted to evaluate the number of undeveloped taxlots in the area to determine if a 

need for additional residential zoning exists in the area. {CLICK) 

To do this, Staff chose to evaluate properties that were outside of the Columbia River Gorge National 

Scenic Area and zoned for non-resource uses, and were located within two miles of the DesJardins 

Property. This map shows the zoning in the area. The dark blue areas are within the National Scenic 

Area, Green striped properties are zoned for Forest Use and yellow striped properties are zoned for 

Agricultural use. These lighter colored solid patterns represent areas zoned for non-resource uses 

including Rural Residential and Forest- Farm. Details on the Buildable Lands Analysis can be found 

beginning on Page PC-24. (CLICK) 

So that left us with an analysis area that looks like this. This represents the non-resource zoned 

properties in the vicinity of the DesJardins Property. 

Once we established the buildable lands analysis area, Planning Staff developed a methodology to 

determine the number of vacant taxlots. This was done by compiling the site (situs) address assigned to 

each tax lot by the Wasco County Assessor's Office and comparing those to the addresses issued by the 

Wasco County Planning Department. 

If either the Assessor's Office OR the Planning Department issued an address, the property was 

considered "built out". This assumption likely resulted in a decrease in the number of "Buildable 

Parcels" because it is possible to have an address without having a dwelling on the property. However, 

it is very unlikely to have a legally established dwelling without having an address issued by the County. 

Therefore, Staff believes that this test offers a conservative estimate on the number of vacant buildable 

lots in the analysis area. (CLICK) 

The results of the study revealed that there are 286 tax lots within the Analysis Area. {Click) 

Of those 286 tax lots, approximately 191 have been issued an address. 

That leaves approximately 95 vacant tax lots within the analysis area, or approximately 33%. 



Planning Staff received comments expressing concern regarding the proposed rezone from Ms. Kate 

Merrick, Watershed Council Coordinator for the Wasco County Soil & Water Conservation District and 

Robert Wood, District 3 Watermaster for the Oregon Department of Water Resources. Both indicated 

that groundwater aquifers in the Mosier Area have shown noticeable declines in the past several years. 

Em ails from Mr. Wood and Ms. Merrick advised that the US Geological Survey I Mosier Watershed 

Council is currently studying the cause of declining water resources as well as the potential effects of 

those declines on existing groundwater wells. 

Concerns regarding declining groundwater levels in the Mosier area over the last thirty years prompted 

the US Geological Service to initiate the Mosier Valley Ground-Water Sustainability Study. 

In 2005 the Oregon Water Science Center of the U.S. Geological Survey entered into a cooperative 

agreement with the Wasco County Soil and Water Conservation District and the Mosier Watershed 

Council to investigate the hydrology of the basin. This map, provided by the USGS, indicates the area of 

the Mosier Valley Ground-Water Sustainability Study area. The hatched area here represents the study 

area. (CLICK) 

This is the DesJardins property. You will notice that the DesJardins Property is located outside of the 

study area. However, Staff believes that the groundwater concerns in the vicinity, along with the 

proximity of the DesJardins Property to the study area justify a closer look at potential groundwater 

impacts in the area. (Click) 

This map shows the location of groundwater wells in the area. {CLICK) Again, the DesJardins Property is 

not within the study area, but Planning Staff feels that due to its proximity, potential effects on 

groundwater levels should be examined more closely. (Click) 

The USGS provides downloadable graphs for several wells in the area. I have included three graphs in 

this presentation. The first is Wasco 3064, which is located outside of the Ground-Water Sustainability 

Study. As you can see, the water level at this monitoring well has decreased by about six feet since 

2005. {CLICK) the second is Wasco 2759, (HERE) which shows a decrease in water levels by more than 

100 feet since 1976 (CLICK). And the third is here at Wasco 2871 (HERE) which also indicates a decrease 

in water levels by about 100 feet since 1964. {CLICK) 

Finally, I want to bring in the previously described buildable lands study. Remember that there are 

approximately 95 undeveloped taxlots that already have non-resource zoning. It is my understanding 

that the Oregon Water Resources Department could not regulate the construction of a residential well 

on any of these properties. 

With this in mind, Staff finds that the concerns regarding groundwater levels in the area, along with the 

relatively high number of undeveloped taxlots in the area, and their associated potential impacts on the 

already strained groundwater resources outweigh the benefit of adding another single family dwelling in 

the area. 



Concerns raised by David Jacobs {Oregon Department of Forestry) and Jim Appleton {Mosier Fire 

District) regarding Wildland Fire safety lead Planning Staff to evaluate potential effects on wildland fire 

associated with the requested rezone. 

