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"(E) Wasteland, in an exclusive farm use zone, dry or

covered with water, lying in or adjacent to and in
common ownership with a farm use land and which is not
currently being used for any economic farm use, (F)
land under dwellings customarily provided in
conjunction with the farm use in an exclusive farm use
zone; and (G) land under buildings supporting accepted

farm practices."
The statute defines "accepted farming practice" as a "mode of
operation that is common to farms of a similar nature,
necessary for the operation of such farms to obtain a profit in
money, and customarily utilized iq conjunction with farm use."
ORS 215.203(2)(c).

The project is for the purpose of disposing of wastewater.
The project is not a use of land for the "primary purpose of
obtaining a profit in money."2 However, the land upon which
the facility is to exist is being and is to be used for the
growing of crops. There will be a pumping station which will
pe used to pump the Agripac effluent into the holding pond and,
as the Board understands it, to aireate the water. The Board
sees the issue to be whether this use, with its holding pond
and its pump station, can be considered the current employment
of land for farm use.

The Board believes it is common knowledge and may take
notice that some crops require irrigation. ORS 40.065. The
Board has not seen a case in which the issue of where a farmer

obtains water for irrigation has been a question. Irrigation
pipe and the building to house irrigation equipment, if there
is one, is part of the equipment necessary to irrigate.

10
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1 Irrigation is an naccepted farming practice." The land

2 occupied by the irrigation equipment can pe considered land in
3 current employment for farm use in the same way that "land

4 under puildings supporting accepted farm practices“vis land in
s farm use. See ORS 215.203(2) (b)(G). In this case the farmer g
¢ will irrigate the crop with water from Agripac which has been

7 held in a pond in an exclusive farm use zone. The Board

g concludes the pond and equipment can pe considered in farm

9 use. The only remaining question is whether the scale of the

j0 use is commensurate with accepted farming practices.

11 In this caseée, the Board notes the county found

12 npwo canneries in the Willamette valley have used the
proposed disposal method for growing crops for 15 and
13 30 years, respectively, without observable detrimental

effects." Record 28.

s Apparently, this method of irrigation is not unknowne. The

16 county findings refer to expert testimony to support the view
17 that this proposed system is an "accepted farming practice."

18 One exhibit is a letter from James A. Vomocil, Extension Soil
j9 Scientist for Oregon State University. In that letter, Mr.

20 vomocil states, in part, that the amount of water used in the
21 proposed operation is similar to the amount that would be used
227 on a typical irrigated farm in the southern Wwillamette Valley.
23 He also finds that the nitrogen application rate is typical of
94 farms in the Willamette valley. He makes the following finding
2§ on the matter of the reservoir:

26
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1 "The inclusion of a relatively large reservoir with
this proposed irrigation project provides the

2 necessary flexibility so that the timing of the
beginning and the ending of the irrigation season can

3 be flexible depending on the weather and the kind of
year it is with respect to water supply, water demand,

4 soil temperature, etc. The size of the reservoir is
adequate to provide the flexibilty to begin and end

5 the season at variable dates, depending on climatic
circumstances. This is an ideal arrangement which in

6 fact is somewhat better than that available to many
commercial farming operations. This should help to

7 insure a higher efficiency in the utilization of water
and plant nutrients.

8
"The planned reservoir capacity also provides the

9 advantage of being able to continue to accept flow
during periods when the irrigation system is down in

10 order to allow the drying of a crop of hay. This
drying may be 8 to 10 days. I note that the reservoir

11 system, along with the continuing irrigation of other
tracts, is sufficient to provide for that kxind of

12 down-time tolerance. This increases the flexibility
of the various alternatives available for the handling

13 of the product. It could be harvested in a variety of
forms and still be within the scope of the physical

14 arrangements provided.

15 "The physical arrangements proposed, the filtration,
pounding, and subsequent separation use of solid and

16 liquid fraction is very similar to the manure
arrangement program used at the Gibson Dairy a few

17 miles north of Junction City." Record Exhibit 22.

18 In addition, in a letter from Michael Stoltz, Oregon State

19 Extension Service, of January 18, 1983, the storage pond is

20 discussed.

21 "The utilization of a system involving a storage pond,
settling and screening of solids for separate use, and

22 irrigated application of effluent consisting of water
and organic nutrients has been successfully used

23 elsewhere in the state and Lane County. For example,
similar systems are used on farms and farm land at the

24 Gibson and Hemmingway Dairies in Lane County, Stayton
Canning in Marion and Yamhill Counties and National

25 Fruit in Linn County." Record Exhibit 23.

26 We do not find petitioners to have challenged this
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evidence. The county's finding that the use of a pond for
irrigation purposes is an accepted farming practice is well
supported in the record.

The Board views the source of the water to be unimportant.
What is important is the employment of the land for the growing
of crops. The fact that a holding pond is to be used and has
the added benefit of disposing of wastewater does not mean the
wastewater will not be put to farming the property for a profit
in money.

