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1. Call to Order 
 

2. Minutes Approval: March 27, 2025 Meeting 
 
3. NEW HEARING: REQUEST TO REVOKE CONDITIONAL USE 

PERMIT, #R-001-25, AGGREGATE OPERATIONS, #C-549-89 AND 
APPEAL OF PLANNING MANAGER’S LETTER DATED FEBRUARY 
27, 2025: RICHARD SNOW, CUP HOLDER / JEFF & MICHELLE 
HINES, PROPERTY OWNERS. Umatilla The Community Development 
Department is requesting the Planning Commission to revoke Conditional Use 
Permit #C-546-89. The conditional use permit has not been renewed since 2020. 
The aggregate operation has exceeded the quantity and size permitted in 1989. 
The property is located east of Snow Road, approximately 2.25 miles southwest 
of the City of Echo and is identified as Tax Lot #12800 on Assessor’s Map 3N29. 
The property owner has appealed a letter written by the County Planning Division 
Manager, dated February 27, 2025, regarding the property owners’ request to 
renew Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89. The approval for revoking the 
Conditional Use Permit is found in Umatilla County Development Code (UCDC) 
152.317(F). The appeal request will follow the procedures outlined UCDC. 
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152.766 and 152.767. The basis for revoking the Conditional Use Permit is found 
in the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law issued for #C-549-89. 

 
4. Other Business 
 
5. Adjournment      
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MEMO 

TO: Umatilla County Planning Commission 
FROM: Megan Davchevski, Planning Division Manager 
DATE: April 17, 2025 

RE: May 1, 2025 PC Hearing 
Request to Revoke #R-001-25 Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89 
Snow Pit / Richard Snow, permittee / Jeff & Michelle Hines, current owners 

Background Information 
This request is two-part: an appeal of a letter written by the Planning Manager and Planning 
Staff’s request to revoke Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89. The property is identified as Tax 
Lot 12800 and is located on Assessor’s Map 3N 29. The property is located approximately 
2.25 miles southwest of the City of Echo. 

Appeal: 
The appellant is requesting the Planning Commission review a letter dated February 27, 
2025, sent by the Planning Manager, Megan Davchevski. The February 27, 2025 Planning 
Division letter was in response to the appellant’s consultant’s letter dated February 25, 
2025. The consultant’s letter requested re-instatement of a 1989 Conditional Use Permit 
(CUP), #C-546-89, to allow mining operations. The Planning Manager’s letter included the 
following statement:  

“Your request prompted further investigation by County Planning and County Counsel. 
Please read the following excerpt from the 1989 Conditional Use Permit Final Findings of 
Fact and Conclusions of Law (located on page 9):

” 

It is believed that the appeal request is meant to address staff’s request to revoke. 

COMMUNITY & 
BUSINESS 
DEVELOPMENT 

LAND USE  
PLANNING, 
ZONING AND 
PERMITTING 

CODE  
ENFORCEMENT 

SOLID WASTE 
COMMITTEE 
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Request to revoke: 
In 2020, the Planning Division received information from Mr. Hines that the mining operation was excavating more 
than 5,000 cubic yards of material and had exceeded the site footprint allowance of one acre. Shortly after, 
DOGAMI confirmed to Planning Staff that mining operations had far exceeded the original permit. Staff informed 
Mr. Hines of the required applications to approve a Goal 5 aggregate site to expand the operations. Because Mr. 
Hines was cooperating with staff, the Community Development Department did not pursue code enforcement 
actions, nor did staff find it necessary to go through the process to void the CUP as detailed in UCDC 152.613(F). 
Mr. Hines had continued to communicate his application efforts with staff since 2020, however, since he is now 
appealing a letter regarding the inability to renew the CUP, this revocation request is now being pursued. 

List of Exhibits 
Staff have compiled an extensive List of Exhibits which dates back to the initial 1989 Conditional Use Permit 
application. To assist with navigating the exhibits, a Timeline of Events has also been compiled. While the record 
is largely comprised of annual review materials, there is substantial correspondence between County Planning, 
the previous landowner, the current landowner and the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
(DOGAMI).  

Staff have also provided a number of aerial photographs (Exhibit 32) and photos from the 1989 land use hearing 
(Exhibit 33).  

Notice 
Notice of the applicant’s request was mailed on April 11, 2025 to nearby property owners and necessary agencies. 
Notice of the May 1, 2025 Planning Commission hearing was published in the East Oregonian on April 16, 2025. 

Criteria of Approval 
Staff have addressed Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 215.230 and ORS 215.416 as provided in the applicant’s appeal 
application. As stated in the findings, staff do not believe ORS 215.230 and 215.416 are applicable. The appeal 
request will follow the procedures outlined UCDC 152.766 and 152.767. 

The criteria of approval for the request to revoke are found in Umatilla County Development Code (UCDC) 
152.613(F). The basis for revoking the Conditional Use Permit is found in the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 
Law issued for #C-549-89. The 1989 decision is included in the hearing packets as Exhibit 5.  

Justification to Revoke 
Current Planning Staff became aware that the Snow Pit was operating beyond the 1989 CUP approval in July of 
2020 with a call from Mr. Jeff Hines. Mr. Hines was looking to purchase the property following the passing of Mr. 
Richard Snow. Mr. Hines shared that he had been the contractor operating the pit and the quantity of rock pulled 
from the Snow Pit had exceeded 5,000 cubic yards for many years. Staff sent a follow up email, Exhibit #16, to Mr. 
Jeff Hines on July 20, 2020 explaining the process to establish the site under Goal 5 to permit the expansion. Eight 
days later staff received the DOGAMI inspection report identified as Exhibit #17. 

The Planning Department at this point in time could have pursued this request to revoke Conditional Use Permit 
#C-546-89. However, staff recognized that developing a Goal 5 PAPA application is quite time consuming and Mr. 
Hines appeared to be cooperating with staff to correct the issues. Therefore, staff did not want to further burden 
the current landowner by requiring them to first attend a land use hearing to revoke the 1989 permit followed by 
several additional hearings to establish the Goal 5 site.  
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As noted earlier, the 1989 CUP limited the Snow Pit to a quantity of no more than 5,000 cubic yards of excavated 
aggregate per year. The CUP also placed the following limitations: the site must not exceed one acre in size, and 
that quarried aggregate remain on the applicant’s (Richard Snow) property, not to include commercial quarry 
operations.  

Although the current landowner argues that Mr. Snow always intended to use the site commercially, that is not 
what was approved by the Hearings Officer, as written in the Conclusions of Law.  

Evidence in the record provides: The Snow Pit has excavated more than 5,000 cubic yards of aggregate per year, 
that aggregate mined did not remain on Mr. Snow’s property, that commercial quarry activities have been 
occurring on the property and that the aggregate site has far exceeded the allowed footprint of one acre, now 
estimated to be over 23 acres in size. For these reasons, staff are asking the Planning Commission to revoke 
Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89 as the site is not compliant with the approval. 

On April 14, 2025 attorney Wes Williams submitted Exhibits #34 and #35 on behalf of Mr. Hines. Exhibit #34 
contains photos of the subject property and other photos that were not labelled. Exhibit #35 contains a 2021 
County Road Approach Permit (which was issued to comply with the property line adjustment requirements), a 
DEQ permit, a DOGAMI Operating Permit application, water information and a site map. Although a narrative 
explanation did not accompany this submittal, Staff believe much of this information could have been included to 
support the pending Goal 5 application, however it was instead only submitted for the hearing regarding #C-546-
89. 

The DEQ Air Quality Permit, Exhibit #35 page 6, is for a portable plant with an address in Deschutes County. Its 
relevancy to this proceeding was not provided.  

The DOGAMI Operating Permit Application, Exhibit #35 page 7, is simply an application completed by the 
landowner. It is not an approval or confirmation of an existing Operating Permit. Notably, the application states 
that 50 acres will be affected by mining related activities and that mining will begin on May 1st 2025, the date of 
this hearing.  

Page 28 of this exhibit is a letter from the City of Echo confirming the availability of city water for these mining 
operations. Page 29 contains a utility bill dated June 15, 2024 from the City of Echo. The utility bill’s relevancy to 
this proceeding was not provided.  

Page 30 of this exhibit is a site plan overlaid on a Record of Survey, Number 24-070-B. The site plan further 
demonstrates that the Snow Pit has expanded beyond the one-acre footprint allowance granted in 1989. 

Additional Information 
Land use regulations pertaining to mining activities are far different today than they were 45 years ago. While 
Mr. Snow was able to obtain a Conditional Use Permit in 1989 without establishing a Goal 5 significant site, that 
is not possible today. Sites mining less than 500,000 tons annually are required to first go through a 
determination of significance for a Small Significant Site, and then obtain a Conditional Use Permit. Sites 
proposed to mine more than 500,000 tons annually must go through a determination of significance for a Large 
Significant Site prior to conducting mining activities.  
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The Snow Pit is not on the County’s inventory of Goal 5 resource sites and thus today mining could not be 
approved on the site without first establishing Goal 5 protections for the aggregate resource. This process was 
shared with Mr. Hines in July of 2020. The appellant applied to establish a Large Significant Site on November 
17, 2024 and staff provided a detailed completeness letter requesting more information on December 13, 2024. 
While the appellant provided this November 2024 application as an Exhibit, it is a separate land use application 
and should not be considered as part of this request. The Goal 5 application remains in pending status until a 
response by Mr. Hines or his representatives is received.  

Umatilla County has precedence in permitting existing mining sites that are not on the County’s list of significant 
sites at the time expansion occurs and is pursued through the Goal 5 process with the current state 
requirements. 

Appeal 
The appellant is appealing a letter written by the Planning Manager. The proposed Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law detail why the letter was not a land use decision subject to an appeal. This is because the 
letter was informational and did not make a decision on a permit, application or the adoption, amendment or 
application of statewide planning goals, comprehensive plan or the County’s Development Code. 

Regardless, Staff have addressed the appeal as presented by the appellant and have drafted detailed findings 
concluding that the appellant’s assignment of errors should be denied.  

Conclusion 
The Planning Commission is tasked with determining if Staff’s request to revoke Conditional Use Permit #C-546-
89 should be approved. In making this determination, the Planning Commission must review the Hearings 
Officer’s 1989 decision, including the Findings and Conclusions of Law and determine if the site remains 
compliant with the approval and conditions of approval. 

It is important to note, that even if the appellant’s request to re-instate Conditional Use Permit #C-549-89 could 
be approved, all mining activities at the site (Snow Pit) would be limited to aggregate materials remaining on the 
subject property, extraction of no more than 5,000 cubic yards per year, and the entire site would be limited to 
no more than one acre in size, per the 1989 approval. The appellant provides in their Operating Permit 
application to DOGAMI that they wish to encumber 50 acres under the DOGAMI permit. 

The Planning Commission decision is final unless timely appealed to the County Board of Commissioners. 

PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION OPTIONS 
Request to Revoke 

Motion for Approval as Presented 
I, Commissioner ________________________, make a motion to approve the Planning Division’s Request to 
Revoke, #R-001-25, revoking Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89, previously issued to Mr. Richard Snow based on 
the evidence and Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in the record. 
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Staff Memo 
Planning Commission – May 1, 2025 
Request to Revoke #R-001-25, Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89 

Motion for Denial Based on Evidence in the Record
I, Commissioner _________________________, make a motion to deny the Planning Division’s Request to 
Revoke, #R-001-25, and hereby move to renew Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89, previously issued to Mr. 
Richard Snow based on evidence in the record and the following Findings of Fact: ________________________.

Although the appeal decision is moot based on the Planning Commission’s decision on the Request to Revoke a 
motion should also be made for the appeal decision.

Appeal Request

Motion for Denial as Presented
I, Commissioner _________________________, make a motion to deny the Appeal Request to renew 
Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89, previously issued to Mr. Richard Snow based on the evidence and Findings 
of Fact and Conclusions of Law in the record.

Motion for Approval Based on Evidence in the Record
I, Commissioner ________________________, make a motion to approve the Appeal Request and hereby 
renew Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89, previously issued to Mr. Richard Snow based on evidence in the 
record and the following Findings of Fact: ________________________.
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UMATILLA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

REQUEST TO REVOKE #R-001-25 
REGARDING CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT #C-546-89 

MAP 3N 29; TAX LOT #12800 
 
 

1. APPLICANT (APPELLANT): Jeff Hines, 210 W Main Street, Echo OR 97826 
 

2. OWNERS:  Jeff and Michelle Hines, PO Box 322 Echo OR 97826 
 

3. REQUEST:   This request is two-part: an appeal of a letter written by the Planning 
Manager, and Planning Staff’s request to revoke Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89. 
 
The appellant is requesting the Planning Commission review a letter dated February 27, 
2025, by the Planning Manager, Megan Davchevski. The February 27, 2025 Planning 
Division letter was in response to the appellant’s consultant’s, Carla McLane, letter dated 
February 25, 2025. The McLane letter requested re-instatement of a 1989 Conditional 
Use Permit (CUP), #C-546-89, to allow mining operations. 
 
In 2020, the Planning Division received confirmation from Mr. Hines that the mining 
operation was excavating more than 5,000 cubic yards of material and had exceeded the 
site footprint allowance of one acre. Shortly after, DOGAMI confirmed to Planning Staff 
that mining operations had far exceeded the original permit. Staff informed Mr. Hines of 
the required applications to approve a Goal 5 aggregate site to expand the operations. 
Because Mr. Hines was cooperating with staff, the Community Development Department 
did not pursue code enforcement actions, nor did staff find it necessary to go through the 
process to void the CUP as detailed in UCDC 152.613(F). Mr. Hines had continued to 
communicate his application efforts with staff since 2020, however, since he is now 
appealing a letter regarding the inability to renew the CUP, this revocation request is now 
being pursued. 
 
Staff believe the appellant intends to appeal the request to revoke #C-546-89. For this 
reason, the revocation is addressed first, followed by the appeal request. 
 

4. LOCATION:   The subject property is located east of Snow Road and approximately 
1.75 miles south of Oregon Trail Road, approximately 2.25 miles southwest of the City 
of Echo.  
 

5. SITUS: The recently permitted farm dwelling on the property has a situs address of 
75223 Snow Road, Echo OR 97826. The aggregate site does not have a situs address.   
 

6. ACREAGE: Tax Lot 12800 = 208.98 acres 
    

7. COMP PLAN: The subject property has a Comprehensive Plan designation of 
North/South Agriculture. 
 

8. ZONING: The subject property is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU).  
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Hines #R-001-25 
Request to Revoke #C-546-89 
Preliminary PC Findings and Conclusions of Law 
Page 2 of 24 
 

 
9. ACCESS: The site has frontage along Snow Road. There is an access easement that 

across the subject property to serve an adjacent property. 
 

10. ROAD TYPE: Snow Road, County Road #1347 is a two-lane gravel County Road. 
 

11. EASEMENTS: There is an existing access easement across the subject property, serving 
the adjacent Tax Lot #9300. This access easement was relocated and created through the 
2023 Property Line Adjustment.  
 

12. LAND USE: The subject parcel has been used for farming as well as an aggregate pit. 
In 1989, an aggregate site was approved with Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89, staff 
and the appellant disagree on the intent of the previous approval. The County’s Hearing 
Officer stated in the Final Findings of #C-546-89 that the pit was to be used for personal 
use only, and was limited to 5,000 cubic yards of material per year with a site footprint of 
no more than one acre. Appellant claims that the applicant at the time, Mr. Snow, 
requested approval, and was granted, of a commercial operation.  
 
For many years, the subject property’s primary use was farming (Exhibit 32). The 
boundary of the aggregate site has expanded over the years from approximately 2.3 acres 
in 2002 to now encompassing over 23 acres (Exhibit 17).  
 
Portions of the property not mined are planted in dryland wheat. 
 

13. ADJACENT USE: Properties in the surrounding area are used for growing dryland 
wheat, and a variety of irrigated crops. 
 

14. LAND FORM: Columbia River Plateau 
 

15. SOIL TYPES:  High Value Soils are defined in UCDC Section 152.003 as Land 
Capability Class I and II.  The Soils on the property are predominately Non-High-Value 
soils. 
 
 

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

 42A: Kimberly Fine Sandy Loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes 3e 2e 
 48E: Lickskillet Very Stony Loam, 7 to 40 percent slopes 7s --- 
 88B: Shano Very Fine Sandy Loam, 2 to 7 percent slopes 7s --- 
 88C: Shano Very Fine Sandy Loam, 7 to 12 percent slopes 4e 3e 
 88D: Shano Very Fine Sandy Loam, 12 to 25 percent slopes 4e 6e 
 89B: Shano Silt Loam, 2 to 7 percent slopes 4e 2e 

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). 
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Hines #R-001-25 
Request to Revoke #C-546-89 
Preliminary PC Findings and Conclusions of Law 
Page 3 of 24 
 
 

16. BUILDINGS:    A livestock barn was constructed on the Hines property and then 
retroactively permitted by County Planning after construction via Zoning Permit, #ZP-
24-181 issued on August 2, 2024. The Hines also received approval for construction of a 
primary farm dwelling via Land Use Decision #LUD-324-24 and Zoning Permit #ZP-25-
040. 
 

17. UTILITIES:      Umatilla Electric provides electricity service in the area.   
 

18. WATER/SEWER:  Applicant has not provided information regarding a well or septic 
system. Presumably a well and septic will be installed to service the primary farm 
dwelling. 
 

19. FIRE SERVICE: The property is served by the Echo Rural Fire District.  
 

20. IRRIGATION: The subject property is located within Westland Irrigation District. 
However, no current irrigation water rights exist on the subject property. 

 
21. FLOODPLAIN: The subject property is NOT in a floodplain.  

 
22. WETLANDS: None. 

 
23. NOTICES SENT:  Notice was mailed to neighboring land owners and affected 

agencies on April 11, 2025. Notice was printed in the April 16, 2025 publication of the 
East Oregonian. 
 

24. 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 May 1, 2025 at 6:30 PM.  
    

25. AGENCIES:  Umatilla County Assessor, County Code Enforcement, Umatilla County 
Public Works, Umatilla County Environmental Health, Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development, Department of Environmental Quality, Department of 
Geology and Mineral Industries, Oregon Water Resources Department, CTUIR-Natural 
Resources, CTUIR-Cultural Resources, Echo Rural Fire District, Umatilla Electric 
Cooperative, Oregon Department Fish and Wildlife, US Fish and Wildlife and Umatilla 
County Counsel 
 

26. COMMENTS: None to date. 
 

27. BACKGROUND: The subject property has extensive history with the County 
Planning Department. Staff have developed a timeline of events, Exhibit 1, which dates 
back to the 1989 Conditional Use Permit request. A shortened version of relevant events 
is provided below for reference.  

 
February 16, 1989: Land Use Request Application received by Umatilla County 
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Planning Commission application submitted by Richard and Shirley Snow. Application 
states the requested use was listed as “aggregate quarry site with crusher and potential 
asphalt batch plant”. The present use of the property was, “dryland range area at proposed 
site with cultivated land to the south for dryland wheat”. Exhibit #2. 
 
March 29, 1989: Hearing on Conditional Use Request #C-546-89. The Hearings Officer 
made several Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law that limited the amount of 
material mined from the site, along with the size of the pit. Exhibit #3. 
 
April 23, 1990: Letter from Umatilla County Planning to Mr. Snow restating the 
limitations of the CUP approval (no more than 5,000 tons of material / 1-acre total site 
footprint). Also clarified the site was approved for personal use only and if commercial 
use was desired an amendment was required to be submitted. Exhibit #6, page 6. 
 
April 25, 1990: Zoning Permit approval ZP-90-056 for establishing the personal 
aggregate site with stock pile area. Exhibit #6, page 5. 

May 25, 1990: Letter from DOGAMI to Richard and Shirley Snow. Letter states that the 
surface mining law only permitted up to one acre of ground and/or 5000 cubic yards of 
material to be mined within a given year. Letter states, “if your mining operation will 
exceed those limits stated above, you need to file the enclosed application for an 
Operating Permit”. Exhibit #7. 
 
October 9, 2017: Letter from DOGAMI to Mr. Snow. Letter states that based on aerial 
imagery, DOGAMI concluded that an Operating Permit is required to continue mining. 
Failure to obtain a DOGAMI permit would result in a Class A violation subject to civil 
and criminal penalties. Exhibit #14. 
… 
July 20, 2020: Email from Megan Green (Davchevski) (Umatilla Co. Planning) to Jeff 
Hines. Megan provided the applications and criteria of approval for establishing a large 
significant Goal 5 Aggregate Site. Exhibit #16. 
 
December 14, 2020: Email from Megan D. to Jeff Hines. Megan followed up on the 
property line adjustment for the subject property, sharing that the understanding was that 
Mr. Hines was working on submitting the Goal 5 application. Exhibit #20. 
 
December 3, 2021: Email from Megan D. to Carla McLane (land use consultant). Megan 
explained that the Snow Pit operations had expanded beyond the original approval. 
Exhibit #22. 
 
December 17, 2021: Carla’s response to Megan’s December 3rd email. Carla stated, “I 
reached out to Jeff but didn’t hear back. It may be that the County or DOGAMI may need 
to ring his bell to get his attention. Not sure what is up to be honest. I’ll try again”. 
Exhibit #22. 
 
August 5, 2024: Email from Carla M. to Bob Waldher (Umatilla Co. Planning). Carla 
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sent a letter with questions along with a request to reinstate the previous Conditional Use 
Permit approval for operating the Snow Pit. Exhibit #24. 
 
August 23, 2024: Email response from Bob W. to Carla M. regarding her August 5th 
request. Bob stated the aggregate site was operating outside the original approval, 
therefore the CUP could not be renewed.  Exhibit #24, page 1. 
 
September 10, 2024: Email from Carla M. to Bob W., Carla shared that progress was 
being made on the application for establishing the Snow Pit as Goal 5 protected aggregate 
site. Exhibit #24, page 3. 
 
November 17, 2024: Email from Carla M. to Bob W., submitting the application for 
establishing a Goal 5 Large Significant Aggregate Resource site with supporting 
documents. Exhibit #30, page 11. 
 Note: The appellant included the Goal 5 application and supporting documents in 
their appeal application, however this is an entirely separate application and a separate 
pending issue from this appeal. 
 
December 13, 2024: Email from Megan D. to Michelle and Jeff Hines and Carla 
McLane. Megan provided an electronic copy of the completeness letter regarding the 
Goal 5 Post Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA) application. Exhibit #26, pages 
3 and 5. 
 
December 15, 2024: Carla’s response to Megan’s previous email. Carla responded that 
[the applicant] will review and respond accordingly. Exhibit #26, page 3. 
 
February 24, 2025: Letter from DOGAMI to Jeff Hines. Letter enclosure includes a 
Suspension Order for mining without an Operating Permit. Suspension Order effective 
immediately. Exhibit #27. 
 
February 25, 2025: Email from Carla M. to Bob. Carla stated the attachments were to 
“reengage the discussion about the Hines’ aggregate site”. Exhibit #28. 
  
February 27, 2025: Email response from Megan to Carla regarding the reinstatement 
request and response letter. Exhibit #39. 
 
March 13, 2025: This appeal request and supporting documentation. Exhibit #30. 
 
April 1, 2025: Planning’s written notice of intent to void #C-546-89. Exhibit #31. 
 

Note:  The Planning Manager became aware of the Snow pit expansion in 
2020 and provided Mr. Hines direction for applying for a Goal 5 PAPA application 
to retroactively approve the expansion of the Snow pit and to commercially mine the 
site.  Four years lapsed to the time of submission of the Goal 5 application.  
 

28. LAND USE DECISION REVIEW: Attorney Williams includes the following basis of 
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appeal on behalf of Jeff and Michelle Hines.  
 
“Jeff and Michelle Hines' (Hines) appeal to the Umatilla County Planning Commission, 
the Planning Division's denial of a Request to Reinstate their Conditional Use Permit (C-
546-89). The denial of the Request to Reinstate C-546-89 is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 
 
This appeal is based on the belief that policy and procedure of the Comprehensive Plan 
and/or provisions of the Development Code, ORS 215.230 and ORS 215.416 were not 
properly administered or followed.” 

 
Planning Response: 
The appellant’s appeal basis is that the Comprehensive Plan, Development Code, ORS 
215.230 and ORS 215.416 were not administered or followed and refers to Appellant’s 
Exhibit #1 (Planning’s Exhibit #28). Exhibit #29 consists of the Planning Manager’s 
February 27, 2025 letter in response to Consultant Carla McLane’s letter dated February 
25, 2025 emailed to Community Development director, Robert Waldher (Planning’s 
Exhibit #28). 
 
The February 27, 2025 Planning letter included two of the original limiting conditions of 
approval for the 1989 Snow conditional use permit. The conditions limited the amount of 
aggregate material and the acreage size of the Snow pit. The current property owner, Jeff 
Hines, had acknowledged in July 2020 that the amount of material and size of the 
aggregate area had been exceeded beyond one acre and 5,000 cubic yards of mined 
material per year.   
 
In July of 2020 Planning provided a possible solution for an expansion of the site and to 
provide protection of the aggregate resource through a determination of significance 
through a Goal 5 PAPA application process. Four years later the appellant submitted an 
incomplete Goal 5 PAPA application on November 17, 2024 (Exhibit #30, page 11).  
This application is currently under review and pending applicant’s additional 
information, see Planning’s determination of completeness (Exhibit #25). 
 
Outside of the pending Goal 5 PAPA application submitted to County Planning (which 
was not identified as a basis for the appeal, although included as one of the appellant’s 
exhibits) the appellant has not submitted a land use application where a final decision or 
determination by local government relating to the adoption, amendment or application of 
statewide planning goals, comprehensive plan or land use regulation (development code) 
have been applied.  
 
The February 27, 2025 Planning letter summarized some limiting conditions of the 1989 
conditional use permit and regardless of whether the applicants of the 1989 conditional 
use permit believed they could exceed the limiting size and amount of material and 
operate a commercial aggregate site, the 1989 Signed Final Findings did not approve 
such use. Even if the conditional use permit could be renewed it would do nothing to 
remedy the conditions of approval limiting the amount of material and size of the pit. The 
letter did not make a decision on a permit, application or the adoption, amendment or 
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application of statewide planning goals, comprehensive plan or the County’s 
Development Code. 