Specific concerns include {CLICK) existing population distribution, the responding Fire District, the 

classification of the area as an Extreme Wildfire Hazard Zone through the SB-360 process, and the 

classification of the area as a critical concern area in the Wasco County Community Wildfire Protection 

Plan, and finally, the topography in the area {CLICK). 

This map depicts existing addresses issued by Wasco County. As you can see, the density of residential 

areas is far greater in the non-resource zoned areas to the north and east compared with the resource 

zones to the south and west. {CLICK) 

This map shows the responding Fire Districts in the area. The DesJardins Property is located within the 

Mosier Fire District. Email Correspondence from Jim Appleton, Chief of the Mosier Fire District indicate 

that his district is chronically underfunded, and has trouble responding to emergencies within existing 

residential areas of the District. Mr. Appleton further states that if there are compelling reasons to 

rezone the property, it is as well situated for fire service as others in the nearby FF-10 zone. However, in 

his opinion, rezoning F-2 areas such as this "is not a good idea", and amendments of this kind should be 

a rare exception made on narrow technical grounds, not the solution to a shortage of affordable home 

sites. {CLICK) 

We also received comments expressing concern from Dave Jacobs, Unit Forester for the Department of 

Forestry. Mr. Jacobs indicated that this area was within Fire Zone 1 as described by the Wasco County 

Community Wildfire Protection Plan. Specifically, this area is identified as a critical concern area by the 

Wildfire Protection Plan, and as an Extreme Wildfire Hazard Zone through the Senate Bill 360 program. 

This map shows the Fire Zones and Wildland Urban Interface areas set forth in the Wildfire Protection 

Plan. Staff Researched the Wildfire Protection Plan and found that Zone 1 received a high overall 

wildfire risk. Additionally, research indicates that most fires in this area are human caused. {CLICK) 

The final fire hazard concern is based on the topography in the area. This map shows the contour lines 

in the area. These contour lines are spaced at 40 vertical feet intervals. Based on GIS information and 

onsite inspections, slopes on the DesJardins Property range from approximatley 20% to over 30%. This 

factor dramatically affects the speed at which a fire moves if one is started. 

In light of the comments from Mr. Appleton and Mr. Jacobs, the high overall wildfire risk in this area 

according to the Wasco County Community Wildfire Protection Plan, the strained ability of the 

responding Fire District, existing topography in the area, and the buildable lands research described 

previously, where approximately 95 vacant taxlots within two miles of the subject property could 



potentially be developed for residential purposes, Staff finds that the potential risks associated with the 

proposal outweigh the potential benefits of another residentially developable parcel. 

Planning Staff also received comments from Keith Kohl, District Wildlife Biologist for the Oregon 

Department of Fish and Wildlife. Mr. Kohl expressed concerns regarding potential impacts to wildlife 

associated with the requested rezone. 

Planning Staff researched GIS information on the subject property and found it to be classified as 

Impacted Low Elevation Winter Range in the Big Game Winter Range Habitat Overlay Zone. 

Mr. Kohl's email indicates that the Department of Fish and Wildlife has concerns regarding the proposed 

rezone. Specifically, Mr. Kohl indicated that the lands north of Dry Creek Road already have the 

potential to be impacted by dwellings (due to existing zoning designations). Mr. Kohl states that this 

rezone could potentially set the stage for additional rezones on the south side of Dry Creek Road, which 

could further diminish the wildlife values in this area. He further stated that west and south facing 

slopes are important for Big Game Winter Range because the snow melts off of these slopes first. 

The Planning Guidelines of Goal 5 indicate that development should be planned and directed so as to 

conserve the needed amount of open space. Additionally, Fish and wildlife areas and habitats should be 

protected and managed in accordance with the Oregon Wildlife Commission's fish and wildlife 

management plans. 

The location of the subject parcel between large tract forestry land to the southwest and residential 

uses to the northeast places unique concerns on this property. Currently, this property provides a 

buffer between large-lot forestry lands and residential land that is important for the continued 

protection of Big Game Winter Range. 

These circumstances, along with concerns expressed by Department of Fish and Wildlife Staff must be 

we ighed when evaluating the need for additional non-resource land. 

Staff finds that without clear documentation that the proposal will provide sufficient protection to the 

Sensitive Wildlife Habitat Overlay, Staff cannot find the request in compliance with wildlife protection 

goals. 