The Board concludes that the county was correct in finding
that the proposal was within the definition of an accepted
farming practice and in compliance with Goal 3.3

Assignment of error no. 2 is denied.

ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR NO. 3%

"DEQ erred:

"(1) By failing to adopt reviewable findipgs;

"(2) By failing to address applicable criteria; and
"(3) By adopting findings not supported by substantial

evidence."

1. DEQ's findings are not sufficient to allow judicial review.

In this subassignment of error, petitioners claim DEQ
failed to reference or incorporate any findings regarding land
use or compliance with statewide planning goals. This alleged
error violates ORS 197.180 and OAR 660-31-035 according to
petitioners. '

The Board has already discussed the incorporation of the

13
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county's findings by reference. The Board believes the -
statement on the face of the permit that findings in support of
the decision are to be found in the file is sufficient. That
DEQ may not adopt findings in the same style as cities and
counties is not determinative of whether or not DEQ did in fact

adopt findings in support of its decision. So. of Sunnyside

Neighborhood League v. Clackamas County, 280 Or 3, 569 P2d 1063

(1977); Goose Hollow Foothills League v. Portland, 3 Or LUBA

256 (1981);:; Lane County vs. R. A. Heintz Construction, 228 Or

152, 364 P2d 676 (1961).

2. DEQ failed to address relevant criteria.

In this subassignment of error petitioners allege DEQ's
"findings and technical information" are not legally sufficient
because they fail to address relevant criteria and are not
supported by substantial evidence. Petitioners argue that
while the county's findings may create an arguable basis for
claiming Agripac's disposal facility is compatible with farm
use, they do not explain how this proposal is a farm use. The
primary use of the facility is, according to petitioners, the
treatment of industrial wastewater. Further, there is no
evidence to show that a prudént farmer would take 20 acres out
of crop reduction to irrigate the remainder of his property,
according to petitioners.

The Board disagrees with petitioners. In deciding that the
proposed use does meet Goal 3, Lane County and DEQ found the
use to be a "farm use" as the term is defined in ORS 215.203.

14
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As the Board has already discussed, there is substantial
evidence in the record to support the county's finding that
this particular kind of irrigation facility constitutes an
acceptable farming practice. Since it constitutes an . -
acceptable farming practice, it complies with Goal 3. The fact
that the water for irrigation comes from an industrial source
does not, the Board believes, turn the irrigation system into a
nonfarm use. The use may, however, be a farm use and another
kind of use. Here, the use serves industry and acts as a
public utility. The Board is not'aware of any prohibition on
an activity being both a farm use and some other sort of use.

3. DEQ failed to support its findings with substantial

evidence.

In this subassignment of error the petitioners urge
exhibits 22-28 (two of which have been discussed above) do no£
constitute substantial evidence for the county's finding that
the proposed system is within the meaning of Qccepted farming
practices. Petitioners quote finding 17, Record 26, where the
county concludes the proposed use "involves the employment of
land for the primary purpose of obtaining a profit in money"
and argue that this statement is in direct conflict with the
application which makes no reference to farming at all but
rather states that the purpose of the permit is a

"Seasonal industrial waste (Agripac) facility with

storage facility and spray irrigation of canning

wastewater." Record 119,

Petitioners argue if it were not for DEQ's insistence that

15
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Agripac find another means of disposing its wastewater, MWMC
would not be interested in acquiring land simply to irrigate a
farm. Petitioners appear to accept that certain county
exhibits support a finding that once the wastewater arrives on
the site, the method of spraying the wastewater is similar to
that used on other farms. However, petitioners argue fhére is
no discussion as to whether other farmers acquire large blocks
of land for the purpose of discharging animal and food
wastewater. Again, petitioners' point is that the primary
purpose of this proposal is not farm use.5

The Board has not been cited to evidence in the record to
contradict the evidence furnished to the county in the exhibits
cited above that this proposal, with the holding poﬁd,
constitutes an accepted farming practice. The Board believes'
the county was entitled to rely on the information and opinion
of the extension service personnel. The county's obligation to
weigh and balance the exhibits depends at least in part on

whether there is conflicting evidence. See Universal Camera

Corp. v. NLRB, 340 US 474, 71 S Ct 456, 95 L Ed 456 (1951);

Filter v. Columbia Co., 3 Or LUBA 345 (198l1). The testimony of

one individual is substantial evidence if a reasonable mind can

accept it "to support a conclusion." Braidwood v. City of

Portland, 24 Or App 477, 480, 546 P2d 777 (1976).
The Board concludes the county's findings are supported by
substantial evidence.