 
Appellant lists ORS 215.230 and ORS 215.416 as part of the basis of the appeal. ORS 
215.230 was repealed from the statute in 1963. ORS 215.416 consists of procedures 
prescribed for processing permits and applications through administrative review and 
hearings.  
 
County Planning finds that the written response letter dated February 27, 2025 does not 
constitute a land use decision. County Planning finds that there was not a decision made 
on a permit, application or the adoption, amendment or application of statewide planning 
goals, comprehensive plan or land use regulations (development code) and thus, a land 
use decision was not made by the February 27, 2025 response letter.  

 
Regardless, the appellant’s Assignment of Errors will be listed and reviewed as follows in 
No. 30 APPEAL.  
 

29. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT’S REQUEST TO REVOKE: 
The standards for approval are provided in underlined text and the responses are 
indicated in standard text. 
 
UCDC §152.613 TIME LIMIT ON A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AND LAND 
USE DECISION. 
 
(F) The County may void a conditional use permit or land use decision under the 
following circumstances:  
(1) The property owner/applicant no longer complies with the conditions of approval 
imposed as part of the original decision, the County provided the property 
owner/applicant at least 30-days written notice and opportunity to correct or cure the 
compliance issue and the property owner/applicant failed to correct or cure the 
compliance issue within said notice period; or  
(2) The use approved pursuant to the conditional use permit or land use decision has been 
continuously discontinued for a period of one (1) year or more, unless a longer period is 
provided in state law.  
As shared with the Appellant most recently in Exhibit 29, the mining operations 
occurring at the Snow Pit on the subject property have far exceeded the permitted 
allowances of 5,000 cubic yards of mined material and the permitted site size of no more 
than one acre. These restrictions were placed when the Hearings Officer approved the 
original site with Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89 and were made under the 
Conclusions of Law (Exhibit #5), provided below for reference.  
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In July of 2020, Mr. Jeff Hines contacted the Planning Division to inquire about the 
limitations placed on the Snow Pit approval. These limitations were shared with him, and 
staff sent a follow-up email to Mr. Hines (Exhibit #16) detailing the process to expand 
the approval to a larger site, which would require a determination of significance under 
Goal 5. On July 28, 2020 DOGAMI included Planning Staff on an email to Mr. Hines 
and Dick Snow Estate (previous land owner), which included a site inspection report 
completed by DOGAMI on June 16, 2020 (Exhibit #17). Onsite were Mr. Jeff Hines and 
Ms. Becky Mitchell. DOGAMI’s site inspection found that the disturbed area exceeded 
23 acres. DOGAMI concluded that “annual production is greater than 5,000 cubic yards 
of material” which requires a DOGAMI Operating Permit. An Operating Permit has not 
been issued for the site.  
 
While the site operator/landowner has been aware of the compliance issue since 2020, 
Planning sent a letter to Wes Williams, attorney for appellant, providing notice of the 
County’s intent to void Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89 on April 1, 2025 (Exhibit 
#31). The Planning Commission hearing is scheduled for May 1, 2025. 
 
As stated under 3. Request, the Umatilla County Development Department did not pursue 
the Request to Revoke under UCDC §152.613(F) in 2020 due to ongoing communication 
with Mr. Hines and the understanding that he would apply to designate the site as a Large 
Significant Site with a Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendment. Staff are now requesting 
that the Planning Commission void #C-546-89.  
 
Even if the Planning Commission could restrict the mining activities to excavating no 
more than 5,000 cubic yards of material, the site has already far exceeded one acre in 
size. Thus, the Conditional Use Permit should be voided, as this condition of approval 
could not be met.  
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County Findings and Conclusions: Umatilla County finds the Snow Pit was approved 
in 1989 via #C-546-89 by the Hearings Officer with the following limitations: 

1. Quantities of aggregate mined do not exceed 5,000 cubic yards  
2. The quarry site not exceed one acre 
3. The quarried aggregate is used on the applicant’s property and its use does not 

include commercial quarry operations. 
 
Based on evidence in the record, including but not limited to the June 2020 DOGAMI 
Inspection Report and aerial images of the subject property, the Snow Pit site has 
exceeded one acre in size. DOGAMI found that mining operations had an annual 
production greater than 5,000 cubic yards of material. Additionally, Mr. Hines previously 
told Planning Division Staff that the operations had exceeded the limitations placed on 
the Conditional Use Permit and that he would pursue the Goal 5 PAPA process in order 
to achieve compliance. 
 
Umatilla County finds that the required 30-day written notice of the intent to void was 
provided to the landowner. 
 
Umatilla County Finds and Concludes the Snow Pit and the aggregate operations 
occurring at the Snow Pit no longer comply with the conditions of approval imposed on 
its approval via #C-546-89. Therefore, #C-546-89 must be voided. 
 
(3) If the County intends to void a conditional use permit or land use decision under 
subsection (l) or (2) above, it shall do so pursuant to a public process set forth in § 
152.769 and § 152.771. The County bears the burden of proving the elements set forth in 
subsections (1) and (2) above. 
UCDC §152.769 is the County’s Administrative Review process. UCDC §152.771 is the 
County’s Public Hearing Requirements.  
 
Planning Staff scheduled a public hearing before the Planning Commission, to occur on 
May 1st, 2025. This public hearing follows the requirements listed in UCDC 152.771. 
 
County Findings and Conclusions: Umatilla County finds and concludes the public 
process set forth in §152.771 was followed and the County bared the burden of proof. 

 
 REQUEST TO VOID: APPROVED 
 

Although the request to void #C-546-89 has been approved, the appellant’s appeal 
request follows. 
 

30. APPEAL: The appeal reasons provided by the applicant (appellant) follows. The appeal 
request is identified as Exhibit 30. Some exhibits referenced by the appellant are 
identified with different exhibit numbers, refer to the Table of Contents for the applicable 
exhibit number. 
 

Appellant’s Response: 
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Appellant is basing the appeal on the following issues: 

“Site has operated as a commercial gravel quarry for over 40 years.  
The denial of the Request to Reinstate C-546-89 (denial) claims that ''Conditional Use 
Permit C-546-89 did not permit commercial mining activities, rather, mining was limited to 
personal use only." Exhibit 1. This is not entirely accurate. A careful reading of (1) Richard 
Snow's original application for a conditional use permit; (2) the Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law; (3) the April 23, 1990, conditional use permit; (4) coupled with the 
fact that this quarry has operated as a commercial gravel quarry since before 1985, proves 
that this site was allowed to operate as a commercial gravel quarry for over 40 years. 
 
In 1989, Mr. Snow applied for a commercial rock crushing permit. Exhibit 6. Mr. Hines 
recently obtained from Mr. Snow's estate correspondence between Mr. Snow and Umatilla 
County from 1989 through 2020. Exhibits 6 and 7. This correspondence included Mr. 
Snow’s original application and the hearings officer approval. Exhibit 6. It also includes 
annual letters to Mr. Snow authorizing the conditional use of the aggregate operations 
under Conditional Use Permit C-546-89. Exhibit 7.” 

 
Planning’s Response:  
The appellant claims several assumptions based on the 1989 Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
approval and subsequent renewals of the 1989 CUP: 
 

1. The appellant assumes the site was used as a commercial quarry “since before 1985”.  
 
This is a significant claim with no evidence provided by the appellant, other than 
statements from Mr. Snow’s son and Jeff Spike, “Mr. Snow owned and operated this 
commercial gravel quarry well before 1985. His son, who is now 65 years old, recalls the 
gravel quarry being there his entire life. Prior to 1985, rock was being mined out of the 
quarry and was used on roads on the ranch and sold to others. Rock was also sold for rip 
rap out of the quarry to be used on the Umatilla River. Mr. Jeff Spike grew up within 2 
miles of the Snow rock quarry. He is now 69 years old. He recalls rock being hauled out 
of the quarry and used prior to 1985. He can remember dump trucks hauling rock and dirt 
out of the quarry around this time. By the 1980s, the quarry was producing aggregate for 
ODOT, local municipalities, and for private road construction.”1 
 
Planning staff compiled and reviewed aerial imagery dating back to 1980. Aerial images 
of the subject property, compiled by staff, are included as Exhibit 32. Images taken of the 
aggregate site and subject property for the 1989 CUP hearing2 are included as Exhibit 33.  
 
In 1980 the subject property appears to be in dryland wheat production. The gulley is 
clearly visible with minimal ground disturbance. In the 1994 flight imagery, the property 
still appears to be primarily planted in dryland wheat, the gulley has been drawn on the 
aerial photograph. In the 1994 Google Earth satellite imagery, the property is planted in 

                                                 
1 Exhibit 30, Page 4 
2 County Planning did not own a film slide converter until March 20, 2025. Until this date, these image slides were 
in the physical CUP file but were not transferable to a digital format. 
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dryland wheat, and there is minimal ground disturbance with a few trucks in the gully 
area (now the Snow Pit).  
 
In the November 2002 Google Earth satellite imagery, the area mined under CUP #C-
594-89 is more defined and visible on the north eastern side of the property. The 
estimated quarry area is 2.4 acres. Other ground disturbance on the property is minimal. 
The subject property is primarily planted in dryland wheat.  
 
Google Earth satellite imagery in 2017 shows the mined area to have grown to the north 
west of the original site. Total area disturbed by the mining operations is estimated at 
nearly 21 acres. 
 
Google Earth satellite imagery in 2024 shows the addition of numerous trucks/equipment 
that have taken place of the stockpiles. The mined area has increased significantly, now 
estimated at 23.3 acres per DOGAMI’s 2020 Site Inspection Report.  
 
The slide photos used during the 1989 CUP hearing were taken on the subject property, 
and include the proposed aggregate site area as well as the new access road and the 
vicinity of the proposed site. While rock outcroppings are present in these photos, it is 
clear to the untrained eye that this site was not commercially mined in 1989, let alone 
“since well before 1985”. 
 
Umatilla County finds the aerial and ground photos serve as definitive evidence that there 
was not a commercial quarry in this location “since well before 1985”. Aerial imagery 
depicts that the site significantly grew in size, from 2.4 acres to over 23 acres between the 
years of 2012 and 2024. Umatilla County finds that for many years the aggregate 
operations did not appear commercial in nature. 
 
Finally, in 1989, the applicant could have pursued a “verification of a non-conforming 
use”, had they believed that the use had been a non-conforming legal use. However, the 
applicant did not pursue that application with County Planning. Instead, Mr. Richard 
Snow requested land use approval with a Conditional Use Permit. 
 
Umatilla County finds and concludes the aggregate operation was not a commercial 
operation before 1985. 
 

2. The appellant assumes because Richard Snow requested commercial use of the aggregate 
quarry in his application, commercial use was approved by the Hearings Officer.  
 
The March 1989 Planning Commission minutes make clear that Richard Snow did 
request to operate commercially. Umatilla County finds that the Hearings Officer limited 
the use to “not include commercial quarry operations”, under Conclusions of Law #10.  
 
Umatilla County finds that the Hearings Officer limited the size of the quarry under 
Conclusions of Law #11, “Allowing this proposed aggregate quarry site and associated 
crusher and asphalt plant would appear to comply all the specific standards set forth in 
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the Umatilla County Development Ordinance, provided the quantities of aggregate do 
not exceed 5,000 cubic yards, the site not exceed one acre, and the quarried 
aggregate is used on the applicant’s property…” [emphasis added].  
 
Umatilla County finds that the applicant requested a commercial use, and that the 
commercial use of the aggregate site was denied by the Hearings Officer. Umatilla 
County finds that the Hearings Officer limited the aggregate site’s approval to no more 
than 5,000 cubic yards of material mined, and a maximum site size of one acre. Despite 
the appellant’s claims, the Hearings Officer did not [emphasis added] approve Mr. 
Snow’s application as presented. 
 
Umatilla County finds and concludes the Hearings Officer did not approve nor authorize 
a commercial aggregate site with the 1989 CUP approval. The 1989 CUP approved by 
the Hearings Officer was limited in footprint size, quantity and limited the mined 
materials to only being used on the applicant’s property. 
 

3. The appellant assumes because Umatilla County renewed the CUP between 1989 and 
2020, the County acknowledged and legalized a commercial quarry. 
 
As provided in the Timeline of Events (Exhibit 1), Umatilla County conducted an annual 
review process for the life of the CUP. During a handful of years there was not a renewal 
conducted. The last site visit noted in the file was conducted on October 3, 2013. The 
aggregate site substantially grew in size after 2013.  It is difficult for an untrained person 
on-the-ground to determine if a site has pulled more than 5,000 cubic yards of material in 
any given year. The County’s failure to conduct a site visit by a mining expert does not 
mean the County legalized a commercial quarry. It is the operator’s responsibility to 
notify the County of any changes to their operations on the annual review form. 
 
On July 20, 2020, Mr. Hines contacted County Planning and inquired about permitting a 
commercial quarry. Mr. Hines shared with staff that he had been operating outside of the 
permit and had been pulling more than the allowed quantity of materials. Thus, the email 
from Planning Staff followed explaining the process to permit a Large Significant Goal 5 
Site (Exhibit 16). Shortly after this email was sent to Mr. Hines, on July 28, 2020 County 
Planning received a site inspection report from DOGAMI (Exhibit 17) stating that the site 
had far exceeded its permitted allowance (5,000 cubic yards and no more than 1 acre in 
size).  
 
As described under 29. Request to Revoke above, the Community Development 
Department had been cooperating with Mr. Hines in order to legalize the commercial 
activities occurring at the Snow Pit. At no point did County Planning state that the site 
was allowed to operate commercially. Simply because the County did not take Code 
Enforcement action, on the basis of mutual cooperation, does not mean that the site 
became legalized.  
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Had the appellant provided a response to Planning’s completeness letter for the Goal 5 
PAPA application, the site could’ve been reviewed as a large significant site at this point 
in time. 

 
Assignment of Error #1: 
Appellant’s Response: 
In its denial of the Hines' Request for Reinstatement of C-546-89, the Planning Division failed to 
cite a provision in the Umatilla County Development Code that it claims the Hines' have 
violated. 
 
ORS 215.416 (8)(a) provides: 
"Approval or denial of a permit application shall be based on standards and criteria which shall 
be set forth in the zoning ordinance or other appropriate ordinance or regulation of the county 
and which shall relate approval or denial of a permit application to the zoning ordinance and 
comprehensive plan for the area in which the proposed use of land would occur and to the zoning 
ordinance and comprehensive plan for the county as a whole." (Emphasis added) 
 
In its denial (Exhibit 1), the Planning Division fails to cite a provision of the development 
code on which it bases its denial of the Request for Reinstatement of the Hines conditional use 
permit. As a result, the Hines are unable to specify what provision of the development code is 
the basis of their appeal. When a county denies a conditional use permit, it must cite the specific 
section of the development code or zoning ordinance that forms the basis for the denial. ORS 
215.416 (8)(a). The reason for this requirement is that citing the specific section provides the 
applicant, here the Hines, with clarity on the reasons for the denial, which is crucial for them to 
understand the basis for the decision and to prepare for any potential appeal. Waveseer of Or., 
LLC v. Deschutes Cty, 308 Or App 494 (2020); Jones v. Willamette United Football Club, 307 
Or App 502, 514 (2020). The denial ought to be reversed and remanded to the Planning Division 
with instructions to cite the provisions of the development code it claims the Hines violated. 
 
Planning’s Response:  
The appellant did not apply for a land use permit. Appellant submitted a letter to, “reengage the 
discussion about the Hines aggregate site”. The letter goes into the site’s history and then states, 
“[b]ased on this unclear history and the ongoing commercial use that occurred at the site, this 
request is being raised again to allow Mr. Hines’ operation of the aggregate site while the Goal 5 
application moves through the permitting process.” County staff provided a letter in response, 
detailing the original 1989 CUP approval and how commercial operations were specifically 
excluded from the Final Findings and Conclusions for approval of the site. Staff also detailed 
how the aggregate operations had exceeded far beyond the 1989 approval. Again, the Hearings 
Officer specifically limited the size of the pit to no more than one acre in size, with no more than 
5,000 cubic yards of material mined in one year. 
 
Umatilla County requires both a Land Use Request Application (LURA) and a Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP) application for consideration of a Conditional Use Permit. The applicant did not 
submit either of these applications. Had the appellant submitted these applications, Planning 
Staff would have addressed applicable criteria of approval. The appellant hired Carla McLane of 
Carla McLane Consulting, LLC. Ms. McLane has been a consultant for several projects in 
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Umatilla County and has submitted numerous land use applications to Umatilla County, 
including both Goal 5 PAPA requests for aggregate mining, and Conditional Use Permit 
requests.  
 
County Findings and Conclusions: Umatilla County finds the appellant did not submit a 
Conditional Use Permit Application nor the accompanying Land Use Request Application. 
Umatilla County finds the letter provided to re-engage the discussion about the Hines aggregate 
site was not a land use application, thus staff did not err in providing applicable criteria of 
approval, as there were no criteria of approval to apply to this letter.  
 
Umatilla County finds and concludes the appellant’s first assignment of error is denied. 
 
Assignment of Error #2: 
Appellant’s Response: The denial of the Request to Reinstate the conditional use 
permit fails to provide notice to the Hines that they "may appeal the decision by filing a written 
appeal in the manner and within the time period provided in the county's land use regulations."  
 
ORS 215.416 (ll)(a)(A) provides that "the hearings officer or such other person as the 
governing body designates may approve or deny an application for a permit without a hearing if 
the hearings officer or other designated person gives notice of the decision and provides an 
opportunity for any person who is adversely affected or aggrieved, or who is entitled to notice 
under paragraph (c) of the subsection, to file an appeal." ORS 215.416 (1 l)(a)(C) further 
clarifies that "[t]he notice shall state that any person who is adversely affected or aggrieved or 
who is entitled to written notice under paragraph ( c) of this subsection may appeal the decision 
by filing a written appeal in the manner and within the time period provided in the county's land 
use regulations." 
 
The Hines were persons adversely affected or aggrieved by the denial of their conditional 
use permit, yet they were not provided notice that they may appeal the decision by filing a 
written appeal; nor were they provided notice of the time limitations for such appeal. Exhibit I. 
Further, the notice, here the denial (Exhibit I), does not state that the Planning Division's decision 
will not become final until the period for filing the local appeal has expired. ORS 215.416 (l 
l)(a)(C). 
 
Therefore, the denial (Exhibit I) is in violation of ORS 215.416 (ll)(a)(C). The denial ought to be 
reversed and remanded to provide the Hines with adequate notice pursuant to ORS 215.416 (1 
l)(a)(C). 
 
Planning’s Response: As found in Assignment of Error #1, the appellant did not submit a land 
use permit application. Thus, there was no such denial of an application as no application was 
submitted for the Department to approve or deny.  
 
Staff believe the appellant’s appeal was premature. Through this action, Planning Staff are 
requesting that Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89 be revoked. Should staff’s request be granted, 
the Planning Commission decision may be appealed to the Board of Commissioners.  
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County Finding and Conclusion: Umatilla County finds the appellant did not submit a land use 
application. Umatilla County finds the letter provided to re-engage the discussion about the 
Hines aggregate site was not a land use application, thus staff did not err in not providing notice 
of a denial, as there was no application to deny. 
 
Umatilla County finds and concludes the appellant’s second assignment of error is denied. 
 
Assignment of Error #3: 
Appellant’s Response: The Hines have an established and existing lawful use under 
ORS 215.130 (5). 
 
ORS 215.130 (5) provides that the "lawful use of any building, structure or land at the 
time of the enactment or amendment of any zoning ordinance or regulation may be continued." 
The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law state the Umatilla County Development Ordinance 
was adopted on June 12, 1985. Exhibit 6. The commercial gravel quarry at issue here lawfully 
existed at the time the Umatilla County Development Code was established. Mr. Snow owned 
and operated this commercial gravel quarry well before 1985. His son, who is now 65 years old, 
recalls the gravel quarry being there his entire life. Prior to 1985, rock was being mined out of 
the quarry and was used on roads on the ranch and sold to others. Rock was also sold for rip rap 
out of the quarry to be used on the Umatilla River. Mr. Jeff Spike grew up within 2 miles of the 
Snow rock quarry. He is now 69 years old. He recalls rock being hauled out of the quarry and 
used prior to 1985. He can remember dump trucks hauling rock and dirt out of the quarry around 
this time. By the 1980s, the quarry was producing aggregate for ODOT, local municipalities, and 
for private road construction. 
 
Therefore, the Hines request that, pursuant to ORS 215.230 (5), this matter be remanded 
to the Planning Division with instructions that the Hines be allowed to operate their commercial 
gravel quarry as it was allowed to operate prior to the adoption of the Umatilla County 
Development Ordinance on June 12, 1985. Legal precedent requires that the Hines be allowed to 
continue to operate their commercial gravel quarry. Polk County v. Martin, 292 Or 69 (1981). 
 
Planning’s Response: First, the Appellant’s response contains non-factual based claims. In the 
first paragraph, the Appellant states that Mr. Snow’s son recalls the commercial quarry being 
there his entire life, based on his provided age this is presumed to be since 1960. No facts or 
evidence beyond this statement were produced into the record by the appellant. The same is held 
for the statement by Mr. Jeff Spike. Both statements from these individuals are provided in the 
appellant’s appeal narrative, however, written statements from these individuals was not 
provided. 
 
Contrarily, Umatilla County staff have provided photographic evidence of the quarry site, with 
photos dated March 1989 (Exhibit 33). These photo slides were used in the March 1989 hearing 
for approval of Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89 and are part of the hearing record. 
Additionally, staff have composed a timeline of aerial photos, both of flight imagery and Google 
Earth satellite images (Exhibit 32). As described above, the site was not an aggregate site until 
after 1989. 
 

 
26



Hines #R-001-25 
Request to Revoke #C-546-89 
Preliminary PC Findings and Conclusions of Law 
Page 16 of 24 
 
Umatilla County’s Comprehensive Plan was adopted May 9, 19833 and acknowledged by the 
Department of Land Conservation and Development on October 24, 1985. The Technical 
Report4 contains the Goal 5 Inventory List (open spaces, scenic and historic areas and natural 
resources). Sites listed within the Technical Report contain the following designations:  

2A: site is on the inventory, no conflicting uses identified. Manage resource site so as to 
preserve original character 
3A: preserve the resource site 
3B: allow conflicting uses 
3C: specifically limit conflicting use 
 

Sites found significant after adoption of the Technical Report, through a Post Acknowledgement 
Plan Amendment (PAPA) are located in the County’s Comprehensive Plan under Chapter 8. 
Open Space, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources. Under Policy 41, Umatilla 
County has added 16 sites to the inventory as significant through the PAPA process.  
 
Areas proposed for aggregate extraction and associated mining activities must be acknowledged 
as a Goal 5 significant resource site in the County’s Comprehensive Plan. Areas proposed for 
mining that are not included in either the Technical Report or the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
must go through the PAPA process to establish the site as either a Small or Large Significant 
Goal 5 site. Applicable criteria for establishing a new small or large significant site depend 
greatly upon the quality and quantity of material present on the site.  
 
Umatilla County finds the Snow Pit site is not located on the County’s Goal 5 Inventory as a 
significant aggregate resource site.  
 
The appellant cites ORS 215.130 (5) which pertains to verification of non-conforming uses. ORS 
215.130 states the following: “The lawful use of any building, structure or land at the time of the 
enactment or amendment of any zoning ordinance or regulation may be continued”. 
 
Appellant claims that the aggregate operations have been operating at this location for 40 years – 
which would equate to the year 1985. Umatilla County adopted a Zoning Ordinance in 1972. In 
1972, the subject property was zoned F-1 and in the F-1 zone an aggregate quarry was 
permissible with a Conditional Use Permit. Thus, even if aerial photos proved a quarry was 
operating at this location since 1985, a land use permit was required and not obtained until 1989.  
 
Umatilla County finds the appellant does not have a non-conforming use, as the aggregate 
operations were not occurring in 1972, at the time the County’s Zoning Ordinance applied. At 
the time the appellant claims the aggregate operations began, the use was permissible with a 
CUP and thus, an aggregate site could not be considered non-conforming.  
 
The County has precedence of permitting mining sites previously approved with CUPs that 
were not on the Goal 5 Inventory by going through the PAPA process. In 2022, Umatilla 

                                                 
3 County Ordinance 83-4 adopted the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan and Development Code.  
4 Technical Report is available online at: 
https://co.umatilla.or.us/fileadmin/user_upload/Planning/Technical_Report.pdf 
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County approved the expansion of a site that was previously permitted as a Small Significant 
Site under a Conditional Use Permit, owned by Mr. Wade Aylett. The expanded mining area was 
required to go through the PAPA process to include the original site and the expansion area as a 
Large Significant Site with Goal 5 protections5. Ms. Carla McLane assisted with this land use 
application as well as several applications pursued by Oregon Department of Transportation, 
which are no different than what Mr. Hines was asked to complete over the last five years in 
order to permit the Snow Pit’s expansion area and commercial activities.  
 
Once the mining operations occurring at the Snow Pit exceeded the thresholds of no more than 
5,000 cubic yards of material and one acre of land, placed by the Hearings Officer with the 
approval of #C-546-89, the site was required to comply with the requirements of establishing a 
Goal 5 significant resource site. Having a Conditional Use Permit that allowed mining, 
commercial or personal, with these limitations does not preclude the site from having to comply 
with the Statewide Planning Goals, including the requirement to be on the County’s Goal 5 
Inventory. 
 
Umatilla County Findings and Conclusions: Based on evidence in the record, Umatilla County 
finds the commercial mining activities occurring at the Snow Pit do not pre-date land use 
planning in Umatilla County. There is no evidence in the record to demonstrate that a 
commercial mining operation existed prior to 1985. Rather, evidence in the record demonstrates 
that mining did not occur at the site until after the 1989 CUP approval, approximately in 1991. 
Additionally, mining at the commercial level did not appear until after 2012.  
 