Wasco County Planning Staff finds that in the area of the proposed Goal Exception and Zone Change, 

there are several areas of concern expressed by this office, Forestry staff, Water Resources staff, and 

Fire Safety staff, that when considered together, outweigh any potential benefits of one more 

residential development in the area. (CLICK) 

The first is Potential impacts to Forest use. As I previously stated, the residential density in the 

Forest zone is quite low compared to the adjacent non-residential zoning. The Wasco County 

Community Wildfire Protection Plan indicates that the DesJardins Property is wihtin a Critical 

Concern Area. Research has indicated that most fires in this area are human caused. This 

property is also designated as "adjacent or nearby lands which are necessary to permit forest 

operations or practices ... " . (CLICK) 

The Second factor to consider is the availability of lots or parcels that already have a non

resource zoning designation in the area. Staff analyzed an area of approximately 2,085 acres 

located within two miles of the proposed rezone and Goal Exception and found approximately 

286 tax lots that are already zoned for non-resource uses. Of these, approximately 95 (or 33%) 

are currently undeveloped. Staff finds that this high number of undeveloped taxlots in the area 

indicates that there is not sufficient need for more residentially zoned properties to overcome 

the potential risks discussed during this presentation. (CLICK) 

The third area of concern is related to potential impacts to Water Resources. Research has 

demonstrated that Groundwater levels in this area are decreasing dramatically. And as the 

buildable lands study indicates, there are already 95 vacant, buildable tax lots in the area that 

could potentially drill residential wells into the already declining aquifers (CLICK). 

The fourth area of concern is the increased danger of Wildland Fires. The Community Wildfire 

Protection Plan classified this as a Critical Concern Area. The Senate Bill 360 process identified 

this area as an Extreme Wildfire Hazard Zone. Research indicates that most fires in this area are 

human caused. If a Wildland fire does start, it poses a threat to surrounding homes as well as 40 

to 100 year commercial timber investments. (CLICK) 

Finally, Staff considers potential impacts to Big Game Winter Range. Although this area is 

classified as Impacted Low Elevation Big Game Winter Range, Oregon Department of Fish and 

Wildlife Staff has expressed concerns regarding the importance of areas like this to game 

species during the winter. Staff finds that the applicant has not provided sufficient information 

in this matter. 

The request is for a Zone change from F-2 (80) to F-F (10); and Comprehensive Plan Amendment from 

Forest Use to Farm-Forest Use; and An Exception to Statewide Goal 4- Forest Lands for the subject 

property. 



In all land use cases the burden of proof is on the applicant. All cases are different and must be 

individually reviewed. In this case it is not the presumption that the zoning was incorrectly assigned and 

it is the burden of the Planning Department to prove why it shouldn't be rezoned . Rather, it is the 

presumption that the current zoning was correctly assigned and it is the burden of the applicant to 

prove why it is incorrect or the product of a mistake. Based on the comments received by agencies and 

an analysis by staff, we find that applicant has failed to provide adequate documentation and analysis to 

meet this burden of proof. 

The County Court options are to: (CLICK) 

1. Deny the request as proposed by staff presented, or (CLICK) 

2. Deny the request with your amended findings and or conclusions, or (CLICK) 

3. Approve the request subject to your amended findings, conclusions, and or conditions, or finally, 

(CLICK) 

4. If additional information is needed, continue the hearing to a date and time certain to allow the 

submittal of additional information. 



WASCO COUNTY COURT 
REGULAR SESSION 

January 7, 2009 

DISCUSSION LIST 

ACTION AND DISCUSSION ITEMS: 

1. Selection of Court Member to contact Y1 02 tomorrow morning between 8 
and 8:30a.m. to report on today's Court Meeting. 

2. Discussion on the proposed 911 Center. 

3. Decision on placing Teri Thalhofer, Interim Wasco Sherman Public Health 
Director, on the Cellular Telephone Policy. 

4. Consideration of the two letters of interest received for appointment to the 
Wasco County Budget Committee. 

5. Discussion on the letter received from the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality in regards to open burning in The Dalles area. 

6. Consideration of the approval of the proposed Collective Bargaining 
Agreement between Wasco County, Oregon, and Wasco County Law 
Enforcement Association. NOTE: This Agreement has not been signed 
as of this date by members of the Union. 

7. Discussion on the County Court's involvement on AOC Subcommittees. 

8. Discussion on appointing an individual to serve as the Wasco County 
Ambulance Service Area Coordinator. 

9. Discussion on the proposed Memorandum of Understanding that Mike 
Davidson, Wasco County Emergency Management Services Manager, 
has prepared for the Court's review. 

10. Discussion on the formation of the Complete Count Committee, as 
recommended by the U.S. Census Bureau on September 10, 2008. 

11. Discussion on documents which need to be approved by the County Court 
versus County Department Heads. 

Page 1 - Discussion List 