Other Goals
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Petitioners claim that Goals 1, 5 and 14 have not been
addressed.6 Petitioners' argument on Goal 1 is that they
were never contacted during the course of the Lane County
proceeding. The Board has already discussed this issue. Any
s error before Lane County that goes to how the proceeding was
6 conducted and who participated was mooted by the new proceeding
7 before DEQ. There is no claim DEQ violated Goal 1.
8 Petitioners allege Goal 5 has not been adequately addressed
9 because there is no explanation of why Eugene and Springfield

were required to go beyond the urban growth boundaries of the

10

;1 cities of Eugene and Springfield to locate this use.

12 The Board does not understand this allegation. If the use
13 1s an acceptable farm use in compliance with Goal 3, whether or
,4 not Eugene and Springfield ventured beyond the urban growth

s boundaries of Eugene and Springfield is not important.
Petitioners also argue that a Goal 14 analysis should have
17 been made. Petitioners allege no analysis has been provided as
to why this use is not an urban use or at least one that is

|9 more appropriately placed inside an urban growth boundary.

20 Because the county found the use to be a farm use, the

21 Board does not believe a Goal 14 analysis is necessary. It may
22 be that this use not only qualifies as an accepted farming

23 practice but may also be considered in the nature of an urban
24 use. The Board is not aware of a prohibition in the goals that
25 a use must be exclusively a farm use or an urban use. To make
26 such a holding, the Board and LCDC might preclude any number of
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1 mechanical uses or structures that serve farming purposes but
2 also serve other purposes. For example, chemical storage

3 facilities might support a farm use if containing farm

4 chemicals. The same storage facility might well be considered
§ an urban use were it to hold solvents. In this case, the

6 proposed use constitutes an accepted farm practice and as such
7 is in conformity with Goal 3. The use may also serve other

8§ purposes announced elsewhere in the goals, but such service

9 does not mean the use no longer qualifies as an accepted

10 farming practice.

1 Assignment of Error No. 3 is denied.

12 The decision of DEQ is affirmed.
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FOOTNOTES

1

There are two kinds of permits. Class A permits, for which
the agency is required to make its own findings of compliance
with statewide Planning goals, and Class B permits, such as the
one at issue here, where the agency may rely on local
government determinations of goal compliance or proceed on its
own to find compliance with the goals.,

2

The parties have not argued whether or not the Agripac
facility is itself a farm use or a "commercial activity" in
conjunction with farm use. See ORS 215.213(2)(a).

3

In an abundance of caution, the county included findings
supporting an exception to Goal 3 for the proposed facility.
The record does not reveal that DEQ published notices that
would comply with Goal 2's requirement for a specific notice
that an exception is to be taken. The Board will not,
therefore, test this proposal against Goal 2 exception
criteria. The Board has, however, noted the findings in
support of the exception where those findings also support the

county's conclusion that the use is part of an accepted farm
use.

P

The issues in this assignment of error and Assignment of
Error No. 2 are also raised by Participants Barnes, Bohanon,
Bowder, Donaldson, Elliott, Gray, Humphrey, Jaquenod, Lund,
Marker, Neely and Simmons. The discussion here and under
Assignment of Error No. 2 is in answer to petitioners and
participants' arguments.

5

Petitioners also argue the findings supporting the
exception are not supported by substantial evidence. The basis
for petitioners' argument appears to be that the proper notice
of an exceptions process was not taken. The Board has already
discussed this issue, supra.
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6

Respondent DEQ does not defend the decision against a Goal
1, 5 and 14 attack but rather argues the petitioners should
have raised these issues below. As the only issues raised in
the proceedings below were about Goal 3, petitioners should be
precluded from raising other goal issues on appeal here, claims
DEQ. The Board does not agree., The Board has held that a
petitioner is obliged to raise procedural errors that are
capable of correction below. Dobaj v. City of Beaverton, 1 or
LUBA 237 (1980). There is no obligation on petitioners to
raise all issues on the merits below what it might hope to
raise on appeal. Twin Rocks Water Dist. v. Rockaway, 2 Or LUBA

36 (1980).
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BEFORE THE LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS

OF THE STATE OF OREGON

3 CHESTER A. SWENSON and
DELLA I. SWENSON, husband .

4 and wife,

LUBA NO. 83-032

5 Petitioners,

PROPOSED OPINION

6 Ve AND ORDER

7 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY OF THE STATE OF

g OREGON, an Agency of the
State of Oregon,

o e N e e e N e e e N e S s

Respondent.
Appeal from Department of Environmental Quality.

Michael E. Farthing, Eugene, filed a petition for review
12 and argued the cause for Petitioners. With him on the brief
were Husk, Gleaves, Swearingen, Larsen & Potter.

John I. Mehringer, Eugene, filed a petition for Review and
14 argued the cause for Participants Barnes, Bohanon, Bowder,
Donaldson, Elliott, Gray, Humphrey, Jaquenod, Lund, Marker,
1s Neely and Simmons.