Umatilla County finds and concludes the Snow Pit was not an established and lawful use under 
ORS 215.130 (5). 
 
Umatilla County finds and concludes the appellant’s third assignment of error is denied. 
 
Assignment of Error #4.  
Appellant’s Response: The denial of the Request to Reinstate C-546-89 was issued prematurely 
as the Hines' have until June 11, 2025, to respond to a completeness letter.  
 
On November 18, 2024, Jeff and Michelle Hines (Hines) submitted an application to the county 
Planning Division to list their gravel quarry site as a large, significant site and to allow 
commercial mining and associated mining activities. Exhibit 2. The application was developed 
and filed by Carla McLane Consulting, LLC. Attached as Exhibit 2 for your reference is the 
Application for a Large Significant Site and to Allow Commercial Mining and Associated 
Activities on the Hines property. The application is very thorough and includes several 
attachments including a vicinity map, impact area map, assessor’s map, 2024 Real Property 
Assessment Report, a realigned easement survey, the current and proposed aggregate site survey, 
a trip generation letter, lab reports, a city water information letter, land use request application, 
amendments application, and an aggregate application.  
 

                                                 
5 This site was expanded with approval of Z-322-22 and P-133-22 
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On December 13, 2024, the county responded with a completeness letter. Exhibit 3. This letter 
delineated for the Applicant a number of additional documents they would need to provide in 
order to submit a complete application. The completeness letter informed the Hines that they 
have "180 - days, or until June 11, 2025, in which to respond in writing with some, all, or none 
of the requested information." Exhibit 3. The Hines' tendered the matter to Ms. McLane to assist 
them in responding to the completeness letter. Ms. McLane sent an e-mail to Ms. Davchevski, 
the author of the completeness letter. Ms. McLane thanked Ms. Davchevski "for providing the 
completeness letter" and explained that "[w]e will review and respond accordingly." Exhibit 4. 
Ever since, Ms. McLane and the Hines' have been working toward satisfying the requirements of 
the December 13, 2024, completeness letter. In the meantime, on February 25, 2025, Ms. 
McLane, on behalf of the Hines', filed a Request for a Reinstatement of Conditional Use Permit 
C-546-89. Exhibit 5. On February 27, 2025, the Planning Division denied the Hines' Request to 
Reinstate Conditional Use Permit C-546-89. Apparently, one of the reasons for the denial was 
because "[t]o date, the incompleteness letter has not been addressed and the requested missing 
information has not been received." Exhibit I. It appears that the Planning Division is denying 
the Hines' Request to Reinstate their conditional use permit because they have not yet responded 
to the completeness letter regarding their application for a large significant site for commercial 
mining. However, these are two separate applications. It is erroneous for the Planning Division 
to deny a Request to Reinstate the Hines' conditional use permit on the grounds that they have 
yet to respond to a completeness letter on the application for a large significant site. This is 
especially true since the Hines' have three more months, until June 11, 2025, to respond to the 
completeness letter. Exhibit 1; ORS 2 l 5.427(3)(a). The denial of reinstatement ought to be 
reversed to allow the Hines until June 11, 2025, to respond to the completeness letter. In the 
meantime, since the Hines are attempting to comply in good faith, they ought to be allowed to 
continue to operate their commercial gravel quarry as it has operated since before June 12, 1985.  
 
Planning’s Response: Staff agree with the appellant’s following statement, “these are two 
separate applications”. This is true.  
 
On November 18, 2024, on behalf of Mr. Hines, Ms. McLane submitted a PAPA application to 
County Planning in order to establish a Large Significant Aggregate site with Goal 5 protections. 
County Planning sent a detailed completeness letter on December 13, 2024, detailing necessary 
information in order to deem the PAPA application complete. The letter contains the following 
language, “From the date of this letter you have 180-days, or until June 11, 2025, in which to 
respond in writing with some, all, or none of the requested information. Unless the Planning 
Division receives a response prior to June 11, 2025, your application request will become void 
on the 181st day, June 12, 2025”.  
 
Then, on February 25, 2025, Ms. McLane, on behalf of the Hines, filed a Request for a 
Reinstatement of Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89. In staff’s response to Ms. McLane’s letter 
dated February 25, 2025, staff reminded Ms. McLane of the incomplete PAPA application. The 
letter dated February 27, 2025 from Planning Staff did not [emphasis added] say that the Hines’ 
reinstatement request was denied due to the pending PAPA application. Rather, it listed several 
other reasons why the reinstatement was not possible.  
 
To quote the February 27th letter: 
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“Your request prompted further investigation by County Planning and County Counsel. 
Please read the following excerpt from the 1989 Conditional Use Permit Final Findings 
of Fact and Conclusions of Law (located on page 9): 
 

 
 
Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89 did not permit commercial mining activities, rather, 
mining was limited to personal use only. Regardless, DOGAMI has shared with the 
County that re-instating the previous CUP would not suffice in obtaining DOGAMI 
permit compliance.” (Exhibit 29) 

 
To summarize, the Snow Pit (via Mr. Hines and his representative Ms. McLane), currently has 
two pending land use actions with County Planning:  
 

1. A PAPA request to list the aggregate pit as a Large Significant Resource Site, with 
protections under Goal 5, within the County’s Comprehensive Plan, and to allow mining 
and associated mining activities. This application was deemed incomplete on 12/17/2024 
and is pending further information, or response that none will be provided, from the 
applicant.  
 

2. A request to reinstate Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89. This appeal request. 
 
County Planning has, and will continue to view these as two separate land use actions 
independent of one another.  
 
As stated elsewhere, staff believe the appeal request was premature. The Community 
Development Department did not pursue the path to void #C-546-89, until now, due to previous 
cooperation efforts of Mr. Hines. However, since Mr. Hines is now wanting to appeal staff’s 
letter, staff and County Counsel determined that it was necessary to go through the request to 
revoke, reviewed above.  
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Should Mr. Hines wish to appeal the Planning Commission’s decision of this request that path is 
available. 
 
Umatilla County Findings and Conclusions: Umatilla County finds the Snow Pit, via Mr. Jeff 
Hines, has two separate pending land use actions: a PAPA request and a CUP appeal request. 
Umatilla County finds that Planning Staff did not deny the appellant’s request to reinstate #C-
549-89 based on the incomplete PAPA application.  
 
Umatilla County finds and concludes staff did not err in responding to the appellant’s request to 
reengage #C-549-89 by mentioning in the letter the appellant’s incomplete PAPA request, 
reminding them of the deadline and informing them that Planning had not received a request to 
the incompleteness letter sent on December 17, 2024.  
 
Umatilla County finds and concludes the appellant’s fourth assignment of error is denied. 
 
Assignment of Error #5: 
Appellant’s Response: The Hines must have a conditional use permit from the county before 
they may apply for DOGAMI approval. The denial letter places the Hines' in an untenable 
dilemma. The letter states that: "Thus, Umatilla County did not allow the operator to renew the 
1989 conditional use permit as one of the conditions of approval requires compliance with 
DOGAMI."  
 
Exhibit 1. On the one hand, on February 27, 2025, the Planning Division denies the Request to 
Reinstate because "one of the conditions of approval requires compliance with DOG AMI." 
Exhibit 1. However, on the other hand, before the Hines can apply for DOGAMI approval, they 
must first have a conditional use permit from the county. Thus, the Planning Division imposes on 
the Hines a condition they cannot satisfy, as they must have the conditional use permit from the 
county before they can apply for DOGAMI approval. This procedural error is grounds to remand 
the denial of the Request to Reinstate the conditional use permit back to the Planning Division to 
remove the condition that Hines first get DOGAMI approval. Then the Hines will be able to 
move forward with their application for DOGAMI approval.  
 
Planning’s Response: The 1989 Conditional Use Permit implemented ongoing conditions of 
approval in order to ensure ongoing compliance with the development code. That is; in order to 
have County Planning’s renewal approval each year, the operator is required to demonstrate 
compliance with the ongoing conditions of approval. This is standard for most Conditional Use 
Permits. Typical subsequent conditions of approval include but are not limited to: hours of 
operation, maintaining parking spaces, providing dust mitigation, retaining required permits from 
other agencies, etc.  
 
The following conditions of approval were imposed by the Hearings Officer: 
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In 1990, the Department of Geological and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) took over the 
County’s Surface Mining Land Reclamation program. A letter from DOGAMI was sent to Mr. 
Snow in 1990 (Exhibit 7). In 2020, DOGAMI conducted a site visit with a site report (Exhibit 
17) and stated that no mining or associated activities were to occur at this site until the operator 
received County and DOGAMI approval for the site.  
 
In 2020, Mr. Snow had a valid Conditional Use Permit with Umatilla County. Mr. Snow did not 
maintain his compliance with DOGAMI, which was a violation of the CUP approval. This, along 
with the Snow Pit’s footprint size and quantities of aggregate mined were the basis for the 1989 
CUP to not be renewed. Again, staff did not pursue the process to void the CUP due to previous 
cooperation of Mr. Hines. 
 
Evidence in the record demonstrates that Mr. Hines was made aware of the compliance issues, 
both prior to purchasing the property and after.  
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In the February 27, 2025 letter, staff did not require a DOGAMI permit to re-instate #C-546-89. 
Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89 cannot be re-instated because the mining operations have far 
exceeded the permit thresholds of 5,000 cubic yards of material per year and a site size of no 
more than one acre. A DOGAMI permit is required to mine, but this permit is typically received 
after land use approval is granted and is required as a Condition of Approval in the land use 
planning approval. In this case, it was required in 1990, following the transfer of the County’s 
Reclamation program to DOGAMI. 
 
Should the appellant continue to pursue their PAPA Goal 5 application, obtaining a DOGAMI 
permit and providing a copy to County Planning will be a condition of said approval. A 
standalone CUP application could not be approved today, for this site, without also completing a 
PAPA application to add the site as a significant resource site. This is because the permitting 
requirements for establishing an aggregate quarry are different today than they were in 1989. 
 
Umatilla County Findings and Conclusions: Umatilla County finds that staff have requested 
the revocation of #C-546-89 above through #R-001-25. The requirement to maintain DOGAMI 
permit approval was a condition of #C-546-89.  
 
Umatilla County finds Planning Staff did not complete a procedural error by requesting the 
Planning Commission to void #C-546-89 due to the mining operations not complying with the 
CUP approval. Umatilla County finds that the mining operator, in addition to operating beyond 
the CUP approval, failed to obtain and maintain DOGAMI Operating Permit compliance.  
 
Umatilla County finds and concludes the appellant’s fifth assignment of error is denied. 
 
31. CONCLUSION  
Appellant’s Response: The Hines merely request that they receive the same courtesy as Mr. 
Snow. They request that they be allowed to operate their commercial gravel quarry while the 
Goal 5 Application moves through the permitting process and while they work to obtain a 
DOGAMI permit once the county reinstates their Conditional Use Permit C-546-89. The 
Planning Division's refusal to reinstate the Hines' conditional use permit has significantly harmed 
Mr. and Mrs. Hines' ability to earn a living from their land and has impacted projects in the 
county that require aggregate from their quarry. 
 
Planning’s Response: Umatilla County withheld pursuing enforcement action for mining 
without valid land use permits for nearly five years in an effort to work with the Applicant to 
legalize the extensive mining activities occurring at this site, through the determination of 
significance under Goal 5. The appellant had over four years to complete the required PAPA 
application and then submitted an incomplete application. The appellant still retains the right to 
submit a complete Goal 5 PAPA request, as stated in the completeness letter (Exhibit 26).  
 
Granting this appeal would set a terrible precedence against current aggregate permitting 
precedence in Umatilla County with on-going consequences. 
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The subject property is zoned Exclusive Farm Use. The first and primary use of the property, 
until the Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone is applied6, shall be farm use. The appellant has 
received approval to site a Primary Farm Dwelling, which in justifying approval, they provided 
proof of a commercial farming income. To say the Planning Division is harming the Hines’ 
ability to “earn a living from their land”, their Exclusive Farm Use land, is misleading.  
 
To reiterate, in 2020, the Hines were informed by Planning Staff that a PAPA application was 
required in order to mine the site before they ever purchased the subject property (Exhibit 16). 
Again, mining more than 5,000 cubic yards and a mining site larger than one acre, was never 
approved by the Hearings Officer via #C-546-89. Mr. Hines’ refusal to submit a complete PAPA 
application, and to obtain DOGAMI permit approval are contributing to why mining is currently 
not permitted at this site.  
 
DOGAMI sent Mr. Hines a Suspension Order letter in February of 2025 (Exhibit 27) because 
Mr. Hines was continuing to mine without County and DOGAMI approval. This letter sent by 
DOGAMI is what triggered the “request to reinstate” submitted by Ms. McLane, not a county 
action. Although the County could have, and should have, taken enforcement action for 
continuing to mine without valid permits beginning in 2020. This Code Enforcement action 
would’ve begun with Planning Staff’s Request to Revoke, which is just now being pursued via 
#R-001-25. 
 
It is important to note, that even if the appellant’s request to re-instate Conditional Use 
Permit #C-549-89 could be approved, all mining activities at the site (Snow Pit) would be 
limited to aggregate materials remaining on the subject property, extraction of no more 
than 5,000 cubic yards per year, and the entire site would be limited to no more than one 
acre in size, per the 1989 approval. [Emphasis added] 
 
Umatilla County Findings and Conclusions: Umatilla County Finds and Concludes that as 
outlined throughout this document, the Snow Pit was never approved for the extensive mining 
occurring onsite as the Findings and Conclusions listed in #C-546-89 limits the aggregate to be 
used on the applicant’s property, with extraction not to exceed 5,000 cubic yards per year, with a 
site not to exceed one acre in size. The Snow Pit has been operating far beyond the 1989 CUP 
approval and now is over 23 acres in size. 
 
Umatilla County finds and concludes that based on evidence in the record the appellant’s request 
to remand the decision to the Planning Division, requiring staff to approve mining at the site is 
denied. 
 
PRELIMINARY DECISIONS: 
 
REQUEST TO REVOKE #R-001-25: APPROVED 
 

                                                 
6 The Aggregate Resource Overlay Zone is applied with approval of the PAPA request to establish a significant 
aggregate site. 
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BASED ON THE FOREGOING FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW THE 
COMMUNITY DEVELEOPMENT DEPARTMENT’S REQUEST TO REVOKE AND VOID 
#C-549-89 IS APPROVED. 
 
THE MINING OPERATIONS HAVE EXCEEDED THE PERMITTED ALLOWANCES IN 
#C-549-89, VIOLATING THE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL. THE CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT IS NOW VOID EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATELY. 
 
 
APPEAL REQUEST OF PLANNING MANAGER’S LETTER: DENIED 
 
BASED ON THE FOREGOING FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW THE 
APPELLANT’S REQUEST TO APPEAL THE PLANNING MANAGER’S LETTER AND 
REMAND THE REQUEST TO REINSTATE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT #C-549-89 IS 
DENIED. 
 
MINING AND MINING ACTIVITIES AT THIS SITE ARE NOT PERMITTED UNTIL THE 
SITE IS ADDED TO THE COUNTY’S GOAL 5 INVENTORY AND ALL OTHER 
REQUIRED PERMITS ARE OBTAINED. 
 
 
UMATILLA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
 
Dated the ___________day of ___________, 2025 
 
 
________________________________________                                         
Suni Danforth, Chair       
Umatilla County Planning Commission                   
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Planning’s Exhibit 1: Jeff Hines / Snow Pit Timeline 

 

Explanatory Note: Some attachments and supporting documentation were attached in communication 
multiple times. Each document is provided in the packet only once, please refer to the page references 
provided in the timeline table. Some communication and/or documents did not originate from County 
Planning but were provided to Planning prior to this appeal. 

 

February 16, 1989: Land Use Request Application received by Umatilla County Planning Commission 
application submitted by Richard and Shirley Snow. Application states the requested use was listed as 
“aggregate quarry site with crusher and potential asphalt batch plant”. The present use of the property 
was, “dryland range area at proposed site with cultivated land to the south for dryland wheat”. Exhibit 
#2  

March 29, 1989: Hearing on Conditional Use Request C-546-89. The Hearings Officer made several 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law that limited the amount of material mined from the site, along 
with the size of the pit. Exhibit #3  

April 4, 1989: Letter informing Mr. Snow of the action taken by the hearings officer. Exhibit #4  

May 2, 1989: Letter of approval following appeal period. Exhibit #5  

February 9, 1990: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 2 

March 14, 1990: Hearing to extend the conditional use request approval. Exhibit #6, page 3 

March 21, 1990: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 1 

April 23, 1990: Letter from Umatilla County Planning to Mr. Snow restating the limitations of the CUP 
approval (no more than 5,000 tons of material / 1 acre of footprint). Also clarified the site was approved 
for personal use only and if commercial use was desired an amendment was required to be submitted. 
Exhibit #6, page 6 

April 25, 1990: Zoning Permit approval ZP-90-056 for establishing the personal aggregate site with stock 
pile area. Exhibit #6, page 5 

May 25, 1990: Letter from DOGAMI to Richard and Shirley Snow. Letter states that the surface mining 
law only permitted up to one acre of ground and/or 5000 cubic yards of material to be mined within a 
given year. Letter states, “if your mining operation will exceed those limits stated above, you need to file 
the enclosed application for an Operating Permit”. Exhibit #7 

February 25, 1991: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 4 

March 13, 1991: Hearing to renew the conditional use request. Exhibit #6, page 7 

April 4, 1991: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 8 

April 10, 1991: Hearing to renew the conditional use request, hearing postponed to May hearing. Exhibit 
#6, page 9 
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April 18, 1991: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow, second notice. Exhibit #6, page 10 

May 3, 1991: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 11 

May 8, 1991: Hearing to renew the conditional use request. Exhibit #6, page 13 

May 14, 1991: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 12 

March 5, 1992: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Site inspection completed. Exhibit #6, page 15 

March 11, 1992: Hearing to renew the conditional use request. Exhibit #6, page 16 

March 18, 1992: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 17 

April 8, 1992: Hearing to renew the conditional use request, hearing postponed to May hearing. Exhibit 
#6, page 19 

April 20, 1992: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow, second notice. Exhibit #6, page 18 

May 4, 1992: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 20 

May 13, 1992: Hearing to renew the conditional use request. Exhibit #6, page 22 

May 27, 1992: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 21 

February 23, 1993: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 23 

March 16, 1993: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 24 

March 19, 1993: Yearly review report. Site inspection completed. Exhibit #6, page 25 

March 29, 1994: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 26 

March 31, 1994: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 27 

April 27, 1994: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 28 

March 21, 1995: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 29 

March 24, 1995: Yearly review report. Site inspection completed. Exhibit #6, page 30 

April 29, 1995: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 31 

May 10, 1995: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 32 

March 7, 1996: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 33 

March 12, 1996: Yearly review report. Site inspection completed. Exhibit #6, page 34 

April 2, 1996: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 35 
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April 5, 1996: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Letter reminds Mr. Snow of the 5,000 cubic yard limit per year. Exhibit #6, page 36 

April 9, 1997: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 37 

April 10, 1997: Yearly review report. Site inspection completed. Exhibit #6, page 38 

May 13, 1997: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 39 

May 21, 1997: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 40 

March 9, 1998: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 41 

March 24, 1998: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 43 

April 9, 1998: Yearly review report. Site inspection completed. Exhibit #6, page 42 

April 13, 1998: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 44 

February 25, 1999: Yearly review report. Site inspection completed. Pit noted as inactive with stockpiles 
but no equipment or crusher. Exhibit #6, page 45 

March 2, 1999: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 46 

March 9, 1999: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 47 

March 12, 1999: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 48 

April 7, 2000: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 49 

April 18, 2000: Yearly review report. Site inspection completed. Pit noted as inactive but some 
stockpiling. No equipment or crusher. Noted as “almost played out”. Exhibit #6, page 50 

May 9, 2000: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 51 

May 12, 2000: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 52 

April 18, 2002: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 54 

April 22, 2002: Yearly review report. Site inspection completed. Pit noted as active with loading 
equipment but no crusher. Trucks leaving site with gravel during inspection. Exhibit #6, page 53 

June 27, 2002: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 55 

July 9, 2002: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 56 

September 26, 2002: Letter from Patty Perry (Umatilla Co. Planning) to DOGAMI. Patty provided a copy 
of the 1989 Conditional Use Permit approval and clarified that the County no longer has a Surface 
Mining Land Reclamation ordinance and refers reclamation to DOGAMI. Exhibit #8 
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April 13, 2003: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 59 

June 20, 2003: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 60 

Undated: Yearly review report. No site inspection. Exhibit #6, page 62 

June 26, 2003: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 63 

June 25, 2004: Yearly review report. No site inspection notes. Exhibit #6, page 65 

June 26, 2004: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 64 

August 18, 2004: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow, second notice. Exhibit #6, page 66 

August 23, 2004: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 67 

August 24, 2004: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of 
C-546-89. Exhibit #6, page 68 

February 22, 2005: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 69 

June 16, 2006: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 70 

July 5, 2006: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 71 

April 3, 2007: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 72 

May 25, 2007: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 73 

February 22, 2008: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 74 

February 19, 2009: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 75 

February 24, 2009: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 76 

February 25, 2009: Yearly review report. Site inspection completed. Pit didn’t appear to be recently 
mined. Only front-end loaders and heavy equipment present. Small dump site of garbage noted. Exhibit 
#6, page 77 

March 26, 2009: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Staff noted that there was a solid waste 
violation on the property, thus the permit could not be renewed. Exhibit #6, page 78 

April 3, 2009: Email chain between Gina Miller (County Code Enforcement) and Larry Brown (DEQ). 
Regarding an inspection of the solid waste site and includes photos. Exhibit #9 

April 3, 2009: Conditional Use Permit communication notes between Gina M. and Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, 
page 79 

April 10, 2009: Letter from Lawrence Brown (DEQ) to Mr. Snow. Letter stated the solid waste site on the 
subject property was a violation of Oregon Environmental law. Exhibit #10 
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May 11, 2009: Letter from Timothy O’Rourke (attorney) to County Counsel. Mr. O’Rourke stated that 
the CUP renewal was held up due to the discovery of a dump site during the February 25, 2009 site 
inspection. Exhibit #11 

June 3, 2009: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 81 

August 20, 2009: Letter from Lawrence Brown (DEQ) to Mr. Snow. Letter required the dump site to be 
cleaned up no later than November 15, 2009. Exhibit #12 

January 5, 2010: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 82 

March 11, 2010: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 83 

April 22, 2010: Yearly review report. Site inspection completed. Pit was very active with considerable 
change in appearance with many more stockpiles. Inspector noted a large increase in quantity of 
material processed. Exhibit #6, page 84 

April 29, 2010: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 85 

March 17, 2011: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 86 

March 21, 2011: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 87 

April 8, 2011: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 88 

June 8, 2011: Letter regarding status of request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 89 

September 19, 2011: Receipt for annual renewal fee. Exhibit #6, page 90 

October 13, 2011: Yearly review report. Site inspection completed. Pit was active with several piles of 
crushed rock. Exhibit #6, page 91 

October 14, 2011: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of 
C-546-89. Exhibit #6, page 92 

March 13, 2012: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 93 

March 16, 2012: Receipt for annual renewal fee. Exhibit #6, page 94 

March 21, 2012: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 95 

August 28, 2012: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of 
C-546-89. Exhibit #6, page 97 

March 15, 2013: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 98 

May 13, 2013: Receipt for annual renewal fee. Exhibit #6, page 99 

October 3, 2013: Yearly review report. Site inspection completed. Pit was inactive with heavy equipment 
on site. Exhibit #6, page 100 
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October 10, 2013: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of 
C-546-89. Exhibit #6, page 101 

March 11, 2014: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 102 

May 19, 2014: Receipt for annual renewal fee. Exhibit #6, page 103 

March 10, 2015: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 104 

June 2, 2015: Receipt for annual renewal fee. Exhibit #6, page 105 

January 22, 2016: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 106 

March 14, 2016: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 107 

April 21, 2016: Receipt for annual renewal fee. Exhibit #6, page 108 

April 28, 2016: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 109 

November 7, 2016 through December 13, 2016: Email from Ben Mundie (DOGAMI) to Gina M. Ben was 
questioning the status of the quarry. DOGAMI was unaware the site was active as it was not in their 
permit database. Exhibit #13 

March 25, 2017: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 110 

March 31, 2017: Receipt for annual renewal fee. Exhibit #6, page 111 

April 28, 2017: Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 112 

October 9, 2017: Letter from DOGAMI to Mr. Snow. Letter states that based on aerial imagery, DOGAMI 
concluded that an Operating Permit is required to continue mining. Failure to obtain a DOGAMI permit 
would result in a Class A violation subject to civil and criminal penalties. Exhibit #14 

November 7, 2016: DOGAMI complaint report and emails from DOGAMI staff to other staff, Mr. Hines, 
Snow Estate and Umatilla County. Exhibit #15 

March 1, 2018: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 113 

March 5, 2018: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Letter states that the aggregate is used for 
maintaining farm roads and providing rock to the neighbors. Exhibit #6, page 114 

March 19, 2018: Receipt for annual renewal fee. Exhibit #6, page 116 

January 18, 2019: Annual renewal letter sent to Mr. Snow. Exhibit #6, page 117 

February 13, 2019: Request to renew C-546-89 from Mr. Snow. Letter states that the gravel is used for 
their farm roads to suppress dust as well as used for neighbors’ farm roads. Exhibit #6, page 118 

February 19, 2019: Receipt for annual renewal fee. Exhibit #6, page 120 

August 19, 2019 Letter from Planning to Mr. Snow notifying the granting of extending the approval of C-
546-89. Exhibit #6, page 121 
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July 20, 2020: Email from Megan Davchevski (Umatilla Co. Planning) to Jeff Hines. Megan provided the 
applications and criteria of approval for establishing a large significant Goal 5 Aggregate Site. Exhibit #16 

July 28, 2020: Email from Nicholas Tatlovich (DOGAMI) to Jeff Hines and Dick Snow Estate. Nicholas 
provided a copy of the DOGAMI inspection report from June 16, 2020. Nicholas stated that “no further 
activity is allowed on the site”. Exhibit #17 

August 25, 2020: Snow Estate sells subject property to Parjim Farmland Holdings LLC via Bargain and 
Sale Deed, Instrument #2020-7060731. Exhibit #18 

November 24, 2020: Emails between Stephen Haddock (land surveyor) and Megan D. regarding a 
potential property line adjustment application. Exhibit #19 

December 14, 2020: Email from Megan D. to Jeff Hines. Megan followed up on the property line 
adjustment for the subject property, sharing that the understanding was that Mr. Hines was working on 
submitting the Goal 5 application. Exhibit #20 

March 5, 2021: Parjim Farmland Holdings LLC sells subject property to Jeff and Michelle Hines via 
Warranty Deed, Instrument #2021-7160758. Exhibit #21 

December 3, 2021: Email from Megan D. to Carla McLane (land use consultant). Megan explained that 
the Snow Pit operations had expanded beyond the original approval. Exhibit #22 

December 17, 2021: Carla’s response to Megan’s December 3rd email. Carla stated, “I reached out to Jeff 
but didn’t hear back. It may be that the County or DOGAMI may need to ring his bell to get his attention. 
Not sure what is up to be honest. I’ll try again” Exhibit #22 

July 10, 2024: Virtual meeting between: County Planning, County Public Works, Carla McLane, Jeff 
Hines, and ODOT Region 5 staff to discuss the Goal 5 Traffic Impact Analysis requirements and land use 
application requirements. 

August 1, 2024: County Planning approved Zoning Permit, ZP-24-181 for an equine barn on the Snow Pit 
property. Exhibit #23 

August 5, 2024: Email from Carla M. to Bob Waldher (Umatilla Co. Planning). Carla sent a letter with 
questions along with a request to reinstate the previous Conditional Use Permit approval for operating 
the Snow Pit. Exhibit #24 

Attachments:  DOGAMI Inspection Report Exhibit #17, page 2 
   Letter dated August 5, 2024 Exhibit #24, page 2 

August 23, 2024: Email response from Bob W. to Carla M. regarding her August 5th request. Bob stated 
the aggregate site was operating outside the original approval, therefore the CUP could not be renewed. 
Exhibit #24, page 1 

September 10, 2024: Email from Carla M. to Bob W. shared that progress was being made on the 
application for establishing the Snow Pit as Goal 5 protected aggregate site. Exhibit #24, page 3 

September 25, 2024: Email from Charlet Hotchkiss (Umatilla Co. Planning) to Bob W. County Health 
informed Charlet about an application they had received for installing a septic system for a single-family 
dwelling and several RV connections on the Snow Pit property. Exhibit #25 
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September 30, 2024 through October 8, 2024: Email Chain between Charlet H., Bob W. and Michelle 
Hines regarding a proposed Land Use Compatibility Statement for installing a septic system. Exhibit #25 

October 22, 2024: Application submitted by Carla M. for establishing a Primary Farm Dwelling to be 
occupied by Jeff and Michelle Hines.  

 Note: Primary Farm Dwelling application and supporting documents are not included in the 
packet as it is not relevant to this appeal. 

November 17, 2024: Email from Carla M. to Bob W. submitting the application for establishing a Goal 5 
Large Significant Aggregate Resource site with supporting documents. Exhibit #26 

 Note: The appellant included the Goal 5 application and supporting documents in their appeal 
application, however this is an entirely separate application and a separate pending issue from this 
appeal. 

December 13, 2024: Email from Megan D. to Michelle and Jeff Hines and Carla McLane. Megan provided 
an electronic copy of the completeness letter regarding the Goal 5 Post Acknowledgement Plan 
Amendment (PAPA) application. Exhibit #26, page 3 

 Attachment: Completeness Letter dated 12/13/2024 Exhibit #26, page 5 

December 15, 2024: Carla’s response to Megan’s previous email. Carla responded that [the applicant] 
will review and respond accordingly. Exhibit #26, page 3 

February 24, 2025: Letter from DOGAMI to Jeff Hines. Letter enclosure includes a Suspension Order for 
mining without an Operating Permit. Suspension Order effective immediately. Exhibit #27 

 Attachment: Suspension Order dated 2/24/2025 Exhibit #27, page 2 

February 25, 2025: Email from Carla M. to Bob. Carla stated the attachments were to “reengage the 
discussion about the Hines’ aggregate site”. Exhibit #28 

 Attachments:  CUP C-546-89 Reinstatement Request V2 Exhibit #28, page 2 
   C-546-89 Exhibit #5 
   Dick Snow application Exhibit #2 
   Dick Snow application letter Exhibit #2 
   PD Zoning Approval Letter 04231990 Exhibit #6 

February 27, 2025: Email response from Megan to Carla regarding the reinstatement request and 
response letter. Exhibit #29 

March 13, 2025: This appeal request and supporting documentation. Exhibit #30 

Attachments:  Appeal Application Exhibit #30, page 1 
Basis of Appeal Exhibit #30, page 5 
[Exhibit 1] Letter to Carla M. regarding request to reinstate CUP Exhibit #29 
[Exhibit 2] Goal 5 PAPA application for Snow Pit Exhibit #30, page 11 
[Exhibit 3] Completeness Letter dated 12/13/2024 regarding Goal 5 PAPA 
application for Snow Pit Exhibit #26 
[Exhibit 4] Carla’s response to completeness letter dated 12/15/2024 Exhibit #26 
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[Exhibit 5] Request to reinstated C-546-89 dated 2/25/2025 Exhibit #28 
[Exhibit 6] 1989 Land Use Request Application submitted by Richard Snow, 
planning approvals,  Exhibits #2-5 
[Exhibit 7] Yearly renewal letters Exhibit #6, Check 0519 pay to the order of 
Oregon Dept. of Transportation dated 1/2/2020 , ODOT receipt and Check 0638 
pay to the order of Umatilla County dated 4/2/2020 Exhibit #30, page 29 
Receipt of appeal payment dated 3/13/2025 Exhibit #30, page 36 

 

March 24, 2025: Phone call from Michelle Hines to Megan. Michelle questioned how the appeal process 
worked for this appeal, and which body would hear a subsequent appeal of the Planning Commission 
Decision. Megan explained the appeal process for this decision and how it differed from the Goal 5 
Application’s appeal process. Michelle also questioned what criteria would be heard during the appeal. 

April 1, 2025: Letter from County Planning to Wes Williams. Letter gave 30-day notice of the County’s 
intent to void C-546-89 with the Planning Commission hearing scheduled for May 1st, 2025, to be held at 
the same hearing as Mr. William’s appeal request. Exhibit #31 
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From: Gina Miller <gina.miller@umatillacounty.net>
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2016 11:09 AM
To: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI
Subject: Re: FW: Site south of Echo
Attachments: FACTS AND FINDINGS C-546-89 SNOW.pdf; SUMMARY INFO.pdf

Hi Ben, 
First allow me to apologize!   I have had a pretty hard fall/winter 
and was out for nearly 2 weeks with bronchitis and other MS 
related symptoms.   I am very sorry this has taken me so long!! 

So we looked into this property and found that a Conditional Use 
Permit was issued for extraction in 1989, but for whatever reason it 
was not included on our aggregate inventory.  They were dormant 
when I first started doing CUP inspections but have since been 
active during peak summer months.    I have not been out there for 
nearly a year, so I cannot give current status but I can have one of 
my field officers check it next week.  We are due to be hit with a 
pretty big snow storm in the next 24 hrs and this pit is very remote 
and I don't want to send staff out there until weather clears up.   

They are due to be annually renewed in March, so one of the 
planners will review the permit to see if land use needs to be 
updated and to see if we need to get it on the inventory.   I have 
attached a scan of the Facts and Findings of the CUP permit, and 
land owner information.   Please let me know if you need anything 
further on this! 

Thank you so much and have a very Merry Christmas!! 
Gina 

On Tue, Dec 13, 2016 at 10:04 AM, MUNDIE Ben * DGMI <Ben.MUNDIE@oregon.gov> wrote: 
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Good morning Gina -  Reminder -  site south of Echo. 

  

thanks 

  

From: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI  
Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2016 8:54 AM 
To: 'Gina Miller' <gina.miller@umatillacounty.net> 
Subject: FW: Site south of Echo 

  

Good morning Gina -  Were you able to find out any information on this quarry south of Echo?  Have the landowner 
as  Harry Snow.  Is the site on the county inventory with valid land use authority? 

  

Thanks 

  

Ben 

  

From: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI  
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2016 9:49 AM 
To: 'Gina Miller' <gina.miller@umatillacounty.net> 
Subject: RE: Site south of Echo 

  

Thanks Gina -  Feel better soon.  

  

From: Gina Miller [mailto:gina.miller@umatillacounty.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2016 9:47 AM 
To: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI <Ben.MUNDIE@oregon.gov> 
Subject: Re: Site south of Echo 

  

Hi Ben, I'm out sick so far this week but will look into this ASAP when I get back!  Thanks for your patience! 
Gina 
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On Nov 7, 2016 2:01 PM, "MUNDIE Ben * DGMI" <Ben.MUNDIE@oregon.gov> wrote: 

Good afternoon Gina – DOGAMI has been made aware of an upland quarry 3 miles south of Echo.  It is located in tax 
lot 2200 section 29 T3N R29E.  Tax lot 2200 extends into sections 28, 29, 32, and 33.   Attached are images and a tax 
lot map. 

  

Is this site on the county inventory?  Who is the landowner, and is there current land use authority for mining? 

  

Thanks  

  

Ben 

  

 

 
 
 
 
--  

Gina Miller, CEP 

Code Enforcement Officer & Program Coordinator 
Umatilla County Department of Land Use Planning 
216 SE 4th Street 
Pendleton, OR 97801 

Ph: 541-278-6300 | Fax: 541-278-5480 
Email: gina.miller@umatillacounty.net 
http://www.umatillacounty.net/planning 
Visit the County's website for application forms, planning documents, and other helpful 
information. 
 
 

To help protect your privacy, 
Micro so ft Office prevented  
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet.
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Department of Geology & Mineral Industries 
Mineral Land Regulation and Reclamation 

229 Broadalbin Street SW 
Albany, OR 97321-2246 

(541) 967-2039
Fax: (541) 967-2075 

www.oregongeology.org 

October 9, 2017 

Mr. Dick Snow 
33263 Oregon Trail Road 
Echo  OR  97826 

RE: Surface Mining Operations 

Mr. Snow, 

Information recently received and reviewed by our office suggests that surface mining operations are being 
conducted within Township 3N, Range 29E, Section 31, Tax Lot 2200 in Umatilla County. In referencing a 
November 8, 2016 AmeriTitle Property Profile, you are the landowner of this parcel. 

Umatilla County records indicate that the Umatilla County Hearings Officer approved Conditional Use Request #C-
546 on April 6, 1989 to allow surface mining operations within T3N, R29E, Section 31, tax lot 2200. At the time of 
the county approval, Umatilla County Public Works administered surface mining permits for Umatilla County sites 
however the Umatilla Board of County Commissioners transferred jurisdiction of the surface mining regulation 
and reclamation in Umatilla County back to the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) 
in June 1989. 

Per ORS 517.755 an Operating Permit is required for any surface mining operation that results in the extraction of 
greater than 5,000 cubic yards of minerals, affects more than one acre of land within a period of 12 consecutive 
calendar months, or exceeds 5 acres in total disturbance.  

DOGAMI aerial imagery indicates that the surface mining disturbance at this site exceeds the 5 acre threshold. 
There is no record that your quarry operation has ever held a valid Operating Permit from DOGAMI. Per ORS 
517.990 and 517.992 conducting a surface mining operation without a valid Operating Permit is a Class A violation 
potentially subject to civil and criminal penalties. Based on this information it is required that you apply for and 
obtain an Operating Permit for this site to prevent further enforcement actions. 

Please contact Kelly Wood, DOGAMI Permitting Lead at (541) 967-2066 or kelly.wood@oregon.gov by November 
15, 2017 to discuss the permitting requirements.  

Sincerely, 

Cari Buchner | Office Manager 
Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
Mineral Land Regulation and Reclamation 
229 Broadalbin St SW, Albany, Oregon 97321 
Direct: (541) 967-2081 | Cari.Buchner@oregon.gov 

Cc:  Umatilla County Planning Department 

HINES #R-001-25 
EXHIBIT 15 PAGE 1 OF 1

 
217

mailto:kelly.wood@oregon.gov
mailto:Cari.Buchner@oregon.gov


1

From: WOOD Kelly * DGMI
Sent: Monday, November 7, 2016 1:28 PM
To: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI
Subject: FW: Snow Quarry???
Attachments: Snow Quarry.kmz

Importance: High

Ben, 

When you have an opportunity, please see if you can contact the landowner and see if you can find out 1) is this 
operation for on-site road construction and 2) is an inspection warranted? Please keep me in the loop and coordinate 
with Ed if you need aerial maps. 

Thanks, 

Kelly Wood 
Permitting Lead 
541-967-2066

From: BUCHNER Ed * DGMI  
Sent: Monday, November 7, 2016 10:35 AM 
To: WOOD Kelly * DGMI <Kelly.WOOD@oregon.gov> 
Cc: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI <Ben.MUNDIE@oregon.gov>; BUCHNER Cari * DGMI <Cari.BUCHNER@oregon.gov> 
Subject: RE: Snow Quarry??? 

All of my sleuthing indicates that we’ve never had this site in our records.  There was a small disturbance appearing in 
1994, with much of the activity occurring after 2001.  The owner of the property is Harry Snow, with the same address 
as Richard H Snow, who is the owner of much of the surrounding property. 

Attached is a kmz for the site and below is a link for our webmap centered on the site. 

http://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=d174deb3cff24626ab7094b52e244cd5&center=-
119.205,45.711&level=16 

Ed Buchner 
GIS Technical Specialist 
(541) 967-2084
ed.buchner@oregon.gov

From: WOOD Kelly * DGMI  
Sent: Monday, November 07, 2016 7:15 AM 
To: FROST Russell G <Russell.G.FROST@odot.state.or.us>; BUCHNER Ed * DGMI <Ed.BUCHNER@oregon.gov> 
Cc: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI <Ben.MUNDIE@oregon.gov>; BUCHNER Cari * DGMI <Cari.BUCHNER@oregon.gov> 
Subject: RE: Snow Quarry??? 
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Good morning Russ, 
 
Please remember that all information requests need to be directed to Cari Buchner (cari.buchner@oregon.gov) for 
tracking and delegation. Unfortunately, I have been unable to find any information in our records pertaining to this site 
therefore I am passing this request on to Ed Buchner who may be able to look at historical aerials for more information. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Kelly Wood 
Permitting Lead 
541-967-2066 
 

From: FROST Russell G [mailto:Russell.G.FROST@odot.state.or.us]  
Sent: Friday, November 4, 2016 9:01 AM 
To: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI <Ben.MUNDIE@state.or.us>; WOOD Kelly * DGMI <Kelly.WOOD@oregon.gov> 
Subject: Snow Quarry??? 
 
Good morning kids, I am wondering if you can help me out with a bit of information.   I am looking to see if you have any 
information for a quarry known as Snow Quarry, Umatilla County,  located south of Echo, split between Sec 28 and 29, T. 
3 N., R. 29 E.  
 
Your database lists a Dick Snow, says something about Echo, but the DOGAMI ID associated with him shows a Union 
County ID versus a Umatilla County.   In your system, the legal and the coordinates for the Snow site do not match each 
other, but both the legal and the coordinates you have are for sites in Union County.     
 
What I am hoping to find is owner, operator, DOGAMI Id, permit status for the site in Umatilla County.   The lat  / long 
for the site I am interested in are:  45.71092 / -119.20499. 
 
Any help would be appreciated.    
 
Thanks 
Russ  
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From: WOOD Kelly * DGMI
Sent: Monday, November 7, 2016 11:17 AM
To: BUCHNER Ed * DGMI
Cc: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI; BUCHNER Cari * DGMI
Subject: RE: Snow Quarry???

Thank you very much for the information Ed.  Perhaps DOGAMI should add this site to the “needs follow-up” list?! I will 
update Russ. 
 
Thanks again, 
 
Kelly Wood 
Permitting Lead 
541-967-2066 
 

From: BUCHNER Ed * DGMI  
Sent: Monday, November 7, 2016 10:35 AM 
To: WOOD Kelly * DGMI <Kelly.WOOD@oregon.gov> 
Cc: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI <Ben.MUNDIE@oregon.gov>; BUCHNER Cari * DGMI <Cari.BUCHNER@oregon.gov> 
Subject: RE: Snow Quarry??? 
 
All of my sleuthing indicates that we’ve never had this site in our records.  There was a small disturbance appearing in 
1994, with much of the activity occurring after 2001.  The owner of the property is Harry Snow, with the same address 
as Richard H Snow, who is the owner of much of the surrounding property. 
 
Attached is a kmz for the site and below is a link for our webmap centered on the site. 
 
http://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=d174deb3cff24626ab7094b52e244cd5&center=-
119.205,45.711&level=16 
 
 
 
Ed Buchner 
GIS Technical Specialist 
(541) 967-2084 
ed.buchner@oregon.gov 
 

 

From: WOOD Kelly * DGMI  
Sent: Monday, November 07, 2016 7:15 AM 
To: FROST Russell G <Russell.G.FROST@odot.state.or.us>; BUCHNER Ed * DGMI <Ed.BUCHNER@oregon.gov> 
Cc: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI <Ben.MUNDIE@oregon.gov>; BUCHNER Cari * DGMI <Cari.BUCHNER@oregon.gov> 
Subject: RE: Snow Quarry??? 
 
Good morning Russ, 
 
Please remember that all information requests need to be directed to Cari Buchner (cari.buchner@oregon.gov) for 
tracking and delegation. Unfortunately, I have been unable to find any information in our records pertaining to this site 
therefore I am passing this request on to Ed Buchner who may be able to look at historical aerials for more information. 

HINES #R-001-25 
EXHIBIT 15 PAGE 3 OF 25

 
220



2

 
Thank you, 
 
Kelly Wood 
Permitting Lead 
541-967-2066 
 

From: FROST Russell G [mailto:Russell.G.FROST@odot.state.or.us]  
Sent: Friday, November 4, 2016 9:01 AM 
To: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI <Ben.MUNDIE@state.or.us>; WOOD Kelly * DGMI <Kelly.WOOD@oregon.gov> 
Subject: Snow Quarry??? 
 
Good morning kids, I am wondering if you can help me out with a bit of information.   I am looking to see if you have any 
information for a quarry known as Snow Quarry, Umatilla County,  located south of Echo, split between Sec 28 and 29, T. 
3 N., R. 29 E.  
 
Your database lists a Dick Snow, says something about Echo, but the DOGAMI ID associated with him shows a Union 
County ID versus a Umatilla County.   In your system, the legal and the coordinates for the Snow site do not match each 
other, but both the legal and the coordinates you have are for sites in Union County.     
 
What I am hoping to find is owner, operator, DOGAMI Id, permit status for the site in Umatilla County.   The lat  / long 
for the site I am interested in are:  45.71092 / -119.20499. 
 
Any help would be appreciated.    
 
Thanks 
Russ  
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From: WOOD Kelly * DGMI
Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2017 12:09 PM
To: HNS, Inc.
Cc: BUCHNER Cari * DGMI; BUCHNER Ed * DGMI
Subject: RE: Umatilla County 2017 Permit - Snow Site 
Attachments: OPA _Application_Rev_01-2016.pdf; BEFORE_Applying_for_Mining_Permit.pdf; 

Operating_&_Reclamation_Plan_Rev_02-2017.pdf; Surveying and Marking Application (rev 
12-2015).pdf; MapExample_UplandPermitBoundary.pdf

Good morning Jeff, 
 
Per our phone discussions, I am attaching the application forms for an Operating Permit. As we discussed, I recommend 
that you start the process by reviewing the County Conditional Use Permit to see what was approved and any conditions 
that may be set. From there, you will want to coordinate with a surveyor to work on the surveyed map for the proposed 
permit boundary. Once that is in motion, the forms will be pretty straight forward and I can assist if you would like. 
Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information. If you or the surveyor have questions 
pertaining to the general survey map requirements, please contact Ed Buchner, DOGAMI GIS Specialist at 541-967-2084. 
 
Thank you so much, 
 
Kelly Wood 
Permitting Lead 
541-967-2066 
 
From: HNS, Inc. [mailto:hns97850@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 8, 2017 4:12 PM 
To: WOOD Kelly * DGMI <Kelly.WOOD@oregon.gov> 
Subject: Fwd: Umatilla County 2017 Permit 

 
Good afternoon Kelly, 
 
Jeff would like to speak with you in regards to the DOGAMI permitting requirements, needed for Conditional 
Use Permit #C-546-89. 
Jeff's direct number is 541-786-0540. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Jeff Hines 

by Marcie Cunningham 
Administrative Assistant 
HNS, Inc. 
63830 Industrial Lane 
La Grande, OR  97850 
541.962.0100 
Fax: 541-963-0900 
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The opinions expressed by the author are his or her own and are not necessarily those of HNS, Inc. The information, contents and 
attachments in this email are Confidential and Private.     
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Mineral Land Regulation and Reclamation Program
229 Broadalbin Street SW
Albany, OR 97321‐2246

(541) 967‐2039
Fax (541) 967‐2075

Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries

Complaint Report: C17‐0005

Permit ID: 30‐NP0001

Contact: Date Contacted:

Meeting Type:

Date of Incident: 11/4/2016

Site Visit Date:

Township: 3N Range: 29E Section: 31 Taxlot: 2200

Address:

Latitude: 45.71092

Was a site visit requested by the complainant?

Incident Location Description:

Type of Incident:

Tasked To:

Incident Information

DOGAMI Info

Permit Type: NP

Have similar complaints been received prior to this incident?

were these past complaints vefified as valid?

Sedimentation/Erosion

Truck traffic

Turbid water discharge into waters of the state

Generation of dust

Blasting noise

Operation/mining outside of approved area

Track‐out

Loss or degradation of water supply

Reported Date: 8/10/2017

Report Taken By: Ben MundiePermittee: Snow

Was DOGAMI previoulsy aware of this concern/incident?

Has the permittee/representative been notified of the complaint?

Has DOGAMI Scheduled an on‐site visit?

Time of Incident:

Longitude: ‐119.20499

Blasting damage

Page 1 of 2Friday, March 20, 2020
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Were photos of the incident taken?

Natural Resources Conservation (NRCS)

Oregon Dept. of State Lands (DSL)

Law Enforcement

County Planning DepartmentOregon Water Resources Dept. (WRD)

Complaint Comments:

Per email dated 8/10/17 from Ben Mundie: ODOT found a quarry site in Umatilla County that wasn't 
in their database.  In tracking it down it appears a CUP was approved in 1989, when Umatilla County 
was still administering their own reclamation program.  In 1990, Umatilla County gave the authority 
back to DOGAMI.  This site was never permitted with DOGAMI and is ~20 acres in size.

Found You letter sent on 10/09/2017.

20191031: Denise Snow‐Howland called to let us know that her father Dick Snow passed away in 
March of 2019 and she had been told by HNS (operator of the quarry) that a permit needed to be 
obtained.  Nick Tatalovich followed up with a phone call and an email with the permitting 
requirements.

Complaint closed.

Other Agencies Contacted:

Incident Information (continued)

Were other agencies contacted?

Oregon Dept. of Enironmental Quality (DEQ)

Oregon Dept. of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW)

Oregon Dept. of Transportation (ODOT)

Photos were provided to DOGAMI via:

Page 2 of 2Friday, March 20, 2020
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From: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI
Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 2:08 PM
To: BUCHNER Cari * DGMI; CROSS Cathy * DGMI
Subject: FW: Snow Pit

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Mr. Snow – address below -  has an aggregate site in excess of five acres and needs a DOGAMI OPA.  Tax lot 
2200  section 29, 28, 32  T3N R29E   Umatilla County 
 
thanks 
 
From: Brandon Seitz [mailto:brandon.seitz@umatillacounty.net]  
Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 1:44 PM 
To: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI <Ben.MUNDIE@oregon.gov> 
Cc: Gina Miller <gina.miller@umatillacounty.net> 
Subject: Snow Pit 

 
Ben, 
 
All we have on file for the Snow pit is a mailing address for Dick Snow who has submitted the renewal 
materials the last several years. The address we have on file is listed below. Please let me know if you have any 
questions for me. 
 
Dick Snow 
33263 Oregon Trail Road 
Echo, OR 97826 
 
Thanks, 
Brandon 
 
--  
Brandon Seitz, Assistant Planner 
Umatilla County Department of Land Use Planning 
216 SE 4th ST, Pendleton, OR 97801 
Phone: 541-278-6249 |  Fax: 541-278-5480 
http://www.umatillacounty.net/planning  

Visit the County's website for application forms, planning documents, and other helpful information. 

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. 
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From: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI
Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2017 2:28 PM
To: BUCHNER Cari * DGMI
Subject: FW: unpermitted site
Attachments: 30-snow 08-14-17let.docx

 
 

From: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI  
Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2017 2:10 PM 
To: WOOD Kelly * DGMI <Kelly.WOOD@oregon.gov> 
Subject: unpermitted site 
 
ODOT found a quarry site in Umatilla Co. that wasn’t on their(better than our) database.  In tracking it down, appears a 
CUP was approved in 1989, when the county administered their own reclamation program.  In 1990, they gave it back to 
DOGAMI.  This quarry never permitted with DOGAMI.  Can’t believe ignorance of the requirement has lasted for 27 
years. 
 
Attached is a draft letter that requests he contact DOGAMI.  All the info for this site is located in S: 30 Umatilla  Snow 
Road 
 
Thanks 
 
Ben 
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August 14, 2017 

 

Mr. Dick Snow 

33263 Oregon Trail Road 

Echo  OR  97826 

 

RE:  Quarry Operation Tax lot 2200  

 

Mr. Snow: 

 

It is understood the Umatilla County Hearings Officer approved Conditional Use Request #C-546 to 

establish an aggregate quarry site on April 6, 1989, for tax lot 2200 section 31 T3N R29E.  At that time 

Umatilla County administered a county mine reclamation program for all mine sites in Umatilla County. 