16 Timothy J. Sercombe, Eugene, filed a brief and argued the
cause for Participant City of Eugene. With him on the brief
17 Wwere Harrang, Swanson, Long & Watkinson.

18 Michael B. Huston, Salem, filed an brief and argued the
cause for Respondent DEQ.
19
Bagg, Board Member.
20
Affirmed. 8/8/83
21

You are entitled to judicial review of this Order.
22 Judicial review is governed by the provisions of Oregon Laws
1979, ch 772, sec 6(a), as amended by Oregon Laws 1981, ch 748.
23
24
25
26
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BEFORE THE LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS

OF THE STATE OF OREGON
JOHN EHLER, YVONNE EHLER
and BROKEN ARROW FARM,
Petitioners,

VS.

WASHINGTON COUNTY,
Respondent,

and
CHARLES PRENTICE, NADINE PRENTICE,
STEVEN HAUGEN and ELIZABETH LUX HAUGEN,
Intervenors-Respondent.

LUBA No. 2006-094

FINAL OPINION
AND ORDER

Appeal from Washington County.

Jeff N. Evans, Portland, filed the petition for review and argued on behalf of
petitioners. With him on the brief were Gregory S. Hathaway, Christopher P. Koback and
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP.

Christopher A. Gilmore, Assistant County Counsel, Hillsboro, filed a response brief
and argued on behalf of respondent.

Caroline E.K. MacLaren, Portland, filed a response brief and argued on behalf of
intervenors-respondent. With her on the brief were Stark Ackerman, Margaret Schroeder
and Black Helterline LLP.

BASSHAM, Board Chair; HOLSTUN, Board Member, participated in the decision.

AFFIRMED 10/06/2006

You are entitled to judicial review of this Order. Judicial review is governed by the
provisions of ORS 197.850.
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Opinion by Bassham.
NATURE OF THE DECISION

Petitioners appeal a hearings officer’s determination that petitioners need a

development permit to place 100,000 cubic yards of fill on approximately 13 acres zoned for

exclusive farm use (EFU).

FACTS

The subject property is a narrow, rectangular 19-acre parcel with predominantly high-

value farm soils. The parcel is developed with a dwelling and outbuildings in the northern

end. An unnamed stream crosses the parcel from east to west, dividing the northern third of

the parcel from the southern two thirds. Approximately 13 acres lie south of the creek.

The subject property was farmed up until the 1990s. In 1995, the petitioners or their

lessees or agents applied to Washington County for a grading and fill permit, which was

approved. Two years later, Washington County prohibited further filling on the site because

the petitioners and/or their agents had allowed the quantity and height of fill to exceed the

amount and fill height allowed under the permit. In 2003, the county granted petitioners a

second permit to place fill on their property. In 2005, the county issued an order prohibiting

petitioner from adding more fill to site, after determining that petitioners had violated at least

two conditions of approval in the 2003 permit.

Since 1995, when the property was first used as a landfill, at least 61,000 cubic yards

of debris were placed on the property, including rocks, asphalt, chunks of cement, and large

boulders from a large construction project. The debris was randomly placed on most of the

13-acre area south of the unnamed stream. Subsequently, petitioners bulldozed the rock and

debris into two large piles, stripping much of the topsoil in the process and mixing it in with

the rock piles. At present, most of the 13-acre area south of the stream has no topsoil. A

portion at the southern end of the parcel has topsoil remaining.
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In 2005, petitioners applied to the county for a grading permit to place approximately
150,000 cubic yards of fill on the 13-acre portion of the subject parcel south of the stream.
The requested amount was later reduced to 100,000 cubic yards. The stated purpose of the
fill is to restore the parcel to a farmable condition. The application proposes that the rock
piles will be graded to reduce their height, and then fill would be placed on the 13 acres to a
uniform height of about four feet above the existing grade, in three annual phases starting
from the south end of the property. The application does not identify the source of the
proposed fill, but petitioners represented that the fill would include topsoil, clay and organic
subsoil. Petitioners propose to charge a fee to allow people to dump fill on the property.

There is no dispute that the proposed filling and grading constitutes “development” as
defined by Washington County Community Development Code (CDC) 106." CDC 201-1
requires a permit for all development unless that development is excluded from permit
requirements pursuant to CDC 201-2. Petitioners asserted to the county that the proposed
filling and grading is exempt from the requirement to obtain a development permit under
CDC 201-2.12(G), which exempts “[c]ustomarily accepted agricultural activities, including

preparation of land for cultivation[.]”*

' CDC 106-57 defines “development” as “[aJny man-made change to improved or unimproved real estate,
including but not limited to * * * site alteration such as that due to land surface mining, dredging, grading
construction of earthen berms, paving, improvements for use as parking, excavation or clearing.”