 

In 1990, Umatilla County relinquished administrative authority for mine reclamation to the Oregon 

Department of Geology and Mineral Industries. (DOGAMI).  At that time all active mine operations 

permitted through the Umatilla County mine reclamation authority were required to obtain an 

operating permit with DOGAMI.    

 

There is no record your quarry operation that now encompasses approximately 20 acres has ever been 

permitted through DOGAMI.   

 

Please contact me at your earliest convenience to discuss this matter. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Kelly Wood  

DOGAMI 

541-967-2066 
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From: BUCHNER Cari * DGMI
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 3:36 PM
To: WOOD Kelly * DGMI; MUNDIE Ben * DGMI
Subject: Compliance: Umatilla County Snow Rd Site

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Kelly and Ben, 
 
Please take a look at the draft letter below and provide feedback at your earliest convenience.  
 
S:\30Umatilla\Snow Road\DRAFT 30-SNOW found aggregate 08-24-17.docx 
 
Thank you! 
 
Cari Buchner | Office Manager 
Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
Mineral Land Regulation and Reclamation 
229 Broadalbin St SW, Albany, Oregon 97321 
Direct: (541) 967-2081 | Fax: (541) 967-2075 
Cari.Buchner@oregon.gov | www.oregongeology.org 
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From: WOOD Kelly * DGMI
Sent: Thursday, April 5, 2018 2:07 PM
To: BUCHNER Cari * DGMI
Subject: FW: Dick Snow DOGAMI Permit

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Most recent correspondence… 
 
Kelly Wood 
Permitting Lead 
541-967-2066 
 
Please note that my work schedule is Monday through Thursday.  Emails received Friday will be responded to on 
Monday, at the earliest. 
 

From: WOOD Kelly * DGMI  
Sent: Monday, January 29, 2018 6:55 AM 
To: 'HNS, Inc.' <hns97850@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: Dick Snow DOGAMI Permit 

 
Great news. Thank you for the update Jeff. I take it you were able to coordinate with the county to determine the area 
approved under the county land use? 
 
Kelly Wood 
Permitting Lead 
541-967-2066 
 
Please note that my work schedule is Monday through Thursday.  Emails received Friday will be responded to on 
Monday, at the earliest. 
 
From: HNS, Inc. [mailto:hns97850@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2018 7:58 AM 
To: WOOD Kelly * DGMI <Kelly.WOOD@oregon.gov> 
Subject: Re: Dick Snow DOGAMI Permit 

 
Good morning Kelly, 
 
I wanted to follow up with you this morning, to let you know that we are in the process of 
scheduling a surveyor for Dick Snow's pit in Umatilla County. 
 
We will keep you informed of any new information we get. 
 
Thank you, 
Marcie 
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Jeff Hines 

by 
 Marcie Cunningham 
 
 

Administrative Assistant 
 
HNS, Inc.  
63830 Industrial Lane 
La Grande, OR  97850 
Office: 541.962.0100 
Fax: 541.963.0900 

 
 
*The opinions expressed by the author are his or her own and are not necessarily those of HNS, Inc.* *The information, contents and 
attachments in this email are Confidential and Private.*     

 
On Tue, Nov 28, 2017 at 8:38 AM, HNS, Inc. <hns97850@gmail.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Kelly, 
 
I apologize for this process taking longer than expected. Jeff is a busy man and I can imagine that in your line 
of profession you are extremely busy as well. My name is Samie Watson and I am Jeff's Administrative 
Assistant. I will be assisting in 

 UMATILLA COUNTY.2017.pdfError! Filename not specified. 

 this matter to get this done in a timely matter.  
 
This is my first experience with a DOGAMI permit, so I might be asking more questions than usual.  
 
I'm going to attach all of the paperwork that has been given to me regarding this site. I know that it is not 
everything that you need, but I'm trying to figure out what these papers cover. For the items that are not 
covered, who should I be speaking with to gather the rest of the information needed. 
 
I will also be in the office all week if a phone call is easier. 
 
Thank You 
 
 
--  
Jeff Hines 
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by 
Samie Watson 
Administrative Assistant 
HNS, Inc. 
63830 Industrial Lane 
La Grande, OR  97850 
Office: 541.962.0100 
Fax: 541-963-0900 
 
 
 
The opinions expressed by the author are his or her own and are not necessarily those of HNS, Inc. The information, contents and 
attachments in this email are Confidential and Private.     
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From: WOOD Kelly * DGMI
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 8:32 AM
To: BUCHNER Cari * DGMI; BUCHNER Ed * DGMI
Cc: MUNDIE Ben * DGMI
Subject: Umatilla Co. - Dick Snow Update

Good morning, 
 
I just received a call from Jeff Hines of HNS, Inc. Mr. Dick Snow has contacted Jeff and asked for his assistance getting the 
“I found you” site permitted. Great news indeed. Mr. Snow was not aware of the permitting requirements and wants to 
get the site permitted as quickly as possible. Apparently Mr. Hines has actually done some crushing at the site for Mr. 
Snow and did not realize that they did not have a permit. 
 
I reviewed the application requirements with Mr. Hines and recommended that he start with looking into the current 
land use. If the property does not have land use approval for surface mining, that process will take some time. I also 
informed Mr. Hines about the survey requirement and recommended that he and/or the surveyor coordinate with Ed 
Buchner to ensure that all requirements are understood/met. 
 
I will keep you all updated as I learn more. Mr. Hines will be contacting me to let me know what he finds regarding land 
use. 
 
Thank you so much, 
 
Kelly Wood 
Permitting Lead 
Mineral Land Regulation and Reclamation  
Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
541-967-2066 
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From: TATALOVICH Nicholas * DGMI
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 11:55 AM
To: 'HNS, Inc.'
Cc: BUCHNER Cari * DGMI (Cari.BUCHNER@oregon.gov)
Subject: Snow Site Operating Permit Guidance
Attachments: OPA_Checklist_20180925.docx; OP_APP_20180925.docx; APP_SURVEY_MAP_20180212.docx; 

APP_SITE_PLAN_MAP_20180212.docx; APP_REC_PLAN_MAP_20180212.docx; FAQ_Survey_Maps_
20180213.pdf; FAQ_Reclamation_Securities_20180213.pdf

Hi Becky, 
 
Thank you for returning my call regarding the Snow site in Echo and getting it under a DOGAMI Operating Permit.  Here 
are the minimum required application items also seen on the attached Operating Permit Application Checklist: 

 Operating Permit Application Form (attached) 

 Application Fee ($1,750) 

 Permit Boundary Survey Map, Site Plan Map and Reclamation Plan Map/Cross Sections (examples and FAQ 
attached) 

 Proof of Land Ownership 
o A current report from a licensed title company is necessary for proof of land ownership.  The report may 

be referred to as a trio, listing packet, or consumer information report, and should be free of charge. 

 Reclamation Security (amount determined after application is submitted)– Sufficient funds to reclaim the site if 
the permittee does not complete the required reclamation.  Based on site disturbances ongoing or planned 
within the first 12 months of operation. 

o Security Rates are $5,000 for the first acre of disturbance, and $3,300 for each additional acre of 
disturbance 

 
The DOGAMI Surface Mining section of our website is the best source of information for application materials 
(https://www.oregongeology.org/mlrr/surfacemining.htm). Additional application materials required with Operating 
Permit applications can include supplemental forms, stormwater management plans, materials to meet county 
conditions (ex. wildlife mitigation plan required by ODFW), well logs for water use, etc.  Depending on the type of 
activity and potential natural resource impacts, the permit application could require additional fees if there are potential 
impacts/concerns over wetlands, floodplain, groundwater and/or slope stability.   
 
Best,   
 
Nicholas Tatalovich | Aggregate Permitting Reclamationist 
Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
Mineral Land Regulation & Reclamation 
229 Broadalbin St SW, Albany, Oregon 97321 
Direct: (541) 967-2066 | Fax: (541) 967-2075 
Nicholas.Tatalovich@oregon.gov | www.oregongeology.org 
 
Unless otherwise indicated, all information in this correspondence is classified as Level 1, “Published” according to State 
of Oregon statute and administrative policy. 
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From: TATALOVICH Nicholas * DGMI
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2020 10:59 AM
To: HNS, Inc.
Subject: RE: Snow Site Operating Permit Guidance

Becky, 
 
Thank you for the update.  We completely understand the complications COVID-19 has caused.  We also have staff 
currently home due to child care/home schooling now.  Let me know if you have questions and I would be happy to 
help. 
 
Best, 
 
Nicholas Tatalovich | Aggregate Permitting Reclamationist 
Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
Mineral Land Regulation & Reclamation 
229 Broadalbin St SW, Albany, Oregon 97321 
Direct: (541) 967-2066 | Fax: (541) 967-2075 
Nicholas.Tatalovich@oregon.gov | www.oregongeology.org 
 
Unless otherwise indicated, all information in this correspondence is classified as Level 1, “Published” according to State 
of Oregon statute and administrative policy. 
 
COVID-19 Response:  To help address COVID-19 concerns, many DOGAMI staff are teleworking. MLRR is continuing 
normal operations, but response times may increase. For best service, please contact us by email. 
 
If you’d like to receive our newsletters via email, sign up for our listserv at: 
http://listsmart.osl.state.or.us/mailman/listinfo/mlrr.newsletter 
 
From: HNS, Inc. <hns97850@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2020 7:09 AM 
To: TATALOVICH Nicholas * DGMI <Nicholas.Tatalovich@oregon.gov> 
Subject: Re: Snow Site Operating Permit Guidance 
 
Hello Nicholas: 
 
Thank you for reaching out to me regarding the Snow site Operating Permit. We have been staying busy here 
at HNS but Katie, the other lady who works in the office with me, has been off due to child care issues since 
schools closed due to COVID-19. I am finally feeling like I have time to work on other projects now so I will 
begin the application process for the Snow site. I'm sure I will have many questions regarding this so I 
appreciate your willingness to help me out if/when I have questions.  
 
We are all staying safe and healthy here and hope the same for you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Becky Mitchell 
HNS, Inc.  
63830 Industrial Lane 
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La Grande, OR  97850 
Office: 541.962.0100 
Fax: 541.963.0900 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 
 
*The opinions expressed by the author are his or her own and are not necessarily those of HNS, Inc.* *The information, contents and 
attachments in this email are Confidential and Private.*     

 
 
On Thu, Apr 23, 2020 at 12:10 PM TATALOVICH Nicholas * DGMI <Nicholas.Tatalovich@oregon.gov> wrote: 

Hi Becky, 

  

DOGAMI is just checking in to see the status of your Operating Permit application submittal for the Snow Site.  I hope 
you’re staying safe and healthy. 

 
Best, 

  

Nicholas Tatalovich | Aggregate Permitting Reclamationist 

Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 

Mineral Land Regulation & Reclamation 

229 Broadalbin St SW, Albany, Oregon 97321 

Direct: (541) 967-2066 | Fax: (541) 967-2075 

Nicholas.Tatalovich@oregon.gov | www.oregongeology.org 

  

Unless otherwise indicated, all information in this correspondence is classified as Level 1, “Published” according to State 
of Oregon statute and administrative policy. 

  

COVID-19 Response:  To help address COVID-19 concerns, many DOGAMI staff are teleworking. MLRR is continuing 
normal operations, but response times may increase. For best service, please contact us by email. 
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If you’d like to receive our newsletters via email, sign up for our listserv at: 
http://listsmart.osl.state.or.us/mailman/listinfo/mlrr.newsletter 

  

From: TATALOVICH Nicholas * DGMI  
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2020 11:55 AM 
To: 'HNS, Inc.' <hns97850@gmail.com> 
Cc: BUCHNER Cari * DGMI (Cari.BUCHNER@oregon.gov) <Cari.BUCHNER@oregon.gov> 
Subject: Snow Site Operating Permit Guidance 

  

Hi Becky, 

  

Thank you for returning my call regarding the Snow site in Echo and getting it under a DOGAMI Operating Permit.  Here 
are the minimum required application items also seen on the attached Operating Permit Application Checklist: 

 Operating Permit Application Form (attached) 
 Application Fee ($1,750) 
 Permit Boundary Survey Map, Site Plan Map and Reclamation Plan Map/Cross Sections (examples and FAQ 

attached) 
 Proof of Land Ownership 

o A current report from a licensed title company is necessary for proof of land ownership.  The report may 
be referred to as a trio, listing packet, or consumer information report, and should be free of charge. 

 Reclamation Security (amount determined after application is submitted)– Sufficient funds to reclaim the site if 
the permittee does not complete the required reclamation.  Based on site disturbances ongoing or planned 
within the first 12 months of operation. 

o Security Rates are $5,000 for the first acre of disturbance, and $3,300 for each additional acre of 
disturbance 

  

The DOGAMI Surface Mining section of our website is the best source of information for application materials 
(https://www.oregongeology.org/mlrr/surfacemining.htm). Additional application materials required with Operating 
Permit applications can include supplemental forms, stormwater management plans, materials to meet county 
conditions (ex. wildlife mitigation plan required by ODFW), well logs for water use, etc.  Depending on the type of 
activity and potential natural resource impacts, the permit application could require additional fees if there are 
potential impacts/concerns over wetlands, floodplain, groundwater and/or slope stability.   

  

Best,   

  

Nicholas Tatalovich | Aggregate Permitting Reclamationist 

Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
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Mineral Land Regulation & Reclamation 

229 Broadalbin St SW, Albany, Oregon 97321 

Direct: (541) 967-2066 | Fax: (541) 967-2075 

Nicholas.Tatalovich@oregon.gov | www.oregongeology.org 

  

Unless otherwise indicated, all information in this correspondence is classified as Level 1, “Published” according to State 
of Oregon statute and administrative policy. 
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From: Dick Snow Estate, Denise Snow Howland, PR <muleshoeranchecho@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 8:00 AM
To: TATALOVICH Nicholas * DGMI
Cc: BUCHNER Cari * DGMI; Patrick Gregg
Subject: Re: DOGAMI Operating Permit Requirements - Snow Site (Umatilla County)

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Nicholas, 
 
Sorry for the delay in getting back to you.  I did not want to reply until I could do so with a level of confidence with the 
Estate's plan going forward.  
 
We are now prepared to tell you that the permittee will be Jeff Hines at: 
 
HNS, Inc.  
63830 Industrial Lane 
La Grande, OR  97850 
Office: 541.962.0100 
Fax: 541.963.0900 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 
 
I believe Jeff and you are already acquainted. 
 
Thank you for your patience as we have worked through this matter.  Please let me know if you should need 
anything further. 
 
Best Regards, 
Denise Snow Howland 
Personal Representative 
Harry Richard Snow Estate 
(503) 930-0677 
 
On Wed, Feb 19, 2020 at 2:06 PM TATALOVICH Nicholas * DGMI <Nicholas.Tatalovich@oregon.gov> wrote: 

Denise, 

  

I am reaching out to see if a decision has been made on who will be the permittee for your ranch’s rock quarry in 
Umatilla County.  DOGAMI would like to begin the application process with the appropriate party and get this site 
properly permitted.  Thank you in advance. 

  HINES #R-001-25 
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Best, 

  

Nicholas Tatalovich | Aggregate Permitting Reclamationist 

Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 

Mineral Land Regulation & Reclamation 

229 Broadalbin St SW, Albany, Oregon 97321 

Direct: (541) 967-2066 | Fax: (541) 967-2075 

Nicholas.Tatalovich@oregon.gov | www.oregongeology.org 

  

Unless otherwise indicated, all information in this correspondence is classified as Level 1, “Published” according to State 
of Oregon statute and administrative policy. 

  

From: Dick Snow Estate, Denise Snow Howland, PR <muleshoeranchecho@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, November 13, 2019 2:02 PM 
To: TATALOVICH Nicholas * DGMI <Nicholas.Tatalovich@oregon.gov> 
Cc: BUCHNER Cari * DGMI <Cari.BUCHNER@oregon.gov>; Patrick Gregg <gregg@corey-byler.com> 
Subject: Re: DOGAMI Operating Permit Requirements - Snow Site (Umatilla County) 

  

Hello Nicholas, 

  

I appreciate meeting you over the phone and further appreciate your forwarding me the permitting information in your 
email. 

  

We (the Estate) need to discuss our plans for the future as regards the ranch's rock quarry, and the information you 
have provided will certainly help in making our decisions.  We also appreciate that if it is our decision to permit the 
quarry as the landowner, that DOGAMI is willing to be flexible on the timeline of the submittals. 

  

As I mentioned to you in our call, this decision will be made in concert with the advice of our Estate attorney, Pat Gregg 
of the Corey, Byler & Rew law firm in Pendleton, Oregon.  I am copying Mr. Gregg on this email as well, and please feel 
free to include him on any future correspondence.  Mr. Gregg is out of the office this week, but will be returning next 
week.  Consequently, with regard to your request to try and let you know within two weeks who will be the permittee, 
we will plan to get that information to you as soon as possible, and will try to let you know within this two-week period 
or shortly thereafter. 
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Thank you for your assistance. 

  

Denise Snow Howland 

Personal Representative 

Harry Richard Snow Estate 

(503) 930-0677 

  

  

On Thu, Nov 7, 2019 at 10:48 AM TATALOVICH Nicholas * DGMI <Nicholas.Tatalovich@oregon.gov> wrote: 

Hi Denise, 

  

It was good speaking with you yesterday regarding your ranch’s rock quarry in Umatilla County.  As I mentioned, this 
site needs to be under a DOGAMI Operating Permit as there are more than 5 acres of disturbance.  We appreciate 
your willingness to get the site properly permitted.  In speaking with Cari, she astutely pointed out that you the 
landowner does not necessarily need to be the DOGAMI permittee and that it could be HNS, if they have been doing 
most of the site development. If HNS would be willing to be the permittee, they could handle most of the application 
material development and you would just need to sign off as the landowner.  Any agreement worked out between 
you and HNS would be private.  HNS would also be responsible for posting the reclamation security for the site, which 
is a sufficient amount of money to reclaim the site if the permittee fails to do so. Depending on who the permittee will 
be will drive the timeline for this permitting application process.  If you are to be the permittee, DOGAMI understands 
that getting your father’s estate into order will take some time and we would be flexible on the timeline of 
submittals.  If HNS is to be the permittee, DOGAMI knows they understand the requirements for operating a 
commercial rock quarry in Oregon and would be stricter on the timeline of submittals for the Operating Permit.  For 
your application, these are the required items to be submitted:  

  

 Application Fee ($1,750) 
 Operating and Reclamation Plan (blank attached) 
 Permit Boundary Survey Map* 
 Site Plan Map* 
 Reclamation Plan Map and Profiles* 
 Proof of Land Ownership** 

  

* The requirements for a permit boundary survey map, a site plan map and the reclamation plan map/profiles have 
been attached to this email to assist in generating the necessary maps. Additionally, Ed Bucher, DOGAMI GIS Specialist 
has offered to work directly with the surveyor if the applicant/permittee so chooses, to ensure that only the necessary HINES #R-001-25 
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modifications are completed. As is standard, Mr. Buchner would communicate to the surveyor that any charges be 
reviewed and approved by the applicant/permittee prior to conducting the work. Ed Buchner can be contacted at 
(541)-619-3738  or via email at ed.buchner@oregon.gov. 

  

** A current report from a licensed title company is necessary for proof of land ownership.  The report may be 
referred to as a trio, listing packet, or consumer information report, and should be free of charge. 

  

Would you be able to provide DOGAMI who the permittee will be in the next two weeks?  From there we can develop 
a project timeline with the appropriate party. 

  

Thank you, 

  

  

Nicholas Tatalovich | Aggregate Permitting Reclamationist 

Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 

Mineral Land Regulation & Reclamation 

229 Broadalbin St SW, Albany, Oregon 97321 

Direct: (541) 967-2066 | Fax: (541) 967-2075 

Nicholas.Tatalovich@oregon.gov | www.oregongeology.org 

  

Unless otherwise indicated, all information in this correspondence is classified as Level 1, “Published” according to 
State of Oregon statute and administrative policy. 
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TO:    Denise Snow Howland 

   Jeff Hines, HNS, Inc. 

FROM:     Nicholas Tatalovich 
Aggregate Permitting Reclamationist 

Date of Inspection:  6/16/2020 

Date of Report:   7/28/2020 

RE:     DOGAMI Site No. 30-NP0001 – Snow Site 
 
I was accompanied on this inspection by Jeff Hines and Becky Mitchell of HNS, after also receiving 
permission to be on site from the landowner, Denise Snow Howland. HNS, Inc has been the historic 
operator to this unpermitted quarry. The purpose of this inspection was to document initial site 
conditions and begin the Operating Permit Application process. Weather at the time was sunny and dry. 
 
From Hermiston, OR this site can be accessed by traveling south on US-395 South for approximately 7 
miles, until you cross over I-84. Continue straight onto Theilsen Road for another mile, until you go 
through the town of Echo, OR. Take a right onto Dupont Street, then another right onto Oregon Trail 
Road. Continue on Oregon Trail Road for about a mile until you reach Snow Road and take a left.  
Continue 1.7 miles down Snow Road and the gated entrance to the site will be on the left. The legal 
description for this site is T3N, R29E, sec. 28, tax lot 2200. An ephemeral drainage labeled on the USGS 
TOPO map as Alkali Canyon is located 800 feet to the east. The Umatilla River is located over one mile to 
the northeast.   

Based on the WRD Well Log Database, a water well owned by Dick Snow (located within section 32) was 
completed to a depth of 305 feet. Water was encountered at 192 feet below ground surface and the 
static water level is listed as 140 feet below ground surface.   

The site is a sidehill cut (Photo 1) with its primary commodity being basalt. While not active at the time 
of inspection, this site’s mining related disturbance is approximately 23.3 acres - which includes the 
quarry, internal haul roads and stockpiling locations (Photo 2-3). The site has two near vertical existing 
highwalls, overlain by 1-6 feet of sandy overburden on the northern portion of the quarry, one being 35 
feet tall (Photo 4) and the other being 55-60 feet tall (Photo 5). Growth medium and overburden were 
stockpiled in a vegetated berm above the highwall, in addition to a vegetated stockpile on the quarry 
floor (Photo 6). Both highwalls are approximately 50-75 feet away from an existing private farm road. In 
speaking with Mr. Hines, he stated that future mining would go from west to east and down into the 
quarry floor, rather than a lateral expansion to avoid impacting the road. We discussed that as the 
highwalls were already near vertical, benching should be established when going down into the quarry 
floor. 

The quarry floor was nearly flat but sloped slightly to the east. No signs of stormwater runoff issues, 
such as rilling/erosion, were noted on site. Other features of the site included several stockpiles of 
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crushed material on a western terrace above the quarry floor, mining related equipment - including a 
crusher, conveyors and loaders, and stockpiled oversize. 

Interesting to note were the established bird communities on site. Found on the southern portion of the 
site, at the edge of an agricultural field, was a mined area of topsoil/overburden with hundreds of 
hillside nests (Photo 7). Birds traveled from these nests north, across the quarry floor to the quarry 
highwalls, throughout the time of the inspection. 

The reclamation liability for this site will be based on the current and future mining related disturbances 
that are associated with the site. As there are currently 23.3 acres of mining related disturbance at the 
site, using current DOGAMI reclamation security rates of $5,000 for the first acre of disturbance and 
$3,300 for each additional acre of disturbance, the reclamation security the future permittee will have 
post with the State will be $78,590. This figure may be adjusted in the future based on acres reclaimed 
versus acres disturbed. An additional site inspection will be needed to document reclamation if it has 
occurred. 

As far as next steps go, this quarry and associated operations are required to be covered under a 
DOGAMI Operating Permit as there is greater than 5 acres of land disturbed and annual production is 
greater than 5,000 cubic yards of material. This was communicated to Mr. Hines and Ms. Mitchell, who 
expressed that there were some nuances to why this would be a challenge under current circumstances.  
While the historic operators of the site, HNS Inc., would like to be the permittees, they are hesitant due 
to the pending auction of the ranch (and associated quarry) to another party.   

Additionally, in speaking with Umatilla County Planning Department, this site is outside of its original 
land use approval of only producing aggregate for (on-site) personal use under 5,000 cubic yards.  
Considering that the site does not have land use approval for commercial activity, and lacks a DOGAMI 
Operating Permit, DOGAMI will not allow the production of aggregate or sale of existing stockpiled 
aggregate to occur until such time that land use approval and a DOGAMI Operating Permit is in place.  
Continued operations at the site could result in the department taking enforcement actions against the 
landowner and/or operator. HNS, Inc and Ms. Howland should continue to follow up with DOGAMI 
regarding the status of the sale, as well as their progress towards compliance with ORS 517.750 to 
517.992. 

Signature of Reclamationist: _________________________________________ 
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Photo 1 – Sidehill Cut Photo 2 – Quarry Floor and Roads
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Photo 3 – Stockpiled Aggregate Photo 4 – Highwall 1
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Photo 5 – Highwall 2 Photo 6 – Vegetated Stockpile of Growth Medium/Overburden
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Photo 7 – Bird Nests
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!I
DOGAMI ID#:

This product is for informational purposes and may not have
been prepared for, or be suitable for legal, engineering, or 
surveying purposes.  Users of this information should review 
or consult the primary data and information sources to ascertain
the suitability of the information.

Reviewed by reclamationistReviewed by reclamationist

DisturbedDisturbed

Oregon Dept. of Geology and Mineral Industries
Mineral Land Regulation and Reclamation Program
229 Broadalbin St. SW
Albany, OR 97321

FeetFeet
00 400400 800800 12001200

30-NP0001 Acres
Current Permit Area:

Disturbed:
Limited Exemption:

---

---
---

 23.3
---

Dist. out of LE:
Reclaimed:

---Dist. out of Permit:

Latitude:
Longitude:

  45.71092
-119.205

\\DGMALBWFS1\Sites\30Umatilla\30-NP0001\Maps\30-NP0001_20200722_GISAerial_2018.pdf
Oregon Lambert Projection, NAD 1983 HARN (EPSG# 2994)
ArcGIS v10.7.1

Landowner: Denise Snow Howland
Operator: HNS, Inc (Jeff Hines)

SnowSite Name:
ESRI Aerial BasemapData Source: 9/23/2018
E. BuchnerPrepared By: 7/22/2020
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Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
Mineral Land Regulation & Reclamation 

229 Broadalbin Street SW 
Albany, OR 97321 

(541) 967-2039
Fax: (541) 967-2075 

www.oregon.gov/dogami 

February 24, 2025 

Jeff Hines 
HNS, Inc. 
PO Box 126 
Echo, OR 97826 

Also sent via email to: hns97850@gmail.com 

Re: Suspension Order  
MLRR ID No. 30-NP0001 
Twp 3N Range 29E Section 29 Tax Lot 12800 
Site Name: Snow Pit 

Dear Jeff Hines, 

Enclosed please find a Suspension Order issued to you today for mining without a permit at the above-
referenced site (the Site). The Suspension Order is effective immediately. The Department reserves the 
right to pursue additional enforcement actions against you, including, without limitation, actions for civil 
penalties. As noted in the Suspension Order, you may appeal the order pursuant to ORS 183.484 and OAR 
632-030-0056(3), but such an appeal would not automatically stay your obligation to immediately
suspend all operations at the Site.

If you have questions regarding this order, contact me at cari.buchner@dogami.oregon.gov or (541) 231-
9820. 

Thank you, 

Cari Buchner 
Mining Compliance Coordinator 
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Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
Mineral Land Regulation & Reclamation 

229 Broadalbin Street SW 
Albany, OR 97321 

(541) 967-2039
Fax: (541) 967-2075 

www.oregon.gov/dogami 

TO: ) SUSPENSION ORDER 
Jeff Hines  ) MLRR ID No. 30-NP0001 
HNS, Inc. )  Twp 3N Range 29E Sections 28, 29 Tax Lot 2200 
PO Box 126 ) Site Name: Snow Pit 
Echo, OR  97826 

The Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) has determined that you are conducting 
surface mining operations at the mine site referenced above (the “Site”) without the permit required by 
ORS 517.790(1). DOGAMI hereby issues this Suspension Order under the authority granted in ORS 
517.880 to suspend all operations at the Site until you obtain a DOGAMI operating permit for the Site.  

In addition to all statutes and rules cited elsewhere in this Order, the following statutes and rules are also 
relevant:  ORS 516.010, 516.090, 516.130, 517.750, 517.760, 517.790, 517.800, 517.810, 517.830, 
517.831, 517.833, 517.835, 517.836, 517.837, 517.840, 517.850, 517.860, 517.862, 517.865, 517.890, 
517.990, 517.992, ORS 183.480, and ORS 183.484; and OAR 632-030-0005, 632-030-0010, 632-030-
0015, 632-030-0020, 632-030-0021, 632-030-0022, 632-030-0024, 632-030-0025, 632-030-0027, 632-
030-0030, 632-030-0033, 632-030-000035, 632-030-0040, 632-030-0041, 632-030-0042, 632-030-
0056, and 632-030-0070.

This Suspension Order is a final order that is effective immediately. If you fail to comply with the 
Suspension Order, DOGAMI intends to take further enforcement action against you. This may include, but 
is not limited to, assessing civil penalties under ORS 517.992 or referring this matter to the Attorney 
General to initiate judicial proceedings as provided in ORS 517.880(3). DOGAMI also reserves the right to 
assess civil penalties under ORS 517.992 for operations that you or your affiliates conducted at the Site 
prior to DOGAMI’s issuance of this Suspension Order. This Suspension Order may be appealed pursuant 
to ORS 183.484 and OAR 632-030-0056(3), but please note that an appeal will not stay the obligations in 
this Suspension Order unless you request and obtain a stay from the circuit court. 

Issued: February 24, 2025 By ___________________________________ 
Sarah L. Lewis 
MLRR Program Manager 

If you have questions regarding this order, contact Cari Buchner at cari.buchner@dogami.oregon.gov or 
(541) 231-9820.

cc:  Umatilla County Planning Department 
Certified Mail 
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Umatilla County 
Department of Land Use Planning 

RECEIVED 

MAR 1 3 2025 

I II I till I 2 90: tttPf 
216 SE 4 1h ST, Pendleton. OR 9780 I , (541) 278-625<.PMMUNllY DEVELOPMENT 

Notice of Appeal 
Process taken from UCDC 152.766 

APPEALS 

(A) An appeal from a ruling of the Planning 
Director. An appeal of an administrative review 
decision or a ministerial action on a land use request 
made by the Planning Director or authorized agent 
shall be made to the Planning Commission. Such 
appeals must be made within 15 days of the date of 
the ruling or decision. 

(B) An action or ruling of the Planning 
Commission pursuant to this chapter may be 
appealed to the County Board of Commissioners 
within 15 days after the Planning Commission has 
signed its findings of facts and conclusions of law. 

(1) If the appeal is filed it shall be in writing 
stating the reasons for appeal pursuant to the 
criteria for review. 

(2) The County Board of Commissioners shall 
receive the written findings of the decision and 
the minutes from the Planning Commission 
hearing and shall hold a public hearing on the 
appeal. 

(3) The Board may amend, rescind, affirm or 
remand the action of the Planning Commission. 

(C) All appeals shall be made in writing, 
accompanied by the appropriate fee, and shall state 
the reasons for the appeal and the alleged errors 
made on the part of the Planning Director or 
authorized agent or the Planning Commission. If 
the decision being appealed utilized criteria for 
review established elsewhere in this chapter, the 
reasons for the appeal shall be stated pursuant to 
these criteria. · 

(D) All appeals shall be on a de novo basis. The 
body hearing the appeal shall be able to receive any 
additional testimony presented by the applicant or 
proponent. 

E) Appeals of a Board of Commissioners decision 
shall be made to the Land Use Board of Appeals 
within 21 days of the date of the decision. Such 
appeals shall not be based on issues that are not 
raised at the local hearings with "sufficient 
specificity" as to afford the decision-makers and 
parties involved an opportunity to respond to the 
issue. 

FILING FEE 

Filing of an Appeal - $800.00 

(Effective July 1, 2007 via Ord. #2007-06) 

It is the responsibility of the applicant to submit a 
complete application with all necessary 
attachments. Planning staff can refuse an 
incomplete application. 

Version: February 20, 2009 
Fi le Location: H :\sharedlf oll115 _ Muster\Appeal _Notice.doc 
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Section 1: Request and Description of Application 
This information deals with the Land Use Request Application that an Appeal is being filed against. 

THE REQUEST IS FOR ... (Check the one that applies) 

!ii an Appeal to the Planning Commission from a decision of the Planning Department 
Dan Appeal to the Board of Commissioners from a decision of the Planning Commission 

DESCRIPTION OF THE LAND USE REQUEST APPLICATION IN QUESTION; 

• Land Use Request Application File Number: _C_-_5_4_6_-_8_9 ________ _ 
• Type of Land Use Request Application: Request to Reinstate 

• Decision-Making Body: !ii Planning Director or D Planning Commission 

• Date of Decision (date on Findings): February 27, 2025 

D . d . fth d . . I d fth d . . February 27, 2025 • ate you receive notice o e ec1s1on or eame o e ec1S1on: 

Section 2: Contact Information 
Name of Appellant(s): Jeff Hines 

Address: 21 O W Main Street 

- --- - --

City, State, Zip: Echo, Oregon 97826 
Telephone Number :d:::! hns97850@gmail.com 

Date of Submittal for the Appeal: __ ?:,--+\ _\?~I ...... 1AJ'-""'-""~ ;.._6....__ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ 

\ \ 

Umatilla County Department ofLand Use Planning, Notice of Appeal, page 2 
Version: February 20, 2009, File Location: H:\shared\Fonns_MasteMppeal_Notice.doc 
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Section 3: Basis of Appeal 
Complete only when appealing a decision made by the Planning Department or Planning Commission. 

The Appeal is based on the belief that certain policies arn;l/or procedures of the Comprehensive 
Plan and/or provisions of the Development Code were not properly administered or followed. 
Please specify the chapter, section and page numbers of the Comprehensive Plan and/or 
Development Code where the policies and/or procedures are found; as well as a narrative 
explaining the issues that the Appeal is based upon (use additional pages if necessary): 

Basis of Appeal narrative is attached. 

Umatilla Cowity Department of Land Use Planning, Notice of Appeal, page 3 
Version: Fe brwuy 20, 200 9, File Location: H: \shared\Fonns_ Master\Appe!il _ Noti cc.doc 
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Section 4: Certification 
I/We, the undersigned, swear under penalty of perjury that the above responses are made 
truthfully and to the best of my knowledge. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Signature of Appellant Date 
... 

T~-(..f ?Ii" ... ~ 
Printed Name of Applicant 

Jv\ \~~u~'J-.\4 D \/0\.\.~ 
Signature of Appellant Date 

v\l\J\,t1,t \\ <l \-F"f,9.~ 
Printed Name of Applicant 

Signature of Appellant Date 

Printed Name of Applicant 

Signature of Appellant Date 

Printed Name of Applicant 

Umatilla County Department of Land Use Planning, Notice of Appeal, page 4 
Version: Felmuiry 20, 2009. Pile Lacation: H:\sbared\Fonns_Mastet\Appeal_Notice.doc 
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BASIS OF APPEAL 

Jeff and Michelle Hines' (Hines) appeal to the Umatilla County Planning Commission, 
the Planning Division's denial of a Request to Reinstate their Conditional Use Permit (C-546-
89). The denial of the Request to Reinstate C-546-89 is attached hereto as Exhibit I. This appeal 
is based on the belief that policy and procedure of the Comprehensive Plan and/or provisions of 
the Development Code, ORS 215.230 and ORS 215.416 were not properly administered or 
followed. 

THE SITE HAS OPERATED AS A COMMERCIAL GRAVEL QUARRY FOR 
OVER40YEARS 

The denial of the Request to Reinstate C-546-89 (denial) claims that ''Conditional Use 
Permit C-546-89 did not permit commercial mining activities, rather, mining was limited to 
personal use only." Exhibit 1. This is not entirely accurate. A careful reading of (1) Richard 
Snow's original application for a conditional use permit; (2) the Findings of Fact and Conclusions 
of Law; (3) the April 23, 1990, conditional use permit; (4) coupled with the fact that this quarry 
has operated as a commercial gravel quarry since before 1985, proves that this site was allowed 
to operate as a commercial gravel quarry for over 40 years. 

In 1989, Mr. Snow applied for a commercial rock crushing permit. Exhibit 6. Mr. Hines 
recently obtained from Mr. Snow's estate correspondence between Mr. Snow and Umatilla 
County from 1989 through 2020. Exhibits 6 and 7. This correspondence included Mr. Snow1s 
original application and the hearings officer approval. Exhibit 6. It also includes annual letters to 
Mr. Snow authorizing the conditional use of the aggregate operations under Conditional Use 
Permit C-546-89. Exhibit 7. 

In his original application for a conditional use permit, Mr. Snow explains that 
"contractors that have been awarded the contract of widening of the state highway through 
Stanfield have showed interest in obtaining material for this project. They want to crush and 
possibly set up an asphalt batch plant." Exhibit 6. Mr. Snow explained that he was requesting an 
"aggregate query site with crusher and potential asphalt batch plant." Exhibit 6, p. I. In its May 
2, 1989, letter, the Umatilla County Planning Division stated that the purpose of the "Conditional 
Use Request# C-546-89 to allow you to establish an aggregate quarry site with a crusher and 
potential asphalt batch plant..." Exhibit 6, p. 19. 

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law (Findings) of the Umatilla County hearings 
officer made it clear that the applicant was seeking approval for "a crusher and potential asphalt 
batch plant site ... as well as a potential commercial quarry .... '' ( emphasis added) Exhibit 6, p. 21. 
According to the Findings, the hearings officer and the Planning Division knew that the site was 
intended for commercial use. Page 3 of the Findings note that Mr. Snow testified at the hearing 
and explained that he "had some interest shown from a contractor for this site from the project 
regarding the five miles from Stanfield to Hwy. 1-84." Exhibit 6, p. 23. Mr. Snow testified that 
his intent was to use the permit for commercial purposes. Id. Indeed, once Mr. Snow obtained 
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his conditional use permit, a rock crusher was set up and rock was crushed from this quarry for 
use on Highway I-84. 

The Findings then outline the development ordinance criteria for granting commercial 
gravel quarries and gravel extraction. Exhibit 6, p. 24. The Findings allow the landowner, at that 
time Mr. Snow, to operate a commercial quarry as long as the conditions are satisfied. Mr. Snow 
must have satisfied these conditions because he operated the site as a commercial gravel quarry 
since obtaining the conditional use permit in 1989. His commercial gravel quarry was inspected 
each year to ensure he was complying with his permit. Indeed, in its April 23, 1990, approval 
letter, the Umatilla County Planning Division stated that: "the hearings officer approved your 
request to allow both your own personal use of the pit as well as a commercial use of the 
aggregate (emphasis added). Please note that this permit is only for the personal use portion of 
your approval and will be required to be amended if a commercial use for the aggregate is 
proposed." Exhibit 6, p. 30. The assumption is that since Mr. Snow operated the pit openly as a 
commercial gravel quarry for over 30 years, and it was inspected each year, he must have 
received at least tacit approval. 

The Planning Division conducted on-site inspections of Mr. Snow's commercial gravel 
quarry every year from 1991 to 2020, and reissued the conditional use permit each year. Exhibit 
7. May 12, 2000, is a typical Notice of Approval letter. It provides that "you are in good standing 
with the conditions placed on your permit and the permit has been extended an additional year." 
Exhibit 7. In a letter to DOGAMI, the Umatilla County Department of Resource Services and 
Development, dated September 26, 2002, noted that "the signed conditional use findings 
approving the establishment of the aggregate quarry site with a crusher and asphalt plant." 
Exhibit 7. The "Planning Department file indicates that this yearly review has been done 
consistently since 1990." Exhibit 7. The letter notes that there was no documentation of complaint 
or non-compliance in the yearly review notes. Id. The letter also states, "there does not appear to 
be a time limit on the duration of the conditional use, therefore, all conditions are still applicable, 
and the yearly review will continue." Exhibit 7. 

The Snow commercial gravel quarry has been providing gravel for several commercial 
operations since before the County Development Ordinance was adopted on June 12, 1985. The 
Snow quarry provided aggregate for the expansion oflnterstate 84; for the City of Stanfield; for 
the City of Echo; for ODOT; and for the Umatilla County Road Department. If there were any 
concerns before 2020 about the commercial use of the aggregate site, it was not raised with Mr. 
Snow, and no enforcement action was taken. The correspondence from Umatilla County in 2019 
and 2020 was from the code enforcement coordinator, but no concerns were raised in these two 
letters about the use of the aggregate site or the amount of aggregate that had been removed, and 
no requests or requirements for additional permitting were identified. Exhibit 7. 

Jeff and Michelle Hines purchased the property in 2021. The reason they purchased this 
property was so they could continue to operate the commercial gravel quarry to earn an income. 
Mr. Hines was not allowed to renew his conditional use permit in 2021. The Hines have been 
attempting to obtain a reinstatement of the conditional use permit since they purchased the 
property. This has affected the Hines' ability to work with DOGAMI and other state agencies in 
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order to manage the aggregate site. The Hines stand ready to remit not only the 2021 renewal 
fee, but also the renewal fees for 2022 through 2024 to reinstate this permit. 

ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 

Assignment of Error #1. In its denial of the Hines' Request for Reinstatement of C-546-
89, the Planning Division failed to cite a provision in the Umatilla County Development Code 
that it claims the Hines' have violated. 

ORS 215.416 (8)(a) provides: 

"Approval or denial of a permit application shall be based on standards and criteria 
which shall be set forth in the zoning ordinance or other appropriate ordinance or 
regulation of the county and which shall relate approval or denial of a permit 
application to the zoning ordinance and comprehensive plan for the area in which 
the proposed use of land would occur and to the zoning ordinance and 
comprehensive plan for the county as a whole." (Emphasis added) 

In its denial (Exhibit 1), the Planning Division fails to cite a provision of the development 
code on which it bases its denial of the Request for Reinstatement of the Hines conditional use 
permit. As a result, the Hines are unable to specify what provision of the development code is 
the basis of their appeal. When a county denies a conditional use permit, it must cite the specific 
section of the development code or zoning ordinance that forms the basis for the denial. ORS 
215.416 (8)(a). The reason for this requirement is that citing the specific section provides the 
applicant, here the Hines, with clarity on the reasons for the denial, which is crucial for them to 
understand the basis for the decision and to prepare for any potential appeal. Waveseer of Or., 
LLC v. Deschutes Cty, 308 Or App 494 (2020); Jones v. Willamette United Football Club, 307 
Or App 502, 514 (2020). The denial ought to be reversed and remanded to the Planning Division 
with instructions to cite the provisions of the development code it claims the Hines violated. 

Assignment of Error #2. The denial of the Request to Reinstate the conditional use 
permit fails to provide notice to the Hines that they "may appeal the decision by filing a written 
appeal in the manner and within the time period provided in the county's land use regulations." 

ORS 215.416 (ll)(a)(A) provides that "the hearings officer or such other person as the 
governing body designates may approve or deny an application for a permit without a hearing if 
the hearings officer or other designated person gives notice of the decision and provides an 
opportunity for any person who is adversely affected or aggrieved, or who is entitled to notice 
under paragraph (c) of the subsection, to file an appeal." ORS 215.416 (1 l)(a)(C) further clarifies 
that "[t]he notice shall state that any person who is adversely affected or aggrieved or who is 
entitled to written notice under paragraph ( c) of this subsection may appeal the decision by filing 
a written appeal in the manner and within the time period provided in the county's land use 
regulations." 

The Hines were persons adversely affected or aggrieved by the denial of their conditional 
use permit, yet they were not provided notice that they may appeal the decision by filing a written 
appeal; nor were they provided notice of the time limitations for such appeal. Exhibit I. Further, 
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the notice, here the denial (Exhibit I), does not state that the Planning Division's decision will 
not become final until the period for filing the local appeal has expired. ORS 215.416 (l l)(a)(C). 
Therefore, the denial (Exhibit I) is in violation of ORS 215.416 (ll)(a)(C). The denial ought to 
be reversed and remanded to provide the Hines with adequate notice pursuant to ORS 215.416 
(1 l)(a)(C). 

Assignment of Error #3. The Hines have an established and existing lawful use under 
ORS 215.130 (5). 

ORS 215.130 (5) provides that the "lawful use of any building, structure or land at the 
time of the enactment or amendment of any zoning ordinance or regulation may be continued." 
The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law state the Umatilla County Development Ordinance 
was adopted on June 12, 1985. Exhibit 6. The commercial gravel quarry at issue here lawfully 
existed at the time the Umatilla County Development Code was established. Mr. Snow owned 
and operated this commercial gravel quarry well before 1985. His son, who is now 65 years old, 
recalls the gravel quarry being there his entire life. Prior to 1985, rock was being mined out of 
the quarry and was used on roads on the ranch and sold to others. Rock was also sold for rip rap 
out of the quarry to be used on the Umatilla River. Mr. Jeff Spike grew up within 2 miles of the 
Snow rock quarry. He is now 69 years old. He recalls rock being hauled out of the quarry and 
used prior to 1985. He can remember dump trucks hauling rock and dirt out of the quarry around 
this time. By the 1980s, the quarry was producing aggregate for ODOT, local municipalities, and 
for private road construction. 

Therefore, the Hines request that, pursuant to ORS 215.230 (5), this matter be remanded 
to the Planning Division with instructions that the Hines be allowed to operate their commercial 
gravel quarry as it was allowed to operate prior to the adoption of the Umatilla County 
Development Ordinance on June 12, 1985. Legal precedent requires that the Hines be allowed to 
continue to operate their commercial gravel quarry. Polk County v. Martin, 292 Or 69 (1981). 

Assignment of Error #4. The denial of the Request to Reinstate C-546-89 was issued 
prematurely as the Hines' have until June 11, 2025, to respond to a completeness letter. 

On November 18, 2024, Jeff and Michelle Hines (Hines) submitted an application to the 
county Planning Division to list their gravel quarry site as a large, significant site and to allow 
commercial mining and associated mining activities. Exhibit 2. The application was developed 
and filed by Carla McLane Consulting, LLC. Attached as Exhibit 2 for your reference is the 
Application for a Large Significant Site and to Allow Commercial Mining and Associated 
Activities on the Hines property. The application is very thorough and includes several 
attachments including a vicinity map, impact area map, assessor1s map, 2024 Real Property 
Assessment Report, a realigned easement survey, the current and proposed aggregate site survey, 
a trip generation letter, lab reports, a city water information letter, land use request application, 
amendments application, and an aggregate application. 

On December 13, 2024, the county responded with a completeness letter. Exhibit 3. This 
letter delineated for the Hines a number of additional documents they would need to provide in 
order to submit a complete application. The completeness letter informed the Hines that they 
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have "180 - days, or until June 11, 2025, in which to respond in writing with some, all, or none 
of the requested information." Exhibit 3. 

The Hines' tendered the matter to Ms. McLane to assist them in responding to the 
completeness letter. Ms. McLane sent an e-mail to Ms. Davchevski, the author of the 
completeness letter. Ms. McLane thanked Ms. Davchevski "for providing the completeness 
letter" and explained that"[ w]e will review and respond accordingly." Exhibit 4. 

Ever since, Ms. McLane and the Hines' have been working toward satisfying the 
requirements of the December 13, 2024, completeness letter. In the meantime, on February 25, 
2025, Ms. McLane, on behalf of the Hines', filed a Request for a Reinstatement of Conditional 
Use Permit C-546-89. Exhibit 5. 

On February 27, 2025, the Planning Division denied the Hines' Request to Reinstate 
Conditional Use Permit C-546-89. Apparently, one of the reasons for the denial was because 
"[t]o date, the incompleteness letter has not been addressed and the requested missing 
information has not been received." Exhibit I. It appears that the Planning Division is denying 
the Hines' Request to Reinstate their conditional use permit because they have not yet responded 
to the completeness letter regarding their application for a large significant site for commercial 
mmmg. 

However, these are two separate applications. It is erroneous for the Planning Division to 
deny a Request to Reinstate the Hines' conditional use permit on the grounds that they have yet 
to respond to a completeness letter on the application for a large significant site. This is especially 
true since the Hines' have three more months, until June 11, 2025, to respond to the completeness 
letter. Exhibit 1; ORS 2 l 5.427(3)(a). 

The denial of reinstatement ought to be reversed to allow the Hines until June 11, 2025, 
to respond to the completeness letter. In the meantime, since the Hines are attempting to comply 
in good faith, they ought to be allowed to continue to operate their commercial gravel quarry as 
it has operated since before June 12, 1985. 

Assignment of Error #5: The Hines must have a conditional use permit from the county 
before they may apply for DOGAMI approval. 

The denial letter places the Hines' in an untenable dilemma. The letter states that: 

"Thus, Umatilla County did not allow the operator to renew the 1989 conditional 
use permit as one of the conditions of approval requires compliance with 
DOGAMI." 

Exhibit 1. 

On the one hand, on February 27, 2025, the Planning Division denies the Request to 
Reinstate because "one of the conditions of approval requires compliance with DOG AMI." 
Exhibit 1. However, on the other hand, before the Hines can apply for DOGAMI approval, they 
must first have a conditional use permit from the county. Thus, the Planning Division imposes 
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on the Hines a condition they cannot satisfy, as they must have the conditional use permit from 
the county before they can apply for DOGAMI approval. 

This procedural error is grounds to remand the denial of the Request to Reinstate the 
conditional use permit back to the Planning Division to remove the condition that Hines first get 
DOGAMI approval. Then the Hines will be able to move forward with their application for 
DOGAMI approval. 

CONCLUSION 

The Hines merely request that they receive the same courtesy as Mr. Snow. They request 
that they be allowed to operate their commercial gravel quarry while the Goal 5 Application 
moves through the permitting process and while they work to obtain a DOGAMI permit once the 
county reinstates their Conditional Use Permit C-546-89. The Planning Division's refusal to 
reinstate the Hines' conditional use permit has significantly harmed Mr. and Mrs. Hines' ability 
to earn a living from their land and has impacted projects in the county that require aggregate 
from their quarry. 
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Application to Amend the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan to list the subject property as a "Large 
Significant Site" protected by Goal 5; amend the Comprehensive Plan Map to identify the 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 tne entirety ofthe mining site. 

Applicant/Owner: 

Consultant: 

Jeff and Michelle Hines 
HNS, Inc 
210 W Main Street 
Post Office Box 126 
Echo, OR 97826 
541-786-0540 
Michellehines2012@gmail.com 

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 a portion of Tax Lot 12800 of Assessor's Map 3N 29 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 mining site as a Large Significant Site with protections under Goal 5 and to allow mining, processing, 
an asphalt batch plant, and stockpiling. For this application 'aggregate' means basalt. 

Location and Current Use of the Property: 
The subject property is generally south of the City of Echo with the subject property adjacent to Snow 
Road. Snow Road intersects with the Heppner-Echo Highway, also known as Oregon Trail Road, to the 
west of Echo. As this is an expansion of the existing aggregate site those uses exist along with dryland 

agricultural operations. 

Surrounding Uses: 
Uses to the west, north, and east of the current and proposed expanded mining site are predominately 
irrigated agriculture under circle pivots with dryland wheat farming to the south. The City of Echo is 
approximately 2 miles to the north northeast of the subject site. Irrigated crops include a variety of 
annual row crops, spring wheat, and to the northeast vineyards. 

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. 
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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 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 
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: 

(Al 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 11, 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 proposed quarry is in eastern Oregon and has an inventory of over 15 million tons of available basalt 
aggregate material. The United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service Soil Survey of 
Umatilla County identify the soils in the current mining area as Lickskillet very stony loam with 7 to 40 
percent slopes and the area proposed to be mined as the same as well as Sha no very fine sandy loam 
with 2 to 7 percent slopes. Immediately to the south of the mining area is also Sha no very fine sandy 
loam with 7 to 12 percent slopes. The Lickskillet is classified as Vlls; the Shano is classified as IVe and lie 
or II le when irrigated. The portion of the proposed quarry site that has a soil classification of 11 is on the 
northern side and does not constitute more than 35 percent of the total site. 