2 CDC 201-1 prohibits any person from engaging in “development” without a development permit, unless
CDC 201-2 excludes that activity from the requirement to obtain a development permit. CDC 201-2.12(G)
excludes the following activities from the requirement for a development permit:

“Customarily accepted agricultural activities, including preparation of land for cultivation,
other than grading for roadwork or pads for structures. Unless waived by the Building
Official * * *, these activities are subject to all of the following:

“(1) No piping of drainages serving off-site properties;

“(2) If fill is proposed, finished grade is no higher than adjacent property at the
property line, or fill or excavation area is outside the district setbacks;

“(3) Preserves existing drainage pattern, including direction and flow capacity
and velocity of an existing drainage swale or channel. A drainage swale is
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1 The hearings officer conducted a hearing, and on May 8, 2006 issued a decision
2 concluding that petitioners had not carried their burden of proof that the proposed grading
3 and fill is a “customarily accepted agricultural activity” for purposes of CDC 201-2.12(G),
4 and therefore the proposed activity required a development permit. The hearings officer also
5 concluded that, even if the proposed activity constituted a “customarily accepted agricultural
activity,” a development permit would be required because the proposal to grade and place
fill in three annual phases failed to comply with the requirements of CDC 201-2.12(G)(7),
which requires that the “grading area” be returned to farm use within one year of

commencing site grading.

[l * N e )

This appeal followed.

11 FIRST ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR

12 Under this assignment of error, petitioners contend that the hearings officer
13 misconstrued CDC 201-2.12(G) and adopted findings not supported by substantial evidence.
14 A. Interpretation of CDC 201-2.12(G)

15 Petitioners first argue that the hearings officer misconstrued CDC 201-2.12(G) in
16  concluding that the proposed grading and fill is not a customarily accepted agricultural
17 activity exempt from the requirement to obtain a development permit. According to

18  petitioners, CDC 201-2.12(G) is unambiguous in providing that “customarily accepted

a local depression, which conveys water to or from an adjoining property.
All ponds shall be located outside drainage channels;

“(4) Except for ponds, surface material is either topsoil or if utilized for nursery
purposes, the material is commonly used to grow nursery crops;

“(5) Fill material does not contain hazardous or contaminated substances,
putrescibles or material such as asphalt, concrete or tires;

“(6) Compliance with Oregon Administrative Rule Chapter 603, Division 95
(Agricultural Water Quality Management Program);

“(7) Grading area is returned to farm use within one calendar year of
commencing site grading.” (Emphasis added).
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agricultural activity” includes “preparation of land for cultivation.” Because the proposed
grading and fill activity is intended to restore the land to farming use, petitioners argue, it
constitutes “preparation of land for cultivation,” and therefore is, without further inquiry, a
“customarily accepted agricultural activity.” Petitioners contend that the hearings officer
erred in viewing CDC 201-2.12(G) to be ambiguous and requiring interpretation. Further,
petitioners argue that in interpreting CDC 201-2.12(G) the hearings officer essentially
created additional criteria that do not exist in that code provision.

The hearings officer found that the phrase “preparation of land for cultivation” is an
example of a “customarily accepted agricultural activity,” and that both phrases are
ambiguous, capable of more than one reasonable meaning and requiring interpretation under
the present circumstances. Specifically, the hearings officer found that given the nature and
extent of the proposed grading and fill activities, in order to determine whether those
activities constituted the “preparation of land for cultivation,” it was necessary to determine
whether the proposed activities are “customarily accepted agricultural activit[ies].”> The
hearings officer concluded that petitioners had failed to demonstrate that the proposed

activities are customarily accepted agricultural practices, noting the lack of evidence that it is

* The hearings officer’s decision states, in relevant part:

“The hearings officer finds that the phrase ‘preparation of land for cultivation’ is ambiguous,
because it is capable of more than one reasonable meaning. Any land clearing, filling,
grading or development could ultimately allow farming to occur in the future. However, the
hearings officer finds that it would be inconsistent with the legislative policies reflected in the
purpose and use regulations of the EFU zone and the rules and statutes that zone implements
to construe the phrase ‘preparation of land for cultivation’ in CDC 201-2.12(G) to allow any
development, with the mere promise of farm use to follow and without ongoing farm use of
the land. The hearings officer finds that it is unreasonable to construe that phrase to prevent
the County from reviewing the nature, scope, duration and other characteristics of the
preparation in question, because it renders the term meaningless in CDC 201-2.12(G),
contrary to the rules of statutory construction. Therefore, the hearings officer concludes that
the County can review the nature, scope and other characteristics of the proposed preparatory
activities to determine whether they qualify as customarily accepted agricultural activities.”
Record 20-21 (footnote omitted).
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customary for farms of a similar size to import 100,000 cubic yards of fill, or to charge a fee
to place fill on the site.

Petitioners disagree that CDC 201-2.12(G) is ambiguous, arguing that the phrase
“preparation of land for cultivation” should be read in isolation and should be understood to
encompass any grading or fill activity intended to prepare land for cultivation, whether that
activity is a “customarily accepted agricultural activity” or not. We disagree. The phrase
“preparation of land for cultivation” is clearly a listed example of the broader class of
“customarily accepted agricultural activity.” Not all activities that can be described as
“preparation of land for cultivation” necessarily fall within the class of “customarily accepted
agricultural activit[ies].” In many cases it may be obvious that a proposed preparation of
land for cultivation falls within the class of “customarily accepted agricultural activity,” so
that no further inquiry is necessary, but the present circumstance is not one of them. As the
hearings officer recognized, given the past history of the subject property as a landfill, the
scale and nature of the proposed fill, and the proposal to charge fees to allow soil to be
deposited on the site, it was reasonable for the county to inquire into whether the proposed
grading and fill activity is the “preparation of land for cultivation” that is a “customarily
accepted agricultural activity” and exempt from permit requirements, or something else that
may require a development permit. The hearings officer did not err in concluding that
interpretation of CDC 201-2.12(G) is necessary, and further in evaluating whether the
proposed grading and fill activity is a “customarily accepted agricultural activity.”

Petitioners argue next that the hearings officer erred in interpreting CDC 201-2.12(G)
to include an implicit requirement that there be an “ongoing farming operation” in order to
qualify as a “preparation of land for cultivation” as a “customarily accepted agricultural
activity.” According to petitioners, the hearings officer impermissibly added an eighth

requirement to the seven requirements listed in CDC 201-2.12(G).
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Again, we disagree. The question before the hearings officer is how to categorize the
proposed use. Is it the “preparation of land for cultivation” that is a “customarily accepted
agricultural activity” and therefore exempt from the requirement to obtain a development
permit? Or is it a different use (perhaps a hybrid use) that under the county’s code would
require a development permit? To answer that question, the hearings officer had to evaluate
evidence and argument regarding what is a “customarily accepted agricultural activity.” Any
such inquiry is necessarily fact-specific. Among the facts the hearings officer considered
was whether there is any ongoing agricultural activity on the property. If there were, that
would lend (some) evidentiary support to petitioners’ claim that the proposed grading and fill
activity was indeed the preparation of land for cultivation and an agricultural activity, as
opposed to something else, such as a landfill. Petitioners are correct that the absence of
ongoing agricultural activity does not necessarily mean that grading and fill activity cannot
constitute the “preparation of land” for future cultivation of lands currently not in agricultural
use. However, the absence of ongoing agricultural activity, combined with the lack of
specificity regarding petitioners’ proposed future agricultural activity, has at least some
bearing on the question before the hearings officer. In any case, it is clear that the hearings
officer did not treat the existence of ongoing agricultural activity as a requirement to qualify
under CDC 201-2.12(G); rather, he evaluated it only as a relevant fact in answering the
question posed to him. Petitioners have not demonstrated that the hearings officer erred in
doing so.

B. Evidence Regarding Whether the Proposed Activity is a Customarily
Accepted Agricultural Activity

Petitioners next challenge the hearings officer’s treatment of evidence petitioners
submitted to support their claim that the proposed activity is a “customarily accepted
agricultural activity.” Further, petitioners dispute the hearings officer’s reliance on the
absence of evidence that other, similar farms have (1) applied 100,000 cubic yards of fill, and
(2) charged people a fee to place fill on agricultural land.
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Petitioners argue that the hearings officer overlooked portions of letters submitted by
the Oregon Department of Agriculture and the Tualatin Soil and Water Conservation
District. The hearings officer concluded that the letters provide little support for petitioners’
claim that the proposed grading and fill is a customarily accepted agricultural activity.*
According to petitioners, fairly read, those two letters in fact provide significant support for
petitioners’ claim that the proposed grading and fill is a customarily accepted agricultural
activity.

From our review of the two letters, the hearings officer’s characterization of their
contents seems more accurate to us than petitioners’. In any case, even if petitioners’
characterization of the letters is more accurate, the relevant question is whether the hearings
officer erred in concluding that the record as a whole does not support petitioners’ claim that
the proposed grading and fill is a customarily accepted agricultural activity. In the present
posture, petitioners can prevail in an evidentiary challenge to the hearings officer’s findings
only if they demonstrate that no reasonable person could reach the conclusion the hearings

officer did, considering the evidence in the whole record.’ Petitioners make no attempt to do

* The hearings officer’s findings state, in relevant part:

“The hearings officer finds that the written testimony from the Oregon Department of
Agriculture and Tualatin Soil and Water Conservation District do not say that the proposed
filling and grading is a customarily accepted agricultural activity. Each is phrased in terms of
if the County approves the permit, here is what you should do to promote farm use of the
filled area... While the letters acknowledge that fill could be placed on the property, they are
hardly a ringing endorsement of that approach to remedying existing conditions on the site.
Both characterize the site as in need of remediation. The Soil and Water Conservation
District letter expressly raises the issue of excavation of the poor soils as an alternative to
filling. Thus the only substantial evidence in support of the conclusion that the proposed
filling and grading is a customarily accepted agricultural activity is from [petitioners’
consultants]. The hearings officer finds that neither [letter] supports [the consultants’]
testimony that the proposed filling and grading is a customarily accepted agricultural activity
with corroborating evidence, and the substantial evidence in the record to the contrary—even
from them—is far more persuasive.” Record 20 (italics in original).