The aggregate at the subject property has undergone testing several times over the past twenty years of 
operation meeting the identified standards established by ODOTfor air degradation, abrasion, and 
sodium sulfate soundness. Several of those lab reports are included as part of the application packet 
with the location of use identified and remarks indicating that the material represented by the sample 
does comply with the specifications. 

The proposed quarry consisting of approximately 46 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). 
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(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. 
This application is for the expansion of an existing aggregate site so the proposed impact area will be 
measured from the expansion boundary and will not include the existing site. The attached map shows a 
1,500-foot impact area with uses in that area being agricultural in nature with both irrigated aod dryland 

operations immediately adjacent. There are no homes within the impact area. 

(bl 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: 
There are no homes within the 1,500-foot impact area which is zoned for Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). 

There a re no areas zoned for residential uses. 

(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 no uses that may be impacted by noise, dust, or other discharges from the proposed mining 
operation within the 1,500-foot impact area with the one exception begin the access road that serves 
the subject property also serves other properties in the vicinity. The applicant or contractors will 
manage potential impacts to that access road by employing best management practices that include 

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 
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permit with 208-acres available to 

collect and hold stormwater. If conditions should change one can be obtained. 

Blasting will be conducted as part of the mining process as basalt rock is proposed for extraction. As like 

the earlier requirements the applicant will comply with the requirements of DOGAMI. 

With the application of the management practices described above any potential conflicts due to noise, 

dust, or other discharges will be minimized or eliminated within the 1,500-foot impact area. 

(BJ 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; 
The access road for the subject property connects to Snow Road which is a county gravel road in good 

condition. Rock will be hauled north on Snow Road and connect to Highway 320, also known as Oregon 

Trail Road, an ODOT facility. That connection is approximately 1. 7 miles north of the subject property 

access to Snow Road. This route has been used for more than 25 years in support of aggregate 

operations at the subject site and traffic impacts from the mining site will continue albeit with some 
more frequency. Other traffic on Snow Road is farm based with agricultural operations making up the 

balance of traffic impacts. 

Traffic is dependent upon activity within the mining area and will vary based on the time of year. The 
submitted Trip Generation Letter assumes current Average Daily Trips at 65 with PM Peak Trips at 11. 
The conclusion of the Project Traffic Engineer states, "Based on the low background traffic and low trip 

generation in the area, no further study is necessary. The potential impacts of the SROZ on the Snow 
Road/ Oregon Trail Road intersection will not be significant due to no significant increase in traffic from 

the expansion of the Echo Rock Pit via the SROZ." 

(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 eight miles away as the crow flies. 

(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 S resource sites within the impact area for the aggregate site. It should be 

noted that the site is within the Stage Gulch Critical Ground Water Area and the Columbia Valley 

Viticultural Area. Neither of these areas have been identified as protected resources within Umatilla 

County. 

(E) Conflicts with agricultural practices; and 
Agricultural practices surround the aggregate site and are found within the 1,500-foot impact area of 

the proposed quarry consisting of irrigated agriculture with circle pivot irrigation as well as dryland 
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operations. The crops would be predominately potatoes, corn, wheat, and other row crops. There are 
no planted vineyards in the impact area, but they are within one mile of the site. Mining activity has not 
historically nor is not expected in the future to conflict with these agricultural activities or practices. 

(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 DOGAMl regulations. 

(c) The local government shall determine reasonable and practicable measures that would 
minimize the conflicts ;dentified 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. 

The applicant has identified limited impacts from dust and stormwater to_the access road that can be 
managed or mitigated through various voluntary measures and best management practices. During 
mining and processing 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 
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acknowledged that the applicant may be required to obtain an Access Permit for the proposed 
aggregate site for access to Snow Road from the Umatilla County Road master. 

(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. 

The applicant has not determined a post-mining use as it is anticipated that this mining site will be 
operational for many years or decades. The subject property is predominately not composed of Class I, 
II, Prime, or Unique farmland and would therefore allow a variety of uses under ORS 215.283(2). Other 
post-mining uses, if allowed under ORS 215.283 and the Umatilla County Development Code, could 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. 

The current aggregate site obtained a Conditional Use Permit in 1989 issued to H. Richard and Shirley 
Snow, previous owners of the subject property. Mr. Snow operated the mining operation under that 
permit until just a few years ago when the property was transferred to Jeff and Michelle Hines. The 
Hearings Officer Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law state, "In the matter of Conditional Use 
Request #C-546 to establish an aggregate quarry site with a crusher and potential asphalt batch plant 
site in an EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) 160-acre minimum zone for personal as well as commercial quarry." 
While the applicant believes that this permit can be deemed to be in effect there is disagreement on 
that front, so this application seeks approval for the full site to receive Goal 5 protections and an 

approval for mining activity. 

(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 applfcant 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: 
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(a) Identify conflicting uses; 
The subject property and prope rty within 1500 feet is zoned EFU which allows a variety of farm related 
uses including dwellings if certa in criteria a re met. There are also additional uses that are a llowed with 
standards or conditionally. Some of these uses could create conflicts with an aggregate operation. 
Conflict s are most likely to arise when a new use places 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. 

(b) Determine the impact area; 
A 1,500-foot impact a rea extending from t he proposed aggregate expansion area site boundary. 

(c) Analyze the ESEE consequences; and 
See the analysis be low. 

(d) Develop a program to achieve Goal 5. 
See a full analysis be low. 

(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 t his site. To assist them with this a table follows wit h some of t he potent ia l uses that 
could create conflicts within t he required 1500-foot distance of the proposed expansion area. As 

previous ly stated, the applicant is concerned with activities that might be negative ly impacted by mining 
activities including processing and stockpiling as well as impacts from those activities to the mining 
operation. 

Pote ntia I Conflicting Uses 
Zoning Code Sections Potential Conflicting Uses 

EFU 152.056 Uses Permitted No conflicting uses identified. 
1S2.058 Zoning Permit Replacement Dwellings, Winery, Farm 

Stand, Home Occupations. 
1S2-059 Land Use Decisions or Churches, Dwellings, Schools, Parks, 
152.060 Condit ional Uses Playgrounds, Community Centers, 

Hardship Dwellings, Boarding a nd 
Lodging Facilities, Various Commercial 
Uses Related to Agriculture. 

(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.) 
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The applicant is suggesting that the conflicting uses identified in the table above could be impacted by 
the proposed 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{S)(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 S 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 Umatil!a 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 potentia I 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. 

This site is not listed within the Umatilla County Technical Report to the Comprehensive Plan and there 
are no other aggregate sites within the vicinity that are listed. 

The ESEE Analysis follows: 
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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 Condition the placement of 

gathering spaces new dwellings and gathering 
spaces 

Economic Consequences related to new Consequences related to new 

Consequences use on neighboring properties. use on neighboring properties. 
There may be some negative The economic impact to 

economic impact to neighboring property owners 

neighboring property owners if would be neutral. A 

new dwellings or gathering requirement for a waiver of 

places were not allowed within remonstrance would not 

1500 feet of the quarry restrict the use of the property 

boundary. As the properties in allowed in the underlying zone. 

the impact area are zoned for 
Exclusive Farm Use, all with a Similar wavers are required by 
160--acre minimum lot size, all counties around the state as a 
of the properties would be condition of approval for a 

affected. There are some new residential structure in a 

existing limits on dwellings farm or forest zone. These 

already in the code, so the wavers, required by ORS 

negative impact would be 215.213 and 215.283, restrict a 

small. Some uses that allow landowner's ability to pursue a 

gathering spaces are also claim for relief or cause of 

allowed either outright or action alleging injury from 

conditionally. farming or forest practices. 

Consequences related to loss Without evidence that the 

or interruption of quarry widespread use of such 

access. waivers has negatively 

The economic benefit of impacted property values or 

preserving the applicant's development rights, it is 

ability to access material from reasonable to conclude that 

this site does have an the proposed limit on new 

economic impact through conflicting uses in the impact 

direct employment and area of the proposed quarry 

employment impacts on the will have no negative economic 

various developments that consequence. 

rock is delivered to. The 
proposed quarry will provide Consequences related to loss 

material for a variety of or interruption of quarry 

projects throughout Umatilla access. 

and Morrow Counties and The economic benefit would 

possibly beyond. 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 accept 
mining activity on this 
significant aggregate site. 

Snow Road Quarry Application to Umatilla County 

No change to review standards 
for dwellings and gathering 
spaces 
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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Prohibit dwellings and Condition the placement of No change to review standards 

gathering spaces new dwellings and gathering for dwellings and gathering 

spaces spaces 

Social Consequences related to new Consequences related to new Consequences related to new 

Consequences use on neighboring properties, use on neighboring properties. use on neighboring properties. 

Removing the option to place a The soda! impact to The social impact to 

dwelling, which otherwise neighboring property owners neighboring property owners 

meets all existing review would be neutral if acceptance would be neutral if new 

criteria, within 1500 feet of the of the mining activity were dwel!ings and social gathering 

guarry boundary, would have a added as a condition of spaces within 1500 feet of the 

negative social consequence. approval for new dwellings and quarry boundary were allowed 

This would be similar if uses related to social under the existing review 

gathering spaces were also gatherings within 1500 feet of criteria. 

prohibited. The social the quarry boundary. Options 

consequences stem from a available to property-owners Consequences related to loss 

landowner's desire to have would not be reduced. of quarry access. 

reasonable options and Dwellings and gathering spaces Various development and 

flexibility when making choices that meet existing review construction projects in the 

about what they can and criteria would be allowed, region that would utilize the 

cannot do on their land. provided the applicant agreed aggregate material in the 

to accept the mining activity proposed quarry may have to 

Consequences related to loss approved by the county. forgo their development which 

of quarry access. could impact social activities 

Various development and Consequences related to loss including those that would 

construction projects in the of quarry access. benefit recreation and tourism. 

region that would utilize the Various development and 

aggregate material in the construction projects in the 
proposed quarry may have to region that would utilize the 

forgo their development which aggregate material in the 

could impact social activities proposed quarry may have to 

including those that would forgo their development which 

benefit recreation and tourism. could impact social activities 
including those that would 
benefit recreation and tourism. 

Prohibit dwellings and Condition the placement of No change to review standards 

gathering spaces new dwellings and gathering for dwellings and gathering 

spaces spaces 

Environmental Consequences related to new Consequences related to new Consequences related to new 

Consequences use on neighboring properties. use on neighboring properties. use on neighboring properties. 

There are no environmental There could be a negative There could be a negative 

consequences identified that environmental consequence environmental consequence 

stem from prohibiting new from noise if new dwellings or from noise if new dwellings 

dwellings or social gathering social gathering spaces were and social gathering spaces 

spaces in the impact area. limited in the impact area. were allowed in the impact 

New dwellings and social area. Different than the option 

Consequences related to loss gathering spaces in the impact to limit a decision, there would 

of quarry access. area could be authorized on be no mechanism in the 

Efficient development the condition that the county's approval process to 

practices include obtaining applicant accept the mining inform property owners of the 

aggregate material from a activity approved by this authorized mining activity. This 

quarry close to the project site. decision. This approach assures would result in a higher 

There will be some that a property owner will possibility for a residence or 

environmental benefit from make an informed decision social gathering space to be in 
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fewer vehicle emissions when when locating a new use. If the impact area and a higher 

truck travel is minimized. they decide to locate within potential for a negative 

the impact area, they will be consequence. 

exposed to noise impacts 
when mining activities are Consequences related to loss 

conducted on the site. of quarry access. 
There may be some negative 

Consequences related to loss environmental consequence if 

of quarry access. new uses in the impact area 

Efficient development oppose mining activity and 

practices include obtaining pose an obstacle to the use of 

aggregate material from a this site. Efficient development 

quarry close to the project site. practices include obtaining 

There will be some aggregate material from a 

environmental benefit from quarry close to the project site. 

fewer vehicle emissions when Vehicle emissions will increase 

truck travel is minimized. if trucks must travel further to 
access material. 

Prohibit dwellings and Condition the placement of No change to review standards 

gathering spaces new dwellings and gathering for dwellings and gathering 

spaces spaces 

Energy Consequences related to new Consequences related to new Consequences related to new 

Consequences use on neighboring properties. use on neighboring properties. use on neighboring properties. 

There are no energy There are no energy There are no energy 

consequences identified that consequences identified that consequences identified that 

stem from prohibiting new stem from limiting new stern from allowing new 

dwellings or social gathering dwellings or social gathering dwellings or social gathering 

spaces in the impact area. spaces in the impact area. spaces in the impact area. 

Consequences related to lass Consequences related to loss Consequences related to loss 

of quarry access. of quarry access. of quarry access. 

Efficient development Efficient development Efficient development 

practices include obtaining practices include obtaining practices include obtaining 

aggregate material from a aggregate material from a aggregate material from a 

quarry close to the project site. quarry close to the project site. quarry close to the project site. 

There will be some negative There will be some negative There will be some negative 

energy consequences from energy consequences from energy consequences from 

additional fuel use if truck additional fuel use if truck additional fuel use if truck 

travel is increased due to loss travel is increased due to loss travel is increased due to loss 

of access to this quarry. of access to this quarry. 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 ofthe 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. 

(bl 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 
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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 proposed quarry. The protection sought from potentia I conflicting uses 
wou Id be within the 1,500-foot impact area and for the life of the proposed 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 (cl). 
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 
cqnflicting 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 
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 impact 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 
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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 hcJve input into this decision even 
though this site is not listed. 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.1' 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." 
Based on this application the applicant requests that the accompanying Policy be updated to list the 

proposed 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; 
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As stated previously the applicant has determined that the inventory of aggregate material at the 

proposed quarry is 15 million tons that meet or exceed ODOT specifications. Please see the attached 

laboratory reports. 

(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 proposed quarry in a rural area with no residential or other uses in the vicinity would 
make screening unnecessary. This type of aggregate activity regularly takes place in rural areas and 

along roads to provide easy and cost-effective access to aggregate material for use in development 
projects. The applicant would state that screening 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 wou Id 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 will work closely with DOGAMl to obtain permits for this aggregate location and in the 

development offuture reclamation of this site. 

(Bl 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 applicant has not determined post-mining use. However, any 
ieclamation activity would be compliant with the Exclusive Farm Use or other zone that may be in place 

at the time of reclamation. 

(2) Extraction and sedimentation ponds shalt 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; 

Extraction is not planned adjacent to Snow Road and no dwellings are within the 1,500-foot impact area. 

(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 are no dwellings within the 1,500-feet impact area. Additionally, the applicant is requesting that 
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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 access road that serves this property and others in the vicinity has been in place for many years. 
Recently the easement for that road has been relocated to allow for this expansion with the road 

proposed to be relocated as part of the development of the expanded mining site. The applicant is 

requesting that future dwellings or social gathering spaces approved in a discretionary land use process 

be limited by a requirement to sign a waiver of remonstra nee within the impact area to assure this 

standard can be maintained. 

Analysis of the Statewide Planning Goals 1 through 14 follows. 
Goal l 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. 

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. 

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. 

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 
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with sound management of soil, air, water, and fish and wildlife resources and to provide for 

recreational opportunities and agriculture. 
There a re 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 cu ltura I or 
historical sites. 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 Ru le 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 
during mining, processing, and stockpillng 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. 

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. 
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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. 

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 commercia I construction economies. 

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 site has not been 
identified as having any specific transportation-related concerns and is not within an area governed by 
an Interchange Area Management Plan. A traffic impact analysis is submitted as part of the application 

package. 

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 proposed 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. 
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Specifically, the applicant is requesting: 1) that the proposed quarry site of approximately 225 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 approva! 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 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: 
• Vicinity Map 
• Impact Area Map 
• Assessor's Map 3N 29 
• 2024 Real Property Assessment Report 

• Realigned Easement Survey (2024-06-19) 
• Current and Proposed Aggregate Site Survey 

• Trip Generation Letter 09122024 
• Lab Reports 
• City Water Information Letter 07252024 
• Land Use Request Application 

• Amendments Application 
• Aggregate Application 
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Umatilla· County 
Department of Land Use Planning 

DIREl".-OR 
Rnhcrt WnWl1rr 

I.A.\ll t·sr. 
l'L.\_'i:,a:-,;c;. 
ZO:\l:'\G A.\'.I> 
l'ER.\IIH[\G 

coot: 
~:_ woRn:.,n:"·r 

SOI .ID W A!ffF. 
cmtMITTl'.I:: 

S\l<lh:l 
'\I, \ \ .\Gf..\11:'.:-,.T 

GIS A:\\) 
~l.\l'PI:\'(; 

kl RAI. 
AOllltE.<;SI\C; 

LIAISO:,,. 
..... -\l'lR\I. 
R£SOl RC-t:s & 
1;.'\\ ·t RO;-. \lf(:-,.T 

March 20. 2020 

Richard Snow 
33263 Oregon Trail Road 
Echo, OR 97826 

Re: Conditional Use Pennit #C ~546-89 
2020 Renewal 

Dear Mr. Snow: 

On March 29. 1989. your Conditional Use Pem1i1 #C -546-89 was approved lo allow 
extraction and cmshing of rock from an existing quarry in an EFU {Exclusive Fam, 
Use) zone. in accordance ,,i1h 1.he Umatilla County Oe,·elopment Ordinance. The 
Conditional Use Permit was granted for a one-year term. renewable each year 
thereafter. contingent upon o yearly re\'iew and $50.00 annual renewal fee . 

Your Conditional Use Pem1i1 is currently due for annual reYiew. and we will be 
conducting a site , ·isit within the next 90 days. Prior 10 granting you a one-year 
extension. the Planning Department must receive a written request from you 
justifying your continued need for the rock quarry, a request for the renewal of 
the Conditional Use Permit for 2019 and the renewal fee. Please complete the 
enclosed fom1 and return it with the renewal fi:!e. Failure 10 respond 10 this request 
could jeopardize your pennit. 

If you ha\'e any questions concerning this renewal process. you may contact this 
office at (541) 278-6300. Please nortt,· our o.f}ice immediare(J' ({!here i.1· any ,:hange 
in sla!Usfor your permit. 

Regards. 

Gina Miller 
Code Enforce1rn:111 Coordinntor 

2 16 S.E .. t" S1re~t •Pendleton.OR ()780 I • Ph: 5-1 t -278-6252 • Fax: 5-11•278-5-180 

Website: \1-ww.urn11tillacol11lly.net planning• Email: planning:,?umaiillacounty.net 
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UMATILLA COUNTY . 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

RENEWAL REQUEST FORM 

Pluse complete the entire form, and return it within 30 days to: 

Umatilla County Planning Department 
216 SE 4th 

. . ... . ... Pendleton,. OR .. 97801 ___ ... __ _ _ 

Please include a check or money order for SS0.00 for the annual renewal fee. 

OWNER/ PROPERTY INFORMATION: 

Ll R d .::::: ~ + _/ { +c::i v-rr.e.v-/y: .c ) G 4 t y-...,,· t;;. /a gr oJYlO £.LJ i:::.S c::2,.,T,e _ H t:Jt.l<-ho t'd .;;,nQ4J _ 
Name / 

Mailing Address 

Phone 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT INFORMATION: 

(. - S'IG:, - <{5 
Permit# Purpose of pennit 

Address of permitted use ( if different than the mailing address listed above ) 

If a hardship or caretaker dwelling, please list residents; 

~ Annual Renewal Fee check for 5o,EE.- included 

. PLEASE COMPLETE THE OTHER SIDE 
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RENEWAL REQUEST: 

Please write a brief statement detailing your continued need for a Conditional Use Permit: 

{ s~e.. a. ft a L h:ed . ) 

(use additional page~ if necessary) 

Detail any changes to the property and pennit in the last year: 

( ~c: 4--ffa c hcd_ • ) . 

Pl enew iuy perp,,it.for one yeaF.··1 t1ndenmmd that if 411y-cbanges-occur in the·status of · 
s Conditional Use Permit that I am required to notify the Planning Department immediately. 

I/We no longer require a Conditional Use Permit for this property because; 

Print name 

·---·· ----- -·----------- .. ------·- - ------ -·- .. ··- ·-· --·-· ·--- -----
·-·-------------·- ---· ·---· . - ----------
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7 

UMATILLA COUNTY CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 
Attachment to Renewal Request Fonn 

Harry Richard Snow Estate (fka H. Richard Snow) 
Pennit No. C-546-89 

Renewal Request: 

My name is Denise Snow Howland. I am the oldest daughter of H. Richard Snow and the 
Personal Representative for the Harry Richard Snow Estate. My father passed away March 23, 
2019. 

I hereby request renewal of the Conditional Use Permit No. C-546-89 for an existing quarry in 
an EFU zone. The continued need for the Permit is as stated in my father's Renewal Request 
dated February 13, 2019: 

"We put gravel on our farm road to suppress dust. Also we are able to have a source of rock that 
our neighbors have access to for their fann roads.'' 

In addition to the ongoing usage as stated in my father's request of 2019, since my father's 
passing, his Estate has been working with our rock crushing company to transition into a leasing 
situation with them. 

If you have any further questions, please call me on my cell at (503) 930-0677. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Denise Snow Howland 
Personal Representative 
Harry Richard Snow Estate 
33263 Oregon Trail Road 
Echo, OR 97826 
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HARRY RICHARD SNOW ESTATE 
Denis<' Snow Howland. Person31 Represenblii•e 

:.-316:;l Orcgcon Tr.ill RooJ 
Erho. OR q781n 

Btn<IN Bank 
9,;-7107/3233 

0519 

1/2/2020 

PAY TO THE Oregon Department ofTransportalion I $ -so.oo ORDER OF ____________________________ ___.! 

Oregon Department of Transportation 
R/W Property Management 
4040 Fairview Industrial Drive SE MS#2 
Salem, OR 97302-1142 

MEMO 
Act. 06319-/1712; Yearly Land Use Permit 

HARRY RICHARD SNOW ESTATE I Oeoh,e Snow Howland, Personal Representative 

Oregon Department of Transportation 1/212020 
Act. 06319-//712; Yearly Land Use Permit 

Banner Bank-Estate Act. 063'19-ff712; Yearly Land \)se P.ermit 

HARRY RICHARD SNOW ESTA TE I Denise Snow Howlan<t, Personal Represent.itive 
Oregon Department ofTransportation 1/2/2020 

Act. 06319-/!712: Yearly Land Use Permit 

Banner Bank-Estate Act. 06319-1/712; Yearly Land Use Permit 

0519 

50.00 

0519 

50.00 

50.00 
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iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiina-· ----- -- -·-· ·· · 

HARRY RICHARD SNOW ESTATE 
Denise Snow Howland, Personal Repre$entative 

33263 Oregon Trall Rt>ad 
Echo, OR 97826 

Banner Bank 
11•1ff7/m;s 

0638 

4/2/2020 

1 
~1ro~TJ!if __ u_m_a_1i_11a_c_o_u_ntv _____________________ __.l $•"50._oo •J 

Fifty and 00/100_ .............. _. ............. --• ...,... ............... _,_, .... .,.,... • .,....,. ............ __,..,_* J 
----------tP~ba:-n""'".,.,•-,,;19Ml~....,:;~.4-,,.,.J~------------------- c~ • 

Umatilla County l8I< Department Personal Aepresantallve I 
218 SE 4th Avenue 
Pendleton, OR 97801 