5 As a review body, we are authorized to reverse or remand the challenged decision if it is “not supported
by substantial evidence in the whole record.” ORS 197.835(9)(a)(C). Substantial evidence is evidence a
reasonable person would rely on in reaching a decision. City of Portland v. Bureau of Labor and Ind., 298 Or
104, 119, 690 P2d 475 (1984). In reviewing the evidence, we may not substitute our judgment for that of the
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so. The hearings officer evaluated a great deal of testimony, including the two letters, and
concluded that the evidence in the whole record contrary to petitioners’ position was “far
more persuasive.” In arguing that the hearings officer failed to give the proper weight to the
two letters, petitioners are in effect asking us to reweigh the evidence before the hearings
officer. That we cannot do.

In a similar vein, petitioners argue that the hearings officer erred in basing his
decision, in part, on petitioners’ failure to identify any other farms that have applied such a
large volume of fill to such a small area to prepare land for cultivation and farm use.’
According to petitioners, there is no dispute that adding fill dirt to land to prepare the land
for cultivation is a customary farm practice; the fact that the subject property is unique and
requires a relatively large volume of fill over a small area to restore it to agricultural use does

not mean that the proposed fill is not a customarily accepted agricultural practice.

local decision maker. Rather, we must consider and weigh all the evidence in the record to which we are
directed, and determine whether, based on that evidence, the local decision maker’s conclusion is supported by
substantial evidence. Younger v. City of Portland, 305 Or 346, 358-60, 752 P2d 262 (1988). If there is
substantial evidence in the whole record to support the county’s decision, LUBA will defer to it,
notwithstanding that reasonable people could draw different conclusions from the evidence. Adler v. City of
Portland, 25 Or LUBA 546, 554 (1993). Where the evidence is conflicting, if a reasonable person could reach
the decision the county made, in view of all the evidence in the record, LUBA will defer to the county’s choice
between conflicting evidence. Mazeski v. Wasco County, 28 Or LUBA 178, 184 (1994), aff’d 133 Or App 258,
890 P2d 455 (1995).

¢ Petitioners cited to the following finding:

“The hearings officer finds that the substantial evidence that the applicant provided to
respond to the ‘customarily accepted agricultural practice’ issue does not respond precisely to
the applicable standard. The written and oral testimony is that no one has filled or has
knowledge of others who have filled 13 acres of their 19-acre farm property with 100,000
cubic yards of material over a three-year period. There is no testimony or evidence that farm
use of the site after proposed filling will produce a profit in money. Therefore there is not
substantial evidence in the record that the applicant intends to use a mode of operation that is
common to farms of a similar nature; there is no analysis of farms of a similar nature; no 19-
acre farms are identified where a profit in money from farming has resulted from the
application of 100,000 cubic yards of fill. What the evidence supports is a conclusion that the
site is unique. But the ‘customarily accepted agricultural activity’ rule does not have a
corollary for property where non-customary means have to be used to make the property
capable for cultivation. What the applicant proposes is not customary, because it is not
common to farms of a similar nature and is not commonly used in conjunction with farm use.
It would be an uncommon activity to place 100,000 cubic yards of fill on a 19-acre farm.
That the site is uncommon does not change the law.” Record 21 (footnote omitted).
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1 We disagree with petitioners that the hearings officer erred in considering evidence or

2 the lack of evidence that other farms have placed similar volumes of fill on such a limited

W

area in order to produce a profit in money from farming. Any inquiry into what is a

4 customarily accepted agricultural activity necessarily requires evaluating what practices

5 other similar farms have engaged in. The fact that no other farms have engaged in grading
6 and fill at the scale and manner proposed here is some indication that the proposed grading
7 and fill is not a “customarily accepted agricultural activity.” Although CDC 201-2.12(G)
8  does not impose an explicit limit on the volume or depth of fill, it seems obvious that
9 evaluation of volume or depth is a legitimate consideration in answering the question posed
10 to the hearings officer. For example, a proposal to place fill at volumes or in a manner that

1T exceeds agronomic necessity would tend to suggest that the proposal is something other than
12 a customarily accepted agricultural activity.” The hearings officer did not err in taking into
13 account the lack of evidence that other farms have placed similar volumes of fill on such a
14 limited area.

15 Finally, petitioners argue that the hearings officer erred in considering whether it is
16  customary for farmers to charge a fee to allow people to place good-quality soil on their

17 farm. According to petitioners, it is irrelevant whether petitioners must pay for topsoil or

7 In this respect, we note that the hearings officer found that petitioners proposed to place four feet of soil
on a three to five acre portion of the property south of the creek where filling did not occur in the past and
where soils currently exist to a depth that has supported agricultural uses in the past. Record 23. Petitioners’
consultant testified that at least part of this southern portion is currently farmable. Record 12. That portion
presumably retains the high-value farm soils that once predominated on the subject property. Petitioners do not
explain why it is a customarily acceptable farming practice to cover high-value farm soils with four feet of soil
of indeterminate quality.

¥ The hearings officer’s findings state, in relevant part:

“The hearings officer also finds that there is no substantial evidence in the record that it is a
customary practice for farmers to charge people to place good-quality fill on their farm. On
the contrary, what is more common is for farmers to pay for good quality soil. * * * Therefore
charging people to place fill on the site contributes to the conclusion that what is proposed is
not a customarily accepted agricultural activity. It contributes to the conclusion that the
applicant proposes a landfill for soil and subsoil if not for demolition debris generally. That
conclusion is certainly not rebutted by the past use of the site by the applicant and his lessees
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whether they charge a fee to those who need a place dispose of such soil. Petitioners contend
that as long as the proposed fill complies with CDC 201-2.12(G)(4) and (5), that is, includes
only topsoil and does not include hazardous or contaminated substances, putrescibles, or
material such as asphalt, concrete or tires, the county has no authority to consider or regulate
private financial arrangements such as how fill is procured.

Again, the question before the hearings officer was whether the proposed fill is a
customarily accepted agricultural activity that is allowed in the EFU zone without a
development permit, or something else that may require a development permit. Whether it is
customary for farmers to charge a fee to persons seeking to deposit soil of unspecified
agricultural quality on their farm land is a relevant consideration in answering that question,
particularly given the history of the subject property as a landfill, the lack of ongoing
agricultural activity, and the unspecified nature of future agricultural activities. The hearings

officer did not err in considering evidence or the lack of evidence regarding fees, among

. other considerations, in answering the question posed to him.

In sum, petitioners have not demonstrated that the hearings officer misconstrued the
applicable law or made a decision unsupported by substantial evidence. The first assignment

of error is denied.

and agents. The failure of the applicant to identify the source for the fill material contributes
to the conclusion that the proposed filling is not a customarily accepted agricultural activity,
because there is no certainty about the quality of the fill, which would be an important to a
farmer who plans to cultivate that land for a profit.

¥ * * The hearings officer finds that charging a fee to place fill on the site affects the nature
of the use. It becomes a profit-making enterprise other than a farm use. The applicant has no
motivation to use the property for farming when he can profit from its use for other purposes.
The applicant did not show that the fee would be the minimum necessary to pay for proposed
filling and grading, assuming that was a legitimate purpose. The applicant did not proposed
any limit to the fees charged. He did not show that it is feasible to get people to pay to place
100,000 cubic yards of suitable fill material, or what the applicant will do if that does not
happen. It is not apparent how much money will be made from the landfilling process as
compared to the farm use of the property, but given the very limited agricultural use
envisioned, it appears the tail will wag the dog. It makes the proposal appear as a Trojan
Horse at the gates of the County’s high value farmland.” Record 21-22.
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SECOND AND THIRD ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR

In the second assignment of error, petitioners challenge the hearings officer’s
alternative conclusion that the proposed grading and fill does not comply with CDC 201-
2.12(G)(7), which requires that the “grading area [be] returned to farm use within one
calendar year of commencing site grading.” In the third assignment of error, petitioners
challenge the hearings officer’s alternative conclusion that the proposed grading and fill
activity does not comply with CDC 410-3.1, which is a code provision applicable to grading
permits requiring that the proposed activity not create a site disturbance greater than
required.

Because we have affirmed the hearings officer’s determination that petitioner’s
proposed grading and fill activities is not a customarily accepted agricultural activity, we
need not address the hearings officer’s alternative conclusion that the proposal fails to satisfy
one of the seven requirements that would apply if it were a customarily acceptable
agricultural activity.

Similarly, any error the hearings officer may have made in addressing CDC 410-1.3
does not provide a basis for reversal or remand. Petitioners’ only argument under the third
assignment of error is that they do not need a grading permit, because the proposed activity
qualifies as a customarily accepted agricultural activity that is exempt from the requirement
to obtain a permit of any kind under CDC 201-2.12. That argument fails, given our rejection
of petitioners’ arguments under the first assignment of error that the proposed activity is
exempt from permit requirements under CDC 201-2.12. Accordingly, we do not reach the
second assignment of error, and we deny the third assignment of error.

The county’s decision is affirmed.

Page 12

Page 125 of 125