MEMO 
Renewat-Ccnditional Use Permit #C-5:46-88 

~~~ • • l 
AIJTHOIIIZB) :l'\llE . . • •• j 
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7 

STATEMENT AND BILLING 
Oregon Department of Transportation 

R!W Property Management 
4040 Fairview Industrial Or SE M5#2 Salem OR 97302-1142 

. . 
5r,1.T2\12Nl 1J,,1C 

12116/201Q 

DICK SNO\V 

33263 OREGON TRAIL ROAD 
ECHO, OR 97826 

G6319-/1712 SS0.00 

PleBse make Name and Address changes in the space(s) above 

Oregon Department of TransportaUon 

R/W Property Management 
06319-//712 

NW1/4 or NW1/4 or Sec 20, 1'3N, R29E, W.M .. Umatilla Co. OR 

12/1612019 so.co S0.00 S0,00 

CURRENT BILLING DETAIL 

Yearly Land Use Permit 

550.00 

Payments received after 12/161201 9 will appear on the next slatemsnt 

12113/20 16 Beginning Balance 

01/0212019 Payment 
12116/2019 'Automated Billing 01-2020' 

12116/2019 Ending Balance - due January 1, 2020 

734-1364d(3-99) 

4040 Pairvlew Industrial Or SE MS#2 Salem OR 97302-1142 

503-986-3653 

7 

1--"L~·'•S'E INOIC.ATE _.;fdtJL•>Il P.~10 

Sc:>~ 

PLEASE RETURN THIS 
PORTION WITH YOUR 

PAYMENT IN THE 
El..,VELOPE PROVIDED 

$50.00 

Amount ·- . . 
$50.00 

-$50.00 
$50,00 

SS0.00 
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Umatilla Gounty 
Department of Land Use Planning 

216 S.E. 4th Street • Pendleron, OR 97801 
Pt1: 541-278-6252 • Fax: 541-278-5480 

Fee Receipt Number: 
Transaction Date: 
Transaction Time: 
Payor: 
Paid in Cash: 
Paid via Check: 
Paid via EFT: 
Comments: 

Receipt 

23362 
3/13/2025 
4:38:29 PM 
HNS INC (c/o JEFF & MICHELLE HINES) 
$0.00 
$800.00 Check# 21583Bank# 
$0.00 

APPEAL C-546-89 - REQUEST TO REINSTATE; DECISION BY PLANNING DIRECTOR -
02/27/2025 - LOGGED BYS. VAN SICKLE 

Fee Description Quantity Fee 
Appeal 1 $80 0 . 00 

Total: 
Amount Received: 

Amount Paid: 
Change; 

Amount Left Owing: 

Tota.1 
$800.00 

$800.00 
$800.00 
$800.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

HINES #R-001-25 
EXHIBIT 30, PAGE 36 OF 36

 
330



���������	
����
�����������	
����
�����
���	�������������������� !!�"#� !!#�$"%�&�'�()**+,)-�."��/"0$1�0�2��3456789:7;<=5;>?@AB47C@DD7<EB8CF96E;G HB5I�JKL�MI�NONP�7C�QRSS�TUHER�V5>AC@44E8>D7V9<E4W<R�XEB6�YD>58�3:EB69ED>58AB47C@DD7<EB8CF96E;GI�ZE[5LC�\7D:=5L�3LE[5LC9V7D:=5LAB47C@DD7<EB8CF96E;GI�U@<=5DD5�]@85>34@<=5DD5=@85>NOMNA647@D9<E4GI�̂5__�]@85>�3̀__=@85>SA647@D9<E4GI�TD788@86�X5K7LC458C�3KD788@86AB47C@DD7<EB8CF96E;GaEE:�J_C5L8EE8ITD57>5�>55�C=5�7CC7<=5:�<E44B8@<7C@E89�TD57>5�_55D�_L55�CE�L57<=�EBC�CE�45�V@C=�78F�bB5>C@E8>�EL�@_�FEB�V@>=�CE�:@><B>>9c5>CIU5678dd
H5DR�PQMdNefdgNQg�h�i7jR�PQMdNefdPQfONMg�kl�QC=�kCL55C�h�T58:D5CE8I�YZ�mefOMnoopqrrssstuvwoxyywz{u|o}t~{�rpyw||x|~�

�����������������������������������������������&�����%��/�0�#&!���%�/�!" %���%
¡¢£¤¥£�¦£�§̈ ¤©£�ª�«¬­®()̄°*�*®­±�+*�)(+²³*́�³)°°)µ*́�(+¶*́�µ)¶¬µ°*́�)°­·�*)̄°�̧µ¬(�¬µ�µ)­)²¹)º�»¼�°±)�½(+°²³³+¾¬®̄°¼�«)¶+µ°()̄°�¬̧�¿+̄º�½*)�À³+̄ ²̄̄,�+µ)�*®»Á)­°�°¬�Âµ),¬̄�À®»³²­�Ã)­¬µº*�³+Ä�+̄º�+µ)�ÅÂÆ�¾ÂÅÇÈ«ÉÅÆÈÊ¿·Ê³³�*®­±�º¬­®()̄°*�+µ)�+¹+²³+»³)�°¬�°±)�¶®»³²­�®¶¬̄�µ)Ë®)*°Ì�­¬*°*�̧¬µ�­¬¶²)*�(+¼�»)�­¬³³)­°)º·�Æ±²*�²̄­³®º)*(+°)µ²+³*�°±+°�(+¼�­¬̄°+²̄�*)̄*²°²¹)�º+°+�¬µ�¬°±)µ�²̧̄¬µ(+°²¬̄ �́+̄º�½(+°²³³+�¾¬®̄°¼�Ä²³³�̄¬°�»)�±)³º�³²+»³)�̧¬µ�²°*º²*°µ²»®°²¬̄·�Í�"%%"$1���%�ÍÎÍÏÎÐÎÑÑÒÍÍÍÓÔ!ÕÖfM×ÍÎÍÏÎÐÎÑÑÒÍÎÏÓÔ!ÕÖMPm×

QØMgØNPI�MMRQM�JU Ù47C@DD7�WEB8CF�U7@D�d�Z5R�]@85>�JKK57D�JKKD@<7C@E8

=CCK>RØØ47@D96EE6D59<E4Ø47@DØBØOØÚ@?Û:P5SfeN[PMÜ;@5VÛKCÜ>57L<=Û7DDÜK5L4C=@:ÛC=L57:d7RLdSPffmNQSSSmOgPNmfmPÜ>@4KDÛ4>6d7RLdmOOgPPmPmPQNMSÝ MØMHINES #R-001-25 
EXHIBIT 31 PAGE 1 OF 4

 
331



HINES #R-001-25 
EXHIBIT 31 PAGE 2 OF 4

 
332



HINES #R-001-25 
EXHIBIT 31 PAGE 3 OF 4

 
333



HINES #R-001-25 
EXHIBIT 31 PAGE 4 OF 4

 
334



Hines #R-001-025 
Exhibit 32 Page 1 of 7

1980 Aerial (Flight)
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May 2017 (Google Earth satellite) 
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March 2024 (Google Earth satellite) 
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March 2024 (Google Earth satellite)
with 2002 mined area
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Permit/License/Certificate (PLC)

Fact Sheet

Department of Environmental Quality, State of Oregon

700 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 600     Portland, OR 97232-4100 4/10/2025

Permit/License/Certificate (PLC) Information
PLC ID: 301290 Issue Date: 5/29/2018

PLC No: 37-0579-08-01 Eff. Date: 5/29/2018

PLC Type: ACDP General - Rock Crushers Exp. Date: 10/1/2027

Permittee Name: Term. Date: 

Status: Issued Approved By:  

PLC Version: Approved Date: 

PLC Extended Date: Extended Expiration Date: 

Facility Information
Facility Name: HNS Inc.

Facility Address: PORTABLE, PORTABLE, OR 97999 (Deschutes County) Facility ID: 179673

Page 1 of 1
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UMATILLA COUNTY 

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING 

March 27, 2025 

TEXT AMENDMENT #T-100-25, AMENDMENT OF 
UMATILLA COUNTY DEVELOPMENT CODE, SECTION 

152.250 DIMENSIONAL AND DESIGN STANDARDS 

The Umatilla County Community Development Department proposes changes to the Umatilla 
County Development Code (UCDC) Section 152.250, which would modify the dimensional and 

design standards required for a Design Review in the Retail Service Commercial (RSC) and Light 
Industrial (LI) zones for projects located adjacent to the Highway 395 North Corridor. The criteria 
of approval for amendments are found in Umatilla County Development Code 152.750-152.755. 
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DRAFT MINUTES 
UMATILLA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

Meeting of Thursday, March 27, 2025, 6:30pm 
 

** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** **  
COMMISSIONERS 
PRESENT: Sam Tucker, Vice Chair, John Standley, Malcolm Millar, Emery Gentry and 

Tami Green  
 
COMMISSIONER  
PRESENT VIA ZOOM:  Kim Gillet, Ann Minton and Andrew Morris 
 
 

COMMISSIONERS  
ABSENT:  Suni Danforth, Chair 
 
 
 

PLANNING STAFF: Robert Waldher, Community Development Director, Megan Davchevski, 
Planning Manager, and Shawnna Van Sickle, Administrative Assistant 

 
** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** **  

NOTE: THE FOLLOWING IS A SUMMARY OF THE MEETING. RECORDING IS AVAILABLE AT THE PLANNING OFFICE. 
 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

Vice Chair Sam Tucker called the meeting to order at 6:32PM and read the Opening Statement.  

MINUTES  

Vice Chair Tucker called for any corrections or additions to the January 23, 2025 meeting minutes. 
No additions nor corrections were noted. 

Commissioner Standley moved to approve the draft minutes from the January 23, 2025 meeting 
minutes, as presented. Commissioner Gentry seconded the motion. Motion carried by consensus. 

NEW HEARING 

TEXT AMENDMENT #T-100-25, AMENDMENT OF UMATILLA COUNTY 
DEVELOPMENT CODE, SECTION 152.250 DIMENSIONAL AND DESIGN 
STANDARDS. Umatilla County Community Development Department proposes changes to the 
Umatilla County Development Code (UCDC) Section 152.250, which would modify the 
dimensional and design standards required for a Design Review in the Retail Service Commercial 
(RSC) and Light Industrial (LI) zones for projects located adjacent to the Highway 395 North 
Corridor. The criteria of approval for amendments are found in Umatilla County Development 
Code 152.750-152.755. 

Vice Chair Tucker called for any abstentions, bias, conflicts of interest, declarations of ex parte 
contact or objections to jurisdiction. No reports were made.  
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Vice Chair Tucker called for the Staff Report. 

STAFF REPORT 

Mr. Robert Waldher stated Umatilla County is seeking an amendment to Section 152.250 of the 
Umatilla County Development Code (UCDC), which outlines the Dimensional and Design 
Standards. The proposed amendment would revise these standards for Design Review in the 
Retail Service Commercial (RSC) and Light Industrial (LI) zones for projects located along the 
Highway 395 North Corridor. He explained, the current design standards have been in place 
since their adoption by Ordinance 2019-09 in 2019. These standards were developed through a 
comprehensive public engagement process as part of the Highway 395 North Economic 
Development Project, which was supported by a Transportation Growth Management (TGM) 
grant from the Oregon Department of Transportation and the Department of Land Conservation 
and Development.  

He added that the primary goal of the project at the time was to enhance the aesthetic appeal and 
economic viability of the corridor. However, planning staff responsible for reviewing design 
applications had identified several dimensional and design criteria that, although well-intended 
when the 2019 code was adopted, are now deemed impractical and not conducive to new 
development or redevelopment along the Highway 395 North Corridor. 

Mr. Waldher stated, the criteria of approval for amendments are found in Umatilla County 
Development Code 152.750-152.755 and applicable Statewide Planning Goals 1-14 had also 
been evaluated. 

He added, this hearing before the Umatilla County Planning Commission is the County’s first 
evidentiary hearing. A subsequent Public Hearing before the Umatilla County Board of 
Commissioners is scheduled for Wednesday, May 7, 2025, at 9:00 AM in Room 130 of the 
Umatilla County Courthouse, 216 SE 4th Street, Pendleton, OR 97801. 

Mr. Waldher concluded that the Umatilla County Planning Commission holds an obligation to 
make a recommendation to the Board of Commissioners for adopting the proposed text 
amendment to the Dimensional and Design Standards. 

Commissioner Green asked with how the current Code reflects today, have the current standards 
prevented a business from obtain permits or operate the business they want to? Mr. Waldher 
stated, potentially yes, these standards may have prevented some from being able to follow their 
original vision for development. He added, in some cases applicants have requested a variance, 
for example on storage units, you wouldn’t necessarily want to have windows for security and 
safety reasons.  

Mr. Waldher went through the proposed changes within the redline document, and highlighted 
each change.  
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Commissioner Millar asked about the minimum lot size of one acre, but upon checking along the 
Highway 395 corridor he noticed many properties with less than one-acre. Mr. Waldher stated this 
applied to newly created parcels. Any new partitions in these zones have to be at least one acre. 
The properties under one acre were already preexisting.   

Mr. Waldher also addressed a question later from Vice Chair Tucker regarding the enforcement of 
maintenance for landscaping. Mr. Waldher responded this would be very hard for us to enforce, 
but the hope was that the investment the business was making on their landscaping would be an 
incentive to maintain it to attract more prospective customers. He also mentioned that if there was 
overgrowth and complaints called in, it could be something Code Enforcement would address at 
that time. 

Vice Chair Tucker asked about page 25, under UCDC 152.250 (H)(1)(b) where it references only 
needing a combined value of six (6) points from the Table 152.250-1 under the Design Matrix. 
Mr. Waldher stated he believed that referred to the addition to an existing structure and only 
involving the addition of said structure to reduce and be able to meet the criteria under the Design 
Standards. 

Mr. Waldher ended stating approximately ten (10) businesses have applied for permits and 
implemented these standards. The developments seem to really make a difference along the 
Highway 395 corridor. Attractive facades and landscaping have really improved the look of the 
area and are drawing more businesses and generating growth to this area. 

Opponents: None 

Public Agencies: None 

Rebuttal Testimony: None    

Vice Chair Tucker called for any requests for the hearing to be continued, or for the record to 
remain open. There were none.  

Vice Chair Tucker closed the hearing for deliberation. 

DELIBERATION & DECISION 

Commissioner Gentry made a motion to recommend approval of #T-100-25, Amendment of 
Umatilla County Development Code, Section 152.250 Dimensional and Design Standards based 
on foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. 

Commissioner Green seconded the motion. Motion carried with a vote of 8:0 recommending 
approval to the Umatilla County Board of Commissioners. 

OTHER BUSINESS 
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Mrs. Davchevski mentioned the next Planning Commission hearing was being changed from the 
originally scheduled April 24th hearing and moved to Thursday, May 1st at 6:30pm. She 
mentioned this would be an application regarding an appeal to the Planning Commission from a 
letter from the Planning Director and that she was trying to get packets out to the Planning 
Commissioners early for review of the packet.  

Vice Chair Tucker added that he appreciated the design of the system like this. He stated when 
something is implemented, tested and found the process may need altered he appreciated the 
notice of changes needing made and to fix language to better suit the needs this affects.  

ADJOURNMENT 

Vice Chair Tucker adjourned the meeting at 7:01PM. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Shawnna Van Sickle,  

Administrative Assistant 
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	UMATILLA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
	PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
	REQUEST TO REVOKE #R-001-25
	REGARDING CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT #C-546-89
	MAP 3N 29; TAX LOT #12800
	1. APPLICANT (APPELLANT): Jeff Hines, 210 W Main Street, Echo OR 97826
	2. OWNERS:  Jeff and Michelle Hines, PO Box 322 Echo OR 97826
	3. REQUEST:   This request is two-part: an appeal of a letter written by the Planning Manager, and Planning Staff’s request to revoke Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89.
	The appellant is requesting the Planning Commission review a letter dated February 27, 2025, by the Planning Manager, Megan Davchevski. The February 27, 2025 Planning Division letter was in response to the appellant’s consultant’s, Carla McLane, lette...
	Staff believe the appellant intends to appeal the request to revoke #C-546-89. For this reason, the revocation is addressed first, followed by the appeal request.
	4. LOCATION:   The subject property is located east of Snow Road and approximately 1.75 miles south of Oregon Trail Road, approximately 2.25 miles southwest of the City of Echo.
	5. SITUS: The recently permitted farm dwelling on the property has a situs address of 75223 Snow Road, Echo OR 97826. The aggregate site does not have a situs address.
	6. ACREAGE: Tax Lot 12800 = 208.98 acres
	7. COMP PLAN: The subject property has a Comprehensive Plan designation of North/South Agriculture.
	8. ZONING: The subject property is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU).
	9. ACCESS: The site has frontage along Snow Road. There is an access easement that across the subject property to serve an adjacent property.
	10. ROAD TYPE: Snow Road, County Road #1347 is a two-lane gravel County Road.
	11. EASEMENTS: There is an existing access easement across the subject property, serving the adjacent Tax Lot #9300. This access easement was relocated and created through the 2023 Property Line Adjustment.
	12. LAND USE: The subject parcel has been used for farming as well as an aggregate pit. In 1989, an aggregate site was approved with Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89, staff and the appellant disagree on the intent of the previous approval. The County’...
	For many years, the subject property’s primary use was farming (Exhibit 32). The boundary of the aggregate site has expanded over the years from approximately 2.3 acres in 2002 to now encompassing over 23 acres (Exhibit 17).
	Portions of the property not mined are planted in dryland wheat.
	13. ADJACENT USE: Properties in the surrounding area are used for growing dryland wheat, and a variety of irrigated crops.
	14. LAND FORM: Columbia River Plateau
	15. SOIL TYPES:  High Value Soils are defined in UCDC Section 152.003 as Land Capability Class I and II.  The Soils on the property are predominately Non-High-Value soils.
	16. BUILDINGS:    A livestock barn was constructed on the Hines property and then retroactively permitted by County Planning after construction via Zoning Permit, #ZP-24-181 issued on August 2, 2024. The Hines also received approval for construction o...
	17. UTILITIES:      Umatilla Electric provides electricity service in the area.
	18. WATER/SEWER:  Applicant has not provided information regarding a well or septic system. Presumably a well and septic will be installed to service the primary farm dwelling.
	19. FIRE SERVICE: The property is served by the Echo Rural Fire District.
	20. IRRIGATION: The subject property is located within Westland Irrigation District. However, no current irrigation water rights exist on the subject property.
	21. FLOODPLAIN: The subject property is NOT in a floodplain.
	22. WETLANDS: None.
	23. NOTICES SENT:  Notice was mailed to neighboring land owners and affected agencies on April 11, 2025. Notice was printed in the April 16, 2025 publication of the East Oregonian.
	24. 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 May 1, 2025 at 6:30 PM.
	25. AGENCIES:  Umatilla County Assessor, County Code Enforcement, Umatilla County Public Works, Umatilla County Environmental Health, Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development, Department of Environmental Quality, Department of Geology an...
	26. COMMENTS: None to date.
	27. BACKGROUND: The subject property has extensive history with the County Planning Department. Staff have developed a timeline of events, Exhibit 1, which dates back to the 1989 Conditional Use Permit request. A shortened version of relevant events i...
	February 16, 1989: Land Use Request Application received by Umatilla County Planning Commission application submitted by Richard and Shirley Snow. Application states the requested use was listed as “aggregate quarry site with crusher and potential asp...
	March 29, 1989: Hearing on Conditional Use Request #C-546-89. The Hearings Officer made several Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law that limited the amount of material mined from the site, along with the size of the pit. Exhibit #3.
	April 23, 1990: Letter from Umatilla County Planning to Mr. Snow restating the limitations of the CUP approval (no more than 5,000 tons of material / 1-acre total site footprint). Also clarified the site was approved for personal use only and if comme...
	May 25, 1990: Letter from DOGAMI to Richard and Shirley Snow. Letter states that the surface mining law only permitted up to one acre of ground and/or 5000 cubic yards of material to be mined within a given year. Letter states, “if your mining operati...
	October 9, 2017: Letter from DOGAMI to Mr. Snow. Letter states that based on aerial imagery, DOGAMI concluded that an Operating Permit is required to continue mining. Failure to obtain a DOGAMI permit would result in a Class A violation subject to civ...
	…
	July 20, 2020: Email from Megan Green (Davchevski) (Umatilla Co. Planning) to Jeff Hines. Megan provided the applications and criteria of approval for establishing a large significant Goal 5 Aggregate Site. Exhibit #16.
	December 14, 2020: Email from Megan D. to Jeff Hines. Megan followed up on the property line adjustment for the subject property, sharing that the understanding was that Mr. Hines was working on submitting the Goal 5 application. Exhibit #20.
	December 3, 2021: Email from Megan D. to Carla McLane (land use consultant). Megan explained that the Snow Pit operations had expanded beyond the original approval. Exhibit #22.
	December 17, 2021: Carla’s response to Megan’s December 3rd email. Carla stated, “I reached out to Jeff but didn’t hear back. It may be that the County or DOGAMI may need to ring his bell to get his attention. Not sure what is up to be honest. I’ll tr...
	August 5, 2024: Email from Carla M. to Bob Waldher (Umatilla Co. Planning). Carla sent a letter with questions along with a request to reinstate the previous Conditional Use Permit approval for operating the Snow Pit. Exhibit #24.
	August 23, 2024: Email response from Bob W. to Carla M. regarding her August 5th request. Bob stated the aggregate site was operating outside the original approval, therefore the CUP could not be renewed.  Exhibit #24, page 1.
	September 10, 2024: Email from Carla M. to Bob W., Carla shared that progress was being made on the application for establishing the Snow Pit as Goal 5 protected aggregate site. Exhibit #24, page 3.
	November 17, 2024: Email from Carla M. to Bob W., submitting the application for establishing a Goal 5 Large Significant Aggregate Resource site with supporting documents. Exhibit #30, page 11.
	Note: The appellant included the Goal 5 application and supporting documents in their appeal application, however this is an entirely separate application and a separate pending issue from this appeal.
	December 13, 2024: Email from Megan D. to Michelle and Jeff Hines and Carla McLane. Megan provided an electronic copy of the completeness letter regarding the Goal 5 Post Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA) application. Exhibit #26, pages 3 and 5.
	December 15, 2024: Carla’s response to Megan’s previous email. Carla responded that [the applicant] will review and respond accordingly. Exhibit #26, page 3.
	February 24, 2025: Letter from DOGAMI to Jeff Hines. Letter enclosure includes a Suspension Order for mining without an Operating Permit. Suspension Order effective immediately. Exhibit #27.
	February 25, 2025: Email from Carla M. to Bob. Carla stated the attachments were to “reengage the discussion about the Hines’ aggregate site”. Exhibit #28.
	February 27, 2025: Email response from Megan to Carla regarding the reinstatement request and response letter. Exhibit #39.
	March 13, 2025: This appeal request and supporting documentation. Exhibit #30.
	April 1, 2025: Planning’s written notice of intent to void #C-546-89. Exhibit #31.
	Note:  The Planning Manager became aware of the Snow pit expansion in 2020 and provided Mr. Hines direction for applying for a Goal 5 PAPA application to retroactively approve the expansion of the Snow pit and to commercially mine the site.  Four year...
	28. LAND USE DECISION REVIEW: Attorney Williams includes the following basis of appeal on behalf of Jeff and Michelle Hines.
	“Jeff and Michelle Hines' (Hines) appeal to the Umatilla County Planning Commission, the Planning Division's denial of a Request to Reinstate their Conditional Use Permit (C-546-89). The denial of the Request to Reinstate C-546-89 is attached hereto a...
	This appeal is based on the belief that policy and procedure of the Comprehensive Plan and/or provisions of the Development Code, ORS 215.230 and ORS 215.416 were not properly administered or followed.”
	Planning Response:
	The appellant’s appeal basis is that the Comprehensive Plan, Development Code, ORS 215.230 and ORS 215.416 were not administered or followed and refers to Appellant’s Exhibit #1 (Planning’s Exhibit #28). Exhibit #29 consists of the Planning Manager’s ...
	The February 27, 2025 Planning letter included two of the original limiting conditions of approval for the 1989 Snow conditional use permit. The conditions limited the amount of aggregate material and the acreage size of the Snow pit. The current prop...
	In July of 2020 Planning provided a possible solution for an expansion of the site and to provide protection of the aggregate resource through a determination of significance through a Goal 5 PAPA application process. Four years later the appellant su...
	Outside of the pending Goal 5 PAPA application submitted to County Planning (which was not identified as a basis for the appeal, although included as one of the appellant’s exhibits) the appellant has not submitted a land use application where a final...
	The February 27, 2025 Planning letter summarized some limiting conditions of the 1989 conditional use permit and regardless of whether the applicants of the 1989 conditional use permit believed they could exceed the limiting size and amount of materia...
	Appellant lists ORS 215.230 and ORS 215.416 as part of the basis of the appeal. ORS 215.230 was repealed from the statute in 1963. ORS 215.416 consists of procedures prescribed for processing permits and applications through administrative review and ...
	County Planning finds that the written response letter dated February 27, 2025 does not constitute a land use decision. County Planning finds that there was not a decision made on a permit, application or the adoption, amendment or application of stat...
	Regardless, the appellant’s Assignment of Errors will be listed and reviewed as follows in No. 30 APPEAL.
	29. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT’S REQUEST TO REVOKE: The standards for approval are provided in underlined text and the responses are indicated in standard text.
	UCDC §152.613 TIME LIMIT ON A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AND LAND USE DECISION.
	(F) The County may void a conditional use permit or land use decision under the following circumstances:
	(1) The property owner/applicant no longer complies with the conditions of approval imposed as part of the original decision, the County provided the property owner/applicant at least 30-days written notice and opportunity to correct or cure the compl...
	(2) The use approved pursuant to the conditional use permit or land use decision has been continuously discontinued for a period of one (1) year or more, unless a longer period is provided in state law.
	As shared with the Appellant most recently in Exhibit 29, the mining operations occurring at the Snow Pit on the subject property have far exceeded the permitted allowances of 5,000 cubic yards of mined material and the permitted site size of no more ...
	In July of 2020, Mr. Jeff Hines contacted the Planning Division to inquire about the limitations placed on the Snow Pit approval. These limitations were shared with him, and staff sent a follow-up email to Mr. Hines (Exhibit #16) detailing the process...
	While the site operator/landowner has been aware of the compliance issue since 2020, Planning sent a letter to Wes Williams, attorney for appellant, providing notice of the County’s intent to void Conditional Use Permit #C-546-89 on April 1, 2025 (Exh...
	As stated under 3. Request, the Umatilla County Development Department did not pursue the Request to Revoke under UCDC §152.613(F) in 2020 due to ongoing communication with Mr. Hines and the understanding that he would apply to designate the site as a...
	Even if the Planning Commission could restrict the mining activities to excavating no more than 5,000 cubic yards of material, the site has already far exceeded one acre in size. Thus, the Conditional Use Permit should be voided, as this condition of ...
	County Findings and Conclusions: Umatilla County finds the Snow Pit was approved in 1989 via #C-546-89 by the Hearings Officer with the following limitations:
	1. Quantities of aggregate mined do not exceed 5,000 cubic yards
	2. The quarry site not exceed one acre
	3. The quarried aggregate is used on the applicant’s property and its use does not include commercial quarry operations.
	Based on evidence in the record, including but not limited to the June 2020 DOGAMI Inspection Report and aerial images of the subject property, the Snow Pit site has exceeded one acre in size. DOGAMI found that mining operations had an annual producti...
	Umatilla County finds that the required 30-day written notice of the intent to void was provided to the landowner.
	Umatilla County Finds and Concludes the Snow Pit and the aggregate operations occurring at the Snow Pit no longer comply with the conditions of approval imposed on its approval via #C-546-89. Therefore, #C-546-89 must be voided.
	(3) If the County intends to void a conditional use permit or land use decision under subsection (l) or (2) above, it shall do so pursuant to a public process set forth in § 152.769 and § 152.771. The County bears the burden of proving the elements se...
	UCDC §152.769 is the County’s Administrative Review process. UCDC §152.771 is the County’s Public Hearing Requirements.
	Planning Staff scheduled a public hearing before the Planning Commission, to occur on May 1st, 2025. This public hearing follows the requirements listed in UCDC 152.771.
	County Findings and Conclusions: Umatilla County finds and concludes the public process set forth in §152.771 was followed and the County bared the burden of proof.
	Appellant’s Response:
	Appellant is basing the appeal on the following issues:
	“Site has operated as a commercial gravel quarry for over 40 years.
	Assignment of Error #1:
	Appellant’s Response:
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